Same results

by quiet means
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the two tasks separately if this were more
convenient.

One sometimes hears the argument
that U.S.-Canadian defence co-operation
means in practice that the United States
calls the tune and Canada goes along.
This is said in particular of the only
wholly-integrated common organization,
the North American Air Defence Com-
mand (NORAD), What happened at the
peak of the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 is
invariably cited as an example of the dire
consequences that ensue from the integra-
tion of the forces of two partners so
unequal in strength. In fact, the raising on
October 22 of the state of readiness of the
NORAD forces to the third rung of the
five-rung ladder of alert conditions (Def-
con 3) was merely one of the moves in the
game — frightening at the time but fascin-
ating in retrospect — of pressures and
counter-pressures that was played during
the crisis. The Canadian Government ap-
proved of that move only two days later,
on October 24, when the purpose of it had
already been accomplished. In practice,
this delay was of no consequence. The
then Minister of National Defence, Doug-
las Harkness, has since made public the
whole story of what happened in those
critical days. With his consent, but without
an announcement, portions of the RCAF
and of the RCN (which was not then under
integrated command and thus not affected
by the NORAD decision) were put on an
alert state equivalent to that under Defcon
3. Thus, in terms of military preparedness,
the same result was achieved in Canada,
where, for political reasons, the matter was
handled quietly, as in the United States,
where, by design, to impress upon the ad-
versary that Washington meant business,
the NORAD alert was announced with a
flourish of trumpets. Far from proving that
U.S.-Canadian defence co-ordination had
failed in time of crisis, the incident showed
that it worked very well, and without in-
terfering with the political process.

It may be worth while mentioning that
the U.S. components of NORAD were put
on alert (with all other American forces)
for a somewhat similar purpose on October
25, 1973, in connection with events in the
Middle East. The Canadian component of
NORAD did not follow suit, nor did any-
body expect it to. Defence co-ordination
simply does not mean subordination.
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