Co-operation

needed

in political
environment

always, in the last resort, act unilaterally
to defend itself than the absence of an
agreement in which the violation of air-
space is flagrant.

Thirdly, there is a certain fear, voiced
more frequently in the past than at the
present time, that Canadian military
officers serving in a joint command with
the Americans tend to lose their national
identity and to adopt a common perspec-
tive on the military problems facing the
two countries which ignores the difference
in political perspectives. The most fre-
quent illustration of this point is the
tendency of military officers to talk about
“our” defences, “our” interceptor squad-
rons, and so on, when they are actually
referring to American forces.

These considerations, which at var-
ious times have been important factors
in the political discussion of NORAD,
seemed to weigh lightly on the present
Government. They did so, apparently,
because the difficulties or dangers of co-
operation with the United States at the
present time are less salient than the
need to show willingness to co-operate in
a political environment where there are
many basic disagreements between the
two governments. Mr., Richardson alluded
to this in his statement to the Standing
Committee when he said that to withdraw
from NORAD would be to strain Cana-
dian-American relations, not simply in the
defence field but in a number of other
areas, Mr. MacEachen commented on the
point even more emphatically:

“...defence is an important element

of our overall relationship, which can

be affected for better or worse by our
own willingness to regard positively
issues which we know to be of deep
concern to the United States.

I think it is clear to everyone that

in the period ahead there will be a
number of areas in our bilateral rela-
tions where differences are likely to
arise. We must attempt to keep these
areas of difference as limited as
possible . . . .”

This is the key to the 1975 renewal
of NORAD. It provided the Government
with an area of co-operation at relatively
little cost, which may offset, in some
measure, areas of disagreement with the
United States in matters such as trade,
the environment, and resource policy.
Moreover, if Canada’s experience in par-
tially withdrawing from NATO by reduc-
ing the forces committed counts at all,
then we should know that the act of
withdrawal may be more significant diplo-
matically than the weight of Canada’s
presence within an alliance. Since the
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Government indicated that the Unitgf
States was anxious to continue
NORAD agreement, the same reasoniye
presumably applied. :

Financial benefits ;
Finally, at a time when the Canadiy}
defence budget is severely stretched, f}
Government was anxious to continue 4
arrangement in which it obtained f
financial benefits that derived from t,f 1
American contribution to the surveillan}
of Canadian air-space. Although no g
tailed figures have been made public, I
Richardson suggested that it would cif
Canada twice as much to conduct i}
necessary surveillance, control and intaf
ception functions, which are now paf
formed under the auspices of NORAD. §
Such reasoning is a long way fin
strict military need. Hence the parady
that, at a time when the military argf
ments were least significant, the cuf
against renewing NORAD appeared to kif
at its weakest, for few, if any, argumens|
had been made to counter the positinf
described above. Allowing the Goven}
ment’s case, however, it would neverth§
less be a pity if some broader considen
tions in defence policy were allowed &
pass by in the present discussion. Th§
most obvious one is that the cost of ©§
equipping Canada’s air-defence forsf
assumes considerable proportions. Gerf
eral Carr has indicated that an all-purp§
advanced fighter of the F-15 or YF-lif
type to replace the Voodoo, the CF10E
and the CF5 might involve procuremenf
of about 100 aircraft. Although no fim
cost figures are available, there is littk}
doubt that this item alone could exhaut§
the present equipment funds of the d
fence budget for many years to comt}
Therefore, it is imperative that, in renew
ing its commitments to air-defence, tk
Government consider the choices which§
must be made between, for exampk}
buying new tanks, coastal surveillan®f
vessels, new long-range patrol aireraft
and an advanced manned interceptd §
Secondly, such an appraisal, placinf§
NORAD in the broad context of defent§
policy, would logically lead to an asses§
ment of Canada’s present defence prit-f
ities as they are defined in the 191
defence White Paper. It is eviden’c_f0 '
anybody who has considered the impli¢* §
tions of these tasks that they cannot be 1
performed within the confines of the exst g
ing defence budget. The danger of [
NORAD decision, therefore, is that it 74 §
bring in its wake a commitment to equ! f
ment procurement which, inevitably, ¥ §
be at the expense of other milit®f§




