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Our March-April issue is rather more cosmopol-
itan than usual as we consider external military
and political developments and U.S. involve-
ment and concern with them: Col. R, S. Sleeper
shows how the Soviet Union uses cybernetics
for political purposes; Dr. A. H. Zimmerman
explains Canada’s Defence Research Program
and John Gellner assays her cooperation in
NATO and NORAD; Major Alfred Uhalt
and Lt. John Kotch size up some stumbling
blocks along the path of Western Alliance.



Lenin stated that "the victory of socialism is possible, first in

a few or even one single capitalist country taken separately.”

Now we learn that cybernetics, a term and technique unknown in Lenin’s
lifetime, has been enlisted in the crusade to spread the

Communist world order. Colonel Raymond S. Sleeper, Chief of the
Foreign Technology Division of AFSC, writes of this

effort involving Soviet applications of analysis techniques.

CYBERNETICS
IN THE SERVICE
OF COMMUNISM

Colonel Raymond S. Sleeper

he SPEARHEAD for the spread of
I Communism was forged in the Soviet
Union when Lenin seized power and
began to use this philosophy as the rallying
standard for achieving world Communist dom-
ination. The Soviet Union's progress from the
revolutionary chaos of the early Twenties to
the space-age discipline of the Sixties has been
phenomenal. In response to a series of difficul-
ties and events in attempting to accelerate this
task, the Soviets have borrowed and adapted
to their use a unique and powerful philosoph-
ical and technological tool—eybernetics.

the promise of cybernetics

This tool seems to offer the means to opti-
mize the continued development and growth of
the power of Soviet Russia, the subversive cap-
ture of free nations, and the establishment of
worldwide educational, technological, military,
and space superiority. But more important, cy-
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bemetics is now seen by some Soviet authori-
ties as the means of facilitating the optimum
(Communist) control of the complex system of
states, peoples, and resources of the world
which the Communists hope will result from
Communist world domination.

Simply stated, cybernetics involves pur-
poseful control of complex dynamic systems.
Dynamic systems are those systems which can
react to or adapt to a changing environment. In
practice, the Soviets appear to be classifying
almost any subject that has to do with informa-
tion and control in man, machine, and society
as cybernetics. Cybernetic systems, as opposed
to automatic devices, are capable of respond-
ing in a predictable orderly manner to changes
in the environment. An example of a crude cy-
bernetic system is the home furnace that re-
sponds via thermostatic control to changes in
temperature for the purpose of maintaining a
reasonably constant temperature in the home.
One of the first complex cybernetic systems de-
veloped was Norbert Wiener’s design of a sys-
tem to link radar through a computer to a bat-
tery of automatic fire-controlled antiaircraft
guns.

In facing this extremely difficult problem,
Wi iener realized that the complex system he
was designing performed the same functions as
a skilled skeet shooter who acquired the target,
tracked it, allowed for an appropriate lead, and
fired. The skilled marksman achieved a high
degree of accuracy. Knowing that biological
systems (man or animal) could adapt easily to
rapidly changing environmental parameters,
both external as in the case of the skeet shooter
and internal as in the case of an athlete whose
body adjusts to give him a second wind, he
often consulted with neurologists and others
to determine if he was on the right track in his
basic design philosophy. There were several
instances in which he found direct analogs be-
tween the behavior of his gun-laying systems
and certain characteristics of the nervous sys-
tems.

Wiener’s great achievement was that he
was able to synthesize existing technology and
ideas into a basic conceptual framework that
unified this technology to produce a high de-
gree of control in any type of complex dynamic

system. The basic elements of this concept are

(1) A well-defined goal or end state to be
achieved.

(2) Sensors to detect changes in the environ-
ment, i.e., temperature, velocity, chemical re-
actions, learning states, etc.

(3) Communications nets connecting all ele-
ments of the system to assure information flow.

(4) Logic units to process the information
flow according to criteria contained in the goal
(D-

(5) Control units that are responsive to de-
cisions from the logic center (4), which adjusts
system units to the desired states as information
from (1), (2), (3), and (4) changes.

Wiener felt that this scheme was basic to
the control of all complex systems—technical,
biological, or social. The Soviets regard the
U.S. pert management system, or the “critical
path technique,” as they call it, to be a highly
sophisticated example of applying cybernetic
theory to an administrative system.

Cybernetics, as it developed under Wiener
and in the U.S.S.R., imposes a rigid discipline
for clear thinking upon both the theorist and
the practitioner. If a true cybernetic approach
to problem solving is adopted, the planner must
first define his goals and criteria for their
achievement as clearly and with as- little am-
biguity as possible.

the thrust of cybernetics in the Soviet system

The thrust of cybernetics in Russia ex-
tends from the microbiological to the macro-
cosmic dimensions of man’s relationship to the
elements of the universe. The volume of Soviet
literature on cybernetics is monumental. Acad-
emician A. |. Berg, chairman of the Govern-
mental Council on Cybernetics, refers to over
5000 articles in 1961 alone on “the problems
of the application of mathematics, electronics,
and cybernetics to biology and medicine.”
Since 1961, the volume of literature and re-
search on this subject has continued to increase.

On the biological side of cybernetics one
sees interesting developments, such as the
“iron hand” which attaches pneumatically to
the stump of the arm and, through electrodes
connected to the stump muscles of the forearm,
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picks up myocurrents generated from the con-
traction of these muscles, which then control
the opening and closing of the hand. There are
many other devices which link the nervous
system to machines, and vice versa. One exam-
ple is the biostimulator, which uses the re-
corded muscle movements of a sharpshooter
to provide programmed electronic sleeves for
automated rifle training instruction. This de-
vice is slipped over the arms and torso and
electronically “stimulates” the proper muscles
of the student soldier to emulate the sharp-
shooting techniques of an expert rifleman re-
corded in the simulator. Another device, tire
Soviet sleep machine, is claimed to produce a
relaxed state, or sleep, which provides more
rest than an equivalent amount of normal
sleep. This device is used in medical treatment
for a variety of symptoms. Soviet cybernetics
includes, in addition to biologic and physio-
logic control techniques, a broad program of
research in neurology, psychology, and related
fields, especially those areas which have the
potential for technological application and be-
havior control.

The Soviet concept and program of the
“new man” involves the “creation” of a wholly
superior type of individual. It begins with the
separation of numbers of young children from
their families at the ages 1 to 6 years. These
children are trained in some 800 special board-
ing homes and schools, separated from their
families. Estimates vary, but it appears that
1,500,000 to 2,500,000 children have been en-
tered into this program. The training and edu-
cation of these selected children has been called
the “technocratization of youth” in Russia.
In other references the Soviets have called this
program the preparation for “the rationaliza-
tion of world economics and cybernation.” The
U.S.S.R. is thus planning for rapid develop-
ment of automation and encourages, promotes,
and fosters cybernetics at the highest level of
government and party. Social adjustment to
automation is planned through the preparation
of students to accommodate to the “cybernated
society.” And, according to the Soviets, the
change will therefore be more orderly in Russia
than in any other country.

At the machine level, the applications vary

from guidance systems for missiles to auto-
mated power distribution centers for control-
ling the flow of electric power between widely
dispersed nets so as to eliminate costly, re-
dundant power generation.

But it is at the socioeconomic level that
one sees the major innovations being attempted
in the Soviet Union. A cybernetics center is
planned for each state. Several are already be-
ing built, and the first one at Kiev is nearly
finished. These, together with the Cybernetics
Council in Moscow, the Moscow information
storage and retrieval center (viniti), the Mos-
cow computer center, the developing nation-
wide unified information network, some 350
computer centers, and over 100 institutes that
are working in cybernetic science and tech-
nology, if built as planned, will constitute the
physical structure of the program. A typical
center such as the one at Kiev will have mathe-
maticians, physiologists, psychologists, soci-
ologists, neurologists, economists, electronic
scientists, engineers, and physicists assigned.
Thus a very broad multidisciplinary scientific-
force will attack the problems involved in the
automation of Soviet society. The implications
of such an enormous undertaking cannot pos-
sibly be seen with clarity at this early date, but
it deserves serious observation, studv, and at-
tempts at interpretation.

It helps us some in taking a serious view
of these Soviet activities when we realize that
such very large modeling and attempts to struc-
ture society are actually beginning here in the
United States. San Francisco is using an oper-
ating mathematical model of the city in terms
of its land, buildings, peoples, jobs, amenities,
etc. This model is being used for forward plan-
ning, and other U.S. cities are now developing
their own models. But the Soviet scheme in-
volves all of Russia and promises to involve
the world.

One interpretation of the Soviet effort de-
scribes the purpose of cybernetics in the
U.S.S.R. as “threefold: improved military and
civilian technology, rationalization of the econ-
omy, and mechanization of intellectual tasks.”1
But it is likely that the main thrust of Soviet
cybernetics is much more encompassing. For
the central argument of the Soviets is that cy-



bemetics can work only in a “socialist” society:

As distinct from capitalist countries where
the various firms create, each for itself, sepa-
rate automated systems of control, under social-
ism it is perfectly possible to organize a single,
(integrated) complex, automated system of
control of the country’s national economy. Ob-
viously, the effect of such automation will be
much greater than that of automating control
of individual enterprises.2

Probably this is the key to the major differ-
ence between the Soviet purpose in cybernetics
and the purpose in the West. Not so much that
the Soviets are already beginning to apply cy-
bernetics to the optimum control of the entire
Soviet society but that they are aiming to re-
construct society through the widest possible
application of cybernetics and eventually to
employ it as the principal system of Communist
control of the world. Some observers of the
Soviet scene have responded with ridicule;
others have simply stated that such a grand
scheme is impossible. Perhaps the most com-
mon reaction is that Soviet technology cannot
possibly support such a plan in Russia, to say
nothing of the world. It is normal among these
latter observers to note that *“the U.S. is still
ahead in the design, analysis, and evaluation of
complex and sophisticated systems . . . ; we are
still ahead of Soviet technology in the fields of
radar systems, television systems, telemetry
systems; and still ahead of Soviet technology
by a considerable margin in the design and
manufacture of high speed computers with
large memories.”3

But there are indications of steady Soviet
progress: “Soviet science is ahead in the analy-
sis of random-processes of shooting and ran-
dom process representation; Soviet science is
generally superior to U.S. science in the fields
of detection theory, parameters, prediction and
estimation, and the analysis of phase-keyed
systems in the presence of fading; and Soviet
science can be said to be slightly ahead of the
U.S. sciences in the overall fields of cyber-
netics, logic algebra, automated theory, and
pattern recognition.”4 And cybernetics seems to
have given the Russian leaders a new vision
of the utopian future of Communist social prog-
ress. For they now see in cybernetics, they
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think, a means to stimulate progress and to
integrate advances in all fields of science.
Again, the most fundamental and overriding
point is that through cybernetics the integra-
tion of scientific progress now enables the con-
struction of the ideal Communist society in
Russia as well as throughout the rest of the
world.3

To restructure the Russian society, to es-
tablish a system for the optimum control of
Russia, and to embark upon the study, plan,
and implementation of a control system aimed
at the restructuring of the societies of the world
so that they will dovetail into a cybernated
Communist Russia is a fantastic task. The task
was not undertaken lightly. A comprehensive
study was conducted from 1959 to 1961 for the
purpose of determining the broad structure of
the program and its consonance with Marxism-
Leninism. Then in June 1962 the Soviet Coun-
cil of the Academy of Sciences, the Scientific
Council on the Philosophical Problems of the
Natural Sciences, and the Party Committee of
the Presidium of the Academy of Sciences met
together in a joint conference on cybernetics.
Over 1000 participants represented all the sci-
ences connected with cybernetics. This all-
union conference mapped out the implementa-
tion of the tasks set for cybernetics by the 22d
World Communist Party Congress.

The general structure of the program has
been analyzed and ably presented by Professor
John J. Ford of American University. He be-
lieves that the 20-year plan approved by the
22d Party Congress is designed to test and im-
plement the model. The model and its appli-
cation to Russia is to be largely tested by 1981.
Subsequent indications strongly support Ford’s
analysis, e.g., a quote from the Technical Cy-
bernetics All-Union Conference at Odessa in
1965: “Today, it is clear that the methods of
technical cybernetics are finding growing ap-
plications in the control of the entire Soviet
economy.”

Anyone with a deep interest in Soviet de-
velopments who wishes to understand Soviet
activities through the next 10 to 20 yeafs must
take into consideration the Soviet cybernetics
model. Scholars who continue to employ tradi-
tional concepts of Soviet behavior will surely
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be missing an important part of the picture.

The plan encompasses the development of
a pattern for sociocultural, material-technical,
and ideological subsystems. Each pattern must
provide a “nervous structure” and “control cen-
ter.” Similarly, each must be automatically op-
erative but adapted to the goals of the “brain.”
Harmonious transition of the parts toward a
higher degree of centralized organization of
social structure is thus insured.”

This 20-year plan is based on the thesis
that social (and biological) change is inevita-
ble, but more important, the social change
should be purposeful and progressive (i.e.,
toward Communism). To quote Professor
Ford:

The strategy for social progress dictated
by this general model calls for the establish-
ment of a “nervous system" to tie together the
system’s “sensors” of internal and external en-
vironments at all levels with the highest deci-
sion centers which can then determine optimal
(in relation to system goals) courses of action
and then transmit information to the effector
organs of the social system (ministries, produc-
tion complexes, schools, defense installations,
people and so on). The cycle is then repeated.
If the new behavior of the system brings it
closer to the goals thereof as predicted, or
moves away therefrom because the prediction
was incorrect, the sensors once again detect
the change and transmit the information up-
ward in a continuous process analogous to that
by which a helmsman steers a ship toward its
destination.7

A model of world social structure seemingly
visualized in this description is not attractive
to most Americans, since it is deterministic and
authoritarian. However, from a Communist
viewpoint the whole process of “national liber-
ation” and revolution involves the destruction
of “capitalistic institutions” and the develop-
ment and erection of Communist institutions in
a purposeful mode.

transition of “capitalist societies”
to “socialist societies™

The transition of “capitalist societies” to
“socialist societies” is the central aim of world
Communism. It is the object, the content, and
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the substance of Communist activities across
the world.

There are Communist parties in some 105
nations of the world. In certain countries there
are more Communist parties than one, but for
our purpose we will assume these parties are
factions and that ultimately these factions
either coordinate, cooperate, or are controlled
by the dominant party in their struggle for
take-over of the specific country.

Some 16 of these 105 nations are now con-
trolled by the Communists. Each of the 16 is
in fact ruled by the Communist Party therein.
It is generally accepted that the world Com-
munist movement is no longer monolithic but
that polycentralism and a system of “World
Commonwealth of Communist Nations” is
evolving and expanding through subversive ag-
gression.- In spite of these and other doctrinal
changes, a Marxist-Leninist model exists for
the stages of Communist penetration and take-
over in a target country. This doctrine elabo-
rates five steps (called “stages” in Marxist-
Leninist doctrine) in the “transition to a Marx-
ist-Leninist Society”:

Step One is infiltration into the target
country and the formation of a Communist
Party.

Step Two is the infiltration of Communist
Party members into the target countrys key
institutions, parliament, political parties,
unions, industry, communications services, po-
lice, military forces, and other important ele-
ments of the national life. The members who
infiltrate the key institutions form units that
are called fractions.9 When fractions are
formed in most of the key institutions, a united
national front is then organized to coordinate
policy and action among all the fractions.

Step Three is the decision to seize power.
According to the doctrine there exist both the
objective and subjective situations in a target
country. The objective situation is the current
real-life situation in the target country. The
subjective situation is the “power” of the Com-
munist Party. Evaluation of this power involves
assessment of the number of hard-core mem-
bers and their deployment throughout the tar-
get country’s key institutions, together with

the power that the members exert over the
nation by virtue of the National Front. The
doctrine states that when the subjective situa-
tion of the Communist Party is in favorable
balance with the objective situation in the
country as a whole, the decision is then made
to seize power.10 This does not mean that an
attempt to seize power is made at this time,
but the decision is made. Then the action com-
mittees are organized and prepared for the
eventual take-over. The process of determining
the favorable revolutionary balance situation
is obviously an extremely difficult and complex
process. It is clear, for example, that the Com-
munists misjudged the revolutionary balance
in Indonesia at least twice in recent times.ll

Step Four is to seize power. This step is
initiated with the announcement of the time
when power will be seized—and the timing is
critical. The action committees are then armed,
and direct operations are initiated against the
anti-Communist, non-Communist, or national
power in being. Insofar as possible, the Com-
munist Party attempts to present this “seizure
of power in the light of a national revolution,
a national uprising, or some similar camouflage
for the Communist take-over.

Step Five is to consolidate the Communist
control of the nation. This involves the pro-
gressive elimination of all anti-Communist, un-
cooperative control and influence in the nation
and leads to the purges. This is the sort of oper-
ation we saw in China when Mao Tse-tung
instituted his program to “let a hundred flowers
of internal criticism grow,” and then when in-
ternal criticism appeared the critics were elimi-
nated.3 It is the type of purge we have seen
in Cuba since Castro seized power.

It may be claimed that our model for
Communist subversive aggression against free
nations is too simple. Communist manuals,
doctrine, pamphlets, and publications have de-
voted hundreds of thousands of pages to the
elaboration of the tactics and techniques of
take-over, or the “transition of power from the
capitalistic monopolies to the working class,” as
they call it. The basic Communist bible, Funda-
mentals of Marxism-Leninism, devotes over 500
pages to the subject. There have been many
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Figure 1. Model far Communist take-over

variations in this model, and there will be many
more. But how can cybernetics serve Com-
munist subversion and take-over?

The key step in the process is the decision
and timing of the take-over. Note the relation-
ship that must be satisfied for the Communist
take-over: One could write this very simply as

S

where P represents potential for take-over, 5
the subjective power of the Communist Party
in the target country, and O the objective situ-
ation in the country itself. Now it can readily
be seen that experience will be necessary to
determine the proper values of P for evaluating
take-over potential. It can also be seen that the
quotient of S divided by O is essentially a sum-
mation of the Communist potential for take-
over in each of the key institutional structures
as related to the stabilizing anti-Communist
elements in the country. It is the problem of
measuring Communist potential for take-over
in a national power structure sense that “scien-
tific programs” using statistics, content analy-
sis, sociological and anthropological social
structure analysis, and experience factors, that

Sensors
fractions
and fronts
Country
Objective
Model
Communist
Party
control

we see as the task for cybernetics. The process
can be shown as the objective situation deriv-
ing from real life in the target country feeding
into the reference model (the Communist
model) and with effectors and sensors from the
Communist Party in its central role of subver-
sion, take-over, command, and control, as
shown in Figure 1.

The tremendous upheaval and social re-
orientation of Cuba which have been produced
by the Castro regime may be seen as an exam-
ple of Communist transition of society toward
a "higher stage of social evolution” and as a
transition toward the Soviet model.

Through a series of trade and finance
agreements the Castro Regime has moved
toward the adaptation of Cuba’s economy and
industrial plan to that of the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

. . The degree to which Cuba has become
economically dependent on the Bloc is evi-
denced by the fact that 80% of its trade is now
tied up in arrangements with Iron Curtain
countries. At the beginning of 1960 only 2% of
Cuba’s total foreign trade was witli the Bloc.

Cuba, under die Castro Regime, is rapidly
becoming oriented toward the Sino-Soviet Bloc.
This orientation is not taking the form of a
merely cultural interchange with communist
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countries such as several Western countries are
conducting. On the contrary, the emerging pat-
tern is one of extensive cultural identification
with the Bloc in which Cuban cultural patterns
are being rapidly altered and the traditional
cultural ties with countries of this hemisphere
and Western Europe are deliberately severed.
This is to be seen in the comprehensive cultural
agreements, the exchange of students, perform-
ing artists, and exhibitions with the Soviet
Union, Communist China and their satellites,
the impediments placed before students wishing
to study anywhere except in Iron Curtain coun-
tries, the virtual halting of the flow of movies,
books and magazines from free countries with
a commensurate rise in the influx of these ma-
terials from the Sino-Soviet Bloc, and the
attacks on Western culture in general and that
of the United States in particular.4

Thus one sees the total social, economic,
and cultural restructuring of Cuba to fit the
Communist model. Meanwhile, the Communist
model appears to be moving toward a cyber-
netics model. This may lead to increased ra-
tionalization of Communist subversive aggres-
sion against free nations.

Under a cybernetic scheme the Commu-
nists need not export traditional ideology. In-
stead they need to export “scientific social
changes” which fit the cybernetic model of the
economy and sociological structure of scien-
tific Marxism-Leninism now being built in
Russia.

the drive for military superiority

The Soviets have consistently pushed for
worldwide military superiority. Stalin support-
ed this goal, and so did Khrushchev, on bal-
ance.

Some top American nuclear scientists be-
lieve that Soviet nuclear weapons technology
is at least equivalent to if not ahead of U.S. in
some areas. In the area of high-yield weapons
it is conceded that they have the edge. They
have demonstrated a device of 60 megatons
which we believe could be weaponized or
turned into a weapon at about a hundred mega-
tons.

We were somewhat surprised in 1948 that
the Soviets copied our B-29 (which they called

TU-4). More surprising was that they built a
significant number and built them at the ex-
pense of more rapidly rejuvenating the war-
tom civilian economy.

Through the 1950°’s the Soviets built mod-
em fighters in large numbers, built bombers,
and then moved into building and deploying
ballistic missiles.

There is no question that the U.S. Minute-
man and Polaris missiles remain superior to
those of the Soviets, but the Russian weapon-
eers are not resting on their laurels. According
to Hanson Baldwin, they are continuing to de-
velop and deploy large numbers of new weap-
ons of widely varying types.1’5

The Soviet development of new missiles
appears to be most dramatic, and the evidence
is that they are also developing new aircraft
(e.g., the AN22, a huge transport) and modern-
izing their army and navy. The 1965 spring
military parade in Moscow and again the 7 No-
vember 1965 parade showed new generations
of icbm’s, irbm’s, “global rockets,” and anti-
icbm missiles, as well as many new army vehi-
cles.

The Soviets apparently are building and
deploying all these weapons. It is important
that we recognize that they can, that they have
the economic power to do so. In 1962 Secretary
of Defense McNamara elaborated before Con-
gress the new missiles, aircraft, antimissile mis-
siles, agricultural improvements, and civilian
consumer improvements that could be made
by the Russians and then concluded that they
could not do all these things-that they must
make a choice. It would seem that they have
made the choice at the expense of the civilian
economy and that they have moved rapidly
forward in strategic weapons.

One of the primary strengths of the Soviet
r&d and production program is the use of scien-
tific planning (cybernetics) throughout their
weapons programs. Scientific planning, gaming
theory, optimum solution of complex problems,
development of block-aggregate computing
systems, creation of the scientific basis for the
synthesis of automatic control, and hundreds
of similar subjects, all pertinent to the most
modem techniques of scientific planning and
development of aerospace weapon systems, ap-
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pear in Soviet cybernetics literature.l6 The
hypothesis is suggested that analysis of overall
Soviet power must now take into account the
increased efficiency of the early applications
of integrated cybernetic systems optimized for
the creation of Soviet military and national
security.

Similarlv, cvbemetics can be seen to im-
pact on the Soviet space effort.

the thrust in space

Soviet work in space probably started in
the early Forties with the work of Tsilkovskii,
the Soviet Goddard. In the late Forties and
early Fifties it appears that the basic technolo-
gies and vertical firings of components were
accomplished. In the late Fifties we saw the
first Sputnik and the beginning of the Soviet
space spectaculars. Figure 2 shows the Soviet
concentration on spectaculars—manned flight,
near-earth orbital work, and some military and
military support types of programs. There has
been little direct evidence that any of these
spectaculars will lead to direct Soviet military

Figure 2. Soviet space firsts

space capabilities, but there have been repeat-
ed Soviet references to the military uses of
space. One of the first we saw was in Major
General Pokrovsky’s book, Science and Tech-
nology in Contemporary War, published in
1956, in which he refers to the coming impor-
tance of the war in space. Since 1957 there have
been innumerable Soviet references to orbital
bombardment, orbital rockets, rockets from
spaceships, attack or delivery of weapons from
space, and the like.

It would seem prudent to assume that the
Soviets plan to use space for military purposes
as rapidly as possible. The Soviet space effort
is huge—surely as large as if not larger than that
of the U.S. There is no record of the Soviets’
having made anything like this type of effort in
aerospace research and development without
a resultant direct enhancement of their military
power.

In the U.S. we argue variously that space
offensive nuclear-delivery forces are less effi-
cient than icbm’s, less accurate, and less credi-
ble. But when the Soviets are dedicated to
offensive world objectives, the special effects

earth satellite 4 Oct 57

biological

lunar

satellite 3 Nov 57

solar orbit 4 Jan 59

impact 13 Sep 59

lunar satellite photos 4 Oct 59

man

"tandem"

in space (Gagarin)

12 Apr 61

manned flight 11-12 Aug 62

Mars probe 1 Nov 62

3-man space flight 12 Oct 64

extravehicular operation (Leonov) 18 Mar 65
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of space military offensive forces may appear
very useful-namely, prestige, terror, persua-
sion, coercion, pressure, psychological warfare,
and demoralization. The sight and sound of
Soviet military orbital forces in the free skies
of the world day and night, plus Communist
satellite television propaganda tuned into sets
around the world, would not be attractive to
contemplate in the service of Soviet goals of
worldwide Communist domination.

Such major steps in space could not be
taken except for the progress that the Soviets
are seeking through cybernetics. This has been
recognized by Soviet scientists and has been
openly stated by several. A description of the
impact of Soviet cybernetics on their space
program is included in V. Denisov’s “Cyber-
netics and the Cosmos (1962). Denisov de-
scribes the active flight of “The Cosmic Ship,’
its automatic control features, and its manual
control features. But, “No matter what the de-
gree of automation of the engineering process
of controlling the cosmic ship, the managing
and organizing role always remains with man.
Hence, we must deal with complex cybernetic
‘man-machine’ systems in space ships. . .. Man
is the controlling element or operator in the
‘man-machine’ system and the machine is the
controlled object.” Denisov goes on to describe
the working of the cosmic ship in detail and
then projects developments into the future: “It
can be that the foot of man will not take the
first step on other planets, . . . but the foot of a
cybernetic automaton may. He then goes on
to extend man’s influence into the cosmos
through travel and communications, basing his
predictions on progress in cybernetics as well
as in astronautics and related sciences.

I n cybernetics there is unques-
tionably a promise for improvement of the
welfare of all humans. Robert Theobold, author
and economist, proposes a minimum basic in-
come for all adults in America based on the
use of cybernetics by U.S. industry and econ-
omy, an income ensuring a standard of living
by which one can live with dignity. He also
makes the astounding point that a modem na-

tion can produce anything it decides to pro-
duce.'7 But Theobold decries the U.S. govern-
ment’s inattention to these “facts,” stating that
these facts demand new value systems in
America.

There is not much question that cyber-
netics is seen by the Soviet elite not only as the
path to Communist utopia but also as the road
to development of a worldwide system of so-
cialist states under Communist control. This
view is reflected even by the American Com-
munist Party.

Is there an inner compulsion in technologi-
cal development which will transform the pri-
vate appropriation of profit in America and the
immense, unprecedented political power it
brings, into an innocent surplus managed for
the whole of society by the same small top
group wearing different hats? . .. No . . . Once
the profit motive is no longer a sacred absolute,
the machines can be controlled, and, especially
in the centralized society of today, cybernation
can be developed and applied at a rate and in
a manner that is in the interest of society as a
whole . . . and this will come . .. only when the
American people make a daily struggle in a
progressive direction [toward Communism].18

If we wish to follow events in Soviet Rus-
sia and developments in worldwide Commu-
nism reasonably intelligently, we should begin
to view them in terms of the changes wrought
by the massive cybernetic program in Russia
and in the worldwide Communist movement.
Moreover, if cybernetics promises such a “para-
dise” for socialist countries and enables, in
effect, a technological penetration of free na-
tions, it behooves us to define the parameters
of possible impact and the promise and direc-
tion of national and international automation
in free societies as a counter. There is no
doubt at all that American computer tech-
nology, program theory and application, and
automation lead the world. But the prolifera-
tion of computers, computer languages, and
computer centers has become truly an elec-
tronic Tower of Babel. In contrast, in Russia
the computer centers, languages, and net-
works are planned and programmed to opti-
mize control of the entire country. Does this
lead to an efficiency of resource utilization
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that enables the Soviets, with a gross national
product in 1965 of $303 billion—ompared to
$664 billion for the U.S.—o challenge the
U.S. for world leadership and military supe-
riority? Surely the American system with its
redundancy, flexibility, and free choice is
much more attractive to us, but is it too waste-
ful of resources? And is this American re-
dundancy and flexibility optimized to meet
aggressive, purposeful international competi-
tion? Will truly wide redundancy, flexibility,
and choice invite penetration and restriction
by a centrally controlled, integrated, and op-
timized system—a system optimized for the
announced goal and program of world domi-
nation?

These are interesting questions that only
time and intensive analysis will answer. Most
Americans, if given the choice, would vote for
the redundancy, individualism, flexibility, and
optimization of private opportunity as op-
posed to the centralized authoritarian-imposed
optimized control. However, the parameters
of redundancy, individualism, flexibility, con-
trol, optimization, purposefulness, and private
opportunity may have to be subjected to the
burning crucible of public discussion and
definition in the light of national interests be-
fore we have a national understanding of both
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doubtedly a French soldier assigned to
examine and effect repairs to a faulty
muzzle-loader about three centuries ago.

We have progressed substantially since
that near-medieval period, however, although
Canadian defence scientists were not formally
organized until 1 April 1947 when an amend-
ment to the National Defence Act created
Canada’s Defence Research Board. For twenty
years now, drb has been an integral element in
the Department of National Defence and
probably unique because it is civilian-directed
and civilian-staffed, despite its place in a mili-
tary milieu.

Under the National Defence Act, the
Board carries out research and associated
duties relating to the defence of Canada and
the development of or improvement in mili-
tary equipment as assigned by the Minister of
National Defence. It also advises the Minister
on all matters relating to scientific, technical,
and other research and development that, in
its view, may affect national defence.

Integration of the Canadian .Armed Forces
two summers ago has not resulted in major
changes in the Board’s operations or its place
in the Department as a separate organizational
entity.

There exists within the Department of
National Defence a Defence Council, chaired
by the Minister, and its members are the senior
officials of the Department. These include the
Chief of the Defence Staff, the Vice Chief of
the Defence Staff, the Chairman of the De-
fence Research Board, and the Deputy Min-
ister of National Defence.

The Deputy Minister and the Chairman,
Defence Research Board, are the senior civilian
appointees in the Department under the Min-
ister. The role of the Deputy Minister may be
broadly stated as the principal civilian assist-
ant to the Minister and Associate Minister in
the exercise of their responsibility for the con-
trol and management of the Department. The
Chairman, Defence Research Board, is charged
with the responsibility of operating the scien-
tific element of the Department of National
Defence.

As a result of his membership on this

C ANADA'’S first defence scientist was un-

Council, the Chairman of the Defence Re-
search Board is able to introduce at the high-
est departmental level the views of the Board.

The Board’s Vice Chairman and Chief
Scientists are members of the Development
and Associated Research Policy Group formed
by the Chief of Technical Services, Canadian
Forces Headquarters, to make recommenda-
tions to the Chief of the Defence Staff on all
matters concerning development policy and
programs. The Group provides an important
forum for the exchange of information on all
aspects of defence research and development.
Its secretariat and administrative procedures
provide a convenient and effective means of
both proposing research and reporting prog-
ress to the working staff.

In addition, a number of Board scientists
have been integrated into the Chief of Tech-
nical Services’ organization, which is responsi-
ble for the planning and integration of develop-
ment programs. Somewhat similar arrange-
ments have been concluded to provide for
scientific advice in the formulation of opera-
tional requirements, and a senior dbb scientist
has been posted to the branch of the Vice
Chief of the Defence Staff as Director of Scien-
tific Co-ordination.

The Chief Superintendent of the Board’s
Operational Research Establishment is also
Director General of Operational Research at
Canadian Forces Headquarters. He heads a
single division, organized into a number of
functional directorates, and is responsible to
the Board’s Chairman for the career manage-
ment of scientific staff and the technical qual-
ity of operational research studies. Through
the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff, he answers
to the Chief of the Defence Staff for the for-
mulation of programs and the establishment
of priorities for their execution.

The Board’s research and associated ac-
tivities are carried on at its headquarters and
at its laboratories or field stations located in
Nova Scotia, Quebec, Ontario, Saskatchewan,
Alberta, and British Columbia. The terms of
the National Defence Act also permit the Board
to extend its efforts beyond its own facilities
by means of grants to universities and contracts
with industry.
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In practice, the Board has four basic
responsibilities:

(@) to provide scientific advice to the Min-
ister and Associate Minister of National De-
fence, the Chief of the Defence Staff, and the
Canadian Forces;

(b) to provide for the research requirements
of the Canadian Forces;

(c) to contribute to the collective defence

research efforts of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, of other international programs,
and to arrange for scientific and technical co-
operation with allied nations; and
(d) to support basic research of defence

interest in Canadian universities, and applied
military research with Canadian industry.

Programs and priorities within these broad
responsibilities are determined by Canada’s



national security policy, by the current roles
and tasks of the Canadian Forces, and by
the requirements of international cooperation.
Present areas of special interest include:

(a) the defence (and in particular the air
defence) of North America;

(b) defence against submarines;

(c) the equipment and tactics of ground and
air forces in Europe;

(d) the equipment and tactics of forces in
counterinsurgency, limited war, and “peace-
keeping” roles;

(e) the requirements of national survival
following nuclear attack.

The Board’s research efforts can be di-
vided roughly into five major fields—the physi-
cal sciences, maritime research, weapons and
engineering research, biosciences, and the
defence aspects of nuclear, biological, and
chemical research—all contributing singly or
collectively to many of the problems that arise
in the areas already outlined. In general, the
research programs, both pure and applied, are
pursued in the Board’s research establishments
or laboratories located across Canada, some
selected specifically of course for their geo-
graphical position.

The majority of the Board’s research pro-
grams are integrated closely with those of the
United States. This integration arises for many
reasons: because of the geographical implica-
tions, mutual defence problems, and also be-
cause of the need to share specific equipments
and facilities. The nature of this cooperation
varies considerably, from the discussion and
design of programs at formal international lev-
els to mutual exchanges and understandings
at the working level between field stations with
related tasks. This type of cooperation has re-
sulted in the sharing of facilities, staffs, and
equipment. Many examples of this type of
liaison exist, particularly in some of the Board’s
extended field operations such as at-sea re-
search or in the execution of some of its large-
scale trials in the area of biological, chemical,
and nuclear defence.

In addition to the exchange of technical
information at the working level, an effective
procedure for the exchange of information
through reports and documents has been es-
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tablished. This system originated during the
early days of World War Il and has progressed
to an extensive degree. It ensures in fact that
Canada’s defence research scientists fully un-
derstand activities in U.S. allied fields. The
system, of course, works just as successfully
in reverse.

The Board’s scientists also take an active
part in seminars, technical meetings, and
symposia held in their respective fields in the
United States. The Board presents reviews and
papers on all aspects of its work at an annual
symposium held in Ottawa. This draws a wide
audience from many defence science fields in
the United States. It is not surprising, there-
fore, to find that some of the strongest and most
fruitful programs are those closely allied with
similar activities in the United States.

It might prove useful to present some typ-
ical examples of the close collaboration exist-
ing between the two countries in nearly all
defence research fields.

In the weapons and engineering field, one
of the main programs at the Board’s Canadian
Armament Research and Development Estab-
lishment involves the use of hypersonic ranges
and light-gas guns. This program, to investigate
the properties of hypersonic wakes, has devel-
oped over several years in close cooperation
with the Advanced Research Projects Agency
and Redstone Arsenal of the U.S. Army Missile
Command. The U.S. provides substantial finan-
cial and personnel support to the program, and
of course scientific information resulting from
the experimentation is exchanged freely.

The same establishment is engaged in
another cooperative project with arpa, inves-
tigation of infrared radiation in the high atmo-
sphere, particularly transmission and airglow
measurements carried out by instrumented
high-altitude aircraft. Here again Board per-
sonnel receive logistic support from their
United States partners.

During the past twenty years the Board
has built up extensive and unique test facili-
ties at its Suffield Experimental Station on the
Alberta prairies. The ranges are ideally suited
for large-scale tests and trials dealing with the
problems of defence against biological, chemi-
cal, and nuclear weapons. This establishment



Canadian and U.S. technicians at DRB’s prairie research
station fill a radome with sand preparatory to test-
ing the ability of military equipment to withstand the
shock effects of detonating a 100-ton charge of TNT.

has conducted joint Canadian/United States
trials for a number of years, with every likeli-
hood that the degree of U.S. participation will
increase. It has not been unusual during a spe-
cific trial at Suffield to find more than 100 U.S.
technical representatives participating.

In other research areas, such as submarine

warfare, communications, and biosciences, mu-
tual projects between the two countries have
resulted in very close collaboration.

The Board’s main contribution to Canada’s
space program is another instance of close and
successful cooperation with our U.S. counter-
parts. This effort began with the concept and
eventual launching of the Alouette I, an all-
Canadian ionosphere topside sounder space-
craft, which established clearly the Board’s
ability and competence in this complex and
sophisticated design and development field.
Design and manufacture of the satellite of
course represented only one aspect of the prob-
lem. The other aspect, that of launching it into
orbit, was a phase that was entirely contributed
and directed by the resources of the U.S. Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Since that successful launching, a joint
Canada./U.S. program known as International
Satellites for lonospheric Studies (isis) has
been established with the objective of orbiting
four Canadian-designed and -built topside
sounding spacecraft. The first satellite in this
program, Alouette IlI, was launched success-
fully by a Thor-Agena on 29 November 1965
from the Western Test Range in California.
Designed and built by the Board’s Defence
Research Telecommunications Establishment
with Canadian industrial support, it achieved
a nominal orbit with a perigee of 501 km, an
apogee of 2982 km, and an inclination of 79.8°.
Alouette Il carries equipment for five experi-
ments: three (topside sounding of the iono-
sphere, measurement of galactic and solar radio
noise, measurement of very-low-frequency ra-
dio emissions in the upper atmosphere) are drb
experiments; the fourth (detection of energetic
particles) is a project of the National Research
Council of Canada; and the fifth (measurement
of electron densities and temperatures) was
designed by the U.S. National Aeronautics mid
Space Administration. Like its predecessor, all
of Alouette Il’s systems are operating satisfac-
torily to date.

Explorer XXXI, a nasa satellite, was
launched by the same Thor-Agena rocket. For
experimental purposes, the two satellites re-
mained in the same orbit for about a month,
separated along the orbital path by less than



1000 kilometers. Fifteen days after launching,
the separation was 83 km and was increasing
at a rate of about 9 km per day.

Both Alouette Il and Explorer XXXI are
part of the isis project, and many of the experi-
ments in the two satellites were planned to be
complementary. Their simultaneous opeiation
in the same region of space is expected to make
possible a considerable advance in knowledge
of the physics of the atmosphere, ion compo-
sition, and electron and ion temperatures.

Leading from the experience and success
gained with Alouette | and Alouette II, the
Board is developing a program for cooperative

studies for communications satellites, again
with considerable U.S. cooperation.
The breakthrough into space research

by the Board has added a new dimension to
Canadas industrial capacity. As a result of the
Board’s interests and requirements, encourage-
ment and support have been extended to many
Canadian industrial firms to develop and ex-
pand their technical resources to meet the
challenge of space. From modest beginnings,
manv of the companies have developed equip-
ments and components which are now finding
their way into U.S. space vehicles.

Although the Board does not operate an
aeronautical establishment, it has encouraged
the development of work in this area through
a system of development contracts with indus-
trial manufacturers. In the late 1950 s concepts
and feasibility’ studies of v/stol aircraft were
supported by the Board at the Canadair Lim-
ited plant in Montreal. Emphasis in this early
work was placed on optimizing the means
of coupling aerodynamic and direct lift de-
vices as well as on solving stability and control
problems.

On the results of this research, the con-
tractor has designed and developed a proto-
type v/stol aircraft designated the CL84
“Dynavert.” Although drb engineers were
involved also in an advisory capacity during
the prototype construction phase, the actual
costs of production and flight tests were sup-
ported by Canada’s Department of Defence
Production. The Dynavert is a research aircraft
incorporating the hybrid tilt-wing deflected-
slipstream concept. Since its first flight in May

A 500-ton mound of TNT was detonated at DRB s prairie
scientists and

research station in 1964, with U.S.
officers participating. The experiment yielded

mation on shock and blast effects of such explosions.

1965, it has been flown successfully in the
normal flight mode as well as through all hov-
ering and transition requirements. The design
point of the aircraft is a vtol payload of 1500
pounds over a 300-nautical-mile range at a
cruise speed of 200 knots on a hot day (95") at
sea level. Although these objectives have not
been fully attained, means for additional thrust
are under consideration, and development is
proceeding satisfactorily.

In 1961 a program of research assistance
or grants was initiated with a wide segment
of Canadian industry to broaden research in
Canada, particularly in areas relating to de-
fence technology. This program has had re-
markable results in a short time and has led
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to the encouragement and expansion of basic
and applied research in many areas of Cana-
dian industry. New facilities have been built
and research staffs hired and trained to sup-
port the many projects under way. The pro-
gram is operated on a cost-sharing basis, the
Defence Research Board grant being matched
by an equal financial contribution from in-
dustry. Since its inception some 167 grants
have been awarded, and the total shared cost
amounts to approximately $46 million.

Within the past year this Defence Re-
search Board Industrial Research Sharing Pro-
gram has been extended as a result of an
agreement with the U.S. Air Force. This recent
venture is designed to encourage Canadian
defence-oriented industry to participate in pro-
grams of interest to the usaf. Although a com-
paratively new arrangement, already several
successful jointly funded projects have been
established, and there is every indication that
others will be initiated this year.

Canada’s second ionosphere sounding spacecraft undergoes a vibration test. Like its prede-
cessor, this spacecraft was designed and constructed by the Defence Research Board and
launched in collaboration with the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration.



The CL-84 Dynavert, a VTOL craft developed
jointly by Canadair and the Canadian De-
partment of Defence, can rescue one to
three men at a time from ground or water.

Since the drb was formed in 1947, it has
operated a very successful grants-in-aid pro-
gram with Canadian universities. The prime
purpose of the program is to initiate and en-
courage research in institutions of higher learn-
ing and thus strengthen the heritage of research
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in Canada. About 330 grants are distributed
annually among some 34 universities across the
country. The annual expenditure for these
grants is approximately $2.5 million.

The Board participates in a large number
of international scientific activities arising
principally from military and political alliances
abroad. Many of these stem from nato opera-
tions. The Board sponsors defence research
scholarships which are offered to scientists
from nato countries and are tenable for a
minimum of one year in any field of defence
science in the Board s establishments.

The Technical Cooperation Program in-
volves a considerable amount of cooperation
with member countries—Canada, U.S., Britain,
and Australia—and has proved to be a most
useful and productive means of exchanging
information and skills.

Canada is one of the strong supporters of
the Commonwealth Defence Science Organ-
ization and acted as host to a meeting of the
Organization held in Ottawa in September
1966.

A strong link is maintained in Washing-
ton, London, and Paris through the offices of
the Canadian Defence Research Staff. These
offices are responsible for all aspects of over-
seas operation and work very closely with
the Canadian military components in these
capitals.

During its brief history of some twenty
years, the Defence Research Board has pro-
gressed in size and competence. As a leading
partner in the field of Canadian research, it
takes its place with other research agencies of
the government, industry, and education. In
addition, many of its staff and its programs
have gained recognition in various fields of
international science. These accomplishments
are but a prologue to Defence Research Board
challenges and achievements of the future.

Ottawa, Ontario
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Canada’s military posture in nato and

norad would have been of scant inter-
est. Up to that time Canada did not have, did
not want to have, and did not think it needed
to have a defence policy of its own. This was
an attitude of expediency made possible by
the country’s geographic position. For ever
since 1871, when the Treaty of Washington
removed whatever dangers came from the
United States as the result of differences that
had arisen during the Civil War, Canada was
protected simply by being situated where it
was. With the undefended border to the south,
two vast oceans policed by the British navy on
the flanks, and an impenetrable (in the then
stage of technology) belt of arctic wasteland
to the north, the country was, until the end
of the Second World War, safe even if it did
not lift a finger, militarily. After the war the
assumption by the United States of the rights
and burdens that go with being the paramount
power in the world made Canada an indis-
pensable strategic forefield which the United
States must keep inviolate in its own interest.
Again, Canada was made secure whether or
not it looked to its own safety. This happy
condition thus has prevailed practically ever
since Canada became a separate political en-
tity a hundred years ago. As a consequence,
the Canadian military effort, whatever it was
at any one time, was motivated by the wish
(or the political necessity) to cooperate with
allies, especially with Canada’s protectors,
rather than by actual need. Under these cir-
cumstances, a Canadian military policy tai-
lored to Canada’s own requirements had a
hard time developing.

It would not have developed at all had
the demands made upon Canada by its prin-
cipals remained as simple and straightforward
and enduring as they were until the end of the
Second World War. Canadian policy, then,
was to furnish ground, sea, and air forces or-
ganized, equipped, and trained to operate
with other British and Commonwealth forces,
under British direction. This was possible in
conditions of conventional war conducted on
classical lines which had been modified as a
result of new means and new techniques but
which as to general doctrine had remained

l l NTIL about three years ago, examining
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virtually unchanged since Clausewitz and
Jomini. It was thus comparatively easy for
Canada (as a second) to fit into the military
setup of Great Britain (the principal).

Not so after the Second World War. The
need to think on quite a different level, that
created by the advent of weapons of absolute
destruction, a level not precisely defined as
yet, led to doctrinal uncertainties, and these,
in turn, led to frequent and fundamental
changes in military policies. In brief, it has
become immeasurably more difficult to wield
the sword effectively. And because the princi-
pal. for years after Hiroshima, has not been
quite sure of his own bearings and is still
searching for a steady military course, it has
not been easy to be a good second, either.
Indeed, the question has arisen whether it is
at all possible, let alone practical, nowadays
to play the role of military satellite pure and
simple, as long as the dominant power has not
determined a firm and enduring policy to fol-
low. This question has been asked in Canada,
as well. It is being answered by the attempt,
initiated three years ago, to develop a Cana-
dian defence policy based primarily on Ca-
nadian views and thus attuned not only to
Canadian capabilities, the only criterion of the
past, but also to Canadian needs.1 Although
this is a radical change of outlook, it has not
yet been fully recognized as such, not even in
Canada.

That Canada at long last is beginning to
think for itself in the military field does not
mean that it wishes to restrict in any way its
cooperation with allies, above all with its mili-
tary principal, the United States. The differ-
ence—it became observable in late 1963 and
quite apparent when the “White Paper on
Defence” came out in March 1964—is that
Canada henceforth will consider flow it should
cooperate. It will no longer be the case of
accepting a suggested role virtually sight un-
seen. Instead, the tendency will be for Canada
to offer to its allies what it has in military
power and what it thinks will be most useful,
not simply what is requested. In practice, this
will not make much difference in Canada’s
nato commitments, at least not for the next
few years, and it will perhaps not make any

difference at all in its norad commitments.
Still, it is undeniable that there is a change of
approach which could have practical conse-
quences. It is this possibility that makes worth-
while our looking at Canada’s present posture
in nato and norad and our conjecturing on
what it may be in the years to come.

Canada in NATO

With some justification, Canada has been
called the midwife of nato. At any rate, Cana-
dian interest in and support of the alliance has
been unflagging. Indeed, Canada has consis-
tently pressed for a bigger and better alliance
that would extend its influence and its direct
activities into the political, economic, and so-
cial fields (as was in fact envisaged, albeit
somewhat vaguely, in Article Il of the North
Atlantic Treaty). Generally speaking, Canada
has through the years been disappointed at
times because nato was doing too little, never
because it was doing too much.

Canada has always fulfilled punctiliously
its military commitments to nato. As far as
assigned forces are concerned, they amount to
an air division and an army brigade group;
and in earmarked forces, to the balance of
ground troops to make up a full army division,
and a number of warships and maritime air-
craft. The current cost of the assigned forces
stationed in Europe, as listed in the 1966-67
Estimates, is $146,724,000 or a little over 10
percent of the military expenditures proper.-
These forces number approximately 12,000, or
about 11 percent of the Regular Force estab-
lishment. The share of No. 1 Air Division is
$71,703,000 and approximately 5500 officers
and men.

Because of the totally passive Canadian
approach to defence which prevailed in for-
mer years, the kind of military contribution
made to nato was until recently not seriously
guestioned, except by defence critics outside
the government and government service. Be-
ginning in late 1951, No. 1 Air Division was
developed as a day-interceptor force equipped
with F-86 Sabres, built in Canada under li-
cense. The division was complete by Septem-
ber 1953, with a headquarters in Metz, France,



and four wings of three squadrons with 25 air-
craft each in North Luffenham, England, in
Grostenquin, France, and in Zweibriicken and
Baden-Soellingen, Germany. The Luffenham
wing moved to MarviUe, France, in early 1955.
From November 1956 onwards, one Sabre
squadron in each wing was replaced by a
squadron of Canadian Avro CF-100 twin-jet,
two-seat, all-weather fighters. This gave the
division a round-the-clock air defence capa-
bility. In all this, Canada furnished what
saceub wanted. It must be admitted that, in
the military situation in Central Europe dur-
ing that period, it was a sensible and useful
contribution.

The need to rearm No. 1 Air Division
with more modern weapon systems arose at
about the same time that nato strategy swung
sharply toward primary reliance on nuclear
weapons. That this was the trend of thought
in shape was already pretty clear in early
1957. Field-Marshal Lord Montgomery, then
Deputy saceur, expressed it with customary
bluntness in a contemporary interview: “I
want to make it absolutely clear that we in
shape are basing all our operational planning
on using atomic and thermonuclear weapons
in our defence. With us it is no longer: They
may possibly be used.” It is very definitely:
They will be used if we are attacked.”” The
heads of government of the nato countries,
meeting in Paris from the 16th to the 19th of
December 1957, then put actual muscle into
an already existing strategic concept when
they made the decision to stockpile nuclear
weapons in Europe and put intermediate bal-
listic missiles at saceur’s disposal.’

No. 1 Air Division was the first non-U.S.
force selected to carry American nuclear weap-
ons assigned to nato. It was a sensible choice:
the division needed rearming. Its primary role,
day-interception, had become problematical
in view of the potential enemy’s greatly in-
creased offensive capabilities in the confined
airspace of Europe. It was an all-professional
force of proven high performance, considered
the only one that could be rearmed and re-
trained without being taken out of the Ilme-
an important consideration in the eyes of
saceur, Who had no forces to spare. Thus, in
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1958, the (nuclear) strike-reconnaissance role
for No. 1 Air Division was offered to Canada
and accepted by Canada, apparently without
demur from the Ottawa government.' The car-
rier recommended was the F-104 Starfighter,
which, modified and Canadian-built, became
the CF-104. Here, there were objections on the
part of the rcaf. They were technical in na-
ture and entirely intramural, and they were
overruled in the spirit of cooperating without
asking too much as to the whys and where-
fores. By 1959 the necessary decisions had
been made. The first operational CF-104s were
delivered to No. 1 Air Division in December
1962. At the same time the four CF-100 squad-
rons were disbanded. The division was hence-
forth composed of six strike squadrons of 16
aircraft each, two squadrons each at Grosten-
quin, Zweibriicken, and Baden-Soellingen, and
two reconnaissance squadrons of 15 aircraft at
Marville, a total of 126 Starfighters.

It is debatable whether forming strike
squadrons in nato for tactical operations with
nuclear weapons was ever sensible. Certain it
is that by the time No. 1 Air Division got its
first Starfighters U.S. strategic concepts (and
thus, necessarily, those of nato) had changed
so much that maintaining forces of weapons
carriers of that kind did not make any sense
at all. Already in 1961 the United States had
made it clear that it had moved away from the
idea of using nuclear arms at once, at any level
of conflict in Central Europe. “The current
doctrine,” said U.S. Deputy Secretary of De-
fense Roswell Gilpatric,” “is that
forces were about to be overwhelmed by non-
nuclear attacks from the Bloc countries, nato
would make use of nuclear arms.” This was a
long way from Field-Marshal Montgomery’s
dictum of 1957. By 1962 the doctrine of flexi-
ble response under central control had been
enunciated. The nato Starfighters, which per-
haps could be thought to have a military value
—at any rate a deterrent one—as long as they
were potential first-strike weapon systems, be-
came totally ineffective once they were rele-
gated to a second-strike (or rather umptieth-
strike) role. Bunched together at the end of
extra-long airstrips, airstrips undoubtedly sur-
veyed to the last hundredth of an inch on the

if nato

(Continued on page 28)
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maps used hv the strong Soviet nuclear rocket
forces only a few hundred miles away, the
Starfighters would surely be destroyed on the
ground in the enemy’s first, surprise attack.
They do not even deter under a strategy of
flexible response: they are too obviously sitting
ducks. There is no need even to go into the
largely theoretical arguments: that limited
nuclear war is impossible, especially on the
continent of Europe; and that even if it were
possible, there would be no reasonable targets
(i.e., important ones, yet not likely to lead to
escalation if attacked) in that overcrowded
area for the 60-kiloton or heavier atomic
bombs of the CF-104. Where a war is to be
kept nonnuclear as long as possible, there is
just no place for a highly vulnerable nuclear
weapons carrier of the Starfighter genre.

In the meantime, though, the CF-104 pro-
gram has run its course. It was the biggest
single armament program ever undertaken by
Canada in peacetime. The 238 aircraft (200
single-seat combat, 38 two-seat trainer) have
cost $463,762,000. The training of pilots for
them has been the most expensive ever—an
average of just under $440,000 per man to full
operational standards. Ground installations
and support equipment have been equally
costly. It would be no exaggeration to say that
Canada has up to now spent something like
one billion dollars on its CF-104 force.

Various attempts have been made to give
to this “white elephant” some military value.
The possibility was studied of putting the air-
craft onto hardened sites from which they
would be launched by catapult. This might
have given the CF-104 force a second-strike
capability. Unfortunately, estimates showed
that the cost of such a conversion would be
unwarrantably high. For a much more modest
sum of money, the strike aircraft of No. 1 Air
Division were adapted to carry conventional
bombs. This role has been likened to a bakery’s
delivering bread from house to house in a
racing car. In any case, it does not solve the
problem: the enemy would still be certain to
take out the CF-104 bases in his first strike, as
he could not know whether the counterattack
would be made with nuclear or conventional
weapons.

With all this, it is no ground for satisfac-
tion that the still available 166 CF-104 combat
aircraft are likely to last No. 1 Air Division for
a long time. Attrition has been lower than
anticipated; it has lately been at the rate of
four total losses a year. At the same time,
the number of aircraft the division requires
will decline. When Marville is vacated in ac-
cordance with the French eviction order of
29th March 1966—Grostenquin was abandoned
some time ago when France forbade the sta-
tioning of foreign nuclear weapons on her
territory—No. 1 Air Division will operate only
six squadrons, four strike and two reconnais-
sance, from the two remaining bases in Ger-
many, Zweibriicken and Baden-Soellingen.0
The squadrons will then be augmented to 18
aircraft each, but this still makes a first-line
strength of only 108 aircraft as against an in-
ventory of 166. In theory, then, Canadian
CF-104s could be kept flying in European skies
for perhaps as much as another eight years—
very efficiently, as they have been so far, but
without much military purpose.

The CF-104s of No. 1 Air Division pro-
vided one of the traumatic experiences that
have led Canada to re-examine its traditional
policy of military cooperation with a minimum
of its own initiative. It also illustrates the point
made earlier, that in these days it is very diffi-
cult for a military satellite simply to follow
the leader. For what happened is that No. 1
Air Division is now equipped to conform to
the one-before-the-last U.S. military policy.
And the division is stuck with that equip-
ment. Canada is now engaged in a thorough
overhaul of its military establishment, which
requires re-equipment for a new primary mis-
sion. A new aircraft for the air division is
not even included in the “White Paper on
Defence” of March 1964, in the listing of
priorities for materiel procurement.7 No funds
would be available for that purpose anyway,
not in the foreseeable future. Canada thus
finds itself in this instance in a paradoxical
situation. It is among the strongest supporters
of the nato idea, including the maintenance
of an efficient, powerful, integrated military
organization for the defence of Europe. Yet,
because of a mistake made in 1958, a mistake



guite excusable because it resulted from the
country’s traditional defence policy, Canada’s
potentially most important contribution to
nato is ineffective—and yet bound to remain
as is, even though now recognized as ineffec-
tive.

Canada makes two other air contributions
to nato, one direct and one indirect. Among
the earmarked maritime forces, which will be
at saclant’s disposal in case of emergency, are
the bulk of the country's maritime aircraft.
The total inventory at present is 32 Canadair
Argus, 21 Lockheed Neptune, and 71 Grum-
man Tracker (built by De Havilland of Can-
ada) fixed-wing aircraft, and 25 Sikorsky Sea
King helicopters. Of these, all except one
squadron of Neptunes and a few Tracker air-
craft are on the Atlantic. Canada is already
in peacetime responsible for control of the
northern sector of the western Atlantic, and
the Canadian area commander (canlant)
comes directly under the Commander in
Chief, Western Atlantic (cincwestlant), in
Norfolk, Virginia, it is a working organization,
and the transition to sactant command, if it
came to that, can be expected to be smooth.
Furthermore, the total Canadian contribution
is substantial: it includes, apart from the
alrea'dy-listed ocean patrol and antisubmarine
warfare aircraft, a naval force of one aircraft
carrier and 28 escorts of various descriptions.

As doubts began to arise in Canada con-
cerning the usefulness in its present form of
the main Canadian military contribution to
nato, that of ground and air forces for the
Central European sector, interest increased in
the alliance’s mobile land force [amf(1)]. Its
commander is now a Canadian, Major-General
Gilles Turcot, and the Canadian contribution
is one reinforced battalion group of about
1200, all ranks. Canada has already expressed
its readiness to furnish a second battalion
group, if required. The whole force is air-
transportable, the goal being deployment on
one of nato’s flanks—the northern, in the case
of the Canadian unit—within seven days of an
alert. In exercise “Winter Express” in Febru-
ary 1966 the goal was surpassed, deployment
being accomplished in 5 days 7 hours. This
was done by means of 61 flights of 7 Canadair
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Yukons and 13 Lockheed Hercules of Air
Transport Command, with only a compara-
tively small part of the equipment (mainly
the helicopters of the battalion group) going
by sea. Current plans call for a substantial
strengthening of Air Transport Command. The
Canadian capability to support nato by swift
movements of troops and materiel from home
bases in Canada to given danger spots will
thus be enhanced. This is considered prefera-
ble to the stationing of mobile reserves in
Europe.8

Having taken a rational look at its own
military contribution to nato, the Canadian
government is now very cognizant of the short-
comings in the military posture of the alliance.
On one hand, Canada does not wish to rock
the nato boat right now when it has just got
such a severe buffeting from France. On the
other hand, Ottawa wants to see reform come
quickly, so as not to prolong the condition
which has given France cause for leaving the
military organization. Defence Minister Paul
Hellyer put it this way:

What is needed is a look at the real strategic-
situation in the world today. A look at the
change in the balance of power since the treaty
was signed. A look at the restored and increas-
ingly powerful Europe, and the part it should
play in relation to its North American partners.
A look at the military organization. A look at
the plethora of headquarters and the allegation
that . . . the organization is becoming topheavy
with headquarters and their bureaucratic ma-
chinery. We also need to take a look at the
Council and its real ability to cope with the
decision-making requirements.0

It is the kind of searching examination lead-
ing to the determination of a strategy, of
force requirements and member contributions,
agreed to by all treaty partners, which should
have been completed and acted upon before
France defected. Instead it has merely been
promised again and again since the Ottawa
ministerial meeting of nato in May 1963.

In the meantime, Canada will in all likeli-
hood stand pat with its militarily dubious con-
tribution to the forces assigned to saceur in
the Central Europe sector, while possibly in-
creasing its much more useful contribution to

(Continued on i>agc32)
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In February 1966 NATO exercise

“Winter Express” was held in Norway to test
deployment procedures for British, Canadian,
Italian, Norwegian, and U.S. forces.

Hercules and Chinook assisted in rapid deployment
of the Canadian unit and its arctic equipment.
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the amf(1). Canada can make this concession,
in order not to make things more difficult in
the present disconcerting situation in nato.
The moment of truth will come, however, as
soon as the problem of the role and the equip-
ment of No. 1 Air Division must be tackled
anew. This may happen soon if the re-exami-
nation of the military posture of nato is ad-
vanced energetically, and at the latest when
the CF-104s of the division come to the end
of their life span (their usefulness having
ended before they ever entered squadron
service). Even though Canada may then find
itself in an embarrassing position, such as it
would not have encountered in the balmy days
when it just went along in the military field
with whatever others did, one can only hope
that the opportunity for making new decisions
will not be long in coming.

Canada in NORAD

The United States and Canada have co-
operated in one form or another in North
American air defence from the moment a
need for it began to be felt. The first concrete
steps were taken by a joint body, the Military
Cooperation Committee. On its instruction, the
usaf and rcaf air defence commands drew up
the first common emergency air defence plan
in 1950. Four years later a combined planning
group was established. In the meantime Can-
ada had gone into the active air defence busi-
ness, with the activation, from the summer
of 1953 onwards, of all-weather interceptor
squadrons equipped with the Avro CF-100.
Construction proceeded apace on three radar
lines, the U.S.-built Distant Early Warning
(dew) Line, the Canadian automatic un-
manned Mid-Canada Line, and the jointly
erected Pinetree Line.

Up to 1957, cooperation was close even
though informal, and things certainly worked
out well in practice. Still, the usaf and the
rcaf were equally anxious to see this coopera-
tion formalized by the establishment of a sin-
gle organization. Agreement between the two
governments was reached in August 1957,
norad Headquarters was activated on 12th
September 1957, and a 10-year accord formally

signed on 12th May 1958. It has been sug-
gested that the Canadian government was less
than eager to enter into the norad agreement
and that the rcaf was able to “sell” it only
because a new Progressive-Conservative ad-
ministration had at the time just taken over
from the previous Liberal one and was not in
the picture yet. There is no substantial evi-
dence for this contention. The establishment
of norad coincided with the flights of Sputnik
I and the first Soviet icbm. It is unlikely that
any Canadian government would have closed
its eyes to the advantages of unified command
in what was obviously a single defence area.
In any event, there will be no difficulties from
the Canadian side when the agreement comes
up for renewal in 1968.

The Canadian Air Defence Command op-
erates as a component command of norad. It
is now colocated with Headquarters Northern
norad Region, in North Bay, Ontario. Many
of the staff positions in the two organizations
are “double-hatted,” including that of the com-
mander. There are now five Canadian active
air defence units: two of them, McDonnell
CF-101 Voodoo, manned; two Boeing Bomarc
missile, unmanned, interceptor squadrons in
41st norad Division of Northern Region; and
one Voodoo squadron in 25th norad Division
of Western Region. The total inventory is 62
Voodoos and 56 Bomarcs. Canada mans all the
heavy radars of the Pinetree Line apart from
those in the Newfoundland/Labrador area
(where it mans one) and provides the com-
manders and operations room staffs of the
otherwise civilian-manned dew Line stations
located in Canada. It also operates one sage
direction center and two Backup Interceptor
Control (buic) combat centers, as well as a
satellite-tracking facility with Baker-Nunn
camera at Cold Lake, Alberta. In the 1966-67
Estimates, $125,232,000 is allocated to Air
Defence Command or close to nine percent
of the military expenditures proper. In per-
sonnel, the Command has about 10 percent
of the Regular Force establishment of about
110,000. A small, indirect contribution to
North American air defence is made by the
Canadian Army, which mans the Federal
Warning Centers and works generally in the



field of national survival under the direction of
the Emergency Measures Organization (em o).

Air Defence Command has shrunk in size
in the last years as the bomber threat, which it
alone is designed to counter, declined. It now
appears to have arrived at the irreducible
minimum in both manpower and equipment
if it is to carry out its task of surveillance of
Canadian airspace to ensure freedom from in-
truders and if it is to make any kind of useful
contribution to the warding off of even a
residual threat from enemy manned aircraft.
Yet no follow-up to the flying equipment of
the Command has so far been seriously con-
templated. New air defence weapon systems
do not figure in the list of procurement priori-
ties in the “White Paper on Defence” of March
1964. It seems that the Canadian government
is content to let things ride for the present and
await further developments in the aerospace
defence field.

To come back to the Canadian attitude
toward norad, although there were no real
objections to the establishment of a unified
command and there will be none to the re-
newal of the agreement, no great support has
been given it either. In the one instance when
it was tested in an actual emergency, the Ca-
nadian response was unsatisfactory. This was
in the Cuban crisis. When on 22nd October
1962, the day of President Kennedy’s crucial
address to the nation, norad raised its alert
state (reportedly to DefCon Three), the Cana-
dian government, although forewarned by a
special Presidential emissary, hesitated to al-
low the rcaf Air Defence Command to follow
suit. For 48 hours formal coordination was lost,
even though it was maintained on the working
level to the limit of the leeway given by the
absence of specific orders from Ottawa. When
the Canadian government at last came along,
the worst of the crisis was over—and so prob-
ably would the nuclear exchange have been,
had it come to one.

It should be said right away that the
Government’s indecision in the Cuban affair
did not enhance its standing in the eyes of
the nation. On the contrary, the fumble was
brought up again in the defence crisis that
led to the fall of the Government a few months
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later. Still, the incident pointed up a possible
weakness in the noraa setup: it is perhaps too
ideally equitable and precise to be practical.
Thus, the arrangement by which the Com-
mander in Chief noraa is equally responsible
to the President of the United States through
the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff and to the Cana-
dian government through the Canadian Chief
of Defence Staff is not really workable in all
circumstances. He is after all an American
officer, commanding a force that is more than
90 percent American and unlikely to be called
into action other than as a consequence of a
U.S. policy or an inimical policy aimed at the
United States. In brief, in norad, Canadian
participation is indispensable, but almost en-
tirely for reasons of geography. This being so,
it would surely be too much to ask of an
American commander in chief to act in all
circumstances in accordance with Ottawa as
much as Washington instructions, or, as he
might have done in the Cuban crisis, to react
dutifully to the obvious reluctance of Ottawa
to give any instructions. To draw a parallel
with saceur’s position would be quite wrong,
for the latter is responsible not to governments
directly but to a separate entity, the alliance
represented by the North Atlantic Council, of
which the United States is a member. In a
way, saceur IS an international officer, com-
parable to a commander of a U.N. peace force.
The American commander in chief of norad
and his Canadian deputy are not; they are
national officers with, supposedly, a dual alle-
giance. The arrangement stems from the as-
sumption that all problems which might face
the organization must of necessity be common
to the United States and Canada and could
not be dealt with otherwise than in common.
The Cuban crisis showed that this is not
necessarily so; Washington and Ottawa might
disagree on what constitutes a threat to North
America. If this should happen again, the
staffing of so many norad positions with Cana-
dian officers—many more than the size of the
Canadian contribution warrants—ould prove
a serious handicap. (The reverse is unlikely.)
In such a situation, the old informal coopera-
tion of pre-NORAD days could well be more
advantageous.
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Deep under ground at NORAD’ Coloraelo
combat operations center USAF and Canadian
officers watch for indications of aerospace attack.
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Difficulties with the unified command of
North American air defence may arise also if
and when the United States decides to put in
place an antimissile defence system. In this
matter, the Canadian government is taking at
present a “wait and see” attitude. It can not
do otherwise. Money for defence is scarce;
and what there is, is committed for years ahead
—perhaps not formally, but just as surely,
practically. The public is largely indifferent.
It certainly could not be stirred up, under
present circumstances, to any effort toward
ensuring its safety from missile attack, the
possibility of which has not even begun to
enter the public mind. The failure of earlier
attempts to promote a shelter program is proof
of that, as are the conditions under which the
Canadian emo has to operate.

The situation could change radically if
one of two things happened in the United
States: (1) if point defence systems were in-
stalled which were believed to give real pro-
tection against missile attack to urban areas;
(2) if a U.S. area defence system required the
use of Canadian real estate and airspace. In
the first case, the pressure may come from be-
low. The public may demand of the Govern-
ment that it see to it that Canadian cities get
the same protection as, say, Chicago and De-
troit. In the second case, the Government
would have to take the initiative. The situa-
tion would be the same as it was at the end
of the Forties when a bomber threat began to
loom. Then, Canada realized that the United
States had to have use of Canadian territory
and airspace to counter that threat. The choice
was between surrendering sovereignty and
letting the United States do the job over Ca-
nadian heads, or Canada’s doing it in coopera-
tion with the United States. The latter course
was naturally chosen. There is no doubt that
it would be chosen again, despite the addi-
tional expenditure it would entail (and which
the Government would much prefer to avoid
at this point ) if the United States decided on
a North American antimissile defence system.

The most awkward situation, from the
point of view of the workings of norad, would
be created by an American decision to install
a type of antimissile defence in which the Ca-

nadian public would have no interest and a
participation in which the Government would
find impossible, politically, to “sell” to the peo-
ple. This could happen, for instance, in the
event of the limited, West. Coast-only, anti-
missile defence system against a future Chi-
nese threat, which is reportedly being consid-
ered. If it came to that and it was made part
of general North American defence, the uni-
fied setup in norad and Western norad Region
headquarters would be a source of embarrass-
ment, on both the political and the working
levels.

In sum, then, while there is no significant
opposition in Canada against the norad setup
and everybody who gives any thought to it
agrees that it represents by far the best solu-
tion from the viewpoint of technical and mili-
tary efficiency, at least some observers wonder
whether a more informal relationship would
not actually work better in practice. Here,
again, Canada is in a somewhat equivocal po-
sition. It reaps many advantages from its mem-
bership in norad. On the other hand, com-
plete integration in that organization always
carries with it the danger that the bigger,
richer, and more heavily engaged partner will
drag the smaller one farther than it would
want or can really afford to go. norad is just
now in a comparatively quiescent stage of de-
velopment, between a declining bomber threat
(because largely warded off) and a missile
threat which cannot yet be actively combated.
In such a period, Canada naturally does not
find it difficult to go along all the way. The
real problems will arise when the era of mark-
ing time will be over—undoubtedly in the fair-
ly near future.

unification

Although it is not really germane to the
subject matter of this article, brief mention
must be made of service unification in Canada.
By the time this account appears in print, the
bill abolishing the Royal Canadian Navy, the
Canadian Army, and the Royal Canadian Air
Force and replacing them within a single serv-
ice, the Canadian Armed Forces, will be be-
fore parliament. Indeed—but this is less likely



-it may already have been passed. Service
unification is a revolutionary development
which, again, has sprung from the already-
discussed fundamental change in Canadian
outlook on defence policy. As far as nato and
norad are concerned, service unification will
almost certainly make no difference in the
Canadian standpoint toward or Canadian par-

Notes
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2. Total Defence Estimates amount to $1,572,690,000. Of
this, $1,420,315,000 goes to true military, $152,375,000 to
other purposes (e.g., pensions, mutual aid, etc.).
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tary affairs is well known. His early expo-

sure to wartime diplomacy in England, his
Harvard thesis on England’s unpreparedness
(later published as Why England Slept), and
his European tour on the outbreak of World
War Il are matters of common knowledge.
His Navy career in the South Pacific is familiar
to every schoolboy. His subsequent labors as
a foreign correspondent, his interest in history,
his fondness for martial trinkets, even the
decor of his personal office attest to a continu-
ing concern in things military. Like Franklin
Roosevelt and Winston Churchill, John Ken-
nedy was at home with the military.1Problems
of national security attracted and excited him.
Much of his campaign for the Presidency fo-
cused on America’s position in world affairs.
When he became President, it is not surprising
that defense and diplomacy occupied the ma-
jor portion of his time.2

But to say that one is interested in na-
tional security says little about the nature of
that interest. General Curtis LeMay and Ber-
trand Russell are also interested in national
security—and there the similarity ends. Presi-
dent Kennedy’s interest differed from both
theirs. As a Harvard undergraduate he had
seen the price England paid for its unpre-
paredness. As a newsman covering the San
Francisco and Potsdam conferences he recog-
nized the difficulties in reaching a great-power
accord. And as a veteran of the Pacific con-
flict, he experienced the hardship of war.
These lessons were seminal for John Kennedy:
preparedness, international cooperation, and
the avoidance of war. Each figured promi-
nently in his subsequent career.

Kennedy’s discussion of England’s unpre-

JOHN F. KENNEDY'’S concern with mili-

paredness is revealing. It was not a benighted
Chamberlain to blame; it was the entire fabric
of English society. As a leader, Chamberlain
had failed to lead; but equally serious, the
public had been unready to follow.1The real
guestion, according to Kennedy, was not
faulty diplomacy but faulty armaments. While
one group in England thought that the way to
deal with Hitler was by showing strength, the
other felt that the way to peace was by remov-
ing the causes of war. And rearmament, he in-
sisted, was integral to both policies.

Because of her unpreparedness, Kennedy
was reluctant to criticize England’s appease-
ment policy. For while that policy was partly
based on the belief that a basis for peace could
be built, it was “also formulated on the real-
ization that Britain’s defense program, due to
its tardiness in getting started, would not
come to harvest until 1939.” That Kennedy
was influenced by the views of his father, then
U.S. Ambassador to the Court of St. James,
appears obvious. But the conclusion he drew
differed markedly." For Joseph P. Kennedy,
the lesson was peace at any price. For his son,
preparedness at any cost.™

As for Munich, it was simply the out-
growth of a policy of too little and too late.

In the debate that followed the agree-
ment, especially in America, to be pro-Munich
was to be pro-Hitler and pro-Fascism. To be
anti-Munich was to be pro-liberal and pro-
democracy. Upon few other topics did the or-
dinary man, as well as the expert, have such
intense opinions. Americans simplified the
issue, compared it to a game of poker, and
decided that Chamberlain had played his cards
badly and been outbluffed. A nation of poker
players, therefore, had little respect for the
English leader or for his policy. But they did
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not examine the cards he held. This would
have shown that the British Prime Minister had
little on which to gamble the existence of a
great empire.6

When he returned from the war in Feb-
ruary 1945, John Kennedy turned his consid-
eration to the question of peace. Stung by a
strong preparedness plea that Harry Hopkins
had written in the American Magazine,7 Ken-
nedy composed a rejoinder: “Let’s Try an
Experiment in Peace.” Still unpublished, the
article suggested an arms control agreement
among the Big Three—Britain, Russia, and
the United States. What Kennedy said was
scarcely original, but in terms of his own de-
velopment the essay had profound signifi-
cance. For the author of Why England Slept
now recognized another dimension to peace:
preparedness itself was not enough.

Indeed, it was the preparedness argument
which most distressed Kennedy. To suggest
that America should be the strongest nation
on earth, he said, was “a plan for super-
armament.”

At the end of this war we shall have only
three countries—the ussr, Britain, and the
United States—in a position to wage total war.
.. . There will, of course, have to be a strong
growth of mutual trust between these countries
before any comprehensive plan can be worked
out. There are many people in this country, for
example, who feel that Russia’s unilateral set-
tlement of the problems of Eastern Europe
precludes any workable postwar agreements
being worked out with the Soviet. . . . These
people have much evidence on which to base
their suspicions, and there will have to be a
radical change in the Soviet attitude before the
people in this country would agree to work out
arms limitations with the Russians.

Likewise, we will have to demonstrate to
the Soviet our willingness to try to work out
European problems on equitable lines before
the Russians will put any real confidence in
our protestations of friendship. The Russian
memory is long, and many of the leaders of the
present government remember, the years after
the last war when they fought in the Red
Armies against the invading troops of many
nations, including Britain and the United States.

If armaments could not be controlled,

said Kennedy, the prospects for peace were
dubious. “Science will always overtake cau-
tion with new terrors against which defense
cannot be anticipated. . . . Into the orthodox
picture of classical warfare, comes the *V’
bomb, which raises a spectre of destruction al-
most beyond the human mind to grasp.... Itis
not an exaggeration to expect these missiles
will be developed to a point where theoreti-
cally any spot on the globe can send to any
community in the world, with pinpoint accu-
racy, a silent but frightful message of death
and destruction. . . . Detection of their source
may be difficult. One does not have to be
a Jules Verne to visualize the death of the
human race, a victim of science and moral
degeneracy.”

Two months later John Kennedy was in
San Francisco covering the organizational
meeting of the United Nations. The task was
to draft a charter for the new organization,
and Kennedy was to see at first hand the
ephemeral nature of Big Three cooperation.
Writing “from a ci viewpoint” for the Hearst
chain of newspapers, Kennedy blended post-
war idealism with a strong sense of reality.
On the whole he was sympathetic to the new
effort in international cooperation, and his
initial article decried the extensive buildup
which the conference had received. People
were expecting too much, he wrote.

The stormy sessions of the first week con-
firmed his opinion that

we have a long way to go before Russia will
entrust her safety to any organization other
than the Red Army. The Russians may have
forgiven, but they haven’t forgotten, and they
remember very clearly those years before
the war when Russia was only looking in the
kitchen window. . . . There is a heritage of 25
years of distrust between Russia and the rest
of the world that cannot be overcome com-
pletely for a good many years.

Kennedy left San Francisco partially dis-
heartened. But to his earlier injunction on pre-
paredness he had added valuable insights.
First, preparedness in itself was sterile and dis-
ruptive. Absolute security for one nation, or
one group of nations, meant absolute insecur-
ity for the remainder. The most likely result



was an unbridled arms race. The second con-
clusion that Kennedy drew was that Big
Three cooperation would not come easy.
Indeed, the road was likely to get worse be-
fore it got better. But the underlying necessity
was clear: without a modicum of great-power
agreement—of agreement between the U.S.
and the U.S.S.R.-there could be no lasting
peace.

To a PT-boat friend who inquired about
the conference, Kennedy (as quoted by Schle-
singer) was eminently realistic:

It would be very easy to write a letter to
you that was angry. . . . When | think how
much this war has cost us, of the deaths of Cy
and Peter and Orv and Gil and Demi and Joe
and Billy and all those thousands and millions
who have died with them—when | think of all
those gallant acts that | have seen or anyone
has seen who has been to the war—it would be
a very' easy thing to feel disappointed and some-
what betrayed. . .