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A CANADIAN PERSPECTIVE ON CANADA-US DEFENCE RELATIONS

Historical Background

Although the partnership in defence between the United States
and Canada seems very natural today, both in North America and in the
North Atlantic Alliance, it has come about in the last forty-three
years. As seen from Canada, the United States was a distinct threat
during the forty years following the Declaration of Independence in
1776, and certainly not an ally during the next century.192 American
forces invaded Canada during the War of Independence and in the war
of 1812. Although the Treaty of Ghent in 1814, followed by the
Rush-Bagot Treaty of 1817, which effectively demilitarized the
Great Lakes, brought a permanent end to hostilities®, one of the
motivations which brought about Confederation among the Canadian
provinces in 1867 was fear of the powerful Union army which had

just won the American Civil War.

During this period, from the Declaration of Independence in
1776 until just after Confederation, the defence against the United
States of the British North American colonies which came together
to form Canada was planned, led, and largely conducted by Great
Britain. The contribution by Canadians was necessarily small, but
during the two wars already mentioned included enthusiastic
participation from French Canadians, English Canadians, some
Indians, and former residents of the United States who had chosen

to remain under the British Crown as United Empire ILovalists.

The period from the end of the War of 1812 to the
confederation of Canada in 1867 was not one of unalloyed or
continuous hostility towards the United States. Indeed this

period of roughly half a century could be viewed as one in which,



progressively, the procedures and the habits of thought and
action were developed which have led our two countries to seek
resolution of our disputes by peaceful means, have allowed us to
defend our common border with customs and immigration officials
rather than soldiers, and led ultimately to the present close

alliance.™

British garrisons withdrew from Canada in the period between

1871 and 1905, while Canada built up a very small permanent force
backed by a larger militia. The military links between the new
Dominion of Canada and Great Britain were strongly maintained

in peacetime, and greatly developed during the South African War,

to which Canada sent a contingent, and the two World Wars. The
training, organization, and equipment of the Canadian military
forces was virtually identical with that of the British until

near the end of World wWar IT.

In 1914 and again in 1932, Canada went to war as part of the
British Commonwealth. While the United States provided assistance
to the belligerent Allies in the early years of both World Wars, it
was not until 1917 and 1941 that the US became actually engaged.
The battle deaths suffered by British Commonwealth forces between
1914 and 1918 exceeded those by US forces by a ratio of more than
seven-to-one. After the fall of France in June 1940 and until the
German attack on the USSR in June 1941, the Commonwealth stood
alone against the Axis. Throughout the whole of World War II the
battle deaths of the Commonwealth again exceeded those of the United
States. BRgainst this historical background, it can be seen that
Canada's prime defence relationship was perceived to be with Great
Britain and the British Commonwealth. The emergence of the
United States as the main partner only came about in the after-
math of World War II, although strong bonds were being forged

during that war, especially in the economies, in intelligence,



and in nuclear and other scientific developments.

Thus, in the Canadian perspective, the United States
gradually transformed through the nineteenth century from an enemy
to a potential threat to a neutral. During the twentieth century,
the metamorphosis continued, with a few setbacks, through benevolent

neutral to full-fledged ally.

Geographical Background5'6

For the last hundred vears, the United States and Canada
have shared the important strategic asset of having their home
territory located far away from all of their potential enemies.

The Monroe Doctrine enunciated the determination of the United
States to prevent interference in the Western Hemisphere by
Eurcopean powers. Until the advent of the long range homber aircraft
and the ballistic missile, both territories could be protected from
invasion by adeguate seapower, and this was provided by the Royal
Navy and the United States Navy, supplemented during the two World
Wars and after the second by not inconsiderable contributions

from the Canadian Navy. 2a large advantage accrued to the weakex

of the two countries, since it was clear to Canada that the United
States would not tolerate threats by a European or Asian power to
occupy territory in North America from which operations could be
directed against the USA. The Canadian White Paper on Defence of

19647 stated that:

"It is, for the fereseeable future, impossible to conceive
of any significant external threat to Canada which is not
also a threat to North America as a whole. It is equally
inconceivable that, in resisting clear and unequivocal
aggression against Canadian territory, Canada could not

rely on the active support of the United States.'



Thus, Canadian security against aggression from outside of the
continent is practically guaranteed by the proximity and the power
of the United States. However, these same factors could be used
to put virtually irresistible pressures on Canada to accede to
demands felt to be wvital to the USA, whether for security or

other national interests.8

Tt is interesting teo speculate what would be the situation
today 1f the US had not negotiated the Alaska purxchase in 1867, a
purchase which, incidentally, led to one of our most famous disputes -
a dispute settled peacefully, but not without bellicose noises on

both sides of the border.

Although Alaska is closest to the Soviet Union, the vast land
territory of Canada and the three seas to its West, North, and East
could be regarded by the United States as a potential route for
invasion when Britain was the threat, as a nearly uninhabited
buffer zone when Germany and Japan were the threat, and as the
forefield of the home defence of America when the threats are now

Soviet bomber alrcraft and ICBMs.

Today the Canadian perspective differs from the American
in regard to overseas defence relationships. Although Canada has
troops in Central Europe, a commitment to the NATO Northern flank
in Norway, and scattered UN peacekeeping forces, her overseas
defence commitments are very small in comparison to those of the
United States. There is no Canadian defence interest comparable
£o that of the US in Latin America or the Far East, and a rather
critical attitude towards US policy in Central America and the
Caribbean. Although Canada sided with the US against Britain
and France during the Suez crisis in 1956, she gave only grudging

political and no military support to the US during the Vietnamese



war. Where the two countries' interests and activities do converge

are in North America and NATO.

The Canadian perspective towards NATO is fundamentally
similar to that of the United States, the differences being
primarily due to the status of +he US as the leading power and
Canada as cne of the smaller contributors. Tn particular, Canada's
policy is one of collective defence and of reliance on strategic
deterrence for the prevention of way, a policy which demands

appropriate contributions from every partner,

Another gecgraphical aspect of occasional significance to
the United States is that Canada offers a huge expanse of nearly
uninhabited Arctic and sub-Arctic territory, bearing a close
resemblance to parts of the USSR, and offering a useful testing
ground for equipment and activities designed for use in northern
climates. The base at Fort Churchill was used for a number of
experiments in the 1950s and 1960s, and it has been agreed that
the territory in the vicinity of Cold Lake will he the scene of

tests of American air-launched cruise missiles.

Defence of North America

The jeint defence of North America against an outside
powexr became the subject of serious planning in 19387, Statements
made by the national leaders of the two countries represent

policies egually applicable today.

"The people of the United States will not stand idly by
if domination of Canadian soil is threatened by any other empire",

(Franklin D. Roosevelt, {ingston, 18 August 1938).1!0
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We, too, have our obligations as a good friendly
neighbour, and one of these is to see that, at our own instance,
our country is made as immune from attack or possible invaslon
as we can reasonably be expected to make it, and that, should
the occasion ever arise, enemy forces should not be able to
pursue thelr way either by land, sea, or air, to the United
States across Canadian Terrvitory". (WLM King, Woodbridge, 20

August 1938).11

In August 1940, after the fall of France, President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister King met hastily in a railroad car
in New York State, and issued the "Cgdensburg Declaration"
which announced among other things prlans for the establishment
of a Permanent Joint Board on Defence.l!? Initiated in 1941,
this useful body with its links to the President and Prime
Minister is still in active operation today.13 Soon afterwards
a Defence Production sharing agreement was instituted, which is

also still in effect.

The developments which require arrangements to be made
for the direct defence of North Americal’3 1% were the hostile
relations in the late 1940s between the Soviet Union and the
West, leading to the Cold War, the appearance of heavy bomber
aircraft capable of intercontinental range, and of the nuclear
fission bomb, which gave one aircraft the destructive power
formerly associated with hundreds. To reach most of the likely
targets, considered in the early 1950s to be the large cities
of the United States and Canada, bombers originating in the
USSR would need to fly southward across Canada, or possibly
over the sea close to the Canadian coast. The primary means of
defence was by all-weather interceptor aircraft, directed by

ground-based radar. 1In order to intercept the bombers before



they could carry out their missions it was necessary to provide
early warning stations and interceptor control radars in areas
well forward of the likely targets, which meant that several
lines of radar stations and a number of fighter bases had to be
constructed in Canada, as well as throughout the United States.!?®
Joint planning of these activities was carried out by the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence,ls*16 its Military Cooperation
Committee, and by the Canada-US Regional Planning Group, the
latter organization being associated with NATO but dealing only

with North American defence.

The Jjoint efforts for defence of North America against
the threat of manned bombers have seen many developments between
1950 and 1983.17.18.12.20,21  oope of the radar stations and
fighter bases in Canada were manned by USAF personnel. The
advent of the thermeonuclear bomb and of long-~range jet-propelled
bombers stimulated the building of the Distant Early Warning
Line across Alaska, Canada, and Greenland, at latitude 7OON,
and of the mid-Canada line at 55%n. Warning was extended over
the sea by "Texas Towers" and radar-equipped aircraft patrolling
from Greenland to the Azores, and from Alaska to Hawaii. A
Canada-US Scientific aAdvisory Team was created to study the re-
quirements for early warning. In 1958 the command and control of
the air defence forces of both countries were placed under the
Noxrth American Alr Defence Command (NORAD), which directed the
operations of aircraft without consideration of the international

border.

The Canadian contribution to NORAD included over 160
Canadian~built CF-100 all-weather fighters in the 1950s, and over
60 CF-101B interceptors in the 1960s. In the later 1980s it will

consist of 36 CF-18A fighter aircraft. As many as 28 surveillance
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and control radars were operated by Canada, now reduced to 24, as well
as a very large computerized control centre in the underground centre
in North Bay. There are 17 DEW line stations in Canada. The Mid Canada

Line has been dismantled.

The chief value of NORAD is for efficient coordination of
operations. The excellent communications and the cross-posting of
officers ensure full understanding of what has to be done in an
emergency. Although NORAD devises plans for future systems on a
continental basis, all the decisions and all the financial commitments
are made by the two national governments. One can note, for example,
that the new interceptor aircraft will be F~15s for the USAF but CPF-
18As for the Canadian Forces, although both types can be controlled

by any part of the NORAD ground environment.

Amongst the benefits which NORAD brings to Canada is access
to a worldwide network of intelligence and information. Arxrrange-—
ments are made to pass information on the flight paths of civil
aircraft in order to identify those approaching North America.
Knowledge of air and other military activity occurring all over the
world is available to NORAD, and used to evaluate the significance

of detection made over Canada and the United States.

Certain strains were put on the NORAD relationship during
the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, when the USA felt a more urgent
need to place the continental defences on a high state of alert
than did Canada, and in 1963, over the status Qf the BOMARC surface-
to—air missile. A line of eight BOMARC sites across North America
included two in Canada, and to be effective 1t was necessary to
use a nuclear warhead. After considerable resistance and debate,
Canada accepted the nuclear warheads, and continued to man the
BOMARC until they were withdrawn from service on both sides of

the border about nine years later.



The advent of the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM)
brought about a considerable reduction in the priority given to
continental ailr defence. As the size of the Soviet missile force
grew, and no offsetting defence against it materialized, there seemed
less reason to devote large resources to defence against what vapidly
became the legser threat. Most of the installations of the air defence
system were vulnerable to ballistic missile attack. The total number
of radar stations in NORAD has declined from a peak of 256 to 84, the
number of interceptors from 1600 to 315, and the number of Surface-to-
Aly missile batteries (none of which were in Canada) from over 90 to

ZeYo.

Although no active defences have been deployved in North
America against the ballistic missile threat, several systems are
in service to provide early warning. The most important ones are in
orbiting satellites, many are based on the ground in several countries,
but none are based in Canada. However, a feature of NORAD is that
information is collected from worldwide sources and distributed to

various centres in both countries.

The ballistic missile threat to North America includes
nissiles launched from submarines., However, the most likely
trajectories are from east and west, unlike those for ICRBMs
launched from silos in the USSR, nearly all of which would come
from the north, across Canada. One of the roles of the United
States Navy and of the maritime forces of Canada is to carry
out antisubmarine surveillance of the seas off the North
American cocast. However, as the range of Soviet Submarine-
Launched Ballistic Missiles has increased to 5000 miles and
more, the submarines can remain far away. The maritime
operations of the two countries are carried out in very close
cooperation, and include surveillance of surface ships, anti-

shipping submarines, and maritime aircraft.
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As well as providing warning of missiles in flight, the
United States maintain surveillance of objects orbiting in space.
Canada makes a modest contribution by the operation of optical
tracking stations able to measure motions of objects in space with

great accuracy.

In the days when aircraft had shorter ranges, and before the
advent of aerial refuelling, it was feared that a distant enemy
might try to establish small lodgements in Northern Canada which
could be used as staging posts for clandestine activities or deeper
incursions. For some years Canada maintained an airborne mobile
strike force to counter such lodgements. Against larger threats,
the ALCANUS agreement provided for joint US-Canadian forces to train
and equip for warfare in the North, and subseqguently for land force
cooperation, when required, throughout North America. Pericdic
joint exercises are still held in Alaska and Northern Canada.

Every year there are exchanges of up to six small army units, and

US marines have trained in Canada.

There is no doubt that NORAD is the most important kilateral
defence agreement between Canada and the United States. Prior to
the most recent renewal, in 1980, an extensive study was made by
the Commons Standing Committee on External Affairs and National

Defence. The Committee concluded?! that

"The most efficient and cost-effective way for Canada to
contribute to the defence of North American alrspace
while assuring the protection of Canadilan sovereignty
and reaffirming Canadian commitment to the joint defence
of the continent, is to renew the NORAD agreement. Only
one integrated command and control structure can ensure
that cooperation between the two ailr defence forces in

time of emergency is effective”.
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The Committee recommended greater Canadian participation in the

AWACS operation and in space-based surveillance.

Strategic Deterrence

When the air defences were first built in North America, during
the 1950s, the primary purpose was seen as the defence of population
and industry. Against bomber aircraft, such a task was very difficult,
but not absolutely impossible. However, when the ICBM replaced the
bomber as the principal threat, no means of direct defence was available,

and the strategy shifted to deterrence.

To quote the last Canadian defence white paper22

"The only direct external military threat to Canada's
national security today is that of a large-scale nuclear
attack on North America. So long as a stable strategic
balance exists, the deliberate initiation of nuclear war
between the USSR and the US is highly improbable; this
constitutes mutual deterrence. It is far from being

the theoretically ideal means of maintaining peace, but
the Government, while continuing to participate in the
arms control deliberations, remains convinced that there
is nothing to replace it at present. Therefore,

Canada must do what it can to ensure the continued

effectiveness of the deterrent system ......

"The Government concluded on its defence review that
cooperation with the United States in North American
defence will remain essential so long as our joint
security depends on stability in the strategic military
balance. Canada's objective is to make, within the

limits of our resources, an effective contribution to



continued stability by assisting in the surveillance and
warning systems, and in the protection of the US retaliatory
capability as necessary. Cooperation between Canada and
the US in the joint defence of North America is vital for

sovereignty and security".

Speaking before the Standing Committee on External Affairs

and National Defence in 1980, the Minister of National Defence said?3

"Canada's inveolvement in collective defence and in the
maintenance of NATO's detexrent capabilities took on added
relevance with the development by the Soviet Union of the
means of delivering nuclear weapons on North America.

This development ended the relative immunity from direct
attack on its territory which Canada had long enjoyed. In
strategic terms, Canada now became the geographical
neighbour of one nuclear-armed superpower, lying between
it and the other nuclear-armed superpower across the
shortest and most advantageous routes for bomber or inter-—
continental ballistic missile attack by one upon the other.
Our geographical location, although still affording us
protection from attack by conventional means, now exposes
us directly to large-scale nuclear attack. With this
development, the principal objective of Canadian policy
became the prevention of nuclear war. With the growing
sophistication and capability of ballistic missile systems,
against which there 1s as vet no satisfactory means of
defence, the principal means for preventing the massive
destruction which would result from a strategic attack

on North America has been that of deterrence. It is

likely that we will need to continue to rely on deterrence,
at least until vastly greater progress in détente and

disarmament becomes a real possibility".
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Canada does not possess any strategic offensive forces herself,
and none of the US strategic bombers or missiles are based in Canada.
Canadian airfields have been made available for the refuelling of
American bombers?®, and, in the 19605, the deployment of interceptor
alrcraft gave priority to the defence of approach routes threatening
bomber bases, Today the priority is on early warning, which would
enable the bombers to get off the ground hefore they were destroved,
a defensive measure which does not imply automatic counterattack on
the Soviet Union. As the ICBMs become more vulnerable to attack by
the highly accurate multiple warheads of the large Soviet $8-18 and
S538-19 ballistic missiles, the stability of strategic deterrence is
becoming more, rather than less, dependent on the ability of the
B~532s (and soon the B-ls of the US Strategic Alr Command) to get off

the ground quickly on receipt of adequate and reliable warning.

Possible Options for Nerth American Defence in the Future

Development of new eguipment has opened up possibilities
for more effective anti-bomber and anti-missile defence of Noxrth
America. The threat may become more difficult to ccocunter, should
the USSR deploy a new intercontinental bomber or fit long range air-
launched cruise missiles to its bombers. Canada and the USA have

been studying these possibilities together.

One new system of great value to anti-bombexr defence is
the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS), an aircraft with
a large radar able to detect alrborne targets and direct inter-
ceptors. Among the advantages of AWACS are that it can track
aircraft flying at very low altitude, and that it can move to
cover an area in which there is no ground radar, or where the

ground radar is unserviceable or has been destroved.
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Another new development is the Over-the-Horizon Backscatter
radar (OTH), which enables aircraft to be detected far beyond the
horizon. Using information from OTH for early warning, AWACS could
leave the ground and fly forward to detect and track approaching
bombers long before they reached their targets. However, OTH
achieves its long range by reflection of its signals from the
ionosphere, a layer of the upper atmosphere which becomes disturbed
in northern latitudes and produces erratic operation of the radar.
Visible evidence of this disturbance is the "Northern Lights",

seen in Canada at times of high sunspot activity.

The maintenance and operation of a large chain of ground
radar has always been extremely expensive in manpoweyr, a problem
particularly burdensome for the remote sites in Canada. Modexrn
techniques now allow stations to be run by much smaller crews of
operators and maintenance pérsonnel, by using_more automated
equipment, remoting the data to a major centre, and making the

equipment more reliable.

Consequently, planners are now offered attractive choices
for modernizing air defences. They can have more cost-effective
radars on the ground, or they can put more flexible and less
vulnerable radars into the air. 2nd beyond this, there is promise
of devices able to detect aircraft from orbiting satellites. Such
systems would allow vast areas of the earth's surface to be surveyed ,
including the most inaccessible regions of the Arctic. It will,
however, need several more years of research development before

these space systems are ready for use.

The major options open to the planners are to modernize
the present ground-based radars, which would present a falr-sized

capital outlay but reduced running costs and little technical risk,



to place a major responsibility on airborne radar, which would be
expensive, but would offer greatly increased flexibility and reduced
vulnerability, or to make an early move into dependence on space-
based detectors. In the present decade this latter choice would
incur unknown costs and high technical risk, but the uncertainties

will be reduced as research and development proceeds,

Farther into the future, but beginning to attract more
serious attention, are the possibilities of creating an effective
active defence against ballistic missiles. This was planned?”®
in the late 1960s, but subjected to severe limitations by the ABM
Treaty, part of the SALT I agreement of 1972. Here the technological
uncertainties are so great that little can be predicted with high
confidence. Much would depend on new types of weapons, such as
particle beams, high powered lasers activated by chemical or
electrical energy, or X-ray lasers fired by small nuclear detonations.
In order to cover large areas of the earth, and possibly in order to
use radiations which would be abscrbed or dispersed in the atmosphere,
it may be advisable to rlace some of the sensors and weapons in space
vehicles. It is, however, quite possible that ABM systems of the
future would depend on ground installations and on weapons using
nuclear warheads, chemical explosives, or simple mechanical collision
at high velocity. With so much uncertainty it is not possible to
estimate the importance of Canadian geography for the defence of
strategic targets in the United States. Those components of an
ABM system which are based in space vehicles may not be closely
tied to any particular terrestrial territory. It is, however,
highly probable that key activities would take place in areas of
space above Canada and above the Arctic, and possible that they
would require communications links to stations on the ground

within direct line of sight.



16.

Even if technology does offer the poséibility of economically
feasible defence against bomber and missile attack at some time in
the future, it is not clear whethexr these capabilities will or should
be exploited. Mutual assured destruction provided the basis for
stable deterrence at a cost of less than twenty percent of the defence
budgets of the superpowers, and very little for all other countries.
If it were to be nullified by a heavy expenditure on strategic defence
there would be demands for the expensive strengthening of other
components of defence, such as theatre nuclear weapons or conventional
forces, and an alteration in the balance of forces that could well be
less rather than more stable. However, construction of an effective
strategic defence by one side would prcbably oblige the other to

follow suit.
The concerns involved in these questions go well beyond the
scope of Canadian-American defence relations, and will be determined

at the level of the two superpowers and the two alliances.

Canada-US Defence Relations Qutside of North America

Between 1817 and 1942 the relations between Canada and the
United States, as far as defence was concerned, were almost entirely
confined to censideration of the North American continent. Before
the end of the war of 1812 and the signing of the Rush-Bagot treaty,
many of the quarrels and problems were related to the situation in
Europe. Although some concern had to be paid to the defence of
Noxth America during World War II, by far the most important
operations were in distant theatres in which the Canadians wexne part
of much larger Commonwealth formations. The major exception was in
the Battle of the Atlantic, where a very significant proporticn of
Allied war supplies originated in Canada and were shipped from

Canadian ports, and where the antisubmarine protection of the
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transatlantic convoys from both Canadian and US ports had to be
organized by the cooperation of the Royal Canadian, the United

States, and the Royal Navies.

After the creation of the North Atlantic Alliance in 1949,
the USA and Canada became two of twelve (later sixteen) independent
sovereign partners in defence of their common territory. In fact,
geography has made the USA and Canada the "Western pillar” of an
alliance separated (and also joined) by the North Atlantic Ocean.
The problems of transatlantic supply, so vital for the Allies in
the two World Wars, are just as crucial for NATO, and although
airlift will be able to transport men and small quantities of key
equipment, the large tonnages of munitions, fuel, and food can only
come by sea. Protection of the sea lines of communication across
the Atlantic is in the hands of the Supreme Bllied Commander,
Atlantic, who assumes operational control of maritime forces Ffrom
nine countries in the event of war, In about half of his tctal area
{known as WESTLANT) the forces are normally provided by the USE and

Canada.

The principal threats to Atlantic shipping come from the
alircraft, surface ships, and submarines of the Warsaw Pact, The
most effective defence against aircraft and surface ships is
provided by carrier battle groups, a specialty of the United States
Navy. Canada has specialized in antisubmarine warfare, for which
she operates maritime patrol aircraft and antisubmarine frigates,
For many years the staffs and units of the US Navy and of the
maritime command of the Canadian Forces have planned and exercised
tegether. Similar cocoperation occurs in the Pacific Ocean, although

this is not under the aegis of SACLANT or NATO.
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Some Canadian Persgpectives

Some views which are held by Canadian defence planners and
which have had a long-standing influence on their approach to joint

problems of North American defence are outlined below,26.27, 28

The greatest threat of large-scale destruction to Canadian
population and possessions is a war in which the Soviet Union delivers
a strategic nuclear attack on the United States. It is assumed that
a countervalue attack would include Canadian as well as American
targets.22 It is also assumed that while a counterforce attack might
have nearly all (or possibly all) of its targets in the USA, the
radicactive fallout from ground bursts directed against the ICBM
silos in the Northern United States would cause very severe

casualties to Canadian population.

As a consequence of the beliefs just outlined, the main
objective of defence policy should be to prevent the outbreak of a
major war. The best means to do this i1s thought to be strategic
nuclear deterrence. It is not necessary for Canada to operate
strategic nuclear weapons herself, but for reasons of geography
she is well placed to play a significant part in the defence of the

strategic systems located in the United States,

The most probable way in which a nuclear war between the
Superpowers could come about is thought to be by an unintended
crisis, criginating anywhere in the world. A second means
to reduce the probability of a major war is through stabilizing
activities such as peacekeeping, usually in parts of the Third
World and often in circumstances in which direct participation by
troops from the United States or the Soviet Union would be
unwelcome and unwise. (anada has participated in many such

peacekeeping operations.



Finally, Canada considers that a policy of arms control
offers sensible hopes for the maintenance of security without having
unbearable burdens of armament. However, security is the primary
cbjective, and reguires that arms control agreements be adeguately
verifiable and produce stable balances of forces. It is in the
best interests of Canada that the forces and weapons systems of the
United States remain in a mutual and stable balance with those of

the Soviet Union.
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