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Abstract  

Britain was an integral elernent in Canada's defence policy 

after 1945. Because the relationship was overshadowed by 

Canada's more visible and controversial one with the US. however, 

scholars have given it very liîtle attention. The US-Canadian 

alliance was made formal by the creation of several joint defence 

bodies, such as the PJBD (Pennaaent Joint Board on Defence) and 

NORAD (North Arnerican Aerospace Defence Command). Ottawa's 

post-war love affair with internationalism was also embodied in 

formal organizations, such as the UN (United Nations) and NATO 

(North Atlantic Treaty Organization). Canada and Britain had no 

such forma1 treaty or organization to guide their alliance against the 

Soviet Union. 

They did not, however, need one. This study examines Anglo- 

Canadian defence relations between 1945 and 1960, arguing that 

tradition, circumstances and pragmatism brought the Canadian and 

British militaries together on a number of fronts. They cooperated 

closely in several key areas of military planning, such as defence 

research, exchange of information and procurement of a r m s  and 

equipment. It was not always an easy relationship, however. 

Canadian nationalism and British paternalism created suspicion, 

endless misunderstandings and unwarranted assumptions. 

Nonetheless, this study concludes that the two countries maintained 

an implicit, informal alliance throughout the period under 

investigation. 
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Iutroduction 

In 1960 and 1961, a spate of articles in Canadian newspapers 

and magazines appeared describing how Canada was drifting away 

from an increasingly ineffective Britain and Commonwealth. In 

Saturdav Ni&, Charles Taylor declared that "Britannia No Longer 

Rules the Waves," noting that Britain' s shipbuilding industry 

declined from 51 percent of the world's tonnage in 1947 to only 

15% in 1960. Taylor aisa outlined the shnnking of the Royal Navy, 

which now languished a distant third behind the US and Soviet 

navies in terms of ship numbers and tonnage. In Maclean's, 

Professor M.S. Donnelly wrote that "we should revive the 

Commonwealth -- or admit it's dead." Donnelly rightly pointed out 

that the 1960 Commonwealth Prime Minister's Conference was 

another waste of time for a "do-nothing organization." Also in 

Saturdav Nieht, Charles Gordon announced that "The Ties With 

Bntain Are Loosening." Canada had littie choice but to succumb to 

US dominance in economic and military matters, Gordon argued, 

because Bntain was no longer a viable alternative in either field.' 



He was right. I t  was impossible for Canada to shun the tide of 

US economic or military power bat  grew to dominance in the 

1950's. Canadian Anglophiles, however, saw the election of John 

Diefenbaker's Tories Ïn 1957 as the last chance to resurrect Canada's 

trade and social links to the Mother Country. When that failed, a 

host of polemical obituaries for Canada's existence as a distinct 

North American nation appeared in Canadian universities and 

media. Notable historians such as Donald Creighton and W.L. 

Morton charged that the Liberals, in power from 1935 to 1957, 

'3old out'' Canada to the US, submitting to American corporations, 

foreign policy and demands for bases, leaving Canada with little or 

no autonomy by the late 1950's. Equally vehement in his distrust 

of Canadian liberalism, George Grant, fhe eminent political 

philosopher, resolutely placed the blame for Canada's withdrawal 

from Britain's political influence at the feet of William Lyon 

Mackenzie King, the l o n g - s e ~ n g  Canadian Prime Minister. The 

continentalist philosophy and policies of Mackenzie King, Grant 

argued in his Lament For a Natioa shunned Britain as a 

counterbalance to the US; it was essential for Canada to sustain its 

nationhood against the threat of the American behemoth.' 

Britain's decline and America's rise to global power are now 

well-established, well-documented histoncal trends.' Canada's 

parallel shift fiom Brïtain's 'bosom' to the 'bony lap' of the US is one 

of the benchmarks of twentieth century Canadian historiography? 



In terms of Canadian defence policy, post- 1945 studies have 

concentrated on the 'bony lap' almost to the exclusion of the 

'bosom,' however. relegating the Anglo-Canadian alliance to the odd 

paragraph or foomote? Indeed. there is an abundance of fodder for 

historians of US-Canadian defence relations in the 1940's and 

1950's. The Hyde Park Agreement on economic CO-operation, the 

formation of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) and the 

establishment of US bases in Newfoundland al1 carried over from 

war to post-war. The combined efforts at continental defence, made 

necessary by advances in weapons and delivery systems at the 

disposal of the Soviet Union, brought a sometimes reluctant Canada 

even more under the influence of the American defence 

community? The creation of NORAD (North American Air Defence 

Command) in 1957 was the ultimate result of those efforts, 

consolidating the air defence of the continent under a single joint 

command structure.' 

Anglo-Canadian defence relations in the post-war period are 

also overshadowed by studies of Canada and collective security. 

Much has been wnitten, for example, on Canada's special fondness 

for NATO and the UN (United Nations).' Through those 

organizations, Canadian policy-makers were able to fashion an 

international role for rhemselves as a 'middle power', providing 

somewhat of a balance for the more one-sided relationship with the 

us? 



That the decliae in Britaia's fortunes and rïse in American 

involvement in international politics and defence corresponded with 

Canada's shift fiom the British to American orbit is not debatabie. 

In his provocative essay, How Bntain s * Y  Weakness Forced Canada 

Into the A r m s  of the United States, J.L. Granatstein marked the start 

of that shift at the end of the First World War, declaring it 

substantially completed by 1945. He asserts that Canada was 

forced to make this shift because of Britain's growing economic. 

military and political weakness. Canada tried its best to help 

Britain at aLmost every tum, he argues, but it was insufficient to 

turn the tide of Britain's decline. Those general conclusions 

adequately describe the broad sweep of Anglo-Canadian relations, 

particularly in trade matters. Granatstein's brief treatment of the 

post-1945 defence relationship is, however, dismissive and 

inadequate .Io 

If considered only in tenns of govemment policy and foimal 

agreements, the Anglo-Canadian alliance does appear to be merely a 

footnote to the conspicuous joint boards and cornmittees of the US- 

Canadian alliance. Examined independently, however, in the context 

of the US-dominated decade and a half after 1945, Canada's alliance 

with Bntain had a life of its own with the ups and downs 

experienced in al1 alliances. The alliance was informal, usually 

cornfortable and familial, and drew its lifeblood from the historical 

association of the two militaries. That connection, not between the 



governments but between the two d e s ,  navies and, perhaps 

surprisingly, the two air forces, was the main reason why the 

alliance survived the war intact- 

John English and Norman Hillmer correctly atmbute that 

resilience to the momentum of emotion and tradition born of 

Canada's colonial past. They also argue that the alliance became 

'unhiuged' when Canada chose not to support Bntain's Suez policy in 

1956." Suez was indeed symbolic of Britain's declinhg power and 

prestige, but it is misleadhg to cite London's failme to rally 

Canadian support as a tuming point in the defence alliance. To do 

so confuses the political and o~erational  elements of Canadian 

defence policy. Politically, Canada had supported British causes 

(and others) on a case by case basis since Confederation. When 

Canada went to war, however, her armed forces had always been 

joined at the hip of Britain's. 

In preparing for future war, Canada's armed forces continued 

to assume that would be the case after 1945. At first, Canada's 

operational link with Britain was based on the two militaries' 

common equipment and organization. When Canada re-amed in 

the 19503, however, it increasingly moved toward US or Canadian 

equipment rather than British. That has led scholars to conclude 

that the Anglo-Canadian alliance was dead aad buried by 1945.'' 

However, the shift away fiom British material on the gound, and 

from British influence generaily, was much more gradual. 



Two factors have caused historians to ignore post-war Anglo- 

Canadian defence relations. First, they have concentrated on the 

political element of Canada's defence policy, rather than on the 

daily, routine management of defence by the armed forces. Further 

examination into how Canada's militas. operated betrays a close 

trust of British ideas and advice. Second, historians have not 

considered the workings of the post-1945 Anglo-Canadian alliance 

to be a story worth telling.13 Canada-US relations in this period 

provide much more fodder, excitement and, because of the uniquely 

powerful position of the US, relevance to international power 

politics. Because Canada's dealings with the US involve issues close 

to home, such as sovereignty, economic interdependence and 

continental defence, they have inspired engaging and contemporary 

scholarship .14 

The significance of the post-war Anglo-Canadian military - 

alliance, however, rests not in its provocativeness, but in the details 

of how the two defence communities dedt with each other. 

Analysis of those details makes it clear not only that the Anglo- 

Canadian alliance had a distinctive character, but also that it was, at 

times, dynamic and capable of change. British customs, traditions 

and habits of mind were so natural to those in Canada's military, 

that they required no formal or wrïtten sanction. -What also 

emerges is a better understanding of the British side of the alliance. 

Canada has received very little attention in British-oriented studies 



of the Cold War, generally king lumped together with other 

Commonwealth counaies. or in the Anglo-American context.' ' 
The Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Supply, the 

Commonwealth Relations Office, the setvice minismes, the Chiefs of 

Staff and various British defence establishments, however, gave 

Canada special attention throughout the Cold War. Britain's defence 

cornmunity med tirelessly to use Canada as a side door to US 

defence production and resources. Britain also wanted access to 

Canada' s wealth and resources. Because of inconvertibility 

throughout the 1945-60 period, British policy-makers constantly 

looked for ways to earn precious Canadian dollars. The economic, 

political and social complexities of the post-war Anglo-Canadian 

military alliance makes it wonhy of study on its own, independent 

of the burgeoning US-Canadian alliance. In fact, Canadian defence 

policy-makers did al1 they could to preserve strong linkages with 

Britain's defence community in this period of declining British 

power. In many ways, they succeeded. 
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Chapter One 

'An Uawritten Military Alliance 

of a Peculiarly Intimate Kind' 

On 23 August 1945, less than two weeks after V-J Day, Air 

Vice Marshal (AVM) David Carnagie, head of Bntain's air mission to 

Canada, met with AVM Robert Leckie, Canada's Chîef of the Air Staff 

(CAS), to discuss the post-war relationship between the two air 

forces. Leckie told Camagie of bis "strong feelings" that the Royal 

Canadian Air Force (RCAF) must remain close to the Royal Air Force 

(RAF) "in view of the tendency in some quarters to advocate that 

Canada should throw her lot with the US for matters of defence." ' 
Leckie preferred throwing Canada's lot in with the UK -- a 

natural tendency, given that he personified traditional Angio- 

Canadian military propinquity. He was bom in Britain, flew flying 

boats for the RAF and Royal Navy in the First World War, sewed 

briefly in Canada as Director of Civil Flying Operations after the war, 

then rejoined the RAF before returning to Canada to nîn the British 

Commonwealth Air Training Plan in 1940. Leckie transferred to the 

RCAF in 1942 and 

use his expenence 

between their air : 

became CAS in 1944. He promised Caniagie to 

and influence to preserve the close contact 

forces. Camagie was enthusiastic and encourage4 

by the conversation, and boasted that the RCAF's interest in close 

RAF links in 1945 was stronger than in 1939 -- as a counterbalance 



to the strong puil of the USAI? Carnagie let his emotions become 

c d e d  away; the RCAF was minuscale in 1939 and the RAF-RCAF 

war-time relationship had been far h m  cornfortable. 

The Chiefs' conversation exposed three characteristics of the 

Anglo-Canadian alliance during the transition to peace. Fifst, 

Canadian opinioa was mixed on the utility of close defense 

arrangements with Britain. M a y  still felt the emotional fliiiation 

with Britain that Canadians canied into the Second World War, but 

knew that Britain's position relative to other Great Powers (the 

United States and the Soviet Union) had been reduced dramatically 

in political, military and economic terms. In itself, loyalty to Britain 

would not decide Canada's defense policy after 1945. Second, the 

Canadian alliance was significant to the British, but British poIicy 

toward Canada in the immediate post-war period remained 

condescending and umesponsive ta Canadian defense goals and 

priorities. It would take some time for British bureaucrats and 

senior military officers to accept Canada's indifference to 

Commonwealth defense. But the British were also pragmatic, trying 

to forge the closest of personal, informal relations with their 

Canadian counterpans through liaison, exchange of personnel and, 

most important, the exchange of ideas and ïnformation. Third, it 

was impossible to consider Canada's defense relations with Britain 

after 1945 (if not earlier) without proper deference to the growing 

power of the United States. 

Ailies through six years of war, Britain now tried to pull 

Canada back into the Commonwealth fold. Canada steadfastly 



refused, stubbornly exerting the bravado of nationalism she 

developed during the war. At the political level, those incompatible 

positions created an amiosphere of suspicion in Anglo-Canadian 

defence relations. London's unwmanted assumptions about 

Canada's role in Commonwealth defence were rnatched in tenacity 

by Ottawa's paranoïa that around every corner lurked another 

British scheme to manipulate Canadian defence policy. The 

continued kinship of the Canadian and British militaries fueled that 

paranoia. With a momentum of its own, their long-standing 

working relatiooship moved forward undeterred into peace. From 

1945 on, Ottawa took every measure ta keep the British at m ' s  

length on defence-related matters at the political level, despite 

repeated appeals ftom London for help. StiIl, the military alliance 

stood pretty much as it did in 1939. That was because cooperation 

at the service level puttered on undisturbed by the diplornatic 

scrimmaging of 1945 and 1946 between Canada and the UK. In 

December 1946, the apparent contradiction between Canada' s 

political and military relations with Britain inspired Cabinet 

Secretary Arnold Heeney to offer the ponderous statement that 

" from many points of view ," the Anglo-Canadian relationship 

"approaches an unwritten military alliance of a peculiarly intimate 

kind. "3 



In May 1944, Clement Atlee, Deputy Prime Minister of Great 

Britain, hosted a Commonwealth meeting in London for the 

Dominion Prime Ministers. Foremost on the agenda was defence. 

Lord Cranborne, Britain's Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs, 

presented to the Prime Ministers six proposals for the improvement 

of Commonwealth defence cooperation. They included regular 

meetings among Commonwealth Chiefs of Staff, joint plans, officer 

exchanges, Imperia1 officer training schemes and industrial 

coordination. John Curtin of Australia and Philip Fraser of New 

Zealand enthusiastically endorsed the proposals, but William Lyon 

Mackenzie King did not (Jan Smuts of South M c a  was absent). He 

said only that such matters were for the Canadian Cabinet and 

Parliament to consider and, until they did sa, he was unwilling to 

comment. He did, however, suggest that the proposals 'could be 

considered' at the end of the war? Because of King's position and 

Smuts' absence, the delegates left the subject for future discussions. 

In Septernber 1945, just after the victory over Japan, the 

British High Cornmissioner in Ottawa, Malcolm Macdonald, advised 

Lord Cranborne not to waste time estabiîshing the foundations of a 

peace-time alliance with Canada. Macdonald urged that 

arrangements for peace-time service missions in Canada be 

cornpleted post-haste, and attached to his office before defense 

cutbacks took hold. Macdonald intended to take advantage of the 

close personal ties British service missions had made in Canada 



during the wat to influence Canadian opinion about Imperia1 

defence after it? Macdonald was cenain that the maditional, 

customary ties between the two counmes had strengthened. not 

weakened, during the war. He reasoned that although Ottawa shied 

away from centralized Commonwealth planning, Canadian supplies 

and training facilities would always be available to Britain. To 

ensure a British influence on Canadian defence production, 

Macdonald urged British s e ~ c e  missions to solicit permanent 

procurement arrangements with their Canadian counterpans. 

Furthermore, Macdonald encowaged the continued exchange of 

personnel between the two countries -- always the backbone of 

their intimate defence relati~nship.~ 

The son of former British Labour PNne Minister Ramsay 

Macdonald, who had been much admired by Mackenzie King, the 

younger Macdonald had enjoyed a mutually respectful relationship 

with senior Ottawa mandarins, such as Arnold Heeney, Secretary to 

the Cabinet, and Norman Robertson, the Under-Secretary of S tate 

for Extemal Affairs, since his appointment as High Commissioner in 

1941. He wanted to use his influence to make Mackenzie King 

honour his wartime promise to discuss Imperia1 defence at war's 

end.' 

In October, Lord Addison, the Secretary of State for Dominion 

Affairs in the new Atlee govenunent, directed Macdonald to begin 

making inquiries in Ottawa on the subject of Commonwealth 

defence. Macdonald found those initial discussions disappointing. 

On 25 October, he met Norman Robertson, who told Macdonald that 



Canada's war-readiness would be based on standardization of 

weapons, equipment and operational compatibility with the United 

States and  Great Britain -- the North Atlantic Triangle. The 

Commonwealth, Robertson insisted, was not part of Canadian 

defence planning? In November, Hume Wrong and Arnold Heeney 

reiterated Robertson' s views to Macdonald. The Canadian position 

was clear: "Institutional" relationships with Commonwealth 

countries, including Britain, were not possible. Wrong and Heeney 

argued that Imperia1 defence had become an "unreal idea," but 

other areas of the Anglo-Canadian alliance were negotiable, within 

the parameters of the United Nations and depended on how far 

Britain would move toward " homogeneity " with the United States," 

particularly in the areas of equipment, training and organization.' 

Wrong, one of Canada's ablest diplomats, and Heeney (former 

classrnate of Macdonald's at Oxford), were two of the most 

influential men in Ottawa. Given that they were both part of the 

establishment that had shaped Canada's wartime fight for greater 

international influence and autonomy, Macdonald, and thus the 

Dominions Office, should have had no illusions that Canada would 

now accept Cranborne's 1944 proposais. 

Macdonald reported to the Dominions Office that his 

enthusiasm that Canadian officiais might be receptive to 

Commonwealth defence was misplaced. He thought their views 

immature and indifferent to Britain's problems. He bemoaned the 

emerging phase of Canada's "political self-consciousness," which 

emphasized the "independence and the international importance of 



the Dominion" built up during the war. Most disnirbing to 

Macdonald was Canada's "namal and perhaps not altogether 

unhealthy tendency, to think in temu of membership of the United 

Nations rather than of the British Commonwealth as the factor 

making for peaceN.'O He reported to the Dominions Office that this 

attitude extended to Canada's military, where officers were coming 

increasingly under the influence of their American counterparts, 

and being weaned to "a rather narrow Amencan or North American 

outlook." ' Macdonald's opinions were patronizing and conveniently 

forgetful of the fact that Canada had been rejecting Commonwealth 

defence planning vigorously since the First World War. 

The British Chiefs of Staff were equally absent-rninded. 

They advised the Cabinet to use Cranborne's proposals as the basis 

for defence discussions with the Dominions. The Chiefs considered 

coordination of Commonwealth defence to be their most important 

post-war planning objective, and the tcump card in London's 

political hand intemationally; without it, Britain could no longer be 

considered a Great Power." They wanted to improve on war-time 

Commonwealth cooperation, even to the point of resurrecting the 

Cornmittee on Lmperial Defence (CID). In the Chiefs' opinion, 

common organization, training and equipment had facilitated the 

ability of Commonwealth forces to operate together in larger 

formations during the war, but Little cooperation had existed for the 

preparation of plans and industria1 mobilization. 

They intended to change that, pdcu l a r l y  in regard to 

Canada, because "the war has proved conclusively that we cannot 



succeed in a figbt for our existence without the full CO-operation 

Canada" in the protection of Atlantic communications and North 

American industry. Canada, according to the Chiefs, was more vital 

to British security than the rest of the Commonwealth combined.13 

For one thing, the UK was more vulnerable to attack than the 

relatively secure Canada. The British Chiefs of Staff, Field Marshal 

Alanbrooke, Admiral Cunningham and Air Marshal Tedder, a l l  had 

experienced first hand the importance of supply and indusmal 

capacity in modem war. They also believed, however, that without 

solid peacetime markets for a r m s  and equipment, Britain's defence 

industries would suffocate, and be useless in time of war. In 

waging a potential war with the Soviet Union, the British Isles 

would likely be lost as the main support area for command and 

control of British forces, and British industry could be 

incapacitated .14 Canadian industry was in a much less desperate 

position. 

In addition to Canadian defence resources, they also saw 

Canada as a vital conduit to the US, and ultimately as an avenue to 

influence US policy toward Britain.Is But, the Chiefs wmed the 

new Labour Rime Minister Clement Atlee, dealing with Canada was 

always a tricky business. They scoffed at Canada's faith in the 

untested 'World Organization' (United Nations), rather than in a 

unified British Commonwealth which had proven its resilience 

during war. Condescending and manipulative in their attitude 

toward Canada, the Chiefs advised Atlee to frame any future 



discussion of Commonwealth defence with Canada around the new 

' World ûrganization' .16 

The Chiefs' seniiments were shared by the Atlee govemment, 

which aimed to use an honest accounting of Britainfs strategic 

probiems to persuade the Dominions (including Canada) to 

"contribute" to Commonwealth defence. Therefore, when Ottawa 

decided in December 1945 to withdraw occupation troops from 

Gerrnany, Whitehall reacted with indignation that Britain was left to 

carry a larger load -- perhaps out of her reach.17 At a Cabinet 

Defence Committee meeting on 21 January 1946, Foreign Minister 

Ernest Bevin suggested that, unless the Commonwealth could act 

with a single voice, "our influence on the Security Council would be 

very seriously diminished." Lord Addison, Secretary of State for 

Dominion Affairs, added that "Australia and New Zealand would be 

more ready to CO-operate than Canada, but the Canadians really had 

no case for their present attitude. The right policy now would be to 

confront the Dominions with the facts of our comniitments and the 

burden which we had to bear in meeting them."lg To do so, the 

Atlee government scheduled a Prime Ministers Meeting for April 

and May. 

The Chiefs spent the spring trying to figure out a 

Commonwealth defence scheme to present to the Prime Ministers. 

They decided on a system of regional zones of defence, wherein 

each country would contribute only to the defence of its region, and 

have a voice in policies affecting it.19 That loose form of 

Commonwealth CO-ordination, the Chiefs reasoaed, also provided the 



political enticement of increased influence afforded to Britain at the 

Military Staff Cornmittee of the United Nations' Security Council?* 

Put simply, the Dominions would provide men, money and materiel, 

while Britain would get the power. It was hardly enticing. In 

M a c h  1946, John Holmes, Canada's High Commissioner in London, 

noticed Whitehall's increasing anxiety over the ability of the UN to 

contain the Soviet Union, and wamed External Affairs of the Chiefs' 

ideas. Louis St. Laurent, Secretary of State for Extemal Mfairs, was 

peeved at London's persistence in this matter, despite repeatedly 

being rejected by Canada?' 

On the eve of the Prime Ministers Meeting in April, suspicious 

minds in Ottawa, particularly in Extemal Affairs, saw the old 

specter of 'Imperid defence' looming in the distance. The 

customary Canadian reaction to the idea surfaced once more; corne 

hell or high water, Canada would have no part in Commonwealth 

defence. '' On 21 April, the Commonwealth Prime Ministers, minus 

one, gathered in London for the first day of meetings. William Lyon 

Mackenzie King was home in Ottawa. He wired Atiee on 23 April to 

explain his absence: the Dominion-Provincial Conference and the 

federal budget were, in King's mind, too cnicial to m i s s  for a 

Commonwealth meeting of dubious importance. King reminded 

Atlee that debate on the United Kingdom Loan Agreement was 

ongoing, and his presence in Pariiament would conmbute to having 

it, and the budget, "satisfactorily settled". Furthemore, the Pans 

Peace Conference, as yet unscheduled, was far more important, and 

it was not a Commonwealth concem. King also rejected the UK 



Foreign Secretary Arthur Bevin's idea of laying d o m  a 

Commonwealth policy for him to advance at the meeting of the 

Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris, prior to the generai Conference 

which would be attended by Commonwealth counmes." Put 

simply, because the international order would be worked out by the 

Council of Foreign Ministers, of which Canada was not a mernber, 

and the United Nations, Commonwealth security arrangements 

seemed to King to be a side-show. 

The UK representatives at the Rime Ministers Meeting, which 

included Atlee, Lord Addison and the Chiefs of Staff, among others, 

made a concerted effort to convince the Commonwealth delegates of 

the political benefits of a Ioosely b i t  organization of independent 

Commonwealth States. The Chiefs of Staff outlined their regional 

defence concept, and proposed a system of military staff liaison 

within the Commonwealth dong the lines of the wartime Combined 

Chiefs of Staff in Wa~hington.'~ The studies ptepared by the Joint 

Planning Staff for the Prime Ministers warned of the overwhelming 

gap between Britain's military ends and means; without 

Commonwealth conmbutions, British commitments would 

crumbleZ5 The Chiefs argued that the uncertain nature of atomic 

warfare and the potential for Britain to be knocked out quickly and 

thoroughly in such a conflict necessitated 'indusmal dispersal' and 

Commonwealth 'CO-operation'? 

The Australians and New Zedanders supported this vision of 

Commonwealth CO-operation. It was consistent with the Austraiian 

idea that each Commonwealth member should be responsible for 



devising general Commonwealth policy for their respective regions. 

John Holmes followed the Conference and studied the papers 

presented on Commonwealth defence. Holmes criticized Australian 

Prime Minister Herbert Evatt's vision "because some other country 

than the United Kingdom might on occasion speak for us alI".'7 But 

that was a moot point. Ottawa's anxiety that the UK would use the 

meetings as a podium for Commonwealth defence was overblown. 

Aside from general remarks about the aansfer of UK industry and 

skilled technicians to Commonwealth countries (industrial 

dispersal). and unified foreign policy, the UK steered clear of 

emphasizing defence too much during the meetings. The British 

press exaggerated the impact of those remarks, suggesting that 

Dominion military advisors were huddled on the sidelines in London 

devising a new system of military planning and indusmal 

d i ~ p e r s a l . ~ '  In fact. the Atlee govemment had dropped the idea of 

centralized defence machinery before the meetings convened -- 
nullifying Canadian fears to the contrary -- and Commonwealth 

defence was only one of many subjects d i s c u ~ s e d . ~ ~  

Canada rejected the Chiefst proposais for industrial dispersal 

and unified foreign policy. The latter proposal, however, remained 

a central tenet of Britain's policy toward Canada for many yeardO 

Britain needed Canadian money and resources but, to a much 

greater extent, it needed a US cornmitment to British (and 

European) security -- a point made by Mackenzie King when he 

finally arrived at the Conference in May? Norman Robertson, 

Acting High Commissiorier in Holmes' absence toward the end of the 



Conference, thought that British leaders failed to accept that 

prognosis. He reported to Louis St. Laurent that "although the facts 

of the United Kingdom posiaon are sobering, there was an air of 

unreality in much of the discussions because of the almost complete 

failure to consider the position of the United States in relation to 

general responsibilities for the maintenance of world se~urity."~' 

The US may not have k e n  a major topic of discussion at the 

meetings, but Robertson was wrong. The British were hl ly  aware 

that they would be a junior partner in the Anglo-American alliance. 

London looked for Dominion support not to outweigh the Americans, 

but to gain some leverage in dealing with them. 

To the venerable Mackenzie King, military affairs generally 

were troublesome and to be avoided as much as possible. Canada's 

defence programme itself was far from settled. Ottawa's defence 

poIicy in generd drifted through 1946, certain of the most Iikely 

threat- the Soviet Union -- but wholly uncenain of what to do 

about it. No extemal defence cornmitments, financial or otherwise, 

could be made until the Cabinet decided how much money would be 

available for defen~e.'~ The Liberal Govemment's emphasis on 

building a benevolent state was fvst and foremost in its objectives; 

defence was something Canada grudgingly had to deal with because 



of the nature of the Soviet threat and Canada's moral goal of 

collective s e ~ u r i t y ? ~  

At first, King refused to be persuaded, pressured or 

browbeaten into forging a grand military alliance in peacetime with 

either the UK or US3' Alexander Clutterbuck, who replaced 

Malcolm Macdonald in the spn'ng of 1946, found this attitude 

prevalent in Ottawa. ïnstnicted in June by the Dominions Office to 

contact Norman Robertson about Canadian progress on the military 

liaison proposal, Clutterbuck thought Canadian policy fmstratingly 

non-committal. Robertson told him that a decision on peacetime 

liaison machinery was still forthcoming, because Ottawa's priorities 

were demobilization and establishing peacetime force levels. 

Robertson did tell Clutterbuck that Ottawa looked to make military 

liaison with London closer than previous peacetime efforts, but 

done " with the minimum amount of advertisement. " Robertson 

therefore rejected the proliferation of "missions" around the 

C o m m o n ~ e a l t h . ~ ~  

Ottawa was also trying to contain unwanted publicity of 

defence discussions with the US. Between 20 and 23 May, the 

newly-formed Canada-United States Military Cooperation 

Committee (MCC) approved two documents: an "appreciation of the 

Requirements for Canadian-US security," and the "Joint Canadian-US 

Basic Security Plan." In the appreciation, the planners outlined 

their assessrnent of the strategic threat to North America. Within 

three to five years, the document warned, a potential enemy (none 

was specified) could possess atomic weaponry. North America could 



be vulnerable to attacks fiom "guided missiles, rockets or aircraft 

launched fkom submarines," or even long range bombardment of its 

vital industrial areas. The securïty plan called for "a comprehensive 

air waming , meteorological and communicatîons s ystem," extensive 

air bases for interceptor lircraft and anti-aircraft defences. With 

King's blessing, the MCC continued throughout the year to add 

specific proposals to the Basic Security Plan?' 

King was ounaged by a Financial Past article of 29 lune which 

claimed that US authorities had given Canada an ultimatum to 

fortify her northern £iontier or allow Amerïca to take over. The 

Post ran a similar article three weeks later, concluding that "the - 
moral is clear: Canada must quickly get a policy of her own for 

developing the North or someone else may insist on doing it for 

Mackenzie King rebuffed the article in the House of 

Commons, stating that the US was not pressuring Canada into any 

formal treaty arrangements. Because the plans had not been 

approved by the Cabinet or Parliament, that was nue. The fact 

remained, though, that relations between the military staffs would 

continue as if a de facto alliance existed, but on a low profile and 

sensitive to overzealous reporters.39 

During the summer, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff also grappled 

with the question of military representation in the UK. The size, 

role and nomenclature of that representation was contentious. 

Would the staffs be merely a conduit between the sister services, or 

would they be advisers to the High Commissioners? The Canadian 

Chiefs wanted both. They proposed to send representatives from 



the three services and Defence Research to London, but they were 

concerned that, if attached only to the High Commissioner and 

appropriate ministries, the officers would have no "direct link" with 

the UK Chiefs of Staff Committee and suùcommitteesPO The 

Canadian Chiefs wanted that military link, so they proposed to 

nominate the senior officer in London as "Chairman" of the Canadian 

Joint Liaison Staff to be the agent of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff 

Committee in London. To avoid the impression that the liaison 

officers were a decision-making body, however, Charles Foulkes, the 

Chief of the General Staff, suggested replacing "Chaüman" with 

"Head," and prevailed? Nit-picky in a sense, Foukes was in line 

with Canadian govemrnent policy that the liaison staff be perceived 

neither as a mission nor as a representative of the Chiefs of Staff. 

Those sensitivities were important to the war horses of Canada's 

fight for autonomy, such as Mackenzie King and Norman Robertson, 

and therefore also to Foukes, the most politically astute of the 

Chiefs of Staff. By August, the Canadian Chiefs hammered out ternis 

of reference for the proposed Canadian Joint Liaison Staff (CJSL) asT 

pubiicly, semice advisers to the High Commissioners. Privately, 

however, the Chiefs intended to use the CJSL as their agents in 

London, and a direct link to the UK Chiefs of Staff? A de facto 

alliance with the UK was, therefore, in the works. 

But Britain's attitude toward Canada remained fixated on the 

myopic, outdated concept of centralized Commonwealth defence. 

The notion that Britain was the center, and thus the spokesman, of 

the Commonwealth, was deeply entrenched in London. By failing 



to understand political and inteiiectual developments in Canada, 

British officiais often did theniselves a disservice across the 

Atlantic. Early in November, for example, the Atlee Governrnent 

tried to push its White Paper on the Central Organization for 

Defence, which created a Ministry of Defence, through an apathetic 

Parliament. On 6 November, the recently retired Chief of Staff, Lord 

Alanbrooke, gave a speech to the Royal Empire Society on the 

subject of ''Empire Defence." In support of the White Paper he 

helped to write, he generalized profusely about the importance of 

Commonwealth unity. He spoke of the "four pillars of 

Commonwealth security": Commonwealth solïdarity (which he 

viewed as the most important factor in the maintenance of world 

peace); centralized organizations for defence in each country; 

coordinating Commonwealth defence requirements as a whole; and 

the establishment of regional zones of defenceP3 

Norman Robertson, the new High Commissioner in London, 

seethed indignantly over Aianbrooke's presumption, reporting to 

External that, once again. British indiscretions resulted in "the 

inevitable misrepresentation of our p~sition."~'  Mackenzie King 

agreed, telling Clutterbuck that Alanbrooke's speech was cenualist, 

intended to lay the blame for Britain's problems on the Dominions. 

Furthemore, King protested to Clutterbuck, centralized organization 

was perhaps a legitimate military goal, but admirals and generals 

should "shut up" when it cornes to politics? 

Canadian resentment of British assumptions grew on 9 

November, when Atlee wired Mackenzie King again to ask for a 



contribution to Commonwealth defence. Atlee wrote that the UK 

wouid 'do its part' by introducing conscription to allay the 

manpower situation, but would need financial help. He intimated 

that he 'understood' King to have promised to help during the May 

Prime Ministers ' Meeting. King immediately fired back a response. 

He did not hide his outrage that Canada somehow was obligated to 

help the United Kingdom. citing his "reserved attitude" on the 

matter at the Prime Ministers Meeting. King told Atlee that Canada 

was planning to attach military liaison representatives to the High 

Commissioner's office in London, but that was dl. He added that 

unauthorized reports emanating from London on "Imperia1 Defence 

matters have caused considerable embarrassment to us here and 

made the whole position more difficult. "46 

The minutes of the May meetings support King's stand; he was 

indeed extremely reserved and annoyed at the suggestion Canada 

should help BritainP7 Financially, Canada had already approved a 

$1.25 billion loan for Britain. By this t h e ,  there should have been 

no question of Atlee asking for more. King's reply to Atlee rang 

loud and clear in official London; on 20 November the British 

Cabinet Defence Cornmittee warned the Chiefs of Staff not to press 

the issue any further and to avoid undue publicity on the matter? 

By trying to use loyalty and guilt to manipulate Canada into bailing 

out the UK, Atlee accentuated Mackenzie King's paranoia about 

British motivations to revert to "the old order of things which 

sought centrdization and control in L ~ n d o n . ' ' ~ ~  



In December, the Canadian Cabinet Defence Cornmittee 

approved the terms of reference for the CJSL. The liaison officers' 

tasks included maintaining 6'cons*int touch with al1 branches of the 

appropriate SeMce departments in the United Kingdom", and to act 

as the "senior representative of his service in the United Kingdom." 

Through the senior offlcer (Head), the CJSL was also tasked with 

advising the High Commissioner and acting as a link between the 

Canadian and British Chiefs of Staff?' 

The CJSL was well established by the spring of 1947. With a 

staff of eighty-odd müitary personnel and civilians, the liaison 

officers kept Robertson informed of British military issues and 

advised him on defence maners in general? In Robertson's 

opinion, the service representatives on Hill Street, in the center of 

London's bureaucracy, and the Extemal Affairs officers at Canada 

House worked weli togeler in their advisory roles? The activity 

of the CJSL would eventually increase but, for now, a substantial 

Canadian military staff was on the spot in London. Compared to 

Canada's military representation in the US, which nmbered in the 

hundreds, and was s t i l i  tenned a "mission," the UK office looked 

modest indeed.'3 

Still, the decision to set up the CJSL signaled .that Ottawa 

intended to maintain a military staff in the UK, independent of the 

US. That was significant, because US-Canadian defence planning 

was moving forward at a fast and furious pace. In November, 

Canadian and US officials met twice to discuss defence planning in 

light of the increasingly obvious threat from the Soviet Union. 



Furthemore, the PJBD approved its 36th Recommendation, calling 

for exchange of military personnel, joint exercises, standardization 

of arms, equipment and practices, and to encourage reciprocaI use 

of military, naval and air bases. In Febebniary 1947, the two 

governments announced their acceptance of Recommendation 36, 

complete with assurances that each country would retain control 

over military activities undertaken in its temtory. In effect, 

Canada and the United States had sanctioned an unprecedented 

peacetime defence partnership. 

Canadian imperialists, concenîrated in the Progressive 

Consemative Party, wanted similar commitments made to Britain; in 

fact, they saw Canada's defence and imperial defence as 

synonymous. Viscouat R.B. B e ~ e t t ,  the former Consemative 

Canadian Prime Minister, offered his thoughts on imperial defence 

in a speech to the Women's Advemsing Club in London on 15 April 

1947. The Dominions must take up the challenge of defending the 

Commonwealth, he told them, becanse Britain could no longer do 

itS4 In the House of Commons on 21 April, TL. Church, the devoted 

Ontario imperialist, reiterated Bennett's remarks, pressing S t. 

Laurent to reveal what steps had been taken in the way of planning 

for imperial defence. St. Laurent, no imperialist, remarked only 

that the defence forces of the Commonwealth nations were 

continually in touch with one another, but that was not being done 

to forge a common defence policy? 

That answer might have been unsatisfactory to the 

Conservatives in the House, but it was true, and it had been the 



govemment's policy since the end of the war. It hardly implied, 

however, that Canada was leaving a battered Mother Country on her 

own. After d l ,  Britain was unable to defend the Empire in 1939 

without help - and she got it. Why would the case be any different 

in 1947, or later? Furthemore. peace-time liaison was a part of 

Canada's long-term defence policy: indusaial preparedness, joint 

research and development, collaborative defence science, and 

operational compatibility among the ABC armed forces formed the 

nexus of Canadian security. In au, they offered a frugal way for 

Canada to remain current in military developments. 

The UK White Paper on Defence, introduced ta the Commons 

on 19 March 1947 by the new Minister of Defence, A.V. Alexander, 

referred to defence cooperation with the Dominions only in the 

context of general collective security goals. That was done to allay 

criticism from the Dominions that London was trying to coerce them 

into more centralization schemes. Philip Noel-Baker, the new 

Secretary of State for the Dominions, concluded the defence debate 

by pointing out that the UK could not force former colonies into 

cornmitments: "We can only cooperate with the Dominions in the 

ways in which their Govements desire to cooperate with us.'ts6 

That was true. But it was also true that Britain needed no 

formal agreements for defence CO-operation wi th Commonwealth 

countries, Canada hcluded. Cyril Falls, Oxford Professor of History 

and prominent defence commentator for the Times, grappled with 

the challenges facing the Commonwealth in a series of articles for 

the III 1 s  s London March 1947. He explored the 



economic, political and military aspects of Commonwealth defence, 

and how they were affected by British deche and Dominion 

nationdism. Despite the continued fraying of the Commonwealth 

and the complex defence concens of Canada, South Africa, New 

Zealand and Australia, Fails remained optimistic that defending 

them as a unit remained feasible. However, he argued, the onus 

was now on the Dominions, not Britain, to keep the notion of 

Commonwealth defence alive. Dominion initiative would only corne, 

he continued, if they "recognize that it [the Commonwealth] has 

produced and is producing ideals, standards, conceptions of liberty 

which ought to be preser~ed."'~ 

Although Falls had no place in Britain's policy-making 

stmcture, Norman Robertson took great interest in his articles. So 

did the Canadian A m y  and Extemal Affairs, which distributed 

them widely? Robertson was particuIady impressed by Falls' 

treatment of "industrial dispersai," raised at the Prime Ministers' 

Meeting, as a means of strengthening the abiiity of the 

Commonwealth to defend its weakest points (Le. India, the Middle 

East and the UK itself). A man who had describeci himself in the 

1930s as the last imperialist in the Department of Extemal Affairs, 

Robertson unders tood Britain's desperation to muster 

Commonwealth economic support. He opposed the idea of re- 

distributhg resources by means of a formal Commonwealth 

inventory and central management of defence industry. He did, 

however, point out  to St. Laurent that the general idea of making 

Commonwealth industry as productive and healthy as possible 



through informa1 consultation was perhaps necessary ig The Chiefs 

of Staff agreed, adding that Falls' ideas of indostrial dispersal were 

consistent with their views. They agreed with Falls that protecting 

industrial might for a counter-offensive was the best long-term 

strategic plan for the Commonwealth. They also agreed with him 

that the coordination of zones of defence was necessary for a 

counter-offensive. SPictly speaking, this contradicted previous 

Canadian policy. However, the Chiefs were only considering the 

coordination of joint US-Canada planning with the UK in the context 

of defence zones, particularly in the area of Atlantic 

communications. That was in line with what Canada had been 

saying since the war: informal planning and consultation between 

the Canadian and British militaries was desirable, but extending it 

to formal Commonwealth arrangements was not. 

Canada needed no forma1 mangemenu with the UK to set the 

ground rules for defence cooperation. Ottawa's defence outlook was 

very much focused on Atlanticism. Panly because of tradition, 

partly because of the experience of Canada's soldiers, sailors and 

airmen in the Second World War, but also because organization, 

equipment and training remained largely British, CanadaT s post-war 



military was far fkom alienated from British influence. Long- 

standing service agreements, customary practices and technical 

cooperation continued, and needed no forma1 pacts. In addition, 

several informal inter-governmental Canada-UK agreements did 

exist, dating back to 1907 when Britain transferred Halifax, 

Esquimalt and Melville Island naval installations to Canadian hands, 

with the proviso that they be maintained properly and open to UK 

use, 

The Canadian Army continued to mode1 its equipment and 

organization on British (and Commonwealth) lines. Canadian 

officers continued to attend courses at British Staff Colleges at 

Carnberley and Haifa, the Military College of Science, the Gunnery 

Staff Course and the Imperid Defence College. British officers 

reciprocated by attending the Canadian Staff College. Exchange of 

information, liaison, and exchange and training of officers were ail 

fairly free-flowing arrangements, and al1 existed either through 

service agreement or "customary practice.'"O 

The RCAF enjoyed s i d a r  reciprocal training arrangements 

with the UK, where Canadian officers were present as both staff and 

students at the Staff College and various schools. This comection 

was not taken lightly by the RCAF. When the RAF decided it could 

no longer offer staff courses to RCAF students at no charge, 

effective 1 April 1946, Leckie was peeved, because he believed it 

"adversely complicates the desire on the part of the RCAF to 

continue in peace-time the reciprocal arrangements with the United 

Kingdom for such In addition, RAF-RCAF Inspection 





To a much larger degree than did the Canadian and US navies, the 

RCN and RN had a multitude of standing agreements, s e ~ c e  

agreements and customary practices in place after wafs end.64 

Reciprocd arrangements for the use of ports, supply, fueling, and 

scientific and technical information made the RN and RCN almost 

synonymous. The RCN even continued to use the RN's standard 

manual of seamanship and the King's Regulations & Admiralty 

Instructions (entitled King's Regulations Canadian Navy for the RCN), 

without even pondering the need for separate RCN  version^.^' The 

Admiralty's confidence in the RCN's loyalty to the Mother Country 

was well grounded. 

i t  was naturd also for Canada and the UK to combine their 

efforts in research into chernicd and biological warfare, smoke and 

other more clas s *ed, clandestine areas of e~perimentation.~" 

Suffield, the testing range in southeastern Alberta funded by Britain 

during the war, remained a central part of ABC (American-British- 

Canadian) forays into special warfare after 1945P7 Britain ceased 

funding the station after the war, but often provided at no charge 

any equipment, stores or weaponry Canada wanted to test there, 

and sent scientific and technical staff to help6' Several ABC field 

trials on Biological and Chernical Warfare (BW and-CW) continued? 

Indeed, CW (gas, flame, smoke, incendiaries, insecticides, radio- 

active materials, crop destruction, etc.) and BW (bacteriological 

agents, toxic, proteins, enzymes, etc.) research was an open issue 

among the three countries. 



Continued exchange of officers and scientific information, an 

arrangement held so dearly by the British services, was whoIly 

endorsed by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, who sought increased 

interchange of officers on courses in Canada, the US and UKO7O In 

March 1946, the Canadian Cabinet Defence Cornmittee approved a 

Chiefs of Staff recommendation that a representative from the 

Director Generd of Defence Research be sent to participate in the 

newly formed UK Interdep-entd Cornmittee on Guided and 

Propelled Missiles?l Also, Canada would be represented at the 

informai Commonwealth Conference on Defence Science to be held 

in June to be attended by each British Service and several 

~ c i e n t i s t s . ~ ~  

The fkst Informal Commonwealth Conference on Defence 

Science met in London, Between 3 and 21 November 1946, 

scientists from Canada, the UK, Australia, New Zealand, and South 

Africa considered the broad problem of using the scientific 

resources of the Commonwealth efficiently in a cooperative way, to 

alleviate the shortage of scientific and technical man-power 

throughout member nations. Sir Henry Tizard, the UK 

representative, spoke of the need for increased graduate work in 

defence science, and the UK's superior facilities for training and 

research. Before any major advances in defence science could be 

made, he warned, more scientists were required in the field, and 

closer liaison between Commonwealth and US scientists was vital to 

any progress. The other representatives, including Canada's dean of 



defence research, O.M. Solandt, agreed, and the Working Party of 

the Cornmittee set out to focus on these  conclusion^?^ 

It was an informal meeting; this was not an organization that 

could bind govemments or make policy. Kt merely served as a 

point of contact for a scientific community that had worked closely 

during the war, and looked to continue a measure of that working 

relationship &ter it. Canada's participation was natural, but the 

aovemment wanted to keep it informal and discreet. When a James b 

McCook column entitied " Scientist-Civilims and Empire Defence " 

appeared in the Montreal Star just before the conference, Brooke 

Claxton and Louis St. Laurent were immediately concemed about 

the impression that Canada was involved in imperid defence? The 

article referred generally to the Working Party, the concentration of 

Commonwealth scientific liaison officers in one building in London 

and consultation among Commonwealth scientists on new weapons. 

St. Laurent was not upset that Commonwealth work was ongoing, 

although he was not entirely aware of its extent, but he objected to 

the perception that Canada was CO-ordinating policy with the UK. 

After all, Canada had a similar set-up for scientists in Washington, 

about which St. Laurent was also concemed. 

What also raised St. Laurent's hackles were the quotes in 

McCook's story from British officiais regarding the prospect of a 

"British Commonwealth Scientific Office," and one fkom Sir Sidney 

Kirkman referring to Dominion weapon CO-operation. In the case of 

the former, the name itself was enough to annoy St. Laurent's 

nationalist senses. But Kirkrnan's reference to weapon CO-operation 



also mentioned Canada's involvement in arms standardization with 

the UK and US. By ABC agreement, that subject was supposed to be 

top secret. St. Laurent quickly fired off a cable to Robertson and 

Solandt in London, asking them to keep an eye on British officiais 

who apparently assumed that they could speak publicly of Canadian 

weapons plans and collaboration. "No doubt," he added, "common 

interests will in almost every conceivable case lead Canada and the 

United Kingdom to take the same course," but Canada will not be 

told by the UK how to do it7' It probably seemed to St. Laurent 

that al1 of this was old hat, and that nobody in London had k e n  

listening to Ottawa since the days of Wilfrid Laurier and Robert 

Borden. Like King, St. Laurent wanted to keep defence matters 

closed to the media and the public. When the Cabinet Defence 

Cornmittee met early in 1948 to approve the minutes of the CACDS, 

St. Laurent pointed out that he had no objection to holding the next 

meeting in Canada, but perhaps under the auspices of the National 

Researc h Council to "avoid undue publicity?" 

This dispute about how scientific collaboration should be 

revealed to the rest of the world was typical of British-Canadian 

squabbling over turf. The collaboration marched on, for the most 

part, just as it always had, but British and Canadian politicians and 

bureaucrats differed on its nature and significance. St. Laurent, for 

instance, was concemed that Canada might get roped into projects 

not in her interest, or at least not perceived to be, if Canadian 

scientists were allowed to CO-operate unchecked with their British 

c~l leagues?~ For their pan, British policy-makers treated Canadian 



science as part of the Commonwealth's technical resources (albeit a 

special case) and therefore a British asset. Ta Canada's defence 

research community, however, British research, development and 

defence science was practicdy synonyrnous with Canada's. O.M. 

Solmdt, for insiance, wanted to be in on the ground floor of British 

weapon development. He pushed the Chiefs of Staff to keep up 

war-time representation on the OB (United Kingdom Ordnance 

Board). That was done. The Chiefs appointed Wing Commander 

R.M. Trites to replace Colonel G.M. Came (now the DRB 

representative) on the Board, and Trites was in place by late 1947.7X 

Weapons research was often a joint undertaking, and even 

when it was not, the country of origin would share research results 

with the other. For example, British officers and scientists 

continued the war-time practice of testing various equipment, 

ordnance and vehicles at Canadian research establishments, such as 

the Canadian h y  Research and Development Establishment 

(CARDE) outside Ottawa?' Two of the highest priority projects 

ongoing in Canada's defence research program in the late 1940s 

onginated in the UK: the light pack-howitzer and the 30mm fighter 

cannon. The former was first proposed in 1946 by the UK Ordnance 

Board as a technical learning experience for the fledgling CARDE? 

It developed into a major Canadian responsibility in the ABC Army 

standardization scheme. 

From the project's inception, however, the OB treated it as a 

British project. Trites was sympathetic; in April 1948, he even 

lobbied the liaison staff in London to get the Chiefs to keep the OB 



informed of Canadian projects and achievemenu, so "that they can 

appreciate the nature and extent of mals Canada reasonably can 

un dertake. "s l British and Canadian requirements were to replace 

the 3.7in. howitzer and the US 75mm. howitzer with a piece that 

could be broken down into mule-pack loads for mountain or jungle 

warfare, while carrying the destructive power of a 25-pounder 

shell. It took until 1954 for CARDE to complete a prototype 

howitzer with al1 the reqnirements in place. The technical 

experience was undoubtedly good for CARDE personnel, but, unable 

to coavince the US Army to pick it up, Canada and the UK canceled 

development in 1954. The plans, tools and prototype were 

immediately sent to India for its mountain troops." 

The story of the Aden 30mm anti-aircraft gun was a sùniiar 

example of Anglo-Canadian technical collusion. In 1946, the UK had 

undertaken to improve the German Mauser Mk 213/30 cannon to 

equip the Vampire (Britain's new jet fighter), but suspended work 

in the spring of 1948 because of a shortage of scientific and 

technical pers0nnel.8~ Avro Canada and the Defence Research Board 

(DRB) took over the project, developing it for the XC-100 (later the 

CF-100, discussed in Chapter 3). The XC 100 was to have four 

30mm Aden guns but, after finng trials conducted by Canadian 

Arsenals Ltd. at Long Branch, Ontario, Awo and the DRB (Defence 

Research Board) dropped the project because of the unwieldy large 

size of the s h e W 4  Eight OSin. M-3 guns were installed instead. 

Established in 1947, the DRB was to be the main point of 

contact between Canadian and British (and Amencan) scientific 



officers. The Special Weapons Advisory Committee (SWAC) of the 

DRB saw to it that Canadian interests in the field of ABC warfare 

were protectedsS Colonel G.M. Carrie was appointed on 14 May 

1947 as the fhst defence research representative in London, and set 

up shop with the Canadian Joint Liaison Staff on Hill Street. He 

directed liaison with three British organizations: the Ministry of 

Defence (under which were the scientifc advisers of the Admiralty, 

War Office and Air Minisay), the DRPC, chaired by Sir Henry Tizard, 

and also the Advisory Committee on Scientific Policy, responsible 

for civilian research and also chaired by Tizard. According to 

Captain D.J. Goodspeed, officiai historian of the DRB, the 

"compactness and staff StnIChlre of the British defence scientific 

organization" made it easier to deal with than the set-up in 

Washington, where individual seMces generated their own defence 

research, and the scientific establishment was dispersed over a 

larger area.86 Carrie and the other liaison officers served as the 

central point of distribution for scientific papers, planning proposais 

and, eventually, procurement between the UK and Canada?' These 

functions normaily involved routine maiters ranging from 

attendance at meetings of interest to Canada to keeping up to date 

on research ongoing in the UK. The DRB worked as closely as 

possible with British research establishments as the Cold War 

developed. 

Even in areas of clear-cnt US-Canadian interest, those who 

carried out the daily work of Canada's defence sought out British 

participation. One of the most important areas of joint research 



collaboration in the early post-war period concemed winter 

warfare. The Canadian Army had little historical precedent for such 

research. Canadian and British soldiers had k e n  spared the trials 

of fighting in northern latitudes during the Second World War. On 

the other hand, Russian, Finnish and German troops had al1 endured 

long northern campaigns, and US troops endure severe winter 

conditions in the Battle of the Bulge. During the winters of 1945-47, 

Canada c d e d  out cold weather exercises jointly with the 

Americans . which involved main1 y army operations . Exercises suc h 

as LEMMING in 1944 and MUSK-OX in 1946 yielded good 

information on the use of equipment and vehicles in the north, but 

the Canadian and US d e s  gave their attention to the operational, 

not human, factors in those exercises. 

By contrast, the Canadian and British militaries teamed up to 

concentrate on human factors. Little research had been done in the 

way of directed physiological and psychological research on men's 

behaviour in cold weather. Solandt was always looking for ways to 

use science to serve "national policy." in this case development of 

the north." At his prompting, the Admiralty, representatives of the 

three British services, the Ministry of Supply. the Medical Research 

Council (UK) and the DRB met in London on 13 January 1948 for the 

Inter-Service Conference on the Effects of Cold Climate on Man.'' 

They succeeded in hammering out an agenda for future research, 

concentrating mainly on acclimatization, clothing, personnel 

selection for cold climates and, as was usually the case with 

pioneering scientific projects. definition of instrumental methods 



and measurements for studying the peculiar aspects of the Arctic 

(Le., wind chill and loss of condensation in living quaners). In these 

areas of fundamental research, the Medical Research Council and 

the Admiralty considered Canadian participation vital?' In June 

1948 the DRB sponsored a more substantial conference, on "The 

Influence of Cold on Man," held in Toronto at the RCAF Institute of 

Aviation Medicine, Attended by Canadian, US and UK scientists, the 

importance of this meeting and the one in January rested simply in 

the dissemination of information among the nations involved? 

Canadian military principles and doctrine were influenced 

heavily by British ideas. In September 1947, for example, Dr. Otto 

Maass, scientific adviser to Foulkes, prepared the first post-war 

consideration of general staff requirements for research in the field 

of special weapons. He based it on two UK papers: the War Office 

General Staff Policy Statement for Research No. 200, entitled 

"Forecast by the General Staff of the Role of the Army in a Future 

War," and another War Office paper "The Army's Views on Ground 

Attack in Land/Air Warfare." These studies, prepared for the 

Ministry of Supply to guide its long-term research plans, were 

approved in principle by the Canadian General Staff. The essentials 

of Canadian Army doctrine were spelied out in those papers: the 

only major battlefieid changes in the last war were the more 

extensive use of tanks and close air supply; the need to be equipped 

for both offensive and defensive operatians; the assumption that 

field tactics remain unchanged by the presence of the atomic bomb; 

the need for greater fire-power and mobility in future war with less 



administrative burden; the feasibility of nsing gas on enemy troops; 

the use of burning to desuoy enemy cover and to provide smoke 

screen; and the use of atomic weapons in direct support of armies 

on the ground?' 

These were sound principles; there was little reason for 

Canada not to accept them. What made this pronouncement of 

doctrine signïficant, however, was that the Canadian staff never 

bothered to corne up with their own; they just emulated British 

thinking -- exactly what they had always done. That mentality had 

been entrenched in Canada's military community for so long that it 

continued unquestioned into the post-war period. The Canadian 

and British müitax-ies were connected in so many subtle, perhaps 

unremarkable ways that did not require the same administrative 

and structural features of the fledgling Canada-US alliance. 

Many in Ottawa were suspicious of the fratemal connection 

between the Canadian and British militaries. On 12 December 1946, 

Brooke Claxton succeeded Douglas Abbott as Minister of National 

Defence, with the task of consolidating the three services under one 

department. Mackenzie King put his faith in Claxton to handle the 

tough job. On 3 January 1947, after the first Cabinet meeting of the 

new year, King confided to his diary that "it was time to get back to 



the old Liberal principles of economy, reduction of taxation, anti- 

müitarism, etc ... Claxton has a temfic job of consolidation but 1 

believe wili do weU if we can hold d o m  on e~penditures.''~~ King's 

objective was to rein in the military under tigbter peace-tirne 

control, and part of that was making sure the Cabinet kept a close 

eye on major procurement decisions. 

Aftex the Cabinet meeting on 9 lanuary, King wrote that "the 

Minister of Finance would be expected to reduce taxation. 1 said we 

could only consider defence in light of these amounts." When 

Cabinet discussed the RCN's request to acquire a second aircraft 

carrier fkom Britain (HMS Maenificent) to complement HMCS 

Warrior, the nucleus of the RCN's naval air a m .  King had this to say: 

"[St. Laurent, Secretary of State for External Affairs] came out very 

strongly about understanding being that while we took the two, one 

of them was to be manned by the British. The Navy have just been 

slipping these things over. 1 suggested were the Mamificent 

secured, we would take care to change her name."" Claxton agreed, 

suggesting North Star would be less grandiloquent, and thus more 

Canadian?' King could smeli a conspiracy between the two navies. 

Norman Robertson reported to his department in February 

that even he had no knowledge of the terms of loan for the two 

carriersOg6 That was because the agreement had been negotiated at 

the service level during the war. In 1943, Captain Nelson Lay, the 

RCN's Director of Operations, had carried out a one-man mission to 

examine the US-UK options for Canadian naval air -- and came 

down unequivocally on the side of modeling after the RN?' In the 



words of wartime naval officer and chronicler of the RCN's history, 

Tony German: "Going the US route wouid have meant a stronger 

Navy and a dWerent future for Canada's armed forces, but oId ties, 

not long-term logic, cast the die."98 In tems of operational 

effectiveness, German was right -- among other differences, USN 

aircraft, sucb as the Hellcat and Avenger, were superior to the R N ' s  

Seafire, Firefly and Barracuda. h the Pacific, even the RN c h e r s  

used Heilcats, Avengers and Corsairs, dl US-built and provided to 

the UK under Lend-Lease. 

Regardless, Canadian naval aviation began formally in 1 943, 

when arrangements were made for Canadian personnel to train and 

serve with the RN's Fleet Air Arm, although they were paid by 

Canada, The RCN entered the business of naval air before war's end, 

rnanning Nabob (which Lay commanded) and Puncher, two RN 

escort carriers. That arrangement was part of the broader policy of 

'fleet dispersal' started by the Admiralty during the war. The idea 

was simple enough; by 1943, the UK lacked the manpower to 

operate her large standing fleet, so ships were lent, transferred and 

oiven to Allied, primarily Commonwealth, navies. Fleet dispersai O 

provided the much needed manpower to give the appearance of 

Commonwealth naval cooperation. It also allowed the Admiralty to 

keep a maximum number of ships in good repair until concrete 

decisions were made on the size of the post-war fleet. In January 

1945, the RN agreed to lend the RCN two ~ i o s s u s  class lipht fleet 

carriers and a fiotilla of eight Cresceat class destroyers -- still under 

construction. The RCN would provide the bulk of the men (about 



4500 officers and ratings) for the carriers and destroyers, which 

would be sopplied and maintaiaed by the Adn~iralty?~ The RN 

assumed that Canadian sailors would bolster its manpower if the 

Pacific war dragged on, and the plans fit in weLI with the RCN's pose 

war vision of a balanced fleet. Both navies looked to benefit fkom 

the deal. 

The end of the war killed the arrangement, and any chance 

that the RCN would steam to the Pacific. Still, in December 1943, 

the two navies hammered out a new, limited plan for Canadian 

naval air, and the Canadian Cabinet approved manpower ceilings 

providing for a Naval Air Arm.LOo The new deal still included the 

transfer of two carriers, and stipulated that "if and when the 

squadrons are taken over by the RCN and become RCN squadrons, 

the RCN wili purchase the aircraft, equipment and stores of these 

s q ~ a d r o n s . " ~ ~ ~  The Admiralty sought a long-term naval air market 

in Canada because it feared a Canadian "tendency to swing toward 

American types, which can so easily be provided and maintained 

across the b~rder."'~' Stocking the RCN with RN kit would mitigate 

against that development. The destroyers HMCS Crescent and 

Crusader were commissioned post-haste, and Warrior, the newly- 

built carnet, entered service in Febmary 1946. By intemervice 

arrangement, the RCN undertook immediately to purchase four 

squadrons of Seafire fighters and Firefly torpedo bombers -- two 

for Warrior and two for the forthcornhg second carrier. 

The whole deal was orchestrated by the two services to 

ensure a British presence in Canadian naval air. That presence was 



strong, because senior naval air officers in Canada were RN until the 

mid-1950s. and the post of Commander (Air) aboard the carrier was 

filled by an RN officer.lo3 Upon assuming his new position as 

Canada's fitst Director of Naval Aviation in 1946. Captain GR. 'Hank' 

Rotherham, a career RN officer, was stmck by the lack of home- 

. rom naval aviators in the RCN, and the influence RN officers held b 

in Canada. In his memoirs, he noted: "1 had not reckoned on the 

fact that recommendations fkom a Royal Navy Admiral or Captain 

would far outweigh those [of Canadian commanders despite the 

RCN's] contribution to the Battle of the Atlantic.''104 

King's suspicions were not, therefore, misplaced. The RCN's 

naval air a m  developed almost as an appendage of the RN, and the 

anticipated addition of the second carrier in 1947 would soiidify 

that relationship, bringing the RCN fuaher into the new and exciting 

world of naval air. However, Claxton's 'consolidation' of DND in 

Ianuary and Febmary 1947 made quick work of the two-carrier 

dream of the wartime RCN officer corps. Claxton and the Cabinet 

mothballed the idea, accepting the second carrier, Ma~nificent,  but 

sending Warrior back to Britain, citing its 'unsuitability' for Arctic 

operations as the reason. In fact, though, it was a budgetary 

decision; naval estimates and the size of the Interim Force were cut, 

and a second carrier was out of the question.10s Claxton would 

continue to try to shape strategy to fit budgets for years to corne 

but, in this case, he also stnick a blow to a significant RN-RCN 

wartime understanding.lo6 



For their part, British naval authorities tried to make fleet 

dispersal sound like a favour to the Commonwealth, rather than a 

painful necessity to ease the RN's manpower and financial cutbacks. 

Viscount Hall, FKst Lord of the Adiniralty, sounded unabashedly 

altruistic dnring a debate in the House of Lords on 29 January 1947: 

"1 should imagine there is not a single noble Lord, or a single person 

in the country who wodd deny to the Dominions the opportunity of 

securing the necessary ships and equipment to secure the very 

heavy losses which they suffered as a result of the ~ a r . " " ~  Admiral 

John McGrigor gave a simüar pitch to Norman Robertson in early 

February 1947, suggesting that Canada may want to keep Warrior 

in reserve rarher than r e m  her to Britain. After all, he said, 

dispersing capital ships throughout the Commonwealth was part of 

Britain's naval program.lo8 Several ships were lent to 

Commonwealth navies. By still considering them to be part of the 

family, however, the Admiralty convinced itself of self- 

congratulatory vimie for carrying out a painful necessity. In British 

naval minds, Britannia may no longer bave ruied the waves, but 

spreading British ships around the globe maintained at least the 

image of Empire. 



Afrer snuffmg out the Navy's two-carrier dream. Claxton 

concentrated on reigning in other inter-service understandings to 

ensure that the military did not implicate Canada in joint ventures 

without govenunent a p p r o ~ a l . ' ~ ~  In the throes of DND 

reorganization in the spring and summer of 1947, Brooke Claxton 

grew increasingly anxious about the extent of Canada's ABC defence 

commitments. The military's daily business included the US and UK 

more often than not. Group Captain W.W. Bean, Secretary to the 

Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee, summed up the situation: "Plans are k i n g  

completed on the military level but may tend to implicate the 

goverrunent to a greater extent than had been ant i~ ipated ." '~~  

According to Heeney, Claxton was "concerned as to the number and 

pattern of these arrangements which Vary a good deal as to 

financial and other implications. He wonders whether an attempt 

should be made to base dl or many of them upon some agreed 

principle or set of principle~."~'~ 

Claxton was concerned over requests from the UK, including 

the continuation of w-e research work in Edmonton on cold 

weather operation of aircraft and de-icing. This was a combined 

RCAF, British Air Ministry, Ministry of Supply and Ministry of 

Aircraft Production project. The RN also asked to carry out joint 

anti-submarine training with the RCN on the Atlantic Coast 

(involving a Royal Navy submarine, which became routine in the 

early 19509s), and to begin work on military mapping plans. Given 

that Canada-US planning was also increasing at a fast and furious 

pace, (six major committees were involved in Canada-US defence 



collaboration by the summer of 1947)- the British requests piqued 

Claxton' s attention.' L2 

The Chiefs of Staff Committee compiled a list of ABC 

arrangements -- nnder both inter-senrice agreement and 

ministerid authority -- and presented it to Claxton at the end of 

l ~ l y . ~ ~ ~  Claxton had not received the report yet on 9 July- when he 

presented his budget and objectives to the House of Commons. He 

promised that day to "work closely with the United States and the 

Commonwealth in working out common standards for weapons and 

equipment and in the training of the milirary.""' He did so, full of 

trepidation about the extent of Canada's military commitments to 

the US and UK, 

Most of the agreements undertaken by the Canadian services 

and government since the end of the war were with the US, not the 

UK. In Febmary 1947, the Cabinet authorized three Long Range 

Aids to Navigation (Loran) stations in the Canadian Arctic (part of a 

six-station Loran chain fram Alaska to Greenland), in line with the 

PJBDfs 36th Recommendation approved earlier that month. The US 

paid for and operated several other air and weather stations on 

Canadian temtory. A temporary extension of wartime user rights 

for the US at Goose Bay was in place and ninety-nine year lease 

agreements were in force for other US bases in Newfoundland. In 

early 1947, US officials urged Ottawa to make a decision regarding 

requests for northern air and meteorological bases, particularly 

Goose Bay. Canada stalled the Goose Bay decision for over three 

years, whüe British officials watched from the ~ i d e l i n e s . ' ~ ~  The 



problem of Goose Bay s t i l l  nominaily involved London until 

constitutionai matters were settied in 1949. However, the Atlee 

govemment was a l l  too eager to rid itself of the burden of 

Newfoundland, assuming from war's end that the colony would 

somehow eventualiy be transferred to Canada? Patronizing 

remarks s t i l l  emanated Erom London on how Canada should handle 

US requests. Lord Tedder, the Chief of the Air Staff, told the Cabinet 

Defence Committee that, dthough ongoing US-Canadian discussion 

on northem defences offered "many advantages" to Commonwealth 

defence, "the position should be watched in order to ensure that the 

Canadians did not devote too much of their effort toward the 

development of Nonhern In other words, there was little 

Britain could, or wanted to do, to prevent Canadian-US joint 

projects. AU the same, British officiais could not resist being 

paternalistically concemed that Canada not get swept up in 

continental adventures at the expense of other -- particularly 

European -- theatres. 

The UK looked increasingly Iike the odd man out of a 

comfortable, fairly cozy North American alliance. Even the one 

geographic region clearly important both to Canada and the UK -- 

Newfoundland and Labrador and the Atlantic approaches to Nonh 

America -- was aiso within the Amencan defence sphere. For 



Canada, security was no longer a matter of Lending support to the 

British cause, but rather in doing its best ta counter a very tangible 

enemy -- the Soviet Union. Unlike 1914 and 1939, Canada now 

defined its own enemies, and protected tbe right to do so very 

jealously. Any dealings with Britain would have to be within that 

framework. At this point of their post-war relationship, British 

policy-makers had failed to convince Canada that her defence was 

part and parce1 of Britain's. Their Canadian opposites, who had 

worked for years to keep Canada away from "Imperial 

entanglements," preferred to take a 'wait and see' approach to 

collective defence. On the other hand, the Canadian and British 

militaries were connected in many subtle and habitua1 ways that 

required no formal agreements. Sentimental ties to Bntain were 

abundant in Canada's military, and decisions made at the service 

level often reflected that connection. The fact was, however, that 

the new defence challenges facing Canada did not always directly 

involve Brïtain. The alliance would have to develop in that context. 
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Chapter 2 

The ABC'S of Collective Security 

The Mackenzie King government rejected u e  

Commonwealth defence on political grounds, but Canada's military 

remained organized and equipped generally dong British, and 

therefore Commonwealth, ünes. In terms of supply and operational 

compatibility, then, Canada and Brïtain entered the post-war period 

with a de facto miütary alliance. After the war, however, both the 

Canadian and British Chiefs of Staff conceded the economic and 

strategic preference of developing arms and equipment in common 

with the US. The two sets of Chiefs therefore gradually adopted the 

policy of standardization of anns and equipment among American, 

British and Canadian (ABC) forces as their foremost post-war 

planning objective. 

The Canadian Chiefs had been interested in standardization in 

a general way since befme war's end.= Standardization of 

equipment between the US and Canada was one of the items in the 

ongoing Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) -efforts to upgrade 

ABC-22. The Chiefs considered ABC standardization, however, to be 

a long-term solution to the problems posed by the Canadian 





standardization was the chief means to overcome the strategic 

vulnerability of the British Ides in the d a m  of the atomic age. If 

British arms production were lost in the early stages of war, their 

logic went, the British and Dominion militaries could rely on North 

American supply without being hindered by the demands of re- 

training or re-tooling. The Uks economic weakness was another 

factor in the planners' devotion to standardi~ation.~ Clement Atlee's 

Labour government viewed ABC standardization as a panacea for its 

severe dollar shortages and balance of payments problems. By 

tapping into US and Canadian defence production coneacts, the 

Govemment figured, the UK could eam dollars while maintaining 

production -- not possible if Britain could supply arms only to 

sterling countries: 

Senior British officers and defence officials were fully aware 

that military preparedness was Uicreasingly beyond their price 

range, and they knew they needed help.' That put Britain at the 

rnercy of American and, to a lesser degree, Caaadian dollars. British 

strategic planners accepted hand in hand dependence on the US and 

vulnerabiiity to Soviet attack. London could hardly ignore the 

fractures spreading in the Empire throughout 1946 and into 1947. 

The Egyptian negotiations had failed, Palestine's f u m e  was 

uncertain, British aid to Greece would be terminated by June, and 

Atlee's govenunent had decided to relinquish power in India by 

June 1948. Early in 1947, the British Chiefs of Staf f  panicked over 
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Britain's alarming weakness and vulnerability to Soviet attack. In 

Febniary, A.V. Alexander. the new Minister of Defence, advised the 

Chiefs of Staff that preparedness must be their top priority. He 

wamed them also not to repeat the mistake of the "Ten Year No 

War Rule," which compromised preparedness in the inter-war 

y ear s .6 The Chiefs, predictably, chose "the closest possible tie-up 

with the United States and the Dominions" (the English-speaking 

alliance), to insure British preparedness? It was a sound policy, but 

it was nothing new. 

The simple fact that al l  three govemments sanctioned their 

military staffs to huddle in secrecy signifïed the bepinning of Cold 

War multinational planning. The problem of facing the Soviet Union 

was enough to bring the three countries together to at least tak  

about making the nuts and bolts of defence work within a 

multinational framework. The key to standardization. however, was 

the United States, which seemed to leave littie in the way of purely 

Anglo-Canadian interest in preparing for the next war. In fact. the 

nature of the threat, and the resources it would take to counter it, 

forced Canada and Britaùi to jump into the American bed for their 

future defence. That one cold. hard fact remained throughout the 

Cold War. and would be the most important factor in how Anglo- 

Canadian defence relations would develop. 



In commenting on Britain's post-war foreign policy, Ritchie 

Ovendale has argued that "to meet the threat of the Cold War the 

Labour Governments opted for the English-speaking alliance."' In 

as much as the British 'chose' the alliance, that was mie. Beginning 

seriously in 1948, Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin vigorously 

pursued American and, later, 'white' dominion alliances to secure 

British influence in structuring the post-war world. Until Labour's 

defeat in 1951, no one stood d e r  than Bevin as a leader in 

responding to the Soviet threat. His work at the Foreign Office 

shaped in large measure the collective western stand against Soviet 

Communism for some time after his demise. Al1 the same, there 

was no chance that Britain ever would have been left alone to fight 

Moscow. The increasing ideological rift within the indusmalized 

world between communism and democrac y assured the 

continuation of the wartime 'English-speaking alliance' before 

Bevin's diplomacy kicked into high gear. 

The perceived severity of the Soviet threat united Britain with 

other western nations much more than any orchestrations by 

diplomats, like Bevin, ever could have done. The threat aiso meant 

that, despite diplomatic assertions to the contrary from Dominion 

capitals, Britain could continue to rely on Commonwealth defence as 
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a viable strategic concept in the event of war. Simply put, common 

interests meant that Britaia and Commonwealth countries -- 

including Canada -- would be on the same side in any major war 

against the Soviet Union. For that matter, so would the US. 

Ovendale's analysis does not adequately explain the ABC 

alliance in the pre-NATO perïod. First, he @es the impression that 

Britain's post-war alliance policy was constructed solely by 

politicians and diplomats. That was not the case. Alliance policy 

was made 'on the fly' by the British, Canadian and US militaries. 

The British, Canadian and, to a lesser degree, the US militaries never 

abandoned their alliance after the war. By endorsing ABC 

standardization, they assumed an alliance was in place before their 

respective govemments sanctioned it via the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO). Second, he argues that the Anglo-American 

'special relationship' was Britain's oniy real defensive alliance until 

1949, when the anti-Communist Amaners were elected in South 

Africa? In that generalization, he was also wrong. True, Canadian 

officiais had pummeled to death any and al1 notions of 'Imperïal' or 

'Commonwealth' defence schemes offered up by Britain from war's 

end. However, British defence planners could, and did, stiU think of 

Canada as a factor in Commonwealth defence. l0 They were right to 

do so, even in the face of Canadian protests to the contrary. In the 

event of a major war against the Soviet Union, Canada's military 

resources, including raw materials, manpower, industry, and 
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defence production facilities would be part of Western, and thus 

British, mobilization. 

ABC standardization was the mechanism through which 

Britain couid c o n ~ u e  to benefit from those resources during 

peacetime. However, it was a pipe dream for the Canadian and 

British militaries in an era when the King, Atlee and Truman 

governments pared down their defence budgets. Nonetheless, even 

Mackenzie King, anything but a militarist, held no illusions that re- 

armament could be avoided indefinitely. As he confessed to his 

diary on 13 Febmary 1946: "1 felt the great menace was from the 

USSR and of having little doubt that the fear of Russian aggression 

could create a strong continental feeling which might inevitably 

make this continent one. I felt pretty sure that in the next war 

Canada would become the batdefield in an attempt at conquest of 

the world by the USSR." The United Nations, bemoaned King, would 

be useless in such an event." 

Churchill's Fulton Missouri speech of 5 March 1946, waming 

of an Iron Curtain descending across Europe, brought to light the 

belief in Britain (and Canada) that a traditional return to peace 

would be impossible. Churchill's call for a doser diance of the US 

and the British Commonwealth piqued the interest of the Canadian 

press. Canadian editorial opinion was positive about the speech, 

and columns the next day smacked of Cold War rhetoric. The 

Calgary H e u  warmly endorsed the Churchill speech as "very plain 



speaking and it may have some effect on the Soviet aggressors who 

are reputed to resort to candid utterance." The Montreal Gwette 

echoed the W. suggesting that the union of the US and UK 

required to confront Soviet aggression would demand the "bigness 

of heart and grandeur of purpose needed to surmount the minor 

things that divided. But the reward is peace. And the alternative 

maybe war." The Montreal Dailv Star applauded an Anglo- 

Amencan alliance as essentid for peace, while the Winni~ee Free 

Press interpreted the Churchill speech as "an appeal for candor and 

snaightforwardness in Moscow." The most notable exception to the 

tide of support for Churchill came fkom the Liberal Le Canada, 

which criticized ChurchiU as a "man of war," trying to "sow disunion 

or schism in the bosom of the UNO."" 

Lester Pearson, Canada's Ambassador to the United States, 

welcomed Churchill's Fulton speech as a waming to focus on Russian 

apgressions in the Balkans, Iran and Manchuria. Pearson criticized 

US Secretary of State James Byrne as too conciliatory and too 

unwilling to project US strength to the Soviets. Just after Churchill's 

speech, Pearson declared that Moscow would not be deterred "so 

much by an increase in the strength of speech as by the diminishing 

size of the stick" (refemng to post-war reductions in the US armed 

forces).13 Pearson was anxious that the US not become cornplacent, 

and rely too heavily on war surplus military equipment and 

supplies. 



Canada had an interest in how and when the US wouid re- 

arm. Throughout the winter of 1946, the Canadian Chiefs (Leckie, 

Foulkes and CNS Adniirai Howard Reid) felt out their US colleagues 

on the prospects of mpanite standardization in future development 

of a r m s  and equipment.14 ABC standardization was fast becoming a 

cardinal principle of post-war Canadian defence policy but, as the 

Chiefs and Extemal Affairs quickiy reaüzed, it would not be easy to 

achieve. By talking to the Amencans, they immediately confïrmed 

their suspicions that the US military had little interest in British 

designs and standards of material. To achieve standardization, 

therefore, the UK would have to start an aImost complete tuni-over 

of material solely dong the lines of US patterns. This was unlikely 

given Britain's financial woes." Regardess, Canada's self- 

proclaimed task was to b ~ g  the Americans and British together on 

s tandardization. 

Increasing concern about the potential Soviet threat paved the 

way for military standardization discussions. When the 

Commonwealth Prime Ministers left London in May 1946, the 

British Chiefs of Staff tried to convince the Cabinet Defence 

Cornmittee to pursue a joint UK-Canada approach to the US on 

nipartite standardization. The British Chiefs admitted "we might in 

the end have to accept Amencan proposals, especially as by reason 

of her resources America will be the dominant partner."16 They 

might indeed, but the Soviet threat, as it was perceived by the 



British military, was far too immediate to postpone advancing 

operational readiness -- which could only be achieved in 

partnership with the Americans.'' On 20 June, the Cabinet Defence 

Committee approved the Chiefs of Staff document, "Standardization 

of Equipment Between the United Kingdom, the United States and 

Canada." It also endorsed Alanbrooke's associated ciaim that 

Canada could be used as a "link in our subsequent dealings with the 

United State~." '~ Using Canada to invigorate the North Atlantic 

Triangle as a military alliance would be a British tactic throughout 

the Cold War. 

In support of Emest Bevin's vision of a grand alliance against 

the Soviet Union, Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery was planning 

to visit Ottawa and Washington in September to convince Mackenzie 

King and U.S. President Hany S. Truman of the need for staff-level 

discussions on defence. Setting up liaison and standardization were 

the main tenets of the British position.lg The British feared king  

cut off from direct, day-to-day rnilitary contact with the US, because 

the wartime Combined Chiefs of Staff was about to close shop1° 

Monty med to use Canada as leverage with the Americans. In the 

weeks leading up to bis visit, the Dominions Office and the UK Chiefs 

of Staff made every effort to persuade Canada to present a joint UK- 

Canadian proposal for defence talks, including standardization, to 

the US. On 22 A u ~ u s ~ ,  Alexander Clutterbuck approached Hume 

Wrong, the Acting Under-Secretary of State for Extemal Affairs, 



with a copy of the jnst-released UK Chiefs of Staff Report on 

trilaterd standardization. He urged the Canadian Govemment to 

"share in a joint approach to the US authorities."" 

The UK Chiefs' final report recommended ABC standardization 

dong broad lines: industrial standards, calibres and ballistic 

charac tenstics, voltages, signaling and telegraph codes, dimensions 

of wheels and tires. landing craft, bridges and many other military 

items. They dso recommended that force composition, military 

theory, training and tactical docnine be on the table in ABC talks. 

A11 three countries possessed large quantities of surplus equipment 

from the war, so an immediate cornmitment to standard weapons 

was out of the question, but starting the long-term process to 

American-Britis h-Canadian (ABC) standardization seemed, to the 

British and Canadians, essential. 2' Because Canadian foreign policy 

continued to emphasize an autonomous role in ABC relations, 

however, Wrong , who had articulated the concept of 'functionalism' 

back in 1943, told Clutterbuck that a joint approach to the US was 

unacceptable. Canada supported ABC standasdiration, but would do 

so on its own terms, not as Britain's sidekick. Wrong also told 

Clutterbuck that the Canadian Cabinet Defence Committee would 

approve of ABC ta lks  only on informa1 service lines, thereby 

reducing the "danger of unwanted p~blicity."'~ 

Keeping defence maners of a l l  sorts low-key and behind 

closed doors was now a central tenet of Canadian foreign and 



defence poiicies. Aiways suspicious of militaty flights of faacy, 

Mackenzie King wanted to ensure rniIitary pacts would not 

embarrass the Government, or compromise relations either with the 

US or UK2' Montgomery visited King, Minister of National Defence 

Douglas Abbott and Foulkes early in September before going to 

Washington. King authorized him to 'intimate' to Washington that 

Canada supporteci the idea of ABC talks. but was against even 

informing his full Cabinet of that decision. King wanted to confine 

the proposed talks to a small circle of military and political officiais, 

imploring Montgomery to do the same in the UK." 

To King, military staff negotiations were best kept shrouded in 

secrecy. ln September, King and External Affairs were busy 

deflating media pressure for information on northern defen~es; '~ 

talk about a possible military pact would open up the floodgates to 

nosy reporters. Canadian reaction to the far-reaching British 

proposais thus was decidedly reserved: the necessity of a "pact" at 

the service level was unquestioned, but it was pure anathema to 

King's keen political instincts. At their meeting of 12 September, 

"Monty" told Truman of Mackenzie King's remarks, receiving the 

same implicit acceptance of the principle of full ABC CO-operation 

from the US President. Tripartite talks were approved for 

November? 

In October, Anglo-American talks opened in London to 

consider the future role and composition of occupation forces in 



Germany. Because Canadian forces had been withdrawing from 

Germany since Febmary, and Canada was not represented on the 

Allied Control Council, Canadian officials were not invited to those 

t a s .  Even so, FoulLes contacted Monty to express the Canadian 

goverment's opinion bat, in the spirit of ABC cooperation and 

consultation, Canada should be included in the discussions on 

Gennany. "Monty" repiied that Canada was left out for "security" 

reasons, and left it at that. In a thoughtless gesture, however, 

Montgomery invited Canadian staff planners to join the British for 

preliminary sessions before going to Washington on 11 November 

for the standardization meetings. He med to convince Foulkes to 

establish a 'Commonwealth front' to the Amencans. Foukes rightly 

infonned the Field Marshal that Canada must be treated as an 

independent party to these discussions, and in no way an 

appendage of the UK. Later, Foulkes wamed Mackenzie King not to 

renege on sending Canadian representatives to the Washington, to 

"ensure that Great Bntain does not again consider that she is talking 

on behalf of Canada in any rnatters whats~ever."'~ Despite Ottawa's 

repeated objections, many British officials still had not warmed to 

the notion of Canadian autonomy. 

Both Ottawa and London made great public play of 

distinguishing between political and military "commitments," and 

'formal and informal' ta lks  and agreements. The two governments 

wanted to ensure that talk of formal defence agreements did not 
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further isolate the Soviet Uni~n . '~  That Ied Mackenzie King, always 

ready to summon his reflexive caution that extemal affairs should 

not turn into interna1 debates, to implore the US and UK to keep the 

whole affair as secret as po~sible.'~ The State Depanment agreed, 

denying aiiegations that a North Atlantic alliance had emerged from 

informal staff conversations. Dean Acheson, the Under-Secretary of 

State, issued a statement on 9 December, acknowledging the 

"natural" tendency of the US, UK and Canada to work together on 

cornmon projects as they did during the war, but denying political 

or military  obligation^.^' Publicly, Canada and the UK followed the 

same line. Heeney had a draft statement in hand, just in case King 

might be forced into countenng rumours in the upcoming session of 

Parlia~nent.~' If the subject was not raised, however, Ottawa was 

not about to brhg it up. 

The three staffs emerged from the talks in December with an 

informal, service-level cornmitment to work on standardization of 

a r m s  and equipment. Existing joint agencies were tasked with 

chiseling away at four main areas of collaboration: research and 

development, equipment, tactical doctrine and training, and 

operational procedures, such as terminology and signals. The 

British JPS had also recommended that standardization steering 

machinery be set up in Washington, but that idea -was quashed by 

the British Cabinet Defence Cornmittee. That would be far too 

public, they decided, "which would be unacceptable to the 



Amerïcans, and ... also excite Russian suspicions."" It was aiso 

unacceptable, apparentiy, to the UK and Canada. 

Keeping a damper on defence taLks was particularly difficult 

in London, Atlee had to ded with significant opposition to them 

frorn the vocal lefast community within the press and his own 

Party. Norman Robertson, who replaced Holmes as High 

Cornmissioner in September, found the leftist opposition more than 

just a passing fancy. In early December, as ABC falks at the military 

staff level were in N1 swing in Washington, the extent of 

speculation and criticism in London became too much to handle for 

the Adee govemment. Robertson was outraged by the 

"determination of the Left-wing critics in this country to expose the 

nature and extent of Anglo-American military collaboration." 

Robertson wrote to Lester Pearson, now the Under-Secretary of 

Extemal Affairs, that he was particularly disturbed by articles in 

The New Statesman and Nation and the Dailv Worker, which 

suggested that Britain was succumbing to US pressure to "enter a 

far-reaching military pact" hammered out by the Chiefs of Staff 

" without Parliament being consulted. "" According to Robertson, the 

"determination of [the] British Left Wing to smoke out the Anglo- 

Arnerican Military alliance is becoming more embarrassing . "35 

Several left-wing Labour MPs in London denounced the Anglo- 

American staff discussions, warning that Britain would become an 

"American aircraft carrier off the Coast of E ~ r o p e . " ~ ~  Faced with a 



foreign poiicy revoit in the ranks and a barrage of Parliamentary 

questions on standarduation, the AtIee Government also played 

down the political implications of the "informal discussions.'"' 

In January 1947, Montgomery visited Moscow to assure 

Joseph Stalia that no political alliance was in place between the US 

and the UK. Standardization between the two countries was a 

'naturd outgrowth' of the war years, Montgomery stated; the UK 

and US were not ganging up on Russia? Lord Addison, Secretary of 

State for Dominion Affairs at that tirne, urged Bevin not to court 

Stalin at the expense of Dominion, including Canadian, support: "Our 

desire to extend the alliance with the Soviet Government is well 

known to the Dominions," but "relations are pretty cool at the 

moment, for different reasons, between the Soviet Government and 

the Canadian, Australian and South Afncan Govemments and they 

are ail very anxious to remain, and [believe] that we should remain, 

on close tenns with the United States." Addison wanted Bevin to 

carry Dominion governmenu dong with the UK "at every step" on 

major issues of foreign policy. This would have demanded 

consultation before decisions were made, particularly about the 

Soviet Union.39 

Addison did his ministerial duty in trying to keep the 

Dominions within the foreign policy making process in London, 

although no Dominion actually protested Bevin's attempts to 

appease Stalin. The fact was that British approaches to the Soviets 



were designed primarily to find out what was going on in Moscow. 

That was why the ABC alliance at the military Ievel and 

standardization talks had to be kept quiet. Ottawa, London and 

Washington were in agreement on at least that much. The crucial 

question for those govemments now was how to stay on the path to 

standardization without annoying Stalin (and the British Left). 

Field Marshal Henry Maitland Wilson, head of Britain's 

military mission in Washington, met with General Dwight D. 

Eisenhower on the morning of 6 Febniary to discuss how to carry on 

their military alliance. They agreed on the need to keep things 

quiet, particularly as the State Department had not given the US 

Chiefs of Staff an "a l l  clear" to move ahead with standardization. 

Furthemore, secrecy would give Bevin ammunition against his 

lefüst critics, who continued to argue sanctimoniously that he had 

sold out the chance of a ccsocialist foreign policy" in favour of 

American imperialism. As Bevin was alI too aware, no foreign 

policy , socialist or otherwise, could be viable without American 

support .40 Nonetheless, neither Wilson ncr Eisenhower wanted to 

stop discussions at the staff level. 

The best way to shroud Anglo-Amencan defence planning, 

Eisenhower suggested, was to use Canada as a conduit, so "we had a 

means of carrying on which could not possibly cause criticism." 

Wilson agreed? Canada was harmless; she could serve as a link 

between the two greater powers, a mission that Mackenzie King and 
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his mandarins had claimed for themselves throughout the 1930's 

and 1940's. The fact that two of the most prominent military 

figures in the US and UK took Canada seriously in that role, although 

for reasons of diplornatic expediency, gave that oft self-prockimed 

mission some vdidity. 

The first public pronouncement of the 'English speaking 

alliance' took place not in London, but in Washington and Ottawa. 

On 12 Febmary, 1947, US President Harry Truman and William 

Lyon Mackenzie King announced theù govemments' acceptance of 

the 36th Recommendation of the PJBD (Permanent Joint Board on 

Defence). In the works since war's end, the recommendation 

sanctioned Canadian-American CO-operation in the defence of the 

continent. It caUed for joint projects, exercises and traiaing, in 

addition ta m s  standardization. Mackenzie King boasted that 

'Canada itself is getting to be not merely the interpreter between 

the United States and Britain but the pivot -- the pivota1 point 

between these two great countries .t'42 Recommendation 36 was not 



a treaty. and involved no political commitments. Ottawa -- King in 

particular -- took great pnde in that. It was important to him that 

both Washington and the media understood the significance of the 

document's informal nature. The joint press release was ciear in 

that regard, stating that "no treaty, executive agreement or 

contractuai obligation has beea entered into." The State Department 

was not in favour of releasing any statement for feu of arousing 

Russian suspicions, but gave in to Canadian pressure to do sol" 

The US presence in northem Canada -- large and growing -- 

was accepted as a Cold War fact of life in Ottawa, but precautions 

conceming sovereignty had been a Canadian priority in deaiing with 

the Americans since thousands of US personnel had ventured into 

Canada during the Second World War. The Canadian Cabinet was 

also confident that it would set the ground d e s  for matters of 

sovereignty in joint defence ventures with the US on Canadian 

territory. 44 Working with the Amencans in the north, one Cabinet 

Defence Cornmittee document noted, had been -- and would be -- 

undertaken on the grounds laid out in the 36th Recoinmendation: 

that "military projects, whether jointly conducted or not, are 

without prejudice to the sovereignty of either country and involve 

no permanent rights or  statu^."'^ The Canadian Cabinet was at least 

somewhat convinced that the US would respect Canadian 

~ o v e r e i g n t y . ~ ~  The US, still not clear on its own defence policies and 

strategic priorities, was sensitive to Canadian aaxieties -- as it had 



been throughout the standardization negotiations, and public 

pronouacements thereof. 

Recommendation 36 has been considered the manifestation of 

the 'Americanization' of Canada's militaryP7 That interpretation is 

wrong on two counts. First, Recommendation 36 was just the 

peacetime extension of Ogdensburg; a significant step, but only a 

recognition of an already obvious trend rather than a new 

departure. Second, it ignores the ABC standardization agreement 

aheady in place. The Canadian and British militaries both 

considered Recommendation 36 to be the first concrete step in that 

tripartite agreement. 

Recommendation 36 fouad favour in the British and Canadian 

media. Opinion was widespread in major newspapers that US- 

Canadian CO-operation was a step toward collective security. The 

Times of London proclaimed that "once agaia Canada proves a link 

between the United States and the Commonwealth." The Da* 

Telemaoh and, for that matter, three prominent French Canadian 

newspapers, Jae moi& J E  Soleil and La Pagie  avoided references to 

the North Atlantic Triangle, but applauded the pooling of national 

resources for the common defence of the westP8 

In fact, the 12 February announcement did little ta clarify 

Canada's defence policy in general. Aside from drifting into the 

future with the envious security of knowing Canada would always 

fight with powerful ailies, Canadian defence policy was stagnant. 
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Two war-time generais. H9.G.  Crerar and George Pearkes (now a 

Progressive Conservative Member of Parliament) blamed that on 

the Liberal government's eagerness to cut defence expenditures. 

The day before King rose in Parliament to announce the Canadian- 

US agreement, they went public with their concerns over what they 

saw as Canada's declining preparedness, arguing that modem 

weapons and compulsory military training were two essentials for 

an effective militar~.~' Neither of those was in the cards. 

Crerar and Pearkes were respected military men, but were 

out of touch politicdy, and thus unable to work up any support for 

their ideas. There simply existed no will in Ottawa to spend more 

money on defence, and compulsory military training in peacetime 

was never seriously considered by the King government. Brooke 

Claxton and the Chiefs of Staff took cornfort in US and British 

forecasts that no likely threat would emerge for at least five years, 

although an emergency was not ruled out within eighteen rn~nths.'~ 

That was one reason why many in Ottawa welcomed closer defence 

ties with the US: it offered a quick fn to short-tenn security fears. 

Not ali Canadian officiais were unduly concerned that such US 

involvement in Canadian defence could compromise Canadian 

sovereignty. Amold Heeney, for one, enthusiastically embraced the 

standardization principle of Recommendation 36. -After a lengthy 

consideration of the direction of Canada's defence policy , he 

suggested to Claxton that US assistance might be well wonh 
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secoring in other areas, such as weather stations and Loran? In 

March 1947, the US Air Force began to prepare equipment to send 

no& for joint tests and projects. demonstrating that US rnoney 

could be used to bumess Canada's small defence budgets? 

Initially, London was suppomve of US-Canadian collaboration. 

After ail, any way that Brïtain could cozy up to the US military -- 

even via Canada -- was applauded by the Labour government. 

Furthemore, the British believed that these developments added to 

the 'total resources' available to defend the West, and thus the UK, 

in any major war?' Besides, the agreement was littie more, as yet, 

than an expression of good intentions, and therefore no more 

significant than the ABC standardization agreement. There was 

little evidence yet that Recommendation 36 represented anything 

more than an extension of US-Canadian wartime practice. 

Nonetheless, particularly in terms of suppiy, equipment and 

logistical support, Canada and the UK had no choice but to edge their 

way in to America's superior materiel market. In the words of 

Viscount Alexander, Britain's new Minister of Defence, the US, 

Canada and Britain must "ensure b a t  in a future war there should 

be no material or technical obstacles to their CO-operation for 

mutual defen~e."'~ That was the cmx of standardization, and it was 

also why British officiais were in no position to b e p d g e  closer 

relations between the Canadian and US militaries. The British Chiefs 

of Staff had little choice but to welcome US-Canadian military 



collaboration as advancing the general cause of ABC standardization. 

At first, they did not see Canada's growing coilaboration with the US 

necessarily as a loss for Britain. Louis St. Laurent told the Cabinet 

just that: Canada-US defence relations were part and parce1 of 

Canada-Commonwealth relations, not a new, radical path at dl? 

Time would tell, 

Because it demanded broad collaboration among the various 

elements of each defence community, standardization was no simple 

goal. Well into 1947, standardization remained in its embryonic 

stage; besides, acquiring new weapons was a low priority in al1 

three ABC countnes. In April, during a tour of western Canadian 

rnilitary establishments, Brooke Claxton saw the results of this 

situation first hand. He criticized the hoarding of w-e stores 

and weapons by the three services who did so because "if war came 

lit would be better than nothing.'" Claxton rejected that argument, 

which kept ideas static and led to compla~ency?~ 
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Also in April, Charles Fouikes' fnistration over the lack of 

progress in standardization led him to advise the Cabinet Defence 

Committee to set up a formal structure to sort out what was still an 

undefined p o l i ~ y . ~ '  It was undefined -- perhaps undefinable -- 

because of its magnitude. Organizing and implementing a plan to 

CO-ordinate the defence production of three countries was a ta11 

order. Fouikes' request triggered a round of sou1 searching in 

Ottawa about what standardization really meant, and whether it 

was even possible. The result was a renewed cornmitment to 

ABC, instead of just Canada-US, standardization. The UK was an 

integral part of the concept from the Canadian point of view, 

because it was assumed in Ottawa that Canada would be a net 

supplier of equipment to the UK in any future war, similar to the 

Second World War. Arnold Heeney wanted to ensure Canada's 

defence-related industies were semi-mobilized during peacetime, 

ready to take on UK orders in anticipation of wartime demand. 

Heeney advised the Cabinet Defence Committee that UK government 

demands, even more than those of the US, should set Canada's 

production schedule. The Committee agreed? Canada's place 

between the US and the UK was therefore perplexing. Canada's 

defence poiicy-makers looked to the US to set standards for future 

ABC equipment designs and production, but expected the UK to be 

Canada's largest defence production expon market. From his view 

in London, however, Norman Robertson obsemed that 



standardization would require Britain to adopt US manufactunng 

standards and equipment patterns: not a likely proposition for a 

country waiiowing in war debt, with an elaborate defence industry 

already e~tablished.'~ 

In August 1947, Major-General G.C. Mann, Chairman of the 

Canadian Joint Standardization Steerïng Committee, reported to the 

Cabinet Defence Committee that Canada must steer a course 

between the military's British past and, apparently, Amer-ican 

future. It was crucial. according to Mann, that Canada use 

standardization to "act as an interpreter between the United 

Kingdom and the United States with of course the advantage that, 

being a sovereign position, we are also able to express our own 

opinion."60 

Acting as an 'interpreter' between the US and UK, a long-time 

goal of Canadian foreign policy, therefore became an integral part of 

its defence policy. Defence money was tight; Canada could no easier 

afford to shift to US weapons and equipment dian could the UK. In 

the short term, Canadian defence research and development 

programmes had to accommodate British-type equipment, even 

though the ultimate goal was to turn to US types. As a result, the 

only way to make standardizatim possible was to implement ABC 

consultation at the earliest stages in the development of new 

weapons and equipment. The UK agreed. Service Ministries and the 

Combined Operations Headquarters concluded that retroactive 



standardization was not wonh the money or the necessary effort. 

Like the Canadians, they prefemed to concentrate on achieving 

'interchangability' of fume ABC weapons and equipment at the 

concept and design stages.6' hterchangability required only that, 

for instance, ammunition made in the US could be used by the 

British and Canadian forces. End-producu need not be identical. 

Even Limited interchangeabiiity faced roadblocks, however. For 

example, the Admiralty worried that it might be necessary to tool 

up ammunition factories to US dimensions, then design guns and 

mountings to fit the ammunition? 

With no short-term solutions to the standardization problem 

possible, Canada had to continue accommodating both US and UK 

equipment and practices -- at best a cumbersome undertaking. 

That was evident in the myriad cornmittees formed by DND in the 

reorganization of 1947, intended to deal with the complexities of 

modem defence planning. At the end of 1947, for example, the 

colonel in charge of Canada' s Sub-Cornmittee on Electronic Standards 

pointed out that the bureaucracy involved in standardizing 

electronics had become unwieldy, authority having been diluted 

among too many interests; in Canada alone, it involved at least 

eight committees, groups and sections within the ser~ices.~' 

Nonetheless, O.M. Solandt, Director-General of Defence 

Research and former Director of the British Army's Operational 

Research Group, was one of the most influential Canadian 
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proponents of such ABC co-operation in defence. In the spring of 

1947, he conceived of the JEPC (Joint Equipment Policy Committee). 

Appointed in June. the JEPC, composed of representatives from each 

service and the DRB, was to act as a sounding board for ABC 

developments, under Solandt's direction. It was also supposed to 

CO-ordinate standardization and staff requirements for equipment 

research, development and procurement on a trio-service basis. 

The terms of reference for the new Committee, and its uncertain 

place in the poiicy-making structure, confused the Chiefs of StaK6' 

The CJSSC (Canadian Joint Standardization Steerhg Committee), 

responsible for CO-ordinating tri-semice standardization matters for 

the Chiefs of Staff, and the Principal Supply Officers Committee, 

which reported to the Defence Council (directly subordinate to the 

Minister), and the JEPC a l l  held similar, but disjointed roles in the 

procurement process. The elaborate cornmittee structure that now 

bedeviled the three services. and NDHQ (National Defence 

Headquarters), was a result of Canadian responses to the developing 

cold war and new appreciations of maintaining peace-time 

readiness. 

In Canada, Solandt keenly wanted to integate defence 

research and science into broader planning and, specifically, he 

sought to strengthen the Defence Research Board's -role in 

equipment development on an ABC basis. In August, Solandt 

successfully absorbed the JEPC into the DRB, bringing miiitary and 



9 2  

civilian experts together to assess ABC equipment in erms of broad 

"national p~licy.'"~ That was consistent with the terms of reference 

for all of DND's planning, supply and procurement cornmittees 

included the directive that ABC requûements were paramount to al1 

decisions. 66 It was becoming incteasingly diffïcult, therefore, to 

differentiate between "national policy" and ABC, or "international," 

objectives. 

In general, the ABC concept that had developed since 

Montgomery's visit to Ottawa and Washington in the fall of 1946 

did not translate easily into a CO-operative security arrangement. 

Early in 1948, planners were still s e t h g  up the parameters for 

standardization procedures. Between 29 January and 5 February, 

the Air Standardization Coordinating Cornmittee (AS CC), composed 

of RAF Air Vice Marshal J9 . I .  Hardman, AVM AL. Morfee, RCAF, 

and Major-General E.E. Paraidge, USAF, met in Washington to 

implement a standardization plan. The goal of air force 

standardization, they decided, was ta be able to fight side by side in 

a future war, at least in particular theatres. Therefore, each air 

force ought to be able to operate from the bases of &?y other, 

requiring compatible stores, equipment, airfïelds, base 

organizations, communications, operational procedures, navigational 

aids, bombs and ammunition. To that end, the ASCC established a 

Temporary Steering Group to draw up a list of requirements, and 

dole out responsibility to see them throughP7 
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The Steering Group met in Febrnary 1948, and provided the 

ASCC with an evduation of standardkation requirements. It 

concluded that major operational and equipment differences among 

the three air forces made compatibility of their air bases unlikely 

until at l e s t  1953. In pareicular, the Group pointed to differences 

in future designs of British and US bombers, and the divergent 

theories of interceptor fighter types. They were right to be 

concerned. USAF bornbers with a 15--2,500 mile radius of action 

would require bases in the UK to penetrate any depth into Europe. 

US types, such as the B-36 intercontinental bomber, were heavier 

than the RAF preferred. In terms of base requirements, then, 

American bombers would need longer, wider and stronger mnways 

than existed in the UK, or they would be confined to the North 

American continent- Because Soviet bombers were still at least ten 

hours away from North Amerka, but only a few hours away fiom 

the UK, the USAF and RCAF also had fighter interceptor designs in 

hand markedly divergent fkom RAF types. The USAF and RCAF 

were willing to sacrifice rate of climb and operational ceilings in 

favour of endurance and range (i.e., the F86 and the XC100); the 

RAF prefcrred the opposite. The Steenng Group concluded that 

proposed US and Canadian fighter types could not effectively 

defend bases in the UK and Middle East, especially if radar waniing 

was ineffective, and an enemy employed short-range, high- 

performance bombers .68 Because they represented major 



differences in tactical doceine among the ABC air forces, these 

differences would not be easily resolved. 

Britain's strategic and economic wlnerability aisa made it a 

tenuous source of w-e supply. By the spring of 1948, even the 

RCN, the most British-minded of the three services, had to admit the 

logistical advantage of going to the US for ships and supplies. In 

March, for example, Cabinet approved a Maritime Commission 

proposa1 to use a US design ta build an ice-breaker for use in the 

Arctic -- an area expected to be saturated with joint Canadian-US 

naval a~t iv i ty .~ '  The RCN's Pacific Command had been operating 

with US communications methods and tactical doctrine since 

November 1946 (except in RCN-RN exercises), and the transition 

was not as dreadful as many officers had feared. Between February 

and April, Hugh Pullen, Captain (D), Canadian Destroyer Flotilla, 

observed RCN operations on the W e s t  Coast. He reported to Rear- 

Admiraf Rollo Mainguy, Flag Officer Pacific Coast, that Canadian 

ships couid fit into US organization with only minor difficulties? 

Mainguy applauded the transition, not because he thought USN 

methods were superior to the RN's, but because the close proximity 

of the US to Canada would ease the RCN's supply and planning 

pro blems?l 

Not all  RCN officers shared that enthusiasm. - Acting 

Commodore J.C.I. Edwards, Cornmanhg Officer of HMCS Naden. the 

naval barracks in Esquimalt, admitted that RCN-USN Anti- 



Submarine Warfare (ASW) exercises to date were generally 

satisfactory. However, he pointed out to Mainguy that Navigation 

Direction (ND) specialists still received their training in the UK, and 

used RN equipment on Canadian ships. RCN communications officers 

and ratings therefore needed to be familia with bath the US and 

British systems. He was nght. Terminology varied between the 

two, as did methods of plotting radar and presenting the 'tactical 

picture' of enemy locations, direction and speed. Furthemore, US 

ships wete equipped to cover a wider path of swept water with 

echo ranges than the RN and RCN, and therefore employed a more 

scattered formation during ASW and minesweeping operations. 

Other tactical differences became obvious in joint exercises in the 

spring of 1948, and senior operations officers were agreed that it 

was premature to think that Canadian ships could fit into large- 

scale US operations (although they wouid in Korea)?' 

The RCN faced a huge dilemma: whether to set course for an 

American fume or cling to a British past. The angst this matter 

caused Canadian naval authotities did not go unnoticed in the UK. 

Representatives of the British Gunnery Radar Mission ta Canada, 

which visited Ottawa in mid-April 1948, reported to the Admiralty 

that "emotionally the Canadian Navy are inclined towards the 

British and therefore wish to use British materials; although the 

logistic arguments against this line of action are very strong."73 

That was a good assessment. The RCN's predicament made it more 



anxious than the Army or Air Force to achieve standardization. 

Solandt told the Guanery Radar Mission, the Navy, not to mention 

the DRB and the NRC, would rather not have to choose between its 

two senior naval partners, but would need a clear direction one way 

or the other before embarking on any major building or 

development plans. Regardless, Solandt offered the facilities of the 

DRB to undergo research for the Admiralty (preferably in ASW -- 

the RCN's likely role in a future war). He stipulated that, for 

politicai and psychological reasons, any work undertaken would 

have to be presented to Ottawa as a "'Canadian project in which the 

UK had expressed interest,' rather than as a 'UK project in which 

Canada was ~ollaborating.""~ In other words, Solandt was prepared 

to continue 'business as usual' with Britain, but he knew better than 

to needlessly conjure up old Imperid bugbears in Ottawa. 

Many other fundamental hurdles to standardization troubled 

British and Canadian authorities. Unifying production techniques, 

for instance, demanded identical mechanisms in all m s  and 

equipment. Drawing office practice, voltages, frequencies and 

component parts, such as fasteners, differed greatly between Britain 

and North America. British and American standards officiais had, 

for instance, tried unsuccessfully to standardize screw thread 

characteristics since before the First World Wu. During the Second 

World War, production differences forced the UK to modify most of 

US Lend-Lease deliveries. US akcraft, paaicularly the radio 



components, had to be modified extensively. The Royal Navy had 

similar problems accomrnodating US ships, particularly their 

elecmcd systems. The US Navy standard was 440 volts, whereas 

the RN standard was 220 volts. To complicate maners, Britain's 

industrial standard was 400 volts! Elecmc circuitry also had to be 

altered on US vehicles; even the left handed steering mechanisms in 

US trucks was a shock to British drivers?' 

Equipment differences and national characteristics also made 

for differences between US and AnglolCanadian tactical doctrine. 

The US 105mm field gun, for example, ficed a much heavier shell 

than the BritisWCanadian 25-pounder gudhowitzer. The British 

General S t a f f  believed that changing to a heavier shell would be 

detrimental to infanq effectiveness. Attacking infantry could not 

follow the barrage closely enough, they argued, to engage the 

enemy before he recovered. Given such wide implications for 

training and tactics, the British General Staff considered agreement 

on equipment characteristics very ~n l ike ly?~  The same gap existed 

between the US preference for -300 caliber infantry weapons, as 

opposed to the AngloKanadian standard .303. 

There was, however, sorne reason to be hopeful about ABC 

standardization. On 18 November 1948, when Charles Sawyer, US 

Secretary of Commerce, Percy Good, Director of the British 

Standards Association and C.D. Howe gatbered in Washington to 

announce the ABC Unified Screw Thread Accord. After thirty years 



of intermittent discussions among engineers and standards 

associations of the three coiintries, the interchangeability of screws, 

fasteners, nuts, bolts and rivets was finally feasible. Because of 

marked ciifferences in thread angles (the US SeIIers system had a 

thread angle of 60° with a thread form of flat crests and roots. while 

the British Wtworth system was based on a 55' angle with 

rounded crests and roots), British and Amencan screw threads had 

been incompatible since the mid-1800s. The Accord settled on the 

American standard for the unified thread (UST), a sign both of 

American power and the extent to which Canada and the UK would 

go to produce for the American market. 

The effect on made in component technology had been more 

than a passing annoyance, especiaiiy for Canada. As Howe pointed 

out on signing the Accord: "During the war years, much of our 

equipment was being buüt to British designs and it was necessary 

to redesign to United States practice to confonn with our source of 

supply for parts. It will be a great relief to Canada when ail designs 

cal1 for standard bolts and screws."" rhat was tme, particularly for 

military equipment, of which Canada controlled only about 10% of 

fundamentai design. Brigadier G.P. Momsan, the Canadian Army's 

DDD (Director of Design and Development), thus welcomed the 

Accord, encouraging the PJBD, Indusmal Defence Board and the 

Canadian Industnal Preparedness Association to lobby Canadian 

industry to adopt the thread in al1 f u m e  projects? The military 



had every right to be encouraged by the Accord, the first major 

accomplishment of the ABC standardization program since its 

inception in 1946. 

The subject of ABC standardization was no longer to be 

guarded with the same secrecy and vague denials of its existence in 

Washington, London and Ottawa. North Atlantic Pact developments, 

press leakages, inadvertent comments by dI three parties and a 

sense that the gloves were coming off in the Cold War, aiI made 

standardization less sensitive to public officiais. For almost three 

years, aII three govermnents had claimed that the peculiar political 

sensitivities of one or the other was the real reason they were 

keeping standardization quiet. Brooke Claxton had referred briefly 

to standardization in his June 1948 estimates, for example, but only 

in terms of Canada's bilateral, separate talks with the US and UK, in 

order to avoid giving the impression that the three counmes were 

acting as a de aactoan~e.'~ 

They were just that, of course, but the screw thread 

agreement could not, in itself, standardize the three militaries. 

Brooke Claxton, for instance, saw the renewed enthusiasm for 

defence spending around the Cabinet table, brought on by the 

success of the Washington Atlantic Pact taiks, as an opportunity to 

modernize the military on US Iines. On 6 October; he suggested to 

the Cabinet that Canada could transfer its war-time stocks of UK 

weapons and equipment to European allies -- part of the pool -- and 
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finally begin to implement the policy of standardking with the US?' 

Claxton's desire to spring the military from the restrictive limits of 

British supply, a position shared by his senior Cabinet colleagues, 

was based on cold, hard facts of Britain's economic and strategic 

weakness, and the unquestionable economic and strategic 

advantages of doser ties to the US. Ottawa was now ready to 

'Arnericanize' Canada's military, once and for dl. 

The Canadian military was not so cavalier about abandoning 

British arms. In January 1946, for example, Charles Foufkes learned 

through the Canadian Joint Staff Mission in London, that the War 

Office intended to convert small arms ammunition from rimmed to 

rimless without consulting either the US or Canada. Fouikes 

immediately wired the British Chiefs of Staff that "no changes in 

design should be decided upon without prior consultation" between 

US, UK and Canadian authorities.' l Foulkes believed ABC 

standardization of small arms and arnmunition to be a crucial step 

toward the operational compatibility of the ABC land forces. He 
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instnicted Colonel Robert Raymont, the Secretary to the Canadian 

Joint Staff Mission in London, to remind the UK Chiefs that such 

unilaterai decisions could prejudice that goal, and that "next time 

we hope that they consult properly with us"?' Put simply, Fouikes 

gave notice to his British counterparts not to take Canadian support 

for granted. His plea had little effect; the War Office began the 

transition to a rimIess round. 

Small arms standardization should have been the benchmark 

of ABC CO-operation in the early years of the Cold War. Similar to 

work on screw threads, however, a seemingly simple piece of 

equipment remained a bone of contention among the British, 

Amencans and Canadians. In Britain, the War Department began in 

1922 to compare the ,303 Lee Enfield, adopted in the 1890s and 

standard in the British and Canadian annies into the 1950s, with 

new calibres. After testing a -256, -276, the 1906 (150 grain), and 

the M l  (172 grain), a board convened a decade later in 1932, and 

decided that the -276 was the superior calibre for semi-automatic 

rifles. The British, and therefore the Canadians, kept the -303, 

however, for several reasons, including the increasing need for 

special requirements, such as observing and amour-piercinp 

ammunition. Further trials carried out in Britain between 1945 and 

1947 convinced the Ordnance Board that the -280- represented the 

optimum small a r m s  round.83 
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On 1 July 1947, Major-General F. Festing, the War Office DWD 

(Director of Weapons Developrnent), Colonel R.D. Sawyer, the 

Canadian DWD, and Colonel R.R. Stugler of the US Ordnance Research 

and Development Division, met in Washington to discuss 

standardization and adoption of a common round. They reached no 

agreement. British and AmerÏcan preferred military characteris tics 

(striking power, trajectory and penetratioa) were too far apart. To 

accommodate the requirement for close-in infantry engagements in 

British Army doctrine, for example, the UK minimum battle range 

requirement was 600 yards, half that of the US. Each country, 

therefore, agreed to go ahead with its own development, to be 

followed by comparative user mals. 

In 1949, the US, UK and Canada agreed to carry out those joint 

trials. The UK produced two prototype automatic .280 calibre rifles: 

the British EM 2, and a British-sponsored Belgian rifle, the FN 

(Fabrique Nationale). The US produced a new automatic rifle for the 

trials, which fired .30T65 calibre ammunition -- not compatible 

with the .30/06 used in the Garand, the US standard service rifle? 

The mals were perfomed at Fort Benning in 1950, followed by the 

issue of a joint report by the ABC board. The report gave the nod to 

the ,280's observing and tracer rounds, but the -30 won for better 

penetration, The Amy Field Forces Board found the incendiary 

qualities of both rounds unsatisfactory. The T65 was deemed 

unsuitable because of excessive recoil, blast, flash and smoke; the 
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-280 because of excessively high trajectory? The report concluded 

that "none of the three test d e s  is acceptable in its present form," 

but the -280 showed the most promise for quick development-" 

The British Army Council and the Canadian Army interpreted 

the report as a rejection of the -30, and a directive to improve the 

-280, either the FN or EM 2. The US Department of the Anny, 

however, remained leery of the shocking and wounding power of 

the -280, preferring to work on improving the T65 - particularly its 

muzzle velocity. And there the matter stood until March 1951. 

Prompted by the British and Commonwealth experience in Korea, 

the War Office decided that the UK could not procrastinate any 

longer in adopting a semi-automatic rifie to replace the bolt-action 

Lee EnfieldP8 The British Army was more desperate than the 

Americans to adopt a new rifle; in the Garand M l ,  the US Army 

already had a modem, semi-automatic rifle. Warfare had certainly 

changed since the Lee Enfield's first action in the Boer War, as 

evidenced in the Korea-generated need for firepower. The War 

Office, realizing that the enemy would likely be preponderant and 

fast in a future war, therefore recommended to the Chiefs of Staff 

the replacement of the -303 with the -280. 

The War Office gave five reasons for the recommendation: the 

maximum rpm (rounds per minute) of aimed fire -would increase 

from the -303's 15 to the -280's 40; the modem weapon would 

improve morale and training; it would complete the conversion to 
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the rimless round (adopted in 1947); the machine carbine could be 

replaced, reducing the number of field weapons; and the -280 would 

lighten the soldier's load. The Chiefs of Staff endorsed these 

principles, ail of which were reasonable, adding that the Bren light 

machine gun and the Vickers medium machine gun should also be 

converted to .280.89 The War Office also wanted to standardize on a 

smaller round for alI its field weapons, thus easing logistics and 

demanding Less raw material for production?' 

Taking a unilateral decision, however, was contrary to the 

standardization concept, in both the NATO and ABC context. On 19 

March, with that in mind, Britain's Cabinet Defence Committee met 

to consider the recornmendation. Despite the possible effects on 

standardization, the Committee decided to adopt the .280." On 11 

April, the British Chiefs formaIly hformed theû Canadian opposites 

of the decision. According to the British Chiefs, the -280 possessed 

more than enough wounding power; US objections to the contrary 

were only an obstinate defeace of their own round. The Chiefs 

figured that Commonwealth and NATO parmers, most of which still 

sauggled with bolt action rifles. would follow the British lead. 

Defence officiais in London were, however, resigned to the Canadian 

Army taking the US smdl arms route. The War Office estimated that 

developing another prototype acceptable to al1 would take at least 

two years -- too long for the British forces to ~ a i t . ~ ?  



Canada had a huge stake in Anglo-Amencan small arms 

standardization. Canadian Arsenals Limited was tooled to 

manufacture .303 arms and ammunition. During the Second World 

War, the Deparmient of Munitions and Supply had produced well 

over a million Lee Enfield rifles and Bren machine guns, dong with 

over 3 million rounds of .303 amm~nition?~ The Canadian A m y  

still used those weapons in Korea, but the 27th Brigade had aained 

with the Garand in Germany, anticipating that it would be the 

standard ABC rifle. Much of Canada's wartime stockpile of .303 

arms and ammunition had, after dl, already been allocated as 

mutual aid (discussed in Chapter 3). After the -280 announcement, 

however, the Garands - enough for a division -- were sent to 

Canada for st0rage.9~ Dependent on British supply lines in Gennany 

and Korea, but committed to standardizing on US types, the 

Canadian Army writhed in the muddle of the small arms crisis. 

Brooke Claxton was incensed over the uniIatera1 British 

decision -- just as he had been in 1947 when the British A r m y  

embarked on switching to the rimless round. He wrote C.D. Howe on 

23 May 1951, proposing that, since the military authorities involved 

could not solve the problem, it shouid go to the ministerial level."' 

Claxton decided to wait for the British explanation of events at the 

Commonwealth Defence Conference in June before he acted. At the 

Conference, Commonwealth Ministers expressed their surprise and 

shock over the British decision. Field-Marshal William Slim, 
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"Monty"'~ replacement as Chief of Staff, üied to justify the -280 

announcement by distorthg the results of the 1950 mals at Fort 

Benning. Slim stated that the US and UK had agreed on miiitary 

characteristics acceptable for the test (they had not). and that the 

US had accepted the -280 as the %est weapon in the field today." 

That was wrong: the US, dong with the UK and Canada. signed the 

report which applauded the potential of the .280. Slim told the 

ministers that the UK had no choice but to go the .280 route. The 

.303 was obsolete, and to standardize on the .30 Garand "would be a 

stupid tbing to do because it is a bad rifie and in about five years 

the US would scrap it? S b  was way off base. Compared to the 

.303, the Garand was far superior and avaiiable, yet the Canadians 

still used the ,303 in Korea?' 

S b ' s  enthusiasm for the -280 was also misplaced. Between 1 

and10 May, the War Office carried out user mals on the FN and 

EM2 .280 at the Srnall Anns Wing, School of Infantry at Hythe. The 

testing board found that "neitber rifle in its present state is 

acceptable as a service weapon." Tests showed the FN had faulty 

ejection, sights, cocking handle and too Iight a breech block. The EM 

2 had similar problems, too large a trajectory and a poor optical 

sight. In the end, the Board could recommead neither rifle to be 

satisfactory? The War Office also rejected the -30, however, as too 

heavy and the ammunition unnecessarily p ~ w e r f u l ? ~  



Claxton was we11 aware of Slim's deception - even though 

Simonds, not surprisingly, gave Claxton the same story - but left it 

a10ne.l O0 Instead, he immediately contacted George C. Marshall, the 

US Secretary of Defense, and Emmanuel Shinwell to arrange a 

ministerial meeting on srnaIl arms standardization. Claxton was 

very concerned that the military problem of tifles had t m e d  into a 

great political and psychological issue for NATO. In his letter to 

Shinwell, Claxton scolded the UK for taking such a cavalier attitude 

toward standardization. Canada would have accepted any calibre as 

standard, he wrote, if only the US and UK agreed on one. Claxton 

pleaded with Shinwell to see the grave consequences for defence 

production of surplus extra-national equipment if two small arms 

were in use. ' O '  In a follow-up telegram to Shinwell, Claxton pointed 

out that Canada had shipped large numbers of rifles and small a r m s  

ammunition to the UK in the last war, which would be impossible 

again if Canada and Britaia went their separate ways on small 

arms .l0' 

Marshall agreed with Claxton in principle, arguing that it was 

too risky to embark on producing a new rifle unproved in 

c ombat .'O3 After Claxton' s prodding, however, Marshall agreed to 

send Frank Pace, Secretary of the Amy,  to meet with Shinwell and 

Claxton on the subject of SAS (Small Arms Standardization). France 

also attended, represented by Jules Moch. They met at the 

Pentagon on 2-3 August, achieving Little and stubbomly sticking to 



their respective guns. Claxton gave his standard sermon that 

standardwtion was a good and right thing to do, but favouted 

neither the -30 ot .280. Moch preferred the -30, easily adapted to 

the new French 7Smm semi-automatic rifle. S hinwell presented 

the now oft-repeated story of how the US really preferred the -280 

during m a l s  but, for some reason udcnown to Britain, balked at it 

now. Pace f i e d  back that the .280, a lead-fied baii, could not offer 

the armour-piercing qualities of the T65. Nothing accomplished, the 

representatives agreed to refer the matter to the Standing Gro~p.~''  

Claxton thought the real stumbling block between the US and 

UK were the egos of theu respective armament designers? 

Perhaps, but that does not excuse Claxton's refusal to take sides on 

the matter. His military advice came nom Simonds who, in July' 

met with some of his British Army friends, particularly Jock 

Whiteley, commandant of the Imperia1 War College while Simonds 

was posted there, and William Slim. Whiteley apparently told 

Simonds of a rumour that the US would not allow Canada to produce 

the -30 rifle or ammunition if they were adopted as standard. The 

British, on the other hand, would be more than happy to comply.''" 

As a result, Simonds fired off one of his patented long-winded 

Anglophile diatribes to Claxton, wming that the US was using 

standardization as a form of 'commercial hperialism' to force NATO 

countries to depend on US products. He therefore recommended the 

.280, which he also coasidered the "best rifle in the world." 
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Simonds, who was aiways on the Lookout for 'balance' to favour the 

British over the Americans, made a fair case for the .280, which he 

wanted to produce in Canada (he also wanted to make Centurion 

tanks).''' Claxton, in the meantirne, was willing to wait for others to 

sort the problem out. With over 7 million Garands and 5 million UK 

-303 rifles in use world-wide, he told the Cabinet, there was 

adequate supply for the near future.'08 

Later in 1951, Winston Churchill, just re-elected Prime 

Minister, took a very senous look at the rifle situation, wanting to 

know every detail of -303 supply and production. At the end of the 

war, British forces had over 6 million rifles at their disposal. By the 

end of 1951, that figure, because of attrition and transfers to allies, 

was down to 2.25 million. To Churchill, that was a dangerous trend. 

In his opinion, to adopt the -280 (which he considered the superior 

rifle and round) would be catastrophic, leaving the UK isolated from 

the rest of NATO in srnaIl arms production. He was unwilling to 

break away fiom the huge productive capacity of the US and 

Canada. In the latter's case, Churchill womed that a difference in 

bore could deter placing Canadian and British troops under the 

same command -- a blow to British prestige.log 

During his January 1952 visit to Washington, Churchill 

discussed the smaii arms situation with US President Hamy S. 

Truman. They agreed that each country should continue using their 

existing types, while continuing to improve prototypes. Later in the 



year, the Canadian Army, after unsatisfactory triais of the Ml  

Garand in Korea, went back to the -303 as a temporary measure 

until something better became a~ailable."~ The UK and Canada 

decided to carry out a joint development program of improved .280 

and .300 rounds, hoping that the US would eventually choose one. 

The UK, Canada and Belgium (whose armed forces held British 

equipment) laboured on mals throughout 1952 and early 1953. In 

1952, Churchill ordered work on the .280 to cease, so the War Office 

converted the EM 2 to a -300 calibre. Despite the War Office's 

continued lobbying for their EM 2 rifle, by late 1953, the Belgians 

and Canadians rejected it in favour of the FN .30? 

The new round was a so-called "compromise round." If 

consisted of the .30 calibre T65 cartridge case necked down to fit 

the 7mm bullet. Assembled, the new round was the same length as 

the US -30 T65 round, gaining favour with the ~mencans."' On 28 

April 1954, Brooke Claxton and Duncan Sandys (Minister of Defence) 

issued a joint communique' announcing the adoption by Canada and 

the UK of the FN.lX3 Both countries would manufacture the FN in 

large numbers. In 1955, when NATO standardized on the 7.62 

cartridge (similar to the old .30 T65), the FN's in each country were 

converted to accommodate the insignificant change. After al1 the 

fuss over rifles, standardization, wounding power .and rounds per 

minute, Canadian and British soldiers stiU used the same basic 

infantry weapon. 



Canadian and British senior officers thought standardization to 

be a practical, possible objective. It was never intended to be a 

short-term project, however, but rather a necessary provision for 

the future of collective defence. In effect, standardization was a 

good intention, to be followed through when money became 

available. That was enough, so far at Ieast. Wzll into 1948, 

planning discussions were long on theory .but short on specific 

proposais and accomplishments. That reflected an assumption in 

both the British and Canadian militaries: what seemed like no more 

than going through the motions now, would pay off when defence 

budgets increased, and collective security could be a practical, 

useful goal of defence planning. The extent to which Canada and 

Bntain could sustain a meaningful partnership in arms production 

and made, however, remained to be seen. 
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Chapter 3 

British Past, American Future? 

On 24 June 1948, an exhausted Brooke Claxton presented his 

defence estimates to the House of Comm~ns.~ His speech was loaded 

with Cold War rhetoric, blaming the Soviet Union for promoting 

chaos and disorder behind the 'darknesst of the Iron Cunain, and 

praising the willingness of every Canadian, except cornmunists, of 

course, to defend their country against attack. For al1 his wanùngs 

that confrontation with the Soviets was inevitable, however, he 

offered only a token increase in defence spending. Claxton's 

appropriation for 1948-49 arnounted to about $250 million, up just 

12.3% from the previous year.' The modest increase did not match 

his rhetoric. The King government was not yet willing to push the 

defence panic button - at least where money was concerned -- 

prefemng to take a 'wait and see' approach toward the evolving 

concept of collective security. Lester Pearson, for example, was 

confident that tensions had not yet reached the 'point of emergency' 

regarding the Soviets, so Canada had some breathing room in 

planning how to conmbute to western defence. In light of the rapid 

development of m i l i t q  technology, he wrote Claxton, Canada was 
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best to wait until its collective security responsibilities were more 

defmed before spending too much money on defence. Otherwise, 

Canada could end up 'preparing for the Iast war' with obsolete 

weapons, and be harder pressed to pay for new ones.' 

Pearson's reasoning had its attraction. W h y  formulate a 

national defence program More  the form of western collective 

defence took shape? Canada would then be able to concentrate on 

specific areas of defence -- and thus on certain types of weapons 

and equipment. That was, however, exactly what the military was 

already doing: the RCN planned to protect sea lines of 

communications, most likely across the Atlantic; the Army was 

preparing a brigade group for defence against attacks on the 

continent, in addition to building the nucleus of an expeditionary 

force to be expanded with reservists if mobilized; and the RCAF 

concentrated mainly on preparing interceptor fighter squadrons to 

repel bomber attacks on Canadian temtory:' Although those 

missions were sound, the Amy, Navy and Air Force, iimping 

through rapid demobilization, were not really equipped to cany 

them out, 

That would soon change. In October 1948, discussions in 

Washington had reached a decisive stage: the delegates agreed that 

a North Atlantic Treaty would be signed, probably -in the spring of 

1949. Only the final detds had to be harnmered out: William 

Lyon Mackenzie King was set to retire in November, leaving the 
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reins of the Liberal Party and the Prime Ministership to Louis St. 

Laurent. St. Laurent selected Pearson to replace himself at External 

Affairs. Liberated from King's restraints on foreign policy, St. 

Laurent and Pearson set out to forge an active international role for 

Canada as a "middle power" within the UN and the emerging North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization. That new sense of responsibility and 

nationaiistic swagger carried implications for Canada's defence 

policy. Having drifted on tight budgets and uncertainty since the 

war, Canada's defence programme needed a facelift to measure up 

to those of other western allies. External Affairs mandarin Escott 

Reid estimated that Canada's defence spending, as a percentage of 

Gross National Product, was tied with Denmark for dead last among 

western allies at just under 2 8  compared to, for example, the UK at 

9.7% and the US at 5.32. According to Reid, that would have to 

change or Canada's status among the allies would decline. Pearson 

and St. Laurent agreed! 

Because of the Cold War, Claxton's defence budgets would 

continue to grow. That increased his ability to buy new equipment 

for the armed forces. Claxton, Howe and many in the military 

wanted to expedite the transition to US types, a stated goal of the 

36th Recommendation. Earlier in the year, Claxton wrote Charlie 

Peters of the Montreal Gazette, stating that, if Canada's armed forces 

mobiiized in the near fume, they would have to be part of larger 

British fornations and use British supplies. If committed later, 
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CIaxtoa argued, the Canadians would "inevitably be associated at the 

beginning exclusively with the Americans and only at a later stage 

possibly with the British." He lamented to Peters that ABC 

standardization, which would solve the supply problem, was 

hindered by the aloofness between the British and US militaries. 

Claxton described a recent gathering in Ottawa attended by US, UK 

and Canadian Air Force officers. "Here were Canadians and British 

and Canadians and Americans on opposite sides of the room to be 

bridged by waking across (which he did). We have k e n  doing that 

operation pretty steadily during this past yeaC7 Claxton was 

apparently in tune with Canada's 'interpreter' role. 

Given the wide gaps that hindered ABC standardization, 

Claxton could not start on the transition to US types soon enough. 

But it was a daunting task. Except for some weapons, such as 

Sherman tanks, most equipment held by the armed forces was of 

British design. That meant the armed forces had to be a h o s t  

entirely overhauled. From 1948 to the spring of 1950, Canadian 

policy-makers embarked on a cmsade to 'Americanize' Canada's 

military. The UK was therefore increasingly left out of Canadian 

equipment plans. Britain's economic weakness, and the associated 

sterlingldollar exchange problems, repeatedly emerged as the 

stumbling block to any substantial Anglo-Canadian anns trade. 

While Canadian sympathies with Britain's economic woes were 

strong, they would not outweigh the snategic arguments for 
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converting to US weapons and equipment. Furthemore, - 

cornmitment to a domestic arms indnstry grew in Canada, and so 

did the perception that it was impossible to build without Amencan 

money. British polic y-makers tried tirelessly to convince Canadians 

otherwise but, faced with a perennial exchange cnsis and unable to 

support Canadian arms manufacturers, they found it easier to trade 

in the sterling area That left Canada no choice but to look south to 

supply its armed forces with American pattern equipment. 

Ottawa and the RCAF put great faith in an indigeoous 

Canadian interceptor project to drive Canada's post-war aircraft 

industry. Turbo Research, a Crown Corporation established in 1944 

to test jet engines in cold weather for the RAF, had begun work on 

the interceptor project for the RCAF in January 1945, but lack of  

funds forced C.D. Howe to band the project over to A.V. Roe of 

Canada in 1946. At their plant in Malton, Ontario, A.V. Roe, a 

subsidiary of the British Hawker-S iddely Group, made fast progress 

on the engine (Orenda) and airframe, and by 1948 looked to be 
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range interceptor would be designed as the XC-100, and was 

supposed to be mass produced and operational by 1951. Due to 

significant design problems and production delays, it did not reach 

the RCAF's front line ontil 1953. As the first Canadian-designed, 

Canadian-built military aircraft, the CF-100, known affectionately as 

the Canuck, held the hopes and dreams of both the RCAF and Howe, 

the visionary behind Canada's wartime aircraft industry. The acting 

Canadian CAS, Wilfrid Curtis, who experienced fist-hand the 

problems of securing planes fkom both the UK and US during the 

Second World Wa., also wanted the capacity to produce planes at 

home! After all, the primafy mission of the RCAF, defending 

Canada from Soviet bomber attack, required a fighter suitable to 

particular Canadian conditions -- extreme cold and widely dispersed 

air bases. 

Because Air Force standardization was still only a theory, the 

RCAF had to make what it considered to be short-tenn acquisitions 

while waiting for the XC100. Working with limited resources, the 

RCAF had to secure second-rate aifcrafr. In March 1947, it acquired 

surplus US propeller-driven Mustang P-SIS, and the RCAFs first 

helicopter, the Sikorsky S-51. The Mustangs were a rush purchase 

using soon-to-expire credit in Washington. Wilfnd Curtis 

recommended to Claxton that the Mustangs be acquired while credit 

was still available. The North American F-86 Sabre -- a jet fïghter 



undergoing production in trials in the US -- was clearly the best 

such aircraft under development? None would be available mtil 

1950, however. 

The de Havilland Vampire, one of the f i rs t  British jet 

interceptors, was available. To give Canadian piiots experience in 

flying jet fighters while waiting for the CF 100, the RCAF ordered 

over 180 of them in 1946, but had to settle for 85, delivered over a 

year late due to labour problems in the UK. Although the RAF had 

used Vampires at the Winter Experimental Establishment in 

Edmonton throughout 1946, it was not until March 1948 that RCAF 

pilots began to train on the Vampire, their first 'modem' jet fighter, 

at the Central Flying School in Trenton. The Vampire, like the 

Mustang, was also a stoggap, interim fighter. When the RCAF took 

delivery of the Vampire, it was already obsolete. The Sabre had by 

then reached speed records of over 670 mph, leaving behind the 

Vampire, whose top speed reached only about 550 mph.Io 

The RCAF was able to get the Vampires without dipping into 

its budget. Curtis had convinced his RAF counterpart, Lord Tedder, 

to establish a sterling credit of £4,000,000 in London for the RCAF 

in exchange for aging Spitfires, parts and equipment.' ' Using that 

credit, the RCAF paid for the 85 Vampires, and 42 Auster AOPs (Air 

Observation Post), without having to lay out new Canadian dollars. 

Claxton was criticized for the deal in some quarters. On 3 April, an 

article by Arthur Blakely in the Montreal Ga7ette5 Claxton's self- 



pronounced nemesis, accused DND of letting the armed forces 

deteriorate to uselessness, "The Dominion, at the moment, lacks a 

single operational bomber or fighter squadron ready to take to the 

air," Blakely correctly noted, adding that "a tiny handful of modem 

though obsolescent interceptors are ready to fly in the event of an 

emergency, though at the moment they reportedly lack 

armament. "" Claxton was outraged and, in characteristic form, 

fired off a letter to the Gazette editor, Charlie Peters, defending the 

Vampire decision on operational grounds. Claxton stretched the 

tnith, arguing that the Vampire was a top-notch fighter, with no 

clear superior as yet, and was fuily ar~ned.'~ Maybe so, but because 

the Vampire deal was only a trade, and brought no new dollars into 

the Treasury, the UK delayed delivery until the RAF itself was 

equipped. 

By contrast, the Canadian govemment bent over backwards to 

find extemal markets for Canadian aircraft. Selling C4s to Britain, 

for example, was just the kind of deal that Howe (now Minister of 

Trade and Commerce) was looking for to assist Canadair. A war- 

time Crown Corporation located on the old Vickers Aircraft plant in 

Montreal, the Company was bought out in 1947 by the Elecmc Boat 

Co, part of General Dynamics Ltd. The Canadian Government, Howe 

in particuiar, continued to neat Canadair as a pseudo-Crown 

Corporation, seeing it as an essential element of the nation's defence 

production capacity. In the spnng of 1948, London's desperation for 



dollars almost led to the scrapping of another aircraft deal with 

Canada involving the Canadair North Star (C4). A combination of 

the Douglas C54 (or DC4) Skymaster airfiame and Rolls Royce Merlin 

engine, the North Star (in various guises) fomed the backbone of 

RCAF air transport from 1947 until the early 1 9 6 0 ' ~ ~  when it was 

Finally replaced by Canadair's Yukon. The NoRh Star was also a 

commercial transport plane, nsed by Canada's major airlines for 

many years. Canadair wanted to sell 25 C4s to the British Overseas 

Airways Corporation (BOAC) for $28.3 million, backed up by 

generous insurance arrangements with Ottawa in the event that 

BOAC was unable to pay out the contract. 

In Canadair's original offer of late 1947, BOAC would have to 

put up 23.5% of the total cost up front in Canadian dollars, the rest 

to be paid over €ive years -- and backed by the Canadian 

G~vernment . '~  Those were generous tenns, but Ottawa was willing 

to risk the $18 million to help Canadair, and thus the aircraft 

industry, for defence and commercial purposes.'' As High 

Commissioner, Norman Robertson expended a fair bit of energy 

lobbying in London for the deal, beginning with a visit to Eric 

Machtig in the Commonwealth Relations Office (CRO). In Ianuary 

1948, Robertson told Machtig that there was a 'substantial Canadian 

interest' in what planes the UK Civil Aviation authority decided on 

to bumess its rans-Atlantic operations, and advised him not to let 

Britain's dollar shortage slant the decision. 



The Bntish were Iess excited about the deal. On IO March, 

Lord Nathan, Atlee's Minister of Civil Aviation, offered a new 

proposal to Robertson. Nathan outlined the Cabinet's position on the 

purchase for BOAC. The UK, like Canada. also had to worry about 

maintaining a solid aircraft industry on defence grounds; 

Govemment policy was to equip UK civil airlines with UK-built 

planes; and aircraft purchases abroad were severely limited by the 

dollar position. On the other hand, Nathan observe& BOAC could not 

afford to continue the heavy losses incurred in 1947 and 1948 

because of inefficient management and inadequate aircraft. British 

civil aircraft, including the much anticipated Tudor, were far behind 

the C4 by aimost every measure. Only an efficient plane such as the 

C4 would allow it to compete with US airlines. He then told 

Robertson that he could convince the Cabinet to reverse the 

domestic pwchasing policy if BOAC could pay for the C4s smctly out 

of dollar eaniingd6 In effect, Nathan asked for a pay-as-you-earn 

deal. Howe was unirnpressed. Being asked to assume the total risk 

for the C4s on the chance that the BOAC, an operation perennially 

running huge deficits, would make a substantial profit over five 

years, was "hardly first class collateral for banl~ers."'~ The death- 

knell had almost sounded on this deal, but, largely because of a 

Tudor crash during a test flight, a last minute about-face by the 

Bntish Cabinet saved it. In September, the BOAC ordered twenty- 

two C4s. The North Star would be known as the Argonaut in Britain. 
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Anglo-Canadian interests came together in another aircraft 

project. Since the end of the war, De Havaand Canada, another 

British subsidiary, had worked on their fûst two Canadian aircraft, 

the Chipmunk and the Beaver, both completed in 1948. The 

Chipmunk entered RCAF service in an AOP squadron in 1948-49, 

but was later rclegated to the role of basic trainer for Canadian, and 

later NATO, pilots until the 1960s. Purchased by the Ontario 

Govemment in 1948, the Beaver was the first Canadian-built STOL 

(Short Take-Off and Landing) ahraft, and still remained in Search 

and Rescue (SAR) and civil carrier roles in the early 1990s. The 

RAF also adopted the Chipmunk as its primary elementary trainer, 

to be manufactured in the UK. Overall, the De Havilland engineering 

team did a first-rate job in the first two-and-a-half years after the 

W ar. 

By 1948, however, De Havilland's design team had run out of 

work. Early that year, P.C. Garratt, the firm's managing director, 

contacted Claxton ta lobby for a design and development project 

from the RCAF. De Havilland, Garratt pointed out, "has been 

established in Canada now for 20 years, and has conmbuted 

substantially to the development of aviation in this country" He 

argued that maintaining at least a nucleus of the Engineering 

Department in peacetime was an integral pan of national defence, 

and thus well deserving of federal government support. Garratt 

therefore proposed to design a simple trainer for the RCAF to 
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replace the Harvard, at a cost of about $2 million over two years.ls 

Claxton, Cunis and Howe al l  supported the idea, mainly to keep the 

design team intact and to foster Canada's 'self-sufficiency' in the 

general area of aircraft production. Canada needed to be able to 

sustain design teams at home, Claxton wrote Howe, because "we 

could not rely on the UK for a basic trainer in the event of an 

emergency."Ig Because the RCAF was eyeing US trainers, Ottawa 

decided instead to place a contract for De Havilland to design a 

bigger version of the Beaver. The widely used DHC-3 Otter, which 

entered RCAF s e ~ c e  in 1953, was the result. De Havilland 

succeeded in getting work because two Cabinet ministers wanted 

Canada to have a home-gmwn source of aircraft production? 

In London, Lord Tedder hailed the success of A.V. Roe and De 

Havilland in landing Canadian projects as a British achievement. He 

also reasoned that, despite Britainrs inability to pay for any 

Canadian-built aircraft, whether of US, UK or Canadian design, RCAF 

aircraft would be available to the RAF in the event of wu. He 

carried that assumption to an Aprii 1948 meeting of Dominion CASs 

in London to discuss the likely conmbution of each air force for 

overseas duty in the event of war. Cunis stated that the RCAF's 

primary task would be defence of North America against Soviet 

bomber attack, but Canada would also conmbute a fighter group 

and, eventually, a bomber group, for service abroad. Tedder, on the 

other hand, wanted Canada to focus primarily on fighters, 
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particularly Vampires, that would fit into the UK's defence system 

and, if possible, bombers to reinforce Bomber Command. Nothing 

was resolved at the meeting; Curtis did not agree that the RCAF 

would mobilize as part of a Commonwealth formation in the event 

of war. Regardless, Tedder clung to the idea that the Air Ministry 

should implement a 'rationalized scheme' for the production of 

British types of aircraft throughout the Commonwealth. The key to 

that, Tedder thought, was to keep British branch plants healthy." 

That notion was the Achilles' heel of Tedder's plan, which 

received no support fiom the Dominions. The North Star had been 

barely within the reach of the UK Treasury; to thinlc the UK might 

corne up with doliars to buy combat planes fkom Canada was foolish. 

The Dominions gave no indication that they would conmbute planes 

to the RAF either. Furthemore, Tedder seemed completely 

unaware of Canada's repeated rejection of anything smacking of 

Commonwealth defence. In May. he lamented ta the other UK 

Chiefs that 'amour propre' had taken hold in the Dominions, whose 

leaders always seemed to take UK defence proposals as threats to 

their independen~e.~' In other words, Tedder was peeved that the 

Dominions were unwilIing to follow, and pay for, Britain's plans. In 

the specific area of aircraft production, however, Canada could 

hardly be expected to concentrate on building British types unless 

the capital outlay could be made up in sales abroad. 



The British Ministries of Defence and Supply continued to pay 

a good deal of attention to Canada's aeronautics industry between 

1948 and 1950, confident that they could still exploit Canada's 

indusmal potential. One 1947 study prepared by Harold Parker of 

the MOD had indicated that Britain should work fast to secure some 

portion of Canada's aircraft production capacity, likely to be much 

more stable than Britain's in a future war. Other studies done by 

the two departments reached the same concl~sion.~' But British 

influence on Canadian aircraft production was slipping away. The 

RCAF had already decided on the swept-wing North American F-86, 

not the fixed wing De Havilland Vampire III, as its first line of 

fighter defence against, ptimarily, the new Soviet MiG- 15. To 

explain why the RCAF was moving from British to US aircraft, Air 

Marshai Cunis circulated a note to reserve, retired and former 

members of the RCAF. The RCAF examined a number of excellent 

British fighters, Curtis wrote, but the decision came down ta one 

cmcial factor: relying on the UK for supply in war was out of the 

question. Only the F-86 could provide the RCAF with its operational 

requirements in an e~nergency.~' 

Actually procuring the F-86 was, however, no simple matter. 
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The US had d o w e d  the Hyde Park Agreement to Iapse at war's end. 

The agreement, in effect, established a single North Amencan 

market for weapons production aod the manufacture of war 

materials. After it lapsed, however, the Buy Arnerican Act of 1933 

(suspended for that specid case) applied to arms trade between the 

two countries. That Act protected US arms manufacturers by 

guaranteeing them government contracts, and restricted expons of 

anns to equipment deemed surplus to US needs. In 1946, Canada 

had arranged for a line of credit in Washington with which to buy 

surplus military equipment, but, because of emergency measures 

taken by Ottawa to restrict the outward 80w of US dollars in 1947, 

its use was severely Limited.'* On 30 June 1948, Congress passed 

Public Law 862, which prohibited even surplus military equipment 

to be supplied to foreign govemments. 

In August 1948, Claxton raised the subject of US a r m s  

restrictions with James Forrestal, Secretary of Defense, who was 

attending a meeting of the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee in Ottawa. 

Claxton wanted more than the ability to buy US equipment; he also 

wanted the US and Canada to adopt common patterns so that both 

countries could place orders on either side of the border. He 

followed that up in a letter to Forrestal, claiming that without 

integration of defence production, "it wonld take years for us to get 

over to American designs. "M As it stood, before orders could be 

placed with a US manufacturer by the Canadian Commercial 



Corporation (the military's purchasing agent), they had to be 

approved by the State Depiutment and the appropriate US anned 

semice. That was a long, tedious process, and orders usually ended 

up delayed by several factors: price, priority of US orders, the need 

for US govemment inspection, non-availability of designs, and 

patent and License restri~tions.~' Other US practices affected 

Canadian industry. A.V. Roe, for example, required aU aircraft 

components, Canadian or US, to have US Army-Navy approval, the 

wartïme quality control measure used by the US government test 

manufacturers bidding on a US govemment contract. After the war, 

Canadian industry found it almost impossible to secure the much 

sought after AN approval, theteby leaving them out of US, and some 

Canadian, con tract^.^^ 

Fomnately for the RCAF, Forrestal was in favour of working 

t oward standardkation of North American procurement.'"e 

manged for a meeting on 16 November 1948 in Washington 

between C.D. Howe, Minister of Trade and Commerce, and Max 

Mackenzie, his Deputy Minister, with the Chairman of the US 

Munitions Board, D.F. Carpenter, and US Air Force and Army 

representatives. When they met, Howe made two specific requests 

of the Americans: to procure 56 F86s immediately, and to secure 

manufacturing rights to build the F86 and the Cl19 (the "Rying 

Boxcar") in Canada." To aileviate the strain on Ottawa's supply of 

US dollars, Howe also asked the US representatives to consider 
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placing reciprocal orders for planes to be built in Canada (Ottawa 

would be able to furnish 47% of the necessary materials). 

Furthemore, Howe stated his interest in arranging similar 

conditions for Canada to procure and build US tanks. The Air Force 

representatives, two generals, gave Howe their blessing for the 

aircraft program, promising to iatervene on Canada's behalf with 

the State Department and the US aircraft industry to expedite the 

mat t er .3 Howe's lobbying worked; Canadair began building 100 

F86s in 1949. 

Howe's visit was the first concrete success by a Canadian 

minister in Ottawa's crusade to revive the moribund Hyde Park 

Agreement. He informed Cabinet that US authorities were 

sympathetic to Canada's position. On 24 November, Cabinet 

approved Howe's proposa1 to implement a Canada-US Joint 

Cornmittee on Indusaial Mobilization Planning." Watching on the 

sidelines, Alex Clutterbuck saw no reason to panic over Ottawa's 

courtship of the US. He spoke to Max Mackenzie about the trip, who 

assured him that Howe's visit had a limited objective: to convince 

the Americans ùiat, if they expected Canada to contribute to the 

'common defence' witb US equipment, then some sort of US support 

for the Canadian aircraft industry must be forthcoming. Clutterbuck 

was satisfied that nothing more fat-reaching was -intended that 

would affect British anns exports to Canada. Rather, he reported to 

Machtig, the trip was nothing more than the result of the RCAF's 
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pecuiiar affiliation with the USAF, "though it is a pity that they find 

themselves compelled to lean towards United States rather than 

RAF types, the geographical pull combined with Our continuing 

exchange difficulties @es this inevitable." So did the fact that US 

fighters outclassed anything the UK was producing, but Clutterbuck 

chose to ignore that. He even resorted to the increasingly familiar 

lament of British officials who obsenred Ottawa's pronounced drift 

away fkom the UK to the US: it was in the U k s  "wider interests" for 

Canada's aircraft industry to thrive, even on US planes.'"he High 

Commissioner's optimism was m e  to form; he had been sending 

reports to London al1 year long that Canadian confidence in Britain 

was very "deep-seated," and that Canadians were willing to wait for 

Britain to recover rather than throw their economic lot entirely to 

the US,34 

That may have been the case in tenns of Canada's broader 

trade policy, but the miiitary had more immediate concerns, 

brought on by international tensions and the obligations inherent in 

the North Atlantic talks. In the faIl of 1948, for example, the Army 

began to examine its equipment situation in the event that it was 

mobilized as part of an allied field force. Should that happen, 

Canada intended to provide, within one year, a corps of two infantry 

divisions with associated corps troops and two independent 

armoured brigades. The Quartermaster-Generai quickly de termined 

that, if US equiprnent was adopted, the A m y  would be desperateiy 
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vehicles, small arms and artillery? The Army's shortage was even 

more pronounced in that it held absolutely no surplus stocks of US 

equipment, in many cases not even for training." Brigadier L.M. 

Chelsey, the Vice Quartermaster-General, pointed out to Claxton 

that, in the interest of training and long-term operational efficiency, 

the Army must be able to decide on one type of al1 major weapciso 

and equipment."' But the Anny also had to consider the long-term 

supply implications of a hybrid US-UK arsenal. US supply was more 

plentïful than Britain's, but had been elusive in peacetime. On the 

other hand, the Army had plenty of war surplus UK equipment but 

Chelsey, and other senior officers, reasoned that, at the outbreak of 

war, Britain's ability to supply further parts and spares would be 

drastically curtailed? 

The A m y  supply problem would not be easily solved. 

Wholesale re-equipment was not going to happen any time soon. 

Just to fil1 the minimum training requirements for US equipment 

(assuming equipment was available) for the proposed 127,000-man 

field force would take $230 million -- alrnost the entire defence 

budget for 1948-49." For the time king, therefore, the Army had 

to plan to survive on existing stocks. That forced Charles Foulkes to 

continue to assume that, if mobilized overseas, the. Army would be 

supplied fÎom British depots. Foulkes was concerned that, until 

standardization was finally implemented, CO-ordinating and 



managing supply was going to be confusing. Equipment of British 

design was often modified in Canada; if supplied directly by Britain 

to the field force, Canadian forces would not have that iuxury. 

Brigadier Chelsey lamented to Foulkes that the situation forced the 

Army to keep two War Equipment Tables -- one for training at 

home and one for mobilization to a British depot -- which was an 

administrative nightmare?' Weil into 1950, Army supply 

cornmittees had to deal with the instability of British production 

and the war-time vulnerability of the UK. The Army preferred UK 

equipment, even to the point of opting to buy more expensive UK 

ammunition rather than manufacturing it at Canadian Arsenals 

Ltd? Thus, the Army was facing an equipment dilemma similar to 

that of the Navy and Air Force: maintaining the British connection 

was becoming increasingiy problematic. 

Even in that context, British officiais continued to see Canadian 

defence production as part of a hger  Commonwealth picture, and 

they had good reason to. In early November, the UK Army Liaison 

Officer in Ottawa, Brigadier E.C. Colville, reported to the Chiefs of 

Staff that the Canadian Government "would welcome advice on how 

they could best CO-operate with the United Kingdom in defence 

production?" Colville did not Say who approached him in Ottawa, 

but the request (and similar ones from Australia and New Zealand) 

prompted the JWPS (Joint War Production Staff) to begin examining 

Commonwealth indusmai potential in detail. Harold Parker, JWPS 



Chairman, wanted to get Dominions thinking on three production 

problems: whether, and to what extent, Commonwealth counmes 

should contribute to current UIC demands, including those of British 

customers (such as Pakistan, Greece and India); what share they 

should take in meeting Western Union requirements (soon to be 

made final); and long-term planning of possible war-time 

production for the Commonwealth and its allied3 

For the first time since the war, support for production co- 

ordination came from outside of London. Parker was extremely 

anxious to move on these invitations from the Dominions. Given the 

"present 'empty' position of UK production and supplies of 

equipment," he feared, British influence would be compromised in 

the imminent western alliance. In mid-November, he asked the 

Chiefs of Staff  to recommend to Alexander that the JWPS, dong with 

Sir Edward Plowden and the Central Economic Planning Staff, be 

allowed to assemble some concrete proposals to submit to the 

Commonwealth and, possibly, the US. Parker even suggested the 

idea of a Commonwealth Munitions Assignment Board be put to the 

Do~ninions?~ Parker should have known better than to get carried 

away with such grandiose schemes, especially so soon after British 

defence proposals fell on deaf ears at the Prime Ministers' Meeting. 

Parker's proposals were moderated after screening by the 

Ministries of Supply, Defence and the Commonwealth Relations 

Office -- particularly the latter. CR0 officiais were naturally more 
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sensitive to the attitudes of the Dominions. Accustomed to toning 

down British communications ta the Dominions, the CR0 nixed 

Parker's idea of a Commonwealth Munitions Assignment Board. 

Because Canada was particularly 'regionally-minded' and Extemal 

Affairs was consumed with the Atlantic Pact, the CU0 convinced the 

other Ministries to keep discussions with the Dominions on a smctly 

bilateral basis, and to concentrate on planning for war only, not for 

current needs. Canada was aiways considered a special case in the 

CRO, and Ottawa's aloohess toward Commonwealth defence was not 

perceived by that Office as an obstacle to doser UK-Canada joint 

planning. As one senior officia1 put it, convincing Canada to 

participate in arranging industrial mobilization was the priority; 

whether it was done under the umbrella of the Commonwealth or 

the Atlantic Pact was irrelevant?' 

The final proposal sent by the CR0 to the 'Old' Dominions on 

24 March 1949, was simply for discussions on general defence 

production, capacity, raw materials and exchange of ideas on how 

best to allocate tesources in time of war. The Dominions dl agreed 

to participate in bilateral ta l ld6  but Britain could not expect to 

influence or assist their defence production programs. Lieutenant- 

General F.C. Wrisberg and Sir George Turner, MOS representatives 

on the M C ,  wanted to be able to place orders in - Commonwealth 

counmes to maintain the potential of priority indusmes. but such 

expenditure was out of the question. Picrite was a case in point. 
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The propellant of choice in new weapon fissigns. picnte was 

valuable, but aot plentifid. Canada possessed the only picnte plant 

in the Commonwealth, (North American Cyanamid Ltd. in Welland), 

but it was on stand-by with no ordersu' The JWPS preferred to 

build pilot plants in the UK to produce it, rather than to use precious 

dollars on supporthg Canada's plant? 

British rhetoric about making the most of Commonwealth 

production could not hide the inability of its manufacnirers to do 

business outside of the sterling area. That left Canada no option but 

to look increasingly to the US for defence orders to keep Canadian 

defence-related industries viable. Canada needed an external 

market for arms. During the Second World War, Canadian forces 

used only 30% of Canada's defence production. In most items, 

however, Canada's peace-time demands were too miniscule to 

warrant production runs Limited strictly to domestic requirements 

On both the ministerial and departmental levels, Canada made 

repeated attempts to convince the US to consider giving Canada a 

special status in the US anns trade. In the spting of 1949, Arnold 

Heeney and C.M. "Bud" Dniry, Claxton's assistant deputy minister, 

presented lists to the State Depamnent of equipment Canada 

wished to buy in the US (about $20 million), and of equipment 

Canada could make for the USOs0 On 8 June 1948, -Hume Wrong, the 

Canadian Ambassador in Washington, presented an aide memoire to 

the State Department which cailed for, among other things. special 
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consideration of Canada's predicament in the forthcoming military 

assistance bill k i n g  considered in Congress. In short, Ottawa 

wanted a grand Nonh American military-industrial cornplex, 

wherein both countries produced and fteely traded standardized 

weapons and equipment - much of which would go to European 

ailies as part of US as~istance.~' 

After the formai signing of the Nonh Atlantic Treaty in April 

1949, the Mutual Defense Assistance bill was introduced into 

Congress. The bill wodd provide $1 billion to assist NAT nations in 

meeting theù obligations to the integrated defence plan of the North 

Atlantic area.s2 The bill passed into law in October as the (MDAA) 

Mutual Defense Assistance Act , but no provision was made for 

reciprocal orders by the US in Canada. The PJBD passed a 

recommendation on 12 October to eliminate legislation which 

stymied Canadian purchases in the US?3 On 14 October, Prime 

Minister St. Laurent, fresh nom a June electoral landdide. spoke at 

the exercises marking the 125th anniversary of the Rensseler 

Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York, where he received a Doctor 

of Laws degree. He used the opportunity to cal1 for a new Hyde 

Park agreement: "Such a policy would ... not mean any loss of 

business for your manufactufers or of employment for your 

labourers. AU it would mean is that you would seil a r m s  and 

equipment for [sic] our forces and we would reciprocate by 

supplying some of the needs of your forces."54 Under the MDAA, 
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however, Canada could purchase equipment only by making 

payment in advance, a procedure incompatible with Canadian law, 

and unhealthy for Canada's shorî supply of US dollars? Despite St. 

Laurent's speech. it did not seem that Canada would be accorded 

any special status by the US in the new North Adantic Treaty 

Organization. 

The character of Canada's arms trade with the US and UK fit 

into the broader trading patterns of each relationship. By 1949, 

70% of Canadian imports were fkom the US. only 1 1% from Britain. 

A full 50% of Canadian exports went to the US. but only 23%, and 

falling, to the UK? UK imports from North America were under 

attack from London's trade policies, which increasingly looked for 

safe havens and new suppliers in soft currency countries. Anglo- 

Canadian trade relations were suained throughout 1949, as London 

continued to cut imports from Canada to the bare minimum, while 

drawing dollars fiom the Canadian and US credits. the European 

Recovery Program and sterling area eamings in Canada. That did 
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not please Canadian officiais who. as Bruce Muirfiead has pointed 

out in his study of post-war Canadian trade policy, grew 

increasingly impatient with London's arrogant refusai to spend 

dollars in Canada, while continuhg to cut many imports from 

Canada to a token amount?' 

Britain's dollar problems were very real. In May 1949, Harold 

Wilson, President of the Board of Trade, toured Canada on an 

economic fact-fmding mission. At its conclusion, he claimed that UK 

exports only raised enough dollars to cover 35% of its imports, a gap 

that threatened to eat up the Canada and US loans in short order? 

But many in Ottawa saw the repeated bleating in London of 'balance 

of payments' problems as no excuse to &op imports from Canada 

(BBtain had slashed imports of Canadian bacon, egg and other 

foodstuffs), a country that bad done more than an obligatory 

minimum to keep Britain's dollar economy alive. And, it seemed, 

some in Canada were willing to do more. After Wilson's visit, and 

one by Howe to the UK, the govemment directed Wilfnd Cmis to 

"do everything possible to increase punihases in the UK." He did, 

instructing Air Materiel Command to buy UK equipment "wherever 

RCAF or Canadian interests will not be jeapordized thereb~."'~ A 

similar policy was being followed by the h y  and RCNPa 

But others in Ottawa had less sympathy for Britain's woes. In 

1949, for example, differences in Canadian and British 

interpretatioos of the 1946 Wheat Agreement came to a head. 



When the Agreement was signed, it seemed to offer some comfort 

to both parties. Britain, smarting from a dollar shortage, couId buy 

wheat for four years at low prices; Canadian farmers, faced with 

uncertain markets, would have a guaranteed buyer. The last two 

years of the deal were subject to a 'have regard to' clause, however, 

whereby BBtain would have to pay a fair price if market prices 

substantially increased. They did, but the British buying price 

increased only marginally, leaving Jimmy Gardiner, the Agriculture 

Minister who initiated the deal, and prairie farmers, outraged. 

Gardiner blasted Britain publicly in the House of Commons for 

taking advantage of Canada's generosity, accusing London generally 

of a "'deliberate onslaught' to drive out Canadian food productc 

which they deciine to buy from Canada? St. Laurent reprimanded 

Gardiner, and a flood of telegrams followed between St. Laurent, 

Atlee and the High Commissioners of both countries, trying to play 

down the whole affair. Several British newspaper implied that 

Britain's exchange problem lay in Canada's refusal to accept 

payments in s~erling.6~ At a senes of meetings of the UK-Canada 

Continuing Committee on economic issues, the two sides dealt with 

the balance of payments question for the rest of the year, but little 

was solved. In total, economic relations between the dollar and 

sterling areas sputtered throughout 1949, and well- into 1950, 

showing cracks in the monument of western CO-operation that NATO 

was supposed to have erected. 
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In September 1949, Harold Parker h e d  in Canada on a 

' s u ~ e y '  of Commonwealth defence production. He addressed the 

Industrial Defence Board, givhg them an idea of what ships and 

equipment the UK would require from Canada in an emegency. He 

was well received, and there was even tak of a UK-Canada Joint 

Mobilization Committee (Canada had jnst set up a similar 

organization with the US), although that never came ab0ut.6~ He 

was most impressed with the aircraft indusîry, namely the 

branches of the UK firms of Vickers, A.V. Roe and De Havilland. The 

latter two in particular were doing well: De Havilland was 

overhauling Vampires, Dakotas and Goblin engines while A.V. Roe 

was moving ahead on the CF10 project. Parker had good reason to 

be impressed. After his visits, the Canadian Commercial Corporation 

gave both companies glowing reportsP4 

Canadair offered an interesting plum to Parker: to build the 

Canberra bomberO6' He declined, citing dollar dificulties, but that 

episode spoke volumes about the futility of his "survey." British 

officiais could convince themselves that the success of UK branch 

plants in Canada was a UK achievement, conhibuting ta the 

industnal potential of the Commonwealth (Le., indusmal dispersal). 

However, it was now more apparent than ever that, without paying 

the piper, Britain could not expect to c d  the m e .  -But the US could. 

On 20 September, Parker briefed the Canadian Chiefs of Staff on the 

Western Union Supply Board, the proposed North Atlantic Supply 



Board and the US Military Assistance Program. His message was no 

surprise to the Chiefs: no supply schemes wodd advance before the 

US decided how to dole out its stocks of surplus equipment, and 

how to assist European couatries to buy further equipmentb" 

Both the UK and Canada looked to US mutuai aid as a boon for 

their defence industries. Indeed, the J W P S  was convinced that, 

when US dollars became available, Britain would be able to place 

token anns orders in Canada!' Toward the end of 1949, Canadian 

policy-makers were practicaliy drooling over the prospects of luring 

US dollars to Canada to supply the NATO equipment pool. In 

November, Sidney Pierce (Associate Deputy Minister at Trade and 

Commerce), Howe, Hume Wrong and Dana Wilgress (Robertson's 

replacement in London) ail made the case (to each other) that, as 

soon as NATO supply deficiencies were laid out, Canada should act 

immediately to offer Mutual Aid to the NATO poo lPVhey  argued 

that Canada's prestige would get a boost by her timely offer of help, 

articulating what Canadian policy-makers had been thinking since 

NATO discussions started: Canada could fund its own Mutual Aid 

with MAP dollars. Dana Wilgress wanted to propose to the U S  that, 

if MAP dollars went to the Welland picrite plant, it could remain 

viable as a source of supply, while picrite could be split between the 

US and European MAP re~ipients .~~ Put simply, Wilgress wanted 

Canada to produce munitions for US account, rather than sel1 

material 'off the s helf .' 
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In January 1950, Sidney Pierce went to Washington to put 

Canada's case for special status to Secretary of State Dean Acheson 

and others in the  tat te Department. Pierce complained to them that 

the MDAA had solved none of Canada's procurement difficulties, 

particularly the reqairement that payments for orders must be 

made up fiont in cash. Acheson told Pierce he was sympathetic, 

and that his office wodd try to figure out a way to work around 

that c l a ~ s e ? ~  In particuiar, Ottawa was having difficulty in 

procuring component parts (radar, mament and electronics) for 

the 100 F 86s k i n g  built by Canadair. In April, that problem was 

solved at Acheson's behest, when Ottawa set up a letter of credit in 

Washington for $11,556,332. The letter of credit also covered 

the purchase of seventy-five Gninman Avengers for the RCN, to 

replace the aging Fairey Firefly as the RCNts carrier-based anti- 

su bmarine aircraft? ' The World-War-Two vintage Avenger was 

rneant be an interim plane only, but the purchase did mark a 

significant break with tradition for the RN-minded naval air arm of 

the RCN. Captain C.L. Cunliffe, the RN's liaison officer in Ottawa, put 

on a brave face in his report to the UK Chiefs of Staff on the 

purchase: "By the time the RCN hopes to be able equip with modem 

fully proved AIS aircraft ... there is no reason to believe why they 

should not then revert to a British type."72 That was ail the UK 

could really do: sit and wait for better times, and a change of heart 

in Canada about British military production. 



That was not in the works. Ottawa continued to lecture 

Washington on the Wtues of North American integration. Finally. 

on 15 May, Louis Johnson. who had replaced the late James 

Forrestal as Secretary of Defence, accepted a Munitions Board 

recommendation that the US purchase $15-25 million of military 

equipment from Canada for the fiscal year 1951. Johnson 

instructed the three services to draw up a list of preferred material, 

and he informed Claxton of the news. Johnson's actions did not 

mean new legislation would be forthcoming in Congress; he used a 

provision in the Buy America Act that allowed purchases outside 

the US if demanded by the US national interest. Even so, on 19 

May, a proud Claxton told the House of Commons that the 

announcement marked "a major step in the integration of military 

production of the two counf~ies ."~~ Over the summer, the Joint 

Industrial Mobilization Committee hammered out the deal, putting 

into place what Ottawa -- especially Claxton -- had worked on for 

over two years. 

The F-86 decision had corne to symbolize the RCAF's 

c'Americanization." In some Canadian quarters, however, that was a 



reckless adventure. On 17 March 1950, after Claxton announced his 

department's estimates for 1950-51 (up about $40 million to $425). 

George Pearkes, Conservative defence critic, railed against the 

Defence Minister for the F-86 decision. He went to great lengths to 

show the House that the newer marks of Vampire were vastly 

superior to the Sabre, citing several aviation magazines to support 

his case. Pearkes, in typically clramatic fashion. described the Sabre 

as merely a 'kacer," lacking the maneuverability and climbing rate 

of the Vampire. That was nue, but speed, marnent and ceiling 

were what mattered in jet interception; in those, the Vampire was 

no match for the MiG-15. Pearkes nonetheless carried on, 

relentlessly attacking the Sabre, completely avoiding the matters of 

supply and the Soviet threat. Pearkes, ever the Anglophile, wanted 

Canada to manufacturer Vampires -- aimame and engine -- to 

assist the Commonwealth cause. Notwithstanding his apparent 

conviction that the Vampire was a superior fighter, he was really 

more concerned that Canada, by choosing the Sabre, missed an 

opportunity to foster Commonwealth relations and Save American 

 dollar^?^ 

Not s u . s i n g l y ,  many in London agreed. In June 1950, 

Richard Bower and E.W.T. Gill, Secretary to the Chiefs of Staff 

Cornmittee, invited representatives of MOS and the. Board of Trade 

to air their views on the impasse in Anglo-Canadian m s  trade. The 

British representatives were concerned that UK manufacturers were 



effectively locked out of the Canadian market for tools and 

engineering equipmeat. The British officials disapproved of the 

alleged Canadian 'tendency' to buy US equipment simply because of 

the proximity of supply, instead of on the basis of the equipment's 

performance. They were convinced, for example, that the RCAF 

chose the F-86 simply because it was built in North America, 

des pite being inferior (in their opinion) to the British intercepter 

under development, the Vampire III. That aircraft was, however, 

delayed, stili not as good as the Sabre, and sported a host of 

technical problems. Gill and Bower insisted that no policy to 

prevent buying materiel from British sources existed, and urged the 

British officials to be more aggressive in pursuit of Canadian 

c0ntracts7~ 

In tems of major weapons and equipment, however, such a 

de facto policy was in place. In April 1950, after six months of 

informal talks, Harold Parker and Oliver West, President of 

Canadair, hammered out a proposal for Canadair to build the Venom 

fighter and Canberra bomber for the W. Parker, CAS John Slessor 

and Lord Tedder, now the UK representative on NATO's Standing 

Group, then renewed their early post-war campaign to convince 

Ottawa to support production of 'standby aircraft' for the RAF? 

The British proposal was wholly dependent on the use of MDAP 

funds and possible Canadian aid, however, and directly countered 

Canadian policy which was to standardize aircraft with the US. 



Simply put, the British (and Canadair) were grasping at straws. For 

those reasons, the Panel on the Economic Aspects of Defence 

Questions recommended against the proposal. The British officiais 

continued their campaign unàl June, but to no avaiL. '' 
Foulkes and Pierce went to London in May 1950, to lay down 

Canadian policy to the British once and for all: Canada would finance 

aircraft production only of types standardized by the US and UK, or 

in use by Canadian forces?' In tenns  of supply, it made no sense 

for Canada to build British-type aircraft. In an effort to expand his 

company's capacity, however, West traveled to London in June with 

another option for Parker. The RCAF had just performed impressive 

mals on the Fairchild C-119 Fiying Boxcar, a descendant of the C-82 

Packet developed late in the war. The RCAF decided to order the 

plane, effectively ' standardizing ' it in North America. West 

proposed to Parker that Canadair build the new transport for the 

RAF and the British Arrny.'' Parker and the RAF were ecstatic over 

the chance to get Boxcars but, because Ottawa refused to finance it 

or even to diocate production space to it (if Fairchild even granted a 

license), the plan lapsed, and none was built. Ottawa's zeal for ABC 

standardization stopped short of paying for Britain's share -- for 

now. 

Britain and other NATO members shared Canada's angst over 

the uncertain availability of American materiel. Throughout the 

s p ~ g  of 1950, the UK led the charge within the Standing Group to 



157  

extend ABC and Western Union standardization to al1 twelve NATO 

nations Po The BJSM (British Joint Staff Mission) and Harold Parker 

jumped at the chance to put pressure on Washington ta make 

'practical' progress toward standardization, rather than simply 

paying lip-service to 'machinery' and discussions. In May, Parker 

met US plamers, Heads of Missions and Hubert Howard, Chairman 

of the US Munitions Board. to plead the British case. The Arnericans 

~enerally agreed with Parker that standardization should be D 

extended NATO-wide, but based on US designs and production 

practices. Guy Simonds, ever suspicious of American motives. 

subsequently told Parker that. in the US, "standardization just 

means the universal adoption of the latest American type or pattern 

irrespective of its intriosic merits."" But, to Parker and the British 

government, broadening standardization rneant putting it within the 

jurisdiction of the Standing Group. As such, a l l  equipment, of US 

origin or otherwise, would be compared and evaluated, with final 

equipment decisions made by majonty vote?Eventual ly,  in 195 1, 

the Standing Group would create the Military Standardization 

Agency to deai with those problems, but the idea of putting 

equipment decisions to majority vote was ridiculous?The US, 

being a provider of end-item aid to NATO counmes, could 

effectively impose standardization of US types. - 

In the opinion of Claxton and Howe, the two Canadian 

Ministers directiy concerned with a n n s  procurement, 



standardization on American types could not corne too soon. They 

wanted to use the budget increases stimulated by the Korean War 

to accelerate the military's shift to American equipment In the 

words of Howe: "Whatever one feels about whether Our troops 

should fight aiongside the British or Americans on foreign shores, 

there is no question about who we will be fighting alongside if our 

own country is invaded." On 24 July 1950, Howe wrote Claxton that 

the time was ripe for a blanket policy not to make UK types of any 

kind. The delays in getting blueprints, translating them to Canadian 

standards and the general annoyances caused by distance and 

transport combined to make British equipment impractical for the 

Canadian forces .84 

Claxton agreed. However, despite his clamour to secure a 

reciprocal arms agreement with the US (and h i s  success), he pointed 

out to Howe that the US forces were still undecided on several 

specifications for future equipment. Anti-tank and anti-aircraft 

weapons, long-range rockets and even small arms remained on the 

drawing board.8s That uncertainty, added to the difficulties Canada 

faced in procuring US equipment, limited Canadian defence 

purchases in the US for the rest of 1950. Between 1 April and 3 1 

December, Canada placed $159 million worth of defence orders in 

the US, $441 million in Canada and the UK combined, while the US 

r e tmed  only $17 million in orders to Canada. Most of the Canadian 

orders placed in the US were for aircraft and replacement 



m a m e n t  for the infantry division sent to Holland? A g d  

proportion of Canadian purchases in the UK went to procuring six 

Sea Furies to keep 19th CAG (Carrier Air Group) at full strength of 

seventeen aïrcraft (18th CAG was awaiting Avengers from the US). 

The Sea Fury purchase completed the RCNTs obligations to buy naval 

aircraft nom the WC?' By the the ?he Cabinet approved the naval 

program in August, it provided for twelve Sea Furies. Harold Grant, 

the CNS, pushed for the extra planes because the UK announced the 

end of their production an?' 

In September 1950, Claxton announced to the House of 

Commons that, whiie the armed forces would have to be able to use 

both UK and US equipment for the t h e  being, the Canadian military 

was on the way to "Arnericanization." The High Commissioner's 

office reported to the CR0 that Claxton's speech was "very guarded 

and attracted no notice", not even in the press?' The deal was 

certainly noticed by the British Press, however. With a few 

exceptions, the major British newspapers supported- the deal as in 

the best interest of the "common defence." With the news that the 

US purchases likely would include De Havilland Beavers and A.V. 
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Roe Canada's CF-100 (although that was unlikely, because the US 

had an equivalent. the F-89), both Awation 
. L Week and the Dailv 

M i n o r  referred to the deal as a British success, although both 

planes were designed and built in Canada?' 

British perceptions that Canada. and its British branch plants, 

were part of the total UK defence balance sheet, were as strong as 

ever. But that could not disguise the implications of the deai both 

for the Anglo-Canadian arms trade, and the composition of Canada's 

forces. In November, Claxton fulfïiied his wish of a year earlier by 

giving away war surplus British materiel to the NATO pool. Two 

ships, carrying enough UK-type equipment for a division, set sail 

from Montreal for HoIland- AU indications now were that Canada's 

military would have a "new look." British officiais were left on the 

sidelines to watch the Canadian govemment's campaign for an 

integrated North American arms industry. Unable to tempt 

Canadian industry with promises of dollar purchases, there was 

little that Britain, which C.D. Howe called the "sick man of the post- 

war world," couid do to reverse the  ide.^' 
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Chapter Four 

Canada's Dirty Littie Secret 

On 4 November 1950, Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent hosted 

a dinner in Ottawa to honour Emmanuel Shinwell, the UK's Minister 

of Defence. Shinwell was in Ottawa to discuss a host of common 

defence concems with Claxton. The RCAF was getting ready to send 

a fighter squadron to the UK to train with the RAF. The Canadian 

Army Specid Force was preparing to join a British brigade in Korea, 

and each country was in the process of deciding what to contribute 

to NATO's IF (Integrated Force).' St. Laurent spoke to the dinner 

crowd, briefly praising Shinwell, the former Secretary of State for 

War: "The occasion of a visit to Ottawa of a Cabinet Minister from 

Britain is always a sigaificant one. In this case it is of additional 

importance becanse Mr. Shïnwell is Minister of Defence." St. 

Laurent then expounded on NATO, the UN and the need for free, 

independent nations to preserve the international balance of power. 

He mentioned neither Canada's defence relationship with Britain nor 

with the Commonwealth. Canada and Britain, according to St. 

Laurent, were just two peas in the NATO pod; nothing more, nothing 

less.' 
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The underlying character of Canada's military efforts during 

NATO's early days teils a different story. When it came time to 

implement the ideais of collective security (3 la Korea and NATO), 

Canadian officials made a go of beating their nationaiist chests when 

they acted. But how much of that bravado was deserved? How 

much of it was just window dressing for the more modest fact that 

Canada, and its military, were still products of a British past, aiming 

at increasingly Amerïcan futures. Circumstances, history and 

mutual interest tended to bring Canada and the UK together more 

often than not on defence issues. Nonetheless, most Canadian 

officiais insisted on viewing any joint venture with suspicion, 

aiways womed that Britain might be cooking up some sort of 

imperid defence scheme down the road. That suspicion, combined 

with a growing mentality that defying Britain defined Canada, made 

those officials increasingly hostile toward Britain and Bntishness. 

As the Cold War intensified. Canada's diplornatic nationalism 

gave way to the nuts and bolts of collective security, where 

Canada's dependence on the US and the UK could not be shrouded 

by rhetoric. Canadian policy-makers increasingly considered 

standing up to Britain as a vimie equal, if not greater, to the cause 

of collective security. British officials fueled that manner of 

thinking by remaining unresponsive to developments in Canadian 

autonomy. The British still considered Canadian nationalism to be a 

phase, which just needed to be nudged to the side. The fact 
La5 C 
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remained, however. that Britain and Canada were simply stuck with 

each other. Because of Canada's preference for collective secority 

and ail its internationalist trappings , Ottawa came to regard the 

Anglo-Canadian alliance as its dirty Iittle secret, to be exploited on 

the sly when it benefited Canadian interests. 

On 2 February 1949, the destroyer HMCS Crescent set sail 

from Esquimait for Nanking. Her Captain, Lieutenant Commander 

D.W. Groos, had planned to join other Canadian ships at Colon, 

Republic of Panama, for joint exercises with the British and US 

navies (the Southem CNise). However, events in South-East China 

demanded a Canadian military presence. Groos received orders to 

sail immediately to the Nationalist Capital on a 'special mission' - to 

guard Canadian and British Commonwealth citizens possibly 

endangered by the advancing Communist Army? On the moming of 

15 March, four days after arriving at Nanking, Crescent's boatswain 

piped "Hands Fall in," signaling the men to muster, but only leading 

hands showed. The men had locked themselves in their mess deck, 

demanding to see the captain. Groos refused -- receiving mass 

grievances was expressly forbidden by the King's Regulations and 
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Admiralty Insmictions (KR&AI) -- but later met individually with 

nineteen of the 'requestmen' to hem the complaintd There were 

no more incidents aboard Crescent. 

But in the early afternoon of 26 February, over ninety seamen 

barricaded themselves in the upper fore mess deck of the destroyer 

HMCS A t h a b a s k ~ .  Docked in Manzanillo, Mexico, to receive oil, 

Athabaskan was also on its way to the Caribbean for the joint 

exercises. According to the ship's routine, the men were supposed 

to turn-to as piped, but instead they refused to emerge, demanding 

to see the captain. Commander M.A. Medland met the men not as 

the commanding officer, but as the senior officer present. He did 

not receive cornplaints from the group, although a List was waiting 

for him in the mess, which he covered with his cap to avoid a 

breach of the KR&AI. Like Groos, he also met later with individual 

"requestmen," and no similar incidents o~curred.~ 

However, another such episode occurred in the light fleet 

carrier HMCS Munificent, the backbone of 19 Carrier Air Group for 

the Caribbean exercises, which lasted ftom 7 to 29 March. Sea Fury 

pilots and crews endured fairly heavy flight schedules for the entire 

period. On 16 March, Sea Furies flew fkom Masnificent throughout 

the day, the last one reniming at 1845 hours. An air strike on US 

bases in the Colon area was planned for the next morning at 0615, 

which meant an early rise (0500) for air department sailors. Just 

half an hour before the commencement of the planned strike, 



Lieutenant Commander H.J. Hunter, Air Group commander, 

postponed it due to bad weather. At 0630, after arranging the 

aircraft for the next strike at 1000, the haadlers finally went to 

breakfast until 0745, when they were piped for "Al1 watches of 

hands fall in." Thirty-two aircraft handlers refused to obey the 

pipeO6 The Captain, Commodore G.R. Miles, later addressed the men, 

much in the same manner as Groos md Medland, informing hem 

that only individuals could present grievances, as laid down in the 

King's Regulations? After stating that he would see each 

individually later in the day, he informecl them that the next pipe 

was to be "Flying Stations" at 0900. That pipe was obeyed, and no 

further insubordination o~curred.~ 

Miles went further than Groos and Medland in his dedings 

with the men after the incident. Later that afternoon, he called to 

the quarter-deck al1 individuals involved in the incident, where he 

questioned them separateiy and read to them Articles 12.36, 12.37, 

and 12.38 of the King's Regulations, which dealt with grievance 

procedures? Miles established four basic cornplaints among the 

mutineers, which they felt justified in pursuing outside proper 

service channels. During the cruise and the joint exercise, the 

aircraft handlers felt panicularly pressed upon compared to the 

rest of the cher ' s  Company. Their most immediate concem was 

fatigue. In terms of general amenities, they spoke at length of the 

crowded conditions in their mess and bathroom, as well as 



inadequate meal hours, and insufficient meals for those forced to 

eat late by their schedule. They dso complained of poor pay. 

Overdl, the aircraft handlers considered themselves unduly put 

upon compared to others in the carrier, and dismissed the ability of 

grievance channels to protect their inter est^.'^ Some punishments 

were meted out, but in the Report of Proceedings for the exercises, 

the Executive Officer, Desmond Piers, did not mention the mutinies. 

Instead, he reported ody  excellent behaviour and high morale on 

the cruise, which sported no major disciplinary cases." 

These three mutinies -- defined by the Naval Service Act as 

acts of mass insubordination against commissioned and non- 

commissioned officers -- aianned Ottawa. Brooke Claxton, the 

Minister of National Defence, appointed a Commission of Inquiry 

under the Chairmanship of Rear Admiral Rollo Mainguy to 

investigate the "incidents." Claxton gave the Commission, comprised 

of Mainguy, war-tirne officer Louis Audette and long-serving civil 

servant Leonard Brockington, two tasks: to establish the facts of the 

mutinies, and, if appropriate, make recommendations for the 

improvemeat of the Naval Service. In October 1949, the 

Commission produced a report (the Mainguy Report) which broadly 

considered the state of the RCN and why things went wrong in 

1949. The Report was widely read throughout the Commonwealth. 

and even serialized in the USNYs monthly intelligence report. 

The Mainguy Report became the social manifesto of the post- 



war RCN. Among many concerns, the Commission noted the Iack of 

Canadian 'identification' and 'traditions' in the navy, and the "dmost 

universal opinion that the Navy was not sufficiently Canadian." It 

also bemoaned the tendency to exaggerate the 'Nelson Spirit' in the 

RCN.12 The fault for that seemed to lie with the 'Britishness' of the 

officer corps. Canadian naval officers natufalIy understood and 

applied discipline like theû counterparts in the Royal Navy. Regular 

force officers received their training in British ships and 

institutions, emerging indoctrinated in Royal Navy practices and 

attitudes'' 

RN discipline rested on the social contract of noblesse obliee. 

RN officers were expected to care for the men in a patemaiistic, 

'class* conscious' way. Beginning at midshipman training, the RN 

officer was taught the importance of that relationship, and the 

duties and obligations it demanded of the officer. One RCN officer 

remembered how the principles of were hammered 

into midshipmen during his training in the 1930's: 

"1 well remember the ordeai of Sunday Divisions in HMS 

R-s. [The Commanding Officer] would stop in front of a 

man, then tm to the midshipman and ask such questions 

as, "What is this man's name? 'When is he due his next 

badge? 1s he studying for higher rate? 1s he married?" ... 
and so on. He would then tdk to the man. Sometimes t h e  

midshipman had to "improvise", but the men, God bless 

them, never let us down. We young men were made v e r  y 

aware of the importance of our men and the duties 

regarding them."" 



The principal RCN officers of M-ific * . eny, Athabaskan and 

Crescent shared that background. For example, a typical period of 

officer training for an RCN officer cadet proceeded much like that of 
. . the Executive Officer of Munificent After a spell in the training 

cruisers K M S  Erebus and Frobisher for almost a year and a half, he 

went on to a two and a half year stint as a midshipman in the 

battles hip Resolu tion. After successfdly qualifying for the rank of 

sub-lieutenant, he went to the RN College in Greenwich for one year 

of academic work, then on to Portsmouth for specialist courses in 

Gunnery, Torpedo, Navigation, Signaling, and Divisional work. Next, 

he spent about five years of service in RN ships and establishments, 

fînally retuming to Canada, completing the normal course of 

training for an RCN officer of that period. David Groos also spent 

about five years wîth the Royal Navy, in Frobisher and Shro~shire,  

returning to the RCN on the eve of the Second World Wu. The 

Executive Officer of Athabaskan also had two years of service in 

Royal Navy ships during the war. Such was the normal entry into 

naval life for RCN officers in the generation up to 1949. It was 

therefore natural that young RCN officers came back fkom their 

years of initial training in the RN with a "mid-Atlantic" accent and 

al1 the affectations of RN officers. ls 

The Mainguy Commission heard some testimony on how that 

affected the lower deck. One RCN lieutenant, whose career began in 



the RN's lower deck, described the tendency of RN ratings to 

perform tasks automaticaily, withont questionhg their purpose. H e  

contrasted that to the RCN, where ratings were much more curious 

about the nature of their duties. In his opinion, Canadian sailors 

wanted to understand their actions and consider them vital parts of 

naval operations. He preferred the more automatic RN mentdity.I6 

One divisional officer told the Commission that the Canadian sailor 

had more presence of mind than his RN counterpart: 

"In the RN the sailor does what he is told - usually it is t h e 

right order - but if it was not he would stilï do what he i s 

told. In the Canadian Navy for some reasoa or other t h e  

men feei they are better than the slaves in the RN a n d  

otders which give them an option one way or the other. 

they Ml1 taLe advantage of and do it in their own way."17 

The 1949 mutinies served as a warning that something was 

amiss in RCN officer-man relations. The face of the RCN was 

increasingly more "Canadian" tban "Royal," a trend that began with 

war-time expansion. The small regular force nucleus of officers 

who trained for years with the RN became swamped by "hostilities 

only" reserve officers. At the height of wartime strength, in 

December 1944, RCN (Reserve) and RCN (Volunteer Resewe) officers 

outnumbered regular force officers more than sevenfold.lx After 

the war, many 'hostilities only' personnel stayed in the interim 

force, and later transferred to the RCN. A second, more Canadian- 

centered group of officers and men therefore coexisted with the 
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clique of professional RN-trained officers, and the ratings who were 

accustomed to the pre-1939 Navy. 

Old-time regdar force officers and senior British naval 

officers placed the blame for the RCN's disciplinary problems on the 

wartime reserve officer turned permanent force." G.W .G. Simpson, 

Chief of Naval Staff in New Zealand, who worked with the RCN 

extensively as Commodore "D" Western Approaches during the iast 

two years of the war, blamed reserve officers for the low morale in 

the RCN. After the Mainguy Report became public in 1950, he 

wrote Louis Audette, one of the Commissioners, that the Report 

"leads Canadian officers to think that tbere is a short cut to success 

and an end of their troubles [Le. through Royal Navy disassociation], 

whereas no short cut exists.... "20 Meeting to consider the Mainguy 

Report, the Canadian Naval Board also defended the tradition of 

training RCN officers in the RN, mainly because the RCN lacked the 

RN's wide range of vessels. Not surprisingly, the Board blamed 

hastily trained and rapidly promoted war-the resewist officers 

and petty officers, who continued on in the regular force after 1945, 

for whatever disciplinary problems existed in the RCN? 

Alex Clutterbuck reported on the mutinies ta al1 the major 

government departments in London. He declared the incidents to 

be symptoms of Canadian adolescence. Although each Canadian 

service has a 'profound admiration' for its British opposite, he 

wrote, Canadians try too often to affect 'an air of superiority' over 



Britons. According to Clutterbuck, that inevitably led to 

disappointment. In the Navy's case. for enample, he argued that 

some officers tried to "attain the standards of the RN, of which they 

have had personal experience, but they have not had the same 

personal training." Their men, he continued, enjoyed neither RN 

training nor experience, "and have nothing like the habits of 

discipline to which most Englishmen are sooner or later schooled." 

Clutterbuck diagnosed the RCN's lower deck as 'touched by an 

adolescent phase of nationalism which affected Canada politically a 

generation ago ... and the RCAF during the last war ... to be different 

just for the sake of being different." Clutterbuck concluded that the 

Mainguy Report's recomrnendations to place Canada flashes on 

uniforms, and paint maple leaves on ships' funnels, were just part 

of Canada's desire to "show independence in many mvial ways." He 

di~approved. '~  

Many in Canada and the UK believed the mutinies and the 

Mainguy Report marked a sea change for the RCN. Claxton set about 

to irnplement the report's recommendations, which included 

improving the men's living and working conditions, adopting 

mandatory welfare coaimittees aboard al1 ships and establishing a 

four- year standard program for Naval Officer cadets .'"O man y 

senior Canadian naval officers, and British officials-, however, the 

RCN could have avoided the whole affair by paying more attention 

to the example of the RN, and emulating "Britishness." That attitude 
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ignored the array of other problems facing the RCN. Organizational 

and personnel problems plagued the fleet. h o s t  without 

exception, the most conspicuous cornplaint offered by the witnesses 

to the Mainguy Inquiry was not the 'Britishness' of RCN officers, but 

rather the lack of direction in their daily lives? The Navy had 

been adrift in uncertainty over its role since the war, which 

provided the conditions for lower deck grievances to fester. After 

all, sit-down strikes and work stoppages were becoming more 

frequent in civilian Canada. The new demands brought on by NATO, 

involving commitments to exercise with other fleets, perhaps were 

beyond the means of the "CindereLla service." 

Canada's rhetoric about collective secunty was tested on 20 

June 1948, when the Soviet Union cut off al1 means of ground 

transportation to the Ailied Occupation Zones of Berlin, which lay 

entirely in the Soviet-controlled part of Gennany. Moscow had 

reacted to what it considered to be an attempt by the US, UK and 

France to integate their respective zones by combining their 

currencies into one. The western powers responded quickly. On 25 

June, the RAF and USAF began the massive airiift of food and 
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supplies which would drag on iintil May 1949, when the Soviets 

finaliy lifted the blockade. A senior RAF officer asked Maurice 

Pope, Head of the Canadian MiIitary Mission in Berlin, whether 

Canada could provide either aircraft or crews to assist the British 

effort." Pope wired Extemal Affairs in Ottawa to expect an official 

request, which came on 28 June h m  Bevin through Norman 

Robertson (and other High Commissioners). New Zealand and 

Austraiia eventuaIly offered aircrews to the RAF, but Canada 

offered nothing, although it easily could have mustered a squadron 

of Dakotas. 

Despite Ottawa's growing fascination with the cult of collective 

security, the King Cabinet, with the notable exception of St. Laurent, 

was more affkonted by the British request for help, reminiscent of 

Chanak, than the events unfolding in Berlin. More than any other 

Cabinet member, Brooke Claxton was adamantly opposed to 

involvement, mainly for reasons of status rather than military 

considerations. He wrote St. Laurent on 30 June, giving four 

reasons, a l i  specious, to keep Canadian planes home: Canada was 

not a power of Occupation in Berlin, and therefore had no Say in 

policy; Canadian assistance would be unduly provocative; Canada 

would be nothing more than the paid help of the US or UK; and the 

UK took too much for granted in asking for help? - In other words, 

Canadian military assistance to the 'cornmon cause' of security was 

conditional. Nonetheless, by refusing to assist the M F ,  Ottawa 



missed an opportunity to 'counterbdance' the US effort. 

Claxton's thinking was in line with Canadian foreign policy. 

Ottawa wanted collective secdty,  but preferred to pursue it under 

the umbrella of the United Nations or a North Atlantic security pact, 

linking North America and Europe in common defence -- still within 

the parameters of the UN. As St. Laurent said in one of his 

'cmsading' speeches to convince Canadians of the need for such an 

alliance, if the Communist states attempt "by direct or indirect 

aggression to extend theû police states. .. by subduing any more free 

nations, they will not succeed unless they can overcome us 

King and his Cabinet also wanted to present collective security as a 

British, rather than an American initiative, thereby not implying 

that Canada was just following the American lead.'" 

The demands of the Berlin airlift brought to light the RAF's 

shortage of pilots and navigators, and the overall dearth of 

specialists in Britain's armed forces. In January 1949, Philip Noel- 

Baker approached Frederick Hudd, temporarily replacing Dana 

Wilgress as Canada's High Commissioner in London, for permission 

to recruit medical specialists in Canada. Recruitment under the 

National Service Act had proven insufficient. Soon after, Wilfnd 

Curtis advised Pearson that the RAF was planning to meet with 

Dominion Air Force liaison representatives to discuss possible Short 

Service Commissions in the RAF for Dominion pilots and navigators. 

Pearson and Curtis wanted no part of the scheme, mainly because it 



would compte with RCAF recruiting at home.2g 

Nonetheless, senior RAF manning officers invited Hurley to 

attend the meeting set for 19 January. W o m e d  that to refuse the 

invitation altogether would constitute a deliberate affiont to the 

RAF, Hurley attended the meeting, but only in an observer capacity. 

The RAF officers asked pointed questions to the Dominion 

representatives, particularly referring to the numbers of British 

servicemen in their services. South Africa, for instance, had 

recruited some 300 air personnel in the UK since the war. Hutley 

said little in the meeting, except to claim that recruiting in Canada 

was tight generally, unlike the pre-1939 years when volunteers 

aplenty were available for both the RCAF and RAF. That was 

certainly part of the RCAF's recruiting story. Hurley did not, 

however, mention that the RCAF accepted five or six British recruits 

per month in 1948. He also did not mention that the Canadian 

military had on file about 150 applications fkom UK doctors, most of 

whom had k e n  in one of the British services. Canada simply had 

more to offer professionals and tradesmen."O The Air Ministry 

made a formal request to Canada for permission to recruit, but the 

Cabinet refused." The RAF did not press the matter. 

The Berlin crisis breathed new life into London's fantasies of a 

Commonwealth defence scheme. Over the summer-, the British 

Chiefs of Staff even came up with a Commonwealth mobilization 

plan, code name DOUBLEQUICK, should dl-out war erupt with 



~ussia." The Chiefs were confident that the Commonwealth 

military planners were ready and wüling to start joint planning, but 

were k ing  held back fiom doing so by theù political masters. That 

point was rapidly becoming the mantra for senior British officers 

tired of seeing, in their opinion, apathetic governments as the only 

roadblock to Commonwealth defence. The Joint Planning Staff 

lamented in early August, the UK and US were CO-operating more 

closely in defence matters than the UK and "the other self- 

aoverning parts of the Commonwealth." The JPS was confident that, & 

if the Foreign Office could nurtnte Commonwealth relationships 

with the same zeal it did with the State Depamnent, the respective 

militaries would combine their resources wi thout re~ervation.~ ' The 

Chiefs hoped to use the upcoming Prime Ministef s Meeting, 

scheduled for October, as a sounding board for their ideas on 

Commonwealth defen~e.3~ 

On the eve of the conference, Commonwealth defence 

comprised little more than a means to disseminate information. 

Since the end of the war, Britain had made no progress whatsoever 

on its wish list of CO-ordinated defence objectives, joint military 

plans or a program of resource dispersaL3' The Chiefs still wanted, 

among other things, regional zones of responsibility outlined for 

Commonwealth nations, with mobilization plans set out in the event 

of Soviet attack on any or aii of them. They even brought out the 

idea of a Commonwealth Advisory Working Party on Defence, 



pennanently located in London, to act as a clearing house for policy 

and plans among the 'White Dominions .'" 

The concept of CO-ordinating defences in a larger Ramework 

was sound enough. but the whole notion of corralling the Prime 

Ministers into London and pressing a formal Commonwealth 

defence pact on them was foolish -- just as it had been in 1946. 

Circumstances were different this t h e  around, however: the 

division between the Soviet Union and the western powers was 

practically entrenched, and the creation of a tram-Atlantic defence 

alliance was imminent. British hopes for a Commonwealth defence 

scheme were therefore lifted again. As Ernest Bevin convinced his 

Cabinet Defence Cornmittee colleagues, a Commonwealth bloc, 

together with Western Union, could be as strong as the US or Soviet 

U n i ~ n . ~ '  It was that position he wanted to impress on the Prime 

Ministers. The British service Chiefs' proposais were sent out to the 

Dominions in August; Norman Robertson, Arnold Heeney and St. 

Laurent were agreed that they might be workable ideas for 

Australia, New Zealand and, perhaps. South Afnca, but not for 

Canada.38 

British officiais had conviaced themseives that the whole 

question of common defence policy was still open, and had been for 

some time. Bevin, Montgomery and Alexander med to resurrect it 

at the Prime Ministers' Meeting of 1948, but they received only 

cautious support from New Zealand and Australia -- the two 
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Dominions most vocalIy in favour of Commonwealth defence. For 

the most part, however, the PNne Ministers, who convened on 11 

October and met for almost two weeks, concentrated on the sterling 

area's dismal balance of payments situation and the entrance of the 

'New' Dominions (India, Pakistan and Ceylon) into the 

Commonwealth (and the departure of the Republic of Ireland)? 

When defence questions did corne up, Robertson and St. Laurent, 

who altemately sat in for a sick Mackenzie King, made it clear 

Canada was interested in the defence of North Amerka and the 

north Atlantic, and would not even participate in discussions on any 

other regionPo A good deal of time was spent on that point at the 

Cabinet meeting on 4 November. Claxton and St. Laurent took tums 

demolishing the British proposals, maintainhg that the current 

liaison system was adequate, and that defence planning exclusively 

with Commonwealth couatries would be 'unreai' for Canada? 

Indeed, in the context of the Five-Power North Atlantic talks, 

where Canada negotiated on her own behalf dong with France, the 

UK, US, and the Benelux countries, the idea of becoming embroiled 

in a Commonwealth bloc was absurd. By thinking otherwise, British 

officials demonstrated their ignorance both of Canada's nationalism, 

and Ottawa's legitimate and reasonable claim that the UK alone, not 

the entire Commonwealth, was a necessary and welcome factor in 

Canada's ~ecurity."~ It is difficult to disagree with J.L. Granatstein 

who argued that, in the aftermath of the London meetings, there 
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was an "indefinable sense that somehow the Commonwealth now 

mattered l e s .  "43 

Britain did have its uses. Late in 1949, for example, Ottawa 

tumed to London to help Canada's threatened merchant marine, 

deemed by Ottawa in 1947 to be "a definite part of the nation's 

defensive armour." At the end of the war, Ottawa had sold 215 dry 

cargo ships to Canadian companies, such as Canadian National and 

Acadia Overseas Freighters Ltd. The terms were generous: payment 

could be deferred until the ships made a profit, providing they 

remain registered under Canadian flag. The Department of 

Transportation made an exception in 1948, allowing thirty-nine 

ships to be sold to foreign interests to pay for fleet modernization. 

In October and November 1949, however, the future of the 

remaining 176 vessels was in jeopardy. Low UK freight rates and 

the devalued pound made Canadian freight rates prohibitive. Pnor 

to devaluation, the cost of operating a Canadian flag vesse1 stood at 

$810.50 per diem, compared to $525.46 per day for UK vessels. 

After devaluation, the UK pnce was just over $400. Adding to the 

Canadian woes was an Act of Congress wtually eliminating 



Canadian bottoms from transporting US dollar fkeight. %y 21 

November, twenty-three Canadian vessels were laid up because of 

the dearth in freight trafic. The Canadian Maritime Commission 

estimated that figure to triple or quadruple in 1950? 

In order to salvage the fleet, J.V. Clyne, Chairman of the 

Canadian Maritime Commission, went to London to persuade the 

Minisüy of Transport to register sixty-five Canadian-owned ships 

under British flag. That way, Canadian ships could take on sterling 

freight, while paying expenses in sterling instead of dollars. His aim 

was to maintain a nucleus flag fleet in the event of an emergency. 

Ottawa wanted the ships to stay in the Commonwealth, an aim fully 

consistent with London's mantra of "resource dispersal." Wilgress 

told Clyne that he wouid have an uphill battle, because Sir Stafford 

Crïpps, Chancellor of the Exchequer, saw the whole idea as just 

another wasteful draw on precious dollars. Furthermore, intending 

to keep a large fleet for defence purposes, Atlee's govemment 

passed legislation forbidding the transfer of vessels out of British 

regisuy. Allowing Canadian ships to aansfer to the UK, then back 

again on Ottawa's request, was therefore an exceptional request. 

Despite the potential obstacles, Clyve was able to convince 

Transport officiais that, by allowing UK managers to deal in dollar 

trades, it would actually be advantageous to Britain's dollar position 

to take on Canadian-owned ships working in dollar freight. In 

November 1949, Canada and the UK stnick a deal, transfemng 65 
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ships sold by Ottawa to Acadia Overseas Freightets Limited to UK 

registry. Both sides were more than pleased that the ships would 

remain within the Commonwealth as a strategic reserve? 

Both Canada and the UK also wanted to preserve the snategic 

integrity of the escort base at St. John's. The Newfoundland 

negotiations of late 1949 put an end to direct British authority on 

the North Amerïcan continent. NewfoundIand joined Confederation 

in March 1949; by the fail, British and Canadian officials squabbled 

over the price of transferrhg the St. John's naval base and 

Admiralty holdings in Newfoundland to Canada. The Admualty had 

reluctantly taken over the base in 1945, spent approximately $18 

million on it since, and looked to get some amount of compensation 

from Canada in the transfer. For its part, the RCN guaranteed the 

Admiralty that the base, and RCN logistical support, would remain 

avaiiable to RN ships in an emergency? 

On 2 September, Clutterbuck and other British officials met 

Bud Drury, Alex Ross and others from Ottawa ta discuss the matter. 

Clutterbuck suggested a s e l h g  price of $18 million, but Bud Dnuy 

deferred a decision. The UK dso wanted assurances that St. John's 

would be available to the RN as an escort base in an e~nergency.~~ 

Unawart of the RCN's previous guarantee, Dnuy offered no 

assurances, arguing that Canadian sovereignty could not be 

compromised in that way. Besides, Canada was also negotiating 

Newfoundland leases with the US; Ottawa could not give the British 
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assurances it wanted to refuse the Americans4' Compared to those 

ongoing with the US over pst-Confederation lease rights, the 

property negotiations were simple?g In December, Ottawa and 

London fially settled on a dollar figure -- $7 million -- and the two 

sides signed the final agreement in January 1950.50 The RCN and 

the RN agreed to apply their previous agreements conceming 

reciprocd use of bases. The RCN promised to maintain the base at 

St. John's in peacetime, and have it up to speed in an emergency. 

Passing the responsibility to Canada for Newfoundland 

penerally was one way Atlee's govenunent could ease up on its 

draining dollar reserves (although that was not the reason for the 

transfer). The Canadian and American loans and gifts that had 

sustained Britain's wartime and post-war dollar holdings were 

running out, and London looked to cut relevant expenditures. The 

UK had managed to hold the line on dollar spending in 1949, but the 

rest of the sterling area spent dollars on Canadian and American 

ooods at a much greater level than in 19485' The British Treasury b 

set out to increase its exports ta North America (even by devaluing 

the pound in September) creating, for instance, the Canadian Dollar 

Sterling Trade Boardos2 Ultimately, however, London could do little 

to disguise the very obvious shift in the nature of international 

trade and, therefore in the balance of power. 

The potential ability of the Commonwealth to affect that shift 

was dubious. As far as Canadian policy-makers were concerned, 



they continued to acknowledge the importance of the 

Commonwealth, but ranked it weil behind NATO and the UN on 

most securiey matters. The Colombo Conference of Commonwealth 

Foreign Ministers, held in the Ceylonese capital in January 1950, 

was a case in point. Pearson attended the Conference, but r e d y  

mustered only a formal interest in the "Colombo Plan," forged to 

assist the region's development. Bevin and the rest of Atlee's 

cabinet embraced the idea, panicularly because the UK had ponred 

a considerable amount of sterling into the area since the war. 

Pearson and the Canadian Cabinet reluctantly agreed to give a token 

sum to the plan - $25 million in the first year of a six-year 

program. Expenditures for NATO and UN activities would take top 

priority in Ottawa's budgeting. 

Held in the midst of major social and political upheaval in 

South and Southeast Asia, the Colombo Conference exposed the 

fractures in Commonwealth views of the region. On 1 January, Mao 

Zedong had taken the last continental Chinese city from the 

Kuomintang, giving the Communists complete control of the Chinese 

mainland. Britain, India, Pakistan and Ceylon recognized the 

People's Republic of China eight days before the Colombo Conference 

opened. Canada, New Zealand and Ausualia hesitated (along with 

the US). The former group prefemed conciliation in the area, but 

the latter considered China tu be one of many potential problems in 

the region. The British Atmy had its hands full with insurgents in 



Malaya. In Viemam, Ho Chi Minh's Viet Minh forces were in open 

revolt against the French-supported Emperor Bao Dai. Korea 

remained divided into Cornmunist and UN-backed areas. The region 

was ripe for nationalist cum communist inspired conflict. 

Given the explosive context, Bevin and the UK Chiefs of Staff 

uied to use the Colombo meetings to promote closer Commonwealth 

defence CO-operation.' Much of the British press concenaated on 

that aspect of Colombo. The Economisb for example, ran columns on 

how the Commonwealth would forge a common foreign policy on 

Asian problems at Colombo, and also commit to common 

responsibility to execute it? Tbat was ridiculous. Only Ausaalia, 

New Zealand and South Afiica agreed to defence talks at Colombo, 

but they accomplished nothing. Furthemore, uaified foreign policy 

had long been an anachronism; conjuring it up again was foolish. 

Canada stood its well-won ground, refusing to give lip senrice to 

Commonwealth defence. After the Conference, the British Chiefs 

could only declare that Canada was in a 'special position' with 

respect to defence, and they were right. '' 
T hat ' special position' rested in Canada' s geographical, 

economic and strategic ties to the US. There were no illusions in 

Ottawa, however, that Canada and the US had an 'equai' military 

relationship. In late 1949 and early 1950, the two counmes 

examined their military preparedness for continental defence. 

Senior Canadian and American military opinion still regarded the 



Soviet threat to North Amerka as diversionary to a main attack in 

Europe.s6 Canadian, European and Amencan authorities agreed that 

the Soviet atomic bomb test in August 1949 did not alter that 

as se ssment s7 Nonetheless, the Canadian Army dlocated substantid 

resources to the Mobile Striking Force (MSF), which consisted of 

three airbome battalions and. hypothetically, RCAF air mobile 

support (which really was only sufficient to lift one battalion). 

In August 1949, Exercise Eagle (wherein the MSF was to 

recapture an airfield at Fort St. John, B.C) highlighted the 

deficiencies in Amy-RCAF CO-operation. 58 The Canadian press, 

even Liberal newspapers, were incensed over the sad state of 

Canada's air defence capabilities. Less than a dozen Vampires were 

even available in Western Canada. Because their awuliary pilots 

had just finished summer training, however, no jets took part in 

Eagle. The Army needed sixty Dakotas for its parachute drop; the 

RCAF managed to scavenge only seventeedg In February 1950, 

Canada and the US partïcipated in SWEETBRIAR, a joint exercise of 

air-ground combined operations in the wooded sub-Arctic. Also in 

Febmary , in Churchill, Manitoba's, extreme cold, a Company of the 

Royal Canadian Regirnent (RCR) canied out a month-long test of 

equipment and personal gear codenamed Exemise SUN DOG 1. O.M. 

Solandt, in a March address to the Empire Club of -Toronto, insisted 

that Canadian preparedness in the North was solid, despite his 

obse~at ion that air superiority was the one prerequisite for 
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success ful ground ope ration^.^^ Solandt exaggerated; Canada was 

certainly aot prepared for northem operations, aithough the 

promise of the CFlûû was one reason to be optimistic. 

Even so, Canadian officials continued their bellicose assertions 

that, as a mîddle power, Canada desemed the respect of its ABC 

partners. The US State Department was particularly sensitive to 

Canada's attitude. In March. one State Department official 

commented that "Canada now wears long trousers, and is distinctly 

conscious of it .... Extra pains are needed now and again to convince 

Canada that it is being treated as an equal partner intemationally, 

not as a 'camp-follower'.'"' That characterized the behaviour of 

Canadian officials at every step of defence dealings. 

In June 1950, for example, the issue of Canada's 

representation on the Combined Communications Board (CCB) came 

to a head. Canada, dong wiîh Austraiia and New Zeaiand, had 

attended meetings of the CCB, a sub-committee of the Combined 

Chiefs of Staf f  Cornmittee, during the war. That continued until 

1949, when the CCB was reorganized. In the new tems of 

reference for the Board, Britain was supposed to speak for the 

Commonwealth, but Escott Reid, Canada's new Under-Secretary of 

State for Extemal Affairs, found that arrangement unacceptable, 

even though the Chiefs of Staff were willing to acquiesce!' 

However, by May and June 1950, FouIkes, Curtis and Vice Admiral 

Harold Grant, the new CNS, changed their rninds. 
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The Canadian Chiefs wanted a aipartite ABC committee 

instead of just an Anglo-Amencan body. They each lobbied this 

case to the2 UK opposites (not, interestingly, to the US Chiefs), 

arguing that Canada was already a party to the ABC standardization 

agreement. The British Chiefs, however, wanted to avoid giving 

Canada status above other Commonwealth countries. Curtis wrote 

Slessor that, in economic and trade questions, the UK was nght to 

treat Commonwealth countries equaily. In defence matters, 

however, Curtis stated Canada's special case: "How many other 

countries have defence pacts with both the United States and the 

United Kingdo~n?"~' The British Chiefs were sympathetic to the 

Canadian views, but preferred to work alone with the Americans 

rather than include Canada, or any other NATO and Commonwealth 

counmes, in the CCB.64 The structure of the CCB tuned out to be a 

moot point. Communications, including radar and electronics 

standardization, would be taken over instead by a sub-committee of 

NATO's Standing Group (consisting of the US, UK and France). 

The UK Service Liaison Staff's Secretary in Ottawa, Lieutenant 

Colonel R.G.M. Stephenson, noticed how deeply the resentment ran 

in Ottawa. Part of Stephenson's job was to exchange Chiefs of Staff 

Cornmittee minutes with the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Secretary, 

Brigadier J.D.B. Smith. Normally, Stephenson would visit Smith's 

office, taking notes while Smith went through recent minutes. On 

two occasions in June 1950, Smith told Stephenson that the Chiefs 
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resented king left out of the CCB and that there was linle of British 

interest in recent meetings. He refused to review the minutes as he 

norrnally did, but instead proceeded to lecnire Stephenson on how 

Canada intended to play a fully independent role in NATO. He also 

described the Chiefs' distress over their British opposites' refusal to 

accord Canada special statiis within the Commonwealth. Smith cited 

another slight to Canada's "national dignity ." When Canadian and 

American observers attended their first Western Union Military 

Committee talks in 1949, they found no seats at the mai .  table. This 

had been a mistake and the WU representatives quickly made a 

place for the American, but not for the Canadian delegate. When 

Tedder apparently remarked that the Canadian "would be quite 

okay behind me," they put the Canadian in the British group. 

Stephenson seemed surprised. He reported to his Chiefs that the 

Canadians considered this incident, and the CCB &fair, to be 'serious 

affronts to Canadian national dignity'. He recommended that, in 

future, British officers be mindful of Canadian sensitivities, making 

at leas t token affinnations of Canadian independence? 

Canadian officiais treated classified information in terms of 

membership in the ABC ccclub." They considered that membership 

to be of singular importance to Canada's security, providing that the 

US and UK always respected Canadian sovereignty- and equality. 

The Canadian Chiefs of Staff, therefore, came to view the CCB affair 

as an affront to Canada's special place in the "club." Curtis had 



made a valid point. Canada did have a special status within the 

Commonwealth because of its access to UK and US security 

information; the US and UK codd freely exchange each other's 

classified information with Canada. The restrictions were much 

tighter for other Commonwealth countries. The UK could release US 

information to them only if the US concurred, and oaly where the 

information applied directly to the country in question. India and 

Ceylon, however, were almost entirely excluded from this 

information loopP6 

Canadian poiicy on classified information was also smct. 

Canada released its Top Secret information only to the US and UK. 

Canada' s Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) moaitored the release of 

such information to other counmes. In 1949, the JIC reviewed its 

policies to bring them in line with smcter British practices. 

According to the new policy, only the interested Chief of Staff could 

approve the release of Secret or Top Secret information to a 

Commonwealth country. Even then, the JIC recommended that 

information be released on a ~ y i d  pro q ~ p  basisP7 The DRB 

followed that practice, often trying to use scientific information as a 

carrot to lure tidbits from non-ABC countries for use by the Director 

of Scientinc Intelligence @SI). DRB's use of Oyid ~ r o  gyg was 

cautious, however, the DSI being "weary of handing information on 

a plate to leftists ."68 

In mid-1950, the UK liaison team in Ottawa took a 



considerable interest in what it saw as a growing Canadian 

assertiveness and desire to be 'distinct' withui the ABC alliance. In 

June, the liaison officers prepated a joint report for the British 

Chiefs of Staff on how Canadians felt about Britain and the 

relationship between the two countries. The British officers 

described Canadian perceptions of Britain as contradictory. On the 

one hand, they reported: "There is, except among French Canadians, 

a strong feeling of loyalty to, and affection for, the Crown." On the 

other hand, there was a growing "sense of Canada's national 

independence and of the importance of the part which she, as a 

sovereign country, must play in world affairs." The liaison officers 

also obsewed that Canadians wanted to mode1 their goverment 

and military &ter Britain's, but that that admiration was coupled to 

a touchy resentment of advice fkom London: "[The liaison staff] 

cannot stress too much how pro-British the Canadians are but, at 

the same time, they are very conscious they are a nation, and like 

some very young men, they are very hurt if other people don? 

realize they' ve grown up.'*' While admitting that Canada' s military 

had little choice but to favour US supplies over British, the liaison 

officers made a very poignant observation. They suggested that 

Canadian defence policy-makers might discover that the US, even 

more than the UK, could thteaten Canada's autonomy and 

i ndependence ? O  Imminent events would test that prediction. 



On 25 July 1950, Kim-il Sung's North Korean forces swept over 

the 38th parallel, capturing Seoui within four days. Only six months 

earlier, the Truman administration had downgraded the strategic 

importance of South Korea. withdrawing US troops there to Japan. 

Now, Truman, Acheson and other politicos in Washington flip- 

flopped on their Korean policy, committing immediately to 

supporting Syngman Rhee's Republic of South Korea. Tnunan 

authorized General Douglas MacArthur, US Far East Commander, to 

mobilize US forces in Japan to assist ROK (Republic of Korea) forces 

fighting the invaders. The US sought and received UN Security 

Council sanction for operations in Korea, and the UN quickly calIed 

on mernber nations to conûibute to a multinational force. 

MacArthur needed help. US ground forces were sadly unprepared 

for tbeir initial operations in Korea. On 5 July, just south of Seoul, 

US aoops suffered their first setback at the hands of the North 

Koreans. For the rest of July, US aircraft based in Japan tried, and 

failed to halt the North Korea advance. By month's end, Noah Korea 

had managed to trap US and ROK troops in the "Pusan Perimeter," in 

the south-east corner of the peninsula. 

The St. Laurent governent considered the mess to be solely 



a US adventure ripe with danger for Canada? During July, as the 

likelihood of a quick Communist victory increased, St. Laurent, 

Pearson and Claxton resigned themselves to making naval and air 

contributions to Korea. Ottawa agreed to place three destroyers 

( C a v u a  Sioux and Athabaskan), already dispatched to the theatre, 

under UN command. On 19 July, the Cabinet decided to send a 

transport squadron of North Stars to aid the airlift to Korea, and 

approved an accelerated defence programme, including an increase 

in personnel by five or six thousand actoss the services?' 

Committing Canadian ground forces, however, was another 

matter. The Canadian Army had no trained expeditionary force 

ready for overseas service, and the MSF, consisting on paper of 

three parachute battalions, was reserved for defence of Canada 

purposes. It was also difficult for the UK to commit ground forces. 

The British Army's Order of Battie was already scattered throughout 

the UK, Ge-y, the Middle East, Malaya and Hong Kong.'' The 

C E S  (Chief of the Imperia1 General Staff), Bernard Montgomery, 

therefore opposed sending troops to Korea on military grounds. 

Politically, however, he agreed with Atlee that British prestige 

demanded actiod4 Canada shared Britain' s military/political 

dilemma. Despite the Army's whittled state, Ottawa could not 

ignore the US or the UN, especially because the latter had k e n  

touted by Canadians since the war as their vehicle for 'middle 

power' respect?' 
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By the end of the month, the UK. Australia and New Zedand 

offered troops for Korea, and the US stepped up pressure on Canada 

to do the ~ a m e ? ~  On 7 August, tespondhg to US pressure, St. 

Laurent announced that Canada would raise a special brigade for UN 

service. From the Korean front, Calgary Herald correspondent Ross 

Munro reported that the Americans and Commonwealth troops 

hailed the Canadian decision." Washington welcomed it more on 

political than rnilitary grounds. The more multinational the UN 

force appeared, the less ammunition Moscow had to discredit the 

action as a purely US initiative? 

The Canadian brigade would have to operate with either a US 

or British formation. St. Laurent and Pearson adarnantly, and 

correctly, insisted that the distinct identity of the force be 

maintained. Canada was also increasingly displeased with the US 

conduct of the war." Those factors, combined with the fact that 

most of the initial recruits for the SpeciaI Force were Second World 

War veterans, accustomed to British equipment and tactics, led 

Ottawa to group the brigade with 1 Commonwealth Division.'* The 

story of how that came about has been told, and need not be 

repeated hereO8' What has not been brought to iight, however, was 

how the UK tried to use the grouping to manipulate future Canadian 

(and other Commonwealth members) poiicy in the Far East. 

2 PPCLI (Prïncess Panicia's Canadian Light Infantry) was the 

first Canadian ground unit to enter the Korean war. The battalion 
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spent the first four months of 1951 with 1 Middlesex Regiment and 

2 RAR (Royal Ausualian Regiment). formuig the 27th Brigade. Most 

of the brigade's activities involved patrobg and minor skirmishes 

with the enemy. The Kap'yong banle in late April was the 

exception, when 1 Middlesex, 2 RAR and 2 PPCLI held off a Chinese 

division (the Chinese had intervened massively with ground troops 

in Iate 1950) to aiiow a South Korean division to retreat. The RAR 

and PPCLI received a Distinguished Unit Citation from the US 

govemment for theh actions. British press reports hailed Kap'yong 

as a great Empire victory. Reuters' Roland Batchelor wrote that 

"British Commonwealth troops m e d  back the clock 35 years to 

write the final and most glorious chapter in the history of (27th) 

brigade.. . . Three Commonwealth battalions had plugged the gap. 

The Lion had slain the dragon."82 That was the kind of Imperia1 

jingoism Canada had k e n  trying to avoid in Korea. 

Canadian officiais were as concerned as ever that British 

military authorities would show the same disregard for the 

'distinctness' of their force within the Commonwealth Division, On 

18 July 1951, the St. Laurent govemment inquired through 

Alexander Clutterbuck whether London had made any preparations 

to leave occupation forces in Korea if an armistice ensued. Boosted 

by the Canadian initiative, the Chiefs of Staff instructed the Joint 

Planning Staff to study the question of occupation forces within a 

Commonwealth framework. The P S  held a preliminary meeting 
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with the liaison staffs of New Zealand. Australia and South Africa, 

but Desmond Smith declined the invitation, saying only that he "had 

nothing to ~ f f e r . " ~ ~  Subsequently. the JPS asked the four Liaison 

staffs for information on the probable effects on training and 

development of theK m e d  forces if part of their sea, land and air 

contingents in Korea remained as occupation forces. The JPS 

envisioned a likely Commonwealth contribution of token naval and 

air forces, and one brigade composed of a major unit from each 

country. British planners also asked the staffs to consider the 

implications of contributing their Korean forces to "support 

Commonwealth interests in the cold war in South East Asia or the 

Middle East."84 

New Zealand, Australia and South Africa supplied the 

information as a matter of course. However, when news of the 

request reached Ottawa on 30 August, it caused, in Alex 

Clutterbuck's words, "great annoyame bath in official and service 

circles." In Pearson's absence, Amold Heeney went to Clutterbuck 

to protest the request. Heeney reminded the High Commissioner 

that sending troops from Korea to protect 'Commonwealth interests ' 

in any part of the world was contrary to Canadian policy. Heeney 

pointed out that the UK authorities seemed to be treating Canada as 

a subordinate instead of an equal. It was forninate, he told 

Clutterbuck, that this request had not surfaced a few days earlier, 

when the Cabinet Defence Committee discussed the stationing of the 



brigade group in Gemany (see below). If it had, Heeney was sure 

"the effect would have been dis as trou^.'^^ A strong supporter of 

Canada's British connection, Heeney womed less about the request 

itself than the perception that British officiais med to "pull a fast 

one." Extemal Affairs, Heeney explained, wanted to avoid any 

appearance that müitary planning with Britain might force Ottawa's 

hand on future political decisi0ns.8~ 

Clutterbuck's report threw the Commonwealth Relations Office 

into a frenzy, trying to determine why Canada objected so 

strenuously to the JPS request. The CR0 assumed the liaison staffs 

were equipped to provide political and military information -- a 

role approved by Canada and other Commonwealth countries at the 

Prime Ministers ' Meeting in January ? However, the Prime 

Ministers also agreed to examine the extent to which each staff 

could exercise that role. Desmond Smith, therefore, was unwilling to 

act without approval of the Chiefs of Staff and, consequently, the 

Cabinet Defeace Cornmittee. The CR0 found the Canadian staff's lack 

of initiative incomprehensible and unduly cumbersome in 

cornparison to the British practice, which allowed liaison staffs to 

speak for the Chiefs of Staff?' Sir Neil Pritchard, who had many 

dealings with Canada since the 1930s' described Smith's refusa1 to 

attend the first meeting, and his subsequent unwillingness to 

provide information without Ottawa's approval, "suspicious and 

~hildish.'"~ 



That condescendhg attitude, prevalent in Whitehall, 

demonstrated the British government's ignorance of Canadian 

policies and practices. The JPS, and especially the CRO, should have 

predicted Canada's reaction to the suggestion that her Korean 

contribution be coupled with Commonwealth goals elsewhere. That 

was precisely the sort of 'entanglement' Canada had been avoiding 

since the war. CIuttetbuck recommended to the CR0 that he screen 

any future requests to the Canadian liaison staff that migbt have 

political implications, or could be consmied so by Ottawa?' The 

Joint Planners, who met on 5 September to discuss the matter, took 

more drastic action. They banned al1 requests for information to dl 

Commonwealth liaison staffs, deciding to route such inquiries 

through the UKSLS in the Commonwealth capitals instead. The 

Planners also agreed that any requests having possible political 

implications be screened by the appropriate High Commissioner(s)?' 

Canada would, however, help out Britain on a case by case 

basis. In the spring of 1953, the Admiralty requested the RCN to 

augment British fighter strength in Korea by providing twenty-four 

Sea Fury aircraft and pilots. The RCN and the Canadian Cabinet 

Defence Cornmittee agreed to provide twelve Sea Furies and 

fourteen pilots for carrier operations in Korean waters?? They 

never went. When the war ended officially on 27 July, Fouikes 

advised the Cabinet Defence Cornniittee to withdraw the offer, to 

avoid king "diverted to other UK commitments in the Far East in 
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which Canada would not wish to talre part.'"3 During the Canadian 

-y's withdrawal from Korea beginning in 1953, Britain continued 

q i n g  to convince Ottawa that maintaining adequate occupation 

forces was vital to the integrity of the Commonwealth (not 

Canada).g4 British officials still had not corne to @ps with Canada's 

lack of passion for the Commonwealth. 

During the early stages of the crisis in Korea, Atlee directed 

the Commonwealth Relations Office to advise the Cabinet Defence 

Committee on the Iikely association of other Commonwealth 

countries in a future war. The CR0 concluded that Canada deserved 

special treatment because of its "unique position in the 'Atlantic 

Triangle' Indeed, Canadians had been saying that for years. 

Canadian policy-malcers also considered their position within the 

Triangle to be special. US Embassy officials in Ottawa noticed a 

marked arrogance in Canada's (or Pearson's) self-appointed role as 

'honest broker' between the UK and US since the creation of NATOmg6 

Whatever Canada achieved in that regard, External Affairs 

mandarins took the task seriously, always looking for ways to keep 

a measure of balance in American and British power. US 



belligerence in Korea therefore caused Extemal Affairs to "maintain 

the Commonwealth comection as a check on such tendencies?' 

One interna1 study in Pearson's depanment -- that he circulated in 

the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee -- suggested that, to avoid having to 

deal aione with the US, Canada should "try to foster a strengthening 

of the Commonwealth association.'*' 

Officials in the deparmient knew that Canadian soldiers 

preferred British leadership to Amencan, and thought that Canadian 

views were taken more seriously by London than Washington. 

Nonetheless, Extemai also insisted that committing to the 

Commonwealth Division was a purely funciional decision: it set no 

precedent for future military formations. The mood in Ottawa 

seemed to recognize Korea as the last tirne Canadian units would 

form up with Commonwealth, not US, compamots?' Ottawa 

punctuated that view in June, when Claxton denied the UK 

invitation to attend the Conference of Commonwealth Defence 

Ministers in L ~ n d o n . ~ "  Wilgress sat in as an observer, contributing 

nothing to discussions that centered on defence of the Middle 

East.'' ' 
Also in June, at NATO talks in Paris (which resulted in the 

'Paris Plan' to close the gap in defence contributions within NATO), 

John Slessor puîied CAS Curtis to the side after one of the planning 

meetings. Slessor said that the British were very pleased that 

Canadians were fighting alongside Commonwealth troops in Korea, 



and wodd like to see the same arrangement for the Integrated 

Force. He said that the "Colonial Office" asked him to "persuade 

Canada to continue her operational effort in close cooperation with 

the British rather than with the USA." Sir John wanted the RCAF to 

work with the RAF. Curtis explained that the RCAF planned to work 

with the USAF for "logistical reasons," but Slessor was not swayed. 

He pointed out to Curtis that the RAF was also moving toward US 

aircraft and equipment, therefore reducing operational barriers on 

that score. Curtis reponed the discussion to Claxton, adding that the 

matter seemed "uppermost in Sir John's mind." Lieutenant Colonel 

R.L. Rayrnont, Foulkes' Executive Assistant, was livid that someone 

could actually refer to the CR0 as the Colonial Office. 'OL 

The RCAF wanted US logistical support, and they soon 

completed discussions with the USAF for just that, beginning in 

1953. The grouping of the Canadian contribution to the lntegrated 

Force was another story, m g  out to be a political boondoggle. It 

became one largely because of astute political maneuvering by the 

new CGS. Lieutenant General Guy Simonds, one of the Allies' better 

field generals during the Second World War, was Canadian 

Anglophilia personified. Born in Britain, he had spent a good part of 

his life there since, most recently at the Imperia1 Defence College 

after the war. Simonds returned to Canada as Commandant of the 

National Defence College in Kingston, before succeeding Foukes as 

CGS earlier in 1951. Simonds and Foulkes were rivais, the latter 
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having been appointed CGS after the war instead of Simonds, who 

was Foulkes' superiot for part of the war. Since Fouilces' 

appointment in 1946, Simonds and Foulkes did not get dong (not 

that they had previously), and Simonds, outspoken as he was about 

oovenunent policy, sensed a conspiracy in Ottawa to keep him out b 

of the Simonds might have been overly paranoid, but 

some evidence suggests that he was right.lo4 

Nonetheless, he was back in Ottawa, and determined to make 

his mark on Canadian defence policy. In lune, the British CIGS, 

Field-Marshal William Slim, sounded Simonds out on how to change 

the nunoured decision in Ottawa to place Canada's NATO brigade 

under US command in Germany. S b ' s  approach was part two of a 

tag-team effort with Slessor to use theit military contacts in Canada 

to persuade Ottawa to group the Canadian contingent with the BAOR 

(British Army of the Rhi~~e) . '~ '  Simonds told him that, although the 

Amy would prefer to join the British, 'politicai reasons' were 

pushing the Government toward the US. Also in June, the new 

British Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, Patrick 

Gordon-Walker, met with Pearson in Ottawa to discuss the issue. 

Gordon-Waker told Pearson tbat he understood 'political reasons' to 

have decided the grouping question in favour of the US, which ?uns 

quite counter to the Canadian agreement to bring their brigade in 

Korea into the Commonwealth Division." Pearson denied this had 

happened, stating that supply considerations were foremost in 



making the case for grouping with the US.Io6 

Foukes, on the other hmd, assumeci that the Canadian 

brigade would join the Auwîcans -- a military decision based on 

the Army's transition to US weapons and eq~iprnent.'~' In JuIy, 

however, Simonds got busy and prepared one of his infamous briefs 

for Claxton. In it, Simonds explained the need to 'coumerbalance' 

American power within NATO. He wanted to keep the US honest. 

By associatuig with the UK,  he argued, Canada would make a 

political statement in that regard. The equipment issue, Simonds 

maintained, was overblown. After all, if Canada went to war in the 

next two years, before snfficient US materiel was secured, the Army 

would have to use its British stocks, at least at the outset. Finally, in 

Simonds' mind, there was no reason to sever the traditional ties 

between the Canadian and British armies.lo8 

Aithough the issue caused a rift in the Chiefs of Staff 

Cornmittee, the Cabinet Defence Committee considered it only on 30 

A u ~ u s ~ ,  and even then failed to make a decision on grouping. It 

seemed to be a moot point that day when the CDC heard from the 

War Office that it was unable to take on the Canadian brigade in 

Germany for six to eight months, but "would be happy ta 

accommodate it in the United Kingdom." Arnold Heeney, the Under- 

Secretary of State for Extemal Affairs, supported Simonds in the 

debate. But, he told Clutterbuck that the CDC would never agree to 

that arrangement. Clutterbuck contacted London, and within two 



days the Ministry of Defence announced that units in Gennany, and 

those coming from the UK, would be "shuffled" and delayed to 

accommodate the Canadians. Afkr very strong lobbying by British 

representatives at SHAPE (Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers 

Europe), Generai Dwight D. Eisenhower, Supreme Commander senled 

the matter and decided to station the 27th CIB with the BAOR.''' 

Ideally, the grouping decision should have been based on 

rniiitary factors alone.'l0 That it became a political issue, however, 

was fuliy in character with how Canadian defence policy had 

developed during, and since, the war. Simonds raised issues that 

had been floating around Ottawa for some tirne. Despite Ottawa's 

love affair with the idea of collective security, its arrogant 'middle 

power' daims and its newfound prestige in world councils, Canada's 

defence was stiU a play-off between British interests, US power and 

Canadian "identity ." 
Between 1945 and the r e m  of Canadian troops to Europe in 

1951, Canadian policy-makers. mainly Claxton, Mackenzie King, St. 

Laurent and Pearson had repeatedly proclaimed the severing of 

Canada's umbilical cord to the UK. That was not a false claim, but it 



ignored the fact that Canadian and British interests were usually 

closely aligned. Simply deciding to change over to US equipment 

(not a reliable or speedy promise), did not alter the geo-political 

circumstances that linked Canada and Britain in the first place. 

Eisenhower's decision to unite the Canadian and British armies in 

Europe once again provided some hope for the future of defence 

relations between the two counmes. After the announcement, Alex 

Clutterbuck obsewed: "With (Desmond Smith, Canadian A m y  

Liaison Officer) in London and Guy Simonds as CGS here, we could 

not wish for a berter combination fYom the point of view of 

collaboration with the United Kingdom.""' Perhaps, but 

circumstances, mutuai self-interest as much as personality seemed 

to give new life to the old alliance. 
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Chapter 5 

A Fistftil of (Canadian) Dollars 

In the first week of January 1951, the Canadian Institute of 

Public Opinion conducted a GalIup poll, asking Canadians wbat they 

thought to be the country's most pressing problem. The results 

were staggering. Fifty-three percent of the respondents ranked the 

threat of war above al1 other matters, including unemployment, the 

economy and various social issues. That figure was up 498 from a 

similar poll released just a year earlier.' The Soviet detonation of 

an atomic bomb, the Korean War and the widening gulf between 

East and West led Ottawa to make defence its top priority, and it 

would remain so throughout most of the 1950's. Because of the 

alarming tum of events in 1950, Ottawa had Iittle choice but to 

spend heavily on defence, a good pan of which was aimed at 

Canada' s NATO obligations. 

The St. Laurent govenunent began to loosen its purse strings 

for defence early in 1950. On 17 March, Brooke Claxton presented 

to the House of Commons a budget of $425 million for 1950-51, up 

a modest $40 niillion fmm the previous year. That figure did not 

include Canada's contribution to Mutual Aid for NATO countries, 
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which wodd be added later. Canada would pay its own way in 

NATO, the only country other than the US to do so, and supported 

the alliance very generously, although that usaally failed to impress 

US officiais? Until the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, 

however, very little concrete planning had been accomplished by 

NATO. Canada's Mutual Aid program waited in the wings to be 

fleshed out by NATO requirements. As they became more defined, 

so did Canada's defence progamme. Under the watchful eye of C.D. 

Howe, and his new Depiutment of Defence Production, Ottawa set 

out to resurrect Canada's wartime role as an "arsenal of democracy." 

The Korean War prompted both London and Ottawa (and 

Washington) to increase defence spending, particularly in the 

production of arms and equipment. In July 1950, President Hany 

S. Truman requested rearmament plans from NATO members, in  

order to be eligible for US aid. On 2 August, Atlee informed the US 

that the UK, already spending £780 million for 1950-51, would 

immediately add another f 1 O0 million for equipment. Furthermore, 

the UK planned to spend U.4 billion over the next three years on 

defence, an increase from 8% to 10% of the national incarne. Atlee 

added that, with US assistance, the UK might also provide much 

needed arms and equipment to other NATO couames."ven 

London's promise to send a brigade group (it eventudly sent more) 

and naval force to Korea, combined with continued imperiai defence 



commiments -- particuiarly in Malaya -- the UK Treasury was in 

dire need of an influx of US doilars. 

Canada aIso sent a naval force (of three destroyers) to Korea, 

and promised a brigade group. But Korea triggered a sea change in 

the way Canada dealt with peace-the defence. In a special session 

of ParLiament, heid from 29 August to 15 September, the St. 

Laurent government passed several tax increases to pay for new 

defence measures The Defence Appropriation Act provided for 

$142 million to cover defence expenses until the end of the fiscal 

year (31 Match 1951), in addition to $409 million to be spent in 

future fiscal years. Authority was also approved for $300 million to 

cover the tiaasfer of two divisions of UK-type equipment to NATO 

counmes, and the cost of re-equipping with US types. The 

govemment amended the National Defence Act to authonze placing 

Canadian forces on 'active senrice' if called on by NATO. Finaily, the 

Essential Measures (Defence) Act was passed in this session, 

provided for govenunent control of the production and distribution 

of "essential materials and services.'" 

Ottawa immediately offered an infantry division's worth of UK 

equipment to the Standing Group which, in tun, allocated it to the 

Netherlands for its troops returning from Indonesia. Equipment for 

two more divisions, including armament, ammunition, 25-pounder 

field guns and 3.7in. N A  (anti-aircraft) guns, would be transferred 

to NATO by 1951. Spearheaded by Howe and the new Deparmient 
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of Defence Production, the Canadian government made rearmament 

its top priority. Canada was alteady pducing aircraft. naval 

vessels, ammunition, armament and the Orenda jet engine. Howe, 

looking to resurrect Canada's wattime role as an "arsenal of 

democracy," waited for NATO's Military Production and Supply 

Board (MPSB) to advise Canada what kinds of arms and equipment 

to make.' 

British officials considered US mutual aid to be their most 

potent weapon to 'Link' North America defence industry with 

Britain's. But the bu& of the original MDAP allocation approved by 

Congress covered finished US equipment, not grants or technicai 

training for European production. The US wanted to fill various 

short-term deficiencies in the NATO order of battle, thus freeing up 

European defence production for the long tem and, particularly in 

the UK's case, avoid straining dollar reserves: The UK's MDAP bid 

for the year ending 30 June 1951 included: 130 B-29s for the RAF 

(70 to be held in the US as war reserve), various pieces of 

equipment for the RN and rocket launchers, radar, VT fuses and 

tractors for the Army. 

Based on the responses of European NATO members to 

Truman' s request, NATO' s MPSB (Military Production and Supply 

Board) estimated that it would take $10 billion to close the 'gap' 

between available and necessary anns and equipment for NATO 

forces. The MPSB was busy dl sumrner assembling a 'wish list' of  



materiel for NATO. At its meeting between 22 August and 2 

September, the North Atlantic Council of Deputies approved the 

MPSB's 'high priority programme' of jet aircraft, tanks, ammunition 

and vehicles.' Truman promised aid to reîmburse producing 

nations for arms aansferred ta other countries. The UK deiegation 

proposed that 'producing' countries should transfer end-item aid to 

the 'receiving' countries free of charge, based on the amount of US 

aid involved. That way, the US would have to commit up front to 

underwriting specific production nins in other countries. The US 

rejected the proposai, arguing that, until the European NATO 

rnembers made more concrete financial comrnitments toward 

rearmament, the US would assign aid on an ad hoc bas is , 

reimbursing producing countries for 'off-shore' (Le., US) purchases 

on1 y British Treasury officiais, womed that Commonwealth 

counmes (other than Canada) might expect free arms £kom the UK, 

were relieved. The Treasury wanted any arms deals with 

Commonwealth counmes to remain purely bilateral; that way the 

UK could made anns for cettain defence commitrnents or other 

conces~ions.~ 

Although Canadian policy-makers embraced NATO as the only 

effective deterrent to Soviet aggression, Canada's defence policy 

remained oriented toward ABC requirements. Within that smaller 

group, Ottawa tried to use Cold War panic to forge cioser defence 

ties with the US, particularly in areas of equipment and supply. At 
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the same t h e ,  during NATO's first two years, Canada did al1 it could 

to help Britain at almost every m. But that help was never overt. 

Whether the issue was mutual aid of Sabre jets or the stationing of 

Canadian forces for NATO duties, Ottawa would end up assisting 

Bntain in some way, while stubbomly announcing that it was doing 

nothing of the sort. Time after t h e ,  Canadian Cabinet ministers and 

senior mandarins would proclaim that Canada was just fdfilling its 

NATO obligations; nothing more, nothing less. The evidence shows 

otherwise. Many of Canada's NATO contributions began as bilateral 

Anglo-Canadian ventutes. Canadian oficials, however, prefemng 

the mantra of collective security to that of Commonwealth defence, 

wanted to ignore that fact as much as possible. That was rhetoric. 

Canada's actions demonstrated that, no maner how extensively it 

participated in NATO and continental defence, it still rnaintained a 

vibrant and vital bilateral alliance with the UK. 

In December 1949, Brooke Claxton started ta sound out NATO 

defence ministers on a Canadian training scheme for NATO officers. 

On 14 February 1950, armed with a good deal of support for the 

idea from western European nations, he presented the scheme to 



Cabinet. Cabinet approved the proposal, which provided for annual 

training of 50 pilou, 50 navigators and about 150 positions at 

various A m y  training centerdO On 17 March, Claxton presented 

the training offei to the House of Commons as part of his estimates 

for 1950-51. On the same day. he fired off a letter to NATO 

ministers, o f f e ~ g  to them Canada's extensive training faciiities, 

most notably those left over fkom the BCATP, and encouraging them 

to make similar arrangements in their own countries.'' 

The Canadian offer had a mixed reception in London. At their 

meeting on 29 March, the British Chiefs of Staff heartily endorsed 

the idea of assembling officers of difîerent counmes for training. 

Not surprisingly, the CR0 advised Shinweii to cordially accept the 

offer promptly, as a political boon for Commonwealth relations.'" 

The Treasury Office, however, worried about the financial 

implications of reciprocal training arrangements in NATO countries. 

A number of Canadian officers were already training in the UK, at a 

cost of about £4000 each, paid by Canada in Canadian dollars. 

Western Union officers training in the UK were also paid by their 

respective govemments. Treasury officiais speculated that, under 

the Canadian proposal, the Canadian officers normally training in 

the UK wouid go to other NAT cauntries, thus depriving Britain of 

the dollars to offset Bntish training in Canada. Furthemore, Britain 

would eventually have to provide training for continental counuies, 

who lacked the facilities to reciprocate. From the Treasury point of 



view, the proposal was of no benefit to Britain; rather, it was 

another Canadian "Greek gift," f o d a t e d  to defer attention fkom 

Canada's comparatively low level of defence spending.'' 

They were right. The Defence Committee of NATO met at The 

Hague on 1 April, to consider Military Committee intelligence 

estimates and defence plans. These called for a re-equipment 

program for NATO members to be prepared for war by 1954. 

Equipment deficiencies within the alliance were serious; something 

would have to be done. When he retumed from the meetings, 

Claxton reported to the Cabinet that the training scheme might help 

to alleviate some of the potentid pressure on Canada to contribute 

more money to the alliance. Claxton also reported that France and 

the Netherlands were excited about the training plan. 

The British Treasury's misgivings about Canadian motives 

held up Shinwell's response. Finally, on 3 June, after further CR0 

pressure to respond quickly to Canada, Shinwell wrote to Claxton, 

accepting the offer -- even though he admittedly saw little need for 

it. The acceptance included a proviso, however, that training of 

Canadian officers in the UK would have to be considered in light of 

Britain' s financial position.'' 

By the time Shinwell responded to Claxton, continental officers 

had filled the positions, with training scheduled to -begin in the fall. 

Within the month, however, the situation changed. The invasion of 

South Korea on 25 June prompted Britain, dong with other NATO 
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countries, to reconsider their defence efforts. During July , Britain's 

Cabinet Defence Cornmittee and Chiefs of Staff planned a major re- 

armament program (based on the assumption of US Mutual Aid). It 

included production of a substantial reserve of fighter jets for 1951. 

CAS Slessor thus faced a manpower problem. So did Curtïs. The St. 

Laurent Cabinet was also hammering out an accelerated defence 

program. For the RCAF, that meant increasing from five to nine 

fighter squadrons by 1953, and strengthening the eastern element 

of the Canadian Air Defence System. 

To relieve some of the impending pressure on Canadian 

training establishments. Curtis wanted to station fighter squadrons 

in the UK to train in advanced operational techniques, alongside the 

RAF. In the spring of 1950, Claxton and Curtis raised the issue 

informally with their British counterpans. Shinwell and Slessor 

approved of the principle of training the Canadian squadrons in the 

UK. On 10 June, Claxton made a formal request to London, through 

Clutterbuck. to take on a Canadian squadron as a 'ledger' unit, to 

operate fiom a RAF fighter base. Claxton suggested the squadron of 

about 150 pilots and crew should go to the UK foi one year, using 

RAF Vampires until Canadian fighters were available (the CF-100 

and F-86). He also proposed that, should the M F  decide to send 

nainees to Canada under the NATO scheme, Canadian costs could be 

offset somewhat if London covered the expense of the RCAF 

squadron stationed in the UKL6 London had not officially approved 
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the stationhg of the RCAF squadron in the UE: when, on 26 June, 

during the estimates debates in the Canadian House of Commons, 

Claxton stated that RCAF squadrons wodd begin to arrive in the UK 

early in 1951. Claxton's impatience to make the statement annoyed 

the British air staff? Indeed, that was the sort of premature 

announcement made by British officiais that had offended Canada 

so many times before. 

RAF expansion forced Slessor to reconsider training plans. He 

was womed that the materiel expansion program would overtake 

the number of trained pilots available to Fighter Command. On 27 

July, he wrote a 'private, preliminary inquiry' to Curtis, asking for 

help. Slessor lamented that RAF reserve fighter pilots were gemnp 

too old. He therefore wanted the Canadian CAS' 'frank' opinion on 

whether the RCAF could train 300 National Service entrants as 

pilots, to begin in January 1951 .L8 Between Canadian and NATO 

trainees, RCAF establishments were already stretched to war-like 

status.Ig Curtis was sympathetic to the RAF's problem, however. 

Earlier in July, he had already provided for additional training for 

the RAF in his submission to Cabinet for RCAF expan~ion.'~ On 9 

August, before Cabinet even decided on allocating the UK positions, 

Curtis sent a personal message to Slessor, to give him 'advanced 

waming' that Ottawa would make a formal ~ f f e r . ~ ' -  On 18 August, 

Cabinet approved Curtis' request, deciding to take on 150 RAF 
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trainees per year, beginniag in January 1951. The offer was made 

as part of Canada's $300 million mutual aid package. 

London and Ottawa held dissenthg interpretations of the 

deal's mutual aid feature. Claxton stiU hoped that part of Canada's 

increased training costs could be offset by British maintenance of 

the RCAF squadron to be stationed there, including supplying it with 

Vampires. On 25 August, Curtis asked Slessor to approve the swap, 

which would minimîze the amount of money changing hands? The 

Air Ministry and MOD were not convinced that Brïtain should foot 

the bill for the Canadian squadron. Officiais in the two minismes 

considered it reasonable for Canada to provide aircrew training for 

NATO as part of her conmbution to NATO, without expecting 

reciprocity. R.C. Chilver, a senior Air Ministry official, even claimed 

that Canadian aircrew training would mean little extra cost to 

Ottawa, as Canada had plenty of airfields and aircraft left from the 

BCATP (British Commonwealth Air Training Plan). Furthemore, 

Chilver pointed out, NATO and Commonwealth d i e s  operate on the 

"extra cost principle," where, when one country stations forces in 

another, the "guest" country pays the host's extra costs. The USAI?, 

for example, covered the extra expense for its squadrons based in 

the UK." 

The CR0 was the lone voice in the British government to 

defend Canadian motives. U S .  Garner, a long t h e  CR0 official well 

versed in Dominion and Commonwealth poiitics, was livid over the 



MOD's ungrateful attitude toward the Canadians. Gamer pointed out 

that the Canadian willingness to j m p  on board with defence 

cooperation was a "refreshing contrast" to the nervousness Ottawa 

had showed toward air training in 1939. Garner did not buy the 

'extra cost principle' alluded to by the MOD, prefemng to view 

pooling of equipment and reciprocity as NATO's nue 

Typically, the CR0 assumed a patronizing, paternalistic stance in 

defence of Canada against some eiements of the British govemment. 

Chilver was not impressed with how the CR0 seemed to be pumng 

sentiment before hard financial facts in dealing with Canada.'' 

Nonetheless, the RAF needed Canadian help, because British 

training requirements were about to increase. In September, the 

Nonh Atlantic Council approved the pnnciple of an Integrated Force 

for Europe. To N1 the British air component for the IF, Fighter 

Command planned to place 220 front-line fighter interceptors under 

the command of SACEUR (Supreme AUied Commander Europe) by 

1954. That, combined with the uncertain length of cornmiment in 

Korea, left the RAF, n o d l y  strapped for trained pilou, navigators 

and aircrew, no choice but to look to Canada for more help. 

On 10 October, Slessor met Curtis in Ottawa to request 

additional training facilities for 1,100 pilots and 800 navigators 

annually. Confident that the RCAF could handle the expansion, 

Curtis urged Slessor to get the CR0 to make a formai request to the 

Canadian government for the new requirements. Because the air 
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training scheme was part of Canada's NATO contribution, however, 

the Standing Group's ad hoc committee on air training wouid decide 

how to dismbute any new positions offered by Canada.16 In theory, 

then, the RAF could be shortchanged its requested seats. 

Slessor had another reason for visiting Curtis. While the St 

Laurent govemment pondered if and how it would take on 

additional RAF air uainees, the issue of aircraft production again 

came to the fore. In October, at the NATO Defence Committee 

meeting in Washington, the UK committed itself to providing 1,750 

front line aircraft by 1954 (i.e., the Medium-Tem Plan). Given that 

cornmiment, senior RAF officers womed that the Swift and the F3, 

not expected to be operational until 1953, were the only 

interceptors in British production capable of countering the MiG- 15. 

Something had to be done. 

Arthur Henderson, the Secretary of State for Air, wanted six 

squadrons of F-86's for 1951, and 180 in three months war reserve. 

He also speculated on bidding for the CF-100, reasoning that it was 

superior to British night fighters, the NF 11 and the Venom. In 

October, the RAF put two F-86As through their paces in simulated 



t r i a is  against I M y  shorerange fighter escorts accompanying a 

bomber formation to the British Ides. British officers were 

impressed? MOD then put a bid in to the Joint American Military 

Advisory Group (SAMAG) in London for 300  F-86Es. The American 

officiais retumed the bid, for two reasons: MDAP funds for 1951 

were used up, and the US would provide MDAP funds for fighter 

bombers only (Le., offensive capability), not for interceptors .'* The 

US Joint Chiefs of Staff wanted to equip NATO forces for a strategic 

role, primady in continental Europe, but not for home defence. 

Moreover, the JCS wanted Britain to produce interceptors for NATO 

countries. 

After Slessor finished discussing training with Curtis , 

therefore, he lectured the Canadian CAS on how Canada should 

divert some F-86 production to the RAF. After that lecture -- one 

which Curtis had heard far too often -- Slessor visited Avro in 

Toronto to see the CF-100 (Canuck), powered by the Rolls Royce 

Avon engine. He was very impressed with the Canuck's 

maneuverability and speed, but mostly with its short take-off and 

landing run -- an important factor in a tactical role." Accompanied 

by Curtis, Slessor toured the Canadair plant in Montreal, negotiating 

yet another aircraft deal with Oliver West. West toid Cunis that, 

although the plant had orders for only ten Sabres a rnonth, Canadair 

could easily produce ten times that number by July 1952. If the 

RAF adopted the F-86E (better than the F-86A) under MDAP, West 



assured Slessor that Canadair codd begin to deliver the aircraft by 

1951. Slessor left Canada confident that, with the help of MDAP and 

the Canadian Mutual Aid program, the RAF would soon have Sabres 

in its front-iine air defence s q u a d r ~ n s . ~ ~  

Slessor then weat to Washington to persuade US officiais to 

change their policy on fmding interceptors. On 30 October, he met 

John McCone, the US Undersecretary for the Air Force. McCone told 

Slessor that the US could indeed supply the F-86Es (engines and 

Government Fumished Property, or GR), in the order of eighty-four 

in 1951, 246 in the first haif of 1952, and seventy in the second 

hdf ,  for a total of 400. McCone suggested. however, that Canada 

supply the airframes and assemble the aircraft. That would keep 

US production for its requirements on line, while detemng 

European criticism that Washington gave the UK special treatment 

within NATO. After ail, London had not included fighters in its 

initial MDAP bid. European govemments did, but only for F-84s 

(fighter bombers). Also, those same govenunents were waiting for 

British-built Vampires and Meteors; McCone womed about the 

"awkward questions" that would follow if RAF pilots were flying 

Sabres in the meanthne. 

Slessor preferred going through MDAP only, however, as he 

understood that Britain could just add Sabres to its bid for fiscal 

year 1% 1. He understood that any bid on Canadian mutuai aid 

would need Standing Group approval -- a long, drawn out process. 



A~so, Canadair gave Slessor a quote of $323.000 per airctaft. while 

the US price was under $200,000 eachll The difference was 

probably a function of Canadair's low production run but, if the 

figure held, paying for 400 Sabres would take a big chunk out of the 

allotted $300 million, which made acquiring the Canuck impossible. 

If the production facilities for the Canuck were as expandable as 

those for the Sabre, Slessor would have gone after both types for 

the 

MDAP policy was confused - and confising. US JAMAG in 

London ignored McCone's offer; they continued to tell MOD that 

MDAP funds would not be used for interceptors." hdeed, neither 

McCone nor Slessor were even sure how authority for MDAP 

worked in Wa~hington.~~ The BJSM in Washington, the Air Ministry 

in London, MOD, MOST Treasury and AFHQ in Ottawa al1 med to sort 

the matter out, resulting in what George Humphrey-Davies, the 

Permanent Secretary to the Treasury , called an "interesting, but 

bewildering seties of telegrams."'* 

Findly, on 17 November, McCone wrote Slessor to 'clarify' US 

policy on the F-86s. He told him that US policy precluded using 

gant  aid for interceptors, but that he understood Slessor to be 

pursuing Canadian aid. In the event that Canada could supply the 

airfiames and assemble the planes, the US would be able to provide 

GFP under the reimbursable clause of the MDAA. Canada would 

have to pay up front for the GFP, then get reimbursed by the US 
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upon delivery of the aircraft to Britain -- the same arrangement 

Canada was h a d y  using to build its own F086s.~~ 

Slessor agreed to continue working on the Canadian angle. 

But, he wrote McCone, the US should reconsider its policy on 

funding interceptors, becaose it wodd be "very serious from an 

operational point of view" if the RAF's only source of interceptors 

were those provided by Canadian aid and those for which London 

could pay dolIars." The F-86 drama continued through December, 

British officials growing impatient over the red tape of NATO 

procurement. All dong, MOD and the RAF really wanted simple, 

informal, bilateral negotiations with the Americans and Canadians 

for mutual aid dollars. Always operating in the ABC mindset, 

British officials generally resented having to compete with other 

NATO counmes for that money? In the meantirne, however, the 

British Chiefs of Staff and the MOD felt that Britain's strategic 

position was in near crisis because the RAF could not counter the 

MiG-15. Britain's plea to Canada for FO86s, therefore, went hand in 

hand with air training and pleas for the RCAF to station squadrons 

in the UK to form the mnity of Anglo-Canadian air defence CO- 

~ p e r a t i o n . ~ ~  

In November, Ottawa decided to send three F-86E squadrons 

to Europe as the air component of Canada's Integated Force 

contribution. The squadrons eannarked for stationing in the UK 

therefore would move to NATO bases in 1953. On 5 December, 



Curtis infonned Slessor that he stiU wmted to send the squadrons 

of sixteen Sabres to the UK, beginning in January 1951, buiId them 

up to twenty-five aircraft each, then send the entire wing for NATO 

dutiesO4O Slessor was hstrated by the Canadian flip-flop. He had 

counted on the long term deployment of the RCAF squadrons in the 

UK, aithough he was reiieved that they would be there at least 

during Fighter Command's most vulnerable period? 

On 8 December 1950, after a personal appeal fiom AtIee, the 

St. Laurent cabinet agreed to consider supplying Sabres to the UK, 

providing that NATO made the official request, and US GFP was 

available. The Chiefs of Staff concurred, but decided that the UK, 

not Canada, should be responsible for gening US approval." 

Expecting that produchg the extra F-86s would take the lion's share 

of the $300 million allotment, however, the Cabinet also postponed 

proceeding with expanding the air training program to meet RAF 

req uiremen t s ." In mid-December, on Slessor's behalf, Curtis med 

to persuade USAF Chief General Hoyt Vandenburg to offer the F-86 

engines and GFP for the proposed assembly in Canada for the RAF. 

Vandenburg expressed his sympathy for the R N ' s  plight, but 

increased USAF requirements for the F-86, fueled by increased 

international tensions, left no extra GFP. He told Curtis that Slessor 

should put in a bid for fiscal year 1952, when more equipment 

would be a~ailable.4~ 
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On 9 January 1951. in the spirit of the Brussels meetings, 

representatives of the USAF, RCAF and RAF met in Washington to 

sort out the Sabre problem and compile a production scheduie to 

accommodate the needs of a l l  three services. The requirements for 

the three totaled 1.606 by the end of 1952, including 392 for the 

RAF, 587 for the RCAF and the remainder to the USAF. The 

representatives agreed to expedite the production for the RAF, with 

the proviso that the 392 Sabres would be in addition to the air 

forces already promised by the UK for NATO, to be assigned to BAFO 

(British Air Forces Overseas) under Eisenho~er?~ The RAF 

immediately put in an application for MDAP assistance in securing 

the necessary J-47 engines and GFP from the US for 1952, the 

remaining costs of the 392 Sabres to be covered by Canadian ~t id. '~  

December 1950 and January and February 1951 were very 

trying months for Canadian defence officiais. With the Chinese now 

intervening massively in the Korean War, a sense of urgency ran 

through NATO capitals (especiaily in Washington) to speed up 

preparedness. New force goals were set at the Nonh Atlantic 

Council meeting at Brussels, when NATO representatives formally 

established the Integrated Force formation, and approved the 
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nomination of Dwight Eisenhower as supreme commander. Dean 

Acheson also made a strong appeal to NATO rnembers to increase 

their defence commitments, to be matched by US aid. The Foreign 

Office, for its part, welcomed the US initiative with open arms; after 

dl, 'linking' US national security to the defence of Europe had k e n  

a tenet of British foreign and defence policy for at least two years. 

The US embarked on the Nitze Exercise, a rnethod of measuring the 

relative contributions of NATO members in terms of their economic 

growth and population. In light of the US attitude, the St. Laurent 

govemment, under the suspicious eye of Finance Minister Douglas 

Abbott, arrived at defence estimates of $1.6 billion for 1951-1952. 

The Atlee government came up with f4.7 billion. 

On 17 lanuary, Slessor, Cumis and other senior RAF and RCAF 

officers met in Washington to consider the air defence "mnity." S till 

awaiting an official response from Ottawa to his request for 1,900 

more training positions, Slessor tned to convince Curtis to start 

with, at least, three new schools for exclusive RAF use. Because of 

the UK's strategic vulnerability, Slessor wanted to transfer al1 RAF 

basic, applied and advanced training, to North America, which 

would require another 16.5 schools. Curtis had already put a 

proposal to Cabinet for three new RAF schools, which would need 

Standing Group approval: one FTS (Flight Training School) to open 1 

August; one Air Navigation School (ANS), to open 1 August; and one 

Advanced Flying School (AFS), to open 1 March 1952. Claxton 



included the new schools in his provisionai estimates in January and 

Fe bruary l7 

Slessor, dways on the lookout for ways to beef up British 

forces with Canadian units, then suggested to Cmis that the RCAF 

squadron now forming up at Odiham should rather take up a station 

at BAFO. Curtis said he would look into sending the next two 

Integrated Force squadrons to the BAFO. Regarding F-86's, Curtis 

suggested that the RAF and RCAF should put pressure on the US to 

increase its GFP ailotment to Canadair fkom eleven to fifsr units a 

month. That would be the only way, he argued, that Canadair could 

corne close to meeting RAF requirements for eighty-four Sabres by 

the end of 1951. Slessor, desperate for Sabres, even tried to 

convince Curtis to pare down RCAF squadron goals of twenty-five 

aircraft each, diverting the exms to the M F .  The matter was not 

resolvedls 

On 8 February, Slessor received bad news from AVM Pitrie, 

head of the RAF's liaison mission in Washington. McCone had 

informed Pitrie that no F-86 components would be available for the 

RAF until 1953. Slessor considered this to be a 'very serious blow' 

to the RAF's plans, especiaiiy the British contribution to the 2nd TAF 

(Tactical Air Force) under Eisenhower. In January, Parliament had 

voted in a £4.7 billion rearmament program, a good part of which 

was earmarked for the RAF, to 'squeeze' its Medium Term Plan into 

two years instead of four. Without US aid, that was a pipe drea~n:~ 
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British officials, particdarly Slessor and Ernest Bevin, were growing 

impatient at what seemed to be America's unwillingness to follow 

through on promises of help." The RCAF was also affected by the 

engine and GFP bottieneck. To meet RCAF production required 

thirty-five engines a month. Whüe Curtis had persuaded 

Vandenburg to increase allotments to twenty a month, there was no 

question of diverting production to meet RAF needs? With the 

Orenda still in development, Canada had little choice but to adapt to 

the US schedule. 

After severai representations by British authorities (even the 

usually kind CRO) to Canadian counterparts ta carry a heavier share 

of 'Commonwealth' defence, Ottawa decided to move quickly on 

meeting RAF training requirements. s2 On 5 February, in a letter 

actually drafted by an impatient Slessor, Arthur Henderson 

appealed to Claxton for a speedy decision on training. Slessor 

reminded Claxton that Curtïs had promised swift Cabinet approval 

for the three new schools they had discussed in January. He 

pointed out that, as air training had been negotiated bilaterally 

between the two governments before NATO Standing Group air 

training machinery had even been set up, the new schools should go 

automatically to the RAF. Besides, he hsisted, the RAF could make 

full use of the facilities by the dates indicated by Curtis, and the 

RAF would be able to provide a good proportion of the î .nsmctor~ .~~  
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On 20 Februlry, the Canadian Cabinet Defence Cornmittee met 

to consider the appeal. recommending its approval to the Cabinet. 

Two days later, the Cabinet approved Claxton's estimates -- a l m a s t  

5 1.7 billion -- which included $1.1 billion in production and 

procurement of equipment. Under the four-year plan also 

approved, which amounted to some $5 biilion, the Cabinet decided 

to open eight additional tlight schools for NATO as follows: 

Claresholm, Penhold and Moose Jaw (FI%); Saskatoon, Portage La 

Prairie ( AFT); Macdonald (Gunnery) ; and Winnipeg   ANS)?^ The 

programme included spaces for 1,200 more trainees. 

Claxton told Henderson --again- that the Standing Group 

would have to allocate the extra seats as it saw fit. In addition, the 

CDC urged Hendersoa to consider teciprocal mutual aid at "an early 

date? After all, Claxton pointed out, the RAF would soon have 

several bundred aircrew and others training in Canada at Canadian 

expense, except for pay and allowances; there would be a much 

smaller number of Canadians training in the U?LS6 Canadian officiais 

were growing tireci of the constant pressure from the US and UK to 

"do more." As it was, Canada's defence spending amounted to more 

than 8% of GNP for 1951-52 - up fkom jnst 3 .38  a year earlier. In 

NATO, that lagged behind only the spending of Standing Group 

members. Lester Pearson was so annoyed at the constant 

comparisons of defence statistics among NATO nations, that he 
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armed Canadian diplomats with these details to use in defence of 

Canada's programme. 57 

Not sqrisingly, the RAF took up the vast majority of the new 

training positions, but British policy was to delay concrete decisions 

on reciprocal aid for as long as possible. The CR0 and Treasury 

figured that the US, driven by the Nitre exercise, would eventually 

shame Canada into spending more on mutual aid. The British High 

Commissioner's office in Ottawa agreed. In April, John Thompson, 

the acting High Commissioner, advised Neil Ritchard of the CR0 to 

hold off on discussing financial questions with the Canadians. 

Rather than make a more subsuuitial manpower contribution to 

NATO, Thompson reasoned, Canada would increase its output of 

equ ip~ent  and supplies. In a few months, he continued, "questions 

of 'face' may force the Canadian Govenunent to give (training) 

facilities as an outright gift to North Atlantic powers.'"' He was 

right. Canada's NATO training plan, which continued until the late 

1950s, remained paid for solely by Canada, with no strings attached. 

The British govenunent got what it wanted, especially in the first 

two years of the training program, when RAF nainees outnumbered 

all others by six to o n d g  



Canada's mumal aid program continued to expand throughout 

1951. In May, Cabinet approved the production of 180 105mm US- 

type howiaers by Canadian Arsenals for mutual aid to Belgium, 

Denmark and the Netherlands. Also in May, the Standing Group 

decided on the distribution of Canada's previous offer of 300 AA 

No.4 Mark VI radar sets -- already in production. The UK would 

receive 150 of the sets, largely because the original Canadian offer, 

in December 1950, was made specifically to fill UK requirementsPo 

It was later decided to fit the UK sets, but not the others, with IFF 

Mark 10 (Identification Friend or Foe)? Furthemore, on 11 July 

1951, just into the new fiscal year for MDAP fands, Generai A.F. 

Twining, USAF Vice Chief of Staff, sent some good news to Slessor. 

To assist in "closing the air gap," the US would increase its engine 

and GFP shipment to Canada fiom twenty to Frfty units per month 

by October 1952. Delivery of Sabres to the UK therefore could start 

by mid-1953, and ail 395 aircraft could be there by January 1954.6' 

In effect, the US and Canada were paying for US engines, Canadian 

airframes and other electronics for the British Air Force. That was 

de facto standardization, for a time at least. 

Arthur Henderson visited Canada in August 1951 to tour training 

facilities and aircraft production plants and to discuss the air defence 

trinity with Claxton. Henderson was generally pleased with air defence 

CO-operation between the two countries, which was at its post-war best. 
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Training of RAF pilou and navigators was going well and the F-86 deal, 

although by no means trouble-free, was set. Fprthermore, after almost a 

year at Odiham flying RAF Vampires, 410 squadron was due home in 

November, to be replaced by No. 1 Fighter Wing equipped with RCAF 

Sabres at North Luffenha~n.~~ In addition, an RCAF supply depot, 30 Air 

Materiel Base, was soon to be opened at Langar to handle the new wing's 

logistical support. In all, thirty RCAF officers were on exchange in the 

RAF by the end of the year planning the eventual arriva of the full air 

division to Europe:' Canada's air contribution to NATO had ken, so far, 

almost eatirely centered on Britain. That, combined with the union of 

Canadian and British troops in Korea and Germany, gave British defence 

officiais reason to be opamistic about future CO-operation with Canada. 

There were other reasons to be optimistic. Canada also broke 

away from its policy of relying on US air force equipment. In 

October, Canadair signed a contract with Lockheed to build thirty- 

three of the popular T-33 trainers, in RCAF service since May 1951. 

Because of a US shortage of AUison engines, used in the Lockheed 

version, the Canadair T-Birds would be fitted with the Rolls Royce 

Nene engine, used in Attackers and Sea Hawks. Harold Parker 

sensed that, by getting the foot of British aircraft industry into the 

Canadian door, more orders from Canada and, more imponantly, the 

US might f~l low.~'  When the Temporary Council Cornmittee of NATO 

began its review of NATO defence spending, ail signs pointed to 
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increases in Canada's contribution. Parker was a l l  too willing to 

help Canada spend its money. 

British officials were always looking for ways to make Ottawa 

live up to the material side of its NATO poli~y.6~ In the summer and 

fd of 1951, therefore, the MOD, CR0 and the Treasury Office waited 

in silent h o p  that Canada would be pressured further by NATO to 

spend more on defence. The Temporary Council Cornmittee (TCC), 

formed in Ottawa in September 1951, supplied that pressure. The 

TCC, comprised of the "Three Wise Men," W. Averell Harriman of the 

US, S u  Edwin Plowden of the UK and Jean Monnet of France, Iooked 

to bring national conmbutions to NATO into line with its overall 

military requirements, and eac h member' s po tentid as they 

measured it. 

In terms of NATO's broader history, the TCC was the 

precedent for what one NATO official called the cbmultilateral and 

collective t o m e  of the Annual Review.'"' Canada's pain began at 

Ottawa in November 1951, when the TCC Executive Bureau met with 

Abbon, Foulkes and J.J. Deutsch from the Department of Finance. 

The Three Wise Men scolded the Canadians for not spending enough 

on mutual aid, suggesting that Canada increase its defence burden 

from 10% to 12% of GNP? British officials in Ottawa and London 

salivated over the possibilities of a Canadian increase. MOD 

especially wanted the TCC to recommend an increase in raw 



materials fkom Canada, such as food stuffs and picrite, to alleviate 

some of Britain' s balance of payments problems. 

On 10 December 1951, John Thompson, acting British High 

Commissioner in Ottawa, reported to the CR0 that, as long as the TCC 

pointed the figer at both the US and Canada for more 

contri butions, "the Canadian conscience would be aroused," and 

more aid would undoubtedly f0llow.6~ A few days later, however, 

Thompson met with Pearson, who had just circulated a draft TCC 

report to St. Laurent and a few key Cabinet ministers. Pearson told 

Thompson that a minor crisis foiIowed over TCC recommendations 

that Canada increase its air and ground contribution to Europe, as 

well as its mutual aid appropriation by $750 million over two years. 

The Canadian ministers were outraged that Canada be asked to do 

more, considering that, in Pearson's opinion, European defence 

expansion drifted on the ebb and flow of North American aid. 

Furthemore, Pearson pointed out to Thompson, Canada was 

considering a defence budget of $2.4 billion for 1952-53 -- a full 

6045 of the federal budget?' 

The Executive Bureau was not displeased over Canada's 

physical defence programme. The TCC's finai report, released in 

January 1952. stated that Canada's defence programme should 

continue at the present level, but that Canada's "economic defence 

effort should be increased" by $200 million. Pearson agreed. He 

wrote St. Laurent that Canada's defence policy, as an instrument of 
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its foreign policy, shorild not be restricted rigidly by the concems of 

the Department of Finance. Pearson wanted to impress the US with 

Canada's effort. and to demonstrate to other NATO counaies that 

Canada's econorny was as heaithy as mer. Therefore, he 

recommended to St. Laurent, Canada should increase mutual aid to 

NATO, already at $227 million for 1952-53, by $150 milIiodl 

In Febmary 1952, the Cabinet finally approved an increase of 

$100 million for mutual aid, to be allocated after the usual NATO 

bidding process. One US official with NATO commented that "it is 

strange that the Canadians should not ask the mother country first 

what they require, instead of making them bid in the NATO 

~ompetition.'"~ In this second round of mutuaï aid, the UK limited 

its bid to items already on order in Canada: Radar Mark No. 4 

spares , 17-pounder ammunition and picrite. Canada granted al1 

three requests to Britain, at a cost of $5.2 million. The 'Mother 

Country' certainly did not receive the lion's share of this mutual aid 

aiiotment, as it did the last. Thompson criticized the Canadian 

insistence on offering for aid ody  those items Canada wanted to 

make for itseif (Le., use NATO commitments to, in effect, subsidize 

Canada's defence prod~ct ion) .~~ Considering what Canada had done 

-- and would -- for Britain, that was wholly unfair. 



Winston Churchill and his Consewatives returaed to power in 

the UK in October 1951. In Ianuary 1952, as one of the 'Old 

Gentleman's' first tasks as Prime Minister, he visited Washington 

and Ottawa to discuss the international situation. NATO and other 

related matters. He took this trip as the leader of a country facing 

crises in the Far East, the Middle East and at home. British forces 

were fighting in Korea, uccupying imperial hot spots such as Burma 

and Maiaya, while the British economy snimbled dong under the 

pressure of re-armament for NATO. Despite Britain's undeniable 

decline and dependence on the US, in many ways Churchill 

remained the codgy imperialist of old, particularly where it 

involved issues of ceremony and appearance. 

In bis visit to Ottawa, for instance, Churchill med to convince 

Canadian authorities to retract the decision, taken soon after the 

w u ,  to replace "Rule Britannia" for "Vive la Canadienne" as the 

RCN's officia1 hymn. With tongue fumly planted in his cheek, Lester 

Pearson m t e  to Dean Acheson describing how the 'weighty' matter 

was settled. Canada agreed ta play "Rule Bri*mnia" whenever a 

British admiral boarded a Canadian ship and, to make Churchill 

happy, the band played the British hymn when Churchill took his 

seat for the state dinner in Ottawa on 14 January. "In return for 

these concessions", Pearson wrote, "we expect the British to reduce 



their demands for economic help fkom, Say, a billion dollars to $999 

m a i  on ! "T4 

Pearson's sarcasm regarding Canada's choice of a naval hymn 

was justified; his self-righteous indignation over BritainTs pleas for 

help was not. After all, Canada's defence community had, since 

NATO's creation, made it very clear that Canada's contribution to the 

alliance would be economic and political (i.e. mutual aid and Article 

2), in lieu of sending more than minimal forces to Europe. Still, 

British officials saw Canada as a form of 'cash cow'. Canadian douars 

were more important to the British Treasury than sterling from 

other Commonwealth countries. But, despite all the nationalist 

chest-beaang and the much ballyhooed plan to standardize with the 

US, Canada's military did not 'Americanize' lock stock and barre1 

ovemight. Indeed, Canada continued to count on British supply at 

key periods during the Korean War. Canadian officials preferred, 

however, to emphasize that, by ordering equipment from Britain, 

Canada was reaiiy just doing its best for an ailing Mother Country. 

The tie of Canada's military to Britain's was not merely emotional, 

however. While Canadian officials might have displayed a cavalier 

attitude toward mutual aid and providing assistance to British 

industry at crucial times, Canada's miLitary also depended to a great 

extent on Britain. That was especially m e  during -the Korean War, 

when Canada's rnilitary, particularly the Anny, was making the 



painful transition to US types -- which were not dways available or 

desirable. 

Canadian rearmament policy was two-pronged: to buy US 

types, and to establish production in Canada wherever possible and 

practical. CD. Howe was partïcularly keen on the latter. Addressing 

the Honse of Commons on 19 October 1951, Howe summarized 

Canada's defence production programme. The Iist of orders placed 

in Canada was irnpressive. It included aircraft, minesweepers, 

destroyer escorts, military vehicles, guns and ammunition, 

explosives (such as RDX/TNT and picrite, an ingredient of cordite) 

and a host of other defence items. Between 1949 and 1951, 

Canadian defence orders totaled over $2.1 billion, $1.573 million of 

which were placed in Canada, $514 million in the US and ody $18 

million in the UK?' Canada's military was indeed on the road to 

relying exclusively on North American supply. Aside from the 

order for Nene jet engines and Sea Fury fighters, Canada had no 

major orders in the UK. 

But orders placed in the US were not always reliable. In the 

fa11 of 1951, for example, the Canadian A m y  had to scramble to 

find a suitable medium-gun tank to deploy with the 27th brigade. 

The Canadian Army had expected delivery of three division's worth 

of US M-48s (Patton 90mm gun tanks) to begin in- 1952? By 

September, however, production problems plagued the US factories' 

delivery schedules for the M-48 (and the M47), leading the DDP to 
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cancel a i l  orders for US tanks, and associated ammunition and radio 

equipment?? 

The only suitable tank available was the British Centurion, in 

production at the Royal Ordnance Factory at Leeds, and the Vickers- 

Armstrong factory at Elswick? In the fdl of 1951, the Canadian 

A m y  was sounding out MOD and MOS on purchasing British 

Centurions tanks, which performed reasonably well in Korea, 

instead of an American type. The Centurion's good performance in 

Korea made it a proven commodity, something the Canadian Anny 

wanted. In Britain's 1950 re-armament programme, the War Office 

made provisions for 4,500 tanks for full re-equipment, and an 

additional 600 for Commonwealth amies. The Labour government 

outlined a plan to meet that total in five years, including 2,250 for 

the fiscal years 1953-54 and 1954-55?9 

For a brief period during September and eariy October, the 

Canadian government tried to iink its offer of F-86s as rnutwl aid to 

a possible purchase of Centurions. The Canadian line went as 

follows: because Canada would be spending a considerable amount 

of its defence budget on the aimames and delivery of the finished 

Sabres to the UK (about $80 miUion over two years), it would be 

very difficult to explain to the Canadian public that Ottawa was also 

spending cash for British tanks. Furthemore, Claxton in particular 

was womed that Canada might be asked to increase mutual aid 

after NATO' s 'gap closing ' exercise finished. 
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On 1 October, Dana Wilgress made a triangular proposa1 to 

MOD: Canada to supply the 395 air frames to the UK fiee of charge 

(about $80 million); Canada to pnrchase 280 tanks for 1952-53 

(about $50 million); and Britain to use dollar eamings on tanks to 

buy Canadian-made defence equipment, such as radar, explosives or 

3in. 50-calibre naval g u s  (already king made for the RCN and 

USN).80 ShinweU, dong with other Ministers, was away at the 

Labour Party conference in Scarborough, and Harold Parker was 

just returning by ship from Ottawa, so Wilgress delivered the 

message to Parker's assistant, Richard Powell.'' 

Powell quickly went into action, consulting the CIGS, War 

Office, Air Ministry and Treasury on the Canadian proposal. He got 

back to Wilgress the next day, with a "hurried" reply. Everyone 

agreed, Powell said, that selling tanks to Canada was a great boon to 

the Bntish defense industry. However, Powell told Wilgress that 

official British opinion opposed the idea of making offset purchases 

with Canadian dollars. He gave two reasons: a bilateral 

arrangement might 'prejudice' future burden sharing exercises (Le., 

set a precedent), and Britain would rather use new Canadian dollars 

to reduce the sterling area's likely $300 million balance of payment 

deficit with Canada for 19521' 

Wilgress took these Treasury-oriented objections in stride; to 

Canadian ears, they sounded like a broken record. But they were 

convincing arguments nevertheless, because they played on 



Canadian sympathy for Britain's economic plight. On 3 October, the 

Canadian Cabinet decided to make an offer of airframes fkee of 

charge, and to start negotiating for 280 tanks for 1952-53. and 

another 140 for 19S4!3 Ottawa now merely "expressed the hope" 

that the tank money would be used to place more orders in Canada. 

Guy Smith, Canada's DDP representative in London, was "delighted" 

with the news that Ottawa was dropping the reciprocal purchase 

proposal. He wmte T.N. Beaupre, Max Mackenzie's special assistant, 

that such a scheme would have meant "long and protracted 

negotiations" with the British -- something he was loathe to do." 

Besides, as Beaupre wrote back, convincing the full cabinet to 

require reciprocal purchases only in defence goods would be 

impossible: "By and large they would be more interested in seiling 

wheat, apples or ladies' dresses to the United Kingdom than Bofors 

and radars." Beaupre and Smith agreed that a much more useful 

way to promote Canadian goods would be to provide information on 

available production to the British services, useful in their 

procurement battles with the Treasury. 

In the meantirne, however, the War Office was willing to bend 

over backwards ta provide tanks for Canada. War Office estimates 

called for annual production of 2,500 tanks in war time just for the 

British Army? Since 1950, the War Office looked. for ways to 

increase tank orders to justify opening rwo new factories to provide 

wartime capacity. 87 A substantial order ftom Canada (or the US) 



would provide that justification. That happened as soon as the 

Cabinet dropped the offset purchasing proposal. On the same day, 

Brigadier Bob Moncel, the Canadian Anny Liaison Officer in London, 

called on Geoffrey Walsh, the British DCIGS, with an informal 

request for 420 tanks, including 280 for 1951-52 (20 for a 

squadron attached to the 27th Brigade, 140 to Canada for training of 

two armoured regiments and armoured schools, and 120 resemes). 

Walsh was eager to hll the Canadian order? 

In December, however, cuts to service estimates in Britain 

caused the War Office to decrease its demands for 1952-53 from 

500 tanks to 350. Nonetheless, Duncan Sandys, the new Minister of 

Supply, wanted to keep up production at the same level -- only 

possible with foreign orders. Fomnately for the MOS tank 

programme, Canada was not the only country interested in the 

Centurion. The US wanted 500, mainly for mutuai aid to the 

Netherlands and Denmark, Australia wanted 280, and New Zealand 

and South Africa each ordered 180. In early February 1952, R.J. 

Ban, head of JAMAG in London, gave Sandys a timely offer. To help 

Britain's balance of payments position, the US would be willing to 

put in a F i  order for 500 (possibly 1000) tanks, provided delivery 

could be expeditedsg 

That requirement threw Britain's defence bureaucracy into a 

frenzy. To make as many tanks as possible available for sale, 

Sandys and Anthony Head, the Secretary of State for War, advised 



Churchill to give tank production the same super priority for raw 

materials and machines as aircraft?' Steel and iron, for example, 

were both essential to the te-armament program, but both were 

restricted for export product?' Churchill, witb his  pressing need to 

know the most minute details about arms production (as he did in 

war-time), exercised more control than Atlee over that part of 

defence policy. Aftet gathering as much information as he could on 

production schedules and costs, he personally approved the US 

order for 500, but not at the expense of British build-up. In 

February, he gave tank production top priority, authorizing the 

additional plant to make up the US demands? 

On that basis, MOS licensed two additional Centurion factories 

early in 1952, one to be nui by Vickers-Armstrong at Elswick (in 

the Tyne area) and one by Leyland, to be built at Lancashire. In 

February 1952, Walsh contacted Moncel to offer the following tank 

delivery schedule for Canada: 50 for 1951-52; 110 for 1952-53; 145 

for 1953-54; 115 for 1954-55, for a total of 420e9' The War Office 

and MOD placed a top priority on supplying Canada over other 

Commonwealth countries and even the US. In the words of Richard 

Powell, who had earlier advised Shinwell to move quickly on filling 

the Canadian order: 'They (Canada) have shown an increasing 

tendency lately to adopt American types and we bave had no choice 

but to accept the position, although it is to our demment 

strategically and economically." Canadian and US dollars were 
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equally valuable, but MOD sensed an opportunity to get Canada 

committed to UK equipment -- not likeIy to happen with the US? 

Anthony Head agreed, prefemng Canada's "hard currency" to 

short-term upgrading of British armoured formations to 

Centurions? To meet the Canadian schedule, the War Office pushed 

ahead its own re-equipment programme. For 1951-52, there would 

b e  a delay in equipping the 6th Armoured Division, due to go to 

Gennany in March 1952, and a three month delay in converting the 

7th Royal Tank Regiment (25th Armoured Brigade) to Centurions. 

In 1952-53, 1 Temtorial Army 23rd Armoured Brigade and 1 

Aust~alian Armoured Regiment would face a five month 

mobilization postponement. Finally, in 1 953 -54, the remainder of 

the Commonwealth forces and second contingent of the TA would 

face a re-equipment lag of six rn0nths.9~ 

Such was the desparation of the War Office to get orders and 

Canadian dollars as a means to convince the Treasury of the tank 

programme's health. The tanks concerned. Mark III .Centurions, 

sold for £42,600 each, and 20-pounder ammunition was £25 a 

round. In all, the full Canadian deiivery would bring in $54 million 

to the Treasury' s coffers.'' Peter Humphrey-Davies welcomed the 

dollars, and the prestige associated with having a popular tank. 

Humphrey-Davies was quite willing to put up with. flak for 

favouring Canada over other Commonwealth countries, who would 

not get the same rapid delivery of tanks?' 



The Ministry of Supply's tank programme was not out of the 

woods, however. The defence programme was rolled back early in 

1952, drasticdly cutting War Office demands for tanks. British 

Army requirements fizzled to only 160 for 1953-54 and 140 for 

1954-55. MOS officials remained confident that export orders 

would continue. The Ministry therefote did not abandon Dalmuir, 

already partiaiiy in operation, or the Leyland plant, scheduled to 

open in 1953P9 Because DDP had signed a contract for only 47 

tanks (out of the trimmed-down total of 247 approved by the 

Cabinet Defence Cornmittee), to be paid for out of the 1951-52 

defence allocation, Sandys wanted Canada to commit as soon as 

possible for future orders. On the military side, British troopers 

(armoured officers) repeatedly warned CALE (Canadian Army 

Liaison Establishment) of the imminent closure of tank factories if 

foreign orders dissolved. Bob Moncel reported to Canadian A r m y  

Headquarters bat  Sandys was trying to get the jump on Treasury. 

Crews had cleared the ground and laid the foundation for the 

Leyland plant, designed and tooled specifically to build Centurions. 

Whereas other ordnance factories couid be converted with relative 

ease for other end products, MOS reasoning, according to Moncel, 

was that "once the roof is on this plant it will be extrernely difficult 

for Treasury to cancel production. w l  O 0  

While the first Centurions were being delivered to the 27th 

Brigade early in 1952, negotiations between DDP and MOS for the 



remaining tanks began in eamest. MOS officiais wanted a long term 

agreement, pressuring Guy Smith and his associates to convince 

Ottawa to place more orders, or lose the production facilities 

altogether to the Treasury's axe.IO' That was mcky, because 

Defence Production could only sign contracts within Cabinet's 

allocations, and also because the Canadian Army was unwilling to 

close the door entirely on US tanks in the fÛture.lo2 Furthemore, 

liaison among DDP, Army Headquarters and the CALE was poor. 

They repeatedly dîffered on the number of tanks actually ordered, 

how many were required. and even their cost.lo3 

DDP had the ultimate authority to place purchase orders and 

sign conrracts, so Smith, at the direction of the head office, handled 

the paperwork. DDP's purchase order only covered the current 

fiscal year's 47 tanks, and 90 more in 1952-53. On 3 May, after 

threats from the Ministry of Supply that production could be cut 

without more purchase orders, C.D. Howe gave Duncan Sandys a 

'fm decision' to buy the tanks. A purchase order for the 

temainder of the 247 tanks followed in J~ ly . ' ' ~  

Before signing any further purchase orders, Smith was 

instnicted by head office to secure a favourable cancellation 

agreement with MOS in the event that US tanks become available or 

NATO requirements decreased. The Ministry of Supply preferred to 

keep cancellation charges informal, so as not to fuel Treasury's 

paranoia that British plant would be kept open at the whim of 



foreign financing (which was the case).lo5 The 'Gentleman's 

Agreement' preferred by MOS held the Canadian govemment 

responsible only for losses incurred per tank buïlt before 

cancellation, if MOS was unable to dispose of them otherwise.'06 

That was unacceptable to the Department of Defence Production's 

Mechanical Transport Division, which was responsible for tank 

procurement. It wanted a definite charge per tank, which MOS 

conceded. In August, the Cabinet Defence Conunittee decided to 

recommend ordeting another 100 tanks, raising the total to 347."' 

DDP did manage to get definite cancellation charges in writing for 

this order, but they never had to be used. 

In effect, Canada promised long-tem capital to keep British 

production going -- one of the goals of Harold Parker's much 

discussed 'indusmal dispersal' scheme. Given the M-48s 

unavailability for at least three years, at a price of $305,204 each, 

compared to the Centurion's $126,344, Ottawa had no choice but to 

commit itself to British tanks, spares and maintenance for a long 

t ime .'O8 The British had successfully played hardball, forcing 

Canadian policy-makers to act virtually on-the-spot to stake a daim 

in a very tenuous production schedule. 

In March 1953, the Canadian Cabinet Defence Committee 

decided that the frst and second divisions now earmarked for the 

Supreme Allied Commander Europe should be formed and equipped 

as a corps. Simonds estimated his tank requirement therefore to 
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total 850: 609 for two infantry divisions, an armoured brigade and 

90-day training support for a reserve division, and an additional 

241 tanks to cover other training and operational losses. Always 

ready to do his best for Britain, Simonds wanied Claxton that, once 

again, the MOS tank program was in grave danger, and needed 

orders. Simonds recommended that Canada otder 300 tanks (for 

now) in addition to the original 247, to be stored in the UK to keep 

UK assembly lines open. log 

In May 1953, Britain's tank programme faced another crisis. 

Centurion production was only at 60% capacity (590 orders of a 

possible 1,000 at £50,000 each), and MOS faced imminent factory 

closures without firm orders for 1954-55. British defence officiah 

were willing to accommodate Canadian orders as much as possible 

with flexible tenns on items such as cancellation charges and spare 

parts, but found little good faith on the Canadian goveniment's part 

in the form of upfront cash. Sandys fumed that "the Centurion 

takes about two years to make. With spares it costs about £50000 

and our customers carmot expect to buy Centnnons off the shelf like 

packets of cigarettes."L1o Simonds was cettainly willing to jump on 

board to maintain a United Kingdom production line for Centurions, 

but the Canadian Government, despite Claxton's support, would not 

commit the necessary h i n d ~ . " ~  The purchase of 347 tanks stood; 

Simonds did not get his 300 tanks. 



Al1 dong, the questionable reiiability of British tank 

production was the major concem for Canada. Delivery of the 

original order of 247 tanks was not to be complete until 1954; if the 

Canadian Army had to fight during that period, could %ritain 

provide additional tanks?'12 A~so, the M-48 fiasco left the Canadian 

Army at the mercy of  the British Minisay of Supply for future 

orders. The ability of the Department of Defence Production to 

obtain tanks from the UK on short notice was essential to any future 

mobilization, particularly if tanks were lost in banle. Consequently, 

the health of British tank factories became a Canadian problem. The 

best medicine for sickly British defence industry, it turned out, was 

a fistfd of Canadian dollars. 

While British officiais lobbied for foreign orders to keep tank 

factories open, the Anmiralty tried to dispose of partiaily built ships 

to foreign navies. Six Majestic class aircraft carriers had been laid 

down in 1943 and launched in 1944. Of those, -ficent . .  
was on 

loan to the RCN, S ydnev (ex-Terrible) was sold to the Royal 

Australian Navy, and Maiestic was being completed for Australia. 

m a ,  Hercules and Powerful. were abandoned, almost 



complete, in 1946. In 1949, the Admiralty began to consider 

whether to scrap or sell the three vessels, now ob~olete.~~'  

In the meantime, the RCN was in the midst of some deep soul- 

searching where its fleet air ann was concemed. In December 

1950, ship commiaal to Korea and the prospect of increased NATO 

requirements of naval forces forced the RCN to consider the 

snategic wisdom of maintainhg British naval aircraft. In 1950, 

stockpiles of RCN naval aircraft were sufficient to meet RCN/NATO 

commitments for three years only. [n an emergency, couId British 

industry provide sufficient carrier-borne aircraft for Mamificent? 

Only older British types were suitable for the light carrier, because 

al1 Amencan and British fighter and anti-submarine types, either 

under development or in production, were too heavy and powerful 

for -"' Through its Senior Naval Liaison Officer in 

London, the RCN approached the Admiralty for a solution to the 

aircraft problem. 

The RCN's fitst choice was to modemize a Colossus class 

carrier. The Admitalty assured the SNLO (Senior Naval Liaison 

Officer) that, with modification of landing gear and strengthened 

decks and lifts, Colossus class carriers could operate GR 17s and Sea 

Venoms. The Admiralty had recomrnended these types to replace 

the Sea Fury, and they were just coming into service on RN carriers. 

Unfortunately, however, the Royal Air Force requirements for the 

Venom, and the slow production of the GR 17, made long-term 



prospects for the RCN tenuous. The RCWs answer, it seemed, was to 

produce its own air~raft.~'~ 

To that end. the two navies formed a common front. The RCN 

wanted to capitalue on the possibility of a govemment purchase of 

De Havilland production facilities at Downsview Airport for the 

RCAF. At the request of the SNLO, in February 1951. the Fifth Sea 

Lord made a forma1 inqojr to the RCN concerning the possibility of 

producing navai airmaft in Canada. The RN had no Mmediate 

requirement for Venoms or GR17 extemal to their own production, 

but early in 1950 had included the two aircraft on a list of types UK 

officiais would like to see buiit in CanadaeLL6 The RN-RCN scheme 

never got off the ground. but it demonstrated the continued 

willingness of the two navies to work for a single purpose. 

In May, the Admiralty again pressured the RCN for long-term 

aircraft orderseL" Except for the eighteen Sea Furies purchased in 

mid-1951 to complete the terms of the Masnificent deal, those 

orders were not forthcoming. At the start of the Korean War, the 

RCN bought seventy-five Avengers, the venerable 1942 vintage US 

anti-submarine aircraft, at a bargain surplus price, and al1 further 

navai aircraft purchases were A m e r i ~ a n . ~ ~ ~  The RCNts new NATO 

role brought a new conimitment to expand and the British aircraft 

on Maenificent lacked the range. serviceability, power and 

robusmess required for all-weather AS W.lL9 The Admiralty's feus 

of 1946 had been realized. American aircraft had become more 



attractive, in no small measure due to Btitain's inability to compete. 

Opinion among senior RN officers, however, was less critical of the 

RCN 'buying Amencan' than it had been before Korea. ABC 

standardization now was the Adniiralty's ultimate planning goal. 

According to the Admirdty's Head of the Military Branch, Britain 

was powerless to stop the RCN7s swing south for supply, but Nonh 

Amencan standardization was at least one step toward the ABC 

goal.120 

The more powerful aircraft demanded a more modem carrier, 

so the Colossus option was out. That meant either modernizing 

Mamificent (strengthening the deck, for instance), or buying a new 

carrier. The RCN opted for the latter choice, however, and its 

purchase was the last gasp of the Admkalty's hold on the RCN's 

naval air arm. The ody other options were an Essex class USN 

carrier and a British Hermes class Beet carrier, but both were 

considered too expensive. Most members of the Anglophile Naval 

Board considered it an a  rior ri assumption to replace Maenificent 

with another British carrier, and senior British officers lobbied 

effectively for such a d e c i s i ~ n . ~ ~ '  In November 1951, the RCN 

reached an informal agreement with the Admiralty to buy 

Powerful, in prese~ation at Harland & Wollf's shipyards in Belfast. 

The Canadian govemment did not yet approve the- deal. 

In May 1952, an RCN delegation visited London to hammer 

out a deal to cover the completion and purchase of the carrier. The 
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provisional costs tallied by Admiral Sir Michael Denny, the Naval 

Controller in London were £2.2 million for the costs to date, plus f3  

million for completion. for a total of £5.2 million (about $18 million). 

Denny was predisposed to reject any M e r  bargaining. He 

considered the Canadians reluctant to spend money on defence, 

chalking up the recent Canadian defence effort as a "very belated 

redress of quite a serious deficiency on their part in the past ... they 

have no moral clairn to enticements - and they are still wealthy 

enough not to need them."lZ2 The Canadian delegation, led by 

Captain M.A. Medland, now the Director Weapons and Tactics, 

understood the price, quoted in November. to be f 1.6 for the carrier 

"as is," with improvements extra The difference. according to 

Denny, was solely due to inflationœfi3 

In an era of monstrous defence budgets in the billions of 

dollars, such a discrepancy was minuscule. But, typically when the 

British and Canadians negotiated price, several matters of prïnciple 

captured the discussions. For their part, Admiralty financial officers 

thought the Canadians to be unappreciative of past dealings. Six of 

Canada's ex-RN ships, for example, were either gifts or loans from 

the Admiralty. The Anmiralty, with a policy of never selling ships 

to a Commonwealth country at a loss. did not want to set a 

precedent with Canada.lZ4 The Canadians were unbending, 

however, sticking to the £1.6 million figure. They won, and the 

contract was signed in August for that price.'15 Modernizing the 





Churchill goveniment never agreed to bny cheese with the dollars, 

however, although Claxton made much of Canada's generosity in 

buying a British carrier.'29 

The purchase of Bonaventure, the ody carrier ever owned 

outright by Canada, and suitable for torpedo-carrying jet aircraft, 

demonstrated again the importance of Canadian defence orders to 

the U K  Canada's purchase of a British carnier was decided at the 

service level, based on the special tie between the RCN and RN. But 

Canadian poiiticians and bureaucrats were anxious to break that tie. 

Dmry commented to the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee that "the 

present position, in which the Admiralty determined the shape and 

from of the carrier on loan to Canada, was not a satisfactory one."i30 

Drury's fmstration notwithstanding, the fact was that, five years 

after the decision to "buy American," the parochial nature of the 

RCN's naval air arm still dictated a major procurernent decision. 

The transition from British to US types was not smooth. The 

Centurion deal in particular proved to the British that previous 

efforts to plug their wares to the Canadians had been insufficient; 

they now realized that the Canadian market for big ticket items had 



not been completely captured by the A ~ n e n c a n s . ~ ~ ~  Dependent on 

foreign capital cornmitment for its production costs, however. 

Britain could not just dispense of surplus equipment. If Canada 

wanted British eqoipment, therefore. it had to accept several risks, 

but the M-48 situation showed that the US was not risk-free either. 

Britain's weakness notwithstanding, the Bonaventure and 

Centurion episodes indicate that Britain was far more than just 

another ally to Canada. The potchase of the carrier in 1952 

resulted fkom a long history of British involvement in the RCNes 

naval air arm, and the generally kindred relationship between the 

RCN and the RN. The Minisey of Defence decision to allocate tanks 

immediately to Canada in early 1951. despite British annoured 

requirements, helped the British to 'steai' a contract from the United 

States, unable to provide M-48s within an acceptable t h e  frame. 

Furthemore, the Centurion impressed Canadian soldiers sewing 

with the Commonwealth Division in Korea, and fit  into a unified 

command concept for Canadian and British forces in NATO. British 

defence officiais thus were encouraged as they entered 1953, 

determined to came a bigger niche in Canada's defence market. 

Montreal Star, 6 January 1951. 
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Chopter 6 

Shatteted Dreams 

On 18 May 1952, Winston Churchül told the British House of 

Commons that exports of tanks and other 'high grade' equipment, 

particularly to the US and Canada, were crucial for British 'parent 

plants' to develop and produ~e.~ Two weeks later, C.D. Howe 

complained to the Canadian House of Commons that Britain was an 

unreliable supplier of defence goods. Britain had promised Canada 

some $80 million worth of machine tools for re-armament, he 

remarked, but only came through with $6 million.' He was doing his 

best, he claimed, to help Britain economically, but he  was severely 

limited by the inability of British industry to deliver supplies on 

schedule. He was therefore livid in August when the Manchester 

Guardiaq accused Canada of showing an "Olympian detachment fiom 

Commonwealth affairs.'" In defence ternis, given Canada's efforts to 

earmark aid for Britain, fight alongside the British in Korea and 

station aoops with the BAOR in Gennany, the Guardian comments 

were way off base. 

In an impromptu statement to the press on 14 August, Howe 

summed up Canada's rearmament policy: to place as many orders as 



possible in Canada; to boy in the US to support standardization; and 

to buy British equipment wherever possible. Given equal prke and 

delivery te=, Howe continued, Canada would spend pounds rather 

than dollars. He insisted that Canada held no "Olyrnpic detachment 

toward Britain," and that the Canadian government was prepared to 

"do more for the United Kingdom than for any country in the world.'" 

Howe then surveyed for the reporters recent Canadian defence 

purchases in the UK, such as the Centurion and Powerful deals, 

describing them as 'aid' to Britain in dollar sales? 

Howe's announcement coincided with the British government's 

decision to beef up saies to non-sterling counmes to improve its 

balance of payments. Spurred on by the Cenhuion and Nene engine 

sales, the inter-departmental Arms Expon Policy Cornmittee decided 

to concentrate on the Canadian market. Weary of supporting Britain 

through Mutual Aid, Canadian oficials continued to press Britain into 

returning the favour by buying more Canadian items. For the rest of 

the decade, the Anglo-Canadian alliance degenerated into a 

negotiating arena for anns sales. 

Absent from the relationship were discussions of military 

strategy. Topics such as military tactics and operational concems 

were raised, for the most part, only when one country tried to sel1 

the other a particular weapons system or piece of equipment. Both 

countries, trying to maintain a degree of sovereignty while US power 

orew, fought tooth and nail to see their own weaponry adopted by b 
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the other as 'standardized' items. hstead of CO-operating in design 

and development of complex weaponry, Canada and the UK uttered 

laudatory remarks about CO-operation and standardization, while 

maintaining separate, competitive projects over long periods. In the 

latter half of the 1950's, when those projects were supposed to be 

coming on line, each side expressed disbelief that the other dared to 

build competitive items. Unfortunately, the hallmark of the alliance 

during this period is best described not as CO-operation, but rather as 

two solitudes, divided by an ocean, inconvertibility of currency and 

stubbom nationalism. 

In August 1952, K.S. Weston, a trade adviser to Archibald Nye, 

the British High Commissioner in Ottawa, met with T.N. Beaupre, the 

Assistant Deputy Minister of Defence Production, to ask how the UK 

could improve defence sales to Canada. Beaupre told him that 

Britain's first step had to be improving sales methods. For example, 

someone from the US services or relevant government depanments 

was always on hand at DND and DDP when new specifications were 
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being drawn up, and used that on-the-spot knowledge to market a 

US product. In contrast, Beaupre said, no UK officials evet cailed on 

DDP directors, who farmed out orders, to push their wares. Instead, 

he  continued, DDP received 'dreary memoranda' through Canada 

House fÎom the British War Office on "Outside customer procedure 

for obtaining stores and equipment fÎom the War Department." 

According to Beaupre, the War Office attitude was that imponers 

were 'joUy lucky' to get anything at a l l  from British production? 

Beaupre suggested to Westoa the idea of placing a special trade 

commissioner in Ottawa to sel1 defence equipment. In 1951, for 

instance, Howe had set up a sales office in Washington, and had so 

far dnimmed up $300 million in business. Considering the Canadian 

govemment's policy was to buy American, however, Beaupre was 

probably painting too rosy a picture of British sales potential in 

Canada. 

The so-cded "Weston Merno," which resulted from that 

discussion, was dismbuted to the relevant govemment departments 

in London, MOS, MOD, the service departments, Treasury Office and 

CRO, forced officiais to ask a simple question: is the UK doing al1 it can 

to promote sales of arms and equipment to Canada? S.F.T. 

Mitchelmore, the Board of Trade's representative in Ottawa, agreed 

with Beaupre that British salesmanship lagged far behind that of the 

US. In October, he reported to the Board of Trade that the Canadian 

defence and commercial markets were simila. in three fundamental 



ways: the buyers expect to be 'sold to' rather than having to 'buy' 

items, will be ' e x a c ~ g '  on price and wiU be biased toward North 

Amencan supply. That should have been no surprise to anyone 

observing Canadian arms procurement since the war. Mitchelmore 

aiso suggested that Britain would have to 'counterbaiance political or 

compt influences', accusing DDP off~cials of accepting bribes for 

certain tenders, although he gave no examples (and none have ever 

surfaced). Overall, Mitchelmore was pessimistic about the 

opportunities to sell British defence goods to Canada, mainly because 

the British services were unwilling ta divert early deliveries to 

Canada before their own needs were met? 

Aside fram the Centurion and Nene engine cases. there were 

few examples of that kind of sacrifice by British service departments. 

Eatly in 1952, however, the RAF offered to share initial deliveries of 

the David Brown fluid drive aircraft towing tractors -- state of the 

art machinery bnilt in Britain -- with the RCAF. Because of the 

delivery schedule, the RCAF chose the David Brown over the US 

al t ernative .' S till, CR0 opinion was that parochialism in Britain' s 

military and s e ~ i c e  departments threatened major sales to Canada. 

DDP policy at the working level usually required that 75% of 

equipment putchased for the armed forces should be built in Canada. 

In late 1952, for instance, DDP m e d  down three sales pitches from 

British firms -- for carrier telephone equipment, for aircraft fuel 

pumps and for Patchea submachine guns -- citing the "75% policy."" 
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MOD and MOS officiais liked Beaupre's suggestion of sending a 

permanent defence made representative or mission to Ottawa. On 5 

November, Harold Parker met with Paul Dickey, Parliamentary 

Assistant to CD. Howe, and Desmond Smith, Head of the Canadian 

Liaison Mission in London, to sound them out on the idea. Smith and 

Dickey gave Parker the same encouragement as Beaupre, infemng 

that the fault for Brïtain's failure to sell substantiai arms and 

equipment to Canada lay at the depamnent (DDP) level. A 

permanent, knowledgeable representative in Ottawa, they claimed, 

would go a long way to helping Britain secure future contracts. But 

the potential for sales was limited. Dickey and Smith told Parker 

that the real culprit pulling Canada away from British materiel was 

the slow progress in standardization. Unless British components 

were interchangeable with North American, they concluded, further 

purchases were ~nl ikely . '~  

That rnixed message -- good potential for sales but unlikely 

unless standardization were achieved -- kft the AEPC members 

confused about Canadian policy. Adding to the confusion was that 

that, through Mitchelmore, British officials knew of a supposedly 

secret Canadian Cabinet directive to buy commercial goods from the 

UK, where avaiiability and prices were at least on par to equivalent 

US goods. Encouraged bat commercial policy might extend to 

defence purchases, the AEPC decided to pressure Ottawa to establish 

a firm made policy on British defence goods. Acting on the 
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Cornmittee's instructions, the CR0 enlisted Sir Archibald Nye to nail 

down Canadian policy by going directly to the Ministers involved: 

Claxton and Howe. AEPC opinion, shared by Leisching, was that the 

Canadian Departments of National Defence and Defence Production 

did not always "see eye to eye" on the wisdom of buying a r m s  from 

Britain." 

Nye did not share his colleagues' confusion about Canadian 

policy. On 29 November, he pointed out to Leisching to point out that 

Canadian procurement policy of buying Canadian and standardizing 

with the US had not changed at all. Notwithstanding Howe's 

insistence that his department did not discriminate against British 

types because of the vulnerability of British supplies in wu, Nye 

wrote, the problem loomed large on the Canadian mind." Nye's 

letter, which Leisching circulated widely among the departments 

involved, received an indignant reaction in London. F.C. Musgrave, 

Deputy Secretary in the Ministry of Supply, declared that the 

Canadians should know that Britain was now in the position to 

supply Iife-long spares. If Canada was willing to pay up fkont in 

dollars, to keep production lines going, MOS factories could provide 

equipment generally cheaper than US equivalents. "If the Canadians 

are really sincere in their wish to purchase from us," Musgrave 

mused, "they could hardly refuse to accept this s~lution."~' Treasury 

opinion, on the other hand, held that British firms had to assume 

responsibility for their own exports, setting up branch plants in 
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Canada if p~ssible. '~ Nye's military and air advisers, from their 

dealings in Ottawa, found the main problem that plagued British 

sales in Canada was a history of poor delivery schedules. The RCAF 

had ordered de Havilland jet transports in 1951, for instance, and 

tolerated a delay of almost two years. The Centurion was another 

case in point.'* 

In early Jannary, m e d  with the lengthy correspondence 

taking place in London on sales to Canada, Nye met separately with 

Howe and Claxton. He outlined Britain's position as follows: the 

Churchill govenunent waated to expand dollar earnings generally; 

because of surplus capacity established during the Korea re- 

armament phase, there was plenty of plant available to fil1 expon 

orders on reliable schedules; and, if necessary, the British services 

would postpone their own re-armament in favour of dollar orders. 

In his meeting with Howe, Nye explained that he "would not bother 

him at this stage with details of equipment," since he was only 

interested in an "elucidation of Canadian buying policy." Nye was 

covering for his AEPC coikagues in London, who had not yet 

completed a list of equipment for sale. The High Commissionet tried 

to pin down Howe for a definite statement on whether his stated 

preference to spend pounds rather than dollars for commercial 

imports could be extended to defence items.16 

Howe emphasized to Nye that DDP had no bias against British 

types. The Minister of Defence Production also insisted that his 



department was not concemed in most cases about lack of spares or 

vulnerable war-tirne production of British types. He told Nye that a 

wide array of opportunities existed for British defence firms, but it 

was up to them to pursue contracu. That was perhaps me, but it 

was aiso largely irrelevant. DDP was merely an agent for DM). Howe 

told Nye that king 'on the spot' when orders were placed might 

matter for commercial items, but not in his department. Howe left 

Nye with a sense that Britain had an open dom to the Canadian 

defence market." 

In his meeting with Nye, Claxton painted a completely different 

pic tue .  Seventy-five percent of defence reqnirements were already 

filled up to 1955-56, Claxton told Nye, and most of the rest would 

corne from Canadian sources. Claxton said that, while agreeing with 

Howe' s generai comments, there was little chance of Canada placing 

any substantial defence orders with Britain in that time. The only 

possibility of a capital project Claxton could see developing was 

building Britannia anti-submarine aircraft under License in Canada -- 

a subject under discussion between Canadair and Bristol. Claxton 

was decidedly glum on any prospects for British defence sales in 

Canada? 

In later interviews with Thompson (the Deputy High 

Commissioner), and Mitchelmore, Beaupre contradicted his boss, 

Howe. Beaupre repeated his earlier contention that having someone 

at DDP to handle queries, suggest British prototypes and stay in 
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contact with MOS or MOD officials wodd go a long way to securing 

some defence contra~ts.'~ Thus, Beaupre, Howe and Claxton each 

gave a different account of Canadian procurement policy, leaving the 

British defence community no more sure of how to proceed with a 

sales campaign than they had been in October. One CR0 officia1 

offered this summation of the Canadian policy mish-mash: "They 

seem intent to standardization with the US -- which is vaiid --but 

why do Canadian Ministers keep saying they're anxious to buy 

equipment fiom (the) UK if we supply?'"' The Canadians had an 

equal nght to be confused about British policy. Charles Foukes, for 

example, rightly pointed out that the British Chiefs of Staff advocated 

supply dispersal in light of the UK's vulnerability, while 

coincidentally preaching to the Commonwealth about stockpiling in 

the UK," 

To better understand Canadian policy, the AEPC decided to 

send Geoffrey Wheeler of the Ministry of Defence to Canada to sound 

out officials and Ministers on the subject. During February and 

March, Wheeler met with Howe, Claxton, the DDP 'dollar a year' men, 

and service procurement officers, ultimately producing an outline of 

al1 the major fields of equipment used by the Canadian services. As 

a result of these meetings. Wheeler concluded that areas such as 

aircraft, electronics, guns and ammunition were severely limited to 

Canadian and US products. On 27 March, Wheeler reported to the 

British Cabinet Defence Committee that the most promising openings 



for British equipment were in scout cars, motorcycles. armoured 

vehicles and bndging equipment. Canada was building its own 

destroyer escorts and minesweepers, limiting the naditionally stroog 

naval market in Canada to components, some gun accessones for the 

Bofors and aircraft carrier refits." 

Undeterred, the AEPC, dong with the Minisny of Supply, 

decided in March to assign two special defence vade representatives 

to the Trade Commissioner's office in Ottawa. The Board of Trade 

also undenook a long study of buying practices in Canadian 

goverrunent departments, with advice and information on how to sel1 

to the Canadian defence market. The appointment of the special 

representative was considered by Supply and Treasury officiais to be 

a great boon to their hopes of penetrating the Canadian arms 

market .'3 That happened to a minor extent. Between 1954 and 

1957, Britain managed to sell to Canada nine Centurion ARVs 

( Armoured Recovery Vehicles), 1 96 Centurion trailers, 2,049 

motorcycles, 16 floating bridges and a host of several other items, 

mostly Amy-related for the 27th CIB (later re-designated the 4th 

Canadian Infantry brigade Group, or 4 CIBG).14 

The Canadian brigade in Germany relied on British sources of 

supply. On 19 May 1953, the Treasury Board met in Ottawa to 

review the method of obtaining and paying for those supplies, 

deciding to continue paying a per diem rate per soldier ta the British 

Army for logistical s ~ p p o a . ~ ~  For the most part, the Army and DND 



were pleased with that arrangement. In the summer of 1955, Alex 

Ross, the Associate Deputy Minister of National Defence, went to 

Europe to assess the procurement system for Canadian forces in 

Europe. Ross found that, by avoiding the cost of logistics personnel, 

the Brigade saved a considerable amount using British LOS. In the 

event of war, Ross estimated, Canada would continue to pay the 

BAOR for supply, fkeeing the Canadian Amy ftom having to provide 

the normal eight to ten personnel behind the line for every soldier 

on the line? In Late 1953, The Canadian Army Mobilization Planning 

Team visited the 27th Brigade and then the War Office to finalize 

plans for staging the remainder of 1 Canadian Division, stationed in 

Canada, in the UK before going to Europe." 

Early in 1953, the Air Ministry med to entice Canada into a 

Centurion-like arrangement for fighter aircraft. The Air Staff hoped, 

first of d l ,  to convince the RCAF to adopt the civil transport aircraft, 

the Bristol Bntannia, but this never panned out -- largely because 

Canada's NATO requirements did not yet include maritime 

reconnaissance aircraft. (Canada later adopted the Argus, a Canadair 

design, based on the Bristol Brittania and using the Bntmnia 



aifiame. Aiso, the Yukon, Canadair's propeiler transport plane 

acquired in the 1960s, was essentially a Briaaaia design.) On 13 

February, the Senior British Air Liaison Officer in Ottawa, Air 

Commodore A.P. Revington, advised the AEPC to encourage Canada to 

buy the Hunter or the Swift, two UK figbters. The Air Staff agreed, 

realizing that export orders were crucial to keeping production lines 

for those two aïrcraft open after init idy equipping RAF squadmns." 

The suggestion was unreasonable; the RCAF had no need for either of 

those aircraft, and the Air Ministry never reaily took it seriously. 

The only aircraft Britain was able to sell to Canada during the 

remainder of the 1950s were two Bristol Type 170 freighters, 

transferred to Langar in Juiy 1955.t9 

The RAF planned to dispose of the Sabre Mark IVs operating in 

2 T M  in Germany by 1954, when the Hawker Hunter was supposed 

to be available. Lord Tedder was therefore put in an awkward 

situation in July 1953, when Desmond Smith made him the informal 

offer of fifty-four used Mark II Sabres, no strings attached."' 

(Ironically, the RCAF had just 'borrowed' sixty Mark II Sabres from 

the RAF to bumess the 1st Air Division until Sabre IVs came on line.) 

The RCAF made the Sabre offer for three reasons: the Mark 11s would 

be obsolete in March 1954, when the RCAF would replace Sabre IIs 

with Orenda-powered Mark Vs; the spare parts, panicularly engines 

and instruments, couid help to maintain RAF Mark IVs; and the 

Sabres could be kept in the "family" as war reserve in Europe. The 



CAS declïned the offer, intending to dispose of al1 Mutual Aid aircraft 

in favour of domestic types.31 The RAF could not afford taking on 

extra aircraft, he explained to Smith; the man-hours, money and 

storage space required to disrnantie the planes for spares were not 

worth the limited spare parts?' 

A few days later, JAMAG offered 225 of the 340 Hunters 

ordered for its off-shore procurement program to the RAF on a one- 

for-one exchange for Sabres, which the US would allocate later. The 

so-called 'Humer-Sabre' exchange, designed by the US to modemize 

the intercepter force in Europe while re-distributing Sabres -- still a 

first-rate fighter -- was a new piece in the ABC procurement puzzle. 

The US would pay for jets made in Britain, exchange them with the 

RAF for their existing jets, which were paid for by Canada and the US 

and built with US and Canadian components, and then dispose of the 

old fighters to other air forces under MDAP? Such were the 

meanderings of ABC mutual aid. 

By the spring of 1954, the Canadian offer and the Hunter-Sabre 

scheme evolved into an ABC mangement to spread out Sabres as 

effectively as possible within NATO. The scheme, created by the 

USAF, would group Hunters in Nonhwestern Europe (the UK, Belgium 

and Holland), close enough for the UK to maintain them. The F-86s 

would go to southem Europe (Italy, Greece, Turkey -and Yugoslavia), 

to be maintained by the US and Canada. Brooke Claxton-and the 

RCAF approved of the idea, provided that the public impression be 
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given in press releases that the Standing Group, not the US, aiIocated 

the Sabred4 Canada also agreed to continue providing support for 

RAF Sabres und the Hunter aitcraft, still in need of major 

modifications, was ready for service in 1955? Furthemore, the 

RCAF agreed to pay for overhauls of the Sabre I V s  borrowed from 

the RAF in 1953.36 The Hiinter-Sabre exchange demonstrated that 

the ABC partnership worked well when the US took the lead, Canada 

and the US paid the bills and Canadian sovereignty was publiciy 

pronounced. 

The detonation of a hydrogen bomb by the Soviet Union in 

1953 turned Canadian attention even more to the air defence of 

North America. The specter of Soviet long-range bombers reaching 

North American territory armed with nuclear weapons prompted 

Wilf Curtis to propose a supersonic dl-weather intercepter to replace 

the CF 100. A.V .Roe was given the task of designing prototypes of 

the new aircraft (the CF-105) which. for the next six years, captured 

headlines and soaked up over $300 million in research, design and 

production costs. Canada and Britain (and the US) had similar air 

defence requirements: the ability to intercept high altitude Soviet 

supersonic long-range bombers, expected by British authonties to be 

a real threat by 1962-63.3' 

The St. Laurent Cabinet agreed to enter into contract with AV 

Roe for eleven pre-production airfiames on 23 March 1955, on the 

assumption that it would be an indigenous project to the end, 
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uniikely to attract interest ftom either the US or UK? The story of 

the Avro Arrow and the wisdom of its canceilation by John 

Diefenbaker' s govenunent has been recounted numerous times, and 

need not be repeated I~ere.~' In the Anglo-Canadian context, 

however, the Arrow debacle demonstrated, seemîngly once and for 

ail, the inability of the two counmes to collaborate on a major 

weapons system in the atomic age. 

The M F  was waiting for its own supersonic interceptor, the 

thin-winged Javelin, designed by A.V. Roe's sister Company, Gloster 

Aircraft (both were owned by the Hawker-Siddeley Group), intended 

to succeed the thick-winged Javelin interceptor already in service. 

British interest in the Arrow began in November 1955, when the 

Minister of Supply, Reginald Maudliag, toured the A.V. Roe plant in 

Toronto. He was impressed by the aircraft, especially when A.V. Roe 

officiais assured him it would be operational before the Javelin. 

Crawford Gordon, the new General Manager of A.V. Roe, and the 

Canadian CAS Roy SIemon also promised Maudling ail the technicai 

information and 'know how' the British would require if he could 

convince another member of the Hawker Group, Armstrong- 

Whitwonh, to build the aircraft under license in Britain. Maudling 

then met Lieutenant General M.C. Putt of the USAF, who told him that 

the US was very impressed with the CF-105. Putt added that the US 

probably would not procure it (the US had the F-108, its own 

supersonic interceptor, on the drawing boards). He was, however, 



glad that the Canadians were producing something usefid for North 

American defence. Putt saw the Javelin, however, as example of 

Our (Britain' s) attachent to antiques." Furthemore, J.F. Quarles, 

Secretary of the US Air Force, told MOS that the US would CO-operate 

with the UK to secure the Arrow for the RAF. Maudling advised 

Duncan Sandys to defer any decisions on future Fighter Command 

aircrafi until they couid take a close look at the Canadian plane?' 

Britain's Air Staff aiso considered the CF-105 to be supenor to 

the Javelin. In December AVM H.V. Slattery, head of the RAF's 

Operational Requirements (OR) section, reponed ta Sir William 

Dickson, the Secretary of State for Air, that the Arrow, armed with 

Falcon air-to-air missiles, would be available before the Javelin, 

arrned with the De Havilland Red Dean, The Arrow's fire-control 

s ystem, he continued, was already proven, and wholly satisfactory . 

He recommended to Dickson that the CF-105 had the most potential 

to fil1 OR 329, the operational requirement for a supersonic fighter 

which spawned the Thin-Winged Javelin?' The Air Ministry, 

increasingly disappointed in progress on that aircraft, was also 

anxious to acquire the Arrow as a repla~ernent?~ A joint MOS-Air 

Ministry team went to Toronto immediately after Christmas to 

evaluate the Anow, giving it high m a r k s P V h e y  estimated that 100 

aircraft would cost $120 million, to be delivered between 1961 and 

1963- 



In early lanuary, Treasury officiais reacted swiftly and 

predictably to the Air Ministry's deliberation over a Canadian 

aircraft. Permanent Secretary Sir Leslie Rowan, for example, rejected 

the principle of buying high-end dollar aircraft rather than domestic 

types, which "would create a most dangerous precedent? Another 

Treasury official remarked that: "If we conceded the principle (of 

buying dollar arms) then we shall be subject to the greatest 

pressures to buy a l I  kinds of nice things that the Americans have and 

which we can only develop .... In short they (the services) would want 

both -- the economy at overfuii (sic) stretch and arms bought 

a b r ~ a d . " ~ ~  The only way the Chanceilor of the Exchequer, Peter 

Thorneycroft, wouid accept doliar a r m s  was through end-item aid, 

but MDAP was scheduled to terminate in 1957? 

Treasury also had a strategic argument against the CF-105. 

The very existence of Fighter Command after 1960 (when surface to 

air missiles were expected to corne on line) was under scrutiny by 

the Cabinet. If Fighter Command was merely to be a c'secondary 

deterrent," Treasury opinion held, it was not wonh its annuai 

expenditure of over £100 million on aircraft, weapons, training and 

airfields.'" At the end of January, however, MOD advised Macmillan 

to sound out now President D.D. Eisenhower on the idea of providing 

the Arrow under end-item aid. Otherwise, MOD lamented, Bntain 

would have to manufacture the Arrow itself --a strain on the already 



tight metal industries -- or try to acqnire the Bight and f ie  control 

system, which were US originated components, through aid? 

On 16 March, Air Ministry representatives hosted a meeting 

with Supply, Defence and Treasury officiais to discuss the 

implications of adopting the CF- 105. They considered three options 

for acquinng the aircraft: direct purchase fkom Canada; build a 

British version of the aircraft and purchase the Canadian-built 

Hughes fire-control system; build a British version of the aircrafi and 

develop an indigenous Fie-control system. The first option was 

mled out by Treasury as too expensive. The second was considered 

possible, but only if A.V. Roe could continue research and 

development on the aircraft without British capital investment. The 

third option was left open to further study by the Ministry of Supply, 

to investigate possible replacements for the Sparrow, the air-to-air 

missile being developed by the US Navy (and now slated to replace 

the faulty Falcon, designed for a single-seat interceptor, in the 

Arrow), and the nucleus of the Hughes fire-control system. The Air 

Ministry decided to look inta the details of these options?' 

For the next two months, the Ministry of Defence can-îed out an 

extensive study of Britain's air defence problems and possible 

solutions. Duncan Sandys presented the final report to the Cabinet 

Defence Cornmittee on 28 May, stating, among other things, that the 

CF-105 options were just too expensive in dollar costs to warrant 

further study. Even if the British government took on the task of 



building the aircraft on license, the price of components and licenses 

was estimated at over $200 million. Besides, continued Sandys, the 

Hunter was more than adequate for short-range air defence (about 

100 miles), and developments in guided missiles and delivery 

systems might surpass the ability of even supenonic interceptors to 

engage the enemy at long range." 

Although the Minister of Supply cautioned the Cabinet Defence 

Committee against rejecthg the Arrow out of hand simply on the 

dollar score, the financial argument was too strong." US military aid 

was, moreover, not forthcoming. Support for the Arrow thus petered 

out in London, eliminating any chance for A.V. Roe to find a foreign 

market for its aircraft -- the only sensible justification at that point 

for the Canadian government to continue pouring money into the 

project. The Treasury Office had successfuily campaigned against the 

pnnciple of spending dollars on big-ticket weapons. 

The dollar-sterling gap conmbuted in a critical way to the 

demise of the Arrow. But so did the perception that the mad Pace of 

transition between air platform and missile delivery was definitive 

and final. Indeed, in 1957, Duncan Sandys canceled d l  British fighter 

aircraft projects, except for the well advanced Elecmc Lightning. In 

195 9, the Diefenbaker government rightly canceled the Arrow 

project that was spinning out of control in cost overruns, production 

problems and weapon difficulties. Britain's choice not to commit to 
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the project in 1956 elùninated any chance that Canada could share 

the cost burden with another country. 

On 21 June 1957, John Diefenbaker became the first 

Conservative Prime Minister since RB. Bennett. 'The Chief was an 

Anglophile, and remained attached emotionaily to the British 

connection despite the weakening social and economic links between 

the two countries. The ratio of Canadians of British to non-British 

origin was declining. Evidence of the economic pull of the US could 

be found in imports, exports and US branch plants scattered through 

Canadian industry. In 1957, only 9% of Canadian exports went to the 

UK, while 71% went to the US. Emotional attachent to Bntain 

lingered on in several segments of the Canadian population, however. 

Politically, Anglophiles tended to gather in the Consemative Party, 

where rhetoric about the American behemoth was cornmonplace. To 

many Canadians, therefore, Diefenbaker offered an opportunity to 

re-establish traditionai ties to Bntain. 

During the election campaign, Diefenbaker uttered to the press 

that he would divert 15% of Canada's import made to the UK. It was 

a foolish idea. James Duncan, chairman of Britain's Dollar-Sterling 



Trade Board, had recommended that Canada should a h  for diverting 

only 8% of impm h m  the US to the WK? In his memoirs, 

Diefenbaker dismissed his promise as merely an off-the-cuff remark, 

not intended seriously. But Diefenbaker's image was consnucted by 

such outlandish temarks, which joined in the choir of anti- 

Americanism becoming increasingly popular in Canada. For his part, 

JO hn Garner, Britain' s new High Commissioner in Ottawa, tempered 

his reaction to the Diefenbaker promise by chalking it up to the 

frenzied Pace of the campaign aünosphere -- which Diefenbaker 

sustained for about a year. Nye correctly reported to the CR0 that: 

"In spite of the repeated beating of the drum of Commonwealth trade 

I do not gather that ministers here have any clear ideas or any 

specific proposals." He did, however, see the opponunity for British 

firms to take advantage of the new government's apparent good will 

to get some new products into Canada.53 

While Diefenbaker did little to alter the general pattern of 

trade with the UK, he did muster considerable attention from British 

ministers and officiais concemed with trade, including that of a r m s  

and equipment. The War Office had, for example, been trying to 

arrange a barter system with the Canadian Army for materiel, where 

no money would change hands. Colonel G.P. Momson, the Canadian 

Amy's Director of Design and Development, considered by the War 

Office to be pro-British, f i s t  suggested the idea in February as a way 

to encourage standardization and keep production Iines going? The 



CR0 naturaiIy supported the p ~ c i p l e  of foIlowing through on any 

and almost al1 invitations fiom Canada. Treasury officiais and the 

Chancellor of the Exchequer held to their 'no dolIars - no deals' line, 

however, and quashed the proposal? 

After the 15% annouacement, another round of exciternent in 

London over arms sales to Canada set in. On 9 August, the SEC 

(Strategic Exports Comminee) of the Ministry of Defeace (the 

successor to the AEPC) met to consider sales of equipment to Canada 

in preparation for the upcoming Commonwealth Finance Ministers 

Conference in London. The C o d t t e e  had a tough nut to crack. 

Canadian arms purchases from the UK had declined from f 13 million 

in 1953 to just under f 5 million in 1956? The special 

representative for arms trade appointed in 1953 had apparently 

accomplished very little. The SEC was optimistic that a change in 

Ottawa's attitude was al1 that was necessary to increase sales there. 

After all, the 1952 Howe directive to buy British in preference to 

American equipment was s a  in place, just not being followed. The 

SEC, therefore, could do 1ittle but wait and see if the new Diefenbaker 

govemment was more sincere in its effons. The Cornmittee did, 

however, advise the Minister of Supply to take up the matter with 

Canadian officiais." 

Maudling did just that. In September, he met Diefenbaker, 

George Pearkes, the new Minister of National Defence, and 

representatives of the rnilitary and DRB. The Canadians offered the 
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Minister little hope of breaking into the Canadian anns  market. They 

gave him three reasons: the new government's plan to roll back 

defence spending, now at $1.73 billion; the "Canada First" policy of 

the "permanent officiais" put in place by successive Liberal 

eovemments; and the desire to maintain the significant contribution b 

of defence industry tu the Canadian economy. Maudling found some 

solace in the last reason, however. After dl, he reported to the SEC, 

two of the three largest Canadian aircraft companies were the 

mainstays of their parent companies in Britain. Shifting orders from 

those branch plants to British aircraft companies, in his opinion, 

would ody harm the Canadian offshoots. Maudling concluded, 

therefore, that to expect the theoretical 15% diversion to peaain to 

defence imports was unrealistic. Like many of his colleagues since 

1945, he resigned himself to the tned and true 'indusmal dispersal' 

way of thinking: that, even if Canada chose not to increase British 

imports, Britain would always benefit indirectly by a solid base of 

defence production in Canada? 

The Arrow cancellation in 1959 provoked yet another round of 

soul-searching in Britain's defence community over sales to Canada. 

F.E. Cumming-Bruce, the Deputy High Commissioner in Ottawa, 

initiated the agony with a review of m a m e n t  sales to Canada. He 

lamented that the Diefenbaker government, albeit with good 

intentions, seemed to be floundering on its promise to increase nade 

with Britain. His dispatch coatained a grim warning for the CR0 and 
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the AEC: If London failed to obtain more production sharing with 

Canada, British firms could permanently lose the Canadian market. 

Cumming-Bruce recommended that British supply and military 

representatives had to radically alter their approach to sales to 

promote joint projects. He concluded what High Commissioners and 

many other British officiais had lamented repeatedly since the war: 

Canada was 'looking increasingly' to the US for defence equipment; 

there seemed to be no cut and dried strategic reason for that shift; 

and to counteract this trend, the UK had to improve 'machinery' for 

consultation with the Canadiandg This was, by now, a very old 

refrain. 

That Cummings-Bruce was unable to grasp how Canada had no 

choice but to cozy up to the US strategicdly is a mystery. He was 

right about one thing, though: the political benefits to Canada and the 

UK of sharing production costs. Joint research, design and production 

were, after dl, the only way Canada and the UK could sustain a 

degree of independence fiom the US, the only country with the 

ability to support each stage of several weapons projects 

simultaneously. But Canada and Britain were simply unable to get 

together on major weapons systems and military items. Every 

potential arms deal between the two countries continued to be 

painfuUy long and bogged d o m  by dollar-sterling issues. And, so far, 

Britain' s refusal to buy major Canadian items. 



Diefenbaker's emotioaal ramblings about helping the Mother 

Country were made even more irrelevant when he hammered out 

the Canada-US Defence Production Sharing Agreement with 

Eisenhower in the summer of 1958. Production sharing made US 

equipment even more desirable to Canada. Indeed, the revival of 

Hyde Park-like reciprocity with the US had been a central aim of 

Caoadian policy-makers since 1947. 

The reciprocity ded brought quick results. In 1958, following 

SACEUR General Lauris Norstadt's suggestion that it assume a smke 

reconnaissance role in Europe, the RCAF began shopping around for a 

nuclear-capable strike aircraft to replace the Sabres and Canucks in 

the 1st Air Division by 1961. In October the Canadian Air Liaison 

officer went to the Air Ministry for quotes on the British-developed 

Gnat, Sea Vixen, Scimitar and Blackburn Buccaneer. The Ministry of 

Supply then went into action immediately, working up an availability 

and price list for the aircraft. The RCAF expressed interest only in 

the Blackburn, sending a team to the UK to evaluate the aircraft in 

Febmary 1959. Chief of the Air Staff Hugh Campbell followed with a 

visit to the Company in May, and MOS officiais gave him a thorough 

breakdown of what to expect fiom the companyPo 



The enticements of possible sales abroad and shared 

production under DPSA convinced the RCAF and the Cabinet to 

acquire the Lockheed F-104 Smghter to replace the aging CF-100s 

and F-86s in Europe?' Canadair acquired a license to build the 

Starfighter in Canada, and Orenda was tasked with building the 

engines. Even the usually unflappable CR0 was indignant over 

Canada's refusa1 to support British aircraft, spouting the well- 

labowed British opinion that their sales efforts should translate 

automaticdly into a saleo2 

In 1959, when the Arrow cancellation forced the RCAF to 

consider an all-weather interceptor alternative, English Elecmc, with 

MOS support, gave the Canadians full technical details on the 

Canberra, a fighter bomber suited to tactical interdiction, and the 

Lightning , Fighter Command' s front-line interceptor. CR0 officiais 

huffed that "if the Canadians do not in tbis instance 'Buy British' it 

will thus not be fiom any lack of knowledge of the merits of 

comparable British aircraft?' The British option was not considered 

senously by the RCAF, however, which acquired US McDonnell 

Douglas F-101 Voodoos, surplus to US requiremenîs, in exchange for 

taking responsibility of the Pinetree line of radar stations from the 

US. Both the Starfighter and Voodoo came into service in 196 1, 

remaining in the RCAF until the 1980s. 

Canada did, however, succeed in seUing Beaver aircraft to the 

War Office, but only after considerable protests from Britain's 
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aircraft industry. The British Army had formed Light liaison flights 

in 1951. Since then, the A m y  AU Corps was equipped with Auster 

Marks 6 and 9 aircraft. In 1959, the War Office finally decided to 

scrap the old Austers, and looked to de Haviliand (Canada) for a 

replacement. The 1940s vintage STOL (Short Take-Off and Landing) 

Beaver was s t i l l  around, and no fued-wing aircraft was better in the 

army liaison role. There was, however, a UK alternative to the 

Beaver -- the Scottish Aviation Pegasus. That fact made the 

procurement decision more difficult than it should have been. 

In September 1959, on de Havilland's behaif, DA Golden, 

Deputy Minister of Defence Production, met in London with Richard 

Powell and Aubrey Jones, the new Minister of Supply, to press for a 

decision on the Beaver. Golden was unaware that the War Office, 

with Treasury support, had akeady decided on the Beaver? Powell 

told Golden that the Beaver fit the War Office requirement for a 

fixed-wing aircraft, but the Treasury had raised dollar concems, and 

Scottish Aviation complained that the War Office should stick to a UK 

aircraft. Golden gave three main reasons why the UK should buy 

Canadian in this case, despite Scottish Aviation's objections. First, 

Canada was a substantial purchaser of British equipment, citing 

recent examples of the Tyne engine, a Redifon flight simuIator 

(despite the fact that it conld have been built in Canada), and radars 

for the Argus ami-snbmarine aircraft. Second, Golden argued, 

Scottish Aviation had done quite well by Canada -- the Company was 



kept in business only because of an RCAF repaû and overhaul 

contract. Finally, the UK should be mindfui that the Beaver was 

designed by a UK snbsidiary. which had benefited from millions of 

dollars in govemment contracts since setting up shop in Canada in 

1 9 2 9 .  If Britain wanted these favourable arrangements to continue, 

Golden concluded, London should buy Canadian whenever it could, 

which had not happened very often? 

On 2 1 S eptember, Richard Poweil, Permanent Under-S ecretary 

at MOD, told George Kitching, the Canadian Army's senior Liaison 

officer in London, that senior British officers and MOD officiais had 

already approved the Beaver purchase, but couïd not announce it 

until after the election? The Consematives renuaed to power, and 

went through the formality of receiving a deputation from Scottish 

Aviation before deciding on the aircraft. The Prime Minister, Harold 

Macmillan, Sandys, now Minister of Aviation and other ministers met 

the Scottish Aviation delegates, accompanied by labour 

representatives, on 11 November to heu their case in support of 

Pegasus. Still in development, the aircraft was not ready yet for 

A m y  use. The deputation thus concentrated on the unemployment 

problem in Ayrshire, Scottish Aviation' s location, and the benefits of 

exposure to be accnied for the f i ' s  other designs if the govemment 

bought the Pegasus? Macmillan assured the delegates that the 

Pegasus woold receive due consideration, but the matter was already 

settled. On 17 Decernber, Minister of Defence Harold Watkinson 



announced in the House of Commons that it wodd  buy fourty 

Beavers nom Canada, but also negotiate with Scottish Aviation for a 

small order of Twin Pioneers for the RAFP8 

In the late 1950s, Canada tried to entice the UK into production 

shax-ing on two Amy projects, Heller and Bobcat. The former, a 

medium anti-tank weapon was developed by CARDE scientists and 

A m y  technical offkers between 1948-55. The Heller was the result 

of the Canadian Arrny's responsibility under the ABC standardization 

agreement to improve war-tirne attempts at persona1 anti-tank 

weapoary. The weapon fit that bill, surpassing the Gennan 

Pan zerf au s t, the US bazooka and the British PIAT (Projector Infantry 

Anti-Tank). The 3.2in. Heller, a combination rocket/recoilless gun, 

was also an irnprovement over CARDE'S (Canadian A m y  Research 

and Development Establishment) recently developed 17- and 25- 

pounder pot sabot. To increase muzzle velocity and penetrating 

power, the 'pot sabot' was designed to leave the discarded part of the 

fired shot in one piece. The 17-pounder was manufactured in the 

1950s in BBtain and Canada, and used by the US Army in its "Walker 

Bulldog" light tank. The Heller was far more accurate, however, and 
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convenient because it cadd be carried and f ied by an individual 

s oldiet .69 

The Canadian Army adopted the HeIler as a platoon anti-tank 

weapon in 1956, having issued 200 pieces by 1960. By that year, 

however, CARDE (part of DRB) was growing impatient that neither 

the UK nor the US had adopted the weapon -- Canada's intended ABC 

contribution. The Canadian CGS, S.F. Clark and Pearkes were also 

impatient, and decided to pressure the British Ministry of Defence for 

a decision on the Heller. The British Amy had perfomed trials on 

the Heller in 1959, concluding that it was inferior in penetrative 

power to the Swedish Car1 Gustaf 84mm recoilless gun. The two guns 

were very similar, except that the HeiIer sported a range finder sight, 

more accurate than the Gustaf's telescopic sight. The Swedes were 

working on a range finder sight for the 84mm, but that was down 

the road. The Heller, on the other hand, was a proven weapon. 

Pearkes thus wrote to Watkinson on 12 July 1960, pleading with him 

to standardize the two annies on the Heller and to buy from 

Canadian sources, rather than build it in the UK, "which will do 

something to balance purchases which we make in the United 

Kingd~rn."'~ 

The Canadian Army promised MOD to work on improving the 

Heller' s penetrative power. At Clark's insistence, the British A m y  

included the Heller in further ûials in November 1960, Canada 

supplying the weapons, ammunition, crews and assistance. The 
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Heller lost out to the Car1 Gnstaf in those t r ia ls  and, although the 

details of the trials and the British criteria for rejecting the Canadian 

gun are uncertain, the tension over the issue between the Canadians 

and British was very clear. Watkinson, who never replied to 

Pearkes' personal inquiry, finally wrote back to Harkness, who 

replaced Pearkes as MND in October 1960 over the nuclear weapons 

issue, in early December. W a h s o n  infonned Harkness that the 

Heller would continue tu be an option in future trials but, contrary to 

the Canadian interpretation of anti-tank standardization, the British 

Defence Minister stated that "interchangeability," not complete 

s tandardization, was the goal? ' Without defending the decision to 

the Canadians, the British Amy chose the Gustaf, and the Heller 

issue disappeared, the Canadian weapon never being used by any 

other Amy. 

In fact, however, Canada had been tasked in 1949 to work with 

the UK ûrdnance Board on the Heller as an ABC weapon?' A decade 

later, there seemed little CO-operation, or even exchange of 

information, on the Heller project. Standatdization thus was 

compromised by Britain's unwillingness to support Canadian weapon 

development. The Canadian Anny had no recouse but to complain 

that the UK's attitude toward standardization was unduly flippant." 

The same case was made regarding the Bobcat, a concept that 

germinated in the uncertain operating conditions to be expected in a 

nuclear war. In the early 1950s, the Canadian Army reviewed the 



tacticai implications of nuclear weapons use on the battlefield. 

Among those was the need for troops to move fofward from garrison 

stations to the 'fkontier' in an emergency, equipped with sufficient 

ammunition and supplies to exist independently in the early stages 

of warY4 Incfeased troop dispersal and mobility should have been 

provided by the Bobcat, the Afmy sponsored armoured personnel 

carrier which had now been in development for six years. The 

Bobcat was designed to increase cross-country mobility, while 

providing protection h m  blast, heat and nuclear radiation7' In 

1953, Leyland Car Company, of Longueil, Quebec, began to design the 

carrier; by 1956, Canadian Car and Foundry (which absorbed 

Leyland) produced a prototype. It was not acceptable yet to the 

Amy,  but its mechanicd components were re-arranged to support a 

whole family of light tracked vehicles, such as APCs, Cargo Camiers 

and self-propeued mounts for the 105mm howitzer. No other 

country had such a scheme underway when, in October 1956, the 

Cabinet Defence Committee approved its de~e lopment?~ 

In 1958, the Amy tried to convince the US anci UK to adopt the 

Bobcat as the standard APC for NATO. That failed, mainly because 

the US was now working on its own prototype carrier, the M-113, 

and the UK on its N-430 series of vehicles. By January 1959, CGS 

Clark was convinced that, without outside orders, the Cabinet would 

not pay to see the Bobcat into production." He was right. On 16 

January, Pearkes asked Clark to consider cutting production costs by 
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using mild instead of heavy steel, and to move immediately into 

production of one pilot mode1 instead of six. Clark opposed 

converting to mild steel on operationd grounds: heavy steel provided 

protection against Russian small arms fire at 100 yards. and shell 

bursu at 90 feet (heat-type rounds) -- meeting both US aad 

Canadian requirements. British requirements, o n  the other hand, 

called for protection &am small a r m s  and shell bursts at fifty feet, to 

allow for closer combat. Clark wanted to add a srnail amount of steel 

plate to provide that capability, thus keeping the UK market open in 

case the FV series failed to meet War Office expe~tations.'~ 

Clark was wishing on stars. He and Major General George 

Kitching, the senior Canadian Army liaison officer in London, thought 

it only a remote possibility that Britain would choose the Bobcat over 

its own family of vehicles. In disbelief that Britain would miss a 

chance to standardize, however, Pearkes took up the BobcatTs case at 

the ministerial level. In July, he met Duncan Sandys in London to 

discuss a host of Anglo-Canadian defence issues, mainly concerning 4 

CIBG and its British A m y  support in Germany. The Bobcat was front 

and centre in the discussions, Sandys outlining UK reasons for not 

adopting it: inadequate amour, which favoured mobility over 

protection; low clearance; doubt that it  would handle the weight of 

the newly-designed British 105mrn field gun; uncertainty of 

production in Canada even with a British order; and the resources, 

labour and time already committed to the FV-430 family of vehicles. 



3 1 6  

Despite Sandys' attitude, Pearkes and senior Army officers convinced 

Sandys to agree to joint Anglo-Canadian studies of the two APC 

types." The intention of the two ministers was to explore whether 

Britain and Canada could agree on operational requuements for 

APCs, with a view to joint production of a cornmon vehicle. 

Each side was determined to stick to its own APC concept, yet 

they continued to insist that standardization and production sharing 

was their goal. On 29 and 30 October, FVRDE (Vehicle Research and 

Development Establishment) and Canadian Army representatives 

met in Ottawa to discuss each country's philosophies of tactical 

employment and operational requirements (military characteristics). 

In general, the representatives agreed that either family of vehicles 

wouid meet the needs of each country. The difference in amour was 

considered only a marginal problem, but the sticky point for the UK 

side was the Bobcat's inability to handle the British 105mm. The 

team gave the Bobcat the nod over the FV-432 on performance and 

agility , and vice-versa for ruggedness and durability. One conclusion 

rang out loud and clear after the two-day conference: each country 

should pursue its own development program, with the goal of jointly 

adopting the Bobcat as a Iight APC and the FV senes as the 105 SP 

and Armoured Reconnaissance ~ehicle.8' The UK team recommended 

to the War Office that three Bobcat prototypes should be purchased 

for furthet trials in the UK at a cost of $400,000.81 



Britain never purchased the prototypes. Geoffrey Wheeler, 

assigned by MOD to investigate the idea of joint production, told 

Kitching that UK adoption of Bobcat was unlürely. Britain had too 

much invested in its APC project, he surmised, to mix a foreign 

vehicle into the 'cfamily.'"2 Nonetheless, the Canadian Army 

contînued until late 1960 to assume the UK would adopt the Bobcat. 

Based on the October 1959 meeting, it was nght to do so. In October 

1 960, Douglas Harkness met Harold Watkinson, the British Minister 

of Defence, to press h h  for a decision oa Bobcat. Harkness was 

concerned that the War Off~ce, facing production delays in the FV- 

400 series, asked the US for quotes on the M-113. After consulting 

the Amy and War Office, Watkinson wrote Harkness on 5 December 

that the FV 400 senes was progressing satisfactorily, so the UK 

wouid not be placing any orders for Bobcat. He also stated bat, 

during the October 1959 meetings, "it had become d e  m... that your 

concept and ours (which is for a family of vehicles) could not be 

reconciled. "83 

That was certainly not the Canadian interpretation of those 

meetings. Nonetheless, the Canadian Army was left aione to defend a 

project that had already taken twice as long as the US and British 

equivalents, with no guaranteed budget to see it through. To reduce 

costs, the Canadian Army reduced its APC requirements from 1,600 

to 500 (at $36,900 apiece) between 1956 and 1960, but to no availY 

Work on the Bobcat floundered in red ink and technical problems 
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untïi 1964, when the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee finally pulled the 

pIug on the decade-old project. Canada ended up with M-113s to fill 

the Army's tactical role in Europe. 

The Bobcat and Arrow projects had met the same fate, for the 

same reasons: cost ovemns; no foreign market; and the failure of the 

manufacturers concerned to make a successful transition from 

development to production of the prototypes. The Canadian Army 

could do Little but cornplain that the UK and US dupiicated Canada's 

effort by spending more money on their vehicles, thus snubbing both 

Canada and the oft-stated goals of standardization? 

The Heller episode capped almost a decade of mixed messages 

between the Canadian and British defence communities. They relied 

too much on assumptions, faith and the gaod will of the other to do 

'what was best' for the Commonwealth, collective security or 

whatever was the mantra of the day. Both Britain and Canada, by 

trying to sustain 'ail singing - alI dancing' defence indusmes found it 

increasingly difficult to complete projects on their own, thereby 

becoming more reliant on American weapons by default. 
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The orthodox view that Canada's military simply jumped fiom 

the British to the Amencan bed after 1945 is a superficial assertion, 

supported only by the political rbetoric of the day.' Canada's 

standoffish demeanour toward British defence proposais in the first 

three years after the Second World War resulted from two factors: 

Canada's traditional peace-time aloofness from British and Imperia1 

defence, and the prevalent mood in Ottawa that defence efforts 

generally needed to be cut back. All the same, Ottawa still mustered 

a substantiai military liaison staff in London, and had no real qualms 

about sanctioning standardization discussions among Canadian, 

British and American staffs. The British and Canadian militaries 

were also embroiled in a host of joint defence research projects, 

standing service arrangements and officer exchange programs. 

British influence on Canada's military was manifested in more subtle 

ways as well, such as the unquestioned acceptance of British thinking 

on doctrine and strategy. 

Becaase Canadian political posturing was inconsistent with the 

extensive continuation of cooperation between the two militaries, 

Arnold Heeney was right: the pos t -w~  Anglo-Canadian defence 
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relationship was "an informal alliance of a peculiarly intimate kind." 

It was an alliance based on historical tradition, but also on 

convenience and pragmatism. Why, for insuince, should they 

have been strong allies? They shared secrets, a devotion to 

Parliamentary democracy and a faith in collective security. Canada 

and Britain also both loathed and feared the Soviet Union. Despite 

having signed no formal bilaterai agreements relating to defence, the 

Canadian and British militaries continued to cooperate in a familial, 

though not always accommodating, way. In that sense, a forma1 

Anglo-Canadian treaty would have been redundant. 

Due to Britain's desperation to secure Canadian (and US) 

rnilitary and economic assistance, however, it was not an equal 

relationship. From the start, British politicians, bureaucrats and 

military authorities chased, harassed and badgered their Canadian 

counterpans to help Britain's defence effort. Whether the issue was 

buying British arms and equipment, bolstering Britain's sputtering 

defence industries or contributing to Commonwealth defence, British 

officials would try to play on Canadian sympathies toward the 

Mother Country. Canada often did help Bntain for just that reason. 

Even so, British officials were never really gratefûl for the help, 

taking it for granted, as a matter of course. For their part, Canadians 

huffed and puffed to Britain about Canadian dignity, sovereignty and 

independence of action. British officials feigned approval and 



acceptance of Canadians' growing sense of themselves, deliberately 

stroking their egos whenever it served a good purpose. 

It is aiso difncuit to detect a single, consistent Canadian policy 

toward Britain at any given time. This was marked by the fiequent 

disconaection between the policies of Extemal Affairs and National 

Defence and those made 'on the ground' by Canada's miiitary. Time 

after tirne, Extemal Affairs ministers and mandarins would beat 

their chests in protest over the latest British affront to Canadian 

sovereignty, while a Canadian service Chief would be promising his 

British opposite to make some 'suggestion' or proposal to Ottawa. 

The perception within Britain's military community and the CR0 that 

Canada's military was usualiy eager to jump on board British causes, 

if not for their paranoid political masers, was not entirely misplaced. 

Neither, however, was the perception in Ottawa that the British were 

always looking for ways to implicate Canada in Commonwealth 

defence schemes by baiting its military. RCN-RN adventures in naval 

aviation were a case in point. 

Those perceptions continued into the late L940s, when the bells 

of (albeit cold) war rang too loud to ignore any longer. The outbreak 

of war in Korea and the employment of forces for NATO came while 

the Canadian militsry was still tied logistically and emotionally to 

Britain's. The efforts of St. Laurent, Claxton and Howe to implement 

standardization with the US via a North American defence 

supermarket had not yet paid off. Canada stiii stniggled to secure 
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neither US equipment nor defence contracts. In 1950, therefore, 

Ottawa had linle choice but to send the Canadian Amy off to Korea 

to operate as part of a larger Commonwealth formation. Still, Claxton, 

Howe and others held to the conviction that the budget increases 

inspîred by Korea would expedite the transition from British to 

American supply, eventually allowing the h y  to transfer to a US 

formation in the theatre. They soon discovered, however, that being 

associated with the British in Korea had many political advantages, 

particularly when criticism of US conduct there increased. But that 

was where Canada drew the line on cooperating with Britain. British 

attempts to manipulate Canada into maintaking a Commonwealth 

force in the Far East after the cessation of operations in Korea met 

outrage and protests fmm Ottawa. 

Even the creation of NATO, perceived by Canadian policy- 

makers as a way to broaden Canada's alliance base, actually served 

to augment cooperation between the Canadian and British militaries. 

The stationing of Canadian troops with the BAOR was the most visible 

component of the boosted relationship. Perhaps ironically , the most 

significant area of Anglo-Canadian CO-operation in NATO's early 

history was air defence -- supposedly the most 'Americanized' 

portion of Canada's defence tasks. The 'air defence ainity' brought 

Canadian operational assistance, resources and productive capacity 

directly to bear on British needs. Within NATO, Canada favoured 

Britain in its Mutual Aid handouts, often customizing Canada's offers 



of arxns and equipment to fit  previous UK dernands. In those heady 

initial days of collective security, however, Canadian officiais 

continued to publicly deny that any speciai relationship with Britain 

remained. 

That was the pattern of the alliance during the period under 

examination. London repeatedly delivered to Canada arrogant, and 

sometimes idiotic, pleas for unselfish 'contributions' to the 

Commonwealth cause. Ottawa would then protest, stammer that it 

would participate in nothing of the sort then, eventually, would end 

up accommodating the British request. Standardhation was one such 

example. Montgomery and Clutterbuck lobbied Hume Wrong and 

Charles Foulkes for a joint UK-Canada approach to the US, which was 

quickly stymied by the Canadians as an &ont to their autonomy. 

Dunng the many years of sauggle over small amis standardization, 

however, Canadian policy-makers never really stopped thinking of 

the problem in tems of Anglo-Canadian 'interests' versus US 

"interests." 

Yet, Canada and Britah both sought better access to the 

resources of the US. To that end, ABC (Amencan-British-Canadian) 

standardization of a r m s  and equipment was the Holy Grail of 

Canadian and British defence policies for the fûst decade-and-a-half 

after the Second World War. While it had many technical successes, 

standardization never developed into the resource-pooling venture it 

was supposed ta be.* If it had, Canada's major weapon debacles, the 



Amow and Bobcat, might have corne to dif5etent conclusions. British 

and Canadian efforts to avoid duplication of effort in arms research 

and development failed because neither country was able to resist 

the benefits and prestige derived from pntsuing native, rather than 

combined projects. 

Because of the difficulties in sustaining peacetime defence 

preparedness, equipment became the most significant aspect of the 

alliance. The US was not always the best source of equipment, which 

led Canada to buy some major weapons systems from the UK, such as 

the Centurions and Bonaventure, but Britain was never comfortable 

buying substantial Canadian products. British rhetoric was 

passionate about "industrial dispersal," mutual support within the 

Commonwealth and plain good will, but their actions were selfish, 

and often expedient. The dollar-sterling gap also conspired against 

better cooperation; even so, Britain expected Canada to support 

British industries by buying their a r m s ,  without reciprocating very 

often. Smdy after study in London seemed to give more evidence 

that, with either just a bit more lobbying here or a touch more 

willingness for British services to cooperate there, Canada would see 

the light and revert to British supply. 

On the one hand, such optimism was misplaced. To think that 

Britain could compete with US defence production in the Canadian 

market was ridiculous. However, British officials never redly altered 

their fundamental perceptions of Canada as a colony, able to be 



brow-beaten into one Commonwealth cause or another, Those 

officials proved unable to grasp Canada's independent state of mind. 

Throughout the 1940s and 1950s, British military leaders thought of 

Canada's nationalism as a juvenile phase, which would eventudly 

fizzle out. It never did. Because of that. Britain gradually lost touch 

with Canadian defence poücy. The comfort of "indusmal dispersal" 

however, remained, giving solace to those in Britain's defence 

community who believed that if a cnsis ever came, they would, 

again, rnobilize together. 

On the other hand, because Canadian officials continuously sent 

mixed messages to London on defence matters, the British were not 

altogether wrong to sustain their entrenched belief in Anglo- 

Canadian military kinship. Ottawa never excluded Britain from its 

policy statements, for example, preferring to retain a balance 

between continental defence and forward, or European, defence. 

Britain was Canada's predominant partner in the latter. C.D. Howe's 

remarks about doing more for Britain than any other counny were 

sincere, and applied not only to economic, but also military, 

assistance. Through it dl, furthemore. Canadian politicians, 

bureaucrats and senior officers, some more than others, never 

abandoned the assnmption that, if a major war came, Canada would, 

once again, mach arm in a m  with Britain. Because they detested 

the idea of saying so pubiicly, however, the Anglo-Canadian alliance 

remained a dirty little secret. Saying one thing, and doing another, 



therefore becarne the hallmark of Canada's military association with 

Britain- 

. . 
l See, for example, David J. Bercuson and J L .  Granatstein Pictionary 

of CanpQipn Mi (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 

1992), p. 32. The authors state: 'Though British and Canadian troops 

used the same equipment and fought together in World War II, the 

military relationship was effectively over &ter L 945 ." 

(PRO) CABINET 131/4. Appendix B :"Standarcbation with the 

United States and Canada (ABC Standardization)," 19 January 1954. 
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