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ABSTRACT 

ARCTIC LEVERAGE: CANADIAN SOVEREIGNTY AND SECURITY 

Nathaniel French Caldwell, Jr. 
Old Dominion University, 1989 
Director: Dr. Patrick Rollins 

In 1987 the Canadian government recognized that in 

order to be a major player in collective security with the 

United States and NATO, it would have to make a significant 

contribution to the common defense. However. since Canada 

could not hope to outspend the larger power·s, its 

contribution would have to be leveraged by control of a 

strategic piece of real estate -- the Canadian Arctic. 

The major program to enhance Canadian control of the Arctic 

would be the acquisition of ten-to-twelve nuclear attack 

submarines. That submarine force was sold to the public and 

Parliament as a means to enhance Canadian sovereignty which 

was perceived to be threatened by United States activities 

in the Arctic. Historically, Canadian sovereignty has been 

promoted, not threatened, when Arctic ter·r·itory has been 

perceived as strategically critical to North American 

defense. Canadian control of the Northwest Passage is meant 

to magnify Canada's voice In collective security well beyond 

its relative contribution. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On Canadian Sovereigntv. Sovereignty is an issue in 

almost any Canadian political topic. Domestic politics is 

full of disagreements on sovereignty of the national 

government versus the provincial governments. In 

Canada-United States relations territorial sovereignty has 

been a major issue particularly due to the geostrategic 

value of the Canadian Arctic. Closely related to Arctic 

sovereignty is sovereignty in the continental defense 

relationship and in NATO defense. 

In Canada sovereignty evolved. 

to create a fully sovereign nation. 

There was no revolution 

The British North 

America Act of 1867 created Canada as a semi-autonomous 

dominion within the British Empire. The Canactian government 

had responsibilty for affairs within Canada but depended on 

Great Britain for defense and foreign affairs matters. In 

1931 the British Parliament passed the Statute of 

Westminster which gave Canada control of its own affairs. 

However, due to discord among the provinces over how a 

Canadian constitution would be amended, the British North 

America Act, which could be amended only with approval of 

the British Parliament, remained as Canada's constitution. 

Canada did not receive full political sovereignty until 

1 



17 April 1982 when the Queen of England promulgated the 

constitution Ag;_,_)982. Now Canada is completely 

independent of Britain. Meanwhile as Canada's rel8tionship 

witl1 Britain has shrunk, the one with the United states has 

grown. 

Canada has to share a continent with a superpower. and 

2 

the United States' presence could be overwhelming. A shared 

language, economy, and culture have worked against a 

separate Canadian identity, but Canada has not gr·adually 

dissociated trom Britain just to be absorbed by the United 

stat.es. Canada intends to stay an independent and sovereign 

nation on the North American continent. Consequently, 

sovereignty protection has become a major goal of Canadian 

foreign and defense policy. 

Canada's Arctic. Looked at from the North Pole the 

geographic role that Canada plays in the defense of North 

America is quickly discerned <Figure lJ. Canada shares the 

Arctic frontier with Alaska, Greenland, Norway, and the 

soviet union. Canadian Arctic territory includes three of 

the ten largest islands in the world, and the Canadian 

coastline is the world's longest. 

Canada acquired the islands of the Arctic archipelago 

in two transfers from the Britsh government. The first in 

1870 transferred the British North West Territor·ies and 

Rupert's Land, which was acquired from t.be Hudson's Bay 

company. This vast area included all the territory to the 

west of Ontario up to the eastern border of Brit.sh Columbia, 



north to the Arctic coasL with the exception of Labrador, 

plus the southern longitudinal half of Baffin Jslaud. The 

second transfer in 1880 included all remaining Brilish 

holdings in North America with the' exception of NPwfoundland 

and Labracior. 

In 1895 the Canadian government indicated that tt1e 

transfers included the Arctic archipelago, an area claillH'd 

but not occupied by Britain. Canada formed the District of' 

Franklin within the Northwest Territories. The bounda r i c•,; 

of the District of Franklin inclucled all tlle Arctic islands 

norLh of the Canadian mainland plus the Bootllian ar,ct 

Melville peninsulas on the contine11t. Canada's 

nineteentl1-century claim to ll1e Arctic archipelago has JwLI 

profound consequences for Ca11adian sovereignty and security 

in the latter half of the twentieth ce11tu1·y. Since world 

War II technology has made military access to the Arctic 

feasible, and Canada has found itself in possessio!J of a 

buffer between the United States and the Soviet ur,ion. 

Defense Strategy. The primary physical u,reat to 

Canadian security has been the potential fo1 a soviet 

strategic nuclear attack against North America. To counLC!r· 

this threat Canada has cooperated with the United States in 

tl1e North American Air and Space Defense Command (NOWADJ. 

Canada also faces a maritin1e threat, but collective 

security has not serveci to proU•ct Canadian water-s. NATO 

and Unitecl States ma1~iLi1UQ strate(.Jies at·l' dir1::'ctPd at llH~ 

Soviet fleet in its home waters and at resupply or Wester·n 



Europe. Canada's maritime commitm,ent to Ni\TO is Lo help 

keep the North Atlantic sen lanes open. lf canadc1's small 

navy is ir, the No1·th Atlantic. that leaves CAnadlan Arctic. 

Pacific, and most of the Atlantic waters undefended. This 

prospecl llas lc~cl to considQt'ation of a mar·itirne strateuy for· 

cunacla. However, for a country with tlie lonuesl cnastlin,· 

in the world and a relalively small population, a 

self-sufficient maritime defense is largelv ,,roblematic. 

Despite the odds tt1e Canadian govern1nent announced a 

''three ocean'' concept of maritime defense in the 1987 While 

Paper. The key to this defcense is a Canadian nuclear attucl, 

submarine program. The program wi 11 be sma I l ten to 

twelve surJmarines -- harcl!y enough to play a primary r·olco in 

the maritime defense of a continental natior,. 

in al,- defense. Canada t1as a trump to get tt1e attention ancl 

maybe the cooperation of the United States. 

sovereignty in the Arctic. 

Tlwt trump is 

9uestions. Canada claims sovereign juri.sdicl ion over 

the waters of the Arctic archipelago as wc,t I as u,,, la11d. 

Those waters include the stn,tf,gic Nor·thwest l'ass;;ge (Fiuurc, 

21, and with the announced intent to develop a n,1clear 

attack submarine force Canada could use control of tt,e 

passage to get leverage in NATO and North AmQrican 

collective security. The possibility that C811ada's objective 

is to increase tl1e Canadian voice in collective security out 

of proportion to its monetary contribution has war-ranted a 

study of the relationship of Canadian terrilorlal 
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sovereignty to defense policy. Questions studied include 

Ho1...v have t..err i tori al sovereignty concerns a f fee ted Caru:.td j an 

defense policy and the defe11se relationship with the United 

States? How is the recent decision to develop a nuclear 

attack. submarjue force r·(~lated to the issue CJf soverl!i!]nt~/? 

Tt1ese qt1estions are broken down jnto several more specific 

questions -- How did Canada establish sovereig11ty in the 

Arctic archipelago? What motivated the defer1se relatio11ship 

with the United States, and l1ow was it established? Wt1at is 

the role of territorial sovereionty in Canadian defense 

policy? Wl1at is the strategic significance of the new 

Cc:J.naclian "three ocean" concept? Does the mutual dPft='nse 

rclati onship with the Uni tc,d states satisf~• canadLm 

security concerns in the Arctic? 



CHAPTER ONE 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CANADA'S TERRITORIAL 

SOVEREIGNTY IN THE ARCTIC 

The Canadian sector. se11ato1· Pascal Poiciet· fir·st 

publicly raised the issue of Arctic sovereignty in the 

Canallian Senate on 20 Febr·uac,, 1907. He pcoposed the sector· 

p1- inc i p 1 e: 

A country whose possession today goes up Lo the Arctic 
cegions, will l1ave a right, or should have a right, or 
has a right to all the lands that are to be found in the 
waters between a line extending from its eastern 
extremity north, and another line extending from the 
western extremity north. All the lands between the two 
lines up to the North Pole should belong and do belong 
to the country whose territory abuts up there. 1 

In 1907, J1owever. it was disputable whethe1· Canada had 

possession of the Arctic territory that Senator Poirier 

claimed. Even though the government had been trying to 

establish its claims for more than a decade, there were no 

settlements or outposts, and Canada certainly did not have 

effective possession of the islands of the Arctic 

archipelago. However, an official expedition had Just been 

completed by Captain Joseph Bernie!' on board the D.G.s. 

Arctic in 1906-7. Bernier left records and cairns on the 

islands he visited as evidence of Canadian annexation, but no 
·? 

manned outposts were established.- Poirier's sector claim 

6 
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3 was based on a conversation with Be1~r1ier, not cJn ar1y prover1 

ability of Canada to effectively exercise sovereignty in the 

North. 

Berrlier's second encl thit'd patrols of U1e Canadian 

AJct.ic, l'Jll8··9 ancl 1910 11, includec1 the tasks of issuino 

fishery licenses and enfor·cing whbling regt1laliclns. These 

activites were the first Canadian attemµt at exercising 

jut'isdiction over tl,e waters in the Canadia!l Arctic. 

the second voyage Bernier went so far as to erect on 

Melville Island a memorial claiming ''the whole Arctic 

ourinu 

Arcl1ipelaqo lying to the north of America fr·orn long1t11de 60 

'• degrees west to 141 degrees west up to 90 dc,11·ees nor-th." 

This claim went bevo!ld the assigned goals of Berni,,i· 's 

patrol. A report from the third voyage clearly indicated 

Bernier's understcrnding of his mission to establish Carwclian 

authorit~/ in northern waters: 

Two vessels w1:•1·e boarclt~d and notices \.\.lt?rt' lt?fL ,.1L 
whaling stations calling atrenlion to the regul:1tions 
requiriHg the whaling vessels to ol)tcJit, I icenses, w1d 
request i nq owners and Captains to recoon i ze tlit.~ 
authority of the DepartrneHt at Ottawa, arid the 
jurisctlctton of the government over Lhe ler·ritorial 
wat(:::rs in the northern rt-?Qions of thP continent. 5 

Gust Ct V .Smi:-~Ct3 l . a 

not1?d Nor\.vegian lt?Qal expert on Arc.Lie sovert~ignt.y .anc.t 

6 critic of tlw sector llte>ory, ass.,r·ted that :1 slatr,'s 

auti"lori ty and suvereignt.v is l imi tee.I to LhE; c1rE)a over wtJi r.h 

it exer-cised control, and specificc1lly that the contr-c.ll of 

one island in an ar·chipelago tlicJ nut impJ~, conrn)I of lt1P 

cvlwle g1'uup of islands. Ttie slate's control had Lo lll, 
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''efficent," meaning that the state had to be able to pr·ojert 

its authority without being limited by the polar climate or 

ott1er physical conditions of the terri Lory. 7 While t11e 

authorities obviously couldn't be everywhere at once. lhey 

could reasonal.Jly be assumed to 1·pspund to a11d tal,e efff.'ctive 

action on matters under their Jurisdiction. 

C:anadlan Inability to exercise effective authority ill 

the Arctic archipelago became the subjt>ct of an 

investigation by the Canadian Reindeer and Musk-ox 

Commission in 1919. Foreign trading cornpanl<cs were accused 

of misuse and debauchery of the native population. 8 

Additionally, poachi11g of Ellesmere Island's musk-oxen by 

Gree1Ilanders was a challenge to Canadian Jurisdiction. The 

commission recommended that the government estal1lish its 

anthorit;· in the archipc!la']o. 9 The governmen( was also 

encouraged to take c1c ti on due to competing c I aims I rom the 

!lnitecl St<-:1tes, Nor-way, and esper.:iaily Denmark to portions of 

10 Ellesmere Island. 

TJ1e Canadian gover1urJe11t developed a plun l.J)' whicli it 

toot~ pos:::H!SSion of the Arctic archipelago in tilt~ 1Y20s. 

Smectal claimed the Canc1dian example was a "good precr,ctel!t of 

hu\V to t.ake effective possession of polar a1~eas." He 

cont.:_>nded that for· a stat.,,, to Lake pffecti ,·e puss<!ssion or 

polar territory tt1e state 111ttst be representf!d in tt1e 

territory for the greater· part of Ll1c year, i.e. "t~ffr•ct·1vc 

occ,1patio11." Smedc1l stated that tl1e state l1ad ''to eslc1l.Jl ish 

a local authori ry ,vi thin the terr-i tory . .,l l The paLr·oJs nf 



captain Bernier years before, intended to establish Canadian 

Jurisdiction over activities in the Arctic archipelago, did 

not meet that criteria. 

The Canadian government took steps to meet the accepted 

criteria fo1· "effective possession" of the arcl11pelago. 

J. D. Craig, the leader of the first expedition to set up 

permanently manned Royal Canadian Mounted Police <RCMPl 

posts in the Arctic archipelago in 1922, succinctly outlined 

the plan to be 

the establishmenl of police posts, custom houses, and 
post offices at various points throughout the North, the 
intention being to establish additional similar posts 
from year to year nntil the1·e is assurance that Canadian 
laws and regulations will be well administered in the 
regions controlled by these outposts of civilization. 12 

The plan was a joint venture of the Department of Marine and 

Fisheries, the RCMP, and the Department of the Interior. 

Marine and Fisheries supplied the ship, the c.G.s. Arctic, 

which had been on lightship duty, and the Department uf the 

Interior paid the cost of overhaul and outfitting. The RCMP 

supplied the men and material for· the posts. Captain 

Bernier was again given command of the Arctic. 13 

The first expedition got underway from Quebec on 

17 July 1922 but was then delayed for a day bY boiler 

problems and the neecl to adjust the compasses. The sal 1 ing 

roster consisted of forty-three people, Including the ten 

RCMP who would be left at two posts with provisions for two 

years. A surveying party, Captain Bernier and his officers 

and crew, a cinematographer, Officer in Charge Craig and his 



secretary, and, significantly, an Air Board represenlative 

completed the roster. 14 

10 

The expedition returned to Quebec in less than three 

months, on 2 October 1922. having completed the mission of 

establishing two police posts, one on the southern end of 

Ellesmere Island at Craig Harbor and another on northern 

Baffin Island near a Hudson's Bay Company post at Ponds 

Inlet. 15 The quick return of the expedition certainly 

proved the feasibility of maintaining and resupplying Arctic 

posts. 

Craig's report on the 1922 expedition pointed out the 

feasibility of more accurate surveying with the aid of the 

"wireless'' and the favorable aviation conditions during late 

spring and summer. 16 An appendix to the report by Major 

R. A. Logan, the Air Board representative, elaborated on the 

usefulness of aircraft in surveying the interiors of the 

islands, transporting men and supplies, and in assisting 

with marine navigation. 17 The expedition was a success. 

In following years posts were established on Victoria 

and Devon Islands, as well as additional posts on Ellesmere 

and Baffin Islands. 18 Canada's gr·owing interest in the 

Arctic during this period was reflected in the estimates for 

costs of administration of the North West Territories. In 

1920 the cost was $4,000, but by 1924 it had increased to 

19 $300,000. 

Norwav and Denmark Withdraw. Norwegian and Danish 

challenges to Canadian jurisdiction in the Arctic 
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archipelago were settled 1·a1rly easily after the RCMP posts 

were in place. In 1921 Canada told Denmark that any 

teri-i tory discovered by the explorer· Knud Rasmussen to tile 

?() 
north of Canada could not be recognized as Danish.-

Rasmussen had authored the Danish response to a Canadian 

letter requesting a halt to the killing of musk-oxen on 

Ellesmere Island by Greenlanders. Rasmussen had claimed 

with the backing of the Danish government that Ellesmere 

Island was no-man's-land, and the only auLllority having 

Jurisdiction in the area was his Directorate at Thule 

Station, Greenland. 21 Rasmussen then proceeded on the 

well-publicized Fifth Thule Expedition across Arctic Nortl1 

America, leaving Thule in mid-September 1921. 22 Rasmussen 

clid claim Ellesmere Islancl for Denmark, but the goven11nent 

of Denmark did not challenge Canada's subsequent occupation 

of the island by the Craig expedition. Nor·~egian claims to 

the sve1-drup Islands, named after Norwegian Cc1ptain Otto 

Sverdrup who explored the islands, were dropped i11 1930 

after 11egotiations that recognized Canadian Jurisdiction encl 

resulted in an ''ex gratia'' payment of $67,000 to Captain 

sverdrup. 23 

Stefansson ancl Wrangel Island. The occupation by 

Canada of the Arctic archipelago was the culmination of 

evolving uovernment policies and the hard worl, or a 11urnber 

of agencies and individuals. However, there is 011e 

protagonist who stands out from the others, tilt' 

Canadian-·Arnerlcan explore1- Vi llljalmur Stefansson. 



Government interest in the Arctic had peaked with lhe 

Bernier voyages; the years before and during world War 

became a low point for government-sponsored Arctic 

activities. The Canadian Arctic Expedition to the western 

12 

Arctic from 1913 to 1918 led by VilhJalmur Stefannsor, was an 

exception to an otherwise almost complete lapse ,,f official 

interest. 

By his own account Stefansson did not have effective 

authorit~· over the expedition, 24 and he did not have police 

authority to enforce Canadian laws and c11stoms, as Bernier 

did. The primary purpose of the Canadian Arctic Expedition 

was scientific observation and exploration, not the 

establishment of Canadian sovereignty or Jurisdiction. In 

fact, the expedition bases were in Alaska, not Canada. 

Stefansson got Canadian government sponsorship only after 

pointing out to Prime Minister Robert Borden that as an 

American citizen he would give the United States a claim to 

·~s any territories discovered by the expedition.- In a letter 

to the National Geographic society which had offered to be a 

cosponsor, Borden viewed the expedition as an "exploration 

of the northern waters of Canada" and thanked the society 

for withdrawing its funding in favor of the Canadian 

government. 26 Despite his limited commission as leader of a 

scientific expedition, Stefansson claimed for Canada the 

last territory to be discovered In North America. In his 

autobiography he pointed out the appropriateness of his 

closing the chapter on new exploration, since he was the son 



of Icelandic immigrants and a probable descendant of the 

original Icelandic explorer of North America, Eril, the 

c,7 
Red.-

After t.he five-year Canadian Arctic Expedition, 

stefansson campaigned for more Arctic exploration. The 

primary value of the Arctic to most people of lhe time was 

its natural and mineral resource potential. Steransson 

13 

evoked that potential as an argument for exploration. He 

also argued that the Arctic was strategically significant as 

the shortest route for airplanes and submarines going 

28 between Europe, Asia, and North America. He appar~ntly 

was the first to envision the strategic significance of the 

Arctic. The genesis of t,is strategic vision was a 

conversation with Alexander Graham Bell In 1913, when Bell 

suggested that Arctic exploration could be best done by 

airplane. 29 Stefansson's strategic vision led him to urge 

the Canadian government to grab as much unoccupied territory 

as possible while other nations still considered it 

\vorth I ess. 30 

Stefansson was able to impress upon the Canadian 

government that Norway and Denmark had done more exploration 

in certain areas of the Arctic archipelago than Canada or 

Britain, and if the two Scandinavian countries were to pool 

their resources they might be able to enforce their claims 

to areas on Ellesmere, Hellberg, and the Rignes group. 

stefansson was not a proponent of the sector principle, but 

he pointed out that if Denmark were to enforce what was 



t~ssentially a Ca11adicin principle. incidental Jy used 1:tLPr 

quite successfully by the Soviet Union, then portions of 

Ellesmere would fall into a Danish sector based on lines 

d1·awn from the extremities of Greenland to the Pole. 31 

Stefansson's strategic vision was not enouah to get him 

support from either the Canadian or United States governn,ent 

for another expedition. Rebuffed by both countries, he 

eventually got private backing to sponsor an expedition to 

Wrangel Island, one hundred miles north of Siberia, in 

1921.
32 

Although the Wrangel Expedition started out as private, 

Stefansson stayed behind to continuL· lobbying ro,· Canadian 

government support. His lobbying was successful. Durino 

discussions in the House of commor1s on 12 Ma~• 1g22 tt1e 

leader of the opposition forced the minister of militia and 

,Jelence to take a position on Wrangel Island: 

Mr. M,0 i ohen ( Leacle1· of the Opposition l : We 11 , ltaVL" W<' 
WranoeJ Island? 
Mr. Graham (Minister or Militia nnd Def Puce I: Yc~s. as 
understand it. and we propose to !told iL. 

Prime Minister Mackenzie Kino bacl,ed up the claim of his 

minister, "Thle oovernmeut certainly maintains the position 

Lhat wranoel Island Is part of the property or this 

country." 33 

Kino's statement toucr,ed off a small whirlwind of 

cliplomatic activity i11volving the United States, the Soviet 

Union, Gr·eat Britain, and Canada, all of whom l1ac1 claims to 

The Soviet ambassa,ior in washinoton had 

foreseen Lhe potential ol' a diplomatic rr·:1y and l1all wurnPll 
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the state Department of the pot.ential for controversy in a 

n,emorandum on 30 March 1922. He also pointed out Soviet 

claims to the island. In a letter on 12 September 1922 tu 

the British Ambassador. American Acting Secretary of Statr! 

William Phillips briefly described Canadian, British, 

American, and Soviet claims, and demanded an official 

inquiry by Britain into the statements made in the Canadian 

House of Commons on 12 May 1922. 34 The unfo,-eseen 

international pressure was too much for the Canadian 

government, and its claim perished along with most of the 

members of the Wrangel expedition. One lone Eskimo woman 

survived and was rescued on 20 August 1923 by a ship sent 

from Nome by Stefansson, 35 the Donaldson. 

The ponaldson left a party of twelve Eskimos, all 

Americans, led by Charles Wells of Seattle, stefansson's 

representative, to continue occupation of the island. Th,, 

purpose 01· the occupation was to protect Stefansson's 

commercial interest while the Soviets, Americans and British 

decided which country had sovereignty over Wrangel. 

Meanwhile, Stefansson sold his interest to the American 

reindeer king Carl Lomen. In both Stefansson's and Lumen's 

:J(., minds the sale strengthed the American claim lo Wra11gel. 

However, the Soviets settled all claims on 20 August 1924 

when the Soviet transport Red Octol)er, ar111ecl with a 

six-pound cannon, brought a company of infant1·y t,, WrangPl 

. . . 37 Island and forcibly removed the Americans to S1ber1a. 

Thus, the Soviet Union gained the dubious tlisti11ction of 



being the first country to enforce its Arctic claims by 

using naval force. The casualties included Charles WPlls 

who died in Soviet custody in Siberia and two Eskimo 

children, one of whom died in Vladivostok, the other after 

deportation to Manchuria. 

Physical Challenge from the United states. After the 

l 6 

embarrassment of the wrangel Island incident, Canada stucl-:: 

to claiming territory north of the Canadian mainland. The 

first physical challenge to the authority of Canada in the 

Arctic archipelago came in 1925 from an American scientific 

expect it ion l eel by Dr. D. B. MacM i 11 an and sponsored l,y the 

National Geographic Society in cooperation with the United 

States Navy. The expedition was to sail for Etah, 

Greenland, from Maine on 20 June 1925. 38 on 1 June 1925 the 

Canadian Parliament passed a bill requiring expeditions in 

the Northwest Territories to have a government permit. 

According to the minister of the interior the purpose of the 

bill was "to assert our sovereignty. We want to make it 

clear that this is Canadian territory and that if foreigners 

want to go in there, they must t,ave permission. • He 

affirmed that Canadian claims reached ''right up to the North 

Pole.•39 

on 15 June 1925 Canada informed the United States that 

the MacMillan expedition needed a Canadian permit. The 

letter questioned ''the intention of the members thereof to 

carry out explorations through and over Canadian territory'' 

and, noting that RCMP posts had been established in the 
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Arctic, offered "the MacMillan expedition any assistance 

within the power of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police and 

other Canadian officers in the north." The note concluded 

with a mild threat: ''The Dominion government S.S. Arctic 

will sail at an early date on her customary northern patrol, 

and will carry Royal Canadian Mounted Police details and 

reliefs." 40 

United states secretary of state Frank B. Kellogg was 

skeptical of the Canadian claim to have established police 

jurisdiction in the Arctic islands. He replied on 19 June 

1925, 

Inform me what constitutes a post of the Royal Mounted 
Police mentioned in the second paragraph of your note 
and the establishment therof; how frequently they are 
visited; and wh!fher they are permanently occupied, and, 
if so, by whom. 

The Canadian response of 2 July 1925 described the five 

permanently manned outposts on islands in Canada's Eastern 

Arctic Sub-District. The duties of the officers and 

constables at these posts included not only Jaw enforcement 

but services for the Post Office and customs Department, 

supervision of Eskimo welfare. census taking, the recording 

of meteorological and topographical information, and other 

tasks that would be expected for efficient administration of 

the district. The Canadian government renewed the offer of 

assistance to the MacMillan expedition. 42 Kellogg's 

response on 18 July 1925 was cautious. He stated that the 

matter was receiving "careful consideration'' and that a 

reply would be forthcoming. 43 None ever was. 
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Meanwhile the MacMillan expedition had left. When the 

Arctic encountered the expedition at Etah on 19 August 1925, 

Lieutenant commander Richard Evelyn Byrd, Chief Petty 

Officer Floyd Bennett, and two other pilots had been making 

flights over Ellesmere Island for two weeks. 44 The 

commander of the Canadian party, George P. Mackenzie, 

confronted Byrd and offered to issue him a license to fly 

over Canadian airspace. Byrd consulted MacMillan privately 

and then told Macl,enzie that MacMillan had received 

permission from the Canadian government while enroute to 

Etah. Unable to communicate with his superiors, Mackenzie 

had to take Byrd at his word. 45 But after the Canadian 

challenge, MacMillan would not permit Byrd and Bennett to 

make any more flights over Ellesmere Island. 46 

MacMillan did not have a permit, and the incident at 

Etah resulted in official inquiries. MacMillan denied ever 

saying he had a permit, 47 but his memoirs of an earlier 

expedition indicate his scorn for Canadian Arctic 

. t 48 sovereign y, However, the inquiries were effective, and 

MacMillan expeditions in 1926, 1927, and 1928 all followed 

Canadian regulations. 49 

Epilogue. In 1933 historian v. Kenneth Johnston 

concluded that Canada had validated its claim to the Arctic 

archipelago. Johnston based his conclusion on the actions 

by Canada to establish effective occupation and, therefore, 

sovereignty in the Arctic. 50 He was correct that Canada did 

have a presence in the Arctic archipelago, although that 



19 

presence was meager. The RCMP outposts were not followed by 

any \"ave of Arctic emigration nor by any significant g1·owtti 

of commercial activity. In the 1920s and 1930s Canada faced 

no more e>xter11al cha! lenges to its claims of sovc•reiQnty 

over the islands of the Arctic archipelago, but by the end 

of Wor Jct war l l Stefansson' s propl1esy of tile Arc Li c 's 

strategic value was beginning to unfolrL 
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CHAPTER TWO 

OGDENSBURG TO NATO: 

CANADIAN SOVEREIGNTY AND THE ORIGINS OF CONTINENTAL DEFENSE 

Newfoundland. the Kev to the Arctic. Defense of the 

Arctic was not a major concern in World war II. Canada's 

strategic defense then hinged on the defense of Great 

Britain. If London had fallen then Ottawa might have become 

the capital of the British Empire. and Canada itself would 

have been threatened. The keystone to Canada's home defense 

was the st. Lawrence River, and the keystone to the St. 

Lawrence was Newfoundland. If Britain had capitulated to 

Germany, Newfoundland, a British territory, might have 

fallen into German hands. An enemy in Newfoundland would 

control access to the St. Lawrence. Newfoundland might also 

have served as a launching point for an invasion down the 

st. Lawrence and into the industrial heartland of Canada and 

the northeastern United States. Far·fetched? -- or at least 

long term -- but, if the Germans had the British 

Fleet. 

Before World War II Canada ignored financially 

insolvent Newfoundland, but the war generated United States 

interest in Newfoundland. The possibilty that Newfoundland 

would come under American control was much more realistic 
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than German occupation of the territory, and Canada beo,,11 lo 

compete with the United states for sovereiont y over· the 

territory. Even while Britain was beleaguered, the United 

States and Canada fenced over who would be r·esponsible for 

Newfoundland's defense. Newfoundland was Canada's eastern 

frontier, and an American Newfoundland would put the Unitr,d 

States in control of access to the St. Lawrence Rlve1·, Ille 

Hudson Day, and the waters of the Arctic orchipelago 

incl uclt ng the Northwest Passage. 

As World War 11 was ending, the strategic ir"por·tance of 

Newfoundland with respect. to a potential Soviet attack 

across the Arctic became appare11t. American bases were 

already established in the territory, which, though well 

south of the Arctic cl rcle did afford goocl a'. r· and mar·i L.l111e 

access to the Arctic. Labrador, tl1e part of Newfou11dland 011 

the continental mainland, was located astride~ U1e air r·ouLe.s 

rJetwee11 the Soviet Union anrl inctuslrinl Nortll America. Tl"~ 

Cc1nadi~111 air base at Goose Bay, Labrador. could provide 

facilities for A111erican bombers. 

Canadian pa1~ticipation in UH, postwar c1,,r,,11se of No1·ttt 

America was not a foregone conclusion in the late 1940s. 

Agreements macte with the United states during the war 

provicted for a thorough evacualion of United States defense 

facilities on Canadian ter-ritory at the conclusion of tit,, 

Wt:l f' . Howc,ver, the Uni tecl States wou I ct sti l I ltc1ve i Ls 

faci 1 i ties in Newfoundland as well as certaiu sov,,r,~ign 

powers that. had been negotiated with Great l:lr·i Lain. When 



Newfoundland became the tenth p1·ovir1ce cif Cur1nda on 1 April 

I9L~9. the American bases Wt~re an impPdiment to ful 1 Cdnadi.:in 

sovereignt)-1 • The problcnt for Canada was t1uw to r1rotecl tier· 

sovereignty and still cooperate with the United States on 

coutinentrd dQfense. There was no specific American policy 

fur· cleal i 119 with Cana,iian sovereign Ly concerns. The United 

Stal(!S diet cc>rnc to recognize! th8.t tlle cuncl~rus exisl1-!cl, [Hid 

the leased bases in Newfou11dland 9ave the United :citc1tt"s a 

means to incorporate Canada into the stratPgic dcf1~11se of 

North America. 

Canc1da hc1d tu protect its territorial sovereigr1Ly in 

tlie face of friendly but potentially ovenvhelrning Iwlp fr·um 

tlie United States, and its national security from lhe 

physical threats of Germany and t11en the Soviet Union. A11 

added complication was that initially Newfoundland was nol 

even Canadia11 territory and clea1·Jy not subject tu Canadiun 

sovereignly. Acquiring sovereignty over Nt..:~wfo1.11Hlland I.JE-?Cd111e 

Lile key to maintaining sovereif;Jnty over Arctic te1·ri to,~~, ,1s 

well. 

Ob 1 l qa U ons to tl:i..g Empire. As a Domiuil)ll of tl11.:: 

British Empir<=, Canada fou~1hl alongside Great. e,-itain in Lwu 

wo1~1ct v,.,1ars. l II Wor Id War l • Car,ada was ob! I ga le1i lo f i gl1 l 

upon tlie British declaration of war on August 4, l 19 \L1 .. 

After the Armistice the use of Canadian troops to suµport 

British ac!ventu1·is111 in Sil>er~ia nnd the clL•lc1y1,cl 1·0patriatiun 

of troops from Europe were ir·l,some Lu the canadiall pul>l le 

and causeu cunsiclerable debate wi Ulin the Do111inio11 
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governmeric. 2 These events helped tu promote a cleavage 

between Dominion and British policy that in 19~1 finally led 

Canada tu take control of her own toreign affairs from 
~ 

Br1tain.J On 25 August 1939 Canadian Prime Minister 

Mackenzie King made clear that the country ~ould not be 

bound by a British declaration of war when he announced a 

state of ''apprehended war." Great Britain declared war on 

Germany on 3 September 1939, and Canada made her nwn 

4 separate declaration on 10 September 1939. Mackenzie King 

had no intention of keeping Canada O11t uf the war, but he 

saw to it that the country entered on its own volition, thus 

demonstrating Canada's sovereign right to determine when and 

if It would go to war. 

North AmPrican Neighbors. Canadian-Amer·ican 

discussions on defense problems had begun before any 

declarations of war. Alanned by events in Europe and the 

Far East, on 14 August 1936 at Chatauqua, New York, 

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt declared, ··our closest 

neighbors are good neighbors. We can and will defend 

ourselves and our neighborhood." 5 Roosevelt strengthened 

the American commitment to the defense of Canada when he 

declared in a speech on 18 August 1938 at Kingston, Ontario, 

''I give to you assurance that the people of the United 

States will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian soil 

is threatened. ,,6 
Evidently not too enthralled with 

the prospect of American troops on Canadian soil, Mackenzie 

King replied only two days later, 



we, tuo, have our obligations as a good friPrtdly 
neighbor, ..:,nct one or these is to se<~ that., al our own 
instanc(~. our country is made as i1111nunl~ tram attu.ck or 
possible iuvasion as we can reasoriably bt-• ex.p(~cteli to 
make it, and that, should the occasion ever cirise, cncsrny 
forces should not be able to pursue their way either by 
land sea or air, to the United states across ca11adian 
territory.' 

The Oqdensburq Dccluration and the Desl:r-ovPr _!Jc,al. 

During the parliamentary debates on the det~l~11· □ Lion of war, 

concern was expressed about the coastal defense of Canada. 

On 8 September 1939 MacKenzie King told Purl iamc•llt that tll(> 

lzev to defense of Canada's heartland was defense uf tr1c 

entrance to the St. Lawren~e River, and esseutiaJ tu Lhat 

defense was the "integrity of Newfoundland." It would be 

necessary for Canada to take over the defense of 

Newfoundland from Britain.
8 

The U11ited Stutes was also 

concerned with coastal defense but put greater weigt1t on 

Newfoundland's strategic position astr·icle the shipping la11Ps 

tu Great Br·i tain than on tl1e unl il<:ely invasion of Cc,nacta. 

Oy t!J,, summer of 19/4.0 tt,e possibility of t!Je li<,feat or 

Britain was causing both the United States ancl crn,ada Lo 

view preparation for the defense of North America as more, 

warranteli and necessary than before. Presicl,~nt r~oosevel t 

wanted Lo ensure that t!Je British fleet woulli not fall into 

German hands, and he also wanted to obtain riqltts to build 

bases on B1-itish territories, including Nec-•foundlc1nci, on t1110 

western side of the Atlantic. In exchange t1<' would s,,nd 

f:n·i tain several ~ aging American destroyers. King WQS ifl 

favor of the deal,
10 

his zeal for putling Newfoundland 



solely under Canadian p1·otection weakened by lhe reality 

that the British Empire would no longer b11fter Canada. 

On the afternoon of 16 August 1940 King received a 

i,t1one ca I I from Rooseve 1 t w110 asl,ed i f King cou I ct meet him 

tile next cta,, in Ogdensburn, New Yori,, to discuss mutunl 

coastal defense and the destroyer deal. Kir1g and Hoosevelt 

met on 17 and 18 August. The defense ctiscussions went l)eyond 

coastal defense and destroyers for Britain. King had 

brought along a list of materiel that Canada needed from tt1e 

Uui tee! States. on tile morning of 18 August he and American 

secretary of War Henry L. Stimson sat on a sofa going over 

materiel requirements while Roosevelt sat al a table in the 

same room and drafted a press release on canadia11-American 

defense cooperation. 11 Hoosevelt's draft was approved by 

King and was released that afternoon as a _;oint st3tement, 

The Ogdensburg Declaration. In its brevity and continuing 

signi f"icance it was the Gettysburg Address or mutual defense 

c1.greemc:-nts: 

The Prime Minister and tlie f'rl"Siclenr. llave clisr:ussecl 
the mutual problems of defence in rel~1tion to tt1,, safety 
of Canada and the Uni Lee! Slates. l t has bE,1,n agi-eect tl1c1L 
a Pt:~rrnanent .Jo.int Board on Defence 
immediate studies relating to sea, 
includinq personnel and material. 
the bro3cl sense the defence of tile 
Western Hemisphere. 

shalt commence 
land r.1nd air problr~ms. 
It wi 11 cons icier in 
norlll half of tile 

1·1ie Pei-manent Joint Board on Defence wit I consist of 
four or five members from each countr~. most of them fi-om 
tile ser·vices. It will meet short!y. 1

-

Immediately upon i-eturning to Ottawa Kir,g clictatecl a 

telegram to Prime Minister Winston Church I 11 of Gn:eat 

Bi-itain detailing tile meeting with Hooseveil. 1 n 1x,1·Licu t,,c 



he explairic•cl to Chtir-chill the lc~oal fll·~Ct.'lssit'.-,.: uf Roos(~velL 

having to provide the destroyers on n "quid pro quo" 

basis. 13 Churchill, however. did 11ot want 1:0 he seen as 

trading away Br·il~ish sovereignty for a few ol~ dPstroyer·s. 

He felt tl1at British public opinion could be betLer 
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satisfied by portf'aying the dc0 al as tcvo sPp..iratc• gifts. In 

a letter to the president dated 25 August 1940 he stated 

th3t tt1e Bri ti.sh Empire. with rnaguaminous !;1enerosi ty to its 

good friet1d, could give the United States 1iohts to lease 

bases on its tert·itory in ~he West Indies and Newfoundland; 

accordingly, the American people might feel a need Lo 

reciprocate with the small token of a few Hg1ng 

1 ,, 
destroyers. -

The clestroyer deal was finally struck 1,,vi tli au exchanoe 

of r,otes on 2 September 1940. Churcl1ill was satisfied Lo 

~_1rant ninety--nine year leases Lo t.K1sL:.s in Nc•\.1.if"oundland, 

Uc1~mucla, the B.:-1humas, .:.ind Lh0. Wc.:.>st Indios "f1·l•Ply arid 

witt1ot1t considPratlon." Jn reply to the British note 

Secretary of State, Cot·dell llull satisfied cunnr·,,ssional 

r,r·lJtiibitiuns on the sale of wcJr· materials hy nciding Llte 

ca~·eat~ ''lr1 cor1sideration of the cteclaratlu11s above quoted, 

thE.-:- Government of the Unitect Sto.tes \Vill imrnl~diatQly 

transfer Lo His Majesty's Government fifty Urci L,•d States 

,. 15 

b'UQ_ J>rutc.,,:t,,; NewfounciL1ncl? on :.'.U Au(dust Cl1urcl111 I h<1d 

tole! Put·Jiament ttiat the le,1ses clicl nut invulv,, ,11,y 

"Lransfercr.ce of sovereig11ty" a11cJ. that no .::irtici11 u.1ould be 
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''taken without the consent or against the wishes of the 

various Colonies concerned. ,,16 Churchill was 

undeniably correct concerning sove1·eignty in the case of 

Newfoundland, since Newfoundland had none to transfer. 

Responsible government had been suspended there tn 1934 when 

that dominion had been on the verge of bankruptcy. British 

sovereignty over the dominion was not much of a political 

issue, since self-government was supposed to be 

re-established at some future date. There was also little 

doubt that Newfoundland's government would consent to 

whatever deal Churchill concocted. since Newfoundland's 

Commission of Government, consisting of three British 

members and three Newfour1dlanders, and overseen by a British 

governor, was appointed by the British government. 17 

The Newfoundland members of the commission may not have 

appreciated the negotiations that Britain was undertaking to 

transfer large parts of Newfoundland territory to a foreign 

power, but without representative government, and wttlt the 

threat of Germany, there was not much they could do. Before 

the war Ottawa had shown little interest in Newfoundland. 

but since June of 1940 Canadians had taken up some garrison 

duties with the approval of the commission. 18 Sensing the 

possibility of an American Newfoundland, King pulled off a 

minor coup. On the same day that he went to Ogdensburg, he 

sent Minister of National Defence for Air C. G. Power to St. 

John's to negotiate an agreement with the commission. The 
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pact put Newfoundland forces under Canadian commancl and mt.tclr" 

Canada responsible for Newfoundland's security. 19 

King's maneuver comp.I ic.ated implementation or tt1e 

Leased Bases Agreement betwee11 Britain and the U11iled 

States. obviously he had not txl,en very impr~L•sseLI hy 

Churcl1ill's promis(-:\ to consult tlle canadju11 uovc1·run1:~nt ori 

")Q 
the leases.- King's suspicions proved cor·recL wt1en tl1e 

United States insisted that Canada be excluded from 

ncgot i .:.-1t ions on the detai 1 s of the a~1reemL~ll t. FL n::.1 l 1 v. 111Hn1 

Canadian i11sistence, a Canadian cleleoatiun w:Js r1l lowed to 

observe, bul not participate. Lester Pearson. a future 

prin1e n1inister but th(~n n ser1ior· civil ser,•ant at Canada 

House in London, recorded his view of the negotiations in 

his diary on 26 February 1941: 

The A111ericans are taking advautage of D1·i t ish nccessi Li es 
and exploiting the situation. so it sec~nrs. in ord(-~r t· u 
prepa1~e Lhe ~~..1ay -for ultimate acceptance~ or tt1eir 

. :CCl 
sover·e1unty. 

P,,arson did n"'got iate with the High commissioner of the 

Colonial Office and managed to obt.ai n Uni lc,cl SLaLt,s 

r·ecognit.ion of Canada's interest lo Newfoundlai,cl. I-Iuwevor, 

Pearson theu faced obstinance from the Newfoundland 

delegation '.vho were concerned Lhat tlte Canad.inn commi Lment_ 

to their defense might be only short term. 

Pearson co~fronted the Newfoundland delegates: ''After all 

it is c1 very simple matter. whethL~r you pref1::~r~ to bP rapr.:•d 

b~, the Uni t.ecl States or· married to Canada." J_Jearson wrut.0 

that the !teat! oft.he delegation replied t11al of course tt,c,y 



pi-eferred Canada, provided Canarta did riot seek a ''dJvo1·ce'' 

22 after Lhe war. 

Tlie final ayreement was effected by an exchange of 

not,•s between Great Britain and the United SL~1tes in LoniJon 

on 27 March 1941. Attached was a protocol signed by 

delegates from Canada and the United States and by the 

Br•itish d1•leoatio11 headed personally by Winstor, ct,un:hill 

The protocol recognized "that the ctefence uf Newfoum1laud is 

an inteoral feature of the Canadian scheme of defe11ce," and 

that "in re,spect of Newfoundland, Canadian intenosts in 

reuard to defence will be fully respected." The pr·otocul 

falso recocnlizect the Per·manent ~Joint l1oarc.l on Defensr= as the 

t,uc11,; to whom tt1e United States and Canada wou I cl n• fL•r· i ss:i<?s 

03 
of NE,wfounclland' s defense.~ overal I, the-, rior·ec,ment g3vc, 

the United States 3 more solid basis to clai1n sovereignly in 

Ne.vfoundlanll than Canc1cla, ancl without the acl1h-cl pr·ot tll'ol 

Canada's earlier arrc,ngeml.:-nts with NewfouudJand would haV{·.:-

been nullified. 

1\/ __ Qr ti rne cooper at i 011. In its first meet i110 on 26 unci 27 

August 1940 che Permanent J1,i11t Board on D0fense tPJBDJ took 

up tho .subject of Newfoundland and recomme11cl(;-)l1 a11 increasL~<i 

Canadian presence. Of the tl1irty--three wartl111c, 

recommendations of the PJBD, ten dealt ctin,cl\y with 

r,4 
Newfoundland.~ Although not designed \vitt1 Newl'ouncllancl in 

111i11d tl!c, l'.JBD proved invaluable in coontinalinu cu11aclian a111J 

Arne1·ican defense there. 
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During the war Canada anrJ the United SLutes n,solved 

jurisdictional conflict ovc"r clerense in Newfounclland l>y 

maintaining separate command and control organizatlons, but 

at the same time they often shared racilit.ies and equipment 

The solutio11 to improving Lhe air warning capabililles of 

the island was typical. Both the United Slat.es aud C:anacla 

sm-, the need for a new warning system but could uot agree, on 

who woulcl control it. The United States built a five 

station net, and the Royal Canacliar, Al r ForTe put ill the> 

additional sets that they thought wer·e necessary. n~, the 

end of the summer of 1942 the RCAF and the United stat,•s 

NL•wfoundland Base Command each had set up ,.wparat,a 

processing stations and operational control center·s. The 

system was not combined into a single Canadian command ur,til 

">5 May 1944.-

Wartime cooperation resulted in American forces being 

stutioned in Canada. but there was not the same (~oniµetitiun 

as existed in Newfoundland. At the Ogdensburg meeting King 

had made clear to Roosevelt that there could be no sale or 

">G lease of sites to the United statPs.- Instead, Caunda mad~ 

sites and facilities available to the United States without 

diplomatic formality. 

Canada insisted on maintaining ful I sovvr·1,innt.y wi tl,ln 

its borders. Negotiations on the postwar dis11usilion of 

t:nl tee\ Stutes faci 1 i ties and equipm1'nl in Cc1r,acla L,,,gan as 

soon as the tide of war started to turn. No Les \-Vere 

exchanged that inventoried and defined the facilities and 



"'7 equipment and just how much Canada would P8Y furl.hem.~ 

Canada pressed for the agreements in order· to expedite Lhe 

return of American forces to the United States as soon as 

the war was over. 

A New Menace Foreseen. American forces v.iere removE-~d 

from Canada quickly after tl1e war. but bolh countries 

continued their military presences In Newfoundland. By 194 6 

the United states was growing concerned over a potential 

Soviet thr·eat to North America. On 28 August 1946 a letter 

from United States Ambassador to Canada Ray Atherton to the 

secretary of state indicated that the United States was 

actually seeking to integrate Canadian and American 

defenses. but American intentions were being meL with 

skepticism in Ottawa. 28 King was suspicious of American 

motives 111 presenting a Soviet menace and pushing for 

defense ir,tegration. In a diary entry of 9 May 1946 he 

wrote that he had told his cabinet that he ''believed the 

long range policy of the Americans was to absorb Canada." 

With a sort of postwar fatalism he went on to say LIIat 

Canada's submission might be inevitable. 29 King knew thal 

the world situation had been changed by World War II. He 

discovered how threatening this change was to canat1a in a 

meeting with President Harry Truman in Washington. 

On 6 May 1946 Truman approved the Thirty-fifth 

rlecommendalion of the PJBD. This recommendc-Uon cal led for 

close peacetime military cooperation between Canada and Lhe 

United states. including the reciprocal use of 1nilitary 



facilities, the reciprocal provision of the right of 

military aircraft and put:,Jic vessels to transit through 

35 

territory and waters of each country, and standardization of 

equipment, training, and organization. 30 In a briefing 

memorandum to the President two days before Mackenzie King's 

Washington visit, Acting Secretary of State Dean Acheson 

indicated that he knew tnat provisions in the PJBD 

recommendation Infringed on Canadian concepts ot sovereignty 

in that they limited Canadian freedom of action in defense 

and would require Canada to break traditional defense ties 

· t B 't . 31 with Gree r1 a1n. Acheson attached to the memorandum 

another memorandum that he asked the president to pass to 

King. It called for specific Canadian cooperation with the 

united States so that North America would be able to counter 

a projected soviet strategic threat in five years. It llOted 

three items for immediate action by the Canadian government 

endorsement of joint planning, approval of tl1e 

Thirty-fifth Recommendation of the PJBD, and most 

significant, the stationing of United States Army Air ~orce 

units at the Canadian base at Goose Bay, Labrador, in 

32 Newfound! and. The Army Air Force uni ts wou Id be a United 

states strategic offensive force operating from Canadian 

soil, albeit leased soil. 

In their meeting on 28 October 1946 Truman and King 

discussed the defense of North America and the neecl for 

uni tecl States uni ts at Goose Bay, but Truman di cl not pass on 

' 33 
Acheson's memorandum. He had much more convincing 
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l::'Viclence of the Soviel Union's capabilities in c:.1 rL~µort r,~om 

:3, 
Ambassaclor 1, o the soviet Un l on Bede l I Sm i t IL ' Id 11g 

returned to Ottawa i1npressed b11t distur·bed. 11,, had told 

Truroan that he was concerned over Canadian srJvereignty with 

3r. 
resµect to the Fae i lit i es at Goose Bay. ·' Ile was a I ready 

considering brinoir1g Newfoundland inlo confederalio11 witl1 

36 Canada. Canada had only recently established its r·lght to 

act Independently withirt Lhe Commonwealth and now was 

starting all over again with the United States. It seemec1 

obvious that the Americans were going to have a big Air 

Fr,rce !Jui ldup ill Newfoundland whether or not Ca11acia 

approved, si11ce the United States could always obtain n,ore 

bases under the 1941 Leased Bases Agreen1ent. 

Acheso11 had not proposed a policy for dealir,g with 

Canada's concern for sovereignty. The memorandum tlral 

Truman "'as supposed to have given King did state> "tlwt every 

precaution must tie taken to protect the t.radiLion.il 

relations of the two countr·ies and the position which each 

respectively enjoys. " 37 Acheson told Truman niat tlt,e 

sovereignt:-.1 jssue had been made "easier" for Kirio by ur·l Lislt 

cooperation on standardization and shared naval 

f . 1 . t. 38 ac1 1 !es. Canadian sovereignty was not seen as an 

obstacle to Uni tee! Slates plans. but nei tiler was it to bE> 

respected. In a memorandum dated 12 November 1c.11,.r, Uni I.eel 

Slates Assislant. Chh!l' of tl,P. Division or Uri I islt 

Commonwealth Affairs J. Grnllam ParsoHs wrote that he had 

taken ullvantc1ge or British infringe1u,0 nts on cunaclian 
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sovereignty in the defense, µolicy issue of arms 

standardization. He proposed that the United Stales 

co11tinue to take advantage of tl1e rift br~tweer1 Ca11ada arid 

Great Britain by giving Canada equal status at upcoming 

. l . 39 techn1ca 1c1eet1ngs. 

In J3te 1946 the question for King and l11e Canadian 

goverumen t was wlle ther Canada shou 1 d a 1 l O\V A111e1' i can forces 

to be stationed at Goose B,1y where tlH>Y 1voulcl t,e: r1111ch 

further north and, the1·efore, closer to tl1e sovie:t Ui1ion, 01· 

fo1~ce the Americans to use their own bases in Ne\.l.1 fou1irlland? 

The United States, of course, still liad the bases acquired 

by the Leased Bases Agreement anu th<> right to c1cqu i ,·e more, 

somet11ing that would prot,al)ly not 11ave l)••en too hu!'d to do 

considering the unstable political ai,d economic situation in 

Nc•wfoundlancl. In February 1946 Newfoundlund's Cummission nl' 

Government hacl called for a national convet1tion to determitH> 

!~0 
the future political status of Newfouncllat1d. Failu1e Lo 

comply with the Amer·icat1 request might have caused 

ncsentrnent but would not hove changPd the An1>.•r·ic,an cour·se of 

actio11. Noncompliance migltt also have encolH'.JUr?cl thEi Uni tc•d 

States to tul~e advantage or the unccJrtainty in Newfounrilo.nd. 

In November 1946 King helrJ several day-s of discussion 

with the cabinet ancl chiefs of staff. He pi·escnted I.he 

information from Truman on the Soviet thre3t nnrl receivecl 

approva 1 of the PJBD' s Thirty-· fifth necommenda ti on. Tt1er·e 

was much cliscusslon on shiftii1g resou1·ccs in order Lo qive 

pciori ty to the development of Arctic defenses. Id 



In December aL a meeti11g in Ottawa American and 

Canadian delegations discussed the stationing of heavy 
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bombardment groups at Goose Bay, but no agreement was 

reached. 42 Significant, though, was the breaking of the last 

ties between Canadian and B1·i tish defe!JSP with tl,e decision 

"that the pol icy should normally be fol lowed or l,rseping tl1e 

U.K. informPd in gPnPral terms (concerning Canada-Ullited 

staLes defPnse discussions) and not In dPLail. 

Canada had come to the realization that Great Britain could 

not stand between her and an enemy that could stril,e from 

over the North Pole. 

On 16 January 1947 the Canadian government approved thP 

PJBD's rpcommendation on peacetime defense cooperation but 

only after it was amended to provide specific assurances of 

sovereignty to the host country within its tPrrilory and 

within territory leased by the host country, 44 i.e. 

N('wfoundland. The peacetime f rameworl< for· post war de! fL•nse 

cooperation was announcPd publicly in Ottawa and Washington 

45 on 12 Feb,·uary 1947. · After rPading the announcement in 

Par! ia111ent, King Fe! t it riecessary to add "trn1t the 

arrangements, in the p1·esent and future, do not impinge on 

Canadian sove1·eignty and do not entail the c1,ssion of bases 

in the North to tile United States . .,L, 6 In exchange for 

cooperation with the United States, Canada received 

n,cogni t:ion of sovereignly over ct,at'ense activi l!as ill t.llP 1''1r· 

North and also recognition that she had sovereianty over her 

bases in Newfoundland. Fo1· its part, the llni ted stc,tc,s was 



saved the political and economic costs of building or 

expanding bases in Newfoundland during a time of defense 

cutbacks. 

Cold War in Newfoundland. Throughout 1947 and 1948, 

Newfoundlanders debated their political future. Feelers 

towards Washington for an ''economic union" with the United 

states were met with silence, most likely due to Canadian 

sensitivities47 and Canada's cooperation in defense. 

Finally in July 1948, Newfoundlanders voted by a slim 

majority for confederation with Canada. 

accession was set as 1 April 1949. 48 

The date for 

The Leased Bases Agreement of 1941 would pose 

challenges to the Canadian concept of sovereignty once 

39 

Newfoundland entered the confederation. Lester Pearson who 

became Canada's secretary of state for external affairs in 

September 1948 explained in his memoirs that one aspect of 

the Canadian concept of sovereignty was ''the need to ensure 

our survival as a separate state against powerful, if 

friendly, social and economic pressures from our American 

49 neighbour." In a letter to Acting Secretary of Defense 

Robert A. Lovett, Canadian Ambassador Hume Wrong pointed out 

that United States jurisdiction over non-military activities 

within the leased areas 1oould intrude on Canadian 

sovereignty. 50 In a conference with President Truman on 12 

February 1949, Prime Minister of Canada Louis St. Laurent 

also brought up the subject of the Newfoundland bases. 

Truman assured him that the United States would consider any 



specific Canadian proposals when they were presented. 51 The 

matter was referred to the PJBD who deliberated on Canadian 

concerns with respect to jurisdiction, taxes on non-military 

personnel, customs, and military post offices. 52 The PJBD 

completed work on a recommendation in March 1950. The 

recommendation was to subject United States contractor 

personnel and their civilian employees in the leased areas 

to Canadian income tax, to remove customs exemptions for the 

same personnel, and to take away their privileges to use 

base facilities such as military post offices and exchanges. 

In an additional sovereignty concession the united States 

was to give up its Jurisdiction over Canadian citizens and 

other personnel not subject to United states military law. 

The recommendation was approved by President Truman on 1 

August 1950 and by the Canadian government on 

21 March 1951. 53 

Canada had Joined the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization in April 1949. Lester Pearson had been a major 

architect and proponent of NATO, and he had hoped to 

integrate Canadian defenses with those of the entire North 

Atlantic. Multilat.er·alism would have diluted the United 

States presence in Canada. However, the United 

states-Canada defense relationship retained its bilateral 

nature. 54 NATO did serve as a panacea in that Canada could 

claim that the facilities built by the United states on 

Canadian territory were in fact to contribute to the defense 

of the non-sovereign entity NATo. 55 



Meanwhile, negotiations to lease porti011s of the 

Canadian !Jase at Goose Bay had gotten nowherl~ since 19/17. 

However, by 1951 the five-year projection of Soviet 

capabilities that Truman had presented to Klug in 1947 

seemed tu be coming true. The Soviet Union had u~sted ir.s 

own atomic bomb ancl was close to having cl str·at.eoic clel ivl~ry 

capability. The Canadian government was being cleluged by 

requests fro1n the United States for communic:~1tion sites in 

Newfoundland and Labrador and for more land for existing 

UniLed States Ai1• Force bases. Additionally, negotiations 

wen, underway for a lease of portions of tlie Canadian air 

56 base at Goose Bay. The huge volume of requests had the 

potential, fr·om a Canadian viewpoint, to cl1ip away at 

Canadian sovereignty. Also disturbing with respect to 

sovereignty was the desire of the United States to use Goose 

Bay as a potentiul launching point for strate,Jic uuclear 

bombc0 r s1:r- i kes. 

In May 1951 Canadian Ambassador Wrorig infonned 

s0cretary of State Achesou that Canada expect,::,cl to be 

consulted about nuclear strikes to be launched 11·om Canadian 

territory, except in the case of a soviet attack on North 

P.111er i ca, in which case the Canadian governnH-?llt expec tell as 

much notification as posslble. 57 The Goose Bay lease was 

finally effected by an exchange of notes on 5 December 1952. 

Tt,e term of the lease was limited to Lhe 11ominc1l lifespan of 

Lhe NATO treaty, twenty years. 58 Although nothing was done 

tu shocten LIH:.' lc.,rlses on existing UnitPd stall-•s boses iu 



Newfoundland, there were to be no adcli tional ninety-Hine 

year lenses. 

Although an Amer·icar, strategic nuclear force Oil 

Canadian soil could negate Canada's sovereign right to 

cl10use when ancl if to go to war, the more difficult 

challenge for Canada was to maintain territorial sovereignty 

in the face of the large number of sites requested by tile 

United states for a global communication network 111 

Newfoundland and for a proposed conllnental radar system 

across norther11 Canada. Tile United States Air Force was 

i11sisting that PJBD rc>commendations for the r·aclar system be 

formalized by an excllange of notes, since a formal 

obligation would make congress more willing to approve 

appropriations. The Canadian government did riot want a 

anything as formal as a note. It feared a public backlash 

a!]ainst so many structures to be bui It and ma11ne,1 by 

. ct· . l 59 Amer1cau.s on Cana tan soi . 

for the Pinetree LinP was effected by an exchange 01· 11otes 

in Washington on 1 A11gust J951. Typical of tile many 

Canadian-United Slat"es agreements of Ute Cold War, it 

ir,cluded provisions that implied Canadian cor,trul. That 

agreement for example provided that "Canada ,vi 11 acquire a11d 

retain title to all sites. land that) Canada may, by 

agreement. take o~er tile manning of stations initi;\lly 

manned by the Uni tecl states . .,bO Tile ugreem,0 nL on 

communications sites contained similar ass11rances. In laler 

years guarantees of Canadian territor·ial suver·eigr1t:y were 



included in the agreements for the Distant Early Warning 

(DEW) Line. 1955, ancl the Bal I istic Missile Ern ly Warning 

System <BMEWS), 1959.
61 Those types of agreements were made 

easier by the semi -ficticn1 that Canada was cooperot.ing in 

tt,e context of the non-sover·eign North Atlanlic Treaty 

Organization, and in fact in 1952 American military 

personnel in Canada were put under the NATO status of forces 

u.ureernent. 62 

l;I>i looue. In the face of the postwar Soviet threat, 

Canada's defense policy became interclependent with that or 

the united States. However, Canada did not expect 

interdependence to be solely a bilateral defense arrangement 

with the United States for Arctic defenses of North America. 

The government of Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent l1oped 

that the creation of a greater ''Atlantic Commur,ity'' through 

NATO woulc\ lessen American hegemony in North Amc,rican 

defense and in the economic sphere. As secretary of state 

for external affairs, Lester Pearson was tt,e archi Leet of 

Article Two of the North Atlantic Treaty, tt,e ''Canadian 

Art.icle,'' which was designed to promote con1mon political 

institutions and a comn1on n1arket among NA·ro niember·s. 63 As 

far as the military aspect of American hegemony Pearson 

wrote: 

I believed that tl1e North Americnn sector should be an 
inU,gral part of thf' North Atlantic defence stn1ctu1·e. 
Any continental commanll shou Id b,_, an Alliance 
responsil,lity. It seemec\ to me, for example, that 
Norwegiat. contingents should operate in our Arclic J11st 
as Canaclian forces occasionally tool, par·L in <'Xercises 
in Norwa~ . 



Pf.'arson' s concept of the At !antic Community cticl not 

materialize. canada-tJnited States relations remai11ed 

bilateral. Pearson blamed it on American desire for 

"cont1~01" c:111d the Canadian rn'llitary's prefer~ence for deal inri 

directly with Washlngton. 64 Pearson Jost his enth11siasm but 

did not give up his support for NAfO. He wnJte in the 

Spring 1959 issue of the Jnte1·_national Journal_, "Tlw 

blueprints for the Atlantic community arr:> in exist.enc(-'. 

They are also in various pigeonholes in various fo1·eJgn 

offices where they will soon be available for students doinu 

Ph.D. tlwses. t,65 

Bilateral cooperation In Arctic defense installations 

led to command integration of the air defense of North 

America. The North Americc1n Air Defense Command <NORAD) was 

fo1med in the summer of 1957 and announcecl in a joint 

statl'lllenl follo1vinu a visit to Ottawa l)Y Am,•i·ican Sc•cn,trt1"y 

I- t 1· I b6 o SL:1 -c_, John ·oster Du .lPs. NOHAL> fonna l l z,,c1 L}J(> 

existent integration of can:Jllian ancl Arner·ican Ar·ctic warning 

sy·stems and extend eel opernt i ona 1 command and co11 t rn 1 

integ1·ation to tlte r,,st of the contineutal ail' dPfte1ise 

forces. 

NORAD's uad i r was p1·esugecl within a wee!< or its 

formation. On 26 August 1957 the Soviet Uniun announced a 

successful test of the world's fir·st ICBM. 67 Altlwugll the 

Suvic~L .strate&1ic bomber ll1re.-.. tt, wt1ich NORAD's dt!fC~·ns!.:-.s were~ 

designed to detect and counter·, would continuP to grow we>! 1 



into the 1960s, the ICBM would make the just-completed, 

Arctic-based early warning systems o~solete. 

45 
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CHAPTER THREE 

SOVIET THREAT, AMERICAN CHALLENGE, AND CAN,\DlAN POLICY: 

CRISIS IN EFFECT I VE CONTROL OF NORTHEl{N WATERS 

The Maritime Thr·eat. At tl!e sarn,0 ti me Uw t Canada's 

Arctic LerTitory pealzed in valuf.\ as North Amf~rica's primary 

air defense region, the seminal event for growth of the 

region's strategic maritime value was taki11g place. On 1 

AULlUSt 1958 the United States nuclear submarine Nauti_Ju:-; 

sut,merged off Point Barrow, Alasl,a. Only six clays later t.hE, 

1 
N0.!!_t1lus surfaced a few miles north of Iceland. fhP. 

nuclear su!Jrnarine hat1 transfor·rned tht= str~atE~gic value of 

Arctic waters, but Canada was not pn,pared to establish 

control over the waters of the Arctic archipela\.JO. 

Canada geographically appears tn have the same maritime 

incent Ives as the United States, but unti I World Wai· I I 

Ca11Rda could count on the British Navy for i ls maritime 

defense. Then suddenJy with Britain under siege. 1na1·itime 

protpction was gone, and Canada had to build a naV}'. 

end or World War II, the Canadian Navy with ove1· four 

13y the 

hundred ships was the third largest In the world. Having 

r»0 en tasked with rn-otection of convoys In the North 

Atlantic, it had r,roven its effectiveness in anti submar·lne 

51 
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wu.1·fare (ASW). 

B> 1947 only ten ships of the ROYcll Canadian Navy 

remained in commission. However. the Navy did have the 
,, 

"arcticiz£•ci" car·cier Magnificent.~ Mackenzit~ King wrot(~ in 

his ctiary tilat he believecl "one air·c,·3ft c~HTier may be 

advisable. If war shoulcJ come at ,:.my time. flying fr·om the 

northern regions would be an 
'3 important factor '' After his 

1947 spring summit with Harr·y Truman, King recorded concern 

about "the display of air power in Moscow. la reference to 

the 'flypast' of long range bombers !hat had startled 

n1ilitary attaches), and submari11e powe1· as recently 

In 19L,8 the )'lf!_gni ficenL and its dPsLroy1•1' 

5 escort became the f i !.'St warships Lo enter Hudson I.lay. 

Apparent 1 y. even w i th a d1·as ti ca I l y 1·ec1uced Navy. caunda tiad 

the, n1diments of a maritime strategy tltat consid(et·ed tile 

Arctic's geostrategic location. Soon tt,ough. Canada's Navy 

returned to a more t:rad1tional role. Under the NATO 

doct1 ine of collective defense, Canada was assigned sea lane 

protection clue i es oetween Europe and Nortll Arn Pt· i ca. 

Budgetary constraints limited the Canadian Nuvy, buL by 

January 1960 it had grown to 45 warships. 6 

In September 1955 the soviet union fired Lhe fir·st 

submarine launched ballisLic missile (SLBMl from a converted 

ctiescl-elecr.ric Zulu class submarine. Five Zulus were, 

conver·tect to car·ry three SLBMs earh. At t11e s;:mlP i. i rue 

lvhiskey class ,1iesel-electric submai-1nes weri, LHcino 

converted tu carry nuc!f,ar cruise missiles wi ti! u land 



attack range of more than four h11ndred miles. Conceivably a 

Soviet submarine would soon be able t.o sneak lnlo t11e Hudson 

Bay and from well within tl1e interior of the North America11 

continent launch a nulear attack on C;:rnadlan and American 

cilies. By 1959 the Soviet Union had the nuclenr powered 

Hotel class ballistic missile submarines and the n11clear 

powered Echo class cruise missile submarines at sea. 7 ASW 

needed a strategic defense dimension. 

l'he Beginnings of a ''Canadian'' Defence Policy: 1·he 19(~ 

Will te Paper. Canada's defense had always been subsumed in 

British defense, or Nor·th American defense, or NATO delense. 

In 1964 the Canadian gove!"lunent issued \'/hi te P,iJ?er on 

Defence, an attempt to focus on Canadian defense needs. The 

1964 White Paper set out to define ''defence of Canada," the 

objectives of which were 

to preserve the peace by supporting col ic'ct ivc d1c,fe:ncP 
measures to deter mi 1 i tary aggre,;sion; to s11ppor·t 
Canadian ror·ei,111 policy incluclino tllut W'isi11u out uf 
our· par·ticipation in internationul or·g~r1jzr1lions, ur1lt Lu 
provide for our protection and surveillance ot ou1· 
terrlt,,ry, our air space and our c11astal walers. 8 

The roles of collective defense and international 

peacekeeping in Canadian defense policy were not new. The 

new role of ''protection and surveillar1ce," i.e. sovereignty 

pr·otection, was an extension of a lonu-standi11g foreign 

policy, but a new one for the Canadian defense 

establishment. Sovereignty protection was to mak,, Canadian 

defense "Canadian." The White Paper concise!,, rJefined the 

"defence of Canada" 



as those aspects of North American defence which must, 
for reasons based upon Canadian national interests, be 
subject to Canadian coui:.rol. The minimum requirements 
for the defence of Canada ure: the ability to maintain 
surveillance of Canadian territory, airspace and 
territorial waters; the abiltiy to deal with military 
incidents on Canaclian territory; the abi l i Ly to deal 
with incidents In the ocean areas off the Canadian 
coasts; and the ability to contribute, within the limi~ 
of ou1· resources, to the defence of Canadian airspace. 

Obviously, the Government was defininy a role for Canadian 

military forces that was independent of, but not divorced 

f1·om. NATO and NORAD --- a role to justify U1e expense of 

providing for well-equipped Canadian armed forces. 

Notably, points in the 1964 White Paper's definition of 

''defence of Canada'' required a maritime str·ategy -- e.g. 

sur·velllance of territorial waters and the ability to deal 

with i11cldenLs there. The Soviet submarirw t.hreut was sti I 1 

,1rowing; by 1964 Soviet ballistic missile sut,marines could 

launch thier missiles submerged. United Stal.es subma1·ines 

w,•re operating freely in u,e Arctic. The USS 3.t:;adragpn hacl 

made the first submergecl transl t of tile Nor·tI,west l·'as.saye in 

l')Gu; a Canadian observer was onboar·d. lO 

C:anacla's maritime responsibilities wittti11 NATO were 

primarily to assist in keeping the sea lane~ to Western 

Europe open, i.e. anti-submarine warfare. 

White Paper recognized a need to improve tt,e country's ASW 

forces encl was optimistic that an effective ASW for·ce could 

l1E..' put to s1:-:a. To get tile most effectiv,~ ASW rarer•, the 

government proposed to consider building two or thr·ee 

nuc I ear pmverecl subma1· i ues. 11 
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loy the time of the Canadian proposed to bui Id nuc!,aar· 

submarine~, access to the technolog~ tu do so was extremely 

difficult Lo obtain. A 1956 agreeme11t permitted Canada and 

the United States to exchange naval 1,uclear propulsion 

. . t, 12 tntorma 10n. In 1958 the United States shipped to Great 

Britain a complete submarine 11uclear· reactor plant and 

associated spare parts and information. The ag1·eement under 

which it was transferred required strict limitations on 

sharing military reactor technology. The British-American 

agreement was modified in 1959 to require ''authorizatic1n by 

compe U~n t bodies of such other Pai· ty, " i . e. congress i ona 1 

approval by United States law, before a third-party transfer 

1 '.:l of information or technology could take place. At the 

same time the United States reached new agr·eements with 

Canada and other countries that removed tl1e ability to 

exchange naval 11uclear propulsion Information. 11
' The 19GL, 

proposal to build Canadian submarines was determined to be 

tuo expensive; any Canadian program would have had to start 

from scratch. 

The 1964 \\/hi te Paper was an attempt to ,1c•t a hc1ndle 011 

postwar Canadian defense and to give defense policy some 

direction. It set forth no definite capital program. The 

\\/bite Paper was purely a policy document to define where 

Canadian defense policy was and where it shoulrJ go. 

it was successful; the lhc,mes it set forth Iii.JV<' been 

repeated In the two white papers since 1964. 

As such 
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Despite a growing soviet submarine threat and Canada's 

NATO commitments, the paper was not successful in 

establishing a need for a strong Canadian maritime presence. 

Nu Canadian strategy to counter the Increased maritime 

threat appeared. By 1968 the Navy hacl shrunk to 28 warships, 

although four new helicopter destroyers for ASW were 

proposed. Of course, the maritime threat was submerged and 

therefore not publicly visible. Canada's inability to 

control waters she claimed did not become visible until the 

voyage of the experimental tanker Manhattan through the 

Northwest Passage. 

The 'Manhattan' Crisis. The Norwegian Roald Amundsen 

made the first complete transit of the Northwest Passage 

from 1903 to 1906. He voyaged from east to west in a 47-ton 

herring boat, the Gioa, powered by a 13-horsepower kerosene 

motor. The next ship to complete the passage was the Royal 

Canadian Mounted Police Schooner St. Roch commanded by 

Sergeant H. A. Larsen between 1940 and 1942. 15 

When the Manhattan set sail from Chester, Pennsylvania, 

on 24 August 1969, the passage had been completed by only 

eight surface vessels, the Gjoa, the St. Roch, two Canadian 

and four American icebreakers. Completely submerged 

transits had been made by the United Slates nuclear attack 

submarines ~?-adragon and Skat~. The Manhattan was the first 

merchant. ship to complete the Northwest Passage. 16 

Humble Oil and lesser partners, British Petroleum and 

Atlantic Richfield, sponsored the tanker's experiment.al 



h t l . 17 Th C ct· voyage but soug t governmen_a assistance. e ana 1an 

government cooperated from the outset. 18 The r,u,ad i an 

icebreaker John A. Macdonald accompanied the Manhattan, 19 

although the United States government had not made an 
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official r·equest for an escort. Canada provided ice guides 

one of whom was captain Thomas C. Pullen, RCN, the senior 

observer and coordinator of Canadian assistance throughout 

the voyage. The American icebreaker Northwind also escorted 

the Manhattan, but the smaller American icebreaker was 

underpowered and fell behinct. 20 On the return trip the 

USCGC Staten Island joined the party, and the new CCGS L. s. 

St. Laurent, then the world's biggest and newest icebreaker. 

interrupted sea trials to meet the party in the Prince of 

Wales Strait. 21 Bad weather prevented scheduled, token 

participation by a soviet icebreaker. 22 The ,John A. 

Macdonald was the workhorse of the party, several times 

breaking the tanker free from ice. Usua 11 y, though. even 

the John A. Macdonald travelled in the tanker's wake, since 

at full speed the tanker could easily burst through ice that 

would have trapped the Canadian icebreaker. 23 

Aerial reconnaissance was critical to the experiment's 

success. Major Logan had made the point over forty years 

before that aircraft could assist in navigation of the 

Arctic archipelago, and Canadian aircraft did provide the 

Manhattan with sailing directions for the ice fields. They 

were crtitical for the experimental phase, too, as they 
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searched for ice of the appropriate thicknesses to generate 
,,, 

data on Manhattan's icebreaking power.~-, 

During a visit to Washington in March 1969, Prime 

Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau directly asked President 

Richurd Nixon for a formal United States request of 

permission for the Manhattan's transit. Washington did not 

wish to make an official request. Such a request might have 

given tacit acknowledgement of Ottawa's sovereignty over 

Arctic straits, thereby weakening maritime rights in other· 

strategic straits around the world. Moreover, the voyage 

was viewed as a private venture. Nixon, therefore, declined 

25 Trudeau's request. However, the accompaniment of a United 

States Coast Guard icebreaker tended to give the voyage 

official Washington sanction and contributed to public 

outrage in Canada. 

The potential for an oil spill from the mammoth tanker 

raised environmental concerns and magnified tl1e Canadian 

public's perception that Canadian sovereignty was being 

?6 
violated.- Of course, there was no oil to be loaded 111 

Alaska, since the North Slope oil fields at Prudhoe Ray had 

not yel been developed. Six centerline tanks of the 

Manhattan were loaded with oil before leaving Pt!nnsy!vania 

'.!.7 and were surrounded by 45 tanks of seawater ballast. An 

oil spill was unlikely without the destruction of the ship. 

However, t11e envirornental concerns Wt•re val i,.1 wit11 regarcl to 

future transl ts and would have to be tal,en i nlo account in 

fut11re Arctic tanker designs and in future pussuges. 



Of course, Canada had o.s much to oain from the voyage 

as did Lhe Uni te~1 Stat.es, aml wi t.h the support of the John 

t:,. Macdqnalc;! and ~,erial reconnaissance did more than the 
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United States Lo ensure the success of the experiment. 

While the exp<>r·iment tested the feasibility of tr-rrnspor-Ling 

oil from f'rudhoe Bay to the East Coast, it also proved that 

commercial access to the mineral r·ichness of the Arctic 

arct,ipelago and tanker trar,sport of oil from Canada's 

Macl<enz i e Del ta o i I fie Ids was poss i b I e. 28 However, tt,ese 

possibl lilies only increased e11vironmental concerns and, 

anyway, seemed to be lost in the public's perception that 

Washington was running roughshod over Ottawa in the 

Arctic. 29 

The Hundred Mile Limit and "fffective Control." From 

an experimental point of view the Manhattan's voyage was an 

outstanding success. The experience and data from this 

transit proved that a tanker could be designed that would 

nol need to be escorted by "comparitively puny'' 

icebreakers. 30 However, some discontent was generated by 

Humble's secrecy in keeping data from its lesser partners 

and from Otlawa. 31 

The political fal I out from the voyage was significant. 

The high level of public concern can be attributed not to a 

perceived violation of territorial sovereignty but to the 

less direct sovereignty erosion ca11sed by American capital. 

Already American ,:ompanles owned almost all of Canada's 

32 produclnn 11atural resources. Now t\mericans were trying to 
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open up the far Nor-th, the treasure t10use of mineral riches 

described by J. D. Craig in his 1922 report. 

E11vironmental concerns wer·e real, but they were 

certainly exploited to get parliamentary and government 

action to block polential American activity in the Canadian 

Arctic. In June 1969 Parliament passed the Oil and Gas 

Production and Conservation Act, claiming for Canada 

exploitation of the conti11ental shelf to a depth of 200 

meters or to the depth of exploitabllity. In Februai·y 1970 

Canada finally became party to the 1958 Convention on the 

Conti11ental Shelf. 

when the Manhattan tsansited the Northwest Passage, 

Canada still recognized a three-mile territorial sea. Thus 

the passage could be navigated in irit.L~rnationr.11 waters. In 

December 1970, however, Canada decided on a twelve-mile 

terTi torial sea. That meant some small islands in the Parry 

Channel could conceivably extend territorial wate1·s across 

u,e channe 1 . However~ the territorial sea 1s ge11er·alty 

measured from the larger land mass, 11ot minuscule islands 

lying off the coast. 

For a merchant ship whether the Northwest Passage is 

territorial waters, an international strait, or high seas is 

a moot point, since the right of innocent passage applies. 

I l is customary for war·ships to not Irv tile affected country 

of ll1eir intent to cross territorial waters. To consider 

American icebreakers as warships would be to st1·etch the 

point, and in any event notification of transit is only a 
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formality not required by international Jaw. So, whether 

considered as territorial waters or high seas the voyage of 

the Manhattan and her escorts did not violate i11ternational 

Jaw of the sea. From the Canadian perspective, however, the 

waters of the Arctic archipelago are not international and 

are not territorial -- they are Canadian. As previously 

noted, the concept of "Canadian waters'' goes back to the 

turn of the century. 

In April 1970 the minister of external affairs 

reaffirmed Canada's claims: "Canada has always regarded the 

waters of the Arctic archipelago as being Canadian waters 

(and) the present Gover·nment maintains that position." In 

an official statement containing the minister's sLalement 

Mr. J. A. Beesley, legal adviser to the Department of 

External Affairs, claimed that 

as far as Canada is concerned, the special 
characteristics of the Arctic waters and ice combine to 
give them a special status -- however defined -- which 
implies special rights and responsibilities for tt,e 
Arctic coastal states. Accordingly for many years 
Canada has exercised effective control over the uses of 
the waters of the Ccmadian Arctic archipelago and over a 
wide range of activities carried out on their 
ice~cover. 3

:3 

Mr. Beesley was only partially correct. True, Canada 

had exercised some manner of fisheries protection since 

Captain Bernier's voyages in the first decade of this 

century a11d had exercised approval over scientific and 

exploratory expeditions since the Byrd-MacMillan affair in 

1925. However, before the Manhattan crisis Canada l1ad not 

asserted c1 formal claim of jurisdiction over the wsters of 



the Arctic ar·chipelago. If the Manl1attan had proven that 

the Nor·thwest Passage was a usable r11ute for commercial 

shipping, Canada was not prepared for· regular· commercial 

navigation of the passage. In 1969, ther·efore, no legal 

frameworlz existed for Cc111adian jurisdiction over "Canadian 

waters'' in Lhe Arctic, but by 1971 tt,e Canadian government 

was talking in terms of ''effective co11trol'' of those 

waters. 34 The Maphat__tan crisis spurr·ed the Canadians to 

pass the Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act of June 

1970. This law proclaimed Canadian Jurisdiction over 

pollution control out to 100 miles from land in the region 

above 60 degrees north. That allowed Canada to claim some 
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legal Jurisdiction over all vessels operating in the Arctic 

archipelago, and it particularly discouraged tanker 

transits. A communique released with the regulations to 

enforce the Act indicated that its real intent was Lo 

prevent any future Manhattan incidents: 

The Ministers emphasized that the promulgation of the 
Act and the reyulations shoulrl not, therefore, t,e L:.tlzen 
as an indication thal the government is prepare,! at ll1is 
time to approve the passag5 of I arge oi I tankers 
throughout Arctic waters. · 

The only country to recognize Canadian jurisdiction over 

pollution control in the Arctic archipelago was the Soviet 

Union which had long maintained effective control over the 

Northeast Passage. The United States and some of the 

Western European countries openly disputed c:rna,iLrn 

jurisdiction over Arctic waters. They wanted an 
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international or regional solution to the problems of AITt ic 

pollution and navigation. 36 

The 1971 White Paper. Canada's desire to exert 

"effective" control in the waters of the Arctic archipelago 

was reflected in defense policy. ln the 1971 White Puper 

Defence in the 70s the Government stated that its first 

national concern was the 

re-examination [of defense responsibilities) as a result 
of Government decisions to regulate the development of 
the Nortl1 in a manner compatible with environmental 
preservation, and with legislation enacted to preveg; 
pollution in the Arctic and Northern inland waters. 

Evidently, Canada planned to defend the waters of the Arctic 

archipelago as inland waters. 

The 1971 White Paper assigned the armed forces to 

defend the ''sovereignty and independence" of Canada from 

"external challenges," which were defined as ''actions by 

foreign agencies or their nationals involving territorial 

violations or infringemenLs of Canadian laws governing 

access to and activity within these areas." The paper 

mentioned the potential of oil spills and challenges to 

Canadian control of resources on the seabed of the 

continental shelf. 38 Apparently, "external challenges'' was 

a euphemism for the United states. 

In establishing defense priorities the White Paper 

ranked "the protection of our sovereignty" ahead of ''the 

def'ence of North America In co-operation with U.S. 

for-ces ... 39 The first Pt'ioci ty in "national aims" wus "that 

Canada will continue secure as an independe11t political 
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, L1-{) 
f::'Iil" 1 ty." Since sovereirJnty ranked atieact ot security as a 

defense priority, then the United States must have been 

considered a greater threat to Canadian independence than 

any thrf~at lo North Arner i ca as a who1 e. Of course, thee 

C.-1nactians did not ignore the Soviet nuclear- thrQat. but that 

dcinger was seen to exist only because of pr-oximity to the 

. L1. l 
Uni tee! States. Mor·eover·, tl1a1: tllf'<~at was seen to be 

diminishing with detente and the potential for arms 

4',.J 
reductions based on tl1e SALT ta 11,s. - The 1971 White Paper-

al so reduced Canada's NATO contr-ibution -- another 

indicatior, that Canadians perceived a reduced threat from 

the soviet union. 43 

J;r> i I oque. The Navy inherited by the Trudeau aoverrunent 

l11cluded or1e aircraft car-rier, four diesel-eleclric 

submarines (one a loan<>c from the United States), and 

t1,ent.y-t.h1·er1 destroyer·s and fr i ga Les. 
1
' 4 The a i rcn:r ft 

carrier was sold for scrap in 1970 r·ight after a micl-life 

rr,fit. Despitl-! tl1e prece:.•c.lQnct~ of Arctic SOV£"'..'r'l~ignty 

protectior, stressed in the 1971 White Paper, the Trudeau 

Government supported no new maritime initiativ~s ancl se€:~med 

S~Ltisfied with the statement that ''the prese11t naval ships 

cannot operate safel)' in ice-covered watersJ or nbove 65° N 

latitude at any time of the year. ,.45 The Navy 

inl:reri ted t,y the Mulroney Government in 198L, Included oaJ1; 

tt,n,e submarines and twenty destroyers and f:-igates, with 

!~6 
six new frigates proposed. Maritime Command (P!ARCOMl was 

in the wor·st shape uf all the Canadian For·ces, and even with 
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six new frioates would be left in the 1~id-199Us with only 

ten serviceable warships. I.e. the frioates and the four 

early-70s vintage Tribal class helicopter destroyers. 
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CIIAPTER FOUR 

ARCTIC MAR!Tl"IE STRATEGY: A "CANADIAN" Df·:FENSE POLICY 

No EffectivP control. In 1984 the Progressive 

Conservative government of Prime Minister Brion Mulro11ey was 

elected in a landslide victory. Mulroney and the 

Conservatives carne to office with an apparerit mandate to 

strengthen Canadian defense and to strengthe11 the Canadian 

voice in NATO and North American defense. 

The Liberal government of Pierre Elliott 1·rudeau which 

had taken office a year before the Manhattar, crisis had 

essentially frozen defense spending at a level thaL was 

already low when Trudeau's time in office began. In the 

early 1970s North American early warning systems were near 

obsolesce11ce because of the decreased bomber threat for 

which they were designed. Intercontinental ballistic 

missiles could overshoot Canadian airspace. Tile fee 1 I nu was 

that the only physical danger to Canadians from a nuclear 

war was the spread of radioactive fallout from atomic 

weapons exploding on United States targets. Besides, SALT 

talks seemed to indicate that deterrence was wor·king and Ll1e 

nuclear threat was decreasino. 1 ·rhe Trudeau government did 

not see Canadian defense as a priority and curtailed defense 
':) 

expendltur·es accordingly.- Trudeau's was the government 
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that promised to maintain ''effective control'' of the 

Northwest Passage. However, the only defense strategy in 

the 1971 White Paper related to ''effective control'' was a 

proposal to increase aerial surveillance of Arctic waters. 3 

With the cutback in defense spending essentially nothing was 

done outside of pollution control legislation to enhance 

Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic archipelago. 

The increase in aerial surveillance was not enough to 

prevent another maritime-related crisis in the North. What 

use was surveillance In sovereignty protection when the 

intruder being watched tells you when and where he is going 

to violate your sovereignty, and when there are Canadian 

observers onboard the intruder to carefully note and assist 

in the violation? such was the case with the transit of the 

USCGC Polar Sea in 1985. An exhange between External 

Affairs Minister Joe Clark and another member of parliament 

on 20 June 1985 takes on new meaning when the above question 

is kept in mind: 

Mr. Chretien: Will the Minister tell the American 
government that when they come to the Northwest Passage 
this summer they are in Canadian waters and must ask 
permission from the Canadian government to be there? 

Right Hon. Joe Clark (Secretary of State for 
External Affairs.>: Mr. Speaker, we will do better than 
that. we will have Canadians on board to guide them 
through waters which we consider to be ours. 4 

All Canada could do was what it had done with the Manhattan, 

monitor the passage. As in the By!'d-MacMillan affair sixty 

years before, in the Manhattan crisis Canada could only ask 

the United States to request permission. The United States, 

however, held that the water·s of the Northwest Passage were 
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an international strait. and. therr~fore. neil.ller permission 

"f" . . ct 5 nor 11ot1 ·1cat1on was require . 

The 'Polar sea' Crisis. No Uni Led Statc,s ship had 

transited the Northwest Passage for sixteen years -- that is 

since the Manhat_J:can. But Lhen in Aunust lSJS'i, art.c0 r couling 

through the Panama canal to take over the annual Thule 

resupply mission for the crippled USCGC Nortltwind, tlw 

Pacific-tJasect USCGC Polar sea took tile Norttiwest P8.ssaoe 

home to Seattle. 6 

Canadian public reaction to this transit was 

acrimonious. Rock-weighted messages and flags were hurled 

from a private aircraft onto the Polar Sea's decks as she 

passed througl1 Vincent Melville sound. 7 The Canadian 

government received speci fie assurances from the Uni tee\ 

States government that the voyage in no way was a challenge 

to Canada's legal position. It also receivecl advance formal 

notification of the planned transit. It di,1 not, however, 

obtain a United States request for permission. External 

Affairs Minister Joe Clark explained, ''When we looked for· 

ways Lo exercise our sovereignty we round that the Canadian 

c11pboarct was bare." 8 

The government's response to the f'o I ar::__:;:;_ea eris is was 

rnor·e immediate with more specific proposals tllan its 

reaction to the Manhattan's voyage. The governm,,•nt sou~Jht 

and received Parliwnent's approval for actir,ns Lo assc>rt 

Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic archipela110. 

initiativ1,s proposed by Joe Clark were 

The 111ajor 



immecliate adoption of an order in Council establishing 
straight baselines around the Arctic archipelago; 
immediate talks with the United States on co-operation 
in Arctic waters on the basis of full respect for 
Canadian sovereignty; construction of a polar, 
class 8 icebreaker and urgent consideration of other 
means o~ exercising effective control over our Arctic 
waters. 

Straight baselines around the Arctic archipelago were 

adopted on 10 September 1985 to become effective on 

98 . 10 1 .January 1 b. Canada formally claimed the waters 
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enclosed by the baselines as internal waters (Figure 2). 

The 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 

(UNCL0S III), to which Canada was a signatory, had 

recognized the right to draw straight baselines and to 

designate sea lanes through the e11closed waters where ships 

of other states would enjoy the new right of ''transit 

passage." However for coastal states the baselines could 

be drawn only where the coast was deeply indented, or where 

there was a fringe of islands. The baselines had to follow 

the general direction of the coast. 11 Canada met none of 

the conditions for drawing baselines around the Arctic 

archipelago but did so anyway. 

The "Polar 8" icebreaker was put under contract at an 

estimated cost of C$500 million. Designed for year-round 

presence in the Arctic, it seems to have been planned for 

"effective control'' of the waters, Just as the Mounted 

Police posts in the 1920s were for ''effective occupation" of 
' 

the 1 and. 

Meanwhile, the government was holding talks with the 

United states and at the same time working on a defense 



White Paper. Those talks and the White Paper gave the 

government arenas to practice the number one goal of the 

1985 Green Paper on foreign policy, ''unity." In 1986 the 
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special Joint Committe on International Relations stated 

with regard to unity, ''Canada has to be able to present an 

image abroad that Canadians recognize as their own." 12 The 

defense White Paper was to be one that Canadians would 

recognize as "Canadian." 

The 1987 White Paper. Towards the end of the Trudeau 

government it became apparent that the maritime defenses of 

Canada had been seriously neglected. The Canadian Senate 

Sub-committee on National Defence concluded: ''By running 

down its forces, as it did in the late 1960s and through the 

1970s, Canada contributed not to raising but to lowering the 

nuclear threshold." 13 The sub-committee also found ''that 

there is a requirement for Canada's maritime forces to be 

equipped to perform a sea-denial role in waters over which 

Canada claims jurisdictlon." 14 The sub-committee was 

scathing of the government's failure to follow up on 

sovereignty protection as espoused in the 1971 White Paper 

and pointed out that MARCOM had not been given the tools to 

do the job despite "enormous additions to Canada's maritime 

jurisdictional claims:'' the twelve mile territorial sea 

11970), the two hundred mile economic exclusion zone (1982l, 

and continuing historical claims to sovereignty in the 

waters of the Arctic archipelago. 15 



Tl1e sub-committee \.Vas inc1-edulous thut nothing 1.t1.1;-1s 

being done to hall the decline of the Navy wt1icl1, besides 

:suver·eignty protect ion, t,acl a NATO duty to protect huge 

ocean c_,r·eas in tho Atlantic and siml lar commitments in the 

Pacific with the United States. ro ar1·est that ducli11e the 

committee recommended a maricime defence policy tt1at built 

up to "a balanced fleet wi ttiin twelve years." Tile proposed 

force included sixteen frigates <twelve new frigates plus 

fou1· of the Tribal class> and twenty diesel-electric 

submarlnes. 16 

·rhe Conservative government of Br·ian Mulror1ey ciJ111e to 

pmoer ln J'l84 wi U1 U1e l)el ief that i 1 had a m,,11datu Lo 

upgrade tile Canadian Forces. The Mulroney government 

ir1Lended to Issue a preliminary paper on defense shortly 

after coming tu power but then decided to W3i t for tltP 

completion of air det·ense negot.iatluns will, lite Unlled 

Meanwhile, the governmenl. was able tu stop tl1e 

downward spiral of tl1e Canadian Forces by getting real 

ir1creases in defense spending of over· 2 per· ce11t a year. 

However. without Q review of defense committments U1e money 

w~s spr·ead thin through all areas and wns ba1·ely enc,ugl1 to 

maintain the status quo. 17 

The government J13d been negotiaL i 110 sl 11ce 198'3 with 

t.tu, Uni tPd States to modernize North A111e1-1can air· defenses. 

!11 1985 the unitecl SU1tes and Canada r·<.,ached c1gn•,,ments fur 

mode1-nizlng Arctic-l)asect warniny sy:stems. Tile decision to 

modernize resulted from a cl1anue in the SoviL'I: :slr;,Legic 
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threat. CruisE, missiles could be launched from soviet 

bombers far from No1-th Americar1 air space. soviet bombers 

were once again a first strike threat. To provide earl~' 

warning against air-breathing weapons the two nations agreed 

to construct a modern North warning System INWSl across the 

Arctic on the 70th parallel, the same latitude as the 

obsolete DEW Line constructed thir·ty years before. 18 The 

agreement was announced 1n a joint declaration by Prime 

Minister Brian Mulroney and P1·eside11t Ronald Reagan in 

Quebec City on 18 March 1985. It was intentionally 

reminiscent of the Ogdensburg Declaration made ,.,_5 years 

before. The 1985 declaration included guarantees of 

Canadian sovereignty, thus conti11uing the framework uf 

defense cooperation conceived for the first early warning 

systems. The NWS would be Canadian-operated from the start. 

The 1985 declaration also reaffirmed Canada-United states 

defense production sharing agreements that had been in 

existence in one form or another since WW II and had 

provided ''free trade'' in defense goods. sign i f i can ti y, 

Mulroney got a concession on sharing defense technical 

knowledge and skills. 19 

Canada's Arctic was regaining its strategic value. In 

addition to the changed threat, the United States Strategic 

Defense Initiative (SOil with Its potential for ballistic 

missile defenses stationed on Canadian soil was cited by a 

special joint parliamentary committee as giving Canada more 

leverage in the ''strategic environment." Since cruise 



n1issiles and precision-targeted SLBM's made indusLrlRl a11d 

population centers as targetable as they oner, wer·e wit11 

20 bombers, Canada was no longer a ''fire pruof house'' Lhut 

could watch missiles flying overhead tu their stiategic 

t;:1rgets in the American plains. 
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BY the time the air defPnse agr·ee1uents were co,npleted, 

the reviews of defense commi ttments w1ere we! l under cvay, ancl 

the government decided to proceed directly to a White Paper 

without any preliminar·y direction. At any rat.e, the air 

defense negotiations had already settled on<e major defense 

area. That left only two other major areas - mariti1ne 

defense, and the commmitment to NATO. Ano t11e r a n,a, 

international peacekeeping, was popular, cheap and, 

therefore, was not at stake. The Mu l rone}' uovc rHmen t 

appeared ready to close what was commonly called the 

"commitment-capability gap." That could be ciccompl islied by 

cutting commitments, increasinq capabilitic·s, CH' both. 

Besicies its maritime role Canada's commrLment to NATO 

consisted of a mechanized brigade group and two air g1·uui,s 

in southern Germany, plus u,e Canaclian Air-:::ka Transpor·u11,1e 

brigade group (CAST> to be formed when necPssciry for 

c, l 
deployment from Canada to nortt,ern Norway.~ A test 

deploymer1t uf the CAST in 1986 was a failure. Consequently, 

i l was no surprise wit en the 1987 White Paper an11onnceLi that 

the commitment to norLh,-,rn Norway would be ctruppr,Li i 11 favor 
r;, ,;, 

of beefir,g up forces in southern Germany.--
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The Wt1ite Paper which had been promised for· 1986 was 

not issued until June 19R7. By that time the only 

unanswered question was what was the goverrnn,,nt goino lo do 

a bo u l. MAl,COM . The frigate program had already beer1 

extended t.o a proposed twelve new frigates above the six 

already under contract. In May 1987 the government: had put 

forth a tentative proposal for n nuclear submarine program, 

but it had not been approved by the cabir1et. TliP cc.uiadian 

Submarine Acquisition Program (CASAP) had been ur,derway for 

some time and had already ruled out nuclear submarines. 

Although nuclear submarines had been proposed 111 1964, and 

considered again in 1083, they were rejected by CASAP as too 

',>3 
expensive.- Despite the initial cabinet r·esistance the 

government announced in the White Puper that it would 

acquire a force of ten to twelve nuclear powi,red attacl< 

submarines. The program was estimated to cost C$H 

I . I 1 . '.24 
J 1 1 on. 

The Nuclear Sut)lnarine Deci~ion. When the results of 

the CASAP 1·eview of conventional sut,macines were pr·esented 

to Defence Minister Pecln Beatty in late 1986, he directed 

MARCOM to co11sider the nuclear option before tlie Will te Papec 

was published. Beatty apparently remembered lhat a ceview 

of Canada's ability to construct, operate, c111d support 

nuclear· submarines had been ordered in 1985 by his 

•..15 
prE:!clecr-.!SSor...... That ceview was not concernE-~ci wi t11 a 

delailed analysis of cosls and effectiveness. sent. back to 

the dcawing board wilh an impending deadll112, MARCOM went 
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directly to the United States Navy's Naval Reactors 

division. Naval Reactors was startled and perturbed when 

MARCOM bypassed diplomatic channels and ignored a 1959 

treaty that prohibited the exchange of military reactor 

technology. Under pressure because of the close working 

relationship that had developed between the United States 

Navy and MARCOM over the years, Naval Reactors grudgingly 

agreed to answer a list of questions. 26 With the 

information gleaned from Naval Reactors, some information 

obtained from French and British parties vying to supply the 

submarines, and from its own review of Canadian 

capabilities, MARCOM was able to give Beatty what appeared 

to be a well-founded analysis favoring a Canadian nuclear 

submarine program. 

The nuclear submarine proposal ran into opposition in 

the cabinet even before the White Paper's release. However, 

Beatty silenced some of the critics by pointing out that 

27 only nuclear submarines could patrol the Arctic. The 

United States would have to acknowledge Canadian effective 

control of the Northwest Passage and the rest of the waters 

of the Arctic archipelago when planning Arctic operations. 

Beatty later detailed that argument in a speech given on 

7 March 1988, when he appeared before the Standing Committe 

on National Defence in support of a sovereignty protection 

role for Canadian nuclear submarines: 

our preferred approach (when a foreign submarine is 
encountered) will be to deter intrusions into Canadian 
waters. I think that the prime directive given any 
foreign submarine commander with thoughts of Intruding 
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into Canadian waters in peace time wo11ld be, ''Don't get 
caught!" Therefore. indicating to him that he Is being 
tracked would in all likelihood chase him away. 

Beatty compared the above approach to other means of 

stopping intruders: 

(Mines wouldl blast him out of the water - crew and all, 
(listening devices, with) no means to enforce our 

policy, would be like installing a burglar alarm, but 
then disbanding the police force .... (and IS§breakers 
would bel entirely useless against submarines.-

In May 1987 the Cabinet was still feeling the aftershocks of 

the Polar sea incident. and the sovereignty role got support 

for the nuclear submarine program. 

once announced. the nuclear submarine program was 

criticized not only by opposition parties who questioned its 

expense but also by Washington and other NATO allies. The 

1987 White Paper presented a program for the acquisition of 

ten to twelve nuclear attack submarines. To cover part of 

the costs the eighteen frigate program would be reduced to 

twelve. Defense spending would grow at 2 percent per annum 

for fifteen years, with periodic additional boosts to pay 

for major projects. 29 washi11gton and the other NATO allies 

wanted that money to be spent on other ASW assets and on 

Canadian Forces in Europe. 30 United states submariners did 

not take t11e program seriously. in part because they knew 

that C$8 billion was not nearly enough for the submarines 

plus enough infrastructure to ensure a safe and secure naval 

nuclear propulsion program. 

The submarines being considered for the pr11gram were 

the British Trafalgar and the French Rubis (see Appendix A 



for specifications). When the proriram went out ror· l)ids, 

the real cost.s became apparent. While the Fn'nch submarine 

nrigllt have been able to meet the cost eel Iino. its 

capabilities were limited, and it would have to b,• nradlfied 

ror under-ice aper·ations. ThP B1~1tish sub111ar·inP wns pr·oven 

under-Ice but was nrore expensive, rnuch blgoer, and required 

more personnel. The British choice had the added drawback 

of requiring United States permission for Br-itain to 

transfer reactor technology obtained fronr the United States 

31 to Canada. 

Beatty visited the director of Naval Reactors, Admiral 

Kinnard M.cKee, shortly after tlte White Paper· was r·eleasec! 

and tried to smooth over American resistance to technology 

transfer. The meeting d1d not go well, but al lunch later 

that day secretary or Oe fense Caspa1· Weinberger· soou,,-,,1 

Beatty wi U1 a promise of coop,~ration. 32 Even so, weiHbc,r·,wr 

could riot promise that Congress would lJQl'ee le) JJer·n1it 

Britain to transfer the reactor technology. 

In November 1987 thl:i Amer i cun n;;:-Jva l at tdche to Ot lawa 

made a very controversial speech on tl1e Caria,Ji a.n submar i Ilf? 

program. The attache, Captair1 Robert Hofford, poir1ted out 

tlwt Admiral M.cKee was concerned Ural tlw Cauadians were 

embarl<ino on a nuclear sub111arine program without. t11e 
' 

commi trner1l of national resources needed to c~nsure nuc1 ear 

safety and security. Hofford c-•as also concenied tt,nt should 

congressional approval be required for· teclrnuloo,' u·ansf<•r, 

Ure Canacl i an government was mal< i ng appr~ovu l r1 i ff i cul L t,y 
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selling the program to Parliament and the public c1s a means 

to force American recognition of Canadian Arctic 

sovereignty. Captain Hofford's views were distorted by 

. 33 splashy, negative press. but in actuality his intent was 

to acquaint Canadians wl tl, the di ff I cul ty or· ubtaini ng 

American support when the technology issue came before 

congress. 

Finally, on 27 April 1988 President Runnld Reagan 

promised Prime Minister Mulror,ey that the United States 

would not stand in the wa~• of a technology tr·ansfer from 

Britain to ca11ada. Mulroney got the promise while he was in 

Washington to discuss the transfer with the Pn?sicter,t and 

congress. along with other bilateral issues such as acid 

34 rain a11d the free trade pact. Mulro11ey relurneci to Ottawa 

with Reagan's promise b11t found opposition to the p1ogram 

. 35 still existed In his own cabinet. The original pla11 to 

gee the submarines uncter contract before the elections was 

too far behind schedule to conti11ue. Besides. Mulroney 

found his Conservative Party rising in the pol Is, and to 

decide between the French and B1·itlsh submarines then would 

have been a potential liablility in the elections. 

A ''Three Ocean'' ConceQt for Canad~. Nuc I eai· at tack 

submarines are what would mal,e the "tliree occ,an" concept 

announced in the White Paper work. The White Paper noted a 

lesson from the Falklands Wdr: ''Through thei1· me1·e presence, 

nuclear submarines can deny an opponent the use ol' s,?a 

areas." 36 Prime Minister Mulroney wer1t further tu claim in 
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an interview with nacleans that soviet submarines were in 

the Canadian Arctic on a ''regular basis." 37 The White Paper 

stated that nuclear submarines would allow the Canadian Navy 

to "determine what is happening under the ice in the 

Canadian Arctic, and to deter hostile or potentially hostile 

intrusions.· 38 The White Paper also pointed out that 

nuclear submarines would give Canada a "balanced" naval 

force. 39 In its NATO support role Canada has maintained two 

legs of the ASW triad: maritime patrol aircraft 

and surface ships. 

triad. 

Nuclear submarines would complete that 

More important, the White Paper's "three ocean'' concept 

would link Canada's maritime interest to NATO security. 

Nuclear submarines would not only be used for surveillance 

and control in the Arctic but also to help keep open sea 

lanes to resupply Western Europe or to protect shipping in 

the northeast Pacific. 40 With its under-ice capabilty the 

nuclear fleet would permit Canada to use a ''swing strategy." 

Using the Nor·thwest Passage, a squadron of Canadian nuclear 

submarines could have access to all oceanic theatres of 

interest to Canada and her allies. Canadian submarines, 

sold to the public as a way to express Canada's Arctic 

sovereignty, have a real security value to Canada and her 

allies. The "three ocean" concept could be a maritime 

policy that is recognizable to Canadians as their own, but 

one which still meets Canada's maritime commitments to NATO 

and the United States. Canada nas even expressed a desire 
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for a joint maritime command in the Arctic modelled on 

NORAo. 41 Unfortunately, Canada has announced that the 

submarines would not be used in a forward depl 0;1ed manner as 

envisioned in the united States Maritime Strategy42 -- a 

policy that could drastically impede cooperation with NATO. 

control Without sovereignty? ralks with the United 

States concluded on 11 January 1988 with an agreement 

<Appendix B). Without recognizing any Canadian claim to 

jurisdiction over the waters of the Arctic archipelago, the 

united States would request permission for the transit of 

American icebreakers. Notably, the agreement did not apply 

to submarine operations in the Arctic. 

Canada has decided on other means besides submarines to 

expand its presence in the Arctic. Five new fighter bases 

in the high Arctic to accomodate recently acquired CF-18 

interceptors were announced. 43 Canadian Forces have 

established unmanned submarine listening posts in the 

Arctic, for example on Hobson's Choice ice island. 44 Most 

significantly, the government announced in February 1988 

that a permanent Arctic military base would be built near 

ttie eastern entrance to the Northwest Passage Rt Nanisivik 

on Baffin Island. 45 

!;Q_ilogue. On 10 October 1988, for the first time, the 

United States State Department asked Canada for permission 

to send an icebreaker through the Northwest Passage. The 

Canadian government granted permission that same day, 



al thuu~1ll th(~ USCGC Polar S_P.a was al rl~ady unclPrw·;1y fr·om 

Prudhoe Bay and headed for Canadia11-claimed waters. 46 

Prime Minister Mulroney's government was r,-.... elect(-:-d on 

21 November 1988. These elections were a 1eferendum on the 

f n,•c, l rade puc t, but the su bmar I lie program was ha1tg i ng in 

t11e balance, too. Meanwhile. the decision on Lhe choice of 

submarine t,as apparently t,een locl<ed in th<' safe of r.he 

uuclear submarine program director. 



Chapter Four Notes 

1. Department of National Defence, Defence in the 
70S, 26-27. 

2. Ibid., 41. 

3. Ibid., 18. 

85 

4. House of Commons, Debates, 20 June 1985, 6043; 
section reprinted in The Canadian Yearbook of International 
Law 1986 (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 
1987), 416. 

5. Department of State, The Geographer, Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research, ''Canada Claims Arctic Straight 
Baselines," Geographic Notes (31 January 1986>: 8. 

6. captain Thomas c. Pullen, RCN (retired), "What 
Price Canadian Sovereignty?," U.S. Naval Institute 
Proceedings 113 (September 1987): 71. 

7. Ibid. 

8. House of Commons, Debates, 10 September 1985, 
6462-64; section reprinted in The Canadian Yearbook of 
International Law 1986, 416-17. 

9 . Ibid. , 420. 

10. "Canada Claims Arctic Straight Baselines," 8. 

11. United Nations, Third United Nations Conference 
on the Law of the sea, "United Nations convention on the Law 
of the Sea," 1982, Article 7 - Straight Baselines. 

12. House of Commons, Special Joint Committee on 
Canada's International Relations, Independence and 
Internationalism, June 1986, 32. 

13. Canada's Maritime Defence, 99. 

14. Ibid., 39. 

15. Ibid., 33-34. 

16. Ibid., 55, 59. 



86 

17. Joseph T. Jockel and Joel J. Sokolsky, Canada and 
collective security (New York: Praeger, 1986), 16-17. 

18. Wayne c. Thompson, ''Canadian Defense Policy," 
Current History 87 (March 1988): 106-07; Department of 
National Defence, Challenge and Committment: A Defence 
Policy for Canada (Ottawa: Department of National Defence, 
1987), 55-57. 

19. Jackel and Sokolsky, 72; Department of State, 
''Declaration Regarding International Security: Agreement to 
Modernize the North American Air Defense and the North 
warning System," American Foreign Policy, Current Documents, 
1985 ((Washington, D.C. l: Department of state, 1986), 
361-62. 

20. Independence and Internationalism, 48. 

21. united States Marine Corps, Interoperabilitv in 
Northern NATO (Quantico: U.S. Marine Corps Development and 
Education Command, 1984), 7. 

22. Department of National Defence, Challenge and 
commitment: A Defence Policy for Canada, June 1987, 60-61. 

23. Martin Shadwick, ''Canadian Submarine Acquisition 
Programme," Canadian Defence Quarterly 15 (March 1986): 6-8. 

24. Library of Congress, Congressional Research 
service, Canadian Nuclear-Powered Attack Submarine Program: 
Issues for Congress by Ronald O'Rourke, 15 August 1988, 2. 

25. Department of National Defence, Address of The 
Honourable Perrin Beatty, P.C., M.P., Minister of National 
Defence, before the standing committee on National Defence, 
7 March 1988, 3. 

26. captain Robert Hoffard, USN, interview by author, 
26 October 1988, Washington, D.C., Pentagon. 

27. Patricia Poirier, "Navy Introduction of Nuclear 
Submarines Discussed," The Globe and Mail (9 May 1987): A3; 
I al n f!Unter, "AECB Official on Safety," The Ottawa citizen 
(9 May 1987!: A3. 

28. Beatty, Address, 7 March 1988, 10-11, 12. 

29. Challenge and Commitment, 67. 

30. Ian Austen and Marc Clark, "Cool Critic ism in 
Washington," Macleans 100 (18 May 1987): 17; David 
Leyton-Brown, ''U.S. Reaction to the Defence White Paper," 
International Perspectives (July/August 1987): 3-5; ''Arctic 
Antic," The Economist (7 May 1988): 4. 



87 

31. Department of Slate. ''Atomic Energy: Cooper·ation 
for Mutual Defense Purposes,"~ July 1958, TIAS no. 4078, as 
amended 7 May 1959. TIAS no. 4267, IJnit:.ed Sl;1t<->s T1-eatiPs 
and Other International Aqrpements, vol. 10, pt. 2. 

32. Clyde Sanger, "I:::n·itain and France in Submarine 
Sale Contest," Manchester Guardian WPekJy (G December 1987): 
11; Hofford. 

33. For instance -- Sharon Hobson. "U.S. 'Resista11ce' 
to Canadian SSN Plan," Jane's Defence Weekly 8 (28 November 
1987): 1239. 

34. Jennifer Lewington and Ross Howard, ''U.S. Won't 
Block Subs Plan, Reagan Says," The Glot,_e__§ Mc:ij__l_ <28 Apri 1 
1988!: Al, Al.0; "Reagan to Bae!< Sub Purchase: Caflada May Get 
Sensitive U.S. Nuclear Technology," Newport News Daily Pres~ 
( 28 Apr i 1 1 988) : A 1 , A 7 . 

35. Ross Howard and Poul Kori11u, "Beatty's Nuclear­
submarine Plan Facino Heavy Sailing in CabirH~t.," Il1_e Glob_~~ 
,inCLtLai 1 (4 June 1988): Al, 1\6. 

36. Challenge and commitment, 52. 

37. "Interview with Prime Minister Brian Mulroney," 
l'!_acle_;:,n's (21 December 1987): 14-17. 

38. Challenge and commitment, 50. 

39. Ibid.~ 5L~. 

L,O . Ibid. , 50. 

1,1. Department or National Def<enc,,, n,-renc,, Pol ic_y 
Ini t_iatives Questior1,s; __ ang_ Answ,~r!;; ,suppleu:,,11tctl Infonnation 
to the White Paper), 1 Jur,e 1987, 15. 

!+2. Ibid. , 5 · 6 . 

L,3. Gwynne Dwyer, "N,-,w Views on Defense," wo1-Jd Press 
r~eview \November 1987): L,5; reprintr,d from the _roronto Star. 

44. Matthew Fisher, "Canada's Icy, Fog-shrouded 
Labor·atory: Floating Base Asserts Arctic Sovc,reignt;,," ThG 
Globe clfld Mai I (20 August 1988): Al, A2. 

45. Matthew Fisher, "Pennanent Militacy !:lase Planned 
for Arctic," The Globe and Mall \5 February 19881: Al, A2. 

46. "U.S. Ship Allov1ed to Cross Disputed c,rnadian 
Ch:c,nn<>l," The Boston GlotJ.s> ( 11 October· 1988): BS. 



CHAPTER FlVE 

SOVIET Al{CTIC POLICY 

No Containment Pol icy in the Ar:•~_U..£. Canadiuu policy 

described in the 1987 wrii te Paper concentraL<,d <lPfense 

resources in the Arctic while maintaining internatior,al, 

NATO, and bi lateral commi tmc,nts. The ''three ocean" concept 

was desigr1ed to give Ca1,ada a near cc>ntinuous 11avat presAnce 

in the Arctic while sti l I Pt'ovictin1,1 a force that could be 

used in NATO and Pacific theatres. Only the soviet Uuion 

has maintai11ed a permanent naval presence in the Al'ctic. 

Arctic bases on the Kola peninsula have been Lile Soviet 

Navy's only ice-free. open access to the world's oceans. 

From tt1e perspective of tbe West's pol icy of containment. 

the Arctic is tile only ar-ea of the world wbere the, soviet 

presence ltas not been proportionatPly counter0d. The .Soviet 

reaction to the White Paper and the strategic significance 

of the Arctic to the Soviet.s warr·ant a brie1· overview of the 

developme11t of Soviet Arctic policy. 

Thcs__Soviet Arctic Inv.asion. ·rhe Arctic wns not ~1 big 

factor in tsarist Russian eco11omic ancl strateoic 

calculations, and except for a few exploratory uncl 

hyctrograph i c exp eel it ions. the governmcan t t endc,cl Lu cl i :,;surnie 

investment in the far North. 1 For tlie soviets tlw Arctic 
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was one of those uigantic challenges that the Soviet brand 

of sociRlism finds intriguing. Viljalmur Stefansson claimed 

that the Soviet investment in the Arctic stemmed from 

Stalin's years of exile in Siberia. In the early years of 

Stalin's rule Arctic successes were used as public examples 

? 
of the accomplishments of socialism.-

From 1917 to 1920 much of the Soviet Arctic was in the 

hands of anti-communist forces. but by 1920 those forces had 

3 been crushed. Soviet concerns in the Arctic then took on 

both a strategic and an economic focus, strategically with 

the exit from the Barents Sea and economically with trade 

along the Northern sea Route. The Northern Sea Route 

allowed supply of Siberian settlememts by way of rivers that 

emptied into the Arctic ocean. 

The Soviet Union's seriousness about Arctic development 

was underscored by the wrangel Island incident in the 1920s. 

That incident was not the first use of force involving the 

soviet Union and Canada. About 500 Canadian troops nnder 

British operational command had been in Archangel fighting 

Bolsheviks from 1918 to 1919. At the same time 4000 

Canadian troops helped occupy Vladivostok. 4 Given that 

background, the soviet's forcible response to the Canadian 

claim to wrangel Island a few years later was not too 

surprising. 

Two years after occupying Wrangel Island, the soviet 

union made a formal claim to Arctic territories. On 

15 April 1926 the Presidium of the Central committee of the 
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U.S.S.H. claimed by decree all territories ''north of the 

coast up to the North Pole, within the limits between 

the meridian longitude 32°-4'-35" east . ancl the 

meridian longitude 168°-49'-36'' west.• 5 This decree 

appropriated 44 percent of the Arctic to the soviPt Union. 

~traits and BasPlines. Another, and possibly more 

significant, strategic appropriation by the Soviets was the 

enclosure of Arctic straits, the White Sea, and other areas 

wilh straight baselines, which annexed those a,·eas as 

internal waters of the soviet Union. Laptev and Sann i !,ova 

Straits had already been closed as "historic straits'' by an 

Aide Memoire in 1964. The baseline system was announced In 

two Decrees of the Council of Ministers 011 7 February 1984 

and 15 January 1985. 6 Tl1e intent of the baselines in the 

Arctic was obviously to enhance Soviet effective control of 

the Northern Sea Route (or Northeast Passage). 

In the 1960s there had been two United States attempts 

to test soviet effective control of the Northern sea Route. 

The USCGC Northwind planned to sail through Vil'kitshogo 

Strait but was ordered back after informal protests by the 

Soviet government. Two years later the Coast Guard 

lcebreaker-s Edisto and _Eastwind were also ordered uacl< fr-om 

the mouth of the strait, even thouuh the Sovie I. govc'rnmen t 

had been formally notified of the passage. Tt1e Soviels made 

It c 1 ear that the passage through t.he strait wou I,: have been 

a violation of Soviet law, which declares foreign warships 

do not have the "rigl1t of innocent passage" thr·ouuh Soviet 
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territorial waters. The strait was only 2~ miles wide, so 

all of It came within the Soviet twelve mile limit. By 

Soviet law. i.e. the Provisional Rules for Foreign warships 

Visiting USSR waters, which were promulgated in March 1931, 7 

the American icebreakers would have required "permission" 

from the Soviet government thirty days 11, advance. The 

soviets enacted more restrictions in Decree No. 384 of 

April 1983, Rules of Sailing and Stopovers of Foreign 

Warships in the Territorial sea, Internal waters. and Ports 

of the U.S.S.R. The rules restricted innocent passage of 

foreign warships to ''routes ordinarily used for 

international navigation.·8 The Soviet Union has claimed 

that the Northern Sea Route is not an international route. 

soviet Naval Forces in the Arctic. on the Kola 

Peninsula the Soviet Union has the greatest concentration of 

naval might above the Arctic Circle. The soviet Northern 

Fleet operates out of six major bases there and is 

headquartered in Murmansk. 9 The fleet includes 302 combatant 

ships, 350 naval aircraft, and one naval infantry brigade. 

i.e. about a third of the Soviet Navy. 1° Compared to the 

temporary presence of units from allied navies in the 

Arctic, the Northern Fleet makes the Arctic a Soviet Jake. 

The primary operating area of the Northern Fleet is the 

Barents Sea. As such the Barents is the primary object of 

the United States Maritime Strategy, in which Admiral James 

D. Watkins, then Chief of naval operations for the United 

States Navy, proposed that NATO navies 
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would fight our way toward Soviet home water. 
[and) threaten the bases and support structure of the 
soviet Navy. At the same lime, antisubm3rine 
warfare forces would continue to destroy Soviet 
submarines, including ballistic missile submarines, thus 
reducing the attractiveness of nuclear escalation by 
ch3nging the nuclear balance in uur favur. 1 

Tl1us, the United States Mar·itime Strategy attacked the 

Soviet Union's greatest naval weakness. sov i PL mar it imo 

vulr1erablJity was best described by World War II soviet 

Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov when he told his 

Norwegian counte1·part Trygve Lie: 

The Dardanelles. here we are locked in. 
oresund. here we are locked in. Only in the North 
is there an opening, but this war has shown that the 
supply line to Nortt1ern Russia can be cut or interfered 
with. This shall not be repeated in the future. We 
have invested 1nuch in this part of the soviet unio11, and 
it is so imporlant for tt1e E:~ntirc_,, Union's r~xistence that 
We shcil I in futun, ensure that Nurthen, H~ssia is 
permitted to live in security and peacP_i· 

The military strategic value of soviet Arctic waters 

does not rely merely on the concentration of the Northern 

Fleet. Effective control of the Arctic water·s permits use 

of a "swing str·3tegy." For i11stance, in 191,(J the German 

cruiser Come.t: ¼•as escot·t.ed along this route to the Paci fie 

by Russian icebreakers. The Comet sanl, ten t\ 11 i ed transport 

ships, assisted in the bombar·dment of Nauru, and after 515 

days returned to Germany unsc3thed. In 1942 two soviet 

destroyers and several submarines traversed the r-oute fr-om 

the Pacific to the While Sea for use in action against 

Germany. 13 

In a future confl let the Soviets coulcl use the Noctlier·r, 

sea Route to move ships, tr·oops, and equi prnP11t to Ult> 
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Pacific or from the Pacific to the Barents Sea to fight a 

u,ultl-front war. such maneuvers could frustrate tt,e uniled 

states Maritime Strategy_ NATO forces might fight their way 

into Soviet home waters only to find that much of the Soviet 

Navy that they had come to destroy was now t1arassing Lhe1n in 

the Pacific. 

Gorbachev and the Arctic. Less than four months after 

the release of the 1987 Canadian White Paper, Soviet General 

Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev gave an address in Murmansk on 

soviet Arctic policy. In t lie speech on 1 Oc Lober· 1987, 

Gorbachev announced Soviet initiatives to make "the North of 

the globe, the Arctic, a zone of peace." His 

proposals included a nuclear free zone and restrictions on 

naval activity in the seas off Nortl1ern Europe. The nuclear 

free zone naturally was not to apply to Soviet territory, 

and Soviet naval activity in the Barents sea would nol be 

affected. Gorbachev also recognized the glotlal economic 

potential of the Northern Sea Route by proposing to open it 

to fo1·eign ships escorted by Soviet icebreakers. 14 The 

importance of the Arctic and the Northern Sc,a [~oute is one 

Stalinist pol icy not 1 ikely to be discarcled by Uus refor·mist 

Soviet leader. 

Epiloque. Tile 1987 Wtli te Paµer has prumpted the soviet 

U11ion to make Arctic demilitarization proposals to Canada. 

First Counsul Alexei Makarov of the Soviet embassy in Ottawa 

specified cancellation of the Canadian nuclear sut;marine 

program as one example of how Canada co11ld cl•'mi l i ta,~ize the 
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Arctic. Canadian Defence Minister Perrin Beatty replied 

that the demilitarization proposal was meanjngless since it 

did not apply to the Kola Peninsula. 15 
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CONCLUS[ONS 

Effective Occ1112Q:Uon. senator F1oirier's sector tl1eur·y 

has never been generally accepted undet' inlenialio11al lac-'. 

llowever, it is obvious thal it was followed in the Arctic. 

Disputed territories have gone to tt1e country whose sector 

they fall within. Svalbard, Wrangel Island, and the Arctic 

A1·chipelago went to Nor·way, the Soviet Union, and Canada, 

n,speclively. The sector clairn was i11sufficiPnt Lo counter· 

competing clairns. It had to be backed by multilateral or 

bilateral negotiations with other interested parties arid. in 

the case of Wrangel Island, by the use of for·ce. Even so. 

tho, l~ey to settling claims was ",~ffective oc<Cupcition" t,y Uw 

sector country. 

For Canada the ''eff~ctive occupation'' of the Arctic 

archipelago was important to national survival. Occupation 

by a foreign power would have meant that Ca11ada would have 

been surrounded by foreign territory. Canada was able to 

occupy her Arctic land t,,rri tori es wi tl1 smal I detachments of 

the Mounted Police. Though smal 1, they were c• f feet i v,e. ThP 

Byrd-MacMillan affair proved that Canada was serious in the 

matter of Arctic sovereiuuty. 1·he confronlees in the affair 

were both commissioned representalives of tlleir guvernments, 

and consequently the results of the confro11Latiou wr-,re 
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thoroughly reviewed in Ottawa and Washingto11. By not 

pursuing the issue of Ottawa's claim to control of access of 

expeditions to the Arctic, Washington essentially accepted 

Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic archipelago. However, 

the Mounted Police posts and infrequent maritime patrols did 

not settle Canadian claims to northern waters. The question 

of ''effective control'' of the watRrs was to wait several 

decades due to a Jack of Canadian maritime develo~hent in 

t11e Arctic. 

Motivation for Contine,ntal Defense Cooper,;_!cion. Canada 

faced the reality in World War II that Great Britain could 

not provide a defense umbrella. Canada, forced to depend on 

the United States for defense, found that there was little 

Canadian control in that relationship. To mal,e matters 

worse the United States-Great Britain destroyer deal exposed 

car,ada's easter11 frontier to the threat of Amer·ican 

domination. Only Lester Pearson's skillful diplomacy 

protected Canada's presence in Newfoundland. 

The postwar soviet threat to North America made 

Canadian control of Newfoundland territory essential to 

Canada's national survival. Canada did not face di1•ect 

competition from the United States for· Newfoundland, but 

that was only because the United States needed Canadian 

cooperation for construction of early warning and air bases 

w i L hi n canacla . The threat of an American Newfour,dland was 

real, since without Canada's cooperation ttw Uni, .. ti States 

would have needed Newfoundland even more fnr strategic 



defense. Canada's cooperation in continental defensce ,vas 

motivated not only by the Soviet threat, but also by the 

threat of United States control of the eastern frontier. 
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Territorial Sovereiqnty and "Leverage." The 

willingness of the United States to give up sovereign rights 

in Newfoundland and to recognize Canadian sovereignty over 

defense activites in the North was evidence of the leverage 

that control of tl1e Arctic access to North America gave 

Canada. With this leverage Canada was able to work out a 

continental defense arrangement that satisfied the 

sovereignty concerns of Canada and the security concerns of 

both countries. Potential domination by Lhe United States 

caused Canada to embrace multilateral arrangements, i.e. 

NA1D, but the European members were not directly interested 

in the defense of North America, and the hoped-for dilution 

of the United States presence in North American security did 

not happen. 

Development of the ICBM diminished the Soviet bomber 

threat to North America. Consequently, Canadian territory 

carried less weight in continental defense. SLBMs made the 

defense r·elationship with the Ur1ited States even worse, 

since Canada without nuclear submarines had to depend on the 

U111ted States for Arctic ASW. Without a means of leverage, 

Ca11ada could not hope to counter United States hegemony in 

co1ILinental defense, and Canadian sovrereignly was percei vecl 

Lo be put in danger. Terri tori al soven•i gnt.y was the l,ey to 

Ca11ada's ability to act as a sovereign nation within the 
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defense relationship. With its contribution to continental 

defense being relatively less important. Canada was deprived 

of a medium within which to exercise sovereignty. 

Three Oceans. The 1964 White Paper recognized the 

necessity of sovereignty protection as a function of defense 

policy and proposed that Canada should provide for as much 

of its own defense as possible. In that regard the paper 

proposed to buy two or three nuclear submairnes for ASW. 

However, American and British restrictions on access to 

nuclear propulsion technology made the proposal dependent on 

Canada's development of an independent naval nuclear 

program, a prohibitively expensive propostion. 

Canada's lack of maritime capability in its own Arctic 

was invisible to the public eye as long as the challenger 

was a submarine. The Manhattan's voyage unmasked Canada's 

inability to control the waters of the Arctic archipelago. 

However, the illusory potential of detente was an excuse for 

the Trudeau government not to spend more money on improving 

maritime capabilty. Consequently, Canada's naval decline 

continued, even though the governme11t asserted "effective 

control'' of Canadian-claimed Arctic waters, promulgated 

pollution control regulations, and extended the territorial 

sea. 

In 1985 the united States icebreaker Polar sea 

transited the Northwest Passage without Canadian permission 

and exposed Canada's failure to establish ''effective 

control." This time the new Conservative government named 
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specific actions to be taken to ensure Canadian sovereignty 

in the Arctic archipelago. Those measures included the 

building of a year-round icebreaker and enclosure of the 

Arctic archipelago with straight baselines, which formalized 

the Canadian claim that the Northwest Passage is internal 

waters. 

The United states insists that the Northwest Passage is 

an ''international strait." essentially a corridor of the 

high seas, and has designated it as a strait "vital to U.S. 

interests." Even with the right of ''transit passage'' 

established by UNCLOS III, which Canada endorsed and the 

United States recognized <except for the deep-sea mining 

regime), the distinction between an international strait and 

internal or territorial waters is significant. Submarines 

transiting territorial waters are required to move on the 

surface, an impossible feat in ice-covered waters. 

The strategic significance of access to the Arctic for 

submarines is readily apparent. The Arctic is where the 

globe narrows down lil,e the hub of a wheel. A submarine 

entering the hub has access to any of the world's oceans. 

Anyone who has ever worked in the E-ring of the Pentagon is 

familiar with the fact that it is usually quicker to walk 

into the inner ring of the Pentagon and back to the outer 

ring than to walk from one point to another in the outer 

ring. 

This focal nature of the Arctic is made more 

significant by the number of high value bases and early 
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wc1ndng sites (e.g. the, Soviet Kola bases, UH• Canada-Unitred 

States NWSI targetable from the Arctic by cruise 

missile-launching submarines. Additionally, the Arctic 

gives NATO submarines accE~ss Lo the Sovif~t Nur·Ltiern Seu. 

Route, and Soviet submari11es access to the shipping lanes of 

the North Atlantic. Soviet ballistic rnissi Iv submari11es mc1Y 

also utilize the Arctic archipelago as u hiding place close 

to the NWS in order to reduce American reaction time. 

soviet nuclear attack submarines using the Northwest Passage 

would have access to the eastern sealJoarli wi t,l1out having to 

ruu a gaunt let of NATO ASI-J forces in the North Atlantic. 

Canada cannot spend er1ough money to tnake a significant 

co11tribution to NATO European forces. The 1()85 agreement on 

the NWS was a step towards regaining soverelgr,ty in the 

continental defer1se relatio11ship, particularly since Can~da 

is plcLing up 40 per cent of the tab and i.s 111,Hrning ttw NWS. 

Still, NWS participation only gives Canada a medium fur 

bilateral sovereignty. and even that is diluted by tl1e 

multiplicity of tnt·eats to continental security, mar,y of 

wt,ich do 11ot require Canadian cooperation for ,iefense. The 

fc1 i lure u f the European NATO members to take an in teresL in 

Norn, Amer·ican defense is anolher factor di tut i1,g Canadian 

sovereignty, Hnd the NWS ar::1reeement does nnlhiII~l to ct1ange 

NATO's ambivalence. 

Canadian nucleac submm~ines would com1wl the U11i ted 

States at least to react! an agreement similar to the recent 

agreeme11L on icebreaker operations. In tllut a1·rangemenl t.lH:. 



103 

United State~ asks permissior1 t.o operate in tt1e Ar~lic 

archipelago without officially recognizing Canadian claims 

to the water·s (Appendix Bl. The Mu I ronev govenunent has 

already said it would like to form a maritime Arctic NORAD 

with the United States ancl Great Britain -- unothec f"onun 

for Canada to exercise a voice in western defe11se. 

Secucitv Concerns. With the "three occ,c.1n" concept, 

Canada has used its claim to sovereignty over the Nor·thwest 

Passage as leverage to put a Canadian voice In multilateral 

defense. The ''three ocean'' concept. fills a slgnificar1t gap 

in NATO security, because NATO does not maintain a 

continuous maritime presence in the Arctic. A Sovi,,t attack 

against early warninu sites and bases in the canac!ian Arctic 

ls a real threat, and Canada is proposing for·ces to counter 

that threat. While the Canadian submarine force would 

clearly give Canada more control of the NortlMest Passage, 

security Is at least as much a concern as sovereignly. 

The soviet Union has already recognized Canuctlan 

sovereignty over the waters of the Arctic archipelago, a 

step that enhanced similar Soviet claims alo11g the Northern 

Sea Route. However, Canada's ''three ocean'' concept more 

than cance 1 s an~, advantage ga i nPd from that recog11 i Li on. 

The Arctic has been essentially a Soviet lake with the 

Northern Fleet threatened only if it attempts a breakout. 

Now, with th,, United States already having uonou11r:ecl a 

mar-I time strategy that threatens the Nortl1Pr11 f'leet in its 

home "-'aters, tl1e Canadians are proposing a cnncept t11at 



supports a "swing strategy." A western ''swing strategy'' 

threatens both ends of the Northern Sea Route, ensures 

closure of the Nor·thwest Passage to Soviet submarin,0 s. and 

pr·ovides a permanent NATO presence in the Arctic -- a smal 1 

presence, but a quantum increase over· what now exists. 

,"iignificanc~. Canada's assertion of territorial 

sovereignt,, was originally a means to ensure that Canada was 

not surrounded by foreign ter·ritory and in that regard was 

necessary for national survival. In the postwar period, 

Newfoundland and Arctic territory became leverage to enhance 

Canadian sovereignty by giving Canada a bigger voice In the 

continental defense relationship with the United Slates, a 

share out of propo1·tion to the capital Canada could provide 

for continental defense. 

When the Soviet str·ategic threat evolved from bombers 

to ICBMs and SLBMs, that leverage disappeared, and Canada 

Jost a major forum for r,xpresslng Canadian sovPreignt.y. ln 

the face of per·ceived United States hegemony Irr conllnental 

defense, the multiplicity of the threat, and tt,e failure of 

NATO to work as a forum to express Canadian sovereignty, 

Canada turned to international peacekeeping as a way to 

express independence and sovereignty. Unfor·tunately for 

Canada. its western partners did not acknowledge 

peacekeeping in Cyprus to be as important as defending 

against the Soviet Union. 

When Canada did decide to increase contr·ibutions to 

western security it was to be on terms that would enhance 
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Cattadinn security aud sovereignt~, directly. Cornacla' s Arc L i c 

would be the focus of Canadian defense efforts, but NATO and 

Ul!ited statPs ties would be retained. The public reactions 

to United States maritime operations in the Arctic 

archipelago also made Arctic defense easier to sell than 

would have been the case with increased NATO contributions. 

Retaining NATO and United States defense ties was still 

necessary due to the very real Soviet threat, and besides, 

Canada is a western nation and these ties provide forums for 

Canada to express Its sovereignty. 

Canada's voice and sovereignty are to be enhanced by 

Canadian control of a key piece of strategic real estate. 

l f canacla does develop a nuc 1 ear submarine force, tile United 

states will have to pay attention to Canada in the formation 

and implementation of defense policy, and naturally there 

will be car·ryover into economic and pollticaJ areas. As far 

as United States recognition of Canadian sovereig11ty over 

tt1e Northwest Passage, the current lcebreake1· agreement is 

satisfactory. A canadic1n submarine force will 11Laecl Americcrn 

Arctic operational expertise and cooperation, nnci inter-·navy 

arrangements will be made. Possibly, a tri-lal!.'ral command 

may develop to coordinate Arctic submarine operations, but 

in any case Canada cannot afford to turn down thirty years 

of American and British Arctic su~narine exper·ience. 

The Soviet U11ion wi 11 face a ve1-y real incn'a.,;e, in 

western Arctic forces not Just a strategy or, paper· and 

annual NATO exercises in Nonvay, but a continuous NATO 
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submarine presence in the Arctic. The Soviet Union will be 

excluded from the Northwest Passage and have to face a 

permanent NATO Arctic mar·itime presence. The soviet's uwn 

recognition of Canadian ~overeig11Ly over the Northwest 

Passage has turned against them. From the standpoint or 

western defense, the Arctic Is the final regior1 of the world 

for the a1jplication of the policy or containment. 
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Ali.{•thy,;ce is a follow-on variunt of the Rubh, class. 

Finn 01' cla;;ti L1id down 1978. Four are currcutly in ,;1.•rvit,• wlth .i 

t'urth<:'r three building or fitting out tor th<: Royul N.ivy, 

Canada 107 tduphonc; !'HIG•'J.3(..J 
t~li!pho1w, 11; ~::lti-23!,3 



APPENDIX B 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

AND TI-IE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA 
ON ARCTIC COOPERATION 

1. The Governmellt of the Uni tecl States of Amer i cc1 c1nd the 
Government of Canada recognize Lhe particulc1r i ntcn,sts and 
respo1Isibilities of their· Lwo countries as Bf'i,illt,ou1·ing 
states in the Arctic. 

2. The Government of Canada and the Government of the 
United States also recognize that it is desirable to 
cooperate in order to advance their shared interesls in 
Arctic clevelopment and security. They affirm tllat 
navigation and resource development in the Arctic must not 
adversely affect the unique environment of the region and 
the well-being of its inhabitants. 

3. In r·ecognltion of the close and friendly relations 
between tl,ei r two countries, the uni que1Iess of i ce--coverecl 
maritime areas, the opportunity to increase their knowleclge 
of the marine environment of the Arctic through resea1·ch 
conducted during icebreaker voyages, and their shared 
interest in safe, effective icebreaker navigation off their 
Arctic coasts: 

The Government of the United States Hnd the Government 
or Canada undertake to facilitate navigation by their 
icebreakers in their respective Arctic water-s and t.o 
develop cooperative procedures for tt,is purpose; 

- The Government of Canada and Lile Government or the 
United States agree to take advantage or their 
icebreaker navigation to develop and share r·esearclt 
information, in accordance with ,1enen,l ly accc,pted 
principles of international law, in order· to advance 
their understandinsJ of the marine enviroruuent of the 
area; 

- The Government of the United States pledges that all 
navigation by U.S. icebreakers withi11 waters claimed 
by Canada to be Internal will be undertaken with the 
consent of the Government of Canada. 

1,. Nothing in this agreement of cooperative i,ndeavour 
between Arctic neighbours and friends nor any practice 
tt,ereunder affects the respective positions or Lhe 
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Governments of the Uni led States and or Canuda on ttw Law of 
the Sea in this or· other marit1me areas or their- respective~ 
positions regarding third parties. 

5. This a9reement shal 1 enter into force upon signature. 
It may be terminated at any time by tl1ree months' written 
notice given by one Government to tlw other. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned, cluly authorized Lo that 
effect, have signed this Agreement. 

Done in duplicate, at Ottawa, this 11th aay of January, 
1988, in the English and French languages, each version 
l1e1ng equally authentic. 

George P. Shultz 

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERfCA 

Joe Clark 

FOR THE GOVERNMENT 
OF CANADA 
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Figure 1. A Polar Perspective. 
Reprinted from United States Naval Instilute's 

Pq:,ceedings (September 1987 >. 
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Figure 2. North~est Passage Routes. 
Repr·inted from United States Naval l11stitute's 

proceecli_lli_l5 < September J 98, >. 
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