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ABSTRACT
ARCTIC LEVERAGE: CANADIAN SOVEREIGNTY AND SECURITY
Nathaniel French Caldwell, Jr.

0ld Dominion University, 1389
Pirector: Dr. Patrick Rollins

In 1987 the Canadian government recognized that in
order to be a major plaver 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 ocutspend the larger powers, its
contribution would have to be leveraged bv 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 territory has been
perceived as strategically critical to North American
defense. Canadian controit of the Northwest Passage is meant
to magnify Canada's voice in collective securitv well bevond

its relative contribution.



Copvright bv Nathanicl French Caldwell, Jr., 1989
All Righis Reserved



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The transition from the practical environment of the
fast attack submarine to the speculative world of
international relations and national security affairs is not
simple. Fortunately there are people and organir s!jions
vithidin the I'mited States Nave whin see the wvalae in
maintaining programs for the graduate education of officers.
I am grateful for their sponsorship of the Advanced
Education Program.

I would like to thank two of my former commanding
officers, Rear admiral Thomas A. Meinecke and Commander Gary
Francis, for their counseling and recommendations that kept
me on my goal of obtalining my Master's degree.

I also would like to acknowledge with gratitude the
services of the 0ld Dominion University Inter-libraryv Loan
Department whose efforts were responsible for obtaining many
Canadian government documents, and the Armed Forces Staff
College librarians who provided a wealth of defense policy

resources.

it



.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Paye
LIST OF TLLUSTHATIONS e e e e e e e e e e e e, v
INTROMICTION e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
Oon Canadian Sovereianty . . o . . . . . . i
Canada’s Arctic .« o o . . + . . . . . . . 2
Defense SLralegy o v 0 v v 6 v h v e e . 3
Questions o o . 0 0 0 b e h e e e e e e 4
CHAPTER
1. THE LSTABL ISHMENT OF CANADA'S TERRITORIAL A 6
EOVERFETGHNTY 1IN THID ARCTIC
The Canadian Sector . . ., . . . v « o v . 1
Taking Posession of Arcitic Territory , | | 7
Norwav and Demmark withdraw | . e e e e 10
Slefansson and Wrangel iIsiand , , ., . . . 11
Phvsical Challenge from fhe United States 16
Epi il ogue = r v e e e e e e e e e e e 18

2. OGDENSBURG TO NATO: CANADIAN SOVERIZIGNTY e 23
AND THE ORIGINS OFF CONTINENTAL DEFMFENSE

Newfoundland, the Kev Lo Lhe arctic - . . 23
Obligations to the Empire .« . o v v « + 25
Northh American Neighbors e e e s e e e 26

The Qudenshirg Declaration and Lhe
Destrover Deal s 4 e e e e e s e e e a s 27

Bl



h

j#7]

who Protectls Newfoundliand?.

wart ime Cooperation

A New Menace ITorescen

Cold Wwar in Newlfoundland .

Fpilogue o .

- -

SOVIET THREAT, AMERICAN CHALILENGIE, AND
CANADIAN TOLTICY: CRISIS IN EFFRECTIVE

CONTROL., OFF NORTHIERN WATERS

The Maritime Threat

- .

The beginninags of a "Canadian®

The 1964 White PPaper

The Manhaltan wrisiﬂ

The hundred Mile Limit

The 1971 White DPaper

Epilogue . « . . . .

ARCTIC MARITIME STRATEGY :

DEFENSE POLICY

No Effective Control

-

and

The 'Polar Sea' Crisis .

The 1987 white Paper

"Effective ¢

The Nuclear Submarine Decision .

A "Three Qcean” Concept

Control wilhout Sovereigntv?

Epiloque . . . . . .
SOVIET ARCTIC OLICY

No Contajimment rolicv

in the

for

The Soviel Arcitic Invasion

Strailts and Rasclines

v

Canada

Arctic

yofence

€

-

'olicv
ontrol”

29

32
34
s

43

51

53
56
59
63
64

09

69
71
73
77
81
83
83
88
88
88

90



2oviel Naval Forces

Gor bchev and
Fpilogue o o« .

CORNCLUS]ONS

Effecltive Occupation

Motivation for

Tertitorial Soverei

Three Ocenns .

Securi bty Concerns

Signiflicance .
APPENDICES e e

A Fact Shect on

fhe

Arclic

in

-

.

Lthe

ConLinent

.

guntv

-

al

and

Arctlic e s e

- - - . . - - -
. . - - . - - -
- » - - - - - .

Defense Cooperati

"Leverage"

- .
- .
. .
. -

Rubis and Trafalyer Class SSNs

n. Agreement DRelween

Lnited States

WORKS CONSULTED

and

tlhie Government of the
the Govermnwment of Canada
o Arclic Cooperation

A\

91
83

33

97
98
99
100
103
104
107

107

108



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page
1. A Polar Perspective . . . . . . . . . . . .. 110
2 Northwest Passage Routes e e e e e 111
3. <Canadian Arctic Straight Baselines Ce e 112

vi



INTRODUIICTION

Oon Canadian Sovereignty. Sovereigntv is an issue in

almost any Canadian poiitical topic. Domestic politics is
full of disagreements on sovereignty of the national
government versus the provincial governments. In
Canada-United States relations territorial sovereigntyv has
heen a major issgsue particularty due to the geostrategic
value of the Canadian Arctic. Closely retated to aAvrctic
sovereignty is sovereignty in the continental defense
relationship and in NATO defense.

In Canada sovereignty evolved. There was no revolution
to create a fully sovereign nation. The British North
America Act of 1867 created Canada as a semi-autonomous
dominion within the British Empire. The Canadian 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
Aamerica 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 Act, 1982. Now Canada is completely

independent of Britain. Meanwhile as Canada's reluationship
with Britain has shrunk, the one with the United States has
Yrown .

Canada has to share a continent with a superpower, and
the United States’ presence could be overwhelming., A shared
language, economy, and culture have worked against a
separate Canadian identity, but Canada has not graduallwv
dissociated from Britain just to he absorbed by the United
States. 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. l.ooked at from the North Pole the

geographic role that Canada plavs in the defense of North
America is quickly discerned (Figure 1). 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 Territories and
Rupert’'s Land, which was acqguired from the Hudson's Bav
Company. This vast area included all the territory to the

west of Cntario up to the eastern border of Hritsh Columbia,
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north to the Arctic coast with the exception of lLabrador,
plus the southern longituctinal half of Baflin Island. The
second transfer in 1880 included a@ll remaining British
holdings in North america with the exception of Newfloundland
and Labrador.

in 1895 the Canadian governmenl( indicated that the
transfers included the Arctic archipelago, an area claimoesl
but not occupied by Britain. Canada formed the District of
Franklin within the Northwest Territories. The boundariocs
of the District of Franklin included all the Arctic islands
north of the Canadian mainland plus the Boothian and
Malville peninsulas on the continent. Canada's
nineteenth-century claim to the Arctic archipelago has had
profound consequences for Canadian soverelignty and security
in the latter half of the twentieth century. Since world
War I1 technology has made military access to the Arctic
feasible, and Canada has found itself in possessioun of a
buffer between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Defense Strateqgy. The primary phvsical threalb Lo

Canadian security has been the potential for a Saoviet
strategic¢ nuciear attack against North America. To counter
this threat Canada has cooperated with the United States in
the North American Air and Space Defense Command (NORAD).
Canada also faces a maritime threat, but collective
security has not served to protect Canadian waters, NATO
and United States maritime strategies are directed at Lhe

Soviet fleet in its home waters and at resupply of western



Europe. Canada's maritime c¢ommitment to NATO is Lo help
Keep the North Atlantic sea lanes open. If Canada’'s small
navy is in the North Atlantic, that leaves Canadian Arctic,
Pacific, and most of the Atlantic waters undefended. This
prospectl has lod to considerarion of a maritime strateyy for
Canada. However, for a country with the longest coastline
in the world and a relatively small population, a
self-sufficient maritime defense is largelyv problematic.
Despite the odds the Canadian government announced a

"three ocean” concept of maritime defense in the 1987 white

Paper. The kev to this defense is a Canadian nuclear atiack
submarine program. The program will be small -- ten to
twelve submarines -- hardly enough to plav & primary role in
Lhe maritime defense of a continental nation. Hlowever, as

in air defense, Canada has a Lrump Lo gel tThe attention and
maybe the cooperation of the United States. That Lrump 13
sovereignty in the Arctic.

Questions. Canada claims sovereign jurisdiction over
the waters of the Arctic archipelago as well as the Jand.
Those waters include the strategic Northwest Passage (Figureo
2y, and with the announced intent to develop a nuclear
attack submarine fForce Canada could use control of the
passage to get leverage in NATO and North American
collective security. The possibility that Canada's objective
is to increase the Canadian voice in cellecltbive security out
of proportion to its monetary contriblution has warranted a

study of the relationship of Canadian territorial



sovereignty to defense policy. Questions studied include - -
How have territorial sovereignty concerns affected Canadian
defense policy and the defense relationship with the United
States? How is the recent decision to develop a nuclear
attack submarine force related to the issue of sovercigntvy?
These qgquestions are broken down into several more specific
gquestions -- How did Canada establish sovereignty in the
Arctic archipelago? What motivated the defense relationship
with the United States, and how was it established? Wwhat is
the role of territorial sovereignty in Canadian defense
policy? What is the strategic significance of the new
Canadian "three ocean” concept? Does the mutual defense
relationship with the United States satisfyv Canadian

security concerns in the Arceic?



CHAPTER ONE
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CANADA'S TERRITORITAL

SOVEREIGNTY IN THE ARCTIC

The Canadian Sector. Senatoer Pascal Poirier first

publicly raised the issue of Arctic sovereignty in the
Canadian Senate on 20 February 1907. He proposed the sectorn
principle:
A countryv whose possession teday goes up Lo the Arctic
regions, will have 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 fthe North Pole should belong and do belong
to the country whese territory abuts up there.
in 1907, however, it was disputable whether Canada had
possession of the Arctic territorv that Senator Poirier
claimed. Even though the government had been trving to
establish its claims for more than a decade, there were no
settliements or outposts, and Canada certainlv did not have
effective possession of the islands of the Arctic
archipelago. However, an official expediticon had Jjust been
completed by Captain Joseph Bernier 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, hut no

e
manned outposts were established.™ Poirier's sector ctaim

6
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. . . 3
s based on a conversatlion with Bernier, not on any proven

i

Wi
ability of Canada to effectrively exercise sovereignty in Lhe
North.

Bernier's second and third patrols of the Canadian
Arcric, 1908-9 and 1910-11, iancluded the tasks of issuing
fishery livenses and enforcing whaling regulations. These
agctivites were the first Canadian attempt at exercising
jurisdiction over the waters in the Canadian Arctic. During
the second vovayge Bernier went so far as to erect on
Melville Island a memorial claiming "the whole Arctic
archipelago lving to the north of america fFfrom longitude 60
degrees west To 141 degrees west up Lo 90 deurees north."a
This claim went bevond the assigned goals of Berniev's
patrol . A report from the third vovage clearly indicated
Bernier's understanding of his mission to establish Canadian
authority in northern waters:

Two vessels were boarded and notLices were left at

whaling stations calling attenblion to the regutlations

requiring the whaling vessels to obtain licenses, and
requesting owners and Captains to recognize the
authority of tLhe Department at Ottawa, and the
jurisdiction of the government aover the territorial

waters in the northern regions of the continent.

Taking Posession of arctic Territory. Gustav sSmedal, a

noted Norwegian legal expert on Arctic sovereignly and

- - ) . ., B s . . } .
critic of the sector Lheory, asserted that o state's
authority and sovereignbty is limited to Lhe area over which
it exercised control, and specitically that the control of
one island in an archipelago Jid not imply controt of the

whole group of islands. The state's control had Lo be



"efficent,"” meaning that the state had to be able to project
its authority without being limited by the polar climate or
other physical conditions of the terriLory.? While the
authorities obviously couldn't be everywhere at once, Lhey
could reasonalbilly be assumed to respund Lo and take effective
action on matters under their jurisdiction.

Canadian inability to exercise effectlive authority in
the Arctic archipelago became the subject of an
investigation by the Canadian Reindeer and Musk-ox
Commission in 1919. Foreign trading companies were accused
ot misuse and debauchery of the native popu]ation.8
Additionally, poaching of Ellesmere Island's musk-oxen by
Greenlanders was a challenge to Canadian jurigdiction. The
comiml ssion recommended that the government establish its
anthority in the archipelago.g The government was also
encouraged to take action due to competing clalms lrom the
tinited States, Norway, and especiaily bDenmark to portions of
Ellesmere lsland.lo

The Canadian govermnent developed a plan by which it
took possession of the Arctic archipelago in thy 1920s,
Smedal claimed the Canadian example was a "good precndent of
houw to take saffective possession of polar areas.” le
contended that fFor a state to take effective pussession of
polar territory the state must be represented in the
territory [or the grecater part of Lhe vear, i.e. "etfective
occcupation. "  Smedal stated that the state had "to establish

w1l

a local authority within the territorv. The palrols of
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Captain Bernier veais before, intended to establish Canadian
jurisdiction over activities in the Arctic archipelago, did
not meet that criteria.
The Canadian government took steps ©o meet the accepted
criteria for "effective posgssession” of the archipelago.
J. D. Craig, the leader of the first expedition to set up
permanently manned Roval Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP)
posts in the Arctic archipelago in 1922, succinctly outlined
the plan to be
the establishment of police posts, custom houses, and
post offices at various polints throughout the North, the
intention being to establish additional similar posts
from year to vear until there is assurance that Canadian

laws and reguliations 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.%. arctic,
which had been on lightship duty, and the Department of 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 fFirst expedition got underway from Quebec on
17 July 1922 but was then delaved for a day by boliler
problems and the need to adjust the compasses. The sailing
roster consisted of forty-three people, including the ten
RCMP who would be left at two posts with provisions for two

vears. A surveving party, Captain Bernler and his officers

and crew, a cinematographer, Officer in Charge Craig and his
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secretary, and, significantly, an Air Board representative
completed the roster‘.lA

The expedition returned to Quebec in less than three
months, on 2 QOctober 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
Raffin 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 resupplyving Arctic
posts.

Craig's report on the 1922 expedition pointed out the
feasibilityv 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 Alir Board representative, elaborated on the
usefulness of aircraft in surveyving the interiors of the
islands, transporting men and supplies, and in assisting
with marine navigation.lT The expedilion wWas a sSUCCeSss,

In following vears posts were established on Vvictoria
and Devon Islands, as well as additional posts on Ellesmere
and Bafrfin Islands.l8 Canada’'s growing interest in the
Arctic during this periocd 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
$300,000.19

Norwav_and Denmark wWithdraw. Norwegian and Danish

challenges to Canadian jurisdiction in the Arctic
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archipelago were settled tairly easily after the RCMP posts
were in place. In 1921 Canada told Denmari that any
territory discovered by the explorer Knud Rasmussen to the
north of Canada could not be recognized as Dz—mish.20
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 Ellesmeare
Island was no-man's-land, and the only authority having
jurisdiction in the area was his Directorate at Thule
Station, Greenland.21 Hasmussen then procecded on the
well-publicized Fifth Thule Expedition across Arctic North
America, leaving Thule in mid-September 1921.22 Rasmussen
did claim Ellesmere Island for Denmark, but the government
of Denmark did not challenge Canada's subsequent occupation
of the island by the Craig expedition. Norwegian claims to
thte sSverdrup Isltands, named after Norwegian Captain OLLo
Sverdrup who explored the istands, were dropped in 1930
after negotiations that recognized Canadian jurisdiction and
resulted in an "ex gratia”™ pavmenl of $67,000 to Captain
Sverdrup.23

Stefansson and Wrangel Island. The occupation by

Canada of the Arctic archipelago was the culmination of
evolving government potlticies and the hard work of a number
of agencies and individuals. However, there is one
protagonist who stands out from the others, Lhe

Canadian-American explorer Vilhjalmur Stefansson.



Government interest in the Arctic had peaked with the
Bernier vovages; the vears before and during World War I
became a low point for governmeni-sponsored Arctic
activities. The Canadian Arctic Expedition to the weastern
Arctic from 1913 to 1918 led by Vilhjalmur Stefannson was an
exception to an otherwise almost complete lapse of official
interest.

By his own account Stefansson did not have effective
authorify over the expedition,24 and he did not have police
authority to enforce Canadian laws and customs, as Bernier
did. The primary purpose of the Canadian Arctic Expedition
was sclientific observation and exploration, not the
establ ishment of Canadian sovereignty or jurisdiction. In
fact, the expedition bases were in Alaska, not Canada.
Stefansson got Canadian government sponsorship onlyv after
pointing out to Prime Minister Robert Borden that as an
American citizen he would give the United 3States a claim to

; . L 2
anv territories discovered bv the expedition. In a letter

Ul

to the National Geographic Society which had offered to he 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 exXpedition, 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
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of Icelandic immigrants and a probable descendant of the

original Icelandic explorer of North america, Erik the

k]
Red.“7

After the five-vear Canadian Arctic Expedition,
Stefansson campaigned for more Arctic exploration. The

primary wvalue of the Arctic to most people of the time was
its natural and mineral resource potential. Stefansson
evoked that potential as an argument for exploration. He
also argued that the Arctic was strategicallyv significant as
Lhe shortest route for airplanes and submarines going
heilween Furope, Asia, and North America.28 He appar=ntly
was the first to envision the strategic significance of the
Arctic. The genesis of his strategic vision was a
conversation with Alexander Graham Bell in 1913, when Bell
suggested that Arctic exploration could be best done hy
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
worthless.go

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 rescurces they might be able to enforce their ctltaims
to areas on Ellesmere, Heilberg, 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
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essentially a Canadian principle, incidentally used laler
quite successtfully by the Soviet Union, then portions of
EFllesmere would fall into a Danish sector based on lines
drawn from the extremities of Greenland to the Pole.Bl

Stefansson’'s strategic vision was not enough to get him
support from either the Canadian or United States government
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

L

1921. 2

Although the Wrangel Expedition started oul as private,
Stefansson staved behind to continue lobbying for Canadian
government support. His lobbving was successful. During
discussions in the House of Commons on 12 May 1922 the
leader of the opposition forced the minister of militia and
delfence to take a position on Wrangel lsland:

Mr. Meighen {Leader of the Oppositionl): well, have we

Wrangel Island?

Mr. Graham [(Minister of Militia and Defencel: Yes, as I

understand iL, and we propose to hold it.
Prime Minister Mackenzie King backed up the claim of his
minister, "The government certainly maintains the position
Lhat wrangel Island is part of the property of Lhis
country.”33

Kinu's statement touched off a swmall whiriwind of
diptomatic activity involving the United States, the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, and Canada, all of whom had claims Lo

wWrangel lsland. The Soviet ambassador in washington had

foreseen the potential of a diplomatic fray and had warned
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the State Department of the potential for controversy in a
memorandumn on 30 March 1922, He also pointed out Soviet
claims to the island. In a letter on 12 September 1922 Lo
the British Ambassador, American Acting Secretary of State
william Phillips briefiy 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.SZL The unforeseen
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, the Donalgggg.BS

The Donaldson left a party of twelve Eskimos, ail
americans, led by Charles Wetltls of Seattle, Stefansson's
representative, to continue occupation of the island. The
purpose of the occupation was Lo prolect Stefans=son's
commercial interest while the Soviels, 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 Lomen's
minds the sale strengthed the american claim to \J\.?ran_gel.'Jb

However, the Soviets setfled all claims on 20 August 1924

when the Soviet transport Eed October, armed with a

six-pound cannon, brought a company of infantry to Wrangel

Island and forcibly removed the Americans to Siberia.j7

Thus, the Soviet Union gained the dubious distinction of
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heing the {irst country to enforce its Arctic claims by
using naval force. The casualties included Charles wells
who died in Soviet custody in Siberia and two Eskimo
children, one of whom died in Viadivostok, tLhe other after
deportation to Manchuria.

Phvsical Challenge from the Uniited States. After rthe

embarrassment of the Wrangel Island incident, Canada stuck
to claiming territory north of the Canadian mainiand. The
first physicat challenge to the authority of Canada in the
Arctic archipelago came in 1925 From an American scientific
expedition led by Dr. D. B. MacMillan and sponsored by the
National Geographic Scciety 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 have permission. . . ." He
affirmed that Canadian claims reached "right up to the North
Pole."39
Oon 15 June 1925 Canada informed the United States that
the MacMillan expedition needed a Canadian permit. The
letter guestioned "the intention of the members therecof to

carry out explorations through and over Canadian territorv"

and, noting that RCMP posts had been estavlished in the
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Arctic, offered "the MacMillan expedition any assistance
within the power of the Roval Canadian Mounted Folice and
other Canadian officers in the north."” The note concluded
with a mild threat: "The Dominion government S.38. arctic
will sail at an early date on her customarv northern patrol,
and will carrv Roval Canadian Mounted Police details and
reliefs."AO
United States Secretarv of State Frank B. Kellogg was
skeptical of the Canadian claim to have established police
jJurisdiction in the Arctic islands. He replied on 19 June
1925,
Inform me what constitutes a post of the Roval Mounted
Police mentioned in the second paragraph of your note
and the establishment therof; how frequentlv theyv are
yisited; and whg%her 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 onlv law enforcement
but services for the Post Office and Customs Department,
supervision of EsKkimo welfare, census taking, the recording
of meteorological and topographical information, and other
tasks that would bhe 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 "caretful consideration" and that a

reply would be forthcoming.43 None ever was.



Meanwhile the MacMillan expedition had left. When the
Arctic encountered the expedition at Etah on 19 August 19325,
Lieutenant Commander Richard Evelvn Bvrd., Chief Petty
Officer Flovd 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. Bvrd consutted MacMillan privately
and then told Mackenzie that MacMillan had received
permission from the Canadian government while enroute to
Etah. Unable to communicate with his superiocors, Mackenzie
had to take Byrd at his word.45 But after the Canadian
challenge, MacMillan would not permit Bvrd 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
saving he had a permit,47 but his memoirs of an earlier
expedition indicate his scorn for Canadian Arctic
sovereignty.48 However, the inquiries were effective, and
MacMillan expeditions in 1926, 1927, and 1928 all followed
Canadian regulations.49

Epilogue. 1In 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,

50

spovereignty in the Arctic. He was correct that Canada did

have a presence in the Arctic archipelago, although that
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presence was meager. The RCMFP outposts were not followed by
any wave of arctic emigration nor by anv significant growth
of commercial activity. In the 19205 and 19305 Canada faced
no more external challenges to 1ts claims of sovereignty
over the islands of the Arctic archipelago, but by the end
of World War 11 Stefansson's prophiesy of the Arcric's

strategic value was beginning to unfold.
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CHAPTER TWOQO

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 I11. 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 kevstone 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 3t. Lawrence. Newfoundland might also
have served as a launching point for an invasion down the

8t. Lawrence and into the industrial heartland of Canada and

the northeastern United States. Farfetched? -- or at least
long term -- but, 1if the Germans had the British
Fleet.

Before World War 11 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

23
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than German occupation of the territory, and Canada begun to
compete with the United States for sovereignty over the
territory. Even while Britain was beleaguered, the United
States and Canada fenced over who would be responsible for
Newfoundland's defense. Newfoundland was Canada's castern
frontier, and an American Newfloundland would put the Unitoed
states in control of access to the St. Lawrence River, Lhe
Hudson Bay, and the waters of the Avrcilic archipelagyo
including the Northweslt Passage.

As World war I1 was ending, the strategic importance of
Newfoundland with respect to a potential Soviet attack
across the Arctic became apparent. American bases were
already established in the territorv, which, though woll
south of the Arctic circle did afford good air and maritime
access to the Arctiec. Labrador, the part of Newfoundland on
the continental mainland, was located astride Lhe air routes
between the Soviet Union and industrial North America. The
Canadian air base at Goose Bay, labrador, could provide
facilities for American bombers.

Canadian participation in Lthe postwar detense of North
america was not a foregone conclusion in the late 1940s.
Agreements made with the Unilted States during the war
provided for a thorough evacuation of United States defense
facilities on Canadian territory at the conclusion of the
war. However, the United States would st€ill have 1ts
facilities in Newfoundiand as well as certain sovereign

powers that had been neygotiated with Great Britain. When
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Newfoundland became the tenth province of Cunada on 1 April
1949, the American bases were an impediment (o full Canadian
sovereignty. The problem [or Canhada was how Lo protect her
sovereignty and still cooperale with the United States on
continental defense. There was no specific American policy
fur dealing with Canadian sovereignty concerns. The United
states did come to recognize that the concerus existed, and
the leased bases in Newfoundland gave the United States a
means Lo incorporate Canada into the strategic defense of
North america.

Canada had to protect its territorial sovercianly in
the face of friendly but potentially overwhelming hoelp from
the United States, and its national security from the
physical threats of Germany and then the Soviet Union. Al
added complication was that initially Newfoundiand was notl
even Canadian territory and clearly not subject to Canadian
soverelignly. Acquiring sovereignty over Newfouandland became
Lthe Key to maintaining sovereignty over Arctic territory oas
well.

Obligations to the Empire. As a Dominion of the

British Empire, Canada fought alongside Great Britain in tweg
world wars. In world war 1, Canada was obligated to right
upon the British declaration of war on August 4, 1914.1
After the armistice the use of Canadian troops to support
British adventurism in Siberia and the delaved repatriation

of troops from Europe were irksome to the Canadian public

and caused considerable debate within the Dominion



gover'nment.2 These events helped to promote a cleavage
between Dominion and British policy that in 1931 finally led
Canada to take control of her own foreign affairs from
Br-ltain.3 On 25 August 1939 Canadian Prime Minister
Mackenzie King made clear that the country would not be
bound by a British declaration of war when he announced a

state of "apprehended war."” Great Britain declared war on
Germany on 2 September 1539, and Canada made her own
separate declaration on 10 September 1939_4 Mackenzie King
hhiad no intention of keeping Canada out of the war, but he
saw Lo it that the country entered on its own volition, thus
demonstrating Canada’'s soverelidgn right to determine when and

if (T would go to war.

North american Neighbors. Canadian-american

discussions on defense problems had begun before any
declarations of war. Alarmed bv 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 Rousevelt strengthened

the American commitment to the defense of Canada when he
declared in a speech on 18 August 1938 at Kingston, Ontario,
"l give to vou assurance that the people of the United
States will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian soil

u6

is threatened. Evidently not too enthralled with

the prospect of American troops on Canadian soil, Mackenzie

King replied only two davs later,



We, too, have our obligations as a good friendly
neighpbor, and one of Lhese is Lo see that, @l our own
instance, our country is made as iwmmune from attack or
possible invasion as we can reasonably be expected to
make iL, and that, should the occasion evoer arise, onemy
forces should not be able to pursue their way either by
land, sea or air, to the United States across Canadian
territory.’

The Ogdensburg Declaration and the Deslrover beal.

During the parliamentary debates on the declaration of war,
concern was expressed about the coastal delense of Canada.
On & September 1939 MackKenzie King told Partliament that the
key to defense of Canada's heartland was defense of the
entrance to the St. Lawrence River, and essential to that
defense was the "integrity of Newfoundland."” 1t wou!ld be
necessary for Canada o take over the defense of
Newfoundland from Britain.8 The United Stuates was also
concerned with coastal defense but pul grealter weight on
Newfoundland's strategic position astride the shipping ilaunes
to Great Britain than on the unlikely invasion of Canada.

By the summer of 1940 the possibility of the deleat of
Britain was causing both the United States and Canada to
view preparation for the defense of North America as more
warranted and necessary than before. President Roosevelt
wanted to ensure that the British fleet would not fall into
German hands, and he also wanted to obtain rights to build
bases on British territories, including Newfoundliand, on the
western side of the aAtlantic. In exchange he would send
Britain several aging Aamerican destruyers.9 King was in

favor of the deal.10 his zeal for putting Newtound!and
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solely under Canadian protection weakened bv the reality
that the British Empire would no longer huftfer Canada.

On the afternoon of 16 August 1940 King received a
phone call from Roosevelt who asked i King could meet him
the next day in Ogdensburg, New York, to discuss mutual
coastal defense and the destrover deal. King and Roosevelt
met on 17 and 18 august. The defense discussions went heyvond
coastal defense and destrovers for Britain. King had
brought along a list of materiel that Canada needed {rom the
United States. ©On the 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 rocom and drafted a press release on Canadian-American

11

defense cooperation. Roosevelt's draft was approved by

King and was released that afternocon as a joint statement,
The Ogdensburg Declaration. In its brevity and continuing
significance it was the Gettvsburg Address of mutual defense
agreemenls:

The Prime Minister and Lthe President have discussed
the mutual probiems of deflence in relation to the safety
of Canada and the UnilLed States. It has becn agreed thal
a Permanent Joint Board on Defence shail commence
immediate studies relating to sea, land and air probliems,
including personnel and material. It will consider in
the broad sense the defence of the north half of the
WestLern Hemisphere,

The Permanent Joint Board on Defence will consist of
four or five members from each country, most of them tfrom
the services. It will meet shortly. ™

Immediately upon returning to Ottawa King dictated a
telegram £o Prime Minister Winston Churchill of Great

Britain detailing the meeting with Rooseveil, (n particular



he explained to Churchiil the legal necessity of Rooseveltr
having to provide the destrovers on a "quid pro qguo"

.13 Churchill, however, did not want o he seen as

basis
trading away British sovereignty for a few old destrovers.,
He tfelt that British public opinion could be betlter
salisfied by portraving the deal as two sepalabe gifts. In
a letter to the president dated 25 August 1940 he stated
that the British Empire, with magnaminous generosity to its
good friend, could give the United States rights to lease
bases on its territory in the West Indies and NewfFoundland;
accordipgly, the American people might feel a need Lo
reciprocate with the small Loken of a few aging
destroyers. '

The destrover deal was finally struck wirti an exchange
of notes on 2 September 1940. Churchill was satisfied to
grant ninetv-nine vear leases L0 bases in Newtfounhdland,
pBermuda, the Bahamas, and Lhe West Indies "freely and
without consideration.” In reply to the British note
Secretary of State Cordell Hull satisfied congressional
prollibitions on the male of war matertals by adding the
caveat, "ln consideration of the declarations above quoted,
the Governinent of the United States will ilmmediately
transfer (o His Majesty's Government fifty United States
‘"15

Navy Destrovers.

Who Protecis Newfoundland?  oOn 20 August Chuirchill haod

told Parliament that the leases did nolb involve auy

"transfercence of sovereignty” and that no action would be



"taken without the consent or against the wishes of the

, . w16
various Colonies concerned. .

Churchiil was
undeniably correct concerning sovereidanty in the case of
Newfoundiand, since Newfoundland had none to transter.
Responsible government had been suspended there in 1934 when
that dominion had been on the verge of bankruptcy. British
sovereigntv over the dominion was not much ot a potitical
issue, since self-government was supposed Lo 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 Newfoundlanders, and overseen by a British
governor, was appointed by the British government.l7
The Newfoundland members of the commission mav 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 with 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 dayv that he went to Cgdensburg, he

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

John's to negotiate an agreement with the commission. The



pact put Newfoundland forces under Canadian command and made
) , ) R \ o 19
Canacda responsible for Newfoundland's securily.
King's maneuver complicated implementation of the
Leased Bases Agreement between Britain and the United
States. Oobviously he had not been very impressed by
Churchill's promise to consult the Canadiuan yovermnent ol
20 . ' o

the leases. King's suspijcions proved correclL when the
United States insisted that Canada be excluded from
negotiations on the details of the adureement. Finalty, upon
Canadian insistence, a Canadian delegation was allowed to
olbserve, bul not participate. Lester Pearson, a tuture
prime minister but then a senior civil servant at Canada
House in London, recorded his view of the negotiations in
his diaryv on 26 February 1941:

The aAamericans are taking advantage of Dritish necessilies

and exploiting the situation, so it seems, in order o

prepare Lhe way for ultimate acceptance of rheir

sovereignty.
Pearson did neyotiate with the High Comnmissioner of the
Colonial Office and managed to obtain United Statoes
recognition of Canada's interest in Newfoundland. However,
Pearson then faced obstinance from the Newfound!land
delegation who were concerned that the Canadian commitment.
to their defense might be only short-term. Exasperated,
Pearson confronted the Newtoundland delegates: "Afler all,
it is a very simple matter, whether vou prefer Lo be raped

by the United States or married to Canada.” Pearson wrobo

that the head of the delegation replied that of course Lhey



preferred Canada, provided Canada did not scek a "divorce"
after Lhe war.zz

The final ayreement was effected by an exchange of
notes between Great Britain and the United States in London
on 27 March 1941. Alttached was & protocol signed hyv
delegates from Canada and the United States and by the
British delegation headed personally by Winston Churchill.
The protocol recognized "that the defence of Mewfoundland is
an integral feature of the Canadian scheme of defence,” and
that "in respect of New{oundland, Canadian interests in
regard to defence will be fully respected." The praotocol
also recognized the Permanent Joint bhoard on Defense as (he
body to whom the United States and Canada would refer issiues
of Newfoundland's defense.23 Overall, the agreement gave
Lhe United States a more sclid basis to claim sovereignty in
Newfoundland than Canada, and without the added protocol
Canada's earlier arrangemcents with Newfoundlund would have

been nullified.

Wartime Cooperation. In its first meeting on 26 and 27

August 1940 the Permanent Joint Board on Derense ([PJBD) took
up the subject of Newfoundland and recommended an increascd
Canadian presence. OF the thirty-three wartime
recommendations of the PJBD, lLen dealt directly with
Newfound]and.24 Although not designed with Newroundland in

mind the PPJIBD proved invaluahle in coordinaling Canadian and

American defense there.,
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During the war Canada ancd the United States resolved
Jurisdictional conflict over defense in Newtoundland by
maintaining separate command and conirol organizations, but
at the same time they often shared facilities and equlpment. .
The solution to improving the air warning capabilities of
the island was typical. Both the United States and Canada
saw the need for a new warning system but could not agree on
who would control it. The United States built a five
station net, and the Royal Canadian Air Force put in the
additional sets that they thought were necessary. I3v the
end of the supmer of 1942 the RCAF and the United Stateos
Newfoundland Base Command each had set up separate
processing stations and operational control centers. The
system was not combkined into a single Canadian command untit
May 1944.25

Wartime cooperation resulted in american forces being
stationed in Canada, but there was not the same compelition
as existed in Newflfoundland. AL Lhe Ogdensburyg meeting King
had made clear to Roosevelt that there could be no sale or
lease of sites to the United States.zo Instead, Canada made
sites and facilities available to the United States without
diplomatic formality.

Canada insisted on maintaining fuil sovercignty within
its borders. Negotiations on the postwar disposition of
Lnited States facilities and equipment in Canada bedan as
soon as the tide of war started to turn. NoLes were

exchanged that inventoried and defined the facilities and



equipment and just how much Canada would pay for Lhem.
Canada pressed for the agrcecements 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 torces were removed

from Canada quickly after the war, but bolh countries
continued their military presences in Newfoundland. Bvy 1946
the United States was drowing concerned over a potential
Soviet threat to North America. On 28 August 1946 a letter
from United States ambassador to Canada Rav Atherton to the
secretary of stale 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 in presenting a Soviet menace and pushing flor
defense integration. In a diary entry of 9 May 1946 he
wrote Lhat he had told his cabinet that he "beliecved the
long range polticy of the Americans was to absorb Canada.”
With a sort of postwar fatalism he went on to say Lhat
Canada's submission might be inevitable.29 King knew thatl
thhe world situation had been changed by World war 1I. He
discovered how threatening this change was Lo Canada in a
meeting with President Harry Truman in Washington.

on 6 May 1946 Truman approved the Thirty-fifth
Recommendaltion of the PJBD. This recommendation called for
close peacetime military cooperation between Canada and the

United sStates, including the reciprocal use of military
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facilities, the reciprocal provision ot the right of
military aircraft and public vessels to transit through
territory and waters of each country, and standardization of
equipment, training, and organization.30 In a briefing
memorandum to the Fresident two davs hefore Mackenzie King's
washington visit, acting Secretarvy of State Dean Acheson
indicated that he knew that provisions in the PJBD
recommendation infringed on Canadian concepts of sovereignty
in that they limited Canadian freedom of action in defense
and would require Canada to break traditional defense ties
with Great Britain.31 Acheson attached to the memorandum
another memorandum that he asKed the president to pass to
King. 1t 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 vears. It noted
three items for immediate action by the Canadian government
-- endorsement of joint planning, approval of the
Thirty-fifth Recommendation of the PJBD, and most
significant, the stationing of United States Armv Air lForce
units at the Canadian base at Goose Bav, Labrader, in
Newfoundland.32 The Army Air Force units would be a United
States strategic offensive force operating from Canadian
spil, albeit leased soil.

In their meeting on 28 October 1946 Truman and King

discussed the defense of North america and the need for

United States units at Goose Bay, but Truman did not pass on

-

. 33 s .
Acheson's memorandum. He had much more convincing
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evicdence of the Soviet Union's capabilities inh a report (rom
: o . . s 34 ..

ambassador to the sSoviet Union Bedell Smith. King
returned to Ottawa impressed butbt disturbed. He had told
Truman that he was concerned over Canadian sovereignty with

] \ I Sy . 35 .
respect to the facilities at Goose Bay. He was already
considering bringing Newfoundland into confederation with
Canada.jb Canada had only recently established its right to
aclt independently within the Commonwealth and now was
starting all over again with the United States. 1t seemed
obhvious that the Americans were going to have a big Alr
Force buildup in Newfoundland whether or not Canada
approved, since the United States could alwavs ohtain more
bases under the 19841 Leased Bases Agreement.,

Acheson had not proposed a policy for dealing with
Canada's concern for sovereignty. The memoranduam that
Truman was suppoased to have given King did state "that every
precaution must be taken Lo protect the traditioual
relations of the two countries and the position which each

] L . w37 ) o :
respectrLively enjovs. Acheson told Truman rhat the
sovereignty issue had been made "easier” for King by BrilLish
cooperation on standardization and shared naval

Facilities.SS

Canadian sovereignty was not seen as an
obstacle o United States plans, hut neither was it to be
respected. In a memorandum dated 12 November 1946 Uniled
States Assistunt Chiel ot the Division of British

Commonweal th Affairs J. Graham Parsous wrote that he had

taken advantage of British infringements on Canadian



L
4

sovereignety in the defense policy issue of arms
standardization. He proposed Lhat the Hnited States
continue to take advantage of the rift bLotween Canada and
Great Britain by giving Canada equal status at upcoming
technical meetings.39

In late 1946 Lhe gquestion for King and the Canadian
govermnent was whether Canada should allow american forces
to be stationed at Goose Bayv where thev would be auach
further north and, therefore, closer to the Soviet Union, or
force the Americans Lo use thelir own hases in Newfoundland?
The Untted States, of course, stili had the bhases acquired
by the Leascd Bases Agreement anua the right to acqgulire more,
something that would probably not have been Loo hurd to do
considering the unstable political and oconomic situation in
Newloundiand. Iin February 1946 Newfoundland's Commission ot
Government had called for a national convention to determine

2 .
O Failure to

the future political status of Newfoundland,
comply with the american request might have caused
resentment but would nhot have changed the aAamerican course of
acltion. Noncompl iance might also have encouraged the United
States to take advantage of the uncertainty in Newtoundland.
In November 1946 King held several dayvs of discussion
with the cabinet and chiefs of staff. He prescented the
information from Truman on the Soviet threat and received
approval of the PUBD's Thirtv-tifth Recommendation. There
was much discussion on shifting resources in order Lo give

2
priority to the development of arctic defenses.tt
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In December at a meeting in OtbLawa American and
Canadian delegations discussed the stationing of heavy
bombardment groups at Goose Bay, bhul no agreemenl was

2 Significant, though, was the brealking of the last

reached.4
ties between Canadian and British derense with the decision
“fhat the policy should normally be followed of keeping the
U.K. informed in general terms [concerning Canada-United
States defense discussions! and not in detail. ."43
Canada had come to the realization that Great Britain could
net stand between her and an enemy that could strike from
over the North Pole.

On 16 January 1947 the Canadian government approved the
PJBD's recommendation on peacetime defense cooperation but
only after it was amended to provide specific assurances of
sovereignty to the host country within its territory and
within territory leased by the host country,™* i.e.
Noewfoundtltand. The peacetime framework for postwar defense
cooperation was announced publicly in Ottawa and Washington
on 12 Febsruary 194?.A5 After reading the announcement in
Pariiament, King felt it necessary to add "that the
arrangements, in the present and future, do not impinge on
Canadian sovereignty and do not entail the cession of bases

2
in the North to cthe United States."'6

In exchange for
cooperation with the United States, Canada received
recognition of sovereignty over detense activites fn the lfar

North and also recognition that she had sovereigntly over her

bases in Newfoundland. For its part, the linited States was
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saved the political and cconomic costs of building or
expanding bases in Newfoundland during a time of defense
cuthacks.

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. The date for
accession was set as 1 April 1949.48
The lLeased Bases Agreement of 1941 would pose
challenges to the Canadian concept of sovereignty once
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 sovereidgnty was "the need Lo ensure
our survival as a separate state against powerful, if
friendly, social and economic pressures from our American
neighbour."&g in a letter to Acting Secretary of Defense
Robert a. Lovett, Canadlian ambassador Hume Wrong pointed out
that United States jurisdiction over non-military activities
within the leased areas would intrude on Canadian
sovereignty.so In a conference with President Truman on 12
February 1949, Prime Minister of Canada Louis 8St. Laurent

also brought up the subject of the Newfoundland bases.

Truman assured him that the United States would consider anyv
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specific Canadian proposals when they were presented.51 The
matter was referred to the PJBD who deliberated on Canadian
concerns with respect to jurisdicrion, taXes on non-militarv
personnel, customs, and military post offices.SZ The PJBD
completed work on a recommmendation in March 1950. The
recommendation was to subject United States contractor
personnel and their civilian employvees in the leased areas
to Canadian income tax, to remove customs exemptions for the
same personnel, and to take away their privileges Lo use
base facilities such as military post offices and exchanges.
Iin 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.°°
Canada had joined the North Atlantic Treaty
Grganization in April 1949. Lester Pearson had been a major
architect and proponent of NATCO, and he had hoped to
integrate Canadian defenses with those of the entire North
Atlantic. Multilateralism 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
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Meanwhile, negotiations to lease portions of the
Canadian hase at Goose Bav had gotten nowhevre since 1947.
However, hy 1951 the five-yvear projection of Soviet
capabilities that Truman had presented to King in 1947
secmed Lo be coming true. The Soviel uUnion had Lested its
own atomic bowmb and was close to having a strateqgic delivery
capabilityv. The Canadian government was being deluged by
requests from Lthe United States tor communication sites in
Newfoundland and Labrador and for more land for existing
United States Al Force bases. Additionally, negotiations
were underway for a lease of portions of the Canadian air
base at Goose Bay.56 The huge volume of requests had the
potential, from a Canadian viewpoint, to chip away at
Canadian sovereignty. Also disturbing with respect to
sovereignty was the desire of the United States Lo use Goose
Bay as a potential launching point for strategic nuclear
bomber strikes.

In May 1951 Canadian ambassador Wrong informed
Secretary of State Acheson that Canada expected to be
consulted about nuclear strikes to be launched from Canadian
territory, except iIn the case of a Soviet attack on North
America, in which case the Canadian government expected as
much notification as possible.S? The Goose Bay lease was
finally effected by an exchange of notes on 5 December 1952,
The term of the lease was limited to Lhe nominal lifespan of
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the NATO treaty, twenty vears. Al thhough nothing was done

tu shorten the leases on existing United sStates bases in
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Newfoundland, there were to be no additional ninety-nine
vear leases.

Although an Aamerican strategic nuclear force on
Canadian soil could negate Canada's sovereign right to
chioese when and IF to go to war, the more difficult
challenge for Canada was Lo maintain territoriul sovereignty
in the face of the large number of sSites requested by Che
United states for a global comnunication network in
Newfoundtand and for a proposed conlinental radar sSystem
across northern Canada. The United States Alr Force was
insisting that PJBD recommendations for the radar svstem be
formalized by an exchange of notes, since a formal
obligation would make Congress more willing Lo approve
appropriations. The Canadian government did not want a
anvthing as formal as a note. IL feared a public backlash
against so many structures to be bullt and manned by
Americans on Canadian 5011.59 The radar svstem agreement
for the Pinetree Line was effected by an exchange of noLes
in Wwashington on 1 August 1931. Typical of the many
Canadian-united States agreements ol the Cold war, it
included provisions thal implied Canadian control. That
agreement for example provided that "Canada will acquire and
retain title to all sites . . . , {and that) Canada may, by

agreement, tfake over Lhe manning of stations initially

manned by the United States‘“bo The agreemenl on
comnunications sites contained similar assurances. In later

vears guarantees of Canadian territorial sovereigniy were
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included in the agreements for the Distant Early Warning
(DEW) Line, 1955, and the Batlistic Missile Larly Warning
Svstem (BMEWS), 1959.61 Those tLvypes of agreements were made
pasier by the semi-fiction that Canada was cooperalting in
the context of the non-sovereign North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, and in fact in 1952 American military
personnel in Canada were pul under the NATO status of forces
agreement.62

Epilogue. In the face of the postwar Soviet threat,
Canada's defense policy hecame interdependent with that of
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 3t. Laurent hoped
that the creation of a greater "Atlantic Community” through
NATO would lessen American hegemony in North American
defense and in the economic sphere. AS secretary of stale
For external affairs, Lester Pearson was the architect of
Article Two of the North Atlantic Treaty, the "Canadian
Article,"” which was designed to promote common poiiticatl
institutions and a common wmarket among NATO members.63 AS
far as the military aspect of American hegemony Pearson
wrote:

I believed that the North american sector should be an

integral part ot the North Atlantic defence =tructure.

Any continental command should be an Alliance

responsihlity. It seemed Lo me, for example, that

Norwegiar, contingents shoutd operate in our Arclic just

as Canadian forces occasionally ook part in exercises
in Norwas .
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Pearson’s concept of the Atlantic Community did not
materiatize. Canada-lnited States relations remained
bilateral. Pearson blamed it on American desire for
"rontrol” and the Canadian military’'s preference {or dealing

) . . 64 . ) . i _
directly with Washington. Fearson lost his enthusiasm but
cdid not give up his support for NATO. He wrote in the

Spring 1959 issue of the International Journal, "The

blueprints for the Atlantic Community are in existence.
They are also in various pigeonholes in various foreign
offices where they will soon be available for students doing
Ph.D. theses. ."65

Bilateral cooperation in Arctic defense installations
led to command integration of the air defense of North
America. The Neorth American Air Defense Command (NORAD) was
formed in the summer of 1957 and announced in a joint
statement following a visit Lo Ottawa by Amncrican Sccrotary
of state John Foster bDulles.®®  NORAD Formulized Lhe
existent integration of Canadian and American Arctic warning
systems and extended operational command and conutrol
integration to the rest of the continental air defense
forces.

NORAD's nadir was presaged within a week of its
formation. On 26 August 1957 the Soviet Union announced a

successful test of the world's fFirst 1CBM.27

Al though the
Soviel strategic bomber threat, which NORAD'S dofonses woel o

designed Lo detect and counter, would continue to grow weil



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

Arclic-based early warning svstems obsolete.
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CHAPTER THREE

SOVIET THREAT, AMERICAN CHALLENGE, AND CANADIAN POLICY:

CRISIS IN EFFECTIVE CONTROL O NORTHLERN WATERS

The Maritime Threat. At the same bime Lhat Canada's

Arctic territory peaked in value as North America's primary
air defense region, the seminal event for growth of the
region's strategic maritime value was taking place. on 1
August 1958 the United States nuclear submarine Nautilus

submerged off Point Barrow, aAlaska. onty six davs later the

Nautilus surfaced a few miles north of Iceland.l The

nuclear submarine had transformed the strategic value of
Arctic waters, but Canada was not prepared to establish
control over the waters of the Arctic archipelaygo.

Canacla geographically appears to have the same maritime
incentives as the United States, but until world wWar I1
Canada could count on the Brifish Navy for its maritime
defense. Then suddenly with Britain under siege, maritime
protection was gone, and Canada had (o build a navy. By the
end of world wWar 11, the Canadian Navv with over fFour
hundred ships was the third largest in the world. Having
been tasked with protection of convoys in the North
Atlantic, it had proven its effectiveness in anti -submarine

51



wul fare (ASW) .
By 1947 only ten ships of the Roval Canadian Navy
remained in commission. However, the Navy did have the

2

rarcticized” carrier Magnificent.™ Mackenzie King wrote in

his diary that he belicved "one aircvaft carrier may be
advisable. If war should come at anyv time, ftilving from the
northern regions would be an important factor."3 After his
1947 spring summit with Harry Truman, king recorded concern
about "the display of air power in Moscow, (a4 reference to
the 'flvpast’ of long range bombers Lhat had startled
military attaches), . . . and submariunec powerl as recently

developed_"4

In 1948 the Magnificent und its deslrover
escort became the first warships Lo enter Hudson Uay.S
Apparently, even with a drastically reduced Navy, Canada had
the rudiments of a maritime strategy that considered the
Arctic’'s geostrategic location. Soon though, Canada's Navy
returned to a more traditional role. Under the NATO
doctrine of collective defense, Canada was assigned sea lane
protection duties between Europe and North Aamerica.
Budgetary constraints limited the Canadian Nuavy, but by
January 1960 it had grown Lo 45 warships.é

in Septenber 1955 the Soviet Union fired the first
submarine launched ballistic missile (3LBM) from a converted
diesel-electric Zulu class submarine. Five Zulus were
converted to carry three SLBMsS each. At the same (ime
Whiskey class diesel-eleclLric submarines were being

converted to carryv puclear cruise missiles with o land



attack range ot more than four hundred miles. Conceivably a
Soviet submarine would soon be able to sneak into the Hudson
Bay and from well within the interior of the North American
continent launch a nulear attack on Canadian and American
cities. By 1959 the Sovielt Union had the nucliear powered
Hotel class ballistic missile submarines and the nuclear
powered Echo class cruise missile submarines at sea.7 ASW
needed a strategic defense dimension.,

The Beginninas of a "Canadian" Defence Policy: The 1964

white Paper. Canada's defense had alwavs been subsumed in

British defense, or Noith american defense, or NATO delense.

In 1964 the Canadian govermment issued White Paper on

Defence, an attempt to focus on Canadian defense needs. The
1964 White Paper set oul to define "defence of Canada,”" the
objectives of which were
to preserve the peace by supporting collective defence
measures Lo deter mititary aggression; to support
Canadian loreign policy including that arising out of
our participation in interpnational organizutions, and Lo
provide for our profection and surveillance ot our
territory, our air space and our coastal walers.”
The roles of collective defense and international
peacekeeping in Canadian defense policy were nol hew. The
new role of "protection and surveillance,” i.g. sovereignty
protection, was an extension of a long-standing fForeiagn
policy, but a new one for the Canadian defense
establishment. Soverelgnty protection was to make Canadian

defense "Canadian.” The wWhite Paper concise!y defined the

"defence of Canada"”



as those aspects of Naorth American defence which must,
for reasons based upon Cahadian national interests, be
subject to Canadian control. The minimum requirements
for the defence of Canada are: the ability to maintain
surveillance of Canadian territory, airspace and
territorial waters; the abiltiv to deal with military
incidents on Canadian territory; the abilily to deal
with incidents in the ocean areas off the Canadian
coasts; and the ability to contribute, within the limit
of our resources, Lo the defence of Canadian alrspace.
Obviously, the Government was defining a role For Canadian
military forces that was independent of, but not divorced
Fromwm, NATO and NORAD -- a role to justify the 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 strategy -- e.g.
surveillance of territorial waters and the ability to deal
with incidents there. The Soviet submarine threat was still
growing; bv 1964 Soviet hallistic missile submarines could

launch thier missiles submerged. United Stales submarines

were operating freely in the Arctic. The USs Seadragon had

made the first submerged transil of Che Northwest bPassauge in
1960; a Canadian observer was onboard.lo
Canada's maritime responsibilities within NATO were
primarily to assist in kKeeping the sca lanes Lo Western
Europe open, 1.¢. anti-submarine warfare. Canada's 1964
White Paper recognized a need to improve the country's ASW
forces and was opl{imistic that an effective ASW force could
he put to sea. To get the most effective asSW Foree, the
government proposed to consider building two or three

. 11
nuclear powered submarines.
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By the time of the Canadian proposal to buitd nuclear
submarines, access to the technology tu do 80 was extremely
difficult te obtain. A 1956 ayreement permitted Canada and
the United States to exchange naval nuclear propulsion
information.lz In 1958 the United States shipped (o Great
Britain a complete submarine nuclear reactor plant and
associated spare parts and information. The agreement undor
which it was transferred reguired strict limitations on
sharing military reactor technology. The British-aAamerican
agreement was modified in 1959 to require "aulhorization by
competent bodies of such other Party," i.e. congressional
approval bv United States law, hefore a third-party transfer
of information or technology could take pla(te.l3 AL tThe
same Lime the United States reached new agreemnents with
Canada and other countries that removed the ability to

2,
4 rhne 1964

exchange naval nuclear propulsion information.
proposal to bLuild Canadian submarines was determined to be
tuo expensive; any Canadian program would have had to start
from scratch.

The 1964 White Paper was an attempt to get a handie oun
postwar Canadian defense and to give defense policy some
direction. 1t set forth no definite capital program. The
White Paper was purely a policy document to define where
Canadian defense policy was and where it should go. As such
it was successful; the fthoemes it set forth have been

repeated in the two white papers since 1964.



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.
No Canadian strategy to counter the increased maritime
threat appeared. By 1968 the Navyv had shrunk to 28 warships,
although four new helicopter destrovers fFor ASW were
proposed. Of course, the maritime threat was submerged and
therefore not publicly visible. Canada's inabilitv to
control waters she claimed did not become visible until the
vovage of the experimental tanker Manhattan through the
Northwest Passage.

The 'Manhattan’' Crisis. The Norwegian Roald amundsen
made the first compliete (ransit of the Northwest Passage
from 1903 to 1906. He vovaded from east to west in a 47-ton
herring boat, the Gjoa., powered by a 13-horsepower kerosene
motor. The next ship to complete the passage was the Roval
Canadian Mounted Police Schooner_gg;iggg commanded by
Sergeant H. A. Larsen between 1940 and 1942.15

When the Manhattan set sail from Chester, Pennsvivania,
on 24 August 1969, the passage had been completed by only
eight surface vessels, the Gijpa, the St. Roch, two Canadian
and four american icebreakers. Completely submerged

transits had been made by the United States nuclear attack

submarines Seadragon and Skate. The Manhattan was the first

merchant ship to complete the Northwest Passage.16

Humble 01l and lesser partners, British Petroleum and

Atlantic Richfield, sponsored the tanker's experimental
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vavage but sought governmental assistance.’ The Canadian

agovernment cooperated from the outset.ls The Canadian

icebreaker Johin A. Macdonald accompanied the ﬂanhg&;an,lg

although the United States government had not made an
official request for an escort. Canada provided ice guides
one of whom was Captain Thomas €. Pullen, RCN, the senior
observer and coordinator of Canadian assistance throughout
the vovage. The American icebreaker Northwind also escorted
the Manhattan, but the smaller American icebreasker was

0

underpowered and fell behind.z Oon the return trip the

USCGC Staten Isiand joined the partyv, 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.z1 Bad weather prevented scheduled, token

participation by a Soviet icebreaker.22 The John A.
Macdonald was the workhorse of the partyv, several times

breaking the tanker free from ice. Usually, though, even

the Johh 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 yvears
before that aircraft could assist in navigation of the
Arctic archipelago, and Canadian aircraft did provide the
Manhattan with sailing directions for the ice fieilds. Thev

were crtitical for the experimental phase, too, as they



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 Prestdent
Richard 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 acknowledgemenbi of Oftawa's sovereignty over

Arctic straits, thereby weakening maritime rights in other

strategic straits around the world. Moreover, the wvovade
was viewed as a private venture. Nixon, therefore, declined
Trudeau's request.25 However, the accompaniment of a United

States Coast Guard icebreaker tended to give the vovage
official wWashington sanction and contributed to public
outrage in Canada.

The potential for an oiil spiill from the mammoth Ltanker
raised environmental concerns and magnified the Canadian
public’'s perception that Canadian sovereignty was being
violated.26 Of course, there was no oil to be loaded in

Atlaska, since the North Slope 0il fields at Prudhoe Bav had

not vebt been developed. Six centerline tanks of the

and were surrounded by 45 tanks of secawater Dallast.é7 AN

0il spill was unlikely without the destruction of the ship.
However, the enviromental concerns were valid with regard to
future transits and would have to be taken into account in

future Arctic tanker designs and in future pussages.



Of course, Canada had as much to gain from the vovage
as did Lhe United States, and with the support of the John

A. Macdonald and aerial reconnaissance did more than the

United States Lo ensure the success of the experiment.
While the experiment fested the TFeasibility of transporting
eil from Prudhoe Pay to the East Coast, it also proved that
commercial access Lo the mineral richness of the arctic
archipelago and tanker transport of vil from Canada's
Mackenzie belta oil fields was p0551ble.28 However, these
possibilities only increased envirommenltal concerns and,
anvway, seemed to be lost in the public's perception that

washington was running roughshod over Ottawa in the

Arctic.29

The Huudred Mile Limit and "Effective Control.” From

an experimental point of view the Manhattan's vovage was anh
outstanding success. The experience and data from this
transit proved that a tanker could be designed that wouid
not need to be escorted by “comparitivelv punv”
icebreakers.BD However, some disconbent was generated by

Humble's secrecy in Keeping data from its lesser partners

and from Ottawa.31

The political falloul from the vovage 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 caused bv American capital.
Already american companies owned almost all of Canada‘'s

producing natural resources.ﬁz Now Aamericans were trving to
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open up the far North, the treasure house of mineral riches
described by J. D. Craig in his 1922 report.

Environmental concerns were real, bul they were
certainly exploited to get parliamentary and government
action to block potential American activity in the Canadian
Arctic. In June 1969 Parliament passed the 0il and Gas
Production and Conservation Act, claiming for Canada
exploitation of the continental shelf to a depth of 200
meters or to the depth of exploitability. In February 1970
Canada finally became party to the 1958 Convention on the
Continental Shelf.

when the Manbhattan transited the Northwest Passage,
Cahada still recoguized a three-mile territorial sea. Thus
the passage could be navigated in international waters, In
December 1970, however, Canada decided on a twelve-mile
territorital sea. That meant some small islands in the Parry
Channel could conceivably extend territorial waters across
the channel. However, the territorial sea 1s generaltly
measured from the larger land mass, nol minuscule islands
lying off the coast.

For z metrchant ship whether the Northwest Passage is

1

territorial waters, an international strait, or high seas i
a moot point, since the right of innocent passage applies.
IL is customary fror warships to notifv the affected country
of Lhelr intent to cross territorial waters. To consider
American icebreakers as warships would be to stretch the

point, and in any event notification of fransit is only a
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formalilty not reguired by international law. S0, whether
considered as territorial waters or high seas the voyvage of
the Manhattan and her escorts did not violate international
law of the sea. From the Canadian perspective, however, LCLhe
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 alwavs regarded the
waters of the Arctic archipelago as being Canadian waters
(and) the present Government maintains that position.” in
an official statement containing the minister's stalement
Mr. J. A. Beesley, legal adviser to the Department of
External Affairs, claimed Lhat

as far as Canada 1s concerned, the special
characteristics of the Arctic walers and ice comhine to
give them a special status -- however defined -- which
implies special rights and responsibilities for the
Arctic coastal states. Accordingly for many vears
Canada has exercised effective control over the uses of
the waters of the Canadian Arctic archipelage and over a
wide rangesgf activities carried out on their

ice-caver.

Mr. Beesley was only partially correct. True, Canada
had exercised some manner of fisheries protection since
Captain Bernier's vovages in the first decade of this
century and had exercised approval over scientific and
exploratory expeditions since the Byvrd-MacMiillan affair in

1925, However, before the Manhattan crisis Canada had not

asseried a formal! claim of jurisdiction over Lhe waters of



the Arctic archipelago. If the Manhattan had proven that
the Northwest Passage was a usable route for commercial
shipping, Canada was not prepared for regular commercial
navigation of the passage. In 1969, therefore, no legal
framework existed for Canadian jurisdiction over "Canadian
waters" in the Arctic, but by 1971 the Canadian governmcnt
was talking in terms of "effective coutrol” of those

34 .

waters. The Manha n crisis spurred the Canadians to

pass the Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act of June
1970, This law proclaimed Canadian jurisdiction over
pcllution control out te 100 miles from land in the region
above 60 degrees north. That allowed Canada to claim some
legal jurisdiction over all vessels operating in the Arctic
archipelago, and it particularly discouraged tanker
transits. A communique released with the regulations tCo
enforce the Act indicated that its real inteni was Lo
prevent any future Manhattan incidents:
The Ministers emphasized that the promulgation of the
aAct and the regulations should not, therefore, he taken
as an indication thal the government is prepared at Lhis
time 1o approve.the passagg of large oil tankers
throughout Arctic waters,
The only country to recognize Canadian jurisdiction over
pollution control in the Arctic archipelago was the Soviet
lImion which had long maintained effective control over the
Northeast Passage. The United States and some of the

Western European countries openly disputed Canadian

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

pollution and navigation.36

The 1971 White Paper. Canada's desire to exert

"effective" control in the waters of the Arclbtic archipelago
was reflected in defense policy. In 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 North in a manner compatible with environmental
preservation, and with legislation enacted Lo 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 infringements of Canadian laws governing
access to and activity within these areas."” The paper
mentioned the potential of o0il spills and challenges to
Canadian control of resources on the seabed of the
continental shelf.38 apparently, "externai challenges" was
a euphemism for the United States.

In establishing defense priorities the white Paper
ranked "the protection of our sovereignty” ahead of "the
defence of North America in co-operation with .5,

w39

forces. The first priority in "national aims" was "that

Canada will continue secure as an independent political
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Since sovereignty ranked ahead nt securitv as a
defense priority, then the United States must have been
vonsidered a greater threat to Canadian independence than
any threat to North America as a whole. Of course, the
Canadians did not ignore the Soviet nuclear vLhreat, but that
duanger was seen to exist only because of proximity to the
United States.Al Moreover, that threat was seen to be
diminishing with detente and the potential for arms

reductions based on the SALT talks.ad

The 1971 White Paper
also reduced Canada's NATO contribution -- another
indication that Canadians perceived a reduced threat From
the Soviet Union.*

Epllogue. The Navy inherited by the Trudeau govermnent
included one aircraft carrier, four diesel-eleclric
submarines (one a loaner {from the United States), and
twenty-three destrovers and f“I"iga(;er-s."ML The aircraft
carrier was sold for scrap in 1970 right arfter a mid-1ife
roefit. Despite the precedence of Arctic soveroelignty
proiecrLion stressed in the 1971 white Paper, the Trudeau
Government supported no now maritime initiatives and seemed
sutisfied with the statement that "the present naval ships

cannot opelrate safely in ice-covered waters, or above 650 N

latitude at any time of the vear. . . ."45 The Navy
inherited by the Mulroney Government in 1984 included only
three submarines and twenty destrovers and frigates, with

,
5ix new frigates proposed.*6 Mavritime Command (MARCOM) was

in the worst shape of all the Canadian Forces, and even with



six new frigates would be left in the mid-199Us with

ten serviceable warships, §.e. the frigates and the

earlv-70s vintage Tribal class helicopter destrovers.
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CHAPTER FOUR

ARCTIC MARITIME STRATEGY: A "CANADIAN" DEFENSIE POLICY

No Effective Control. In 1984 the Progressive

Conservative government of Prime Minister Brian Mulroney was
elected in a landslide victory. Muireney and Lthe
Conservatives came to office with an apparent mandate to
strengthen Canadian defense and to strengthen the Canadian
voice in NATO and North American defense.

The Liberal government of Pierre Elliott Trudeau which

had taken office a vear befare the Manhattan crisis had

essentially frozen defense spending at a level thal was
already low when Trudeau's time in office hegan. In the
early 1970s North american early warning systems were near
obsolescence because of the decreased bomber threat for
which they were designed. Intercontinental ballistic
missiles could overshoot Canadian airspace. The feeling was
that the only physical danger to Canadians [rom 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 working and Lhe
nuclear threat was decreasing.l The Trudeau government did
not see Canadian defense as a priority and curtailed defense

P

expenditures accordingly. Trudeau's was Lthe government

69



that promised to maintain "effective control” of the
Northwest Passage. However. the only defense strategyv in
the 1971 White Paper related Lo "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 legisliation to enhance
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic archipelago.

The increase in aerial surveillance was not enocugh to
prevent another maritime-related crisis in the North. wWhat
use was surveillance in sovereignty protection when the
intruder being watched tells yvou when and where he is going
to viclate vour 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
goverument 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 gujde them
through waters which we consider to be ours.”

All Canada could do was what it had done with the Maunhattan,
monitor the passage. AS in the Byrd-MacMiilan affair sixty
vears before, in the Manhattan crisis Canada could only ask

the United States to request permission. The United States,

however, held that the waters of the Northwest Passage were



71

an international strait, and, therefore, neilher permission

C o . . 5
nor notification was required.

The 'Polar Sea' Crisis. No Uniled States ship had

transited the Northwest Passage for sixteen vears -- that is
since Che Manhattan. But Lhen in Auqust 1985, aller coming
through the Panama Canal to take over the annual Thule
resupply mission for the crippled USCGC Northwind, the
Pacific-based USCGC Polar Sea took the Northwest Passage
howe 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 through Vincent Melville Sound.7 The Canadian
government received specific assurances from the United
States government that the wvovage in no wayv was a challenge
Lo Canada's legal position. It also received advance formal
notification of the planned transit. 1t did not, however,
obhtain a United States request For permission. ExXternal
Affairs Minister Joe Clark explained, "When we looked for
ways to exercise our sovereignty we {ound that the Canadian
8

cupboard was bare."

The government's response Lo the Polar Sea crisis was

more immediate with more specific proposals than its
reaction to the Manhattan's vovage. The government sought
and received Parliuament's approval for actions Lo assert
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic archipelago. 7The major

initiatives proposed by Joe Clark were
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immediate 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 B8 icebreaker and urgent consideration of other
means og exercising effective control over our Arctic
waters.

Straight basellines around the Arctic archipelago were
adopted on 10 September 1985 tu become effective on
1 Januarv 1986.10 Canada formally claimed the waters
enclosed by the baselines as internal waters (Figure 2).
The 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS 11, to which Canada was a signatorv, had
recognized the right to draw straight baselines and to
designate sea lanes through the enclosed 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 anvway.

The "Polar 8" icebreaker was put under contract at an
estimated cost of CHE500 miklion. Designed for vear-round
presence in the Arctic, it seems to have been planned for
*"effective control” of the waters, Jjust as the Mounted
Police posts in the 18208 were for "effectiveioccupation" of
the land.

Meanwhile, the government was holding talks with the

United States and at the same time working on a defense
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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 policv, "unitv.” In 1286 the
Special Joint Committe on International Relations stated
with regard to unity, "Canada has to be able to present an
image abroad that Canadians recoynize 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: "Ry 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 reguirement for Canada’'s maritime forces to he
equipped to perform a sea-denial role in waters over which

, .
Canada claimus jurisdiction."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 bheen given the tools to
do the job despite "enormous additions to Canada's maritime
jurisdictional claims:” the twelve mile territorial sea
(19702, the two hundred mile economic exclusion zone (19827,
and continuing historical! claims to sovereignty in the

waters of the Arctic archipelago.15



The sub-conmittee was incredulous that nothing was
being done to halt the decline of the Navy which, besides
soverelgnlty protection, had a NATO duty Lo protect huge
ocean areas in the Atlantic and similar commitments in the
Pacific with the United States. To arrest that decline the

committee recommended a maritime defence policy thalt built

1] '

up to "a balanced fleet within twelve vears.' The ptroposed
force inciuded sixteen frigates (twelve new frigates plus
tour of the Tribal class) and twenty diesel-electric
submarines.16
The Conservative government of Brian Mulroney canme to
power in 1984 with the belief that i1 had a mandate Lo
upgrade Lhe Canadian Forces. The Mulroney government
intended to issue a preliminary paper on defense shortly
after coming to power but then decided to wait for the
completion of air defense negotiations with the United
Stales.  Meanwhile, the governmen! was able to stop the
downward spiral of the Canadian Forces by getting real
increases in defense spending of over 2 pey cent a vear.
However, without a review of defense commitbments Lhe money
was spread thin through all areas and was barely enough Lo
maintain the status quo.17
The govermment had been negotiating since 198743 with
the United States to modernize North American air delfensoes,
Inn 1985 the United Stuates and Canada reached agrosments For

modernizing Arctic-based warning svstems.  The decision Lo

modernize resulted from a change in the Soviet strategic



threat. Cruise missiles could be launched from Soviet
hombers far from North american air space. Soviet bombers
were once agdain a first strike threat. To provide earlwv
warning against air-breathing weapons the two nations agreed
to construct a modern North Warning Svystem (NWS3) across ithe
Arctic on the 70th parallel, the same latitude as the
obsolete DEW Line consfructed thirty vears before.18 The
agreement was announced in a jeint declaration by Prime
Minister Brian Mulroney and President Ronald Reagan in
Quebec City on 18 March 1985. Tt was intentionally
reminiscent of the Ogdensburg Declaration made 45 vears
hefore. The 1985 declaration inciuded guarantees of
Canadian sovereignty, thus continuing the framework of
defense cooperation conceived for the first earlv 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 Il and had
provided "free trade” in defense goods. Significantly,
Mulroney got a concession on sharing defense technical
knowledge and skills.'?
Canada's Arctic was regaining its strategic value. In
addition to the changed threat, the United States Strategic
Defense Initiative (3DI) with its potential for ballistic
missile defenses stationed on Canadian s0i1l was cited bv a
special joint parliamentary committee as giving Canada more

leverage in the "strategic environment." Since cruise
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missiles and precision-taryclied SLBM's made industrial and
population centers as targetable as they once were wilh
bomber5,20 Canada was no longer a "fire proof house” Lhat
could watchh missiles flying overhead to their strategic
targets in the American plains,

By the time the air defense agreements were completed,
the reviews of defense committments were well under way, and
the government decided to proceed directly to a White Paper
without any preliminary direction. At any ralte, the air
defense negotiations had already setbtled one major cderense
area. That left only two other major areas - - maritime
defense, znd the commmitment to NATQ. Another area,
internaticonal peacekeeping, was popular, cheap and,
therefore, was not at stake. The Mulroney goverument
appeared ready Lo close what was commonly called the
"comnitment-capability gap.” That could be accomplished by
cutting commitments, increas{ng capabilities, or both.

Besides ils maritime role Canada's commllment Lo NATO
consisted of a mechanized briogade group and two air groups
in scuthern Germany, plus the Canadian Alr-gea Transportable
brigade group (CAST) Lo be formed when necessarv For
deployment ftfrom Canada to northern Norway.21 A Llest
deplovment of the CAST in 1986 was a fFailure. Consequently,
it was no surprise when the 1987 White Paper announced that
the commitment to norihern Norway would be droupped ia tavor

i : 22
of beefing up forces in southern Germany.
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The White Paper which had been promised rfor 1986 was
not issued until June 1987. By that time the only
unanswered gquestion was what was the govermment going to do
about MARCOM. The frigate program had already been
extended to a proposed twelve new frigates above the six
already under contract. In May 1987 the government had put
forth a tentative proposal For a nuclear submarine program,
pbut it had not been approved by the cabinet. The Canadian
Submarine Acquisition Program (CASAP) had been underway for
some time and had already ruled out nuclear submarines,
Although nuclear submarines had been proposed in 1964, and
considered again in 1983, thev were rejected by CASAP as too
ex}:)szznsive."':3 Despite Lhe initial cabinet resistance the
government announced in the white Paper that it would
acquire a force of ten to twelve nuclear powered dattack
submarines. The program was estimated to cost CES
billion.za

The Nuclear Submarine Decision. Whernn the results of

the CASAP review of conventional submarines were presented
to Delence Minister Perin Beatty in late 1986, he directed
MARCOM to consider the nuclear option before the White Paper
was published. Beattity apparently remembered tLhat a review
of Canada's ability to construct, operate, and support
nuclear submarines had been ordered in 1985 by his

=5 . .
predecessor., That review was not concerned witn a

detalled analysis of cosls and effectiveness. Sent back to

the drawing bhouard with an impending deadline, MARCOM went



directliv to the United States Navv's Naval Reactors
division. Naval Reactors was startled and perturbed when
MARCOM bvpassed diplomatic channels and ignored a 1959
treatv that prohibited the exchange of military reactor
technology. Under pressure because of the close working
relationship that had developed between the lnited States
Navy and MARCOM over the vears, 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 vving 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,
Bealty silenced some of the critics by pointing out that
only nuclear submarines could patrol the Arctic.27 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



into Canadian waters in peace time would be, "Don't get
caught!"” Therefore, indicating to him that he is being
tracked would in ati tikelihood chase him away.
Beatty compared the above approach to other means of
stopping intruders:

{(Mines wouid) blast him out of the water - crew and all,

[Tistening devices, with] no means to enforce our
poliicyv, would be like installing a burglar alarm, but
then disbanding the police force, . . . [(and 1g§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 bv 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 coaver part of
the costs the eighteen frigate program would be reduced to
twelve. Defense spending would grow at 2 percent per annum
for fifteen vears, with periodic additional boosts to pay

29

for major projects. wWashington 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 the program sertously, in part because they knew
that C$38 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 program were

the British Trafalgar and the French Rubis (see appendix A
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for specifications). When the program went out for bids,
the real costks became apparent. wWhile the French submarine
might have been able to meet the cost ceiling, its
capabilities were limited, and it would have to be modified
for under-ice operuations. The British submarine was proven
under-ice but was more expensive, wmuch bigyger, and required
more personnel. The British choice had the added drawback
of requiring United States permission for Britain to
transfer reactor technology obifained from thoe ULnited Stales
to Canada.31

Beatty visited the director of Naval Reactors, Admiral
Kinnard McKee, shortly after the White Paper was released
and tried to smooth over american resistance to technology
transfer. The meeting did not go well, bul al lunch later
that day Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger soothed
Beatty with a promise of Cuoperation.32 Even so, wWeinboeraer
could not promise that Congress would agree Lo permit
Britain to (ransfer the reactor techncliogy.

In November 1987 the american naval attache (o OLtawa
made a very controversial speech on the Canadian submarine
program. The attache, Captain Robert Hofford, pointed out
that aAdmiral McKee was concerned that the Cauadians were
embarking on a nuclear submarine program without the
commi tment of national resources needed to consure nuclear
safetv and sccurity. Hofford was also concerned that should
congressional approval! be required for Lechnology transfer,

the Canadian government was making approval difficull by
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selling the program to Parliament and the public as a means
to force Aamerican recognition of Canadian Arctic
sovereignty. Captain Hofford's views were distorted by
splashy, negative press,33 but in actuality his intent was
Lo acquaint Canadians with the difficulty ol obtaining
american support when the technology issue came before
Congress.

Finally, on 27 April 1988 President Rounald Reagan
promised Prime Minister Mulroney that the Uniled States
would not stand in the way of a technology transfer from
Britain to Caunada. Mulroney g¢got the promise whiie he was in
Washington to discuss the tLransfer with the President and
Congress, along with oLther bilateral issues such as acid

34

rain aund the free trade pactk. Mulroney returned to Ottawa

with Reagan's promise bunf Found opposition Lo the program
still existed in his own cabinet.35 The original plan to
get the submarines under contract before the etieclions was
too far behind schedule to continue., Besides, Mulroney
found his Conservative Partv rising in the poltis, and to
decide between the French and British submarines then would

have been a potential liablility in the elections.

A "Three Qcean” Concept for Capada. Nuclear attack

submarines are what would make the "three occan™ concept
announced in the White Paper work. The White Paper noted a
lesson from the Falklands war: "Through their mere presence,
nuclear submarines can deny an opponent the use of sea

areas."36 Prime Minister Mulroneyv went further to claim in



an interview with Macleans 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

n38

intrusions. 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 patrel aircraft

and surface ships. Nuclear submarines would complete that
triad.

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 kKeep open ses
lanes to resupply Western Europe or to protect shipping in
the northeast Pacific.ao With its under-ice capabilty the
nuclear fleet would permit Canada to use a "swing strategy.”
Using the Northwest Passage, a squadron of Canadian nuclear
submarines could have access to all vceanic 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 cocean” concept could be a maritime
policy that is recougnizable to Canadians as their own, but

one which still meets Canada's maritime commitments to NATO

and the United States. Canada has even expressed a desire
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For a joint maritime command in the Arctic modelled on
NORAD.41 Unfortunately, Canada has announced that the
submarines would not be used in a forward deployved manner as
envisioned in the United States Maritime Strategyaz -~ a

policv that could drastically impede cooperation withh NATO.

Control Without Sovereigntv? Talks with the United

States concluded on 11 January 1988 with an agreement
(appendix B). Without recognizing any Canadian ciaim 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
Lo 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
establ ished 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
the eastern entrance to the Northwest Passage at Nanisivik
on Baffin Island.45

Epilogue. 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,



alcvhougir the USCGC Polar Ses was already underwny rrom
) . . . A6
Prudhoe Bayv and headed for Canadian-claimed wators.

Prime Minister Mulronev's government was ro-elected on
21 November 1938. These elections were a referendum on the
free trade puct, but the submarine program was hanging in
Eiie balance, too. Meanwhile, the decision on the choice of
submarine has apparently been locked in Lhe safe of the

nuclear submarine program director.



35

Chapter Four Notes

1. Department of National Defence, Defence in the

2. Ibid., 41.
3. ibid., 18.

4. House of Commons, Debates, 20 June 198%, 6043;
section reprinted in The Canadian Yearbook of International
Law 1986 (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press,
19872, 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 ¢. Pullen, RCN (retired), "What
Price Canadian Sovereignty?,” U.S. Naval Institute
Proccedings 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.

11L. 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., 29.
15. Ibid., 33-34.

16. Ibid., 55, 59.



86

17. Joseph T. Jockel and Joel J. Sokolsky, Canada_and
Collective Securitv (New York:. Praeger, 1986), 16-17.

18. Wavne C. Thompson, "Canadian Defense Policy,”
current Historyv &7 (March 1988)>: 106-07; bepartment of
National Defence, Challenge and Committment: A Defence
Policy for Canada {(Ottawa: Department of National Defence,
1987, 55-57.

19. Jockel and Sokolsky, 72; Department of State,
"peclaration Regarding International Security: Agreement o
Modernize the North American Air Defense and the North
warning Svstem,"” Aamerican Foreign Policy, Current Documents,
1985 ([washington, D.C.}Y: Department of State, 1986),
361-62.

20. Independence and Internationalism, 48.

21. United States Marine Corps, [nteroperabilityv 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, bhefore 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;
Iain Hunter, "AECB Official on Safetyv," The Ottawa Citizen
(S May 1987): A3.

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

29. Challenge and Commitment, &7.

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




87

a1, Department of State, "Atomic Energy: Cooperation
for Mutual Defense Purposes,” 3 July 1953, TIAS no. 4078, as
amended 7 Mav 1959, TIAS no. 4267, United States Treaties
and Other Internationat Agreements, vol. 10, pt. 2.

32, Clyde Sanger, "BHritain and France in Submarine
Satle Contest,” Manchester Guardian Weekly (6 December 1987):
11; Hofford.

L]

33. For instance -- Sharon Hobson, "U.3. 'Resistance
to Canadian SSN Plan," Jane's Defence Weekly 8 (28 November
1987): 1239,

34 . Jennifer Lewinuton and Ross Howard, "U.S. Won'tk
Bliock Subs Plan, Reagan Sayvs," The Globe & Mail (28 Apritl
1988): A1, A10; "Reagan Lo Back Sub Purchase: Canada May Get
Sensitive U.S. Nucltear Technology," Newport News Daily Press
(28 April 1988): Al, A7.

35. Ross Howard and Paul Koring, "Beatty's Nuclear-
Submarine Flan Facing Heavy Satling in Cabinet," The Globe

and Mail (4 June 1988): Al, AG.

36. Challenge and Commitment, 52.

37. "Interview with Prime Minister Brian Mulroney,"
Maclean's (21 December 1987): 14-17.

38, Challenge and Commitment, 50.

39. Ibid., 54.
40, fbid., 50.
AT. Department of National befence, Defence Policy

Initiatives, Questions and Answers (Supplerental information
to the White Paper)y, 1 June 1987, 15.

A2, ibid., 5-6.

43 . Gwynne Dwyver, "New Views on Defense,” world Press

Review (November 1987): 45;: reprinted from bthe YToronto Star.

A4, Matthew Fisher, "Canada's Icy, Fog-shrouded
Laboratory: Floating Base Asserts Arctic Sovereignty,™ The
Globe and Mail (20 Aaugust 1988): AL, AZ,

A5, Matthew IFisher, "Permanent Military Base Planned
for Arctic,” The Globe and Mail (5 February 1988): Al, AZ2.

46, "U.S. Ship Allowed to Cross Disputoed Canadian
Channel,” The Boston Globe (11 October 1988): BS,



CHAPTER F1VE

SOVIET ARCTIC POLICY

No Containment Policy in the Arcbic. Canadian policy

described in the 1987 wWhite Paper concentrated defense
resources in the Arctic while maintaining international,
NATO, and bilateral commitments. The "three ocean” concept
was designed to give Canada a near continuous naval presence
in the Arctic while still providing a force Lhat could be
used in NATO and Pacific theatres. oOnly the Soviet Union
has maintained a permanent naval presence in Lhe Arctic.
Arctic bases on the Kola peninsula have been the Soviet
Navv's only ice-free, open access to the world's oceuans.,
From the perspective of the West's policy of contalinment,
the Arctic 1s the only area of the world where the Soviet
presence has not been proportionately countered, The Soviel
reaction to the White Paper and the strategic significance
of the Arctic to the Soviets warrant a briet overview of the
development of Soviet Arclic policy.

The Sovielbl Arctic Invasion. The Arctbic was not a big

factor in tsarist Russian economic and strateqgic

calculations, and except fFor a few exploratory and

hyvdrographic expeditions, the government tended Lo dissuade
1

investment in the far Nortl. Forr the Soviets the Arctic
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was one of those dgigantic challenges that the Soviet brand
of socialism finds intriguing. viljalmur Stetfansson claimed
that the Soviet investment in the Arctic stemmed from
Stalin's vears of exile in Siberia. In the early vears of
Stalin's rule Arctic successes were used as public examples
of the accomplishments of socialism.2

From 1917 to 1920 much of the Soviet Arctic was in the
hands of anti-communist forces, but by 1920 those forces had
been crushed.3 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 under
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 Saviet's forcible response fo the Canadian
claim to Wrangel Island a few years later was not too
surprising.

Two vears after occupving wWrangel 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.8.KR. claimed by decree all territories "north of the
coast . . . up to the North Pole, within Lhe limits betwecen
the meridian longitude 32%-4'-35" east . . . and the
meridian longitude 168°-49" -36" west."5 This decree
appropriated 44 percent of the Arctic to the Soviet Union.

Strailts and Baselines. 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 arecas as
internal waters of the Soviet Union. Laptev and Sannikova
Straits had already been closed as "historic straies" by an
Alde Memoire in 1964, The baseline svstem was announced in
two becrees of the Council of Ministers on 7 February 1984
and 15 January 1985.6 Tire 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 Unilted States attempts
to test Soviet effective control of the Northern Sea Route.
The USCGC Northwind planned to sail through Vil'kitskogo
Strait but was ordered back after informal protests by Lhe
Soviet government. Two yvears later the Coast Guard
icebreakers Edisto and Eastwind were also ordered back from
the mouth of the strait, even though the Scoviet government
had bheen formally notified of the passage. The Soviels made
it clear that the passage through Lhe strait would have been
a violation of Soviet law, which declares foreign warships

do not have the "right of innocent passage” through Soviet
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territorial waters. The strait was only 22 miles wide, so
all of it came within the Soviet twelve mile limit. By
Soviet law, i.e. the Provisional RBules 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 davs in advance., The
Soviets enacted more restrictions in Decree No. 384 of
Aprit 1983, Rules of Sailing and Stopovers of Foreign
Warships in the Territorial! Sea, Internal waters, and Ports
of the U.5.83.B. The rules restricted innocent passage of
foreign warships to "routes ordinarily used for

international navigation."B

The Soviet Union has claimed
that the Northern Sea Route is not an international route.

Soviet Naval Forces in the Arctic. oOn the Kola

Peninsula the Soviet Union has the greatest concentration of
naval might above the Arctic Circle. The Soviet Northern
Fleetf operates out of s8ixXx major bases there and is
headquartered in Murmansk.g The fleet includes 302 combatant
ships, 350 naval aircraft, and one naval infantry brigade.
i.e. about a third of the Soviet Navy.lo Compared to the
temporary presence of units from allied navies in the
Arctic, the Northern Fleet makes the Arctic a Soviet lake.
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 aAdmiral James
D. Watkins, then Chief of naval operations for the United

States Navy, proposed that NATO navies



would fight our way toward Soviel home water .
fand) threaten the bases and support structure of the
Soviet Navy. . . . At the same Lime, antisubmarine
warfare forces would continue to destroy Soviet
submarines, including ballistic missile submarines, thus
reducing the attractiveness of nuclear Potdidflun by
changing the nuclear bualance in our favor.

Thus, the United States Maritime Strategy atiacked the
Soviet Union's greatest naval weakness. Soviet maritiwme
vulunerabitlity was best described by World war I1 Soviet
Foreign Minister vvacheslav Molotov when he told his
Norwegian counterpart Trvagve Lie
The Dardanelles . . . here we are locked in.
COresund . . . here we are locked in. only in the North
is there an opening, but this war has shown that the
supply tine to Northern Russia can be cut op intertered
witlh. This shall not be repeated in the tuture. We
have invested much in this part of the Soviet Union, and
it is s0 important for the entire Union's existence that
We shall in future ensure that Northerp Rébbld is
permitted to live in security amd peace.

The militarv strategic value of Soviet arctic waters
does not rely merely on the concentration of the Northern
Fleet, Effective contrul of the Arctic waters permits use
of a "swing strategy. For instance, in 1940 the German
cruiser Comet was escorted along this route Lo the Paciflic
by Russian icebreakers. The Comet sank ten Allled transport
ships, assisted in the bombardment of Nauru, and after 515
davs returned to Germany unscathed. In 1942 two Soviet
destrovers and several submarines traversed the route From
the Pacitic to the White Sea for use in action against
Germany.13

In a future conflici the Soviets could use the Northern

Sea kRoute to move ships, troops, and eguipment to the
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Pacific or from the Pacific to the Barents Sea to fight a
multi-front war. Such maneuvers could frustrate the United
States Maritime Strategy. NATO forces might fight their way
into Soviet home waters only to find that much of the Soviet
Navy that theyv had come to destrovy was now harassing Lhem 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 MurmansiK on
Soviel Arctic policy, In the speech on 1 OclLober 1987,
Gorbachev announced Soviet initliatives to make "the North of
Lhe globe, the arctic, . . . a zone of peace."” His
proposals included a nuclear free zone and restrictions on
naval activity in the seas off Northern Europe. The nuclear
Free zone pnaturally was not to apply to Soviet territory,
and Sovielt naval activity in the Barents 3Sea would not be
affected. Gorbachev also recognized the global economic
potential of the Northern Sea Route by proposing to open it
to foreign ships escorted by Soviet icebreakﬁ:rs.M The
importance of the Arctic and the Northern Sea KRoute is one
Stalinist policy not likely to be discarded by the reformist
Soviet leader,

Epilogue. The 1987 wWhite Paper has prompted the Soviet
Uunion to make Arctic demilitarization proposals to Canada.
First Counsul Alexeil Makarov of the Soviet embassvy in Ottawa

specified cancellation of the Canadian nuclear submarine

program as ohne exauple of how Canada could demilitarize the



Arctic. Canadian Defence Minister Perrin Beatty replied

that the demilitarizaction proposal was meaningless since

did not apply to the Koia Peninsula.15
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CONCLUS{ONS

Effective Occupation. Senator Poirier's sector theory

has never been generally accepted under international law.
However, it is obvious that it was fullowed in the Arctic,
Disputed territories have gone to the countrv whose sector
they fall within. Svalbard, Wrange! Istand, and the Arctic
Archipelago went to Norway, the Soviel Union, and Canada,
respectively., The sector c¢laim was insufficient Lo counter
competing claims. It had to be backed by multilateral or
bilateral negotiations with other interested parties and, in
Lhe case of Wrangel Island, by LChe use of force., Even so,
the Key o setiling claims was "effective occupuation” by tho
seclor country.,

For Canada the "effuclive coccupation” of the Arctlic
archipelago was important to national survival. Occupation
by a fForeign power would have meant that Canada would have
been surrounded by foreign territory. Canada was able to
occupy her arctic land territories with small detachments of
Lhe Mounted Police. Though small, they were effective. The
Byrd-MacMillan affair proved that Canada was serious in the
matter of Arctic sovereignty. The confrontees in the aftfalr
were both commissioned representatives of tLheir gouvernments,
and consequently the results of the confrontation were

Q7
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thoroughly reviewed in Ottawa and Washington. 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 archipetago. However,
the Mounted Police posts and infrequent maritime patrols did
not mettle Canadian claims to northern waters. The guestion
of "effective control" of the waters was to wail several
decades due to a lack of Canadian maritime development in
the Arctic.

Motivation for Continental Defense Cooperation. Canada

faced the reality in World war I] that Greabt Britain could
not provide a defense umbrella. Canada, forced to depend on
the tUnited States for defense, found that there was little
Canadian control in that relationship. To make matters
worse the United States-Great Britain destrover deal exposed
Canuda's eastern frontier to the threat of americun
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 (o
Canada's national survival. Canada did not face direct
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
within Canaca. The threat of an American Newfoundland was
real, since without Canada's cooperation Lhe Unired States

would have needed Newfoundland even more for siLrategic
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defense. Canada's cooperation in continental defense was
motivated not only by the Soviet threat, but also by the
threat of United States control of the eastern frontier.

Tercitorial Scovereignty and "Leverage.'" The

willingness of the United States Lo give up sovereign rights
in Newfoundland and to recoygnize Canadian sovereignty over
defense activites in the North was evidence of the leverage
that contreol of the Arctic access to North America gave
Canada. With this leverage Canada was able to work out a
continental defense arrangement that satisfied the
sovereigniy concerns of Canada and the security cencerns of
both countries. Potential domination by the United States
caused Canada Lo embrace multilateral arrangements, i.e.
NATO, 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
nobt happen.

hevelopment of the I1CBM diminished the Soviet bomber
threat to North america. Consequently, Canadian territory
carried tess weight in continental defense. SLBMs made Lhe
defense relationship with tChe United States even worse,
since Canada withoul nuclear submarines had to depend on the
Unitted States for Arctic ASW. Without a means of leverage,
Cunada could not hope (o counter United States hegewony in
continental defense, and Canadian sovereigniv was percelved
Lo be put in danger. Territorial sovereignty wias the kev to

Canada'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 Qceans. The 1964 White Paper recognized the

necessity of sovereilgnty protection as a function of defense
poiicy 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 €o
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 eve as long as the challenger
was a submarine. The Manhattan's vovage 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. Conseguently, Canada's naval decline
continued, even though the government asserted "effective
control"” of Canadian-claimed Arctic waters, promulgated
pollution controil regulations, and extended the territorial
s6e8.

In 1985 the United States icebreaker Polar Sea
transited the Northwest Passage without Canadian permission
and exposed Canada's fallure 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 vear-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 1Is
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 11!, which Canada endorsed and the
nited 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 aArctic for
submarines is readily apparent. The Arctic 1s where the
globe narrows down like the hub of a wheel. A submarine
entering the hub has access to any of the world's oceans.
Anvone 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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warning sites {(e.g. the Soviet Knla bases, Lhe Canada-UniCted
States NWS) targetable from the Arctic by ¢ruise
missile-launching submarines. Additieonally, the Arctic
gives NATO submarines access Lo fthe Soviel Northern Sea
Route, and Soviet submarines access to the shipping lanes of
the North Atlantic. Sovielt ballistic missile submarines may
also utilize the Arctic archipelago as a hiding place close
to the NWS in order to reduce American reaction time.
Soviel nuclear attack submarines using the Norlhwesl Passage
would have access to the eastern seaboard without having to
run a gauntliet of NATO ASW forces in the North atlantic.

Canada cannotC spend enough money to make a significant
contribution to NATO European forces. The 1985 agreemenl on
the NWS was a step towards regaining sovereignty in the
continental defense relationship, particularly since Canada
is picking up 40 per cent of the tab and is manning the NWS.
Still, Nws participation only gives Canada a medium for
bilateral sovereignty, and even that is diluted LY the
multiplicity of threats to continental security, many of
which do not require Canadian cooperation For defense. The
failure of the European NATO members to take an interest in
Norith American defense is another factor diluting Canadian
soverelgnty, and Lhe NWS adgreeement does nnthing to change
NATC's ambivalence.

Canadian nuclear submarines would compel the lUuited
States at least to reach an agreement similar to the recent

agreement on icebreaker operations. In that arrangement the
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United States asks permission Lo operate in the Arctic
archipelago without officially recognizing Canadian claims
to the waters (appendix B). The Mulroney goverument has
already salid it would like to Form a maritime Arctic NORAD
with the United States and Great Britain -- another forunm
for Canada to exercise a voice in western defense.

Security Concerns. with the "three occan" concept,

Canada has used its claim to sovereignty over the Northwest
Passage as leverage Lo put a Canadian voice in muitilateral
defense. The "three ocean” concept fills a significant gap
in NATO security, because NATO does not maintain a
continuous marttime presence in the Arctic. A Soviet attack
agalinst early warning sites and bases in the Canadian Arctic
is a real threat, and Canada is proposing forces to counter
that threat. While the Canadian submarine force would
clearly give Canada more control of the Northwest Passage,
security is at least as much a concern as sovereignly.

The Soviet Union has already recognized Canadian
sovereignty over the waters of the Arctic archipetago, a
step that enhanced similar Soviet claims along the Northern
Sea Roule. However, Canada's "three ocean” concept more
than cancels any advantage gained from that recognition.

The Arctic has been essentially a Soviet lake with the
Northern Fleet threatened only 1f it attempis a breakout.
Now, with the United States already having anhounced a
maritime strategy that threatens the Northeru Fleet in its

home waters, the Canadians are proposing a concept that
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supports a "swing strategyv." A western "swing strategy”
threatens both ends of the Northern Sea Route, ensures
closure of the Northweslt Passage Lo Soviet submarines, and
provides a permanent NATO preéesence in the Arctic -- a small
presence, but a quantum increase ovel” what now exists.

Significance. Canada's assertion of territorial

sovereignty was originally a means to ensure that Canada was
not surrounded by foreign territory and in that regard was
necessary for national survival. In the postwar period,
Newfoundland and Arctic territory became leverage to enhance
Canadlian sovereignty by giving Canada a bigger voice in the
continental defense relationship with the United States, a
share out of proportion to the capital Canada could provide
for continental defense.

When the Soviebt strategic threat evolved from bombers
to ICBMs and SLBMs, that leverage disappeared, and Canada
lost a major Forum Tor exXpressing Canadian sovereignty. In
the face of perceived United States hegemony in conlinental
defense, the multiplicity of the Chreat, and the fallure of
NATO to work as a forum to express Canadian soverelignty,
Canada turned to international peacekeeping as a way Lo
express independence and sovereignty. Unfortunately for
Canada, its western partners did not acknowledge
peacekeeping in Cvprus to be as important as defending
against the Soviet Union.

wWhen Canada did decide to increase contrihutions to

western security it was to be on terms that would enhance
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Canadian security and sovereignty directly. Canada's Arctic
would be the focus of Canadian defense efforts, but NATO and
United States ties would be retained. The public reactions
to United States maritime operations in the Arctic
archipelago also made Arctic defense easier Lo sell than
would have been the case with increased NATO contributions.
Retaining NATO and United States defense ties was still
necessary due tgo the very real Soviet threat, and besides,
Canada is a western nation and these ties provide forums for
Canada to express its soverelunty.

Canada's voice and sovereignly are to be enhanced by
Canadian control of a Key piece of strategic real estate.
I Canada does develop a nuclear submarine rorce, the United
States will have to pay attention to Canada in the formation
and implementation of defense policy, and naturally there
will be carrvover into economic and political areas. As fFar
as United States recognition of Canadian sovereignty over.
the Northwest Passage, the current icebreaker agreement 1s
salisfactory. A Canadian submarine force will need American
Arctic operational expertise and cooperation, and inter--navy
arrangements will be made. Possibly, a tri-lateral command
may develop to coordinate Arctic subiparine operations, bul
in any case Canada cannot afford to turn down thirty vears
oF Aamerican and British Arctic submarine experience.

The Soviet Union will face a verv real increasc in

western Arctic forces -- not Just a strategy on paper and

annual NATO exercises in Norway, but a continuous NATO
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submarine presence in the Arctic. The Soviel Union will be
excluded rom the Northwest Passage and have to {face a
permanent NATC Arctic maritime presence. The Soviel's own
recognition of Canadian sovereignly over the Northwest
Passage has turned against them. From the standpoint of
western defense, the Arctic is the final region of the world

for the application of the policy of containment.
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classy amd the Bricish Tratalgar elass submarines are being considerca. Reguvdiess

of the class chosen, cerfaln modificacrions would have

Particular Canadian requirenents.
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12.1m
7.6m
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2 turbo alternators;
I electric main motor

1 pressurized water
cooled

5 knotsy

4X2Y in (533mn) tubues

66 oificers and non-
comnissioned members

Cherboury Naval Dockyard)

NOTES: 1 First of class lald down Dec 1976.
with a further three building or fitring out for the French Navy. Too
anethyste 18 a follow—on variant of che Ruble class.

2 Firse ol class laid down 197k,

to be made 10 order fo mest

Tratulgar

420075208 coune

B, 4
9.t
4.2m

2 grared
steamburbines

I pressurized
Walvr couled

32 knots

S5x21 1o (533mm) tubes

57 officers and nou-
commlestoned awithers

Vickers Shipbullding &
Enginvering Led.
Yarrow-in-Furiess.y

Four are curvently in &¢..ice

Four are curreutly in sorvice with a

further three building or fitcing our for the Royul Navy.

@)
A
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APFENDIX B

AGREEMENT BETWELEN
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OIF AMERICA
AND THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA
ON ARCTIC COOPERATION

1. The Government of the United States of America and the
Government of Canada recognize lhe particular interests and
responsibilities of their Lwo countries as pneighbouring
states in the Arctic.

2. The Government of Canada and the Government of the
United States also recognize that it iz desirable to
cooperate in order to advance their shared interests in
Arcltic development and security. They affirm that
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 recognition of the close and friendly relations
between their two countries, the uniqueness of ice-covered
maritime areas, the opportunity to increase their knowlecdge
of the marine environment of the Arctic through research
conducted during icebreaker vovages, and thelir shared
interest in safe, effective icebreaker navigation off their
Arctic coasts:

The Government of the United States and the Govermpnent
ofF Canada undertake to facilitate navigation by their
icebreakers in their respective Arctic waters and Lo
develop cooperative procedures for this purpose;

- The Government of Canada and the Government of the
United States agree to take advantaae ol Lheir
icebreaker navigation to develop and share research
information, in accordance with generally accepted
principles of international law, in order to uadvance
their understanding of the marine enviromment of the
area;

- The Govermment of the United States pledges that all
navigation by U.8. icebreakers within waters clained
by Canada to be internal will be undertaken with the
consent of the Government of Canada.

A . Nothing in this agreement of cooperative ocndeavour

between Arcitic neighbours and friends nor any practice
thereunder affects the respective positions of the
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Governments of the United States and of Canada on the l.aw of
the Sea in this or other maritime areas or their respective
positions regarding third parties.

5. This agreement shall enter into force upon signature.
It may be terminated at any time by three months' written
notice given by one Government tn the other.

Iin witness whereof, the undersigned, duly authorized to that
effect, have signed this Agreementc.

Done in duplicate, at Ottawa, this 11th day of January,

1988, in the English and French languages, each version
being equally authentic.

George P. Shultz Joe Clark

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE FGR THE GOVERNMENT
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA OF CANADA
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