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Abstract

The 1963 to 1989 period witnessed a rapid change in Canadian defence matters.
During this period the Canadian government forced the military away from its traditional
ally the United Kingdom and moved it closer to the United States (US). The Canadian
governments of Lester B. Pearson, Pierre Elliott Trudeau, and Brian Mulroney attempted
to create and retain a distinctive military with a truly ‘Canadian’ organization and with
new Canadian military traditions. However, in the process of attempting to create a
distinctive ‘Canadian’ military, all three of these governments moved the Canadian
Forces (CF) closer towards the US military. While US defence and government officials
welcomed an increased defence cooperation between Ottawa and Washington, they were
often not responsible for the burgeoning ties between the US and Canadian armed forces.
Moving the CF closer towards their American counterparts enabled Ottawa to keep its
defence budget relatively stable without any drastic increases because of the promise of
support from the larger US military. More importantly, this movement towards the US
enabled all three prime ministers to continuously assure Washington of Canada’s abilities
to help defend North America and participate in the cooperative NATO defence of
Western Europe. Becoming a ‘strategic liability’ for the US in Western defence would
have had grave consequences for Canadian sovereignty. For the Canadian government
during this period, the only way to ensure Canada did not become a liability was to have
the CF work closely with the US. As a result, Canadian defence policies during the Cold
War strove to ensure that Canada was able to participate with the US in the defence of the

West.
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Introduction

With the end of the Second World War, the United States (US) became the
dominant superpower of the Western world and worked to create a system to defend itself
and its allies from the Soviet Union. Canada had traditionally identified with the interests
of the United Kingdom (UK), but the declining power of the British Empire after 1945
led Canada to look elsewhere for military support. During the Cold War, the United
States military exerted great influence upon its allies within the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). However, no other military felt this pressure greater than the
Canadian armed forces.

Prior to 1945, the Canadian military was primarily oriented towards the British
Empire and was a small replica of the larger British military. In the nineteenth century,
the US was viewed as Canada’s primary threat. However, at the beginning of the
twentieth century, the Canadian government and population began to work closely with
the US in economic and social spheres. With the onset of the Cold War, Canada also
began to look towards the Americans for both political and military leadership. During
the four decades following the Second World War, the military relationship between the
two countries was to be unlike that of any other in the world. As the neighbour to an
immense military superpower, the Canadian military saw the waning influence of the
British military system give way to that of the powerful US military machine, and the
Canadian military was transformed into a defence establishment that looked to the US for
its primary support instead of the UK, its traditional ally.

Even though the US armed forces exerted an increasingly powerful influence on

the Canadian military, it was Canadian politicians attempting to ‘Canadianize’ the



military who forced Canada to adapt to US military models, strategies and equipment.
This accomplished two important objectives for Ottawa. First, it enabled successive
governments to keep their defence budgets relatively small during the Cold War. Second,
it ensured that the United States government knew that Canada was able to defend its
borders and participate in the defence of the West. While the first item was a bonus, it
was the second that was necessary to ensure Canadian sovereignty and gave the Canadian
government a perceived voice in Washington.

Beginning with the unification of the Canadian Forces (CF) from 1964 to 1968
through to the end of the 1980s, the Canadian military was transformed into a fighting
organization that rapidly shifted from UK to US military models. During these three
decades, the CF began to adopt significant elements of US military strategy, equipment,
models and traditions in order to work more effectively with their North American
neighbour. However, this was a process that had begun with the onset of hostilities
between the Axis and Allied powers in 1939 and had slowly evolved during the Second
World War and throughout the 1950s. When accepting an award in Kingston, Ontario, in
1938, American President Franklin Delano Roosevelt made a speech that was to change
the course of North American security relations for the remainder of the twentieth
century. Roosevelt assured Canada “that the people of the United States will not stand
idly by if domination of Canadian soil is threatened.”' Immediately afterwards, Canadian
Prime Minister William Lyon Mackenzie King responded and assured Roosevelt that

Canada would not allow itself to become a staging area for any potential invasion of the

1].L. Granatstein, Who Killed the Canadian Military? (Toronto: HarperCollins Canada, 2004), 37. The
speech by Roosevelt caught King and the Canadian government completely off guard. Roosevelt's
statement is often characterized as the first step in the development of the Canadian-American
security relationship.



US.? While both of these statements were made in regard to the deteriorating situation in
Europe, they were to lead to a comprehensive agreement that would allow for direct and
continued military cooperation well beyond the end of the Second World War. The
statements made by both leaders also opened the door for the powerful influence that the
United States armed forces would have on Canada’s military during the Cold War.

Following the June 1940 defeat of France and the onset of the Battle of Britain,
King and Roosevelt met at the town of Ogdensburg, New York, in August 1940 to create
an agreement that would formally announce Canadian-American defence cooperation.
With the majority of the active Canadian military forces overseas defending the UK,
King was eager to meet at Ogdensburg to ensure US assistance if Canada became
threatened by the Axis powers. The meeting at Ogdensburg signaled a major shift in
Canadian defence policy. For the first time, the Canadian armed forces were looking to a
country other than the UK for military assistance. The senior leadership of the American
military was not content with simple assistance and instead wished for the creation of a
joint Canadian-American military with a single chain-of-command.

Throughout the Ogdensburg Conference, and for the remainder of the Second
World War, US military leaders strove to get politicians in Ottawa and Washington to
reach a North American defence agreement. Such a development would enable American
and Canadian forces to participate together under a single command.® However, this was
immediately rejected by the Canadian military, as it would have given the US operational

control of all Canadian forces engaged in the defence of North America.* The attempt by

2 Granatstein, Who Killed the Canadian Military?, 37.

3 Brian Cuthbertson, Canadian Military Independence in the Age of Superpowers (Don Mills, ON:
Fitzhenry & Whiteside, 1977), 15.

41bid., 22.



the US military commanders for a bilateral agreement was to become the main fear of
Canadian military and government leaders in regards to the North American security
relationship. This coincided with the longstanding Canadian fear of US control of
Canadian foreign and domestic policies. After having its military fight under the
command of the UK in two world wars, the Canadian government had a strong desire to
retain control of its own forces in any future conflict.

King and Roosevelt created several defence structures at Ogdensburg that would
become long-standing pillars of the Canada-US defence relationship. Arguably, this
meeting created the most important element in North American defence relations during
the Cold War, the Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD). The PJBD consisted of
Canadian and American members who were instructed to develop plans to coordinate the
defence of North America.” Both leaders also took the very important step of deciding
that any agreement signed at Ogdensburg would continue after the end of the Second
World War. While this meeting is often seen as a sidebar, it was the Ogdensburg
Agreement that allowed Canadian-American defence relations to flourish during the Cold
War.

From the beginning of negotiations at Ogdensburg in 1940 and continuing into the
immediate post-war years, however, a comprehensive bilateral defence agreement was
not on the Canadian agenda. Canadian diplomat Escott Reid made this abundantly clear
in a 1947 meeting between Canadian and American officials. Reid pointed out that any

military cooperation between the two allies was only possible in the framework of a

5 Granatstein, Who Killed the Canadian Military?, 39.



larger alliance in which both countries were loyal members.® It was feared that Canadian
territory and military units would instantly come under US command if Canada entered
into any bilateral military alliance with Washington. By signing a bilateral military
agreement with their large neighbour, Canada would instantly become the junior partner,
which would effectively leave all Canadian military units under US command and
control.” Instead, Ottawa argued that mutual cooperation become the basis for all
command decisions in joint Canadian-US military actions.® It was clear to Washington
that Canadian fears of losing control of its military forces would not allow for a bilateral
treaty to be signed encompassing all aspects of North American security. Despite
Canadian fears, the senior military leadership of Canada’s military was not an unwilling
partner in increased cooperation with the American military juggernaut in both
continental and NATO defence.

While Canada’s defence links with the US expanded, Ottawa began to move away
from its traditional military ties with the UK. Following the material and financial
devastation of the 1940s, the British government faced the prospect of granting freedom
to many of the remaining British colonies. With more and more colonies being granted or
winning their freedom, a strong anti-British and anti-imperial sentiment began to take
hold in many of these former colonies. With this ongoing backlash against the British
Empire, the Canadian government and military began to realize that a more ‘Canadian’
military model was needed in the post-imperial world. This need was made abundantly

clear to future Prime Minister Lester Pearson during the 1956 Suez Crisis.

6 Arthur Andrew, The Rise and Fall of a Middle Power: Canadian Diplomacy from King to Mulroney
(Toronto: James Lorimer and Company, Publishers, 1993), 28.

7 Cuthbertson, Canadian Military Independence in the Age of Superpowers, 25.

8 Ibid., 15.



Following concerted efforts by Pearson to broker a peace after the invasion of
Egyptian territory by French, British and Israeli forces, the Queen’s Own Rifles of
Canada were sent to help keep the peace around the Suez Canal.” Soon after the
Regiment’s arrival, the Egyptian government launched a number of complaints to Ottawa
regarding the Canadian military’s strong British-oriented traditions. These complaints
made many Canadian military and Foreign Affairs personnel realize that adhering to a
British model and dress code was not attractive in a post-colonial world.'® This
sentiment was magnified by the events that ensued surrounding the arrival of the Royal
Canadian Navy’s aircraft carrier, HMCS Magnificent, at Port Said, Egypt. The carrier
arrived flying the traditional White Ensign of the Royal Navy and its Commonwealth
allies. As the Egyptians had only recently been engaged in combat operations with the
Royal Navy, the ensign was taken as a form of hostility and it was only the interference
of United States naval personnel at Port Said that prevented Egyptian forces from firing
on the Canadian ship."" The incidents that the Canadian Army and the RCN experienced
in Egypt convinced the leadership of the armed forces that they needed a different
military model. Many within the military and the government also recognized that if
Canada were to undertake peacekeeping operations, they would frequently occur in
nations that were former colonies.

While the Canadian armed forces were facing challenges to their identity in
operations overseas, the federal government was in the process of bringing the Canadian

air force into a joint North American defence force with the US. In July 1957 Prime

9].L. Granatstein, Canada’s Army: Waging War and Keeping the Peace (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 2011), 347.

10 Andrew, The Rise and Fall of a Middle Power, 28.

11 Granatstein, Canada’s Army, 348.
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Minister John Diefenbaker agreed to the creation of the North American Air (later
Aerospace) Defence Command (NORAD) that would officially integrate US and
Canadian air defence forces within North America. Supporters of the agreement argued
that this would allow Canada to both better exercise protection of its airspace and also
allow Canada to gain a voice in Washington.'> Meanwhile, detractors of NORAD argued
that this was handing over Canadian military forces and sovereignty to the US and that
Canada would soon become simply a tool of the US government and military."> Through
almost a year of government and public debates, the federal government finally agreed to
formally sign the agreement in May 1958. The NORAD agreement was one of the few
bilateral treaties signed between the two countries in which Ottawa agreed to an
American commander having certain operational command over elements of the
Canadian military.

The events of the 1940s and 1950s were to be a stepping-stone for increased
cooperation between Ottawa and Washington over the course of the next three decades.
Prime Ministers Lester Pearson, Pierre Trudeau and Brian Mulroney all attempted to
retain a truly Canadian defence policy and military force. However, in the process of
trying to accomplish this goal, the politicians pushed Canadian defense institutions to
cooperate closely with their American counterparts. This led to the adoption of US
organizational structures and military strategies by the CF for much of the Cold War. For
much of the latter half of the twentieth century the CF slowly transformed from long
standing British traditions towards a more North American model that drew heavily from

the different branches of the United States Armed Forces. This was not a process that

12 Granatstein, Canada’s Army, 347.
13 Andrew, The Rise and Fall of a Middle Power, 348.
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occurred overnight but instead took many years to develop and continued into the
beginning of the twenty-first century.

Canadian-American defence relations are a well-studied topic among military
historians. The majority of these scholars acknowledge the defence cooperation that
developed between these two countries during the Cold War, but few examine the
growing influence that the US military had on the Canadian Forces during this period.
Three distinct schools of thought exist concerning the development of North American
security relations during the Cold War. The first school emphasizes the role and
importance of the Canadian military but contends that bilateral defence relations between
the two countries have forced the CF to become utterly dependent on the US armed
forces.' This argument stems from two important points: the belief that the US can
impose its North American security demands upon the CF at will, and the fact that
Canadian military forces often operate under American command in Alliance relations.
These historians also contend that the Canadian defence establishment has always been
tied to a powerful ally and that in the 1960s it simply switched from the UK to the US.
Although this is a useful theory when examining North American defence relations
during the Cold War, it fails to take into account the critical role that the Canadian
government played in pursuing many of the defence agreements. Historians who
advocate this theory have published some of the most important works in Canadian-
American military relations during the Cold War. Among these are Joel Sokolsky and

Joseph Jockel’s edited collection of essays analyzing Canada’s bilateral military

14 Justin Massie, “Canada’s (In)dependence in the North American Security Community: The
Asymmetrical Norm of Common Fate,” American Review of Canadian Studies 37, no. 4 (2007), 494.
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alliances, Fifty Years of Canada-United States Defence Cooperation,"® and Sokolsky’s
Defending Canada.'® In both of these influential works the authors argue that North
American defence between the two countries was characterized by Canada having to use
the US military to assist them in almost all aspects of its defence duties. Furthermore,
Jockel and Sokolsky contend in both works that the constant reductions in the Canadian
defence budget and personnel resulted in Canada having to adhere to many American
military strategies and demands during the Cold War.

Proponents of this analytical school have been challenged by a second group of
Canadian military scholars arguing that North American defence relations during the
Cold War were founded upon common norms and values held by Ottawa and
Washington. In essence, this school argues that Canada and the United States have
created a “liberal democratic security community, founded upon shared norms of mutual
expectations and sovereignty, as well upon values and political norms.”"” Foremost
among these scholars are Canadian military historians Bernd Horn and Robert Bothwell.
Horn’s edited collection of essays, The Canadian Way of War,'® and Bothwell’s Alliance
and Illusion"® contend that Canada did not become dependent on the US but instead
worked closely with the Americans because of a similarity in international objectives.
Horn argues that a similar world and regional view held by Canadian and American

military personnel were the main reason that Canada worked very closely with the US

15 Joel J. Sokolsky & Joseph T. Jockel, ed., Fifty Years of Canada-United States Defence Cooperation: The
Road from Ogdensburg (Lewiston, NY: Mellen Press, 1992).

16 Joel J. Sokolsky, Defending Canada: U.S.-Canadian Defense Policies (New York: Priority Press
Publications, 1989).

17 Massie, “Canada’s (In)dependence,” 503.

18 Colonel Bernd Horn, ed., The Canadian Way of War: Serving the National Interest (Toronto:
Dundurn Press, 2006).

19 Robert Bothwell, Alliance and Illusion: Canada and the World, 1945-1984 (Vancouver: University of
British Columbia Press, 2007).
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military.”® Bothwell, meanwhile, argues that Canada’s military contribution to alliances
was predicated on similar democratic values and norms it holds with the other alliance
members.”! However, by examining the common values held by the two countries, these
scholars do not acknowledge the immense pressure the American government and
military placed on their Canadian counterparts to adhere to American military strategies
and plans. These scholars also do not often discuss the fact that Canada worked almost
exclusively with the US both within and outside of NATO and rarely with the other
Western nations that also held similar world-views with Canada.

Finally, a third group of scholars contends that Canadian-American military
cooperation did not occur because of similar democratic values or Canada’s dependence
on the US military; instead, it was a tool used by the Canadian government during the
Cold War for other purposes. These authors argue that successive federal governments
throughout the Cold War used the immense size of the US military and American
security concerns to their advantage by having the US take on a large role in Canadian
defence efforts.”> Two important works representative of this school of thought are J.L.
Granatstein’s Canada’s Army”” and John Blaxland’s Strategic Cousins.”* Granatstein
argues that Canada was able to get by in NATO without having to contribute heavily to
the overall defence of the Alliance because of its close proximity to the US and its role in
assisting the US in North American defence. Blaxland argues that Canada kept its

military budget and force numbers low by sending its forces on UN missions to areas that

20 Horn, The Canadian Way of War, 288.

21 Bothwell, Alliance and Illusion, 261.

22 Massie, “Canada’s (In)dependence,” 503.
23 Granatstein, Canada’s Army.

24 John C. Blaxland, Strategic Cousins: Australian and Canadian Expeditionary Forces and the British
and American Empires (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2006).
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were of strategic importance to the Pentagon and by partnering Canadian units with
American forces throughout the world. While this theory is important to the study of
North American defence relations during the Cold War, it focuses mainly on Canada’s
overseas commitments and often glosses over cooperation between the two militaries
within North America. It also does not take into account the demands that the US placed
on Ottawa to restructure and rebuild its forces during the 1980s.

While all three of these schools of thought encompass the majority of the
historiography on Canadian-American defence relations during the Cold War, there are
some overarching holes in this historiography. One of these is that many existing works
focus solely either on government interactions between Ottawa and Washington or the
military cooperation between the Canadian and American militaries. Both of these are the
main elements of North American defence cooperation. But since Canada and the US are
democracies, the federal government and military of each country should not be treated
as separate entities by scholars discussing Canadian-American Cold War defence
cooperation. A second gap in the literature results from scholars focusing primarily on
defence cooperation between the two allies during the Second World War and at the very
end of the Cold War, while paying minimal attention to defence relations developed
between 1960 and 1989. Combined, these are two important holes in the historiography
of the subject that need to be filled in order to provide a concise overview of the military
cooperation between the United States and Canada that developed during the Pearson,
Trudeau and Mulroney governments.

This thesis will attempt to address these historical gaps by examining three

primary chronological periods. Chapter One will examine the unification of the branches
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of the Canadian military between 1964 and 1968. Beginning with the announcement in
1964 to unify the Canadian military, officials began to mothball many of the traditional
links between the Canadian and British militaries. As the 1960s progressed and
unification became a reality with the formal creation of the Canadian Forces, it was clear
that Minister of National Defence Paul Hellyer was more closely aligning the Canadian
defence establishment with the US. Both Hellyer and Prime Minister Pearson wanted to
develop a distinctly Canadian identity in the country’s armed forces. Hellyer was keenly
interested in the US military system, in particular the United States Marine Corps
(USMC), which he viewed as a key model for the newly unified Canadian Forces.
Members of both the Canadian Senate and House of Commons were concerned that
Hellyer was attempting to create a ‘fifth-service’ for the US armed forces. Coincidentally,
it was also during the unification debates that cooperation between the two neighbours in
military affairs began to become standard operating procedure.

Chapter Two will examine changing defence roles and policies adopted by the
Trudeau government in the late 1960s and 1970s. For much of this period, Trudeau
turned Canadian defence priorities upside down when he demanded that the CF focus
their main effort on the protection of Canadian sovereignty. Despite the need for
significant air, naval and land forces to enforce Canadian sovereignty, Trudeau was
constantly reducing the relative defence budget and the manpower of the CF and often
refused to provide the CF with the equipment they needed. Reallocation of Canadian
units from Europe to North American defence and vast reductions in capabilities,
manpower, and equipment led to the CF looking towards the US for assistance in

completing many of their military objectives assigned by the Trudeau government.



16

Finally, Chapter Three will look at the ‘rebuilding’ of the CF during the 1980s by
Prime Ministers Trudeau and Mulroney and how the US military was integrated into this
process by Canadian government and defence officials. Both prime ministers worked
closely with the United States Department of Defense (DoD) and President Ronald
Reagan in order to help reshape NATO strategy and continental defence arrangements in
order to meet the growing Soviet conventional threat. It was also during the 1980s that
the Pentagon took on an increased role to help get the CF more manpower and better
equipment. This was a period in which both external and internal pressures on the
Canadian military led to increased cooperation and acceptance of American military
trends. The US began to exert pressure on Ottawa, realizing that a larger and better-
equipped CF would only help defend American interests and free up US military assets
for other operations.

Between 1964 and 1989 Ottawa and Washington developed a highly intricate
military relationship that was to see the militaries of both countries begin to work
together closely. It was during this period that the military of the US replaced that of the
UK as the Canadian Forces primary alliance partner. Despite the importance that
successive Canadian governments put on the development of a purely Canadian defence
strategy, these same politicians inadvertently moved the CF closer to their American
counterparts. Realizing the potential benefits to Canadian security and the economy,
politicians in Ottawa looked to move the military closer to the US. This is an important
era in Canadian military history, as it was during this period of continuously high
international tensions that Canada and the US began to develop an integrated continental

defence structure. Eventually this cooperation in North America would expand to both
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countries’ military forces partaking in international alliances and commitments, which
would result in Canadian and American forces working and supporting each other
throughout the world. Through the examination of primary documents such as the papers
of Defence Ministers Paul Hellyer and Barney Danson and House of Commons and
Senate documents, this study will seek to show how Canadian politicians, not American
government or military officials, moved the CF towards the US over a twenty-five year
period at the height of the Cold War. In moving the CF towards their superpower
neighbour, the governments of Pearson, Trudeau and Mulroney recognized the security
and economic benefits that a closer military relationship with the US could bring to

Canada.
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Chapter One
The Canadian Military and the Unification Debate, 1963-1968

On 25 April 1967, the Canadian Parliament passed the Canadian Forces
Reorganization Act. This was followed with the official names of the Canadian Army,
Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF), and Royal Canadian Navy (RCN) being dropped and
renamed as the Canadian Forces on 1 February 1968. While this greatly shocked many
Canadians, it was the result of a process that had begun as early as 1964 with a desire by
newly elected Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson to move the Canadian military away
from its British roots and traditions and create a distinctly Canadian defence
establishment. In the search for a purely Canadian military identity, Ottawa looked
towards the United States with their large and global armed forces for assistance in
developing a Canadian approach to reorganizing its armed forces.

The movement towards the US military under the leadership of Prime Minister
Pearson and Defence Minister Paul Hellyer occurred in three distinct phases between
1964 and 1967. First, the Pearson government gave Hellyer free reign to remove British
traditions from the Canadian military. The debacle of the Suez Canal crisis in 1956 was
still fresh in the minds of Pearson and Hellyer, and they both believed that to ensure this
would not happen in the future the Canadian military would have to be reshaped and
given a new set of distinctly ‘Canadian’ traditions. Hellyer was given the go-ahead to
begin this process in 1964 and was effectively finished eliminating many British
traditions and customs by 1966. Second, Hellyer took a serious look at reorganizing the
Canadian military along the lines of the United States Marine Corps (USMC). This was

tantalizing to Hellyer, as not only would it help show Washington that Canada took its
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defence seriously, but it also would allow him to create a tri-service, highly mobile force.
These discussions came at a rapid pace beginning soon after the release of the 1964
White Paper on Defence and captivated the public along with military and government
officials. However, these discussions had effectively ended by late 1965 because of the
widespread opposition to the plan from both the public and the military. Finally, the
Canadian military began to realize the future of NATO relations and started to move
towards their US counterparts for assistance in altering certain segments of Hellyer’s
unification strategies. These discussions began in the summer of 1965 after it was clear to
the military that the Pearson government was going to ensure that unification became a
reality. While these discussions continued into 1968 they trailed off significantly when
Hellyer left the Ministry of National Defence in the fall of 1967.

Ultimately these three distinct phases were the beginning of the ‘Canadianization’
project of the CF that would last the remainder of the Cold War. In its attempt to find and
develop a distinct Canadian military identity, the leading officials of the Pearson Cabinet,
including the Prime Minister himself, began the push of the CF towards their US
counterparts. Hellyer and Pearson both realized that creating a tri-service force with a
new identity would allow them to reduce flourishing Canadian defence budgets by
eliminating any excess funding that went to the military because of service rivalry and
competition for funds. Politicians throughout Ottawa also encouraged Pearson and his
Cabinet to go ahead with their plans, as it would show the US that Canada cared about its
military defence and was prepared to adapt to the US superpower and away from the UK.

The Move Away from British Military Traditions (1964-1966)




20

While many members of the armed forces and the government were shocked at
Canada’s movement away from UK military models and traditions and its rapid push
towards the US, this was a process that had begun as early as 1956. Following the Suez
Crisis and the problems that the Canadian Army and the RCN faced in their peacekeeping
operations as a result of their dependence on British traditions and models, the
government and military began to slowly sever their military ties with London. With its
official membership in NATO in 1949 and NORAD in 1958, the Canadian military role
models began to gradually shift towards the US.*

When the Canadian government agreed to station land and air units in Western
Europe after the creation of NATO, it planned to have them placed with American units;
however, this was unacceptable to London, as it would lead to Commonwealth military
units under US, not UK command.?® After much debate, US General Dwight Eisenhower
was able to get an agreement from Ottawa, London and Washington in late 1951 in which
all Canadian land units in Europe would be placed with the British Army of the Rhine
(BAOR).”” Meanwhile, all RCAF units would be placed with United States Air Force
(USAF) units on the continent. The Canadian naval contributions would answer to a
United States Navy (USN) commander based in Norfolk, Virginia. This left a bitter taste
in the mouths of many senior Canadian commanders and the upper echelons of the
government and reinforced the belief that Canada needed to move its defence
establishment away from its traditional UK benefactor. They feared that if they did not

move the defence establishment away from the UK, then the Canadian military would

> Andrew, The Rise and Fall of a Middle Power, 136. Even though NATO was not a bilateral alliance
between the two North American neighbours, Canada routinely found itself having to participate more and
more with the American forces in NATO than with any other nation in the Alliance.

26 Granatstein, Canada’s Army, 336.

27 Ibid., 336.
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answer to London and not Ottawa. Although this arrangement had Canadian units in
separate theatres and would prevent a unified Canadian military force in the event of a
war, it also reflected a growing trend in the Canadian military establishment.

After his election victory in 1963, Pearson was faced with a Canadian military
that was being pulled in two different directions. The RCN was attempting to ensure its
British traditions and alliance with the Royal Navy (RN), while the RCAF was trying to
move the military away from its traditional roles and traditions and towards a new main
alliance partner in the US armed forces. General Jean Victor Allard observed the
differences when he became Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) in 1966: “I had found a
highly Americanized Air Force, a very British Navy, and an Army that, particularly since
the Korean War, stood between those two extremes and, therefore, was the most
Canadian of our three arms.”*® These competing realities were pulling the Canadian
military in three different directions and the new Liberal government believed that if they
did not get a handle on the situation the military would be more responsive to
Washington and London than to Ottawa.

The need for a Canadian defence policy and reorientation of the military was
further emphasized by the difficulties the 4™ Canadian Mechanized Brigade Group
(4CMBG) was having in the BAOR as a result of Ottawa trying to appease both the UK
and the US. Soon after its arrival in Europe during 1953, the 4CMBG came under the

command of the British generals who led the BAOR. Quickly, British military leaders

28 Jean Victor Allard, The Memoirs of Jean V. Allard (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press,
1988) 229. Branches of the Canadian Armed Forces also had their own staff system and were rapidly
becoming very different from each other and all looking in different directions for the future.
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made the 4CMBG one of the main forward defence units in their sector.”” While the
RCAF and RCN developed increasing ties with their US counterparts, the Army was
solely focused on maintaining interoperability with the British Army because of its
commitment to the British sector of Europe.’® However, its ability to seamlessly operate
with the BAOR was severely degraded during the 1960s with the introduction of newer
equipment, which was often bought from the US and not the UK. American M113
armoured personnel carriers (APC), M109 self-propelled artillery and US-style anti-
aircraft and anti-tank weapons were brought to the 4™ Brigade. The result was that the
Army, and particularly the 4CMBG, developed a doctrine in the early 1960s derived from
a mixture of both UK and US sources.’' The new American equipment and doctrines
complicated the logistical support and command structure for the brigade as they now
depended on British logistics units to supply non-British items to the brigade.’ It was
clear that the Government was going to have to choose one direction for the Army, as it
could not continue to be pulled in two different directions.

While the Canadian Army was trying to continue its interoperability with their
British counterparts, the government was moving it closer towards the US Army for
logistical purposes. With the introduction of more and more American equipment, the
Canadian brigade finally made arrangements in 1964 with the US Central Army Group

(CENTAG) for the provision of spare parts and supplies.*® The Canadian government and

29 Granatstein, Canada’s Army, 340. The 4CIBG was highly valued by the BAOR as it provided one-
sixth of its strength and was highly trained and well equipped for its role.

30 Howard G. Coombs and Richard Goette, “Supporting the Pax Americana: Canada’s Military and the
Cold War” in The Canadian Way of War: Serving the National Interest, ed. Colonel Bernd Horn
(Toronto: Dundurn Press Limited, 2006) 277.

31]bid., 278.

32 Cuthbertson, Canadian Military Independence, 212.

33 Sean M. Maloney, War Without Battles: Canada’s NATO Brigade in Germany 1951-1993 (Toronto:
McGraw-Hill Ryerson Trade, 1997) 241.



23

senior military leaders had opened the door for American influence on the Army, which
was being forced to move away from its traditional ties with the UK.

The RCN and the Army were traditionally close to the British forces and were
often placed under the operational command of British commanders during a military
crisis. The Liberal government of Pearson sought to remove the British control of not
only the Armed Forces but over all government organizations. Upon taking office in
1963, the Pearson government came to the conclusion that the RCN was very expensive
and was ‘too British’ to promote Canadian national interests.’* Furthermore, much of the
senior cadre of leadership of the RCN was British trained, although most of the enlisted
men and junior officers felt little allegiance towards the RN.?> Similar to the Navy, the
Army’s officer corps also held a close allegiance with their British counterparts. It was
found that in 1966 seventy-three percent of Canadian officers and sixty-three percent of
enlisted personnel were of British descent.’® Much of the senior cadre of leadership in all
three branches of the Canadian military were British-trained and, therefore, felt a strong
allegiance with their British counterparts.’’ Because of these close affiliations, Hellyer
was determined to unify the forces and eliminate as many of the British affiliations as
possible within the military. Indeed, one of his main objectives on reforming the military
institution was to redirect the loyalties of the officers away from their traditional services
and towards the new force.”® As British traditions, models and allegiances were slowly
removed from the military establishment, many of the officers and enlisted men began to

look for another ally to assist them in their military operations. In their efforts to unify the
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military and move it away from its British roots, both Hellyer and Pearson brought the
armed forces under the large shadow of the US military.

Early in 1964 Hellyer announced in Parliament that he had created a new defence
policy that would ‘Canadianize’ the armed forces. His policy was soon laid out in the
1964 White Paper on Defence, which revealed that the RCAF, RCN, and Army would
lose all of their British style names in order to represent a modern military that would be
able to support each other on land, air and sea under one commander. Hellyer argued that
Unification was necessary, as it would enhance the civilian government control of the
military, which would force the CF to look towards Ottawa for direction and not towards
Canada’s allies.” With the British demand that all Commonwealth forces be under its
command in Europe fresh in his mind, Hellyer believed that the military was focused
solely on NATO duties and responded to allied commanders and not to the elected
Canadian government.*’ In particular, Hellyer and the remainder of Pearson’s Cabinet
were determined to change the age-old tradition of Canadian military units being
responsive solely to the British high command in times of war.

The central idea of the 1964 White Paper was to develop a defence institution
based on Canadian needs and national interests and not those of their allies. However,
many of the senior leadership of the armed forces and members of the Official
Opposition argued that Hellyer’s Unification was bringing the military more closely
together with their southern neighbours. Former Minister of National Defence Douglas
Harkness argued in Parliament in 1965 that the only thing that reorganization had done

“has been to allow the army to ride on the United States supply line rather than on the
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British, as has been the case heretofore.”*' By eliminating many of the British traditions
in the armed forces, Hellyer had opened the door to the expanding American influence in
Canadian society.

During a Parliamentary debate on 6 July 1964, Progressive Conservative MP
Walter G. Dinsdale contended that the proposed Bill C-90, “An Act to Amend the
National Defence Act”, would force the CDS to merely accept the strategic policy
previously agreed to between the Canadian and American governments.*? Furthermore,
other members of the Official Opposition looked at Unification as a method by the
Liberal government to simply switch the armed forces’ allegiance to the Pentagon and
away from Whitehall. It was becoming clear to many in both Parliament and the military
that Hellyer was determined to eliminate as much ‘Britishness’ from the military as
possible, including full regiments. Finally, members of Parliament began to echo the
opinions of Canadian military leaders who argued that keeping Canadian forces closely
aligned with both the UK and US armed forces would prevent any one of those nations
from becoming the predominant strategic controller of Canadian military units in
wartime. In Hellyer’s haste to move the Canadian military towards independence from
both the UK and US, he succeeded in accidentally moving it towards the shadow of the
much larger American military.

Similar to members of the Official Opposition, there was also anger directed
towards Hellyer from within the military. One of the primary opponents of unification

and the growing ‘Americanization’ of the military by the Government was Admiral Jeffry
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Brock of the RCN. Brock argued that Hellyer’s intention of giving Canada a distinctive
military force only succeeded in further helping to Americanize the armed forces by
eliminating many of their Canadian-British traditions.* Brock maintained that there was
a “rather cynical belief in Western military circles that, in our enthusiasm to ‘shed the
British yoke’ we have donned the harness of another team that runs faster... and wants to
go further than we had bargained for.”** While Brock, as the Maritime Commander
Atlantic, had an up-close view of Hellyer’s Unification and the military’s move towards
closer cooperation with the US, his view of Unification was shared by many of the senior
cadre of leadership within the RCN and the Army. Among the senior members of the
Canadian military, particularly the RCN, who were critical of unification were Admiral
Bill Landymore (Brock’s replacement as Maritime Commander Atlantic), recently
promoted Vice-Admiral Ken Dyer and Commodore A.B. Harris, himself a former
member of the Royal Navy. Similar to Brock, all three of these high-ranking officers
were soon either forced to resign or retired from active service. A total of twenty-eight
officers of general or admiral rank and seventy-nine senior officers (colonels,
commodores and wing commanders) left the military from 1964 to 1966.*

As the Canadian units in Europe were being forced to develop a close relationship
with their US counterparts to ensure their own survival, Hellyer and the rest of Pearson’s
Cabinet were in the process of rapidly trying to stamp out the remaining ‘Britishness’
from the Army. In a 1965 meeting between the Minister and the senior officers of the

Army, it was made clear that Hellyer wanted the old traditions to go and be replaced by a
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set of new ‘Canadian traditions’. Despite this, the Army held their ground to keep some
of their more important traditions. One of Hellyer’s main targets was to eliminate the
distinctive regimental names that dominated the Army’s history. He made it clear to the
senior officers that he intended to strike these names from the order-of-battle and have
them replaced with new names that would help create a series of new Canadian military
traditions.*® The Army, however, was vehemently opposed to this idea and began to
mount a significant resistance to the ideas of the Pearson government. Finally, in early
1966, the spirited resistance of the Army, and the national Tri-Service Identities
Organization (TRIO) began to sway the Pearson administration towards the Army and the
traditional regimental names were retained.*’

The backlash against the removal of these traditions was only heightened when
Hellyer announced to Parliament in the summer of 1965 that the Department of National
Defence would look at eliminating some of Canada’s most traditional regiments from the
order-of-battle. Hellyer announced that four regiments would be eliminated by 1968: the
Canadian Guards, the Fort Garry Horse, the Black Watch and the Queen’s Own Rifles.®
The regimental Lieutenant Colonel of the Canadian Guards, Colonel Strome Galloway,
made his frustrations evident in his memoirs. Galloway argued that Hellyer’s Unification
was simply a “gimmick to ‘Americanize’ the Canadian forces and eliminate, as far as
possible, the British traditions of the past.”* It was clear that Hellyer was determined to
press forward with his plan, even if this meant that he had to remove four of Canada’s

most famous regiments from the Order-of-Battle.
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Furthermore, the Minister demanded that the Royal Canadian Regiment (RCR),
Canada’s most senior infantry regiment, amalgamate with the Canadian Guards Regiment
with a distinctly Canadian name.’® However, this proposed amalgamation was rapidly
dropped, as both Hellyer and Pearson believed there would be a backlash against the
RCR’s removal from the Canadian public.’' Brock, and other senior members of the
armed forces, firmly believed that this was a mistake as the Canadian forces were
patterned after those of the Commonwealth and without this organization they would be
placed under increasing pressure to fully integrate with US forces.>

In response to both his critics within the armed forces and Parliament, Hellyer
argued that the military had always set its own policies, not the government. Therefore,
he believed that the military was more responsive to its allies in London than to Ottawa.”
One way to change this was to force the military to respond to the government and move
it towards the US as its primary ally in order to eliminate all holdovers of the British
system throughout the armed forces. He argued in both the public and private spheres that
British traditions in the military (particularly the Navy) were obsolete and that they
should cooperate more closely with the US armed forces, which represented a more
modern military system.>* However, in order to proceed with unification he firmly
believed that he not only had to remove the traditions themselves but also those senior

commanders who were firm supporters of them.
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In early 1964 Hellyer made it clear that he was determined to move the military in
a new direction, and towards a new primary ally, by prematurely retiring Rear-Admiral
Brock in the summer of 1964 and replacing him with commanders who would not engage
in public debates regarding Government policies. However, Brock’s replacement,
Admiral William Landymore, also did not agree with Hellyer’s proposals and proved to
be an outspoken critic within the military until he was also prematurely retired by Hellyer
in 1968. Indeed, Hellyer made it clear in his memoirs that he had forced Brock and
Landymore to retire as their “devotion to the outmoded class distinctions inherited from
the Royal Navy was inappropriate to the modern Canadian navy...”>> With the loss of
many of its senior officers, Hellyer was soon able to bring the Navy to its knees by
eliminating some of its most cherished traditions.

The Navy became the main critics of unification and the removal of British
traditions from the military. The RCN’s uniforms, flags, and customs were all modeled
after the RN and were all being targeted for removal by Hellyer.’® The first to go was the
traditional White Ensign in February 1965, which had been the only flag flown by RCN
vessels, being replaced by the new Canadian flag.”” With the end of the White Ensign,
many in the RCN saw it as the formal severing of ties between the RCN and RN. This
was followed by an announcement from the Minister in June 1965 to the senior officers
of the military, indicating that a single-service uniform would replace the distinctive
service uniforms of all the military units by 1 July 1967.°® This was a large blow to the

Navy as not only were they to lose their traditional name but also their distinctive
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uniforms, which was one of the few British traditions left in the RCN. It was clear that
the Navy was not prepared to assist Hellyer in Unification and, therefore, he looked to the
biggest proponents of unification, the RCAF, for the first Chief of Defence Staff.

In 1964 Air Chief Marshal Frank Robert Miller was promoted as the first CDS.
Hellyer firmly believed that as the RCAF supported unification Miller would provide him
with a strong counterpoint to the Navy and Army commanders speaking out against his
proposals.” However, Miller chose to focus on his duties as CDS and not become
involved in the ongoing debate between the military officers and Hellyer and chose to
retire in 1966 when it was clear that Hellyer was going to force him to support his plans
in this debate. This was followed by the appointment of General Jean-Victor Allard as the
new CDS in 1966, an act that saw Hellyer bypass other high-ranking officials. The Vice-
Chief of the Defence Staff was Lieutenant-General (Army) Robert Moncel, and he was
expected to succeed Miller as the second CDS.*° However, after Moncel had made it
clear that he had objections to Unification, Hellyer bypassed Moncel and promoted
Allard.®' It was believed that Allard became the new CDS because he did not have a
strong devotion to British-style traditions, which was important to Hellyer after the
embarrassment of Canadian forces in the 1956 Suez Crisis.®* Allard shared Hellyer’s
view concerning total control of the military by the government. In his memoirs, Allard

points out that with its airmen in the American sector and its soldiers in the British sector,
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it would have been almost impossible for the CDS and government to maintain complete
control of the administration and employment of Canadian units.*

Soon after taking command as the new CDS, Allard began to work closely with
his US counterparts in developing strategic military policy for NATO and NORAD. In
particular, he believed there were two important thresholds for the two countries to cross:
standardization of equipment and the development of shared and common military
objectives. As the CDS, Allard argued that the CF had an important role in the
standardization of equipment and communications between Canada, the US, the UK, and
Australia, the nations he believed formed the backbone of the Western world.%* Allard
also firmly believed that for these four countries to form a strong military alliance, they
all must strive to eliminate “particular characteristics in favour of total conformity with
shared objectives.”® While these were the opinions of the new CDS, they were very
similar with the opinions of the new cadre of military leadership who had been promoted
by Hellyer himself. In a Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence
(SCEAND) meeting in February 1967, retired General Charles Foulkes reinforced Allard
and Hellyer’s views. At this meeting, he told the committee that in future operations
Canada would be forced to operate with larger allies and that all branches of the armed
forces would have to be prepared to fit in with air groups, army divisions, and naval
battle groups.®

Hellyer and the push for a Tri-Service Force (1964-1965)
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Despite these opinions from former and current high-ranking military leaders,
Hellyer was determined to move forward in the Unification process. As its land forces
were committed to working with the UK and its air and naval forces operating almost
exclusively with the US, it was abundantly clear that the new CF leadership was going to
have to find a system that would allow all branches of the military to work together. To
facilitate this the government would need to choose a primary alliance partner to work
with, as it could not afford to have two unified forces working separately with both the
UK and the US. The Pearson government’s choice would be clear from the very
beginning, as Cabinet argued for the transformation of the armed forces into a new
formation that would closely resemble the United States Marine Corps.

Both Pearson and Hellyer’s main goal surrounding Unification was to enhance the
civilian control of the armed forces and to reduce the inter-service rivalry within the
military. Hellyer argued that this inter-service rivalry was costing the Defence
Department millions of dollars every year and by ending it the savings could be used to
purchase new equipment for all branches of the military.®” However, they had to find a
new unified organization that would both enhance civilian control but also keep the CF
visible in the eyes of the country’s largest allies, particularly the US. A new military
system was soon brought to the attention of Pearson and Hellyer, courtesy of retired
General Guy Simonds.

At a 1964 Parliamentary committee, Simonds argued that a tri-service force
prepared to handle small brush-fire wars and whose organization would be very similar to

the USMC, which is a highly mobile force, would be best for a country with the
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population and financial limitations like Canada.®® This concept was pushed further along
in 1965 by the Army Tactics and Organization Board (ATOB), which concluded that a
USMC-like concept would allow for two important types of formations the CF needed:
rapidly deployable light forces for NATO and UN operations, and heavy armoured and
mechanized units for service in Europe.®” While Simonds did not have direct discussions
with Hellyer regarding his idea, retired General Charles Foulkes brought it to the
attention of the Minister.”” With this new idea in hand Hellyer began to look seriously at
reorganization of the military.

Hellyer’s proposed Marine Corps organizational scheme for the reorganized
armed forces became the focal point for the fight against unification in both the military
and government spheres. However, whether the Minister was serious about the idea or
not, it was clear to all involved that he was determined to move the military in another
direction towards closer cooperation with Canada’s southern neighbour. Before this
objective could be achieved, Hellyer and Pearson would have to ensure that the military
responded to a civilian developed and controlled defence department. The establishment
of a new military organization would also need a new integrated command structure,
which was very appealing to the Liberal Government.

In order to fully transform the CF and move it towards closer cooperation with the
US military, Hellyer realized that he would have to increase the civilian leadership of the

armed forces. He firmly believed that Canadian military leaders used the Minister of
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National Defence as a puppet to help them achieve their military goals.”' His counterpart
in the United States, Robert McNamara, had recently overhauled the Pentagon to ensure
that the civilian government directed defence policy and not the military, which Hellyer
openly admired.”” Having stand-by units for brush-fire conflicts became an essential
aspect of Hellyer’s 1964 White Paper on Defence, as he recognized the importance of
keeping both the US and Soviet militaries away from each other in these small conflicts.
Both Pearson and Hellyer believed that the large conventional and nuclear forces arrayed
against each other in Europe were enough to deter either side from attacking the other in
Europe. However, it was the opinion of the Pearson government that a worldwide conflict
could escalate from any potential brush-fire conflict in the world if American and Soviet
military forces were fighting on different sides.” In the new Defence White Paper,
Hellyer identified one of the top priorities of the future reorganized force was to be
peacekeeping. Peacekeeping had become an important element of Pearson’s defence
policy. Pearson and his government firmly believed that Canada and other middle powers
must use their military forces to defuse these brush-fire conflicts in the Third World in
order to prevent a superpower confrontation.”* Even before the 1964 Defence White
Paper, it was evident that the Canadian military and senior leadership was moving
towards this new American strategic trend. This became more of a reality to Hellyer as

both the US and Soviet militaries were preparing and planning for brush-fire conflicts.
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Beginning in the early 1960s the Pentagon and Joint Chiefs of Staff began
investigating ways to create a more flexible, mobile and responsive armed forces that
could counter any threat in the world immediately. The Pentagon began to stress three
distinct capabilities: greater strategic mobility, expansion of Special Forces units, and a
greater air and sea transport capability.” Meanwhile, the Canadian Army had focused its
abilities on two realities: air mobility for Arctic defence along with nuclear firepower and
heavily mechanized forces for Europe.’® However, soon after Hellyer became the new
Minister of National Defence, a third reality began to slowly creep into Canadian Army
strategic thinking. The new focus was very similar to that which was adopted by the US
in 1959, the idea of ‘stand-by battalions’ for operations in short, small brush-fire
conflicts.”” If he was to have any chance of success in reorganizing the Canadian military,
Hellyer knew that he would have to look towards the efforts being made in the US
Department of Defense.

During the 1964 debate on Unification in Parliament, Hellyer argued that in order
to achieve the necessary reorganization a civilian leadership in the department, similar to
that of the US DoD, would be needed: “To achieve this it is essential that there be a
strong civil staff in the department outside the military chain of command for analyzing
and reviewing military requirements...””® Hellyer and Pearson firmly believed that
Canada’s primary military priority was the protection of the US nuclear deterrent and
military power, which not only ensured the safety of the US but also of Canada. With this

objective in mind, Hellyer declared that it was important for the Canadian armed forces
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to concentrate on building up its conventional forces, which included a strategic air and
sealift capability in order to provide the land forces with maximum flexibility and
mobility.”

As directed by the Minister of National Defence, current and former senior
leaders and military planners looked towards the new American strategic planning on
small, mobile forces for Third World conflicts. Former Chief of the General Staff
General Foulkes identified the Canadian desire to follow this new American strategic
trend. In his analysis of the new defence policy he argued that there would be a
movement away from preparing to fight a major war and instead trending towards more
flexible and mobile roles with the goal of preventing major conflicts breaking out
anywhere in the world.®

Furthermore, in the spring of 1964 Foulkes argued that the new organizational
scheme would focus the Canadian Armed Forces on two distinct tasks in support of its
major American ally. These would be the maintenance of a mobile ready reserve force
available to immediately meet any NATO or UN task and anti-submarine warfare in
support of the USN in the Atlantic and Pacific oceans.®' By focusing on these two major
military tasks, Hellyer was able to enforce two major goals of the Liberal government:
support of the American military power and the enforcement of civilian control of the

Canadian military. In his attempt to rapidly shift the armed forces towards the US
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military as its main allied partner, Hellyer failed to realize that the Pentagon greatly
desired the CF to maintain most of its previous capabilities. His new marine-corps
organization would result in the CF losing parts of its ASW and air defence capabilities,
which Washington viewed as an important aspect of the defence of North America.

Upon the announcement in 1964 in the House of Commons that the Canadian
military would be going under an extensive reorganization, it was immediately clear that
Hellyer wanted to have the new CF be similar to the USMC. In Hellyer’s opinion this
idea would help to ‘Canadianize’ the armed forces and provide it with a modern tri-
service organization. However, what Hellyer did not realize was that using an American
military organization as the structure for this tri-service force was no more Canadian than
the previous British-oriented Canadian military structure. The Ministry of National
Defence had made it clear that they were going to create a Mobile Command that would
operate anywhere in the world and would be transported and supported by Canadian air
and naval forces. However, the proposed transformation of the military into a USMC-like
formation would result in the air and naval commands being reduced to a supporting role
for the land forces and was not well received in these formations. The result was that both
the navy and air commands moved closer towards their US counterparts in order to help
them prevent the creation of a Canadian USMC organization.

While Hellyer insisted that he was not interested in turning the Canadian forces
into a modified USMC, he was very intrigued with the prospect of the increased mobility
that this system could have for the land forces. According to many members of the
Pearson government, it was brush-fire wars in the Third World that were more of a

danger to creating an east-west conflict than an all-out war in Europe and rapidly
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deployable military forces were needed to combat these conflicts.*> Once again General
Simonds was at the forefront when he stated to a Parliamentary committee that a
“conventionally armed tri-service, highly mobile force adapted to deal with brush-fire
wars” was the type of military organization Canada needed.”> However, what many
overlooked was that his statement was very similar to the new strategic military doctrine
being implemented by the Pentagon in the US Armed Forces at the same time.* Hellyer
quietly agreed with this new direction and began to argue for a reshaped Canadian
military that would echo the changes being made in the US.

The components of the USMC made it a very unique and powerful force in
western military circles. The basic components of a marine expeditionary unit, which
would be the basic component Hellyer would need for operations, consisted of air, naval
and land units. Its basic component was an infantry battalion supported by small amounts
of armour and artillery.® It would be supported in the air by its own transport and attack
helicopters and multi-role fixed wing aircraft, which were operated by large amphibious
assault ships.*® Even though it was highly mobile, it could not operate by itself on
sustained operations and was not a truly integrated force. Simonds himself pointed out to
elected officials, after being called to provide evidence at a SCEAND meeting, that the
USMC was a larger part of American military strategy which would go in quickly and
secure the situation and then be replaced.®” If Mobile Command were to be reorganized

on a USMC system, there would be nothing left to back it up in these brush-fire wars.
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Hellyer, however, was more interested in the mobility and rapid deployment capabilities
of the USMC than its organization and was determined to create a highly mobile
Canadian military that would be able to support the US and other NATO allies wherever
needed.

Since his announcement in 1964 of the government’s intention to unify the armed
forces, it was clear that Hellyer was attempting to move the military towards creating a
closer operational capability with the US. He followed this announcement with an intense
push to have the military adopt a new organizational model based upon that of the
USMC. In order to transform the Canadian military similar to that of a marine corps,
Hellyer identified in the 1964 White Paper that the new Air and Maritime Commands
would have to change their primary goal to that of transporting Mobile Command around
the globe.*® Soon after the release of the White Paper, he tasked the navy to produce a
fleet plan that would support his USMC concept.* For both Air and Maritime Commands
to adapt to this new concept, they would be forced to cut back on two of Canada’s most
important alliance commitments, ASW capabilities and air defence of North America.

ASW and air defence were two important military priorities that caused many in
the armed forces and Parliament to question Hellyer’s goals. In a Time Magazine article
in May 1964, these fears regarding the future of Canadian ASW and air defence
capabilities came to the forefront of the public, and indeed the Pentagon. While the article

identified that it was Hellyer’s desire to reinforce the Army by having its three Canada-
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based brigades brought up to operational strength, it also identified many troubling trends
in the new Defence White Paper. One of these was that Hellyer had proposed to replace
all the RCAF’s CF-101B interceptors with a tactical ground-support ai