I*I National- - Défense
Defence _nationale

[ VIJ]J[st/ HISTONY/
amcet ENIACETIUTY

Sistere micirecanadienne:
AEPUISHEMAVIIESIECIE

dited by/ Sous la direction de : Yves T "

aintings / Détails des tablea on (Al Raid on San Giuto
ault Trou thkg13650)© M/MCG A .‘ g

g -F




A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Edited by/
Sous la direction de

Yves Tremblay

Canadian Military History
Since the 17™ Century

L’histoire militaire canadienne
depuis le XVII® siécle

Proceedings of the Canadian Military History Conference, Ottawa, 5-9 May 2000
Actes du Colloque d’histoire militaire canadienne, Ottawa, 5-9 mai 2000

National Defence/Défense nationale
2001






A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

TABLE OF CONTENTS
TABLE DES MATIERES

Governor General Opening Address/
Message d’ouverture du gouverneur gENEAral ...........c.cooveeeiririrenienieieeeeeee e 2

Acknowledgements/ AVAnt-PrOPOS.........cceeereruerteieeeieeatestestesteteeeseene et ete e stesseneeeeneens 5

Introduction

Lieutenant-general (ret’d) R. DALLAIRE, Opening Address/
Confrence d OUVEITUTIE ........co.evuiriirtiieieiieiieiere sttt ettt ettt ebe e ne 11

Part 1. THE CANADIAN MILITARY EXPERIENCE/
Partie I. L’EXPERIENCE MILITAIRE CANADIENNE

S.F. WISE

Canada and War, 1600-2000............ccceeeueeiuiieeeeereeereeeee e eee et e e e ereeereeeaeeereeeaeeas 21
D. MORTON

Canada’s Military Experience in the Twentieth Century ..........cccoceverenenenineneneene 31

Part Il. THE COLONIAL ERA/
Partie II. L’EPOQUE COLONIALE

Strategy and Tactics Before 1760/
Stratégie et tactique de la guerre coloniale

F.J. THORPE
French Strategic Ideas in the Defence of the Cod Fishery, 1663-1713 ........ccccoevvennenee 41

J. PRITCHARD
Canada and the Defence of Newfoundland During the War of

the Spanish Succession, 1702-1713 ....ccooiiiieiiirieieeiee ettt 49
J. CASSEL
The Militia Legend: Canadians at War, 1665-1760 ..........cccccecevirininencnincnienenenennenn 59

French and British Privateers in the Colonial Era/
Les corsaires, du régime francais au régime anglais

B.A. BALcOM

For King and Profit: Louisbourg Privateers, 1744 ...........ccccocivininineiniiinincneneneenn 69
D. CoNLIN

Naval Contributions of Nova Scotian Privateers, 1793-1805 .........cccceevvveviievieeeieereenne. 83
F. KERT

Private War, Public Service: Maritime Canada’s Private War of 1812 ............c.ccvene.. 95



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CMHC

Frontiers/
Frontiéres
S.K. GIBSON
Fort Haldimand, 1778-1783: Extending the Empire During the American
REVOIUtIONATY WAL ...c..iiiiiiiiiiiiieie ettt sttt st saeenae s 103
T.D. DUBE
“... A Force Too Small to Imply Constraint, but Sufficient to Proclaim a Principle”:
The Enrolled Pensioner Scheme in Canada West, 1851-1858 ...........ccoeeevvvireviveeeennn. 113
Part ITI. 20" CENTURY CONFLICTS
Partie III. LES CONFLITS DU XX" SIECLE
The First World War

La Premiére Guerre mondiale

G.D. SHEFFIELD
How Even Was the Learning Curve? Reflections on the British and
Dominion Armies on the Western Front, 1916-1918.........cccocovviieiiiiiieiieceeeeeeeeee 125

P. BRENNAN and T. LEPPARD
How the Lessons Were Learned: Senior Commanders and the Moulding
of the Canadian Corps after the SOMME ..........cccoririiiieiiiieee e 135

1. MILLER
“A Privilege to Serve”: Toronto’s Experience with Voluntary Enlistment
I he GIEAt WAL ...ttt 145

P.W. LACKENBAUER and N. GARDNER
Citizen-Soldiers as “Liminaries”: The CEF Soldier Riots of 1916 Reconsidered ......... 155

J. CHURCHILL
Of Fighting Baymen and Townies — Towards a Reassessment of
the Newfoundland Conscription Crisis, 1917-1918 .......ccciiiiiiiieeeeeeneeee 167

The Second World War 1: Home Front
La Deuxiéme Guerre mondiale 1 : I’arriére

W. CUTHBERTSON
Pocketbooks and Patriotism: The “Financial Miracle” of Canada’s World

War II Victory Bond Program ........c..coceevieiiiiiiniininincicieecesceeseceeee e 177
R.L. HEIDE

The Politics Behind BCATP Base Selection at Prince Albert, Saskatchewan............... 187
J. NOAKES

The Thirtieth Recommendation: Blimps for Canada...........cccccoeoieiiiiininicen 195



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

The Second World War 2: North-West Europe
La Deuxiéme Guerre mondiale 2 : le front principal

D.I. HALL
Inter-Service and Anglo-Canadian Co-operation: The Long and Troubled
Development of Air Support for British and Imperial Armies in the Second

WOTIA WAL .ottt e ettt 205
G. HAYES

Pondering Canada’s Army Leadership in War and Peace..........cccocoeievenincnieniencnnnne. 213
M. ZUEHLKE

Ortona: Major Victory or Bloody MiStake?..........cccueruierierierieniieienieeiesiieiesieenee e 225
H. HisbAL

Canadian Generals and British Troops: Command Difficulties in 1944 ....................... 235
P. GREGOIRE

Le moral des troupes canadiennes outre-mer entre 1943 et 1945 d’apres

les « Field Censors (HOME) M...c..eeueruieiiriieiiniieiieiesieeiee ettt 245

The Second World War 3: The Pacific
La Deuxiéme Guerre mondiale 3 : le Pacifique

G.R. PERRAS

“An invidious and even dangerous position”: Canadian Reactions to

the 1934 United States Army Air Corps Mission to Alaska.........c.cceceoveeeeiviencnencnene. 259
K. TACHIKAWA

Japanese Non-Memories of Combat with Canada during the Pacific War .................... 269

Part IV. The RCN
Partie IV. La MRC

RCN, a Polyvalent Navy?
La MRC, une marine polyvalente ?

R.H. GIMBLETT

A Century of Canadian Naval Force Development: A Reinterpretation................c....... 277
W.A.B. DOUGLAS
How the RCN became a Blue Water Navy ........ccociviiiienieieiierceeeeeeceecee e 287

The Battle of the Atlantic
La Bataille de ’Atlantique

W.G.D. LunD

Rear-Admiral Leonard Warren Murray, CB, CBE, RCN: A Study of

Command and Leadership in the Battle of the Atlantic ...........ccccovereneiereiniiieeee. 297
R.C. FISHER

“Numbers are Essential”: Victory in the North Atlantic Reconsidered,
March-May 1943 ...ttt 309

iii



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CMHC

J. DRENT
Night Encounter: HMCS Assiniboine and U 119 ........cccocovininininininiiiiinncncnene 317

The Post-War RCN
La MRC dans ’apreés-guerre

B. RAWLING

Navires pour une guerre sans combat : Genese de la classe St-Laurent......................... 327
M. MILNER

Mr Hellyer’s Navy: Canadian Fleet Planning and Politics, 1960-1970 .............ccc........ 337
P. HAYDON and D. MIDDLEMISS

The 1975 Defence Structure Review: The Naval Dimension ..........c.cccceecevercncnennenn 347

Part V. WAR AND PEACE SINCE 1945
Partie V. GUERRE ET PAIX DEPUIS 1945

Defence Policy and Doctrines since 1945
Politiques et doctrines de défense depuis 1945

S. PRINCE
“Life In The Empire Yet?” Post-War Defence Cooperation within
the British Commonwealth .............cocviiiniriiiiiiiiiccceeee e 361

R.S. GENDRON
The Limits of Alliance: Canada and Political Consultation in NATO............cccveenne.... 371

R.J. JARYMOWYCZ
Colonial Cubs to Yankee Condottieri: The Evolution of Canadian Military Culture .... 381

S. KOERNER
Canada and the Post-War Reparations Programme .............cccooevevenencnnincncnenene 389

S. BABCOCK
Whithered on the Vine: The Postwar RCAF Auxiliary ........c.ccceoeeeveieneneiecnenene 395

F. FOURNIER

Le Canada et les armes nucléaires : Autopsie d’une controverse nationale,
LOOT-1963 ...ttt ettt 405

M. JOHNSTON
Maintaining Army Equipment — A Century of Evolution..........cccocceoeieniniiinenene 415

Peacekeeping
Maintien de la paix

Y. TREMBLAY

Le mirissement du maintien de la paix : quelques précédents entre 1948 et 1956........ 425
T. GRANT

The History of Training for Peacekeeping in the Canadian Forces, 1956-1998 ............ 435
R. CARRIER

Entre la guerre et la paix : réflexions sur les attitudes et comportements

militaires dans les OPErations de PAIX ......c.cecveueeieririinienieieie et 443



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Part VI. WRITING WAR
Partie VI. INSCRIPTION DE LA GUERRE

Historiography and Archives
Historiographie et archives

P. MARSDEN
Shaping the Canadian Record of War in the 20" CeNtULY .ooeveeiieeieeiieeee e 455

W.C. GUSTAVSON
Unfinished Business: Colonel A.F. Duguid and the Canadian Official
History of World War OnNe .........ccocuieieiiiiieiieieseeiee ettt st s 465

A.D. ENGLISH, A. BROWN and P. JOHNSTON
Are We Losing Our Memory?: Decision-making in DND ........c..ccccoeciicinininincnennnn. 473

Representations
Représentations

J. CARDWELL
Arts and Arms: The Representation of the Seven Year’s War in
ContempPOrary LItErAtUIE........ccueiieririerieeiieteeeesie e ste ettt et steeneesbeenaesaeeneenaeennenee 481

L. BRANDON
When War Art is N0t HIStOTY? ..o..eoiuiiiiiieiieieeieseeee ettt st 499

P. GouGH
Modernism and Monumentalism: Canada’s Part in the Development
of Memorial ATCRItECTUIE ........coevuiriirtiriiicieieeitetcst ettt 507

B.S. OSBORNE
Erasing Memories of War: Reconstructing France after the “Great War” ..................... 513

R.S. SHEFFIELD
Reconstructing the Indian: The Second World War, Reconstruction and
the Image of the “Indian” in English Canada, 1943-1945..........cccoiiiiinieiinieieieiee 523

POWS, Internees and Minorities
Prisonniers de guerres, internés et minorités

N.F. DREISZIGER
From Ethnic Cleansing to Apologies: The Canadian Experience in Dealing

With MInorities in Wartime..........c..coeeueieieiiininenineetet ettt 533
A.H. IoN

A Petty Problem or a Foul Blot?: Some Aspects of the Treatment of Canadian

Prisoners of War and Civilian Internees in the Japanese Empire, 1941-1945................ 543

W. LACKENBAUER and C. MADSEN
Justifying Atrocity: Lieutenant-Colonel Maurice Andrew and the Defence
of Brigadefiihrer KUt MEYET.........c.oiiriiiiieiieiieieeieeee ettt 553



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CMHC

French Canadians and War
Les Canadiens francais et la guerre

D. DErY

Les Canadiens francais dans les armées américaines : aventure et loyauté ................... 565
R. LEGAULT

Afin de mieux servir : la conception de la milice chez Vassal de Monviel,
adjudant-général de la milice du Bas-Canada...........cc.coccueiverinininincneniiicncncnne 573

J. MACFARLANE
French-Canadian Views of Collective Security, 1945-1950........ccccovirininincincninnn 581

vi



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Canadian Military History
Since the 17" Century

L’histoire militaire canadienne
depuis le XVII® si¢cle

Proceedings of the Canadian Military History Conference, Ottawa, 5-9 May 2000
Actes du Colloque d’histoire militaire canadienne, Ottawa, 5-9 mai 2000



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

RIDEAU HALL
OTTAWA

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL
GOUVERNEUR GENERAL

come together in order to make this conference possible and to acknowledge the value

I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the work and interest which has
a conference like this has in our society.

Canadians have forged an identity and a military tradition from the battles fought
over the last thousand years both in this country and overseas. In knowing our history we
create our story, a story to which all Canadians can turn to discover something of
themselves. But without you, the historians and interested members of the public, our
story has no voice. Within each paper presented at this conference, our history lives with
a voice, and Canada’s military traditions continue to be relevant in peacetime. We need
the effort expended in a conference like this to not only maintain our identity but to
ensure we have the opportunity to learn from the past and to develop institutions which
allow Canadians to understand themselves.

I wish to recognize as well the value you add to the heritage of Canada because it is
through remembering that we recognize the contributions and sacrifices made by those
who gave of themselves so that our country can stand for the values we possess. In
knowing our history, we can continue to claim that we strive for what is truly just and
free. We truly become Canadian around the knowledge of our past. And from this
knowledge, we create a base for our future.

I wish you success in your work, both at this conference and when you return home.
I hope that your work continues to be a labour of love because it is in this context that
true knowledge and understanding are born, nurtured, and valued.

Her Excellency The Right Honourable Adrienne Clarkson
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RIDEAU HALL
OTTAWA

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL
GOUVERNEUR GENERAL

ermettez-moi de profiter de cette occasion pour souligner le travail et ’ardeur qui
rendent ce colloque possible et pour signaler 1’apport d’une manifestation comme
celle-ci a notre société.

Les Canadiens se sont forgés une identité et une tradition militaire & partir des
combats menés durant le dernier millénaire ici méme ou a I’étranger. La connaissance de
I’histoire nous aide a batir I’Histoire, une Histoire vers laquelle les Canadiens peuvent se
tourner pour mieux se connaitre. Mais sans vous, historiens et public intéressé, 1’Histoire
resterait muette. Par chacune de vos contributions a ce colloque, vous donnez une voix a
notre passé et ainsi la tradition militaire du Canada conserve valeur d’exemple en ce
temps de paix. Nous avons besoin du labeur que nécessite un événement comme celui-ci
non seulement pour consolider notre identité, mais aussi pour assurer que nous serons
toujours en position d’apprendre du passé afin de développer les institutions par
lesquelles les Canadiens se comprennent.

Je sais la grande valeur de ce que vous ajoutez aujourd’hui au patrimoine canadien,
ne serait-ce que parce que c’est en rappelant les sacrifices et le concours de chacun que ce
pays peut défendre les valeurs qu’il chérit. En connaissant son histoire, il devient plus
facile de lutter pour la cause de la liberté et de la justice. La connaissance de notre
histoire nous aide a devenir vraiment Canadiens et de 1a a préparer notre avenir.

Je vous souhaite du succes dans vos recherches, ici et apres le retour dans vos
foyers. Je souhaite également que votre travail demeure une passion, car c’est de cette
maniere que la vraie connaissance et la vraie compréhension naissent, se développent et
nous deviennent précieux.

Son Excellence la Trés Honorable Adrienne Clarkson
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INTRODUCTION

blue, what the Directorate of History and Heritage was planning to mark the arrival of

the new millennium. My answer was simple and direct: nothing. I then received my
marching orders, and within two weeks had a list of suggestions ready, one of which was
a proposal for a major conference on Canadian military history, one that would mark the
occasion, and celebrate that field of study, in a lasting way. The proposal was approved
and became “Canada and War from 1000 to 2000.”

I will spare you the details of how the conference was put together, but I would like
to note that the organising committee, Professors Granatstein, Hillmer, and myself,
wanted (and hoped) that the conference would be both historical and historic. Scheduled
to last five days, and covering a thousand years, it offered an exceptional opportunity to
all those interested in Canadian military history. There was a place for everyone, and
practically every interest, if only they came.

In 1997, an astute and forward-looking major general asked me, completely out of the

By spring 1999 we knew we were on to something: we had already received sixty
proposals for individual papers (or sessions), all of them worthwhile. And in the end, as
you know, almost 400 people participated, and over one hundred presentations were
made.

The present volume, which includes about 60 per cent of the presentations, will
reach an even wider audience; and, as at the conference itself, readers will find serious
discussion of (and challenges to) “conventional wisdom” as well as innovative work in
specialised fields associated with (and complementary to) history itself. I must also
observe that fully one in six of these texts were originally written and presented in
French, a welcome and impressive statistic given that, only a decade ago, very few
French Canadians evinced an interest or worked in the field of Canadian military history.
For their part, members of the Canadian Forces, past, present, and future, will find here
ample material upon which to reflect as well, perhaps, some useful lessons to be learned.

Can a conference of this scope and span — it was a first in Canada — ever hope to be
repeated? We have already received considerable encouragement, both written and
verbal, to try again, and some have suggested that we should aim for a five-year cycle.
We are taking these suggestions to heart. Rendez-vous 20057 Let’s wait, see, and hope.

I have received complimentary remarks from all parts of the country regarding the
organisation of the conference. Last May I tried, several times, to ensure that participants
were perfectly aware of the exceptional effort of those twenty or so individuals who
worked “on the ground” behind the scenes to bring the conference idea to fruition.
Without them, we would have got nowhere. I acknowledged their work again at the final
session — my colleagues Jack Granatstein and Norman Hillmer were, frankly, astounded
that so many participants were still there, I would like to take this opportunity to thank
the main players again. Major André Levesque, supported magnificently by Carmen
Goold, oversaw the “material” arrangements, and together they managed to secure all
those “niceties” from sometimes silent partners and sponsors that made the stay in
Ottawa so pleasant (and allowed conference fees to be so modest.) Intellectual content,
including the editing of these proceedings, was the responsibility of Yves Tremblay.
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It goes without saying that without the wholehearted support of the Department of
National Defence, Canada and War from 1000 to 2000 would never have taken place.
Thank you to my colleagues within the Department for their unfailing encouragement and
the trust they placed in the organising team.

And now, good reading to all, including, to return to the beginning, the address
delivered by Lieutenant General (retired) Roméo Dallaire, transcribed with care and
approved by the author — the very general who asked me whether I had any plans for the
Year 2000.

n 1997, un major général clairvoyant m’a demandé, a brile-pourpoint, ce que la

Direction, Histoire et Patrimoine avait prévu pour souligner 1’arrivée du nouveau

millénaire. Ma réponse a été simple : rien ! Mon engagement fut, cependant, qu’en
moins de deux semaines je lui ferais parvenir une série de suggestions. Parmi celles-ci,
fut incluse une « grande » conférence d’histoire militaire canadienne qui marquerait cette
spécialité de facon durable. Ce projet allait devenir Le Canada et la guerre de I’an 1000
a l’an 2000.

Je vous épargne les détails reliés a la mise en place de cette rencontre. Le comité
organisateur, les professeurs Granatstein, Hillmer et moi-méme, voulait que celle-ci soit
historique a plus d’un titre. En se tenant sur cinq jours et en couvrant une si vaste période,
le colloque allait offrir un rendez-vous exceptionnel a tous les historiens militaires
canadiens. Nous voulions attirer les chercheurs aux intéréts les plus divers, du moins
nous I’espérions.

Déja, au printemps 1999, nous avions recu une soixantaine de propositions de
valeur. Comme nous le savons maintenant, ce sont finalement pres de 400 personnes qui
ont participé a I’événement avec plus de cent communications présentées.

Le présent volume fera maintenant rayonner vers un plus vaste public environ
60 pour cent des échanges qui ont eu lieu a cette occasion. On trouvera, dans les écrits
qui suivent, la contestation sérieuse d’idées recues, aussi bien que 1’utilisation de
spécialités complémentaires a 1’histoire. On y constatera qu’un texte sur six a été rédigé
et présenté en francais, une proportion respectable lorsque 1’on sait que, voici a peine dix
ans, presque aucun francophone ne s’occupait d’histoire militaire canadienne. Pour leur
part, les militaires canadiens devraient rencontrer, dans ces lectures, ample matiere a
réflexion et quelques lecons utiles.

Un colloque de ce genre, une premiere au Canada par la forme et I’envergure,
devrait-il étre répété ? Nous avons recu énormément de commentaires positifs, écrits ou
verbaux, a son sujet. Certains proposaient de renouveler 1’expérience sur une base
quinquennale. Nous avons pris bonne note de cette suggestion. Rendez-vous en 2005 ?
Nous verrons bien.

Des remerciements me sont arrivés de toutes parts. L’exceptionnelle qualité de
I’organisation du colloque me fut maintes fois soulignée. Ce succes est dii & une vingtaine
de personnes. A la fin du colloque, j’ai signalé, et vous étiez encore nombreux sur place,
a la grande surprise de mes collegues Jack Granatstein et Norman Hillmer, la présence de
ces collaborateurs sans lesquels I’entreprise n’aurait pu avoir lieu. Je tiens ici a rappeler
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les noms des principaux d’entre eux : le major André Levesque chapeautait la partie
matérielle de I’organisation de ce colloque, habilement appuyé de Carmen Goold. Ils sont
parvenus, par un travail inlassable, a obtenir de nombreuses commandites qui ont rendu
le séjour des participants des plus agréables, en retour de modiques frais d’inscription. Le
cOté contenu, incluant la publication des présents actes, a été sous 1’égide d’Yves
Tremblay.

Bien sir, sans le ministere de la Défense nationale, Le Canada et la guerre de
I’an 1000 a I’an 2000 n’aurait pas vu le jour. Merci a mes collegues du MDN de leur
appui indéfectible et de la confiance qu’ils ont mise dans 1’équipe d’organisation.

Maintenant, bonne lecture a tous. Et pour commencer par le commencement, voici
le texte, retranscrit par nos soins en accord avec 1’auteur, du lieutenant général (e.r.)
Roméo Dallaire, celui qui m’avait demandé si j’avais des projets pour 1’an 2000...

Serge Bernier
Février 2001
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OPENING ADDRESS
CONFERENCE D’OUVERTURE

parmi nous le général Belzile, qui a été un mentor pour moi en différentes

Mesdames et messieurs, collegues et amis, bonjour. Je suis enchanté de voir
périodes de ma carriére.

Aujourd’hui et durant les cinq jours a venir, vous participerez a un impressionnant
colloque. En choisissant un theme comme le Canada et la guerre de 1’an mil a ’an deux
mille, on a décidé d’étudier nos racines en profondeur. En tous les cas, le déroulement de
cette semaine prouve un grand intérét pour [I’histoire militaire de ce pays,
particulierement depuis le XIX® siecle.

Pour ma part, je remarque depuis longtemps que nos études en histoire militaire
canadienne portent presque toutes sur le volet tactique. C’est-a-dire que le niveau
d’envergure stratégique n’est presque jamais abordé, sauf lorsqu’on parle de la
production d’équipement et de munitions. Est-ce que les Canadiens ont pris des décisions
de nature stratégique ? Méme McNaughton, en son temps, a peu influencé les décisions
de la « Cour impériale », si 1’on peut dire. La tactique continue de nous hanter et joue un
role dans ’orientation des officiers qui sont pris dans son carcan avec pour résultat qu’ils
ont de la difficulté a développer, articuler, publier et méme débattre du volet stratégique
canadien, avec les autorités canadiennes, celles d’autres pays ou encore avec des
collegues étrangers.

Ce que vous ferez cette semaine va, je I’espere, créer un intérét et faire comprendre
le besoin qu’ont les Forces canadiennes d’évoluer a partir de leur histoire, d’orienter a un
niveau intellectuel supérieur les débats militaires. Je remarque aussi que, durant cette
semaine, on aura droit a 25% de présentations en francais : je considere que c’est un
succes magistral pour de M. Bernier qu’a pu regrouper des intellectuels, des historiens,
des sociologues francophones, un milieu qui fournit 25% des membres de nos forces, un
changement important survenu au cours des trente derniere années chez nous.

because it is, in itself, a significant gesture or movement in terms of presenting that
dimension of the stufy of military history in Canada. It seems to also put to rest an
absolutely terrible quotation of my ageing father-in-law who had commanded a regiment
in the Second World War. He was in his late 70s when one day, and I considered him to
be a of considerable influence on my career, he caught me by complete surprise when,
out of the blue, he asked: “Romeo, what do the Canadian forces have too much of in

I mention the French Canadian, the French involvement in this colloquium particularly

As accurate a transcription as possible and approved by lieutenant-general Dallaire, of his
presentation made at the opening of the conference. Transcription aussi fidele que possible, et
approuvée par le lieutenant général Dallaire, de la communication qu’il a présentée en
ouverture du colloque.
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peacetime but never enough of in war?” I thought maybe it’s guns or ammunition and so
on and he said quite critically, he said “French Canadians.” I think over the evolution of
the last thirty years there has been movement, often slow, but there has been constant
movement to correct that perception; and now this colloquium represents further and
significant progress in the way we are studying the profession of arms today and certainly
of the past.

The bulk of the material for my presentation came from my work as the CDS
Special Advisor of Officer Professionnal Development. Dr Bernier mentioned that we
were doing work on the evolution, nay the reform of the Canadian officer corps, of
Canadian officership and generalship, and art of the admiral.

The study of the future Canadian officer corps must begin from a rigorous scientific
study and debate of our past, the historical dimension, and from our recent and current
actions and assessments. We often hear our military history, as it were, is not as
flamboyant as maybe the histories of many of the colonial powers of the 19 century and
even 20™ century, some of whom believe they are (and in Africa are certainly perceived
to be) still colonial powers. Military history, however, or the involvement of the military
in the evolution of this nation, is not insignificant and, in fact, is quite colourful when one
considers the ministers and generals in both the 19" and 20" centuries who delved, often
amateurishly in its activities. Certainly the evolution of the general and flag officer corps
that emerged just prior to the First World War is a fascinating example of the stresses and
strains between an omnipotent colonial power and the nascent independent and
inexperienced indigenous senior leadership. The few who have and continue to write
serious books and papers on the Canadian generalship or art of the admiral such as Jack
Granatstein, Professor Haycock, Steve Harris and Jack English, papers that are not so
much critical of individuals but call on us to recognise that although our regular forces
may be well over a century old in some respects, we are still very youthful, if not
immature in our approach to the intellectual development of general and flag officers and
of professional development in the broader context. As a case in point, our generals and
admirals still depend principally on their experiential base despite the fact that we know
that that is not going to meet the demands of the future, and despite our suspicion that the
lack of a more intellectually profound underpinning may have robbed them of credibility
when they have stood in front of the country’s political leaders and before the nation at
large.

In the 90s, and that is not very far back for you ladies and gentlemen, we see a
significant and generalised watershed not only for the Canadian forces but also for a
majority of the countries of the Western world, a watershed produced by the end of the
Cold War as well, for example, by the Revolution in Military Affairs. At the same time,
the Canadian Forces also went through some extensive and traumatic experiences,
experiences I hope historians will study in the future, to determine why they happened
and what we did as a result of them, which have also had an impact on our credibility.
Some of the way forward has been addressed in the many ministerial reports that came
out in the 1997 timeframe.

Still, given both the more universal changes and those more specifically related to
recent Canadian history, I believe that we must recognise that the current generation of
general officers, all officers in fact, must themselves recognize the unique opportunity
they have to lead the Canadian Forces in meeting the challenges of the new century and
those posed by the events of the last few years of the preceding one. And I would suspect
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that if we don’t, in fact, lead the forces and influence the government in meeting these
challenges that the forces will face, then historians of the future will be quite critical of us
for having missed a significant moment of change of reform that could have happened.

However there is a movement — this colloquium is an example of it — within the
armed forces and the country at large to examine our heritage, the richness and value of
our military history and its links both here in the country and internationally so as to give
us a reference point in reforming the CF, the officer corps, and the general officer corps.
This is not a conservative approach, one trying to preserve the past in face of the future,
but rather an attempt to seek a reference point upon which we risk launching ourselves
into the future. Perhaps I can quote, in the context of what we have been doing over the
past two years and are still doing, a certain historian who has a mixed reputation in and
amongst you of the academic milieu and certainly has an interesting reputation. The
individual I'm speaking of is Martin Van Creveld, a very interesting gentleman I first
came into contact with when I was at the British Higher Command and Staff Course
during the Gulf War — where we dubbed our course (which was at the operational level)
“How do you do Schwartzkopf’s job?.” Martin van Creveld came to speak to us and
spent a number of hours with us and also consumed a number of bottles of port; as I look
at the crowd here I am reminded of a statement he made after I don’t know how many
bottles of port: he said ““You know if you give a soldier the choice between actual combat
and sex he would probably choose combat as the dimensions of combat and all its total
involvement is probably more rewarding in the long run.”

Well, of course, we let that go by. However, when you look at the male dominance
of this crowd here you sort of wonder whether there is something in what he said. But
that’s a personal reflection. I bring up his name because I would wish to make an
observation based on his book The Transformation of War, published in 1991 just at the
commencement of this new post-Cold War era. The words in question — and I am
paraphrasing: Over the last few decades some of the best and largest regular armies have
failed repeatedly in low intensity conflicts in which they seemed to hold all the cards.
Now this should have caused politicians, the military and their academic advisors to take
a profound and searching look at the nature of war in our time. However, by the accepted
strategic framework, time and time again the losers (who by rights should not have lost)
explained away their defeat by citing mitigating factors. Often they invoked an alleged
stab in the back, blaming politicians who refused them a free hand or else a home public
which did not give them the support to which they felt they were entitled. In other cases
they thrust their head in the sand and argued that they were defeated in a political war, a
psychological war, a propaganda war, a guerrilla war, a terrorist war — defeated, in short,
in anything and everything but war “properly speaking.”

As the 20™ century is dawning in its conclusion it is becoming clearer everyday that
this line of reasoning will no longer do. If only we are prepared to look, can we see a
revolution taking place under our very noses. Just as no Roman citizen was left
unaffected by the barbarian invasions, so too in vast parts of the world no man, woman or
child alive today will be spared the consequences of the newly emerging forms of war. In
other words, war, “properly speaking,” does not encompass all the forms of war that exist
today and with which we may very well have to come to grips. But we got wrapped up in
war “defined properly speaking” and although our hope for the future should surely be
“Never again in ignorance,” the title of a small piece that I co-authored with a colleague,
I fear that instead of anticipating and proactively grasping the opportunities and
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challenges for reform in the operational, social, resource management information
revolution of our time — we may repeat our mistakes.

Who didn’t grasp it? And why didn’t we grasp it? And, why did we not lead in this
anticipatory dimension of what’s coming down the road instead of trying to adapt old
methodologies from the Cold War or peacekeeping?

A recent publication, however, produced by the senior generals and admirals of the
Canadian Forces called the Canadian Forces Defence Strategy 2020 has actually
articulated strategic vision, and perhaps there’s reason to hope. I quote a small point “We
will exploit leading edged doctrine and technologies to accomplish our domestic and
international roles in the battle space of the 21% century and be recognized both at home
and abroad as an innovative, relevant knowledge-based institution with transformational
leadership and coherent management. We will build upon our proud heritage in pursuit of
clear strategic objectives.”

That’s certainly one way of trying to regain the initiative in launching ourselves
purposefully into the future in a way that goes beyond the merely experiential “what’s
next will happen tomorrow type of leadership.” We must build on this proud, and at times
complex heritage. But to build on it we must know more about it. In that respect,
unhappily, many of us are in fact neophytes when it comes to understanding the
relationships and the factors that have affected the historic evolution of the Canadian
Forces, its influence in Canadian society and the structure and the place of Canada in the
world. However, I firmly believe that if we are to risk innovative methodologies,
innovative thinking and in fact open the whole dimension of debate at any rank of any
component of the military institution, the military structures, the strategic and military
evolution of the Canadian Forces and its role in Canada in supporting our national
policies we can only do so by ensuring that our history and heritage is understood.

Now we have to consider new components such as the revolution in military affairs,
more complex conflict resolution, the revolution in business affairs, and significant
sociological and individual ideologies, all of which are coming more and more to the fore
are drivers of essential change for and into the information age. So we are faced, as we
start to ponder this officer and general officer corps of the future, a rather complex
enigma — an enigma which comes from a balance exercise, a balance exercise between
technologically based or educated officers, the essence of the Cold War era model, versus
a humanities or some might say social sciences based educated officer corps. What’s the
balance between the two? Or should it be all of one or the other? Is there a balance? And
what is it? Is it 40-60, 50-50? What is that balance required of that officer corps? Is it the
same balance we see in private sector corporate management. We have officers today
who are not sure whether they should go to Staff College or go get an MBA because of
the importance of business planning and resource management in a time of significant
resource constraints. For it cannot be denied that this time of constraints and a whole new
kind of accountability demands some fairly sophisticated thinking, projecting and
prioritization of those scarce resources. For a commander today will never achieve his
operational objectives and certainly not achieve his operational training objectives if he is
not prudent and knowledgeable about how to manage his resources.

What’s the balance? Do they need both an MBA and Staff College? Interestingly, if
we look at the general officer corps since we were slashed by 50% over the last three or
four years we will find that the general officer corps, up to 60%, are involved in corporate
activities whose objective is to ensure that the forces have what they need and the
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resources are moved appropriately and that we are leading the forces into the future. That
suggests the importance of what MBA students learn, because if we lack the skill sets in
this area, the deficiency will have a significant influence on the day-to-day operations of
the forces and how it will evolve into the future, whether we are speaking of equipment
or other things. But so will a lack of operational competence, whether obtained on
operations or on exercise. You then have the debate between education and training. How
much education? How much training? You will note the education bubble is bigger and
that is my perspective and certainly was the perspective and continues to be the
perspective of the whole project of officer professional development towards 2020.

We also have to deal with all the implications of the information age. Here we must
be clear that the information age does not simply imply new technology we have to use
but how this will affect the whole philosophy of command. It is possible, for example,
that technology will be so advanced that in the machine/man-woman interface of 2020
we may no longer want to use the process of deductive reasoning because there may be a
whole new methodology of reasoning dependent on (and possible only because of) future
technology. At a more mundane level, the interface may fundamentally alter the
possibilities of, say, how you exercise command and control. Since much of what will
happen in the information age is clearly going to be driven by the bigger powers, and
particularly the Americans, I wonder where we will be able to insert the Canadian
philosophy of commander, the Canadian dimension, into what results from this interface.
If the information revolution tends to drive us away from the Canadian philosophy of
command and control because we are using technologies developed elsewhere, will we,
in fact, end up worse than we were between the two world wars when we were
unarguably the lackeys of British doctrine and training? Will we again be significantly
influenced by US structures as we were in the 1960s? Will we be forced to immerse
ourselves an American system and philosophy of command and control that we don’t
expect (and may not recognize)? Will we in fact change our philosophy of command to
fit the technology even if it comes from somewhere else?

In order to recognize what we are doing (or what is being done to us) we must, of
course, understand what is our philosophy of command. More broadly, we must also
identify, from looking at the past, what is the fundamental Canadian theory of war; what
is the final defensive line to cuts, that final defensive line that establishes and articulates
the social contract between the nation and those in uniform to defend it and the risk-
taking by the government. What will that final defensive line be based on? Three
services? A particular role? Will we be asked to undertake what some believe are tasks of
the Canadian government at the expense of our military structure? With a few exceptions,
we have undergone attrition since the 1964 White Paper; and although we may have
fooled ourselves into believing that there was enough money to implement the 1987
White Paper, we in fact were suckered because, coming ten years too late, there was
never going to be the money to actually implement that White Paper. Will we be able to
stop the attrition battle? Will we be able to articulate our final defensive line between
having a military capability and having something else?

How many of us? I was twelve years a general officer and how many times have I
written on that subject? How many times have I debated that subject? How many times
have we, in colloquium with academics, colleagues and so on, actually gone into the
minute details to find examples of, even definitions of, Canadian generalship and art of
the Army? From that, what is our theory of war? Is it Clausewitzian, Jominian, or
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something else? Is it based on some of the fundamental studies of the past? Or is it, again,
only experiential leading us to the conclusion that we’ll survive and we’ll defend
everything we can and hope for the best in the next budget. Well Defence Strategy 2020
is saying that that doesn’t work anymore; but the officer professional development 2020
is saying “listen you are going to need an officer corps that can play in that game and
certainly playing in that game requires a complete shift in the intellectual basis of your
officer corps.” No more should the general officer corps be based fundamentally on
experiential promotions and jobs. A general officer, flag officer, is a gentleman or lady
who is involved in the strategic evolution of the forces and in fact it’s the component of
the military that must be intimately involved in developing the policies and serving the
ambitions of the nation. So the posting a general or flag officer has is important.

But along with good postings for useful experience, there a whole other aspect of
general officer career development which demands that every general officer spend time
in that intellectual arena. And, in fact, should be fostered in his or her opportunity to do
so. [ have to admit that on occasions, but dare I say very odd occasions, individuals have
had such opportunities, but this has mainly been a haphazard thing. It has not been a
structured program, something systematic because it is good for the system.

If we wish to think about a structured and useful professional development program
for the general officers and flag officers let us not stick to old “universal” notions. Why
not have one or two-stars getting graduate degrees in a number of different disciplines?
Why not have a two star or one star go to the Harvard Business School for an MBA?
Why not have 10, 15, or 20% of the general officers with PhDs, real PhDs, PhDs that
have something to do with the profession of arms and related fields or displines —
particularly in those social sciences related to or influencing the evolution of the forces
and their role. Please understand that I am not in any way putting down technology and
the study of technology, engineering, science; I’'m not say that they aren’t relevant or
useful. Creating a better balance, however, between the technology based references that
the Forces have often used, I mean the methodology of project management and moving
to greater acceptance of and recognition of the social studies is something I believe we
must do.

Similarly, if we get these generals who have done research to get their PhD, what is
wrong with having them continue to do research after their graduation, after they are back
“on the job,” so to speak. To publish and in fact teach. And when I speak of general
officers here, I ask as well, why not colonels, why not lieutenant-colonels.

Four years ago I presented a paper at the Annual Meeting of the Strategic Chairs that
National Defence sponsors in twelve universities. In that session I raised the point of why
shouldn’t officers be educated and pursue fundamental research, fundamental even when
still in uniform. Why not, I asked, and continue to ask, but back then I was nearly heckled
out of the room and I certainly was put to task when I said that we probably wanted to
have Colonels (Captains (N)) to have post-graduate degrees, real Masters degrees,
Masters degrees pertinent to the profession. And not necessarily Masters degrees only to
the individual’s liking or opportunities; and certainly not only in technical fields — we
have a lot of them, in fact. I think that the educational basis, the intellectual vigour of the
officer corps is crucial to our being able to lead, face, and anticipate the challenges of the
future. As these revolutions continue to evolve and we see actual paradigm shifts coming
at us hot and heavy, not only through technology, but through the evolution of humanity,
through burgeoning globalism and yes, even human security.
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Canada seems to me to be a middle power that is ready to be a world leader in terms
of the importance it gives to respecting humanity and human security: The betterment of
men, women and children in order for them to gain and even expect at least the minimum
of respect and opportunities. As a result of government policies, the Forces allows those
of us in uniform to be leaders in this new dimension of the use of force. It is involving the
Canadian Forces, kicking and screaming into a realm where the old concepts and
doctrines are proving more and more ineffective. That doesn’t for a moment mean we can
in any way put aside or abrogate our responsibilities as a military force, skilled and
experienced in warfighting, that must be ready to defend this nation at home and abroad.
Rather, it calls for us to acquire a completely new multi-disciplinary set of skills, to
articulate a new conceptual base with its deducted doctrinal preaching that will reduce
and hopefully eliminate the post-cold war “adhocery” in post-modern peacekeeping and
conflict resolution. No more of the debate between “train down” and “train up” for
conflict-resolution and peacekeeping. Rather, we must think in terms of a new and added
set of qualifications and skills to the single focused warfighting based doctrine that many
members of the Forces leadership insist on perpetuating, even though they recognise the
vacuums in capabilities needed to resolve conflict and establish an atmosphere of security
for all concerned; open a whole multitude of other skill sets that are required from the
young lieutenant graduating from RMC in the next few years — a graduate who doesn’t
need to be hobbled by the requirements of Cold War ways of doing things, and to have a
five or six year apprenticeship before we allow him to play with the “real toys.” Let us
instead realize that those young officers who are graduating into a complex era of
operations filled with morally demanding and ethically excruciating decisions in their
roles and their responsibilities, even in garrison under the demanding transparency code
insisted by the people of this country.

I haven’t been able to speak about all that I would have like to in the allotted time,
but I recommend to you the first draft of Canadian Officership in the 21* century that has
been, since January 2000, presented for comment from all venues. It is a compendium of
thoughts of the future officer corps and the future general and flag officer corps. Since its
publication in January, I gather that extensive work has been done with the involvement
of general and flag officers as rarely seen in the past.

Ladies and gentlemen you have been very kind to let me speak like this and I hope
that the colloquium will achieve its ambitious aim. Intellectually rigorous, experientially
tempered and disciplined debate, with the opportunity to be published, are the catalysts of
this unique Canadian military history event. This project is most worthy of being a
millennium initiative.

Bravo Dr Serge Bernier ainsi qu’a votre équipe.

Merci a vous tous et bonne semaine.

Lieutenant-general (ret’d) R. Dallaire

17






A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Part I

THE CANADIAN MILITARY EXPERIENCE

Partie I

L’EXPERIENCE MILITAIRE CANADIENNE






A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

CANADA AND WAR
1600-2000

Sydney F. Wise

Canadians that our military history has little to do with “real” Canadian history,

and second, to suggest a contrary proposition, that virtually from the beginning of
European settlement in what is now Canada, it would be difficult to find a generation
whose life and development was unaffected by war and the threat of war.

This paper is about two things: first, some reflections on the belief held by most

The last years of the twentieth century have been filled with anniversaries of
conflict, echoes from the history of the bloodiest century in the human record, a century
of terrible suffering, of revolutionary change and of hideous crimes against humanity
almost beyond imagining. Because the twentieth century was also one of unexampled
technological innovation, we have been granted, unlike former generations, the power of
historical recall through sound recording and film. Thus we have heard and seen
extraordinary things, peoples crushed, cities levelled, states overthrown, the movements
and clashes of vast armies, navies and air forces, and, as well, the faces and the emotions
of peoples condemned to defeat and oppression, and of those liberated from that long
agony. To the future historian, these events, and such evidences of them, will mark our
century as the quintessential era of violence, war, and death.

It seemed to me, at this juncture, and with this conference, a most remarkable
outpouring of Canadian military history, an appropriate time to reflect upon the place of
war in Canadian history. At first glance it would seem that the burden of war upon us has
been light; that somehow we have been granted an exemption from history. The wars, at
least of the last century or so, bore most heavily upon Europe, Asia, and Africa. But this
is hardly true. Though our part of the world has, over the past century or so, been free of
the devastation of war, we know that it was not always so in North America, and we are
perfectly aware, historically speaking, that every European conflict of the 17" and
18" centuries had its repercussions in North America, and that early colonial societies,
whether French or English speaking, had to place a premium upon military preparedness.
The French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars brought their North American sequel in
the War of 1812. The threat of American aggression remained a concern for most of the
19" century, yet the century closed with volunteer contingents from Canada going off to
Africa to fight a people they knew nothing of, for a cause remote from the concerns of
their daily lives.

The First World War brought naval battles off the coast of South America, but the
whole of the Western Hemisphere was virtually untouched not only during the First
World War but in the Second World War as well. Both the United States and Canada had
to cope, in their different ways, with German submarines in the two wars, but in fact
North America escaped all but unscathed. The Second World War was, in a sense, a
vindication of Senator Dandurand’s famous remark to the League of Nations that
“Canada lived in a fireproof house, far from flammable materials.” A Japanese submarine
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fired a few rounds at the British Columbia coast; German submarines penetrated the Gulf
and River St. Lawrence; another U-boat set up an automatic weather station on the
Labrador coast (not to be discovered until long after the war by Dr. Alec Douglas);
Canadians had to endure the Japanese paper balloon menace, such as it was. Compared to
the fate that overtook older lands, these incidents are almost laughably negligible.

Unlike the Americans, who fought in the last century a civil war so terrible that it
had an abiding impact upon the national culture and history, with the minor exceptions of
rebellions in 1837, 1838 and 1885, we have not had a war on our soil for 188 years. This
fortunate exemption has reinforced a powerful element in our national political culture,
one that bridges our language divisions, because one of the most durable perceptions that
Canadians have had of themselves is that of a peace-loving people, whose chief struggles
have been against a harsh environment: Canada is the “peaceable kingdom,” in William
Kilbourne’s phrase summing up this aspect of our national psyche. We have earned our
reputation internationally as sober, responsible mediators and fixers, and have with
diligence and considerable sacrifice established ourselves as the very model of the
modern peacekeeper, at least, until very recently.

This self-perception seems to flow naturally from our past: a country of hardy
settlers, overwhelmingly preoccupied with wresting an existence from the sea, the forests
and the land: so in 1812 Bishop Joseph-Octave Plessis contrasted the American invaders,
whom he termed “Goths” or barbarians, with the peaceable habitants of Lower Canada;
while the Rev. Egerton Ryerson, in Upper Canada, similarly referred to the “Persian
thousands” of Americans, characteristic products of an anarchic and disorderly society,
who were repelled by “the Spartan bands of Canadian Loyalist volunteers, aided by a few
hundred English soldiers.”' “Ordered liberty” was a central belief in late 18" and early
19" century Canada, at least among the colonial elite. George Brown, in the Globe in the
1850s, exploited this theme to the full, and predicted explosive violence would overtake
the American Union. To Canadians of every region, the American Civil War was a
demonstration not only of the violent tendencies of American life and institutions, but a
standing contrast to the stability of the Canadian framework of government; it was no
accident that “peace, order and good government” is just about the only memorable
phrase in the British North America Act of 1867.

That a Canadian, Lester Pearson, and a Canadian-based peace organization, the
Pugwash Conference, have been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, conveys the highest
international recognition of Canada as the peaceable kingdom. George Stanley’s
Canada’s Soldiers: the Military History of an Unmilitary People, first published in 1953,
put the professional historian’s imprimatur upon this aspect of our past. In effect, Stanley
was saying that military history, and hence war, was in a sense irrelevant to our history as
a people.

In contrast to European societies, we have never had a hereditary military class,
dependent upon government-sponsored violence for its social status and employment for
its sons, and dedicated to the perpetuation of military institutions and the exaltation of the
military virtues. This is not to say that it could not have happened. There were two
occasions in our history when the role of the military might have taken a different
turning. In New France, after the arrival of the Carignan-Salieres regiment of regulars in
1665, an event which gave a military tone to the new royal government, the settlement of
discharged regulars in the colony, the endowing of the captains of militia with civil
functions, and the posting of the troupes de la marine to the colony has led at least one
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historian, Ian Steele, to characterize New France as “an authoritarian military culture.”
Similarly, when the Loyalist Corps allotted land along the St. Lawrence front, and on the
Niagara Frontier of what became Upper Canada, they were settled by unit, with their
active command structure in place. In neither case, however, were these pronounced
military characteristics continued beyond a generation or so.

Instead, and deriving directly from our perception of the meaning of Canadian
experience of war, we have a set of variations on the militia myth. The classic statement
of the myth was made by the Rev. John Strachan, following the victories of Detroit and
Queenston Heights in 1812:

It will be said by the future Historian, that the Province of Upper Canada,
without the assistance of men or arms, except a handful of regular troops,
repelled its invaders, slew or took them all prisoners, and captured from its
enemies the greater part of the arms by which it was defended.... And never,
surely, was greater activity shewn in any country, than our militia have
exhibited, never greater valour, cooler resolution, and more approved conduct;
they have emulated the choicest veterans, and they have twice saved the
country.2

It was the militia, therefore, according to this version of our military history, that put
down the Rebellions in 1837-1838, defeated the Fenians at Ridgeway, rallied to the cause
and crushed the Northwest Rebellion in 1885, and volunteered in large numbers for
service in the eight contingents Canada sent to the South African War. The formidable
Canadian Corps of the First World War was the product, not of the tiny pre-war
permanent force of about 3000, but of Sam Hughes’ “call to the clans;” almost precisely
the same phenomenon took place during the Second World War, when a small
professional force was expanded by hundreds of thousands of volunteers for the army,
navy, and air force. Even with the Korean War, volunteers from the general population
made up the bulk of the Special Service Force first despatched. The assumption
underlying this experience has always been that if war is forced upon us, Canadians will
respond, from the plough, the shops, the counting houses, the workbench and will do
what needs to be done. We have of course paid dearly for this assumption, whether in the
slaughter of inadequately trained Canadians at the Second Battle of Ypres in April 1915,
at Dieppe in 1942, or in the Battle of Normandy in 1944.

Our geographic and geopolitical situation has shielded the Canadian population from
the harshest effects of war, and has also promoted a considerable lack of realism about
the nature of war and about the significance of military institutions. Ignorance of our
military history is profound at every level of society, including the academic profession,
understandable enough, since the subject, if fully entered into, is both technically
demanding and of necessity repellent in character. This judgement applies equally to the
profession of journalism, if the quality of debate and information over such subjects as
the “Valour and the Horror” controversy or the Oka confrontation is any indication. That
the Canadian military has been called out in aid of the civil power well over two hundred
times since 1867 would probably be a revelation to most journalists.

But if the shelter of our geography has protected us from the full horrors of war or
preserved our idealism and naiveté, if you like, there is a sense in which most Canadians
are aware that the burden of war has lain heavily upon us. That there have been well over
100,000 dead in the wars in which we have participated is burden enough, not to speak of
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the hundreds of thousands more who carried the wounds of battle, physical and
psychological, with them for the rest of their lives.

Canadians also know that the impact of war, especially the two world wars, upon
our society, politics, and economy has been enormous, even though they might not be
quite sure of the details. The Boer War had not only generated a degree of militarism
among the Anglo-Canadian elite, as Carl Berger has pointed out, but it re-opened the
cleavage between the two great language communities of the country, despite Prime
Minister Laurier’s best efforts. The First World War, so blithely and unthinkingly entered
into, had profound consequences. It enlarged the powers of the central government, as it
strove to marshal the war effort. The bureaucracy expanded and began to modernize
itself. Government intervened more and more in the economy and into the lives of
citizens: controls were extended over labour relations, prices, the supplies of certain
materials, and most of all over the people themselves. Massive government borrowing on
the American market took place, as well as the imposition, for the first time, of an income
tax. The manufacturing and industrial base of the country was enlarged, particularly in
heavy industry; ships were built, over 3000 aircraft were produced, munitions factories
were expanded or created. At one bound, Canada entered the air age, with more than
20,000 Canadians in the British air services. This was to lead to the rapid development of
civil aviation between the wars, as well as the aerial mapping of Canada, geological and
forest surveys, and other aspects of the era of the bush pilot. The status of women
changed; domestic service, teaching and nursing, and clerical work, the pre-war
occupations of women in the work force, were expanded to include work in
manufacturing and industry, and thousands of women entered the work force for the first
time. In 1917 the franchise was extended to women, or at least those women related to
serving soldiers, as the Borden government strove to win an election in which the chief
issue was conscription.

Conscription itself, brought about by the heavy casualties suffered by the Canadians
in Flanders and on the Somme, divided the country as never before, and its effects,
compounded by the Second World War, are with us yet. At the same time, the successes
won by the Canadian Corps on the Western Front, with the climax of Vimy in 1917,
furthered the national aims of Borden and many other Canadians: to achieve a place for
Canada in the Empire and the world. With the admission of Canada and the other
Dominions to the Imperial War Council by Lloyd George, a process was begun which
was to culminate in the Balfour declaration of 1926 and the Statute of Westminster of
1931, according autonomy all of this, of course, under the shepherding of Prime Minister
Mackenzie King, the chief political beneficiary of the conscription crisis.

The Second World War wrought even greater changes in Canada than did the First.
In order to understand why, it is important to grasp the dimensions of the Canadian war
effort, which in turn drove the government to take unprecedented powers. Canada, a
country of 11 millions when the war broke out, fielded not a corps as in the First War but
an army. It constructed and launched a navy which at war’s end was the third largest
Allied fleet. It enlisted a quarter of a million in the RCAF, and formed a bomber group
and a tactical fighter group. And, on top of all this, Canada was responsible for the
enormous Commonwealth air-training program, the BCATP. In addition, the Canadian
resource industry, agriculture, and manufacturing became a vital supplier to the Allied
war effort, particularly to Britain. These huge commitments led the federal government to
intervene in provincial jurisdictions, to enter tax fields previously enjoyed by the

24



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

provinces, to marshal and direct manpower, and to impose a rigorous system of price and
wage controls as well as severe rationing of food and consumer goods of all kinds.

During the war, women entered the labour force to a far greater extent than in the
First World War — indeed, to a greater extent than women were drawn upon for work in
Nazi Germany — and this time their entry into the labour force was permanent, unlike the
drop off which occurred in the 1920s. Moreover, the armed services were opened to
women, including technical trades previously reserved for men; over 50,000 women
served in the three branches of the armed forces.

As with the First World War, the country underwent a conscription crisis in the
Second — in fact, two, involving the plebiscite of 1942, when the vote disclosed that while
the majority of all Canadians favoured releasing the government from its commitment not
to invoke conscription for overseas service, more than two-thirds of Quebeckers voted
no. The second crisis occurred in 1944, when it became clear that the casualties suffered
by the Canadian First Army in Normandy and in the reduction of the Channel Ports
necessitated infantry reinforcements beyond the capacity of the reinforcement pool to
supply. Ultimately, the government was compelled to invoke conscription for overseas
service, and some 2500 conscripts took part in actual operations before the end of the
war. It was the consummate political skill of Mackenzie King which averted a breach as
serious as that of 1917, but the crisis was a real one, and left a deep imprint.

Canada emerged from the war transformed into a modern industrial state, with the
beginnings of a national social safety net, not the least important element of which was
the access afforded many thousand Canadian veterans to higher education — a revolution
in its own right. And unlike the retreat into isolation and rejection of binding
commitments which had characterized Canadian governments of the 1920s and 1930s,
Canada swiftly entered into a series of breathtaking military commitments. As early as
1940, following upon the fall of France, Mackenzie King and Franklin Roosevelt signed
the Ogdensburg Agreement, establishing the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, and
reversing at a stroke the whole course of Canadian history, marking a shift to an
American orientation in our foreign and military policy. The rest of the story is familiar
to this generation: the formation of NATO, the participation of Canada — following the
American lead — in the peace action in Korea, the creation of NORAD, and other aspects
of the Cold War from which only recently the world has emerged.

Far from being insulated from the impress of 20" century wars, modern Canada has
been shaped and altered by them to an extraordinary degree. Whether or not the burden
has been a heavy one has yet to be resolved (although the 20,000 Japanese Canadians
who were deprived of their homes and property, moved out of British Columbia, and
dispersed across the country would surely disagree). It may yet prove that the impact of
the wars has contributed in a fundamental way to the ultimate dissolution of the national
union, as Mackenzie King always feared. In any event, it can be argued with considerable
validity that the “peaceable kingdom” has been very largely created by war.

The burden of the wars of the last century bore most heavily, of course, upon the
more than two million Canadians who took part in them as members of the armed forces.
Such a commitment has been a powerful source of national pride and unity in many of
the Allied countries who fought in the two wars — Australia is an obvious example. It is
not so with Canada. Charles Stacey once contended, during the annual meeting of the
Canadian Historical Association in 1967 that Canadian nationalism was born on the
battlefield of Vimy. I ventured to disagree with him on two grounds: first, that Canadian
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nationalism, of whatever variety, had much deeper roots in our history than that, and
second, Vimy was a source of national pride only to English speaking Canadians, and to
that minority of French Canadians actively involved. War has not contributed to a sense
of shared history, but the reverse.

Vimy, though a remarkable achievement, was not the greatest victory won by the
Canadian Corps: that was the Battle of Amiens, in August, 1918, which, like the clearing
of the Scheldt Estuary in the Second World War by First Canadian Army, is virtually
unknown to Canadians. At the risk of departing slightly from my theme, before
concluding, I would like to recount the significance of Amiens, and explain why we
know so little about it.

After the Canadian Corps, in October-November of 1917, captured Passchendaele
village and most of the low ridge upon which it had once stood, thus putting an end to
one of the most dreadful campaigns of the war, it returned to its strong lines at Vimy
Ridge. During the winter and into the spring of 1918, it continued to train, and to improve
those tactics of cooperation of all arms which had already accomplished so much. On
March 21, the German army began the great series of offensives intended to end the war,
driving a huge wedge between the British 5™ Army and the French, and ultimately
threatening Paris. When this offensive flagged, General Ludendorff shifted his attention
to Flanders, and the British army was placed in a critical situation. During these events,
Field Marshal Haig, wishing to stem the German tide, attempted to detach divisions from
the Canadian Corps (a normal British practice). All such attempts were resolutely
opposed and, as it turned out, successfully resisted by General Sir Arthur Currie, and as a
result, the Canadians, occupying the strongest position on the British Army front, were
virtually untouched. As General E.L.M. Burns remarked in his memoirs (he was then a
staff captain in the Canadian Corps), “a joke was current among the Canadians who
continued to hold the only part of the British line that had not been attacked and pierced
by the Germans. The story went that the real German strategy was to isolate us by the
offensive§ to the north and south of our sector, and then make a separate peace with
Canada.”™

The last spasms of the great German offensive took place on the French front in
mid-July of 1918, although no one on the Allied side realized that at the time. Marshal
Foch, generalissimo of the Allied Armies, was already planning for the campaign of
1919, when American numbers could for the first time be brought to bear. In June, the
Dominion prime ministers began a series of meetings in London with the British Prime
Minister and his cabinet and military colleagues, and they too discussed the continuation
of the war into the next year, at the same time warning Lloyd George that any further
campaign like that in Flanders in 1917 would not be acceptable to them. After a short
break for the dominion prime ministers to visit their troops in France, the meetings
resumed in late July. Word of a possible Allied offensive had not reached them; Sir
Maurice Hankey, secretary to the Imperial War Council, recounts in his diary their first
news of it:

The first hint of a coming attack reached the Committee of Prime Ministers on
August 1*, when Borden told them that on the previous evening he had learned
in the greatest secrecy that the Canadian Corps was being moved from the
Vimy region to another part of the line with a view to a coming offensive.*

The prime ministers naturally protested that they had not been consulted, feeling
that, as Hankey noted, “that at this stage of the war they had a right to know what was the
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scope of the intended operation (since) it was they who controlled the dwindling
resources of the Empire nations.” The Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Sir Henry
Wilson, professed ignorance; he was despatched to find out the scope of the operation. “It
transpired,” wrote Hankey, that (the offensive) was limited to a series of attacks intended
to rectigy the line... which Foch had decided to undertake; no further objection was
raised.”

In fact, Foch intended much more than this. In the greatest secrecy, the Canadian
Corps, swollen to nearly the size of a British army of the period, moved quietly into
position alongside the Australian Corps in the night hours of 7-8 August, while elaborate
deception was carried out to convince German intelligence that the Canadians had been
shifted to Flanders. To the right and left of the Australians and Canadians, the French and
British were also to attack. At 4:20 a.m. the two Dominion corps jumped off from their
start lines, accompanied by hundreds of British tanks, an overwhelming artillery barrage
(there had been no preliminary bombardment) and mastery of the air by the Royal Air
Force and the French air arm. Initially the advance was through heavy fog, but soon, as a
watching British staff captain, C.E. Montague, wrote, “then the mist lifted. It rolled right
up into the sky in one piece, like a theatre curtain.” Beyond the Somme River,

a miracle, the miracle, had begun. It was going on fast. Remember that all
previous advances had gained us little more than freedom to skulk up
communication trenches a mile or two further eastward. But now! Across the
level Santerre, which sun was beginning to fill with a mist-filtered lustre, two
endless columns of British guns, wagons, and troops were marching steadily
east, unshelled, over the ground that the Germans had held until dawn. Nothing
like it had ever been seen in the war.5

Unfortunately for Montague’s expectations, it was not the British III Corps he and
his staff colleagues were seeing, but the Canadians who had driven eight miles through
the German lines, with the Australians closing up alongside them, the largest single day
advance by the Allies in the history of the war on the Western Front. Neither British nor
French had been able to do so, though on 9 August they were able to move forward.
Ludendorff, in his memoirs, declared Amiens “the Black Day of the German Army,”
while Der Weltkrieg, the German official history, called it “the greatest single defeat
suffered by the German Army during the First World War.”” Though the attack ground to
a half a few days later as the Canadians and Australians bumped into German
reinforcements securely entrenched in the old Amiens defence lines, momentum was not
lost. The Canadians were shifted to another front to tackle the Hindenburg Line, the
Germans had suffered a crushing defeat in the field, open warfare had been restored, and,
as it turned out, the final campaign had begun.®

Why don’t we hear more about Amiens? Richard Holmes, a British historian on the
staff at RMC Sandhurst, observes in his fine book, Fatal Avenue, “It is a quirk of the
British character that poignant defeats or hard-won victories attract an interest denied to
well-deserved but cheaply bought success.” (By “cheaply bought,” Holmes means with
relatively few casualties.) “Thus,” he continues, “the battle of Amiens attracts far less
comment than the Somme or Passchendaele, though its results were arguably greater than
those of any other British offensive during the war.””

Much the same question could be addressed to Canadian historians. The explanation
does not lie in the failure, for many years, to publish a complete Canadian official history.
It is true that Colonel A.F. Duguid’s projected multi-volume history produced only one

27



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

lone narrative, carrying Canada’s military effort to the formation of the Canadian Corps
in September 1915, when in the same period the bulk of the British and Australian
official histories had already been published.'” But despite the absence of an official
history for a generation, a sizeable literature centred upon the Canadian victory at Vimy
Ridge in 1917. It was a spectacular achievement, won against a most formidable feature
which had defeated the earlier efforts of both British and French forces, and it was carried
out almost entirely by the Canadians themselves. That it was a victory with only marginal
military consequence has never challenged its national primacy, symbolized by the
magnificent memorial at Vimy, overlooking the Douai Plain dominated by the Ridge.

Perhaps Amiens came too late in the war. Perhaps the complexity of a joint
operation involving four army corps of different nationalities could not compare with the
grand simplicity of Vimy. In line, from north to south, were III British Corps, Australian
Corps, Canadian Corps (all of Fourth British Army) and XXXI French Corps of French
First Army; the opposition was Second and Eighteenth German Armies. Perhaps the
involvement of nearly one thousand tanks, more than two thousand French and British
aircraft, and one of the heaviest artillery concentrations of the war, was too complicated a
story to be told. It is only in relatively recent years that some good short accounts by
Canadians of Amiens have appeared.

Most Anglophone Canadians accept that Vimy, at least as achievement, is part of the
national history. That is hardly the case with Amiens, and hardly the case, in fact, with
the bulk of Canadian military experience in the wars of the twentieth century. The
argument of this paper is that our military experience should be very much a part of our
history, even experience which took place far from our shores. The First World War was
a psychological and cultural event without precedent in the whole of our history,
involving directly very large numbers of men and women, and less directly but still
acutely, tens of thousands of families throughout the society. The only event larger was
the enormous experience of the Second World War. The impact of these wars upon the
collective Canadian consciousness has never been adequately analyzed, though we know
full well the measure of human damage done by them, if only through the silent
testimony of the memorials and the veterans hospitals found almost everywhere in the
country. Further in the wars of the 20™ century, including the Boer War and the Korean
War, Canada was an actor on the world stage, and, particularly in the two world wars, a
significant participant. It is not simply that Canadians, as individuals in the two wars,
demonstrated that a Canadian upbringing could meet the test of battle. Rather, in both
wars, through early trials, Canadian armed forces reached significant levels of military
accomplishment, itself a testimony to the strengths of Canadian society. It is not military
glory, either personal or collective, that the historian should be investigating, indeed, the
wars of the last century have taught the bitter lesson that “dulce et decorum est pro patria
mori” rings hollow in most ears, but what gives rise to military effectiveness. That is as
much a measure of our society, in a world in which state violence is far from having been
eliminated, as the United Nations index of social indicators. Amiens was a demonstration
of the degree to which the Canadian Corps had reached high professional effectiveness,
arriving at that point through the most bitter and bloody experience from its militia
beginnings in 1914. That Amiens was militarily important in the winning of the First
World War, with all its results for human history, including our own, should not be
unknown in Canada. Similarly, given the crucial significance of the port of Antwerp to
the advance of the Allied Armies in 1944-1945, the role of the First Canadian Army in
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freeing the Scheldt Estuary was highly significant historically, and deserves to be well-
known in our schools and to Canadians generally.
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CANADA’S MILITARY EXPERIENCE
IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

Desmond Morton

1,743,000 Canadians served in Canada’s twentieth century wars, about 200,000

of them as conscripts: 103,257 died.' As many more came home permanently
maimed in mind or body, wives were widowed, children orphaned and parents left bereft.
Innumerable hopes were unfulfilled. No one will ever know what life-enhancing talent
was lost. Canada’s national debt quadrupled between 1914 and 1919 and, despite a pay-
as-you-go policy, grew three-fold between 1939 and 1945.

‘ x J ar has touched many Canadians in this century, often painfully. About

Some of the debt represented wartime investment in industrial plant and technical
instruction, and the resulting industrial mobilization fostered a post-1945 affluence
greater than any Canada had ever known. Yet, as the Toronto political economist, Lorne
Morgan argued, war was a stupid route to prosperity. There should have been a better
reason to process Sudbury nickel in Canada than hatred of the Kaiser. Leaving a brilliant
student unemployed until he could train as a pilot, be given four-engine bomber and sent
to destroy German cities had to be something only Homo the Sap could conceive. And
the student, needless to add, died.? The wars also left a residue of bitter memories. In
wartime, majorities felt entitled to impose their will while minorities felt helpless and
betrayed. In the two world wars, conscription broke earlier promises and left a deep
fissure between French and English Canadians.* Wartime paranoia, fed by pre-war
racism, hurt German and Ukrainian Canadians in the First World War and Japanese
Canadians in the Second.’ Perhaps the divisions were deeper because Canada’s
commitment to its twentieth-century wars was so largely a matter of political choice. In
1899 and 1914, Canada was at war because the British Empire was at war but in both
cases, as much as in 1939, Canadians could decide how deeply to commit themselves to
the struggle. They were not endangered by the Boer republics, nor by North Korea, Iraq
or Serbia. Canada was at the outer limit of even German geopolitics. However they might
squirm at the responsibility, Canadians exercised the choice to become engaged. Why?

For much of the twentieth century, Canada was virtually invulnerable on three sides
and, as its political leaders had recognized, indefensible on the fourth. On either coast, the
world’s two greatest navies, the British and subsequently the American, successively
guaranteed that if an invasion came, it could not come by sea. Until the 1940s, it was
inconceivable that any attacking force could cross the Polar icecap and, until the 1950s, it
was impracticable.® If Canada was so immune from external assault, why did so many of
its people have to fight and die? Why did a complex country of many and potentially
conflicting allegiances force itself into the brutally divisive atmosphere of war, not once
but often? Most other nations of the Western Hemisphere avoided more than a brief and
nominal engagement in the world wars. Why did Canadians, liberated from threats after
so many violent and destructive centuries of alliance warfare, feel obliged to engage
themselves? Spared from consuming security, why did Canadians feel bound to be
providers?
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The answer was linked to Canada’s great vulnerability. To the south, Canada was as
open to attack as Poland. Abenaki, Iroquois, Saulteaux, Sioux, English colonists, British
regulars, and soldiers of the United States had flowed over that border to kill, pillage and
conquer. The endless land frontier between Canada and the United States ranked with
India as the great defence problem of Queen Victoria’s empire. Well into the 1860s,
Britain’s treasury poured out millions in fortifications and strategic canals to solve it. In
1865, the Colonial Secretary, Edward Cardwell, assured Canada that if it was “ready to
devote all her resources, both in men and money to the maintenance of her connection
with the Mother Country, the Imperial Government fully acknowledged the reciprocal
obligation of defending every portion of the Empire with all the resources at its
command.”” This and a guarantee for a $2 million fortification loan made helpful
arguments in the Confederation debates. The Civil War made it all obvious: there could
be no successful rematch of the War of 1812. On 11 November 1871, after a brief delay
to fend off Fenians and ensure an orderly transfer of the Red River colony to Canada, the
last British troops left Quebec. Britain might respect Cardwell’s 1865 commitment but
there would be no hostages to guarantee it.

We have never sufficiently appreciated the wisdom of that commitment. The British
liberated themselves from a hopeless military commitment. Free to invade Canada
whenever they wished, Americans chose not to and Canadians chose not to provoke
them. Another British gift was an agreed boundary with the United States. In 1871, the
British took Sir John A. Macdonald to Washington and “wiped the slate” of outstanding
Anglo-American issues, at some expense to Canada. The lesson was obvious: keeping
peace with the Americans might be annoying but the alternatives were worse. Britain’s
fortification loan guarantee helped build the Intercolonial Railway. When a disorderly
prairie frontier threatened to bring US cavalry north, Canada created a police force and
sent it west, literally to keep the peace.®

For ninety years Canadians were spared a serious investment in their home defence.
A British general named Ivor Herbert established two framework principles for Canada’s
defence forces which we now recognize but nobody attributed to him. First, Herbert had
warned us to conduct our military affairs in both languages. It took two conscription
crises and almost a century to establish the point.” Herbert laboured to create a tiny,
efficient permanent force that in 1899, 1950, 1990 and 1999, provided the personnel for
our limited wars, and peacekeeping; while the reserves recruited the larger forces
mobilized for the world wars. Happily, the obvious inefficiency of these forces spared
Canada serious participation in the dangerous, even disastrous engagements of the first
part of any war. Hong Kong and the second battle of Ypres are the revealing exceptions.

Throughout the twentieth century, some Canadians — most eloquently but not
exclusively Henri Bourassa, the pan-Canadian nationalist and founder of Le Devoir —
insisted that Canada had no obligation to send soldiers, sailors or even bomber pilots to
fight in European or Asian wars. National self-interest, better recognized in Quebec than
elsewhere, might have kept Canada from all but symbolic and superficial participation in
either world war. From Uitlanders to Kosovars and East Timorese, people whose
misfortunes Canadians left home to avenge might have been more cheaply comforted by
humanitarian aid and a judicious selection of immigrants, as was done for Hungarians
after 1956.
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Was Canada’s contribution essential? Apart from Canadians, chroniclers of the
century’s wars and peacekeeping seldom mention Canada’s contribution. Someone else
could have captured Vimy Ridge in 1917 or defended the muddy slopes of Hill 677 in
1951 or risked their lives to save Serbs in the Medak Pocket in 1993.'° Without
Canadians, Hong Kong would just as certainly have fallen in 1941, although the
disastrous Dieppe Raid eight months later might have been scrubbed. Britain and the
United States would have pursued their bomber offensive against German cities without
the RCAF’s 6 Group and its 8,200 aircrew deaths.'' Canadian escorts were so marginal at
the height of the Battle of the Atlantic that they were withdrawn for badly needed
training.'? Happily, Canada’s marginal role in the wars was matched by the impact of
those wars on Canada’s welfare.

Of course, Canadians went to war for reasons that seemed indisputable to most
people at the time. Feeble and disorganized at the outset, Canada’s ultimate contributions
were substantial. By 1918, a population of about eight million had enlisted the
630,000 men needed to keep 100,000 fighting men on the Western Front for as long as it
took to win. Despite a widespread conviction that Canada must never do any such thing
again, most Canadians were ready once more in 1939. By the summer of 1945, Canada
had supplied the Allies with the world’s third largest navy, the fourth largest air force and
a field army more powerful than in the previous war."? In Korea, Canada supplied more
troops, per capita, than any other UN participant except the United States. Even in the
Kosowhcampaign, Canadian fighter-bombers flew almost a tenth of the missions against
Serbia.

Why?

1. There were worms in the apple of Canada’s security. However remote the risk,
Americans had attacked before. Endowed with a general staff by Elihu Root, the US War
Department developed “color plans” for possible wars. Canada was part of “Red” — war
with Britain. Canada had plans too, at least since 1898, though the last of them was
burned in 1928. “Red” survived.'® Of course few knew about such plans; even fewer took
them very seriously. Still, a country that often defined itself as not American was always
attentive to threats. Canadians felt a need for insurance — we still buy more than most
people — and we found it in alliances.

2. More important in shaping Canada’s military responses than fading fears of an
American invasion were Canada’s multiple loyalties. No revolution, civil war, or
cataclysm had created Canadians. Since 1763, Canada’s primary allegiance had been
officially directed to Great Britain. After the 1770s and particularly after 1815, Britain
was the emotional homeland or birthplace of a rising number of Canadians. La Presse,
more straightforward, acknowledged that some Canadians were different: “We French
Canadians belong to one country, Canada. Canada is for us the whole world; but the
English Canadians have two countries, one here and one across the sea.”!® In 1911,
British Canadians formed 56% of the population. In 1941, British and French Canadians
together still formed an overwhelming 80% of the population. Only 10% were defined as
“Other Europeans.” Canada was, effectively, a two-nation country. Loyalty to Canada
alone rei17nained controversial among British Canadians well past the mid-twentieth
century.

George Washington had warned his countrymen against “entangling alliances.”
Napoleon concluded that he would rather fight allies than have them. Canada’s military
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commanders soon learned to revel in alliances. Unable to make a peacetime case for the
defence of Canada and dependent, even in wartime, for alliance roles, admirals, generals
and air marshals welcomed Britain and then the United States as a reinforcing pressure.
NATO was as providential for them as it was for the Department of External Affairs, and
each service worked out distinct and unrelated roles. NATO in the 1950s gave each
service a “golden age.” Alliance commitments opened federal coffers and, for once, gave
Canada’s peacetime armed forces whatever they needed. Service at allied headquarters
gave officers professional experience and promotions unimaginable for their pre-war
counterparts. Even peacekeeping, the one universally popular role of Canada’s armed
forces after 1945, served alliance needs. From observing the India-Pakistan truce in 1948
to replacing the Americans in Haiti in 1995, Canadian forces served alliance goals.
Giving Canadians a sense of their own importance was a collateral benefit.'®

A feature of continuous peacetime military alliances was their value for military
leaders and their allies in making a domestic case for added resources. Colonel Chauvin
ceased to be even a remote suitable military stereotype. If the price was submission to
British and American military authority, Canadian admirals, and generals grumbled and
paid. Belonging to NATO and NORAD gave Canada’s navy, army and air force a
continuing claim on the costly resources necessary to operate in the world’s top military
league. In 1963, the RCAF could count on some indiscreet words from General Lauris
Norstad, the retiring NATO commander, to undermine Diefenbaker’s credibility. When
the Trudeau government balked at new tanks, the German chancellor, Helmut Schmidt,
hinted that they might be the admission charge for Canada’s inclusion in the Group of
Seven. NATO insistence that only forces-in-being would matter in a nuclear hot war
forced Canada to abandon its traditional leisurely mobilization of ill-trained militia.
European countries filled their ranks with conscripts but any form of military compulsion
was anathema in Ottawa. Instead, Canada recruited 120,000 costly regulars. With such an
investment, the once-proud Reserves became almost irrelevant except in a nuclear or
natural disaster.

Between 1949 and 1952, when Cold War rearmament hit its peak, annual Canadian
defence spending quintupled to $1,972 million, slid down to $1,536 million by 1959, and
then maintained a steady state as inflation took over.'” Faced with recession, the
Diefenbaker government tried to make cuts and the Pearson government in the 1960s
froze the defence budget in an effort to make the three services sort out real priorities.
Their answer, with the aid of allies, was to scold Ottawa for spending less of its GNP
than most of its NATO partners. (See Table 2) Was this relevant? In defence spending,
Canada usually ranked sixth among NATO members.”’ The money did not have to be
carefully spent. Remember the Avro Arrow? A splendid airframe without avionics, a
weapon system, or a proven engine was quite literally an arrow with neither a bow nor an
archer.?! Canadian-made strategy was another matter.”> World War III would be fought
with nuclear, biological and chemical weapons that would make Europe and perhaps
much of the world a wasteland. Was this what Canada wanted? Rival service chiefs
defended distinct alliance roles and his service’s hardware priorities. A chairman of the
chiefs of staff committee was merely primus inter pares. Paul Hellyer, uniquely bull-
headed, integrated the command structure, created a unified, single-uniform Canadian
Forces and won a lasting reputation for bull-headedness,? but the new “environments”
kept their old alliance roles and Hellyer’s successors got no more help than his
predecessors.>*
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In 1968, a new Prime Minister inherited Canada’s defence problems. Pierre Elliott
Trudeau inherited many of Henri Bourassa’s views about Canada, bilingualism and
defence. He had travelled the world but he felt no need for Canada to defend it. The Cold
War, he suspected, had been unnecessary and the arms race was dangerous. Trudeau
made defending Canada Priority One, with the 1970 October crisis as Example One.”
One of his defence ministers, Donald S. Macdonald, solved the problem Hellyer had
missed by inviting civilians, with no vested interest in submarines or tanks, to play key
policy-making roles in defence. By century’s end, distinct uniforms and separate
Maritime, Land and Air Force commands had been restored, but the civilians were
entrenched.”® Some of Canada’s allies had done the same.

Elected in 1984, Brian Mulroney proclaimed that his priority was good relations
with Ronald Reagan’s America. Torn between tax cuts and White House pressure to
improve Canada’s defences, the Mulroney government adopted a new labour market
discovery: part-time workers could cost less. Adopting an American-born “total force”
concept, the Canadian reserves would supply men and women to “augment” regulars.
Washington killed another Canadian initiative, killing the nuclear-powered submarine
idea, though Canadian critics did the job for them. Americans would tell Canadians
whatever they thought Ottawa needed to know about activities under the Polar icecap.?’

In 1989, the Cold War whimpered to a close. For a time, little changed. Only in
1993 did we disband our forces in Europe. In 1990, we added six more big patrol frigates.
Jean Chrétien’s Liberals cancelled the submarine-hunting helicopters that made the new
ships effective. And did we need either? The 1990s evolved into one of the must
murderous decades of a brutal century. We were witnesses, even participants, in the Gulf
War, Croatia, Bosnia, Rwanda, Somalia, Cambodia, Haiti, Kosovo, East Timor, and the
list is incomplete. The roles, as ever, have been those of a dependent but sovereign ally,
as in 1918, taking orders, protesting our autonomy, masking dependence in idealism,
living the little white lies of self-importance, concealing the costs from ourselves.?® In
1999, upgraded Canadian CF-18s flew NATO missions against Serbia, and the army
provided its only state-of-the-art equipment, reconnaissance helicopters and vehicles for a
British armoured brigade.

What armed forces did Canada need at the century’s end? The world had exploded
in conflicts but not in Canada’s neighbourhood. Pressed to explain the current threat,
NORAD - now the North American Aerospace Command — warned of computer
hackers, and the possibility of missile development by North Korea and other “rogue”
regimes.”’ In Congress, one faction urged a revived anti-ballistic missile defence system
against such a threat; others demanded a total commitment to a “Homeland Defence” in
which Canada was featured as too easy a route for terrorists, heroin smugglers and mere
illegal immigrants. Would twenty-first century Canada have to conform to a paranoid
view of the world, or find itself on the glacis outside a new Fortress America?™ “Soft
power,” urged as a Canadian alternative by Canada’s last foreign affairs minister of the
century, Lloyd Axworthy, seemed an ironic description of bombing Serbia and Kosovo.!

The century has had its consistency. From 1899 to 1999, Canada’s military and
naval contingents served at the behest of others: Ottawa liked to be kept informed but it
did not overtly interfere. In return, Canadians emerge from the twentieth century with
generally benign memories. We remember wordy conflicts over conscription, internment,
and the very few defeats we acknowledge — Dieppe, Hong Kong, and Second Ypres. We
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had no counterpart to Pearl Harbour, Oslo Fiord, Rotterdam, or Stalingrad. Can we match
Gallipoli or Malaya with the Australians? Our defence policies may have been
ambivalent, colonial-minded, pusillanimous, and shortsighted, but they had succeeded. If
it had not quite been Canada’s century, the twentieth had been a much safer century than
several of its predecessors had.
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As for the future, only God knew, and she wasn’t telling.
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Strategy and Tactics Before 1760
Stratégie et tactique de la guerre coloniale

FRENCH STRATEGIC IDEAS IN
THE DEFENCE OF THE COD FISHERY
1663-1713

F.J. Thorpe

17" Century Newfoundland, and the personalities pertaining to it, are mentioned only
incidentally because, by and large, various historians have already discussed them.'
First we must ask: what had to be defended?

In this paper, the chronology of the defence of the French cod fishery in late

Merchants of ports from the Bay of Biscay to the Channel employed hundreds of
ships and thousands of men every summer, in what one official called “the most
profitable trade in the world.” Since the navy was manned by personnel trained in the
merchant marine, and since many more cod-fishery sailors were trained and survived
their voyages than those sent to tropical destinations, the industry acquired the famous
sobriquet “nursey for seamen.”” They worked chiefly in two areas: the Petit Nord, on the
east coast of the northern peninsula, and the south coast from Cape Race to Cape Ray,
including St. Pierre and Miquelon. Others ventured up the west coast to St. George’s. The
English, who dominated the east coast from Bonavista to Cape Race, seemed uninterested
in the Petit Nord but showed signs of coveting the south coast where, in 1662, a sedentary
fishery became a royal colony, a province of New France. Its chief port, which was on
Placentia Bay and was known to the French as Plaisance, had a very long gravel beach
and was ideal for the dry fishery; for elsewhere, to lay the cod flat, structures such as
flakes had to be built. The French were convinced that nothing the English possessed was
comparable.® Unsurprisingly, Plaisance was chosen as the capital of the colony and its
harbour, with a narrow entrance that could be fortified, was to be a safe haven for the
ships of the annual fishing fleet.

Escorts

Not until 1669 were naval vessels available as escorts for terreneuviers.* Until then,
only a privately owned armed ship had been hired as an escort and that, only after letters
patent had been obtained in 1647 following a 37-year campaign in the courts. The
armateurs® of St. Malo engaged the ship to defend Bretons in the Petit Nord, apparently
from Labrador Inuit.® In the 1660s, Jean-Baptiste Colbert in his capacity as minister of
marine was only beginning to build what he intended to be the predominant navy of
Europe. Accordingly, during the Anglo-French war of 1666-1667, he refused escorts for
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terreneuviers bound for Marseille, on the grounds the enlistment of merchant seamen for
the navy had priority;’ but in 1669, a squadron was sent to protect St. Malo ferreneuviers
from the Barbary pirates of Algiers.® During the Dutch war, the French were successful
enough in the Mediterranean to spare a few vessels for the Atlantic. After escorts had
been provided in 1674 from Toulon to the Strait of Gibraltar for a convoy of St. Malo
terreneuviers,” in 1675 and again in 1676, two naval vessels were ordered to ensure the
safe passage of terreneuviers from France, to protect them in Newfoundland waters from
privateers, and to arrange their safe voyage home. In 1676, whereas most captains of
fully laden vessels welcomed an escort back to Europe, those of St. Malo at the Petit
Nord thought they were strong enough to defend themselves. '

Privateering, indeed, had become commonplace among the French and Sébastien le
Prestre de Vauban had long since matured his ideas on the subject by 1695, when he
wrote his famous treatise. According to a recent biography,'! by advocating la guerre de
course as the chief medium of maritime strategy, he was emphasizing defence. If so,
attack to him was its best form, for he wanted English and Dutch merchantmen captured
or sunk wherever they could be found. As director-general of fortifications, he asserted
that the French navy alone could not assume such a task without jeopardizing coastal
defence. (Needless to say, that comprised the ports and arsenals he had fortified.) But
when he said French overseas trade was trifling and of no interest to enemy privateers, he
underrated its value and their hostile acquisitiveness; and whether he realized it or not,
this was particularly true of the fishery. He was nevertheless right on one score: in
wartime, armateurs might give themselves over completely to la course, if they expected
it to be more profitable than trade.'? Their co-operation was indispensable. When Vauban
cautioned Jérome de Pontchartrain, the minister of marine, in 1699 that the navy had been
stretching itself thin by attempting to rival the maritime powers in all parts of the globe,
the minister replied that the navy had more than enough officers and seamen to sail
anywhere."® Yet in that same year, when he wanted to enrol in the navy 1400 merchant
seamen from the region of St-Malo, he was told there were too few to provide for both
fishing and naval service; anyway, if war broke out, the armateurs wanted to drop fishing
in favour of privateering."* At St-Jean de Luz, marine officials excused captains of
terreneuviers and the sons of bourgeois from naval service."

Plaisance

The military evolution of the colony was inextricably bound up with its economy,
society, and governance, for unless the settlements survived it was futile to talk of forts
and garrisons. Yet that was what Colbert and his son, the Marquis de Seignelay, and their
officials did — in a lukewarm, sermonizing sort of way. They wanted to populate the
colony by encouraging marriages and have it become economically diversified and self-
sufficient; but when they eventually discovered that fishing was the colonists’ only means
of livelihood, that they had to compete with metropolitans for drying room and
indentured labour and pay prohibitive prices for European goods, the ministers wrung
their hands but did little or nothing to impose fairness. The early forts were little more
than batteries and, in an emergency, the defenders consisted of a levée of the male
population supporting a corporal’s guard facetiously called a garrison. By 1687 the
colony’s population comprised 640 men, women, and children, 256 of whom lived at
Plaisance.'® After the port was easily taken in 1690 by a band of freebooters who crossed
the Avalon Peninsula from Ferryland, and after Phips’s abortive attempt on Quebec,
provisional measures enabled Plaisance to stave off one naval attack; but long-term plans
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had to be worked out.'” For, in addition to its importance to the fishery, Plaisance was on
the route between France and Quebec; also, ships returning to France from the West
Indies could benefit from such a haven of retreat.'*

As only about 23% of the total military budget was available to the navy and
colonies in 1692,' the Court contracted out the development and maintenance of the
colony’s defence, including salaries and wages and the supply of food and other
necessities. In return, the navy lent the contractors armed naval vessels for fishing, trade,
and privateering. To paraphrase Professor Pritchard, no naval vessel fitted out by the state
sailed to Plaisance as her primary destination between 1689 and 1697.%° The decision in
1695 to establish a part-time military engineer, and to build all fortifications in masonry,
conformed to the theories of Vauban, although he barely mentioned the cod fishery in his
writings on colonies, and seemed to ignore the forts of Plaisance.?! In any event, as was
the case with the defences of the ports of France, enemy assaults were to be deterred as
much by the wise use of the harbour’s natural site as by the ramparts that from 1697 to
1710 were built, damaged by winter storms and rebuilt, and never completely finished.*
An inspector sent in 1698 from Rochefort™ recommended the overhaul of administration,
supply by the Crown of the colony’s basic needs, replacement of unsuitable members of
the garrison, promotion of underpaid valuable specialists, improvement in the
construction of fortifications and the installation of a hospital.>* As the shortage of funds
led the ministry to order the armateurs to help with the logistics of building those works,
the merchants’ response prompted subtle political debate,” as did their reaction to naval
inscription whenever they thought it deprived them of too many sailors.?

Plaisance became a base for launching offensives. One proposal was to have naval
vessels participate in attacks on English settlements, including St. John’s, before
escorting ferreneuviers back to France.”” In 1694, this notion evolved into a mixed
squadron of naval vessels and privateers financed largely by merchants of the Basque
ports; a squadron which, following a mishap at Ferryland and a chain across the entrance
to St. John’s harbour, accomplished no more than its escort duty.”® Combined operations,
including specialists in guerrilla tactics, were thought to be the answer, although
assembling a squadron of three frigates and accompanying vessels, and a land party of
50 French soldiers, 100 Canadiens and 150 Indians from Acadia, entailed coordinating
the movements of parties from France, Plaisance, Acadia, and Quebec.” That proposal
was for a summer campaign, whereas Louis-Hyacinthe Plomier de la Boulaye of
Bayonne echoed in January 1695 Pierre Le Moyne d’Iberville’s two-year old idea™ to
deploy Canadiens in the winter, for “like the sauvages, they know how to make war in
the snow.”

La Boulaye’s wintertime concept, however, was that of a mopping-up operation, not
his main campaign. Designed to round up settlers who fled to the interior, it was to be the
aftermath of a naval attack on the English ports. His proposal comprised two options. The
one he preferred was to destroy ports and take ships at the beginning of the fishing
season, long before enemy naval vessels arrived to escort the fishers back to Europe.
Since there would be no profit in that for privateers, his second option was to have a
strong naval force “forestall” and, if necessary, outgun the escorts while the privateers
captured the laden fishing vessels. That, he said, could be very profitable.>! Be that as it
may, the wisdom of winter overland warfare and the shortcomings of purely naval
assaults on ports with good natural defences were borne out by Iberville’s well-published
successful offensive of 1696-1697.% Iberville’s exploits inspired the offensives of Daniel
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Auger de Subercase in 1705 and Joseph St-Ovide de Brouillan in 1708. There had been
skirmishes in 1702, a raid in 1703 against Fermeuse and Ferryland, rumours of an
English plan to attack Plaisance; and the defences of St. John’s were reported to be quite
weak.> In the campaign of 1705 the winter overland assaults by Canadiens and Indians
carried the day although the forts of St. John’s were not taken, and the troops of the
Plaisance garrison were predictably less efficient, having neither snowshoes nor skill in
their use.** The Court, impressed by the effectiveness of Cape Breton Micmacs employed
by Subercase, would have preferred to remain ignorant of their methods. Was the
objective not to level and pillage English settlements and remove their inhabitants?
Philippe Pastour de Costebelle, the successor of Subercase, became awkward, wanting to
send the warriors back to Cape Breton because of inhumane conduct. The politically
expedient minister registered limp acquiescence.™

Although defence was the chief preoccupation®® because of the success of British
privateers and the decline of the French fishery, an assault on St. John’s was decided in
1708 as the best form of defence.”” After it was taken (which this time it was), holding it
would have precluded the return of the British, so it was thought; but retention was
unfeasible without endangering the defence of Plaisance. St. John’s was levelled and
abandoned.*® Over the next few years a British attack was feared but did not occur, not
even in 1711, before or after Sir Hovenden Walker’s abortive attempt on Quebec.*

Conclusion

France lost Plaisance in 1713, not because of her Newfoundland strategies but as a
result of negotiations leading to the Peace of Utrecht. For fifty years, the Court’s priority
had been territorial expansion and frontier defence in Europe and (to cite a period for
which we have figures) from 1690 to 1710 that consumed an average of about 83.5% of
the total military expenditure.** And yet, in that very field — the war on land in Europe —
battles such as Ramillies and Oudenarde were bargaining chips held by France’s
adversaries. Renain, a chip held by France, when combined with other factors, may have
helped her at the negotiating table.

So what must we conclude about the strategies? If there is any truth at all in the
myth that the English tended to muddle through whereas the French were logical
planners, the ideas we have discussed were exceptional. The defence of the cod fishery
was the constant objective; but to achieve it, trial and error, and improvisation, was the
order of the day.

In contrast to the grand plans of Louis XIV to round out his European frontiers to
the east and north, which evolved, step by step, in the 1660s, 1670s and 1680s, as his
armies marched and his engineers built and besieged fortresses, there is little evidence the
strategies that concern us here were ever more than responses to perceived risks. In
wartime, there was potential danger to the fishing fleets from the time they left their
home ports early in the spring until they arrived back late in the autumn or in the winter.
Their routes brought them across the Atlantic to fish in Newfoundland waters, to wait for
the cod to be prepared, and to load their cargoes for the eastbound journey. Then, either
they returned directly home or, if they had markets in the Mediterranean, they sailed
through the Strait of Gibraltar to unload their cargo at Marseille or Civita Vecchia, for
example, and through the Strait again to go north to their home port. As long as the
enemy’s goal was cargo as well as ships, the greater threat loomed any time after the fish
had been loaded. What was the response? To provide escort vessels whenever and
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wherever it was feasible to do so. It was not always feasible, but at least by 1690 large
privately owned convoys were usually in a position to defend themselves.

We have mentioned that privateering was part of the contracting-out policy of the
Court during the war of 1689-1697. One of the best-known French privateering
enterprises was that of Jean Bart of Dunkirk, which began during the Dutch War as a
response to Dutch privateering. It was confined to European waters but impressed
Vauban so much he thought using privateers anywhere should be adopted as national
policy. He did not appreciate the growth rate of enemy privateering because he
minimized enemy interest in French ships and cargoes. Not only did French corsaires
take British ships, but also, during the War of the Spanish Succession, attacks on
terreneuviers by British privateers restricted the growth of the French cod fishery. That
tended to increase the number of armateurs who took up privateering as a more profitable
investment. The long-term effect, in conjunction with naval reduction, was to legitimize
la course during wars of the 18" Century.

The best kind of fortified safe haven at Plaisance would have been, from the outset,
a well-manned naval and military base. The ministry of marine lacked the funds for that,
but the alternative — making it dependent upon the establishment of a viable civilian
colony — proved hopeless. It languished for thirty years. From 1690 to 1710, defence
improvements and overland attacks on English settlements discouraged the idea of
besieging Plaisance. The assault of 1690 had come by land, which suggested to the
French that they, too, could go on the offensive. The navy thought the English
settlements were so indefensible that landing parties could, with impunity, ransack and
destroy one after another. They were wrong. Much more successful were overland attacks
in winter, featuring Canadiens and Indian allies moving on snowshoes. The offensives of
1696-1697, 1705, and 1708 were enough to determine the British at Utrecht to get rid of
French military bases on Newfoundland once and for all, but the successes of the French
helped them salvage their cod fishery, which blossomed in the 18" Century, and provided
them with a new base on Cape Breton Island.
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CANADA AND THE DEFENCE OF NEWFOUNDLAND
DURING THE WAR OF THE SPANISH SUCCESSION
1702-1713

James Pritchard

rench policy overseas during the War of the Spanish Succession aimed to protect

and exploit Spanish America rather than defend French colonies or ruin those of

France’s enemies. Both Acadia and Placentia possessed only limited strategic value
to France, but the fall of either seriously weakened the security of Canada and the North
Atlantic cod fishery. The effect of geography and policy left the French colonies in North
America on their own, and forced the governor of New France to pay greater attention
than before to the defence of the two smaller French colonies on Canada’s eastern
seaboard.

Conditions in Canada had changed considerably in the decade before the war. With
the decline of the navy already apparent, Governor Vaudreuil sought to preserve Iroquois
neutrality when he acceded to office in the spring of 1703." By threatening to throw the
full force of Canadian strength against the Five Nations should they ally themselves with
the English of New York, Vaudreuil effectively preserved the peace in the crucial central
Canadian theatre of operations.? Fortunately, the Iroquois pursued a similar policy of
remaining neutral in the face of war between white men.® The ruinous state of the
Canadian fur trade aided the preservation of this peace. Canadians increasingly smuggled
beaver pelts to English merchants at Albany via domiciled Iroquois at Montreal and
naturall}41 sought to preserve conditions that encouraged the flow of furs from western
Indians.

Though the decline in Canada’s maritime carrying trade with France had started
before the war in response to problems in the fur trade, shipping between France and
New France dropped by almost half soon after war broke out.” Trade to Canada and other
northern colonies virtually ceased. While the largest volumes of colonial bound traffic
ever to depart La Rochelle left In 1705 and 1708, few ships at all sailed to Canada.® By
1707 the King’s ship, an armed transport which sailed annually to the colony, was the
only vessel returning directly to France, thus making it terribly difficult for hard pressed
merchants to acquire sufficient trade goods for subsequent years.” Economic conditions in
New France, the government’s financial difficulties, and new commercial opportunities
elsewhere relegated Canada to a stagnant backwater in which few were interested. But
these same conditions led colonial merchants at Quebec, perhaps encouraged by low
wheat prices, to initiate shipbuilding, privateering and commercial ventures to Acadia,
Newfoundland, Martinique, and even Europe, and these remarkable local maritime
initiatives aided the integration of both Placentia and Acadia into Canada’s defence of
New France.?

The opening of hostilities placed the security of the eastern seaboard seriously at
risk. Acadia remained as defenceless as it had been during the previous war, and like
Newfoundland soon found itself abandoned by France. Governor Vaudreuil really had no
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option but to renew his predecessors’ policies of exploiting Abenakl grievances against
the incursions of New England settlers, disrupting native negotiations with
Massachusetts’s representatives, and promoting border raids by distributing gifts and
sending Canadian war parties in support of his appeals to join in attacks on the new, ever
expanding settlements. All of the horrors of “the little war” were once again visited on
the near helpless settlers.

In August 1703, Lieutenant Alexandre Leneuf de Beaubassin led a small detachment
of French, mission Indians and 500 Abenaki into New England laying waste along a
fifty-mile line from Wells to Casco, killing and capturing more than 160 persons.’
Sporadic attacks continued during the autumn and in March 1704, Jean-Baptiste Hertel
de Rouville and 50 Canadians, Iroquois from Caughnawaga, and 200 Abenakl attacked
Deerfleld, Massachusetts, in response to requests for support from both the governor of
Acadia and the Abenakl who had been recently attacked. Fifty-four settlers were killed
and 120 taken prisoner. Later the same year Rouville led another group of Abenaki, this
time to Newfoundland where they visited the same horrors on English fishermen.'
Canadians visited Newfoundland’s English settlements thrice more in 1704, 1705 and
1709, and during the remainder of the war smaller parties continually attacked New
England settlements. In 1708 Rouville and Jean-Baptiste de Saint-Ours Deschaillons led
100 Frenchmen and 60 Abenaki in an attack on the harmless village of Haverhill which
they laid waste. The next year, Rouvllle also returned to Deerfield in support of the
colony’s native allies, and Governor Vaudreull reported that two-thirds of all the fields
north of Boston were untended.”"!

The lack of naval protection at Newfoundland immediately impacted the fishery.
Though some historians have incorrectly claimed that fishing expeditions to
Newfoundland were halted, their number was substantially reduced.'” The number and
tonnage of ships departing from Saint-Malo declined to less than 30% of the average
during the five years between 1698 and 1702 and remained below that level during the
remainder of the war.'* More than 150 French fishing ships compared to 88 West India
merchantmen were taken as prizes to England during the war to which must be added
those taken into English colonial ports and captured by the Dutch. These declines and
losses coincide loosely with a French claim in 1709 that 250 fishing vessels sailed
annually in peacetime, but only 120 in wartime."*

Even before the beginning of hostilities Quebec ships carried building materials and
foodstuffs to Placentia."’ Colonial merchants had been developing trade downstream
along the north shore of the St. Lawrence as far as Labrador, and it was a simple
extension of an already existing pattern to sail to Placentia after the war began, especially
when scarcity drove Governor Daniel Auger de Subercase to dispatch a ship to Quebec in
1703 in search of supplies.'® In May, Joseph Riverin and Louis Aubert Du Forillon
formed a partnership to acquire a ketch and send it with provisions to Placentla."”
Antoine Pascaud also sent a bark to Placentia, and Jacques Cochu sailed to Port Royal
with ten thousand livres worth of supplies and munitions.'® Similar ventures continued,
attracting colonial merchants such as Antoine de La Garde, Louis Landrin, and Nicolas
Martin. At Placentia, colonial vessels found trans-ocean cargoes off-loaded by ship
captains from France unsure of finding return cargoes in Canada and seeking to avoid the
long treacherous voyage up the St. Lawrence River.

Shipbuilding also contributed to colonial defence. Louis Prat’s Le Joybert, a 50-ton
brigantine, built in 1704 may have been the first Canadian ship of that size to be built by
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private enterprise in the colony.' The next spring, Jean Petit, clerk of the Treasurer
General of the Marine at Quebec and Pierre Plassan, a former bondsman recently become
merchant, purchased a quarter share of a ship of 100 tons, formerly of Martinique, for a
commercial venture; Antoine Pascaud also held a quarter interest in the vessel. In 1706,
Denis Riverin built La Notre Dame de Victoire of 80 or 90 tons. That same year, after the
naval flute, La Hollande, arrived at Quebec leaking very badly the intendant sold it to
Joseph Riverin and three associates who repaired the old, 250-ton vessel and sent it to
Martinique during the next two years. Few sailors could be recruited among Acadian
farmers, and the next year a Canadian crew sailed to Port Royal to man La Biche, a
newly built vessel there. In 1708, Petit and Plassan owned a quarter share in another
Quebec ship, Le Saint Frangois, in addition to their interests in four other ships.?' Louis
Prat built Le Pontchartraln of 130 tons in 1709, and two years later sent it on the first of
three voyages to Martinique.

Shipbuilding was not accomplished easily in the colony. In 1707, construction of
Prat’s second ship halted for want of materials and labour, and Intendant Raudot was
unable to send supplies to Baie Verte owing to the lack of shipping. He warned
Pontchartrain not to expect too much in light of high labour costs and cautioned that
government subsidies to freight iron, sailcloth, and cordage from France were necessary.
Colonial shipbuilding arose from depressed conditions in the fur trade and the war. What
little construction that followed was centered chiefly on ketches and other small craft.
Nevertheless, this little known burst of maritime activity increased the colony’s ability to
contribute to both Acadia and Placentia.

Wartime shipbuilding led naturally to privateering. Hope of booty and dreams of
easy money can not have been entirely absent from the minds of usually hard-headed
merchants. In June 1704, several from Quebec, including Nicolas Dupont de Neuville, a
member of the colony’s Superior Council, Louis Prat and Antoine Pascaud, invested in
two locally built vessels, Le Joybert and Le Phélypeaux commanded by Jean Léger de La
Grange and Claude Pauperet, respectively, to attack English settlements in
Newfoundland. La Grange found at least 26 men willing to sign on as crew with their
own weapons for a share of prize money.”> On 29 August the Canadians descended on
Bonavista where they burned one small ship, ran another a ground, and captured the
Pembroke Galley, a substantial merchantman of 250 tons. After being sailed to Quebec,
the prize and cargo were sold for 61,700 livres.” Later each man received about 40 écus
from the sale of the cargo. Such a valuable first prize undoubtedly encouraged other
ventures, but, in general, privateering proved unprofitable without a base in commerce or
fishing.?*

Lieutenant Jacques Testard de Montigny, like Léger de La Grange, was a colonial-
born veteran of Iberville’s raids on New England and Newfoundland during the previous
war. Indeed, his family of Montreal merchants was connected to the Le Moynes. He was
experienced in all the tactics of forest warfare and an ideal choice to revisit the “little
war” on English fishermen in Newfoundland when Governor Subercase decided the time
was ripe for his campaign. In 1704, Subercase made his plans known to Vaudreuil who
sent a mixed force of Canadians and Micmac Indians to Placentia in the fall. In January
they were part of a French force of 450 under command of the governor that besieged St.
John’s, and though the French failed to take the fort, the attack was a great success.”
Between March and June, Lieutenant de Montigny led some 72 Canadians and Indians on
a destructive raid against the English settlements on the Avalon peninsula, capturing
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shallops, a brigantine and boats, and using them to move along the coast from Ferryland
through Trinity and Conception Bays to Bonavista. Subercase later complained that the
raid yielded a miserable 2,600 livres in booty, but it cost the English an estimated four
million livres in damages to the fishery. Moreover, Montigny may have shipped more
booty directly to Quebec from the bottom of Trinity Bay.”®

Despite his grumbling Governor Subercase reaped the chief benefits from
Montigny’s success for Louis XIV made him a knight of St. Louis and in the spring of
1706 appointed him Governor of Acadia vacant since the death of the incumbent the
previous September. Philippe Pastour de Costebelle, King’s Lieutenant since 1695,
succeeded Subercase as governor of Placentia, and like his predecessor concerned
himself with strengthening the port’s fortifications and defences. Lacking any resources
to launch another attack on the English, Costebelle reached an unspoken agreement with
them simply to exchange prisoners for the next two years.

At the same, he encouraged a vigorous privateering campaign that caused more
distress than has been previously acknowledged. Admiralty court records indicate that the
chief base of operations was Placentia where more than one hundred prizes were brought
in during the war. The court dealt with twenty-three prizes and ransoms between 1702
and 1705, but thereafter the number grew by 81 until the war’s end.”’ Between 1702 and
1713, the total value of all prizes and ransoms disposed of at Placentia amounted to over
681,000 llvres.”® Unfortunately, a fire on 7 June 1710 consumed the papers belonging to
the Admiral’s receveur at Port Royal and destroyed similar evidence for Acadia.” The
surviving evidence is chiefly anecdotal.

Despite the exploits of several local privateers, Acadia actually suffered from a lack
of sailors. In 1707, it was a group of Quebec merchants who financed the cruise of La
Biche, newly built at Port Royal, and dispatched a crew of 60 Canadians under command
of Louis-Denis, Sieur de La Ronde. They arrived along with an Abenaki war party led by
their chief, Bernard d’ Abbadie de Saint-Castin, just in time to assist in the defence of Port
Royal in June. The Abenaki and Canadians also assisted in repelling a second New
England attack in late August. After sailing to France in the fall with news of the
successful defence, however, La Biche proved unfit for the return voyage and Sieur de La
Ronde contracted with the navy for a small frigate, La Vénus, which he intended to
employ cruising off Massachusetts during the next year.*® Also in 1707, the accomplished
war leader, Leneuf de Beaubassin, formed a partnership with Joseph Riverin and another
Quebec merchant, Guillaume Gaillard. Riverin furnished his new brigantine, La Notre
Dame de Victolre, in return for one-quarter of the gross sales of any prizes. Gaillard, who
victualled and fitted out the vessel for sea, was to receive half the remaining prize money
and Captain de Beaubassin, who led the terror raid to Wells and Falmouth four years
earlier and was to recruit the crew and command the expedition, was to obtain his share
from the remaining half allotted to the officers and crew. Intendant Raudot, who invested
in the venture, later claimed that few ships were at sea and little booty was to be had, but
another report claimed success off Newfoundland where several prizes were taken.’'
Captain La Ronde in La Venus encountered bad luck in 1708, garnering only one prize
after cruising off the Virginia Capes for two and a half months. Afterwards, the admiralty
judge at Placentia confiscated it because La Ronde had neglected to obtain the Admiral’s
commission.*?

New England’s response to Indian attacks on the frontier and the depredations of
colonial privateers was to attack Acadia. Massachusetts possessed neither men nor any
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Indian allies to course through the wilderness to attack far distant Canadian settlements,
and, surprisingly in view of the colony’s strong maritime presence, seemed equally
ineffective in defending its fishery and local trade. In July 1704, a maritime expedition
led by Colonel Benjamin Church destroyed the Acadian settlements of Grand Pré,
Pigiquit and Cobequid in the Minas Basin but failed to attack Port Royal though it was
poorly fortified. The success in withstanding two New England assaults in 1707,
however, could not hide the fact that the northern colonies had been abandoned. Indeed,
Port Royal had been rescued in August by a crew of buccaneers from Saint Domingue
when one week before the New England attack Pierre Morpain, sailed into Port Royal
with several captured ships carrying more than 600 barrels of flour which he delivered to
Governor Subercase.’

In Newfoundland, a similar hand to mouth existence Limited the colonists’ efforts at
privateering. By late 1708, however, Governor de Costebelle had assembled a ragtag
collection of soldiers, sailors, fishermen, privateers, and settlers — 170 men — under the
command of the new King’s Lieutenant, the veteran Joseph Monbeton de Brouillan dit
Saint Ovide, to attack St. John’s a second time.>* Even the Quebec merchants’ frigate La
Vénus was appropriated for the sea-borne portion of the venture. At the end of December,
the colonial force moved overland from Placentia and at dawn on New Year’s Day struck
the town. All resistance ceased after a few hours, but Saint-Ovide was at a loss about
what to do with 800 prisoners. Finally, in March, with the onset of the fishing season,
Governor de Costebelle abandoned the English settlement. Guns, shot, and powder were
shipped to Placentia, the forts were blown up, and the French withdrew. Their success
was a mixed blessing at best, for it brought fears of a counterattack. It was all
Pontchartrain could do to rush 200 regular troops and two warships to Placentia in June.
But the feared counterattack never arrived, and during the final years of the war
Costebelle fell back on his earlier two-fold policy, of reaching an unspoken accord with
the English authorities at St. John’s while encouraging privateering.

Military defeats in Europe which shattered the prestige of French arms, and the
collapse of the French navy left the northern colonies increasingly on their own. In 1708,
on the other hand, the thoroughly beaten New Englanders appealed to Great Britain for
aid which finally arrived off Port Royal two years later in the form of a fleet of 34 vessels
including seven warships and a landing force of 1,500 troops.’> Governor Subercase
mustered less than 300, including 150 men of the garrison, to oppose them. A week later,
after the British went through the formalities of a siege, setting up batteries and opening
trenches, Subercase signed a capitulation and with his garrison marched out of the fort
with all the honours of war.*® Pontchartrain toyed with the idea of retaking Acadia in
1711, but It was far too late to give credence to the proposals.”’ In July, Louis XIV was
already resigned to ceding Acadia, Placentia, and Hudson Bay to Great Britain, so
anxious was he to achieve peace.*® By November, Pontchartrain knew the colonies were
to be sacrificed in order to make up for military defeat and financial exhaustion at home
and to preserve the unity of the state and the territories gained through European
conquests earlier in the reign.”

A similar fate to Port Royal almost befell Quebec. A maritime expedition from New
England failed to reach the French colony in 1709, and as with Acadia, appeals to Great
Britain gave rise to a major invasion force bound for Quebec. The expeditionary force of
15 warships and 31 transports carrying 5,300 troops under command of Admiral Sir
Hovenden Walker sailed into Boston harbour in June 1711, and departed for Quebec at
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the end of July reinforced by 1,200 colonial soldiers. It was supported by a land army of
2,300 colonial militia under command of the conqueror of Port Royal, Colonel Francis
Nicholson. But the campaign was a repeat of Sir William Phips’s 1690 expedition. The
land army never reached New France and nature intervened to emphasize the defects of
inadequate preparations and lack of knowledge. Gales and fog made navigation
increasingly difficult as the expeditionary force moved into the St. Lawrence River in late
summer. On the night of 23 August the ships found themselves amongst the surf, rocks
and Islands of the north shore near Ile aux Oeufs where eight transports, a sloop, and
884 soldiers and sailors were lost.*” Admiral Walker sailed to Cape Breton Island to
consider an attack on Piacentia. But in view of an intercepted letter from Governor de
Costebelle to Pontchartrain that his garrison numbered 2,000, Walker, instead, erected a
cross on the shore of his anchorage and after claiming the surrounding territory for Queen
Anne sailed for England.

The people of Quebec, who knew they owed precious little to Louis XIV,
understood whom to thank for their deliverance. Even “the least devout were closely
affected by the enormity of the miracle,” recorded Mother Juchereau de Saint-Ignace,
superior of the Religious Hospitallers of Quebec’s Hotel Dieu. Merchants subscribed
6,000 livres for a public devotion for seven masses dedicated to the Virgin, and thanking
the Blessed Mother once again for their preservation, the colonists rededicated their
parish church henceforth to be known as Our Lady of Victories.*' This time, however,
Louis XIV did not order a medal struck in celebration.

Between 1702 and 1712, colonists successfully defended the northern colonies and
carried the war to their enemies with the resources they had on-hand. They pursued no
campaign of imperial aggression. Colonists preserved peace with the Indians in the
western interior and with their greatest enemies, the Iroquois. They took the war to the
enemy as the best means to defend themselves. Though Port Royal was lost, Acadia was
not. At the war’s end, Placentia had yet to be attacked. Not once but twice, Canadians
laid waste the English settlements of Newfoundland. By 1712 New Englanders dared not
venture beyond their fortified strong points. All of the this was a credit to colonial
resources, leadership, and diplomacy. From a colonial viewpoint nothing accounts for the
huge surrenders of French territory in America that arose from the Treaty of Utrecht that
France signed with her European enemies on 12 April 1713. In light of clauses of the
Treaty of Utrecht it might be thought the loss of French colonies was due to Allied
successes.”” But though Great Britain gained Hudson Bay, Newfoundland, Acadia, and
other French possessions In America, these prizes arose from France’s general exhaustion
and military defeat in Europe rather than the execution of a successful British strategy in
America.*® The British failed to defend successfully either their trade in the West Indies
or their fishery and settlements in Newfoundland or to capture Guadeloupe or Canada or
Hudson Bay. Indeed, for the next fifty years, from 1713 to 1763, France knowingly
sacrificed its colonies in America in order to improve and consolidate its position within
the competitive state system in Europe. Despite the successful colonial defence of
Newfoundland, the War of the Spanish Succession confirmed French leaders in their
belief that America was won or lost in Germany.
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THE MILITIA LEGEND: CANADIANS AT WAR
1665-1760

Jay Cassel

Eccles, Fregault, Stanley — as well as many popularizers present an awe-inspiring

picture, often reinforced by carefuly selected contemporary reports: everyone was
a crack shot, eager to serve, the men knew the countryside well, and produced a
prodigious series of victories large and small. Surveys regularly quote certain perceptions
of the men. In 1708 the intendant reported that Canadians were “more skilled at shooting
muskets than any others in the world” and in 1749 the Swedish botanist Pehr Kalm
thought that “all the people born in Canada are the best marksmen in existence and rarely
miss, there are not one or two of them who are unable to shoot remarkably well and do
not possess a musket.”' Somewhere along the way the hyperbole got recast as fact. The
militia became so bound up in the stories of heroic efforts to fend off the Iroquois,
conquer a new land, and beat back the English that its actual military character is now
rather difficult to discern. This problem is compounded by the fact that of the three
fighting forces in New France — the militia, the marines and the regulars — the militia are
the least well documented.

The Canadian militia has become a legendary military force. Leading historians —

It is difficult to engage with this legend because it serves particular social and
political functions. The nineteenth century saw the rise of French-Canadian nationalism,
which had to contemplate the memory of the Conquest. In the twentieth century
Quebecois nationalists had to grapple with the painful issue of military service and
conscription during the Great War and then all over again during World War 2. The
history of the militia enabled Quebecois historians to build the case that French
Canadians were excellent fighters when fighting for their own land. This line of thinking
reached its fullest expression in Guy Fregault’s Francois Bigot (1948) and La Guerre de
la Conquete (1955). There we learn that France let down the Canadians, sending a corrupt
intendant, a defeatest general and a decadent army; the militia always did well. The
theme, with variations, would be repeated by English historians, most notably W.J.
Eccles. The idea of militia excellence had immense appeal to Canadian nationalists of
various stripes. It fit into the mid-twentieth century preoccupation with French Canadian
honour in face of Anglo-Canadian condescention. Furthermore, the militia showed up
their American opponents at every turn, supplying valuable material for another
stock-in-trade of Canadian nationalism: anti-Americanism, here practiced with relentless
enthusiasm by Bill Eccles. He gave the legend added potency by associating the
Canadian militia with a phenomenon that gained intense interest during the Vietnam era:
guerilla warfare. And militiamen were peasant warriors, so the legend appealed to
left-wing historians as well.

When I began to study the French armed forces as a complex adaptive system, I was
attracted to the idea that French settlers in Canada confronted a talented enemy, the
Iroquois, and adapted effectively. As part of my survey, I made a detailed table of every
military operation, large and small. I also set out to evaluate quantitatively other aspects
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of the military system. The results upset some of my assumptions and altered my views
substantially. Here I wish to offer some respectful revisions.

Canadians preferred a fusil de chasse, manufactured at Tulle by the Abbe La
Combe.” These were hardly rapid-fire deadly-accurate devices of destruction.’ The range
and accuracy of these muskets depended on several factors, most notably: irregularities in
each barrel; the fit between ball and barrel (since it was loose, the force of the powder
was diminished, the ball glanced off the sides and its angle of exit varied); the shape of
the ball, which was made of cast lead and usually had spurs or slight lumps that
unbalanced it, producing an irregular trajectory; the quantity, quality, and coarseness of
the powder used; and the quality of the flint. As a result, the ball was unlikely to travel
exactly as designed, and it did not have a long range. The chances of hitting some part of
a man’s body only became good when he was 100 metres away. For accuracy and
penetration, it was best if the target was less than 60 metres away.

Everyone had to wrestle with the muskets tendency to misfire.* Jamming was the
greatest worry. In the seventeenth century it produced a misfire rate of 1 in 7.
Improvements in the lock design around the turn of the century increased reliability but
did not eliminate the problem. Flints wore out rapidly. Moist powder from earlier shots
built up on the frizzen and flint, requiring several snaps of the lock before the gun would
go off. Dampness, whether from humidity or rain (both common in north-eastern North
America), adversely affected the powder, and the touch-hole became clogged, rapidly
increasing the chances misfire. Fouling was a perpetual concern. Black powder left a
residue in the barrel and after a few shots the weapon had to be cleaned out otherwise it
could not be loaded, or, worse still, the ball might jam. After a quick succession of shots,
the barrel could become dangerously hot and had to be left to cool, and at some point it
was necessary to pause, or move, to allow the thick smoke to clear.

Enemy casualty figures are astonishingly low. If the militia were very good shots,
there ought to be many dead and wounded among the Iroquois and the English. Yet there
were not.” Between 1666 and 1754 the highest number of enemy casualties are recorded
for surprise assaults on English towns in 1690, 1708, 1745 and 1747. Most of the English
died not in a firefight but in the nighttime assault on dwellings. Attacks on Iroquois
settlements produced very few casualties because the Iroquois withdrew in advance of the
attackers. In most engagements, the number of enemy casualties was small (less than 40
killed and wounded, and on occasion none), whether the engagement involved large or
small forces. But the destruction of property could be high. That underlines the other
aspect of Canadian military operations: these were often marauding raids; the aim was to
discourage the Iroquois and the English by destroying dwellings and food supply.

The ultimate test came at the Battle of the Plains of Abraham. Much has been made
of Canadian marksmen, both the snipers in the two hours or so before the main battle
began and the militiamen who covered the retreat. If there were 1,500 sharpshooters (as
Townshend reported), or somewhere around 800 as seems more likely, and if the
Canadians put up stiff resistence as the British pursued the retreating French (shredding
the Scots Highlanders) how is it that the British emerged from all the shooting that day
with only 61 killed and 598 wounded?® For a best-case estimate, let us assume that one
third of British casualties took place before the battle; allow the sharpshooters to fire at a
rate of once every ten minutes (a very slow rate) for two hours; then 800 men fired
9,600 shots, producing 23 hits per 1,000 shots, while 1,500 men would get off
18,000 shots for a rate of 12.2 hits per 1,000.
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The condition of the muskets deteriorated considerably over a relatively short time.”
Black powder corroded the metal of the barrel. Rough terrain, the hazards of river travel,
and the severe climate lead to heavy wear and tear. Muskets were largely hand-made.
Parts were not interchangeable. After numerous repairs the lock was often entirely
unserviceable.

Each decade the weapons of many habitants were reported to be poor.® In 1756, as
he prepared for what he knew would be a major war, Governor-general Vaudreuil
reported that most militiamen went out to meet the enemy with “very bad” weapons, and
in 1757 it was necessary to make a great many repairs before the militiamen could head
out on the Lake Champlain offensive.” From one decade to the next, the minister
expressed his dissatisfaction with the number of repairs that had to be made and what he
considered the inexcusably rapid deterioration of muskets among both the marines and
the militia. He blamed the officers and men, ignoring other explanations.'” The arms
industry of France was well able to meet the needs of the colony, but the Marine was
reluctant to spend money arming its soldiers and militiamen.

Nationalist narratives have often suggested that “the entire male population was
armed.”"! The number of men who actually bore arms was substantially lower than that.
In 1711 Louvigny reported that many militiamen were poor and could not afford a
musket.'? During the long peace, reviews of the militia produced disappointing figures."
In 1721 8,000 militiamen had to make do with 5,263 muskets. The governor-general and
the minister were both disturbed and large shipments followed. When the governor
pointed out that many men were too poor to purchase a suitable musket, the minister
agreed to a limited distribution from the king’s stores on generous terms of credit. But
after that supplies were allowed to diminish — as an economization in time of peace. In
1744, when war with the English resumed Canada could produce 11,285 militiamen but
they had only 7,260 muskets, and “one should not flatter oneself that the ones on hand
will actually work.”"* That year the colony received very few muskets, and in 1745 it
received none. At the end of the 1745 campaign, Governor General Beauharnois reported
that a third of the militia had no weapons, and a quarter of the muskets on hand could not
be expected to last very long even though he “took the precaution to have all muskets
reconditioned.”"® At the end of the war, La Galissonniere, the new governor, reported that
the militia was still in urgent need of muskets. Like Beauharnois he asked for 4000. He
received 500.'

During the Seven Years War some observers thought that crafty militiamen saw an
opportunity to acquire a good gun from the king, a form of fraud akin to that perfected by
the Intendant. To sustain the militia legend, historians go along with this reasoning.'” It is
possible but widespread fraud is doubtful. Over preceeding decades many different
observers noted that militiamen arrived poorly armed without going on to make the
accusation. Fraud is all the more doubtful because the king seldom gave away muskets to
militiamen, and no one would want to go into battle with a poor weapon — unless they did
not want to fight at all. (That would upset another pillar of the militia legend: the
widespread will to fight.) Muskets required frequent repair and the 1750s were a period
of economic difficulty following on a period of limited supply of muskets. The shortage
of good weapons is really not surprising.

There is an important key to this question: the 1750 roll of the militia company from
cote St Michel.'"® Of the 80 militiamen, only 38 had a musket, a state of affairs even
worse than the picture for the colony as a whole. Yet this was a “model” company,
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selected to serve as an example of how the rolls should be maintained. Officials did not
find the numbers astounding. It is not hard to see why: all but one head of a family had
his own musket. So did most (16/20) of the eldest sons. Those without were the younger
sons. For many peasant households, one or two muskets would suffice. In short, age and
economic resources account for the number of men without muskets. During the Seven
Years War, observers like Bougainville often explained distressing facts by blaming
individuals, and historians have worked creatively with the allegations. The reality
appears to be that Canada’s resources were limited and the French government was
reluctant to make up the shortfall.

When he established the regulations for the Canadian militia in 1669, Louis XIV
ordered that all men aged 16 to 60 could be called for duty. Not all were considered fit
for long-range expeditions. This is remarkable because the physical condition of colonists
in general seems to have improved over that of people in France. Officials repeatedly
noted that Canadian men were “naturally big” “well-proportioned, agile, vigorous” and
“able to withstand all sorts of fatigue”'® During the Seven Years War Pierre Pouchot, an
engineer turned infantry officer, wrote that “the Canadians are very well built, very
robust & active, with an admirable capacity to endure hard work & fatigue” adding — and
this detail is important — that they were accustomed to such labour “through long &
arduous journeys connected with their trading activities.”?

Against these generalizations there is little by way of precise information. The 1750
Roll for Cote St Michel notes who is fit for service. The rule was that men older than 45
were generally not suited. The ideal then, as now, was a man in his 20s and 30s. The roll
separates out those aged 15-18 and labels them “enfants” and “jeunes gens.” Few of these
were were considered “bon” — fit for service in expeditions. Several young men were also
not considered suitable for expeditions. Two of the twenty families in the roll were
entirely unsuited, even though their members were aged 22 to 48. The reasons are not
given. They could relate to physical limitations. For example, myopia is common today,
and being a developmental defect, it was likely that the prevalence was much the same in
New France — a good many men would be found to have deficient long-range vision.
Crippling injuries were also common. In all, only half the men in the Cote St Michel who
were liable for service were deemed fit to serve in expeditions.

This state of affairs is really just what should be expected. The militia drew on the
total population. Only a fraction of that population would be suited for military service.
And only a fraction of that fraction would have real expertise. Those are the men around
whom the legend grew.

The militia relied heavily on experience in the field for acquiring knowledge. Much
is made of this by historians such as W.J. Eccles. But how many men gained experience
fighting? After the preceeding discussion, it may be obvious that the total was well below
the sum of all bodies aged 16 to 60.

What proportion of the men involved in combat operations were militiamen? Here,
for sake of brevity, I will average it out (speaking initially about the period 1665 to
1748). In large operations (500-2,500 men), militiamen made up 35% of the force
(minimum of 11% maximum of 57%), while in medium sized expeditions (100-400) they
made up 32% (minimum 11% maximum 70%). Warparties (5 to 40 men) were
predominantly composed of Amerindians. Of those actually counted by the French, 45%
were made up entirely of Amerindians, 10% had a member of the troupes de la marine
attached to them (the rest being natives) and 45% were heterogeneous with 1, 2, 5 or 6
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militiamen among the members. If the warparties sent by Amerindians on their own are
factored in the number involving Frenchmen would diminish substantially.

There were not many large operations between 1665 and 1748: 2 in 1666, 12
between 1684 and 1697, only 3 between 1703 and 1713, 4 against the Fox between 1715
and 1730, 4 against the English in the 1740s. There were 16 medium-sized expeditions
between 1684 and 1697, but only 6 between 1703 and 1713, and 10 between 1745 and
1748. The French evidently participated in 6 to 12 warparties a year during the 1690s,
about 20 in 1746 and 30 in 1747.

So how many militiamen saw action? We can form an estimate of the maximum
number possible by surveying the peak years. In 1687 the total for all militiamen in all
combat operations was 1,225 out of a total of 3,100 militiamen in the colony. The peak in
the 1690s (1696) was 1,280 out of 4,400 militiamen, and in the 1700s (1709) 1,100 out of
4,700 and in the 1740s (1746) 1,350 out of 11,300 militiamen. For most war years the
total number of men in the field was much smaller.

The catch is in estimating how many militiamen went on several missions. It is
reasonable to assume that experienced men would be chosen to serve on later missions.
(There is ample evidence of this in lists of officers from the troupes de la marine.) That
would have the effect of depressing the total number of militiamen who gained combat
experience. So, the maximum percentage of militiamen who could possibly have seen
combat declined from a peak of 40% to 23% and eventually to 12%. In most years the
numbers were far lower. There were four exceptional moments, in 1690, 1709, 1711 and
1746, when thousands gathered to defend Quebec. But they saw no action. (Only a few
fought the English landing force on the Beauport flats in 1690.)

These conditions changed radically during the Seven Years War. The total number
of militiamen in operations exceeded 4,220 in 1757 (28%) and 6,630 in 1758 (44%).
Some 11,170 gathered to face the English at Quebec in 1759. But what military expertise
did they bring?

The military experience of militiamen in general diminished with time. The wars
with the Iroquois were effectively over in 1697. With the small number and small size of
most operations against the English between 1704 and 1711, far fewer men had a chance
to gain experience in combat. During the long peace from 1713 to 1744 the great majority
of the younger generation was not out campaigning. In 1734 Governor Beauharnois
concluded that “the Canadians are not as good as they were in the past.”'

The statistical analysis of military operation leads to the conclusion that most of the
Canadian militia was not engaged in “la petite guerre” — guerilla party warfare. Most
militiamen who saw action in the field were part of larger forces that operated along more
conventional European lines — in the defence of Quebec and the invasion of Iroquoia.
And they served for relatively short periods of time. This conclusion does, however, draw
our attention to a particular group.

Within it, the Canadian militia had an elite. This core was what the Canadian high
command relied on for the most important military projects. In the 1680s Denonville and
Champigny noted that coureurs de bois were best suited for war against the Iroquois.”* In
1716, when he prepared for his successful campaign against the Fox, Louis de La Porte
de Louvigny selected 225 marines and militiamen in Montreal and added 200 at Detroit
and Michilimackinac.” The militiamen who excelled at war were a smaller core of tough
fighters, many of whom spent their time out west — as Pouchot tells us. This group
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sustained the militia’s reputation for combat effectiveness. Recognizing this enables us to
make sense of comments by French observers in the 1750s whenever militiamen did
something unimpressive: “these Canadians were not the good sort.”** The seemingly
uneven performance of the militia during the Seven Years War has much to do with the
steep increase in the number of men called upon to fight and the limitations in the
military experience of many militiamen.

For years observers had noted that Canadian militiamen had an aversion to regular
warfare. In 1709 Governor Vaudreuil reported that Canadians found European-style
battles needlessly dangerous, and fought well “only in entrenchments.” One could count
on their bravery, he said, but should misfortune lead to an assault by regular infantry, the
city of Quebec would almost surely fall because one could not ask the militia to hold their
ground in that kind of combat. The same warning was sounded during the 1740s.%

Canadians consider themselves to be brave. French observers, often none too
impressed by the Canadian way of war, were prepared to agree.”® But courage is not
unchanging and depends to an important extent on the circumstances in which the man
finds himself. In 1756, the Chevalier de Montreuil, bitter at the turn of events in
Dieskau’s battle, wrote that the “braggart” Canadians were “very brave behind a tree and
very timid when not covered”?’ Bougainville was impressed by their spirit but added that
Canadian courage, like that of the Amerindians, consisted in exposing themselves as little
as possible, setting up ambushes, and fighting tenaciously behind a screen of trees.
French officers concluded that the Canadians were brave but undisciplined, and they
would not stand their ground in the open.”®

Militiamen occupied two different places in the French line on the Plains of
Abraham: on the flanks among the militia companies and within the ranks of the regular
troops. Canadians were incorporated in the regulars with little retraining. Major Malartic
records his view of the battle: “The regiments advanced with good spirit. They had not
gone one hundred paces when the Canadians who formed the second rank and the
soldiers behind them fired without orders, and following their usual practice the
Canadians lay on the ground to reload. This false manoeuvre broke up all the
batallions.” And when they got up, some men went to the edge of the field to join the
skirmishers in the woods. That undoubtedly unnerved the French regulars. This episode
was so embarrasing to Guy Fregault that he employed a narrative sleight of hand to get
through the action: he referred to the central formations as the “regulars” and contrasted
their behaviour with the skirmishers at the start of the battle and the militia who would
fight a rearguard at the end.*® This impedes comprehension by failing to probe the causes
of the disorder and disintegration of the French formations. The issue is training, not
nationality.

The critical moment is recorded with remarkable agreement by eyewitnesses on both
sides: Brig. Gen. Townshend wrote: “When our troops were within 20 or 30 yards of
closing, the whole French line turned their backs, from [the French] right to left, almost at
the same instant.™' Marcel, Montcalm’s aide de camp, recorded that the troupes de la
marine and the militia from the gouvernement of Quebec (the French right) made a
half-turn, pressed by fire from the English who made a move to envelop them, and this
set off a succession of retreats along the French line.”” Such a disaster had been
anticipated by Vaudreuil pere in 1709. The Canadians may well have intended to fight on
from the cover of the woods but the French troops perceived this as abandonment and
were unnerved.
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One might imagine that the effort was over. Yet in 1760 the very same army would
defeat the very same army in the very same place, at what has since been called the Battle
of Ste Foy. During the winter Levis reorganized the army.*® One third of the men were
Canadian. He recognized the limitations in the performance of the troops and now drilled
them carefully, imparting the necessary military knowledge in the men who would have
to fight. On April 28, the Canadians served as light infantry skirmishing in front of the
regular infantry and on the flanks, and as infantry in the line. This time Major Malartic
was impressed: “The Canadians of the four brigades of the right, those who were in the
intervals or in front of the brigades, fired a long time and most opportunely. They did a
lot of harm to the English.”** And they earned the praise of Levis and several other
French officers.®® Rearmed with new knowledge, these men proved to be very effective.
And had things gone slightly differently, Murray’s army would have been enveloped and
the British would have been obliged to capitulate.

It was much harder to compensate for the serious shortages in military hardware —
muskets, cannon and powder, to say nothing of food and other materiel. After winning
the battle they could not carry the siege. Ste Foy, the often-overlooked battle for Quebec,
reveals much of what worked well in the French army, and what did not.
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French and British Privateers
in the Colonial Era

Les corsaires, du régime francais
au régime anglais

FOR KING AND PROFIT:
LOUISBOURG PRIVATEERS
1744

B.A. Balcom

privateer, Le Cantabre, was cruising 15 leagues off Cape Cod. He had sailed

three weeks earlier in consort with another privateer. Weather had separated the
two, but now d’Olobaratz spotted a snow “laying too” in the calm winds and guessed it to
be a British merchantman.” Confident in his 94-man crew, 8 carriage guns and 8 swivels,
d’Olobaratz approached under English colours. He then raised French colours and fired
to demand the vessel’s surrender. The supposed merchantman was actually the Prince of
Orange, a Massachusetts coast guard, armed with 20 carriage guns and a 150-man crew.
It responded by hoisting English colours and firing a broadside that raked the French
vessel. D’Olobaratz had his sloop tack about, had its oars run out and rowed off in the
light winds. Captain Edward Tyng of the Prince of Orange quickly followed suit and a
wearisome chase ensued into the early morning hours. Tyng felt his pursuit was aided by
four lanterns the French left lit in the rigging, but these may well have been a signal for
assistance intended for Le Cantabre’s consort. In an attempt to gain the upper hand,
d’Olobaratz finally turned and tried to board the Massachusetts vessel. As the vessels
closed, the French crew avoided a New England broadside and small arms volley by
sheltering below, but a shot seriously damaged the sloop’s mast. Unable to now flee or
fight effectively, d’Olobaratz had to take his long boat to the Prince of Orange to
surrender his sword and commission.

On the morning of July 4, 1744," Joannis d’Olobaratz, commanding the Louisbourg

Tyng kept d’Olobaratz and his officers on board the Massachusetts snow, and took
the now dismasted sloop under tow. Although the Prince of Orange was a provincial
coast guard, prize money was still a consideration. The vessels’ arrival in Boston that
same day (July 5) created a sensation, as this was the first French privateer taken off the
New England coast.® Tyng received the gratitude of the town and a silver cup weighing
one hundred ounces, while his crew received a bonus of £267 amounting to £3 each. A
newspaper noted “Tis remarkable that notwithstanding the ... great Number of Men on
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either side ... there was not one kill’d or wounded,.””* This was a premature observance,
as a later report noted four French had been killed and buried at sea prior to the
surrender.” Another Boston paper remarked that d’Olobaratz was “a Gentleman well
known in Town, and has a Son at School about six miles off.” As d’Olobaratz had “been
kind and serviceable to the English on many Occasions at Louisbourg,” the paper happily
reported that he was now being “civilly treated himself.”® He and his men spent the
summer and early fall in Boston as prisoners awaiting exchange, with some working as
farm labourers. A less happy fate awaited four Irish soldiers from the British garrison at
Canso, who had been recruited into the privateer’s crew, while prisoner in Louisbourg.
Recognized by sailors on the Massachusetts snow, they were sent to their regimental
headquarters at Annapolis Royal, where three were subsequently sentenced to death.

The story of Le Cantabre touches on many aspects of privateering — the regulation
of war, acceptable uses of deception, the lure of prize money, difficulties in recruiting
crews and the sometimes ambivalent nature of war between Louisbourg and Boston.
Privateering was one of the principal means for Louisbourg to project power. As a
heavily defended port, Louisbourg was well equipped to act as a strong point, but like
other 18" century fortresses, it was not anticipated that Louisbourg could hold out
indefinitely in the face of a sufficiently large and well-supplied attacking force. It was
anticipated that its strength would deter attack and that the fortified town would act as
defensive bulwark for French interests in the region. To be truly effective, however,
Louisbourg had to project its power against its British colonial rivals. Privateers, naval
vessels, Native alliances and military expeditions all provided means for offensive action.
After reviewing competing French naval priorities for the late summer of 1744, James
Pritchard has shown that “sending direct aid to French colonies in America was the least
important naval concern of all.”’ The lack of metropolitan naval support in 1744 and
1745 seriously compromised the military expeditions against mainland Nova Scotia and
by extension the Native alliances. Recognizing the limited naval resources available, the
Minister of Marine instructed Louisbourg officials on the declaration of war to
immediately encourage the outfitting of privateers. Privateers were then a well-
established wartime routine for Europe’s colonial powers as the tremendous expansion of
overseas trade made it a desirable, if not a necessary, wartime target. In March 1744,
Louis XV’s declaration of war greatly expanded in terms of scale and geography the
already existing privateer war between Britain and France’s new co-belligerent, Spain.

News of the outbreak of war reached Louisbourg on May 3, approximately three
weeks before Boston learned the news. Blank privateering commissions had been
thoughtfully forwarded to Louisbourg, but shortages of light cannons, pistols, swords and
boarding axes restricted the number of vessels outfitted.® The town also faced food
shortages that spring, and the governor and commissaire ordonnateur initially withheld
encouragement of privateers. The two readily available armed vessels were used instead
on an early strike against the British post at Canso, a day’s sail from Louisbourg. Canso’s
capture opened a badly-needed supply route to the Acadian farms of Nova Scotia and
would, with the planned later capture of Annapolis Royal, restore Acadia to France.
Following Canso’s destruction, Louisbourg privateers outfitted against British colonial
commerce and fishing interests. The privateers’ theatre of operation stretched from the
shores of Newfoundland to the Delaware capes. No Louisbourg privateer went as far as
the Caribbean, which was the war’s busiest, and most lucrative, colonial theatre.
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The work of historians, such as Bromley, Starkey and Swanson, has established
useful parameters for analysing the efforts of Louisbourg’s privateers.” Swanson has
provided the most comprehensive study of privateering in the Americas during the War
of the Austrian Succession by analysing privateering accounts in British colonial
newspapers. While Swanson covers French and Spanish privateering actions, his work
naturally focuses on the actions of British American privateers. This study utilizes a more
modest data base — the 1744 records of the Louisbourg Admiralty Court as confirmed and
summarized by the Conseil des Prises in Paris. The relative completeness of these
records is attested by a list of Louisbourg prizes compiled by commissaire-ordonnateur
Francois Bigot, in mid-October, 1744. The Conseil des Prises records noted 34 prize
actions (including 2 shore raids), while Bigot’s list details 38 prize actions, including 7 on
shore establishments; all actions related to a single year — 1744.'° Each list noted several
prizes not included on the other, with the two sources indicating a total of 45 successful
prize actions for Louisbourg private and public vessels of war. Are these numbers
significant? Yes, they are — they represent close to, if not the total number of successful
French prize actions in the Northwest Atlantic, and compare favourably with the
61 successful, and unsuccessful, British prize actions, identified by Swanson, for the
more numerous British colonial privateers and Royal Navy vessels for that same year and
theatre.'' The time frame is also significant as Louisbourg’s early blockade and capture
the next year changed trade patterns and greatly reduced privateering actions in this
theatre.

Privateers had considerable appeal to governments as they mobilized private force
against the enemy at minimal or no cost to the Crown. As Swanson has further argued,
privateering particularly appealed to the dominant mercantilist thinking of the time by
adding to national wealth at the same time that it decreased that of others.'> The
popularity of privateers necessitated their regulation; a process complicated by its
occurrence on the ocean — a great common — rather than on a nation’s territory."® Like
other aspects of the conduct of war, combatant nations had to reach generalized
consensus on the legitimacy of both predators and prizes. Otherwise, what distinguished
the legitimate privateer operating as an arm of the state, from the lawless pirate, who
could expect no mercy upon capture. Broadly speaking, privateers had to carry a proper
government commission and could capture enemy ships and cargoes in time of war. The
prizes then had to be declared lawful in Admiralty court before they could be sold for the
benefit of the captors. The French marine law regulating Louisbourg privateers required
10% of the prize value be paid to the Admiralty court, while English privateers received
the full value of their prizes, less regulated Admiralty court fees. Swanson has shown that
Admiralty courts in the British colonies frequently charged fees above the regulated
schedule, but also rendered judgements overwhelmingly favourable to privateers.'* The
Conseil des Prises Louisbourg decisions also favoured predators in all but one of
29 recorded judgements. The exception involved a small privateer operating under a local
post commander’s authorization rather than a proper commission. Finding the captor to
lack appropriate authorization, the prize was nevertheless determined to be “de bonne
prise” but was confiscated to the court’s benefit.'

Louisbourg’s war against British seaborne commerce involved several types of
predators, of which privateers were the most important. In 1744, the port outfitted seven
privateers compared to nine for Boston, 15 for New York and 19 for Newport.'® The
Conseil des Prises records identified Louisbourg’s privateers as bringing 20 prizes to the
port’s Admiralty court, while Bigot indicated an additional five Louisbourg predators of
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unidentified status as bringing in one prize each.!” These latter five prizes were all small
— likely fishing vessels captured in the early hectic days of the war — and their captors
were probably privateers. Armed merchantmen commissioned en guerre et marchandises
(the equivalent of English letter of marque vessels) also made opportunistic captures
during the course of their trading voyages. While their commissions enabled them to take
legitimate prizes, merchant trade remained their economic focus. Privateers, by contrast,
were interested in prizes not trade. Louisbourg officials also hired a private vessel for
four months to act as a coast guard, with Pierre Morpain, a renowned privateer in
Acadian waters during the War of the Spanish Succession and now serving as Port
Captain in Louisbourg, as captain. Morpain brought in two prizes while commanding the
coast guard vessel. Naval warships comprised a fourth predator type, with two warships
arriving from France, and a third, newly built at Quebec, finishing its outfitting at
Louisbourg. These vessels, like the coast guard schooner, were used primarily for the
defence of the seaways off Louisbourg from British predators. The warships captured
four prizes including, in fulfilment of their mandate, two New England privateers.
Louisbourg officials also engaged private vessels for the military expeditions against
Canso and Annapolis Royal, but the prizes taken at each location were treated differently.
The military officer leading the attack on Canso initiated the Admiralty court proceedings
against the two vessels captured there. By contrast, the two prizes made at Annapolis
Royal were decided in favour of the letter of marque vessel making the capture.

Louisbourg’s privateering war in 1744 took place in two distinct phases, between
early May when news of the declaration of war reached the port and mid-autumn when
shipping in the North Atlantic entered its annual winter slowdown. The expedition
against Canso delayed privateering outfits until the last week of May but was followed by
an intense flurry of captures until early July. Most of the 18 captures recorded by the
Admiralty Court for this period were small (average tonnage was 54.6 tonneaux ) and
many were New England fishing vessels taken on the nearby fishing banks. Three of the
four largest prizes were taken by French letter of marque vessels on route to Louisbourg,
with one of the captures occurring before the port even received news of the war.'® The
capture of d’Olobaratz’ Le Cantabre on July 4 and the capture of three small vessels by
its consort the following day marked the end of the first stage. Now New England
privateers threatened Louisbourg’s sea lanes, the easy bank pickings were gone and
Louisbourg privateers sought larger, and often more distant, prizes. The port’s Admiralty
Court noted only 11 captures during this second period ending in late October but at
105.4 tonneaux the average prize tonnage was almost twice that of the earlier period. As
noted earlier, financial administrator Bigot reported an additional 11 undated prizes,
including 5 involving shore raids, beyond those noted in the Conseil des Prises records.
By late summer, Louisbourg officials responded to the threat of New England privateers
with patrols by coast guard and naval vessels and by an embargo on shipping out of the
port.

Louisbourg’s marine predators depended on force or the treat of force to accomplish
their captures. Armament was a prime concern in outfitting privateers as these vessels
were not typically armed in peacetime. Louisbourg’s initial privateering efforts were
restricted by a shortage of light artillery and small arms and, consequently, the armament
of the port’s privateers varied greatly. The sloop Le Signe was armed initially only with
muskets, while Le St. Charles had two carriage guns and Le Cantabre eight carriage guns
and eight swivels. Le Brasdor, Louisbourg’s largest privateer, had 10 carriage guns and
20 swivels.'” Even English colonists recognized the restrictive effects of Louisbourg’s
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arms shortage and feared for when it was alleviated. Benjamin Franklin, remarking on the
capture in only a few days of four vessels off the Delaware capes, wondered what
damage a dozen sail, each making three or four cruises a year, would inflict. His concern
was amplified by the reported boast “that during the War [the French] would have no
Occasion to cut Fire Wood, for that the Jackstaves of English Vessels would be a Supply
sufficient.”?

The potential exercise of force to affect a capture raises questions about the
frequency with which it was actually applied. The Conseil des Prises records for
Louisbourg provide some answers.”' Private men of war were naturally less likely to sink
or damage a vessel they hoped to capture for profit than was a warship. All of
Louisbourg’s predators covered by these records, whether private or not, were involved
only in the capture of enemy vessels, not their destruction. In the 34 prize actions listed,
gunfire either as musket or cannon or in combination, figured in just over half (18) of the
actions. They were divided almost equally between musket (8 instances) and cannon (9)
with only one example of combined fire. Gunfire was used most often as a warning or for
intimidation. In only four instances did casualties occur and these were restricted in three
cases (by musket fire) to a single casualty — either the captain or helmsman. In the one
instance of casualties by cannonfire, losses were still light, with only the captain killed
and a sailor wounded. The court records did not contain information on damage to
vessels.

A more unusual aspect of war in the Ile Royale/Newfoundland theatre of operations
was the number of prize actions that took place on land. Commissaire ordonnateur Bigot
identified seven prizes of fish and fishing supplies as being made on land in
Newfoundland outports and the Conseil des Prises records gave details on two of them.
In both cases, transport vessels accompanied the privateers to take back the anticipated
captures of dried or wet-salted fish and fishing and food supplies. The raid by Louisbourg
privateers Joannis d’Olobaratz and Philipe LeNeuf de Beaubassin was probably typical.
Sailing in consort with an accompanying sloop as transport, the two privateers
approached a fishing station near “Capsite,” Newfoundland in late June. Beaubassin
pursued and captured two fishing boats, while d’Olobaratz’s men looted first a fish stage
and then a storehouse. Goods captured included dried cod, fish oil, salt and seal nets, all
of which were loaded on board the transport sloop for conveyance back to Louisbourg.
New England privateers also raided some of the Ile Royale fishing outports “burning
their Works & Houses as the [French] did Canso.” Governor Shirley saw this as a just
retribution remarking that such actions “they now think wrong, and repent of setting the
Example.”?

Enemy cargos as well as vessels were subject to seizure and confiscation. Most
disputes over cargo dealt with neutral shipping carrying enemy cargo or what neutral
goods might legitimately be declared as contraband.?® Yet other anomalies might occur in
the very nature of what constituted cargo. Such a case occurred with the capture of the
ship Le Guillaume Mary (undoubtedly the William and Mary) sailing from Dublin to
Philadelphia with 45 young Irish women on board, sailing as indentured servants.** A
Louisbourg privateer captured the ship off Long Island on July 31, the same day that it
captured a whaler. Lacking supplies, an undetermined combination of 28 passengers
and/or crew were put on the whaler and freed . The ship and the remaining prisoners were
taken to Louisbourg. The prisoners were subsequently included in a major exchange of
prisoners organized between Governor Duquesnel of Louisbourg and Governor William
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Shirley in Boston. Subsequently, the selectmen of Boston “sent up to the Almshouse
sixteen girls and three boys and a woman arrived here yesterday from Cape Breton who
were taken about six weeks since by a French Privateer, being bound from Ireland to
Philadelphia.”® Their arrival in Boston was not joyous for the women as their former
captain sought to reassert his right to sell them as indentured servants. On hearing of their
plight, Duquesnel maintained the captain’s desire was neither just nor lawful as he had
lost his power of disposition once they had been taken.”® Shirley agreed with Duquesnel’s
sentiments and personally reassured the women of their freedom and further informed the
captain that the use of force to secure new engagements would not be tolerated®’. While
humanity played its part, Duquesnel’s decision had a legal basis in the indentured
servants being considered cargo lost to its owners.

Obtaining timely recruits of sailors was a problem that affected all privateers. At
Louisbourg the problem was alleviated when an embargo was placed on coastal shipping
out of the port. As the summer dragged on, there were large numbers of underemployed
sailors in the port including those of a half dozen compagnie des Indes vessels waiting for
the fall convoy to France. At least two of the compagnie des Indes officers, Louis
Winslow and Sieur de la Malbonnet, temporarily joined the crew of the Le Caribou, with
both subsequently serving as prize officers.”® Another more riskier source, at least for the
recruits themselves, was the growing pool of English prisoners in the town and Irish
Catholics, with a shared bond of religion with the French, may have been the most fertile
recruiting ground. Four of the crew of Le Cantabre captured by the Prince of Orange
were Irish members of Philipps’ regiment captured at Canso. They were later tried at
Annapolis Royal — one , a Protestant, got off by offering evidence that he had been
recruited drunk and had tried to get out of his engagement when he sobered up. The other
three, presumably Catholics, were sentenced to death. When the Louisbourg privateer Le
Brasdor was captured in October 1744, twelve of its crew were reported to be British
subjects. Two of these were reported to have been killed in action.”® Subsequently, a
special Admiralty court was held in Boston to try nine subjects of Great Britain “for
entering French service and committing divers acts of hostility against His Majesty’s
Subjects.”* The French had similar concerns about their own subjects. A sailor of one of
the captured New England privateers thought to resemble someone from St. Malo. When
at his trial, the man claimed to be Spanish, but was then unable to answer questions in
that language, he was sentenced to death.®’ Shirley sent Duquesnel proof of the man
being an English subject and hoped Duquesnel would render satisfaction in the case.*

The prisoners from Canso and captured vessels strained Louisbourg’s already
precarious food supplies. Duquesnel responded by trying to arrange a prisoner exchange
in Boston. In the meantime, the prisoners enjoyed a relaxed confinement. One British
regular was recruited into d’Olobaratz’s privateer while drinking in a tavern. When the
prisoners returned to Boston in the fall, their reports of weaknesses in Louisbourg’s
fortifications and the disaffection of its garrison gave impetus to organizers of the
expedition against the town. Yet French prisoners in Boston enjoyed equally amenable
conditions. While some of his men worked on local farms, d’Olobaratz sought
information on the defences of Boston, Newport and Philadelphia.®® His assessments of
Boston and Newport were based on direct observation and inquiries, including a six-day
trip to Newport where he visited the island battery defending the harbour. For
Philadelphia, he depended on accounts from individuals, such as an Irish Jesuit, whose
information he assessed to be accurate. He also tried to arrange for the purchase of
1000 barrels of flour to be delivered to Louisbourg the following April. His contact was
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from Bayonne but had been living in New England for the past six months. Both men
believed the transaction feasible and d’Olobaratz issued one of the safe conduct passes he
had previously received from Bigot. D’Olobaratz still found time to join Lodge One of
the Masons in Boston, where the processing of his application was sped up due to his
impending return to Louisbourg.** Upon his return, d’Olobaratz discounted the likelihood
of many New Englanders joining an expedition against Louisbourg. He believed them
persuaded “that there were more blows to be received than louis d’or to be won.”
Events in 1745 would prove d’Olobaratz assessment to be wrong, although even
Governor Shirley might not have disputed it too much when it was written.

The success enjoyed by Louisbourg’s privateers and other predators in the summer
and fall of 1744 was a significant factor to the surprising popular support in New England
for the expedition against the port. Support from Marblehead and other ports arrived at a
critical juncture in revitalizing the flagging campaign to win popular support for the
expedition. The success enjoyed by Louisbourg’s privateers in 1744 led in on small way
to their removal the following year with the port’s capture. Yet in their time,
Louisbourg’s predators had operated in a manner consistent with, and at relative parity,
with their more numerous British counterparts. In terms of the absolute numbers of
prizes, Louisbourg’s predators were almost as successful as their British rivals. The loss
of two Louisbourg privateers was matched by the gain of two from New England. But the
smaller French marine could not afford to trade even blows with the British, and certainly
not a less than even rate of exchange. Ultimately, it was Louisbourg, not Boston, that was
forced to enact an embargo on shipping out of the port, and Louisbourg that was captured
in 1745 while Boston escaped unscathed from the d’Enville expedition the following
year. Louisbourg’s privateers had won many battles but were not numerous enough to
win the war.
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Type Rig Name Captain
Cstgd Schooner Le Succes Morpain
Ltrmq Ship L’ Atlas Descombes
Ship L’Ondromaque Fleury
Ship Le Phelypeau Duruble
Ship Le Tourneur Hamel
MilEx Canso Expedition | Duvivier
Prvtr Brigantine La Tempeste St. Martin
Schooner La Marie Joseph Detcheverry
Le St. Pierre Guildy
Skiff La Magdeleine Fougere
Sloop Le César Beaubassin
Sloop Le Signe St. Martin
Sloop Le St. Charles Baron
Ship La Brador Le Gras
Trnsp Sloop Le Hazardeux Harnois
Sloop? Le St. Joseph Briant
Wrshp Ship L’ Ardent Meschin
Ship Le Caribou Morpain

Cstgd — Coastguard; Ltrmq — Letter of Marque; MilEx — Military Expedition; Prvtr —

Privateer; Trnsp — Transport; Wrshp- Warship.

Source: “Conseil des Prises, Louisbourg, 1745-46,” France, Archives Nationales, Section

Ancienne, G5, Carton 258, Amirauté.
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Prizes in Louisbourg Admiralty Court, 1744, with Capture Dates

and Captors

Capture Date Rig Name Tonnage Captor
Apr 30 Brgt L’Omble 130 Duruble
May 4 Slp Le Penbrock 80 Fleury
May 24 Slp La Marie 50 Duvivier
Sip ]i,fag:theri“e ot [50] Duvivier
May 31 Schr L’Indever 45 Guildy
Jun 4 Slp Le Dauphin 25 St. Martin
Jun7 Schr La Marie 26 St. Martin
Jun 8 Schr L’Indever 35 St. Martin
Jun 10 Schr Le Philipe 55 St. Martin
Jun 11 Schr La Sifleur 28 Fougere
Schr [Lr;l::stz de]t Emoly St. Martin
Jun 12 Brgt Les Deux Freres 80 Detcheverry
Schr L’Elizabeth 36 St. Martin
Jun 14 Schr Le Franchip 38 St. Martin
Jun 15-18 i(l)sal:’s supplies and Baron
Jun 18 Brgt La Madera 100 Hamel
late June fish and supplies dB’eOa}JObbairs?;Z and
Jun 29 Schr La Suzanne 60 Hamel
Jul 5 Slp Le Hanna Elizabeth 40 Beaubassin
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Capture Date Rig Name Tonnage Captor
Jul 5 (Cont) Slp Le Yark 64 Beaubassin
Slp Sans nom [40] Beaubassin
Jul 8, 1744 Slp Le Kinsbury 89 Morpain
Snow | Le Nancy 120 Morpain
Jul 22 Brgt Le Hop [130] Meschin
Jul 31 Ship Le Guillaume Mary 180 St. Martin
unkn Whaler [released] St. Martin
Aug 5 Ship Le Legot Jutem 60 St. Martin
Aug 14 Ship La Sainte Claire 140 Morpain
Schr Le Fley [50] Morpain
Sep 11 Brgt La Victoire 100 Meschin
Sep 26 Snow Le Severe 140 St. Martin
Oct 14 Ship L’Olivier branche ? Le Gras
Oct 26 Schr L’Ordnance Tender 90 Descombes
Slp Le Hauppoel 60 Descombes

Source: “Conseil des Prises, Louisbourg, 1745-46,” France, Archives Nationales, Section
Ancienne, G5, Carton 258, Amirauté. Bracketed figures are from “Etat des Batiments qui
ont été faits sur les Anglois et conduits au port de Louisbourg Pendant La présente année
1744.,” Bigot, Louisbourg, 12 octobre 1744, AN, Colonies, C11C, vol. 16, série 2, no. 2.
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Casualties in Louisbourg Predator Prize Actions — 1744

Captor’s

Musket

Cannon

Surname Prize Fire Fire Casualties
Baron deux chaloupes n n none
Beaubassin Le Hanna Elizabeth n y iii)lsg dcezg)tsiiirll(;r

Le Yark n y none

Sans nom n n none
Descombes L’Ordnance Tender n n none

Le Hauppoel n n none
Detcheverry Les Deux Freres n n none
Duruble L’Omble y y none
Duvivier La Catherine et Marie n n none

La Marie y n killed captain
Fleury Le Penbrock n n none
Fougere La Sifleur y n killed helmsman
Guildy L’Indever y n killed captain
Hamel La Madera n y none

La Suzanne n y none
D’Olobarartz
and fish and supplies n n none
Beaubassin
Le Gras L’Olivier branche n y none
Meschin La Victoire n y none

Le Hop n n none
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Sclfg;:‘rlz Prize Ml;;il:et C;‘;::n Casualties
Morpain La Sainte Claire n n none
Le Fley n y none
Le Kinsbury y n none
Le Nancy n y none
St. Martin L’Elizabeth n n none
L’Indever n n none
La Marie y n none
Le Bety et Emoly y n none
Le Dauphin n n none
Le Franchip y n none
Le Guillaume Mary n n none
Le Legot Jutem n y none
Le Philipe y n none
Le Severe n n none
Whaler n n none

Source: “Conseil des Prises, Louisbourg, 1745-46” in France, Archives Nationales,
Section Ancienne, G5, Carton 258, Amirauté.

NOTES

All dates have been converted, if necessary to the modern Gregorian calendar then used by the
French and adopted by the British in 1752.

The following account of the capture of Le Cantabre is drawn from The Boston Weekly News-
Letter, June 29, 1744 (OS) unless otherwise cited.

Howard M. Chapin, Privateering in King George’s War, Providence, p. 76.
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NAVAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF
NOVA SCOTIAN PRIVATEERS
1793-1805

Dan Conlin

“Our readers should be informed, that the loyal Province of Nova Scotia in
America having suffered severely in the early part of the war from the cruisers
of the enemy fitted out a number of privateers to retaliate ... one half of which
are owned by the little village of Liverpool, which boast the honour of having
launched the brig Rover, the hero of our present relation”’

n 1801 the Naval Chronicle, the widely read and semi-official magazine of the Royal

Navy published “a very modest relation of a very gallant action” between a privateer

brig from Nova Scotia called the Rover and four Spanish vessels off the coast of
Venezuela. It was indeed a gallant action. The 38 men in Rover confronted a 120 men
aboard a large Spanish provincial navy schooner supported by three Spanish gunboats.
Without the loss of a single man, the Rover boarded and captured the Spanish schooner
and severely mauled the gunboats. Remarkable beyond the odds of the battle itself was
the attention paid to this engagement with the Naval Chronicle singling out this distant
colonial action for acclaim amidst the huge scale of naval battles during the heart of the
Napoleonic Wars. The privateersmen from Nova Scotia had clearly attracted respect and
attention of naval figures in their time which merits some consideration today. This paper
explores the naval contribution of privateering made to Britain’s North America war at
sea with France and Spain in this period of the French Revolutionary Wars. The scale and
achievements of privateers in this period challenge traditional assumptions that privateers
were quasi-legal pirates and suggests instead that they be considered as a very ambitious
sea-going militia who made valuable contributions to the sea war in British North
America.

Privateers were privately owned warships licensed by government in wartime to
capture enemy ships and keep the proceeds as long as they adhered to regulations
administered by the Court of Vice Admiralty. To 20th century eyes, the notion of directly
profiting from battles seems vaguely immoral and is often equated with piracy. However
it is important to remember that state navies, such as Britain’s Royal Navy also rewarded
their crews with shares of captures as the chief reward and incentive to naval service.?
Privateers were a privately owned, locally based and volunteer alternative to the navy,
following the same rules and regulated by the same Vice Admiralty Court which by the
late 18th century was an elaborate and carefully regulated system, making privateers a
law abiding and respected supplement to naval warfare.

Privateering was especially important for weak naval powers or colonies where
naval forces were thinly stretched or often absent. Atlantic Canada was no exception and
its communities sent forth privateers for almost century and a half, from French
privateers based in Port Royal, Quebec and Newfoundland in the late 1690s to the final
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peak of privateering by Nova Scotian and New Brunswick in the War of 1812. This study
examines privateering during the Wars with Revolutionary France from 1793 to 1805, a
useful period for study as the records for this time are more rewarding and the
privateering operations were among the most ambitious and intensive ever mounted from
the region.’ Discussion of Canadian privateering has long been overshadowed by popular
writers in the 1920s and 30s such as C.H.J. Snider and Thomas Raddall. In reaction, some
professional Canadian historians have dismissed privateering as a marginal and irrelevant
activity. However a growing body or international scholarship on privateering now has
counterparts in Canada such as Faye Kert’s work on the War of 1812 which examines
both privateering and the Royal Navy in the same business of “prizemaking” and
concludes privateering was effective, respected, well regulated and community based.*
The 1793-1805 period differed significantly in its use of larger warships and capture of
fewer but larger prizes much further from home. In short, the stakes were higher and the
investment of human and material capital was greater. To review the strategic
environment Britain went to war with Revolutionary France in 1793. France’s navy
remained mostly blockaded and the French turned to widespread use of privateers to
attack British commerce. The war on commerce was a key element to strategy in the
20 years of war that followed with blockades and decrees mounted to cripple the trade
and war effort of the belligerents. In North America, the French did not pose a strong
danger until they began to re-establish their West Indies presence with the recapture of
Guadeloupe in 1795, a threat which grew a year later when Spain joined France against
Britain. British North American merchants who had shown no interest in privateering
amidst the boom in wartime trade, now suffered terrible losses in West Indies waters,
described in newspapers as “swarming with French Privateers.”

One of the communities in British North America most affected by this crisis in
trade was the town of Liverpool, 120 kilometers southwest of Halifax. Deprived of their
West Indies trade and hit be a related crisis in the fisheries, Liverpool lacked the
compensatory army and navy spending being lavished on Halifax. Merchants and
mariners instead replied to threat against their West Indies trade with a fleet of privateer
vessels. A custom built full rigged ship of war, the Charles Mary Wentworth was soon
constructed, armed by the Halifax Naval yard, and sent south. It did well on its first
cruise and enjoyed spectacular returns on the second cruise, paving the way for seven
other Liverpool privateer vessels, along with three from Halifax and one from near-by
Shelburne. Another thirty merchant vessels were commissioned for self defence and took
a few prizes as well The dozen privateer vessels from Nova Scotia captured at least sixty
enemy vessels in this period and dominated privateering from British North America.
(Quebec was too far up the Saint Lawrence for West Indies privateering and
Newfoundland too pre-occupied with the fishery.) Almost all square-rigged, deep-sea
vessels, they waged a distant war in the West Indies, 2000 miles to the south. The
province’s privateer fleet enjoyed success for three years, mounting ever more ambitious
operations, cruising together in flotillas, attacking enemy land forces and remaining at sea
for up to six months. Privateering had to be scaled back starting in 1801 as few enemy
ships were left to capture and the remaining French and Spanish trade sought shelter in
neutral ships which posed legal difficulties in seizure, enough that by 1805 privateering
paused altogether until the War of 1812 brought fresh opportunities against American
trade.
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Overall Military Value of Privateering

The military value of Nova Scotia’s privateering fleet can be measured in two ways:
its imperial value and its local or community value. The first involves privateering’s
contribution to Britain’s offensive war with France and Spain. The second involves
privateering’s contribution to the defence of Nova Scotia.

The primary purpose of privateering was to destroy the enemy’s trade, and with their
60 captures, the privateers of Nova Scotia made a useful contribution far out of
proportion to their small resources. The Vice Admiralty Court required details of each
capture, including position and cargo and cross checked this with prisoner
interrogations.® Four main hunting grounds emerge from this evidence. The most popular
was “the Spanish Main,” the Venezuela coast of South America, specifically the coast
between Margarita Island and Puerto Cavello. These captures yielded outbound cargoes
of cocoa and indigo and inbound cargoes of wine, brandy and flour.

Many captures were also made amongst the islands of the Caribbean, with the Mona
Passage, between Puerto Rico and Santo Domingo being the most popular location.
Vessels with sugar, rum and tobacco from Caribbean islands were frequently taken here.
A third group broadly encompassed the mid-Atlantic and included vessels from both the
Spanish Main and the islands, bound with cargoes for Europe. A related fourth
interception area was off the coast of the United States. These were usually vessels with
enemy cargoes of cocoa, sugar and other produce of French and Spanish colonies, which
had been transhipped in American ports to evade the British blockade.

The Nova Scotian contribution was also valuable in its focus, which was felt most
strongly by the Spanish Colonies in South America. The small privateering squadrons
conducted an effective blockade of northern Venezuela for weeks at a time, often shutting
down important harbours such as La Guaira, the port of entry for Caracas. This was a
significant contribution as France had intended Spain to be a useful ally for its naval
resources and rich colonial revenues, and the potential of Spain’s resources was a
“nightmere prospect” feared by British strategists. The severe losses to Spanish shipping
to its American colonies in the late 1790s was “the most damaging in the history of the
Spanish Empire” and ended for good the Spanish monopoly on trade with its own
colonies as the neutral ships, especially American, became a permanent fixture.”
Privateers accounted for over a third of the 158 prizes taken before the Vice Admiralty
Court in Halifax during this privateering era. Privateers actually outdid the navy in 1799
and came close to equalling navy captures in 1800. Interestingly, the drop in navy
captures in 1799, was almost equal to the rise in privateer prizes. In a broader strategic
sense this could been seen as taking the commerce-destroying role from navy ships and
freeing them for more urgent naval tasks such as seeking enemy warships or convoy
protection. This drop in naval captures could also reflect the reassignment of Royal Navy
ships from the fluctuating Halifax station. Both navy ships and the privateers felt the
legal hurdles posed by neutral ships, with their captures falling off in 1801, but the navy,
unlike the privateers, did not depend on captured ships to operate, so its commerce
raiding continued, albeit at a lesser rate.

Privateers were a useful supplement to Royal Navy blockade operations as they
tended to cruise areas, such as the coast of Venezuela, that were poorly patrolled by the
navy and they proved adept at capturing smaller vessels that the navy would not catch.®
Naval cruisers were larger and had deeper draughts than privateer vessels. They operated
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poorly in coastal areas and could seldom catch swift, shallow draught vessels. The Royal
Navy had a chronic problem operating smaller warships thanks to bad ship design, high
desertion rates and demoralised crews, especially in colonial theatres.” This problem was
later addressed, in large part by copying and converting captured privateers. '

Aside from their primary role of commerce destruction, the Nova Scotia privateers
made other direct military contributions. In total they captured about 60 enemy cannon.
Some of this ordnance was eagerly sought by the Halifax dockyard for navy use,
especially six pounder guns were apparently in short supply.'’ The capture of Spanish
batteries along the Spanish Main destroyed at least 23 more cannons as well as capturing
scores of muskets and gunpowder. The Rover’s victory on the coast of Venezuela in 1800
took a large Spanish provincial marine schooner, capturing seventy soldiers and seamen
and killing at least thirty.'> The Nova Scotia privateers also had some success against
enemy privateers, taking one French privateer schooner and capturing a large ship newly
built for Spanish privateers."* In all Nova Scotian privateer vessels fought at least ten
engagements with French privateers. In two cases larger French privateers tried,
unsuccessfully, to take the Nova Scotian vessels. However in most cases the Nova
Scotian privateers seems to have aggressively sought them out; evidently they were under
orders from their owners. Thomas Parker, captain of the Duke of Kent, felt compelled to
offer apologies and explanations to the owners in a report where he described two
unsuccessful chases of French privateer schooners, “I am veary sorry to enform you that
we have lost 2 French privateers mainly owing to our ships being crank, not having
sufficient ballast, and that of the right kind.”'* On other occasions, French privateers
escaped by dashing into the safety of Guadeloupe’s harbour, even through the Nova
Scotians pursued them until bracketed by the fire of heavy shore batteries."

In a similar vein, Nova Scotia privateers also made several remarkable attacks on
land fortifications in this period. They were all located on islands, capes and bays on the
“Spanish Main,” what is today the coast of Venezuela.

Date Location Target Attacked by Outcome
July 17,1799 | Cumana Spanish CM Fort taken without
Bay Fort with Wentworth casualties. Cannon
18 cannon spiked and pushed

into sea. Powder,
muskets, artillery
equipment
captured.'®

July 22,1799 | Conama Spanish CM. Fort taken,

Island Fort with Wentworth 1 privateer killed,

5 cannons 5 Spanish prisoners
taken. Guns spiked
& pushed over cliff.
Powder and
Muskets captured.'’
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Date Location Target Attacked by Outcome
Dec. 31, 1799 | Blanquilla Spanish Duke of Kent | Battery destroyed
Island battery & Lord with little
Spencer opposition, most of
garrison away. '®
Jan. 27,1800 | Cape Horn Spanish C.M. Unable to land due
Bay battery Wentworth to heavy surf and
& Duke of stiff enemy fire."’
Kent

Both the attacks on enemy privateers and on shore targets raises some interesting
questions. Attacking fortifications and enemy privateer vessels offered little financial
return since such targets yielded little reward in cargoes and prize money but were risky
and costly to attack. They may perhaps have been taken to secure a useful anchorages or
silence batteries that protected potential prizes. However enemy privateers were more
likely pursued to maintain a fighting reputation and to eliminate them as a threat to Nova
Scotia’s West Indies trade. The wording of privateer reports such as “in the name of our
Lord the King, having taken possession of a Fort belonging to the said King of Spain”
suggests that the forts offered an opportunity to make a gesture of military prowess, an
enhancement of reputation. The fact that one attack was carried out while a Royal Navy
frigate was nearby, suggests this, as does the praise these actions earned in Wentworth’s
dispatches to London:

a Privateer fitted out & armed at Liverpool in this Province proves the great
enterprize and spirit of the people & that they are useful to His Majestys
Service by destroying the Forts, Ordnance & munitions of his Enemies.?

Turning from broad imperial issues in the Caribbean, to the provincial military
issues of Nova Scotia, privateering played an useful auxiliary role in the defence of
Maritime Canada. This may seem surprising in an era of supremacy for British sea
power. However the Royal Navy often denuded British North American waters of
warships in this period to concentrate their forces in European and West Indies waters.
The Royal Navy station at Halifax was often reduced to a few light frigates.

In 1794 when a French fleet at New York raised an invasion scare, Nova Scotia’s
governor, John Wentworth, listed the forces at his disposal. He counted on the 186 men
serving in the various armed trading ships at Halifax as a key resource, a force that was
almost equal to the 200 men in the single naval frigate on station.?' Clearly seeing
privateers as an important defensive asset, he preceded a call for privateering authority in
1793 with a description of the lack of naval ships on station and then pleaded: “... I wish
to God, I had the armed Schooner mentioned in my previous letters ... Instructions have
been sent to the Judge of Admiralty, for granting Letters of Marque, but no letter or
commission to me to issue the commissions.”” On two occasions the Liverpool
privateers acted directly as direct defensive units for the town. In August of 1803, three
small French privateers arrived to lay in wait off of Liverpool Harbour. Unfortunately for
them, Liverpool was a rather poor choice for a raid at this time, as it was swarming with
armed privateersmen preparing for a cruise. At the first news of the French privateers, the
Liverpool privateers manned several small boats and attacked the French with musket
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fire, sending them fleeing into the Atlantic. On another occasion, a large armed ship was
reported to be ominously waiting at White Point, just outside the approaches to Liverpool
Harbour. The privateer brig, the Rover, preparing for a cruise, quickly assembled its men,
fitted sails and within an hour sailed out to challenge the stranger. She turned out to be a
Halifax-bound merchant ship that had just made landfall from the Caribbean.”

One of the defensive advantages of privateering was it was usually most affordable
and popular when enemy threats were the greatest. However privateers were designed to
be at sea, seeking enemy ships to capture, so they could not be a consistent defence force,
so on other occaisions, Liverpool called on the Royal Navy and provincial warships to
drive off privateers, especially when privateer crews were away or dispersed.”*

However, even in their offensive capacity privateers could be seen as a defense of
trade, seeking to eliminate enemy privateers and sometimes acting as escorts for local
West Indies merchant ships. Excluded from peacefully trading in the Caribbean, they
were not going to relinquish the southern waters without a struggle and thus replaced
their trading ventures with military ones. Many of their prizes belonged to the
competitors who had seized the Caribbean trade, neutral American merchants ships.”

The way privateering changed to the perception of security in Liverpool can clearly
been seen in Simeon Perkin’s reactions to strange sails on the horizon of Liverpool Bay.
Before privateering, an unrecognised ship was a cause for alarm, mustering of the militia,
priming of the cannons at Fort Point. After the advent of privateering, strange sails were a
cause for optimism; often being a new prize sent in by Liverpool’s privateers.”®
Privateering had largely made Liverpool a well-armed and military organized
community, a poor choice of target for enemy raids and a far cry from its helpless status
in the early stages of the American Revolution. Instead of being a helpless victim of a
huge international struggle, Liverpool had become a player.

Relations and Operations with the Royal Navy

Privateers and the Royal Navy competed for both manpower and enemy prizes and
traditionally scholars have seen great hostility between the two. Privateers in this period
did suffer from naval impressment in the Caribbean, but they enjoyed very good relations
with the Royal Navy on the Halifax station, and in several cases built good relationships
with Royal Navy ships in the West Indies. Simeon Perkins found Admiral George
Vandeput co-operative when the privateers began to organise in 1798, “I wait on the
Admiral. Introduced by Mr. Uniacke. He is very agreeable, & willing to Supply us with
the Guns, Shot, etc., for the Privateer.” Vandeput not only armed Perkins’s privateer, but
even lent his theatre box to Perkins for a performance that night. He also wrote letters to
Royal Navy commanders in the West Indies supporting Nova Scotia’s privateers and
requesting fair treatment for their concerns.’

In the West Indies, privateer vessels usually kept well out of the way of Royal Navy
ships, both to avoid impressment of their seamen and to avoid having their prizes seized
by unscrupulous navy commanders who sometimes would claim a privateer prize as their
own.”® The privateer ship Charles Mary Wentworth had nine men pressed by the navy
frigate HMS La Unite in 1799 but many other navy ships on the same cruise left the
Wentworth unmolested, such as HMS Boston which “very politely” stopped the
Wentworth to check her papers and gather intelligence.?” One reason while privateer-navy
relations were often harmonious was the assistance privateers provided to the Royal Navy
in gathering intelligence such as this surviving report from the Wentworth:
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August the 9 Left the Spanish Main and stood for Curacao for the Purpose of
Examining the Island. August the 10, made the Island Examined the Harbour
Saw two Dutch Frigates there one having her Sails bent and ready for sea the
other her Topmast Launched and very few men on board Saw a number of
small privateers in the harbour, by the Best information that I Could, there were
600 Cannon mounted on the Island.*®

On occasion, privateer ships cruised in company with Royal Navy ships. The Duke
of Kent spent several days with HMS Boston in January of 1800, sharing a capture of a
schooner.®’ The Duke of Kent's commander, at this time was Joseph Freeman who
excelled at cultivating good relations with the Royal Navy. Later in the War of 1812,
Freeman often teamed up with many navy ships on cruises to share in more captures, and
playing a crucial role in the destruction of the famous American privateer, the Young
Teazer, and re-enforcing the crew of HMS Shannon just before its duel with the USS
Chesapeake.™ After his noted defeat of three Spanish warships in 1800, Alexander
Godfrey, of the Rover, is believed to have been offered a Royal navy commission in
recognition of his skills and achievement.*® The Bermuda privateer ship the Experiment,
under Hezekiah Frith also made joint cruises with Royal Navy vessels and was attached
to a navy squadron for a month.** This sort of co-operation was not as uncommon as
many historians have assumed, and largely explored evidence suggests that the Royal
Navy often used privateers as tenders and scouts and it was far from unheard of for navy
officers to take a spell at privateering between naval commands

Relations with Militia Units

Privateers make a strong case to be considered as a seagoing militia, a community
controlled military force that answered to local needs and one that was at least as
effective as the Sea Fencible reserve units being created at the same time in Britain.”
This function is strongly supported by the many links between the Queens County militia
regiment and its privateer companies. There was a noticeable parallel between leadership
of the Queens County militia and the Liverpool privateers.

Militia Rank Privateer Station
Sim Perkins Colonel Principal owner & agent for privateer vessels
Nathaniel Freeman | Lt. Col Lieut C.M. Wentworth
Nathan Tupper Capt Lieut (1799) & Capt (1800) C.M. Wentworth
Joseph Barfs Capt Principal owner & agent for several vessels
Hallet Collins Ist Lieut Principal owner of several privateer vessels
Snow Parker Ist Lieut Principal owner & agent of several privateer

vessels

Issac Dexter nd Lieut 5\;2111(3\5,\, ;&rtrhefits privateers, son on C.M.
Elkanah Freeman 2nd Lieut 2nd Lieut Lord Spencer’®
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Privateer owners picked captains and the captain picked his senior officers. This
process integrated the privateers within a familiar structure of command closely tied to
the community in which they lived. This overlap was not restricted to privateer owners
and officers but also encompassed a large proportion of the seamen and marines who
volunteered to sail under officers they knew from the militia service on the land. The
reputation of certain officers created important bonds, similar to the “command by
respect” of leaders in New England’s volunteer provincial units.*’

Other parallels existed in both material and official guise. The uniforms of the
privateer marines were borrowed from the Queens County militia and the muskets and
sidearms on privateers were almost certainly militia weapons. The Governor recognized
the nature of militia service at sea with special warrants for militia members to serve on
privateers. The main purpose of these warrants was to protect privateers from navy
pressgangs but, as these protection warrants were subject to careful scrutiny by naval
commanders, they were based on a genuine reality of militia service at sea.’® The land
and sea militias of Liverpool also carried out overlapping functions. Privateers and militia
call-ups both provided wages, food and work for the unemployed. Interestingly, the land
militia of Liverpool also captured ships and shared in Vice Admiralty awards. In 1797 the
militia secured a French ship, the Bernsdorf, that was stranded near Liverpool and after a
struggle with Halifax authorities, received a share of its capture. Most of the militia men
who led this seizure became privateers soon after.*’

Conclusion

Privateering’s military legacy in Liverpool was a generation of officers and seamen
skilled at operating small warships to the benefit of their home communities and to the
broad goals of the empire. However it was not the birth of the Royal Canadian Navy as
some writers such as Thomas Raddall have suggested. Privateers were too dependant on
the fluctuating supply of enemy shipping to be a long-term military institution. Changing
legalities in naval warfare and the huge expense of armoured steam warships would make
private warships obsolete. For a few generations a cultural legacy of local military self-
sufficiency remained from privateering. As late as the American Civil War, the noted
Nova Scotian leader Joe Howe enthusiastically promoted privateering as an ideal
response to possible American invasion.*” However, as generations passed, it was the
Royal Navy and its traditions that came to dominate popular perception of the naval past.
Privateering became relegated to a mythical association of piracy which still persists.
However when considering the many strands of service which preceeded the creation of a
Canadian Navy, privateers deserve, as much as any colonial militia unit, to be considered
as one of the ways Canadians sought to defend themselves and their communities.
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Appendix A
Nova Scotia Privateers 1793-1805

Ship Year Crew Tons Guns Rig Prizes Port
C.M. . .
Wentworth 1798 80 130 16 ship 11 Liverpool
Nymph 1799 90 169 18 brigtn | 3 Halifax
Nelson 1799 80 140 16 brigtn 12 Shelburne
Duke of . .
Kent 1799 100 196 20 ship 8 Liverpool
Fly 1799 40 71 10 schnr 3 Liverpool
Lord 1799 58 12 schnr 1 Liverpool
Spencer
General 1800 | 80 135 14 ship |4 Halifax
Bowyer
Nymph 1800 100 130 18 ship 2 Liverpool
Rover 1800 60 100 16 brig 8 Liverpool
Eagle 1800 65 148 14 schnr 1 Halifax
Earl of 1800 | 80 100 10 schor | 5 Halifax
Dublin
Frances .
Mary 1800 50 10 sloop 0 Liverpool

In addition to these privateers, another thirty vessels

defensive purposes.

received Letters of Marque for

Sources: Vice Admiralty Casefiles, Lt. Gvnr records and Perkins Diary.
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PRIVATE WAR, PUBLIC SERVICE:
MARITIME CANADA’S PRIVATE WAR OF 1812

Faye Kert

“The port of Halifax is crowded with prizes; yet they are generously treated, for
the captors give up all the adventure and baggage; and none but valuable
vessels are sent in; coasting vessels not molested as yet.”!

volume and value of American prizes carried into Halifax. Between June 24, 1812

when the first prize was taken, and the last recorded capture seized on March 26,
1815, over 40 privateers from Nova Scotia and New Brunswick and 118 British naval
vessels carried more than 600 prize vessels and their cargoes into port. Of these, Nova
Scotia Vice-Admiralty Court records indicate 204, or roughly one third, were taken by
provincial privateers?.

B arely two months into the war, the Boston papers were already commenting on the

Smaller and more lightly armed and crewed than their more than 500 American
counterparts, the private armed vessels of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick preferred to
patrol the waters closest to home. Although only one privateer, the Liverpool Packet,
captured more than 20 prizes, the majority of letter of marque vessels captured fewer than
ten and some took no prizes at all, privateering remained a popular activity throughout
the war. Conducted by respectable merchants and ship owners who successfully
combined patriotism and personal profit, Canada’s private War of 1812 can be
characterized as “well capitalized, law-abiding, business-like, generally well-behaved and
moderately successful.’® This paper will examine the economic and strategic effect of
Canada’s Atlantic privateers on the conduct of the war in North America.

A centuries-old military practice, the use of private armed vessels during wartime
reached its peak during the War of 1812. As an economic weapon against an enemy’s
trade, privateering or guerre de course, was the natural resource of a weaker against a
stronger maritime power.* As opposed to the expenses associated with naval forces,
privateers required no financial commitment from the government for either vessels or
crew. Their strategic advantage was serving as naval auxiliaries and enhancing the
harassment of enemy trade. By the nineteenth century, private armed warfare was hinged
on the strategic principle that shipping was the lynchpin of a mercantile system. “If
enemy commerce could be crippled, colonies cut off, outposts harried or occupied and
war supplies curtailed, then a favourable peace was likely to be the outcome.” If, in
achieving this goal, privateers could make money from the sales of the ships and cargoes
they captured, all the better.

The maritime provinces of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick were no strangers to
the business of privateering. During Britain’s mid-eighteenth century wars with France
and later during the American Revolutionary War, several communities sent out private
armed vessels carrying letters of marque. One such entrepreneur was Simeon Perkins, a
former American who relocated to Liverpool, Nova Scotia in 1762 when the town was
only two years old. The diaries which he kept for nearly fifty years recount the active role
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he played in the commercial, religious, political and legal life of his community. His full
or partial ownership of some nine privateers during the various conflicts prior to the War
of 1812° is typical of the transitory role of privateering in the economic life of Atlantic
Canada. Under wartime conditions, it was a perfectly respectable and acceptable means
of making a living, but once peace was declared, Perkins and his partners were happy to
either sell their vessels or convert them to more a prosaic but profitable trade as
merchantmen.

While the records of the Halifax Vice-Admiralty Court indicate that letters of
marque were issued to more than 40 provincial vessels during the War of 1812, it is clear
that only some of them were actively engaged in commerce raiding. The others merely
carried a letter of marque as a low-cost insurance policy that enabled them to take
advantage of a prize making opportunity should it sail their way. Deprived of their
regular commerce by wartime conditions, the merchants and entrepreneurs of Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick had several options. They could obtain licences to carry
American foodstuffs to British troops in Europe, they could continue a longstanding
tradition of smuggling goods to and from waiting American ships, or they could risk their
crews and their capital as privateers. For those unwilling to embark on either transatlantic
or illegal trade, privateering provided a viable commercial outlet for ships, sailors and
supplies that would have otherwise lain idle.

The value of privateering as a naval auxiliary varied directly with the strength of the
navy. Although the Royal Navy boasted the largest fleet in the world at the time and the
United States Navy had barely a handful of frigates under sail, the Halifax squadron
under Sir John Coape Sherbrooke was beset by problems of both supply and command.
Already thinly stretched by Britain’s ongoing war against Napoleon in Europe, the North
Atlantic squadron was further handicapped by too few serviceable ships, mediocre
commanders, inexperienced officers, a shortage of manpower and a dearth of naval
supplies. This fact, aggravated by inadequate and dilapidated land defences made
privateering not just an adjunct to Britain’s war at sea, but at times, the only weapon.

Prelude to War

From 1800 on, merchants, shipowners, fishermen and sailors in Halifax, Saint John
and a score of small coastal communities along the Atlantic seaboard struggled to make a
living through fishing, lumbering and maritime trade. They regularly petitioned the
Lieutenant Governor requesting bounties for fish, demanding increased duties on
American trade and lobbying for the exclusive privilege of supplying fish to the West
Indies.” Their anxiety about the economic future of their province is understandable as
they watched Nova Scotia fishermen lured south to the United States because of the
bounties offered for fish. In fact, according to one source, most of the fish caught in
Atlantic Canada ended up sold to Americans or exchanged for smuggled goods and
shipped to the West Indies from Boston instead of Halifax.® In 1807 a self-imposed
American embargo designed to seal off their ports from British vessels generally failed
because of the ever-present opportunities for smuggling and the willingness of maritime
Customs officials to look the other way.

Despite a much smaller population than the New England states and with less capital
at their disposal, the merchants of Atlantic Canada established solid commercial
relationships in England, Europe and the West Indies that served them in good stead both
before and during the war. Unable to obtain the elusive monopoly on the West Indian
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trade, Nova Scotia merchants continued pleading for concessions to compensate for
commercial opportunities lost in the confusion of pre-war trade embargoes and
restrictions. In 1809 Halifax was finally granted status as a free port and again from 1811
to the outbreak of war. Neutral ships were allowed to call in and sell their cargoes to
supplement British goods. This made Halifax a depot in both import and export goods,’
and also created a thriving mercantile community that had a vested interest in ensuring
that, war or no war, it maintained its livelihood.

President Madison’s declaration of war on Great Britain in June 1812 merely
formalized a situation that had been deteriorating steadily since the Peace of Amiens in
1802. In 1807, the captain of HMS Leopard nearly precipitated a war by firing on the
American frigate Chesapeake and removing four so-called “deserters,” one British-born
sailor and three Americans. This high-handed action outraged the American public and
prompted the Lieutenant Governor of Nova Scotia, Sir Charles Wentworth, to caution
Lord Castlereagh, the British Secretary of State, about the “violent sentiments prevailing
in the United States being expressed in terms not far distant from hostile.”'® An uneasy
peace characterized the next few years of on-again off-again trade as Napoleon’s Berlin
and Milan Decrees were echoed by various British and American embargoes and Non-
Intercourse Acts. By early 1812, however, Nova Scotia’s new Lieutenant Governor
Sherbrooke anticipated the impending conflict and urgently petitioned Lord Liverpool for
enough vessels at Halifax “to protect the coast from Insult and the trade from
molestation.”!! Distracted by the war in Europe, the British government ignored the
increasingly strident pro-war rhetoric surrounding the US presidential elections of 1812.
The American declaration of war caught the British government by surprise and indicated
just how badly it had misread the character of its feisty former colony.

The Problem with Privateering

The legal regulations governing privateering and international prize law had been
developed over six centuries into a smoothly operating system. By 1812, the principles
and practices of prizemaking were familiar to both the legal and seafaring communities
of Europe and North America. No sooner was war declared than American ship owners
and merchants raced to obtain letters of marque from the government and prepare their
ships for sea. Within days, the Nova Scotia Royal Gazette was reporting three privateers
launched from Salem and three or four from Marblehead with the promise of many more
to follow.'”> Would-be provincial privateers rushing to obtain letters of marque found
themselves in a “Catch-22” situation. The commissions they needed had to come from
the Lieutenant Governor as head of the Vice-Admiralty Court. Activation of the Vice-
Admiralty Court as a prize court required an official declaration of war, usually followed
by a Prize Act. But the British government refused to declare war immediately in the
hope that hostilities could be somehow be avoided.

Lieutenant Governor Sherbrooke was suddenly torn between anxious merchants
clamouring for letters of marque and a cautious Colonial Office urging tolerance. His
decision to issue general commissions against France and unspecified enemies of the
Crown was an attempt to please both sides, but it left the first few privateers in a legal
limbo. The settlement of £27,000 in prize money for 17 prizes earned by the Liverpool
Packet in 1812 was not resolved until several years after the war."?

Throughout the war, the legal administration of privateering remained its major
drawback. According to international maritime law, no property captured by a letter of
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marque vessel could be transferred to the captor until it had been adjudicated and
condemned by a prize court, in the case of Atlantic Canada, the Vice-Admiralty Court in
Halifax. Although the process was well understood, and Judge Croke’s court was
considered to be one of the best in the colonies, the cost of court and custody fees and
delays could be ruinous. While unusually lengthy and complicated, the case of Penelope
and thirteen tierces of coffee seized in August 1812 by the New Brunswick privateer
General Smyth indicates just how expensive the process could be. Two years after
capture the prize was finally condemned and the coffee that hadn’t been spoiled sold for
£338.10.111/2. Even when the court cut the custody costs in half, the captor’s profit after
deductions was less than £70. As a rule, court costs represented roughly 12 per cent of the
total cost of condemnation."*

Economic Impact

As it was conducted in Atlantic Canada in 1812, privateering was a cooperative
commercial activity that usually involved investors, shipowners and crews from the same
community, if not the same family. Conservative by nature and inclination, they carefully
weighed the opportunities for prize money and adventure against the standard dangers of
seafaring such as storms, and shipwreck, and the wartime likelihood of combat, capture,
and imprisonment. Although the most successful Canadian privateers, the Liverpool
Packet, Sir John Sherbrooke and Retaliation, brought in over 80 prizes between them,
most of the others considered themselves lucky to make back their investment.
Nevertheless, stories about men like Thomas Freeman, who was said to have made up for
twenty years of seafaring in just two weeks of cruising aboard Retaliation" fuelled
popular interest in privateering. Few could resist the twin pulls of patriotic service and
private profit.

Financially, the difference between outfitting a ship for a regular merchant voyage
with a letter of marque, and setting up a vessel to cruise as a privateer could be as much
as $25,000.16 Since few cargo vessels in Canada’s maritime fleet had the sleek, swift
lines and manoeuverability desirable in a privateer, it was faster and more efficient to
purchase prize vessels at auction and use them against their former owners. As a result, at
least fifteen captured American privateers reappeared under the red jack'’. One was the
Retaliation brought for £ 530 by Thomas Freeman from prize money he earned as a prize
master for the Liverpool Packet'S. Others were like the Liverpool Packet, bought by Enos
Collins for £ 400 and converted from a slave tender, and the Brunswicker, a former
American revenue cutter.

In addition to the cost of the vessel, the owners had to ship additional guns and
ordnance, store extra masts, sails, rigging and any other supplies that might be necessary
for repairs at sea and provide accommodations and provisions for a crew of up to
100 men for from two to six months. Once the ship was ready for sea, the owners or
investors were further required to post a bond of £1,500 for good behaviour for an
average size ship. In return for equipping and victualling a privateer, owners usually
received a percentage, usually half, of the net profits of a venture. Nevertheless, such a
large outlay of capital demanded a fair degree of commitment from the owners and
investors. The fact that the last letter of marque of the war was issued to the thirty-ton
schooner Dove at the end of January 1815 indicates that, despite its mixed returns,
privateering remained a viable investment outlet throughout the war.
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In order to spread the costs and the risks as broadly as possible, ownership was
shared between two or more partners, a business, such as Messrs. Belcher and Wright in
Halifax, or the province of New Brunswick which owned the General Smyth, Hunter and
Brunswicker. Officers and crews agreed to serve aboard a privateer for a pre-determined
number of shares rather than wages, trusting to their captain’s skills and their own luck.
Given the average crewman’s wage of $15-30 per month at the time, it would not take
many prizes to match or exceed that figure. While few were as lucky as the Dart’s crew,
who are said to have earned $500 apiece on their first cruise,'® the reappearance of the
same names as captains and prize masters on various ships, means that the earnings must
have been worth the effort.

Aside from signing on board a privateer, there were a number of ways to participate
in a prizemaking venture. Halifax merchants Enos Collins and Samuel Cunard between
them invested as owners or bondsmen in seven privateers: the Liverpool Packet, Sir John
Sherbrooke, Dart, Rolla, Dolphin, Ann and Snapdragon. Even more active were the
Barss and Freeman families of Liverpool, Nova Scotia. Not only did they invest their
capital in the Liverpool Packet, Retaliation, Sir John Sherbrooke, Wolverine, Rolla,
Minerva and Saucy Jack, their sons sailed aboard each others’ vessels as masters and
prize crew, eventually investing their profits as owners. Entrepreneurs in Saint John, New
Brunswick and Annapolis Royal and Lunenburg, Nova Scotia, followed a similar pattern
of investment, spreading the risk over several vessels or cruises and participating only as
long as there were profits to be made.

Privateering generated direct economic benefits for other members of the maritime
community.”” Twenty-three Halifax merchants and one from Saint John are identified as
prize agents for the crews or officers of privateers and naval vessels. Prize agents ensured
that their clients’ share of prize money or other entitlements were paid by the courts or
safeguarded them until the owners returned to port or could receive their funds. Prize
agents such as John Dougan, George Redmond Hulbert and the Halifax firm of
Hartshorne and Boggs received commissions of five per cent on the net value of sales
enabling them to amass a tidy fortune during the war.”! A further 47 appraisers received
three shillings every time they were appointed by the Vice-Admiralty Court to inspect
prize vessels and cargos to determine their value or condition. This was a particularly
important service when the cargo was in danger of spoiling if it were not sold
immediately, or if its appraisal could affect the condemnation and sale. For example,
when a specialized cargo such as copper sheeting or ships stores were seized, a
shipwright or blacksmith might be hired by the court to contribute his specialized
knowledge. For the appraisers, many of who were also merchants and investors, the
inside knowledge of what cargoes might be coming up for auction was an added bonus.

The value of privateering to Atlantic Canada’s coastal economy was significant. Not
only did it provide employment for seamen and an outlet for mercantile activity
otherwise choked off by wartime trade restrictions and enemy cruisers, it provided a
market for shipbuilding, chandlery, ropemaking and other maritime industries. The
vessels and cargoes carried in provided consumers with basic commodities such as flour,
sugar, corn and rice that were in short supply, as well as luxury items such as brandy, fine
wines, silks and “segars.”
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One of the most useful prize cargoes in a province where there were no banks and a
dearth of hard currency was specie. Captured prior to Britain’s official declaration of war
in October, and therefore condemned to the Crown and not the naval captors, the cargoes
of Mary Elizabeth (St. Ubes, $2,313), Maria (Cadiz, $32,000), Cordelia (Figuera,
$21,144), Hiram (Lisbon, $12,800), Four Sisters (Lisbon, $1,000), Bolina (Gibraltar,
$13,550) and Eastern Star (Corunna, $21,000) enriched Governor Sherbrooke’s coffers
by over $100,000. Any money generated through the pursuit of prizes or the sales of
prize cargoes at auction was eventually returned to the provincial economy and did much
to compensate for the loss of regular trade in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.

Most of the communities in Canada’s maritime provinces enjoyed unprecedented
prosperity as a result of the wartime boom from 1812 to 1815. Salaries, rents, housing
and commodity prices rose as prizes captured by both navy vessels and privateers flooded
the markets in Halifax, Saint John and Liverpool. Even when so many cargoes of flour
and corn were brought in to Halifax that local prices went down, there remained huge
profits to be made when these goods were re-shipped to Great Britain.”” Meanwhile, the
presence of a large naval garrison in Halifax ensured that all foodstuffs and any lumber or
naval supplies, including some of the prizes themselves, would find a ready market. In
fact, between 1805 and 1815, thanks to the rising cost of wages and supplies such as beef,
naval spending pumped some £2.9 million into the Nova Scotia economy.*

Strategic Implications

The economic and strategic value of privateering to the War of 1812 are difficult to
calculate. During the first few months of the war, when Admiral Warren’s naval strength
consisted of HMS Africa (64), Shannon (38), Belvidera and Guerriere (36), Aeolus (32),
the brig Nautilus and a few other vessels stretched from Halifax to Bermuda,24 there is no
doubt that the presence of the Liverpool Packet and a few other successful privateers
discouraged attacks by American privateers and contributed to the security of Canada’s
coasts. Their importance diminished, however, once the Royal Navy began the slow,
deliberate process of blockading the entire coast of America. Privateer captures, which
peaked in the summer of 1813, gradually dwindled down to a handful by the fall of 1814,
as more and more American shipping was bottled up in its own ports. Even their
usefulness as intelligence gatherers for the Navy declined with the ship traffic.

The one strategic contribution of privateers throughout the war was nuisance value.
Every capture represented some form of loss to the owners, shippers and crew of the
prize. Cargoes seized represented merchandise or food no longer available to American
markets and, at the very least, shortages and inconvenience for the intended buyers. By
April 1813, in a letter to Alexander Baring of Baring Brothers and Company in London,
New Orleans merchant Vincent Nolte complained that the war caused “very heavy
sacrifices on our part and bears so hard on all classes of citizens.”” Shipping losses
raised insurance costs for any American shipowners still daring to trade while stories of
captures in local newspapers made masters and crews more reluctant to sail.

Conclusion

Eventually, the combination of naval pressure and private armed aggravation drove
the American government to the peace table on December 24, 1814. At least six more
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privateer prizes were sent in to Halifax before the news of the Treaty of Ghent officially
reached Nova Scotia in March, but by then, most of the resources devoted to privateering
had reverted back to more peaceful pre-war activities of fishing and shipping. As part of
the maritime War of 1812, the privateers of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick risked their
ships, their fortunes and even their lives. In return, their prize ships and cargoes bolstered
the economies of their provinces and helped persuade their American neighbours towards
peace. In the end, this was no small contribution.
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Frontiers
Frontieres

FORT HALDIMAND 1778-1783:
EXTENDING THE EMPIRE
DURING THE AMERICAN REVOLUTIONARY WAR!

Sarah Katherine Gibson

Haldimand, one of Lake Ontario’s transport vessels, to his island home by writing to

a friend. But his salutation was desultory: “Shut up from all Communication with the
rest of the World, you cannot expect that this Barren island will afford great Matter of
Epistolary Entertainment.” The island in question was Carleton Island, located at the
eastern end of Lake Ontario, a two hundred miles distant from Montreal. But it was far
from being “barren” or isolated. Hamilton’s letter was an expression of frustration, not a
rational evaluation of Carleton Island’s connection to the world beyond its confines.”

In March of 1780 trader Robert Hamilton greeted the spring-time arrival of the

During the last five years of the American Revolution, Carleton Island was host to
British Fort Haldimand that held the key to the fate of Quebec’s sprawling territory. The
island-fort protected the vulnerable transshipment point at the junction of the
St. Lawrence River and Lake Ontario and kept open the supply and communication line
between Detroit, Montreal, and the British Atlantic Empire beyond. Only the island’s
geographic formation and location made Fort Haldimand an isolated place; the fort’s very
raison d’étre was to preserve communication and transportation links.

The following portrait of Fort Haldimand and its garrison sweeps aside the veil of
Hamilton’s discontent to emphasize the strength of the community’s physical,
psychological and cultural connections with the rest of Quebec and the British Empire.
The question of the post’s imperial integration provides insight into how Quebec’s
Governor General, Lieutenant-General Frederick Haldimand, relied upon a supply system
to stabilize British authority in the western district. The supply system delivered trade
items, the materiel of war, and people to Carleton Island that recreated an imperial culture
upon the island. Thus, men and women isolated by distance continued to act and think in
imperial terms. Robert Hamilton’s focus upon the “rest of the world” attested to his
continuing identification with the broader scope of the war. His act of letter-writing
further demonstrated the island’s outside connection; a connection that gave him the
opportunity and luxury to complain about his loneliness. General Haldimand relied upon
the islander’s continuing sense of physical, cultural and psychological connection and
integration in order to extend his imperial authority on the frontier.
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Physical Connections

Contrary to Hamilton’s bleak portrait, Carleton Island was a hive of activity. The
island-post’s very value to General Haldimand’s defence of Quebec was as the “Great
Depot of Provisions for the Upper Posts.™ All the goods and supplies necessary to
support the posts in Quebec’s west funneled through the island’s harbors. During the
American Revolution a string of interdependent posts — Fort Niagara, Fort Erie, Detroit,
and Fort Michilimackinac — extended British influence deep into the Lake Erie region to
protect the fur trade and to maintain an alliance with the western Indians.* But British
presence beyond Montreal was tenuous. The six thousand men and women who
garrisoned the western posts subsisted upon the rations and supplies General Haldimand
sent up the St. Lawrence River.’ But the supply system was inefficient and slow, and
until Haldimand arrived to take up the governorship of Quebec in June 1778, it was
particularly vulnerable at the eastern end of Lake Ontario.

The junction of the St. Lawrence River and Lake Ontario had traditionally been a
weak point in the west’s supply line where merchants and military men transshipped
goods from the small river-bateaux to larger lake-going vessels. One of Haldimand’s first
acts as governor was to establish a year-round depot, shipbuilding centre and fort to
protect the entrance to the St. Lawrence River. In July of 1778 he sent an expeditionary
force to survey and resurrect Fort Frontenac at Cataraqui (Kingston), but the team
membe6rs found the fort wanting in comparison with the features of nearby Carleton
Island.

Carleton Island possessed the appropriate physical and geographical amenities to
transform it into an imperial shipping-centre.” Commanding Royal Engineer, renamed it
Carleton Island in August 1778. Richard Preston, editor, Kingston before the War of
1812. Toronto: The Champlain Society 1959, 4, 6. The island is located twelve miles
from the entrance of the St. Lawrence River, on the southern side of Grande Isle (now
Wolfe Island) and is surrounded by channels deep enough to accommodate vessels of
significant draft. It was an ideal transshipment point. River-bateaux from the
St. Lawrence River approached the island from the east, sheltered from the prevailing
wind. Lake-going vessels also navigated easily in the waters surrounding the island. Two
bays, protected by forty-foot cliffs on the western end of the island, formed a natural
dockyard, while readily available timber facilitated shipbuilding. The island is also small
in area, only 1,274 acres and naturally defensible. Lieutenant William Twiss, R.E.,
established Fort Haldimand atop the cliffs, high above the bays with its bastions facing
eastward over the island. For the next five years the fort crouched silently over the traffic
in the harbors and witnessed the bizarre tableau of a geographically-isolated island
bustling with activity like a port town.®

The fort enjoyed year-round contact with military centres in the east and west.
Between April and November voluminous military and merchant traffic arrived from the
east carrying troops, goods, news and instructions. An average of thirty-four bateaux —
conducted by 170 Canadians — brought military provisions and troops to the island every
week. Two hundred and sixty merchant bateaux added to the military traffic every
season. Intense activity on the part of the island’s naval department supported the
continuing westward flow of goods and people. By 1780, shipwrights had completed and
launched the Ontario, a 200-ton snow. After she foundered that same year they replaced
her with a sistership, the Limnade. Skilled seamen sailed the ships through storms and
doldrums, attempting to complete eleven journeys to Niagara each season. The activity
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slowed down in the winter months, but a team of men traveling by snowshoe permitted
monthly communication between Niagara, Carleton Island and Montreal. The possibility
also existed for the delivery of emergency supplies from the east over the frozen river.’

General Haldimand explicitly identified the Carleton Island installations as the
fulcrum of the western defensive system based upon Fort Haldimand’s role as a
transshipment depot. He warned that “if Carleton Island should fall into the Enemy’s
hands [the American rebels], Niagara and Detroit be lost” and with that loss, control over
the province’s economic life line: the western fur trade.'® But aside from being the life-
line to the other posts to the west, Fort Haldimand’s garrison itself was a product of those
same transportation and communication connections.

Cultural Connections

The island-fort’s secure supply of goods and integral position within Quebec’s
communication line brought the materiel of war, trade items and news that established it
as an imperial base. The constant flow of traffic also washed a social replica of
Haldimand’s Quebec onto Carleton Island. Individuals of “of all Nations; of all Colours,
and of All professions” gathered at the fort and offered distinct contributions to Britain’s
war effort in the west. From his seat in the lower province, General Haldimand
orchestrated the islander’s daily lives in order to reproduce the administrative and social
relations upon which his governorship relied. The material goods and the social
organization General Haldimand provided for the garrison created visual cues and
reminders for the Carleton Islanders of Haldimand’s, and by extension Britain’s,
continuing legitimacy on the periphery.'!

The bateaux and vessels brought a cosmopolitan community to Carleton Island that
frequently reached the one thousand mark in number. The garrison’s ethnic composition
mirrored the imperial scope of the war: Haldimand posted people from two continents-
Europe and North America — at the tiny island. The members of the garrison submitted to
military authority on the island in order to help preserve British rule in North America.
But they had significantly different views of the war. The presence of most Europeans on
the island was simply an extension of their lives in Europe. Scotch, Irish and English
officers and men participated in the American war out of a military duty owed to King
George III. An international agreement defined the relationship between the German
mercenary troops and the British. The soldiers’ greatest stake in the war was to maintain
the credibility and respect of the British military, and thus their economic and social
positions in Europe.'?

In contrast, North Americans supported the British cause in order to preserve a way
of life. Loyal men from Britain’s North American colonies joined the provincial corps in
order to protect their property, farms and livelihood from the American rebels.
Furthermore, the Loyalists expected the British military to protect, feed and shelter their
families — wives, children and domestic black slaves — while they made war. Indian
groups of the Great Lakes region spliced their on-going battle for cultural survival onto
the Europeans’ domestic squabble. The Indian nations sought military assistance and
protection to stave off European incursions into their homelands. Traders and merchants
in Quebec supported the British, albeit with reservations, in order to preserve the fur trade
with Britain. Even some of Britain’s erstwhile Canadian enemies joined the ranks of
Haldimand’s Provincial Naval Department hoping to reclaim a position as the natural
leaders of Canadian society, just as the officers of the troupes de la marine had enjoyed
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under the French régime. Only the exigencies of war brought this polyglot community
together on Carleton Island. Both the Europeans and North Americans’ mental and
cultural orientation was focused upon their unique social, economic or military
relationship with the imperial power, not upon the island, or upon each other."

Haldimand counterbalanced the community’s lack of internal cohesion by laying out
the fort to schematically reproduce on the land the social and political framework of the
British wartime administration. Haldimand apportioned parcels of land on the island to
different military departments in order to preserve their operational distinctions. The
members of the regular corps, the engineering and artillery corps, the provincial naval
department and the provincial troops all occupied separate barracks, controlled their own
storehouses and tended separate vegetable gardens. Department heads living within feet
of each other presented written vouchers if they wished to borrow tools or men from
another department. Haldimand’s distinctions were not arbitrary, but rebuilt the empire’s
organizational structure on the colonial periphery.'*

Haldimand also reproduced the empire’s social relations on the island. The military
structure did not easily embrace the activities of civilians implicated in the war so he
rigidly defined their relationship to his administration. Cultural misunderstanding
between the British military and the Indian nations obscured their different aims in the
war. Thus, conflicts between the allies were never resolved, but only laid the foundation
for racial tension and distrust. Haldimand reacted by restricting the Indians’ activities on
the island. He reinforced cultural barriers between Europeans and Indians by prohibiting
their association. Likewise, Haldimand distrusted the traders and merchants to act in the
King’s interest. He confined their business to enclaves on the island’s north western shore
in order to prevent their “self-serving” business from subverting military goals. The
loyalist families of women and children and slaves did not have a defined place on the
island. Even though several families did live on the island, Haldimand considered them a
drain upon the western supply system and limited their presence in the west. The women
thus appeared as burdens, not legitimate participants in the war. General Haldimand
organized the island’s very landscape so that the garrison members knew and kept their
place within the fort, and by extension within Haldimand’s Quebec.'®

Even the islanders’ daily life contained continual reminders of the imperial order
they were fighting to preserve in North America. The very food they ate was a reminder
of the geo-political scope of the war. The members of the garrison who received British
rations ate bread, salted pork, butter, peas, oatmeal, and biscuits and drank spruce beer
and rum that came from Britain’s East Anglia, Ireland, and Britain’s exotic West-Indian
holdings. The rest of the islanders’ supplies, from medicines to barracks furniture to
small arms, hailed from Britain. Islanders cultivated an even greater sense of connection
with the empire by purchasing European goods from the traders to help a maintain a
sense of European decorum. The Indians, meanwhile, protected their cultural
independence with purchases of guns and ammunition from the traders. The men and
women of Carleton Island were conscious of belonging to a world far exceeding the
island’s limits because their daily survival and comfort depended upon it.'°

Psychological Connections

The presence of imperial goods and an ordered social and administrative setting
provided the foundation for the islanders’ continuing psychological attachment to the
British cause. Haldimand may well have exhorted his officers to “Sacrifice not only the
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Luxuries but even the conveniencies [sp] of Life to promote the Public Service,” but he
knew that an unstable material base on the island ignited conflicts among the islanders.
The conflicts originated from the islanders’ desires to secure their political, economic or
social place within the empire, and in the case of the Indian allies, to regain their
ancestral lands, then overrun by the rebels. Haldimand relied upon a judicious
distribution of imperial goods and favors to quell their anxieties and maintain authority
over the querulous islanders. Both in origin and in resolution, the islanders’ conflicts
underscored the important role the supply system played on the colonial periphery. The
tangible and intangible goods carried out west by the transportation system comprised the
glue of empire. The goods — from peas to promotions — insinuated the recipients on the
periphery into a reciprocal-dependent relationship with the crown.'”

Material goods — rations, tools, supplies, Indian presents — served as symbolic
evidence of authority on the frontier. Within the military establishment, goods,
particularly rum, were the medium through which imperial influence devolved through
the island’s officers to retain influence over the men. Carleton Island’s officers used rum
as “a reward to the Attentive and as a punishment of the Indolent” and as a means to
bolster their own influence on the island. The men worked most diligently for the officers
who rewarded them. Officers with well-behaved men earned the notice of military
superiors closer to the centres of power. Other goods — rations and new clothing — played
a similar role in maintaining the troops’ confidence in the empire: soldiers were liable to
desert without this proof of imperial credibility, and did.'"® The goods did not only keep
the soldiers alive, but helped retain their services. Without the soldiers compliance,
neither the officers, nor by extension the whole military hierarchy, had any effectiveness
on the periphery.

Material items also stabilized the relationship between the British and the King’s
Indian Allies. The British forged a diplomatic relationship with the Indians by adopting
the old French-Indian practice of exchanging gifts in return for military service. The gifts
cemented a symbolic, paternal relationship between the allies. Haldimand and the officers
of the British Indian Department instructed the island’s Indian Interpreter, Jacob Adams,
to treat with the Indians within that context. The gifts and provisions Adams distributed
represented a practical recompense for the warriors’ military activities on behalf of the
British; the warriors could not hunt for their families while on scouting missions for the
British. But the goods also signaled the good will, authority, influence and bounty of the
English King. Adams sealed British declarations with strings of wampum “according to
the weight of [his] message” and reiterated Haldimand’s paternal promise that the Indians
would be “...able to live in peace and quietness enjoying their hunting, fishing and Trade
unmolested” if they continued to support the British. Britain’s failure to live up to their
commitments to the Indians had negative consequences.'”

When General Haldimand violated the trust between the allies in 1779 he ignited a
major diplomatic crisis that only a Mohawk matron living at Carleton Island was able to
solve. Haldimand did not respond immediately with military aid to the Six Nations when
the rebel general Sullivan raided the Mohawk Valley in 1779. An Indian council gathered
at Carleton Island in the September following the raid. The Indian chiefs challenged
Haldimand’s credibility before prominent members of the British Indian Department and
Chief Tichaguendé reproached the British for having abandoned them in a time of need.
Only Haldimand’s judicial distribution of goods and influence to Molly Brant, a Mohawk
Matron, living on the island, reasserted stability in the alliance.”

107



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Molly Brant distributed goods as a means of negotiating power between the
representatives of the British Empire, General Haldimand and the agents of the Indian
Department, and between the Six Nation’s federation. She held influential positions in
both camps. Within the British community, Brant wielded influence because she was the
widow of the Indian Department’s former head, Sir William Johnson and because Indian
Department officials continued to give her British goods. Brant’s ready access to the
material resources complimented her position in Mohawk society and was the source of
her diplomatic influence. She was a matron of the Mohawk nation and employed her
traditional control over food resources to influence the tribe’s warriors. Haldimand
thought she was “unreasonable in her demands [for goods] for her own family and
favorites.” But he agreed with an officer’s assessment that it was expedient to give her
the supplies because “she checked the demands of others for presents and provisions.”
Haldimand reaped an important yield from his investment in Brant’s interests and family.
By February, the Indians were affirming the alliance. Members of Carleton Island’s
Indian Department ascribed the change of heart to Brant’s influence. The incident
correlated with Haldimand’s belief that the security of Quebec’s west rested upon “the
exertionsﬂof the Indians which ever have and ever will be governed by the presents they
receive.”

The supply system also brought more intangible goods in the form of instructions,
reports, commissions and promotions that solidified the relationship between the officers
and the Haldimand’s central command. Several conflicts erupted on the island as a result
of officers’ insecurities about their position within the military hierarchy. Captain James
Andrews, for example, was almost “entirely unhinged” by the stress of heading the Water
Service of the Naval Department on Lake Ontario without a clear commission delineating
his powers. He grew paranoid and fought with his fellow officers. The conflicts
“frequently extended to the lower Orders, and a general want of Subordination, and
Arrangement pervaded every class of the [Naval] Department.” Without clear
instructions from central authorities, personal insecurities threatened to destabilize
authority at the post.”> Haldimand soothed his officers’ ruffled feathers by awarding them
praise, promotions and commissions to bind them closer to British interests.”> Because
the troops, officers and Indians tied their future comfort to the empire’s success, General
Haldimand was able to use goods and imperial recognition to retain influence over them
while they were on the periphery.

But traders activities in the west systematically undermined Haldimand’s base of
authority — the distribution of goods — by offering the soldiers and Indians an alternative
source for their needs. The traders brought goods to the frontier that interfered with
Haldimand’s control over the Indians and the troops. By Haldimand’s analysis the
merchants “ruined [the Indians] for war” by reducing their dependence upon the
military’s subsidies. Haldimand also thought that “the service” suffered by the trader’s
“avidity.” Carleton Island’s traders’ “fraudulent conveying of Goods,” particularly rum,
cast a pall of “riotous debauchery,” in the words of one officer, over the garrison. Over
the winter of 1779-1780, sixteen hundred pounds sterling worth of rum changed hands
every week, and that was only the reported rum trade. General Haldimand appealed to the
trader’s self-interest and desire for economic security in order to exert a small degree of
imperial control over their activities in the west.**

Haldimand limited the traders’ and merchants’ access to the transportation system
itself as a means to gain influence over their activities. He followed the custom
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established by the previous governor-general of Quebec, Guy Carleton, and issued passes
only to those traders who were “worthy” or who demonstrated “personal attachment [...]
to the government.” Haldimand’s strategy only worked with those traders who had an
interest in preserving Quebec’s fur trade. Canadians who traded with Indians in the
environs of Carleton Island ignored the system, content to trade exclusively with the
Indians. But Carleton Island’s traders chose to submit to military law on the island so that
they could benefit from government-subsidised transportation and sell their goods to a
captive garrison market. Thus, again Haldimand extended his influence into the west with
the supply system. But with the traders, he used access to the system, not goods as
leverage.”

General Haldimand relied upon the islander’s confidence in Fort Haldimand’s
physical links and their sense of cultural connection to cement their loyalty to the British
cause in America. Thus, only in a geographic sense were members of Fort Haldimand’s
garrison isolated. Even the islanders’ ill humour may be interpreted in an imperial
framework. Robert Hamilton, whose morose description of Carleton Island opened this
paper was a trader with concerns in Britain. The fate of British ships on the Atlantic
Ocean was of more concern to him than activities on the island. Other islanders were
similarly aware that events elsewhere affected upon their daily lives. The supply system
reinforced this sense of integration by bringing food stuffs from Britain, news, Indian
presents, instructions and commissions. The constant flow of imperial goods underpinned
the islander’s psychological connection with Britain’s imperial agenda and formed the
basis of Haldimand’s authority on the frontier.
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... AFORCE TOO SMALL TO IMPLY CONSTRAINT,
BUT SUFFICIENT TO PROCLAIM A PRINCIPLE”’:
THE ENROLLED PENSIONER SCHEME IN CANADA WEST
1851-1858

Timothy D. Dubé

Canadian defence policies and forces. Speaking generally, the defence of Canada,

as the policy had been formulated in the eighteenth century and as the practice
developed throughout the first half of the nineteenth, had been predominantly one in
which Canada had been free from all obligation of contributing, either by personal
service or money, toward its own defence. But after having granted self-government in
all that related to Canada’s internal affairs, it appeared to the Imperial Government that
this advantage ought now to carry with it corresponding responsibilities. Using such
arguments as ‘self-government begets self-defence,” an end to the ‘expensive
paternalism’ that had seen the province being defended almost entirely by the British
Army and at the expense of the British taxpayer was sought.'

The middle years of the nineteenth century were a period of decisive change in

With nothing more formal than a letter of instruction from the Colonial Secretary,
Earl Grey, to the Governor-General of Canada, Lord Elgin, a new defence policy was
inaugurated in 1851. While the Imperial Government would continue to acknowledge its
obligation to defend the province against foreign aggression, it now regarded the use of
British troops in Canada as a police to maintain internal security as improper. To replace
the British troops, whose numbers would be greatly reduced, Canada would have to
supply its own police or some other force for the purpose of local defence. Although no
general statement defining the respective military responsibilities of province or mother
country was laid down, the Imperial Government, hereafter endeavoured to establish and
to implement, consistent with colonial safety, the principle of colonial self-reliance in
matters of local defence. As to the actual measures to be taken, Grey,

in the first place ... intended that, in future, with the exception of a certain
number of enrolled pensioners, for whose location in the Province
arrangements are in progress, the troops maintained in Canada should be
confined to the garrisons of two or three fortified posts of importance ....2

However, Grey’s “notion was not ... to cease at present paying for the defence of
Canada but to substitute a cheaper & More effective defence.”® Along with a properly
maintained militia, it was felt that these measures would not only be sufficient to provide
the necessary security for the province but, also, the requisite savings to the British
Treasury. Although British garrison forces would remain in the Canadas until the 1870s,
the initiative in providing for the defence of Canada had shifted from the Imperial to the
Canadian Government.

Within this evolution, a small but interesting chapter is provided by the Enrolled
Pensioners; discharged soldiers of the British Army who were recruited for further light
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duty as part of a defence/emigration scheme. Not wishing to claim for it an importance
which it does not merit, the Enrolled Pensioner Scheme deserves more consideration, if
only to better understand the sweeping changes that occurred in Canada’s defence
organization during the period.

*
* ok

The use of military pensioners, in lieu of regular British Army personnel, had a long
tradition, both in the United Kingdom and in the Empire. The history of Britain’s military
pensioners commences with the founding of the Chelsea Hospital in 1682 by Charles II
as a home for aged veterans and men broken by war. The granting of pensions originated
shortly thereafter as an alternative to hospitalization and as a reward for long and valued
service. Until 1847, enlistment in the British Army was for life or until a discharge on
medical grounds was granted. Pensions promised, or seemed to promise, financial reward
and security for the men in their later years. With rates varying from 8 pence to
3 shillings per day, depending on the nature and extent of the disability and rank or from
1847 for length of service over 21 years, these pensions, in their aggregate form, were a
considerable drain upon the British Treasury.*

In an attempt to reduce the cost of pensions or to funnel them into constructive
channels, numerous proposals were adopted over the years. Chief of these were the
employment of pensioners as garrison troops in lieu of regular Army personnel and as a
police force for the maintenance of public order. Beginning in the closing years of the
seventeenth century, pensioners were selected for service in special units, known then as
Independent Companies of Invalids. During the American Revolution, pensioners, in the
guise of the Royal Garrison Battalion, performed garrison duties at Halifax. The
4™ Battalion King’s Royal Veterans was at Halifax in 1812. In addition to providing
garrison troops at Halifax and Isle-aux-Noix during the War of 1812, the 10™ Royal
Veterans Battalion participated in actions at Michilimackinac, Frenchtown, and Miami.
From 1824, the practice of garrisoning Newfoundland with Veteran Companies was
adopted.’ In all these cases, the employment of the pensioners had amounted, in fact, to
re-enlistment. But during the 1820s and 1830s, when the threat of invasion gave way to
internal unrest, the services of the pensioners were extended within Britain to include
temporary employment as special constables; assisting regular police in their duties by
guarding threatened objects from attack or dispersing unruly mobs.®

In 1843, an Act’ was passed to make more effective use of this latter temporary
employment of the pensioners. Selecting the most active and energetic of the men and
placing them under the command of half-pay officers, a ‘Corps of Enrolled Pensioners’
was organized as a permanent reserve force. Assembled for inspection and exercise each
year, the pensioners at other times lived in their homes carrying out their normal
occupations, yet remained ready to turn out in case of emergency. Through this re-
organization, and with extensions of the Act to include pensioners of the Royal Navy®
and the East India Company,’ as well as those in the colonies,'® the Corps of Enrolled
Pensioners would see extensive service throughout Britain and its Empire.'!

A two-part program utilizing the Enrolled Pensioners was developed as a means to
reduce the charge on the British Treasury for the defence of the colonies. First, and most
important, was the withdrawal of the greater part of the British Army and a concentration
of its remaining forces within the respective colony. Secondly, at the stations vacated by
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the Army, it was planned to settle Enrolled Pensioners and their families, who would
form a ready reserve through which British military obligations might be met. The
Enrolled Pensioners, having served their terms of enlistment and having received their
discharges when no more than forty years of ages or having been granted earlier
discharges because of injuries that would not incapacitate them from garrison duties,
would be quite capable of performing the limited military duties that would be required
of them. Moreover, the pensioners would man the scattered posts more cheaply than
British regulars, as they would only be paid for the days they were on actual duty. The
plan thus offered both strategic and financial benefits.

One of the staff officers employed in the payment and superintendence of the
Enrolled Pensioners in Britain, Captain James Dundas Gregorie Tulloch, was sent to
Canada in April 1849 on a mission for the War Office to enquire and report upon the
feasibility of implementing the scheme in Canada. (Before commencing his investigation,
Tulloch was pressed into service to adopt ‘preparatory measures’ to assemble and equip a
small battalion of the most efficient of the pensioners at Montreal as an aid to the civil
power; Tulloch’s arrival coinciding with the riots stemming from the passage of the
Rebellion Losses Bill.'”) From his survey it was concluded that, although it would be
necessary to initially send out a small number of pensioners and their families from the
United Kingdom, the Enrolled Pensioner scheme could be adopted in Canada, provided
that a means existed for locating the pensioners near sites where their services would be
required."

One of the conditions for obtaining the services of the Enrolled Pensioner in other
colonies, and to prevent their dispersion throughout these countries, had been the offer of
a residence and small grant of land in the area where their services were required. But
free Crown land, essential to the scheme, was no longer available for military settlers in
Canada.'* To meet this difficulty, Tulloch proposed taking advantage of the Ordnance
Reserves in Canada West. Located

at Kingston, Bytown, Toronto, Hamilton, Niagara, Chippewa, Fort Erie,
London, Chatham, Sarnia, Amherstburg, Windsor, and several other important
stations ... [were] reserves ... extending in some cases to upwards of 1000 acres,
for the most part clear of wood, with good soil, in the immediate vicinity of
towns, and possessing every requisite for the settlement of pensioners on small
allotments. "

In Tulloch’s view, the Ordnance Reserves appeared “to offer a most eligible
opportunity for settling Pensioners in that Country, in such a manner as to contribute
materially to the defence of the Province.”'

The Ordnance Reserves were vested by the Province in the Ordnance Department
for the purpose of military defence as the sites of possible defence works and buildings. If
left unused, it would be difficult to resist the claims of the Canadian authorities to obtain
possession of them; claims which were becoming more difficult to ignore as Britain was
no longer inclined to incur the expense of building stone walls on them.!” The
appropriation of these reserves for the settlement of Enrolled Pensioners seemed,
however, to be “legitimately defensible as a direct application of those lands to purposes
of military defence.”'® Perhaps more importantly, by substituting the Enrolled Pensioners
for the regular British garrison forces, the necessary reduction in the British forces in
Canada would be made without requiring the Province to undertake any additional
expenditures in consequence. Governor-General Lord Elgin, although not personally
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enthusiastic, was quite certain that whatever came of the proposed changes, there never
was likely to be so favourable an opportunity for attempting them. "

With the submission of Tulloch’s favourable report,”® a plan was drawn up to put the
Enrolled Pensioners on the Canadian Ordnance Reserves. Modelled on the scheme
existing elsewhere in the Empire, a warrant was issued early in 1851 that authorized the
enrolment of one thousand pensioners in Canada.”! Within Canada, the scheme, as
initially planned, was to include most of the reserves of Canada West. Required first were
the reserves at Amhertsburg (including Bois Blanc) and Penetanguishene, from which the
troops were ordered to be removed, and the reserve at Toronto. It was intended to settle
120 pensioners with their families at Amherstburg, and 70 pensioners with their families
at Penetanguishene. The pensioners to be located at Toronto were to be selected from
men who were on the spot. The next reserves required were to be those at London,
Niagara, and Fort Erie, at which it was planned to settle pensioners and their families
over the course of the summer of 1851. The remainder of the reserves would be required
by the spring of 1852.% Because of the ‘experience obtained’ by Tulloch on his tour of
1849, hezzwas selected to superintend the scheme in Canada, making his headquarters at
Toronto.

In making the first selection of men and their families from the United Kingdom,
every care was taken. Physical and financial conditions were imposed to ensure
candidates were men of good character, whose maximum age was not over 45, and who
possessed sober and industrious habits.** In subsequent years, to fill vacancies created by
death or infirmity, pensioners would be added from the soldiers annually discharged in
Canada. To maintain their military skills, periods of drill of up to twelve days and an
inspection of the Enrolled Pensioners would be held annually. There was a reason for
ensuring and maintaining high standards; the men were ultimately to form the largest part
of the province’s ready reserve.

Beginning with the arrival of the first draft of pensioners in July 1851, a systematic
withdrawal of the regular garrison in Canada was commenced. By January 1852, it was
reported:

the number of Pensioners already organized and drilled in Canada amount to
about 350 men, and by the next summer the force will be nearly 600, so that the
withdrawal of a Regiment will leave nearly as large an effective Force in the
colony as before, besides causing a very considerable savings.”®

This forecast seems to have been achieved. Within a year of the introduction of the
Enrolled Pensioner Scheme, the regular garrisons at Amherstburg and Penetanguishene
had been withdrawn, and by doing this it was possible to reduce the Royal Canadian Rifle
Regiment from ten to six companies.?® At the same time, the total effective strength of all
ranks in Canada was reduced from 6,106 to 4,960 men, eight minor stations were
abandoned, and reductions in the staff establishment and their consequent costs, were
also made.”’

By June 1853, the Enrolled Pensioner force organized and armed in Canada West
consisted of 119 men at Amherstburg, 62 at Penetanguishene, 71 at Niagara, 159 at
London, and 230 at Toronto, for a total of 641 men, as well as the requisite staff
officers.”® In 1854, companies were formed at Bytown and Fort Erie.”” War Office
officials believed that “had the system now pursued been adopted ten or twelve years
ago, the whole of Canada West might now have been independent of regular troops.”*°
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The Canadian Government had accepted these reductions in the British regular force
because they had involved no additional charges on it.

During the years that British regulars had been stationed throughout the province,
the local governments had made extensive use of them as a police. With these soldiers
now being withdrawn, the Canadian Legislature turned to the Enrolled Pensioners. In
August 1851, a Bill to authorize the employment of the Enrolled Pensioners as a local
police was presented. Opposition to the plan claimed that the Pensioner Bill was “... a
most dangerous infringement of the position which Canada, as a colony, should occupy
towards the Imperial Government. It was the beginning of a system which would end in
making the Province to bear the whole of the military expenses.”' William Lyon
Mackenzie, returned from his years in exile, “detested the idea of a force of the kind. He
had had some experience in mobbing, but would run the risk of it rather than set up a ...
force of this kind.”* Despite the negative views of the plan and the men, the Bill was
passed by a 35 to 14 vote. The Act®® authorized the use of up to 500 of the Enrolled
Pensioners as a local police for a period of five years. But this local service was not to
conflict with any duty when “required in any other capacity by the Imperial or Military
Authorities.”** The Enrolled Pensioners remained first and foremost an Imperial force.

It was not until 13 August 1853 that the Governor-General issued his warrant in
pursuance to the enrolment act to the mayors of Toronto, London, and Niagara, and to the
wardens of the United Counties of Essex and Lambton, and the County of Simcoe
“authorizing them respectively in certain cases where the public peace may be
endangered, to call out the whole or such parts of the Enrolled Military Pensioners as
they may consider necessary, in aid of the Civil Powers.”* By this time, a number of
requests had been received for the services of the Enrolled Pensioners.*®

Pensioners were called to police the ‘lawless men’ engaged in the construction of
the Grand Trunk Railway line in the vicinity of London. Toronto had asked for the
pensioners to prevent public disturbances in July 1853. In October 1853, an urgent
request was received from Montreal, and 200 pensioners (120 from Toronto, 20 from
Niagara, and 60 from Amherstburg) were quickly forwarded.”” The cost to the local
government for the expenses connected with the pensioners’ employment on this latter
occasion was reported to be upwards of £1,500.® As a means of explanation for the
numerous requests, Tulloch would later report:

It is supposed at home that the Pensioners take charge of the Barracks in their
Districts and thus allow the Regular Troops of the Line to march to where their
services may be required to put down Riots, though in this Country it has
generally been the reverse, the Regular Troops have remained in barracks &
left the Pensioners to do the duty of putting down Riots.*’

With officials in Britain quick to note the savings to the British tax-payer, these
examples were also “... sufficient to shew (sic) how useful that Force is and how its
utility is becoming appreciated.”*

At this point, however, interdepartmental disputes over the use of the Ordnance
Reserves ended any further expansion of the scheme in Canada. Only the pensioners at
Amherstburg, Penetanguishene and Fort Erie would receive land on the reserves. At
Toronto, London, Bytown and Niagara, the pensioners and their families were provided
with free housing in the barracks during the tenure of the plan, and in lieu of land
received life payments of £4 annually.*'
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Despite the settlement problems, the reduction of regular troops in Canada was
continued, so that by the end of fiscal year 1854-55 there remained only 1,887 Imperial
troops in the Canadas; the Royal Canadian Rifle Regiment at Kingston (with two of its
companies detached to Montreal), and one regiment of the line and two companies of
artillery at Quebec.*? As officials pointed out, “.. it cannot be said that there is any
recognized system of military defence now applicable to Canada. All that can be said is
that there are several military posts which are more or less susceptible of being defended
according to circumstances.”™ This was thus seen as “a fitting occasion for moving the
Provincial Government to consider the expediency of reorganizing the Militia upon a
basis of efficiency.”** Encouraged by offers from the Imperial Government to give over
the Ordnance Reserves no longer occupied on the general condition of the Province
providing for these defences, the Canadian Government decided to undertake the small
expenditure in the task of upkeep.

In the first instance, the Province directed that the Enrolled Pensioners should serve
as occupation forces at those posts which for various reasons it was deemed inconvenient
to abandon. Authority for this action was found in the Enrolment Act of 1843 and its
extension of 1847, which declared that whenever any of the regular forces were removed,
it was lawful to direct that the pensioners be kept on duty and pay. In Australia, two
companies (140 men) had been placed on permanent duty at the expense of the local
government in Victoria.*> Accordingly, a warrant was issued authorizing the placement
of the Enrolled Pensioners on ‘permanent duty’ at the expense of the Province.*S Against
thes4e7 charges, it was anticipated that the sale of the surplus Ordnance lands would be set
off.

Beginning in September 1854, 150 of the Enrolled Pensioners were employed on
‘permanent duty’ by the Province; 54 at Toronto, 24 at Niagara, 35 at London, 25 at
Bytown, and 12 at Prescott, these latter detached from Bytown. Adjustments to this force
were made when necessary. When hostilities appeared possible with the United States in
1856, a sergeant and eleven rank and file (later increased by one private, for thirteen men
in total) were placed on Permanent Duty at Amherstburg by reducing a like number at
Bytown.”® Along with maintaining a guard at various of the vacated stations, the
Permanent Duty pensioners were ‘“called on to perform a sort of Military duty in
attendance on the Governor General, by affording Guards of Honour on the ordinary
public occasions and by supplying the usual sentries, etc.”* As its only ready force, the
Enrolled Pensioners were Canada’s first line of defence west of Kingston.

One of the early consequences of the Canadian acceptance of the Ordnance Reserves
had been the appointment of a Commission to investigate and report upon the best means
of reorganizing the Militia of Canada. When it reported, the Commission urged the
formation of a force of approximately 4,000 Volunteers; a small, partially-trained force,
immediately available, capable of dealing with sudden minor emergencies.*® The role of
the Enrolled Pensioners as a catalyst in the formation of the Canadian Volunteer Force
cannot be overlooked. Unable to avoid making appropriations for defence, the Province
preferred to expend these, not on the ‘temporary rent’ of pensioners, who were subject to
the orders of the Imperial Government and its officers in Canada, but rather on
organizing local forces over which its control would be complete. In this way, a
comparatively large force might be kept up for a cost approximating that of the
150 pensioners.”’ An Act’* embodying the Commission’s recommendations was passed
in 1855.
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From 1 April 1857, no vacancies in the Enrolled Pensioners as an Imperial body
were to be filled, and the force was to be allowed to decrease in numbers. As a Provincial
body, the Permanent Duty Pensioners would be continued until the Militia was
considered sufficient for the defence of the province. So it was that Attorney-General
John A. Macdonald reported the services of the Permanent Duty pensioners, as a
Provincial force, ceased 30 June 1858.%* On 7 October 1858, Tulloch “disbanded the
Enrolled Pensioner Companies as an Imperial Force ...”>*

&
& ok

The Enrolled Pensioner Scheme had marked a turning point in Canada’s military
evolution from colony to nation. One official of the time had said, the Enrolled
Pensioners were “... a force too small to imply constraint, but sufficient to proclaim a
principle.”® A symbolic turning point perhaps, but symbols have always been important
to this country.
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The First World War
La Premiere Guerre mondiale

How EVEN WAS THE LEARNING CURVE?
REFLECTIONS ON THE BRITISH AND
DOMINION ARMIES ON THE WESTERN FRONT
1916-1918

G.D. Sheffield

the Australian Corps, wrote deploring the tendency of unfavourable comparison

between British troops and those from the Dominions in order to boost the
reputation of the latter.' Certainly, during the First World War some British troops
resented what they viewed as the excessive publicity given to Dominion troops. The
battalion history of the 23" Royal Fusiliers complained that the role of British
2™ Division in the capture of Delville Wood had been entirely eclipsed by the coverage
given to the South African Brigade.> General Horne, commander of First Army,
commented to Canadian Corps commander Arthur Currie that “the Canadian Corps is
perhaps rather apt to take all the credit it can for everything and to consider that the BEF
consists of the Canadian Corps and some other troops.” This pattern of British and
Dominion forces sniping at teach other’s achievements was probably an inevitable,
although regrettable, by-product of the emergence of Canada and Australia in particular
as nations in their own right: by 1918, they could no longer be treated as mere overseas
appendages of Britain. It has had the unfortunate effect, however, of clouding the debate
on the military effectiveness of the forces of the British Empire in the First World War.

On 30 April 1918, Lieutenant-General Sir William Birdwood, the commander of

Much influential writing since 1918 has also had a nationalistic tinge. The best, or
worst, example was Charles Bean, war correspondent and Australian official historian,
aptly described by a modern Australian historian as a “myth maker ... the Homer of the
AIF.” The indefatigable John Laffin has continued the Bean approach to the present day,
and his Canadian equivalents would include Pierre Berton. The twin British habits of
regarding the First World War as an unmitigated disaster, and concentrating on the
Somme and Passchendaele to the exclusion of the victories of 1918 has contributed to
this lack of balance in assessing the relative contributions of British and Dominion forces
on the Western Front. As Syd Wise has demonstrated, Canadian and Australian accounts
of the battle of Amiens in August 1918 not only downplay the role of the British (let
alone the French) on their flanks, but also that of each other.’ Thankfully, historiography
has changed considerably over the last twenty years. Building on the work of a number of
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recent historians, this paper offers some thoughts on the question of what the tactical and
operational ‘learning curve’ was on the Western Front. Was it the case, as many have
argued, that Dominion forces learned more quickly and became more effective than those
from the British Isles? That a learning curve took place in the BEF is, indisputable. This
learning process took place against a background of what would now be termed an RMA,
a Revolution in Military Affairs. The warfare of August 1914 was quasi-Napoleonic. The
warfare of November 1918 looked forward to Tukhachevskii, Guderian and even
Schwarzkopf. The intervening months formed a bloody and painful transition from one
era of warfare to another. Part of the learning process consisted of working out how best
to use new technology on the battlefield, but there were also improvements in matters
such as command, staff work, logistics, and the conduct of war at the operational level.

In recent years something of a new orthodoxy has been established about the
importance of artillery. The evolution of the BEF’s artillery, from the unscientific “rule
of thumb” approach of 1914 to the distinctly scientific and highly accurate gunnery of
1918 was the factor, more than any other, that brought about victory. This was a BEF-
wide phenomenon, in which it is difficult to separate out distinctive “Dominion” strands,
although the contribution of individuals, such as the Canadian sound ranging specialist,
H.H. Hemmings, can be identified.

The artillery of the Canadian Corps is rightly judged to be highly effective, but again
this needs to be placed into the context of the wider BEF. For the attack on Vimy Ridge
in April 1917, for instance, Andy McNaughton, the Canadian Corps Counter Battery
Staff Officer (CBSO) was able to build on the work of sound ranging and flash spotting
units which had been in the sector long before the Canadians arrived. As a recent
authoritative history of such arcane matters puts it, “McNaughton was therefore able to
take advantage of a system ... which was mostly already in place and functioning well.
His contribution, like that of many other CBSOs, was to understand its possibilities,
encourage it, and use its results intelligently.”® To muddy the waters further, the Chief of
Staff (CoS) to Canadian Corps Artillery commander was British; he was a certain Major
Alan Brooke, who had an enormously important input into the artillery plan.” Like
McNaughton, much would be heard of Brooke in a later war. The advantages that the
Canadian Corps artillery enjoyed over its British counterparts had little to do with being
Canadian, or even that it employed some outstanding individuals. Rather, like its
Australian counterpart in 1918, the Canadian Corps was a permanent and “semi-
autonomous” formation. Unlike British corps, it did not have divisions rotated through it,
thus the Canadian Corps was able to build on continuity to create Standard Operating
Procedures and trust between formations and individuals. Also, the Canadian Corps’s
status allowed it to do things such as reinforce its artillery, so that in 1918 each Canadian
division had roughly the firepower of a British corps; and place its senior gunner in the
position of an artillery commander, rather than as an advisor.®

Symbiosis is defined by Chambers Dictionary as “a mutually beneficial partnership
between organisms of different kinds.” This admirably summarizes the relationship that
developed between the Dominion formations and the rest of the BEF in 1917-1918.
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand concentrated on producing first class “teeth-arm”
units of infantry, artillery and supporting arms. Stray units such as the Anzac mounted
formations that served mainly in the Middle East aside, the Canadian and Australian
Corps and the New Zealand Division were the “main effort” of the respective countries.
Britain did not have the luxury of such a main effort. Britain had to find, as well as
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infantry divisions, everything else that a modern army required, on a vast scale. While
Dominion forces could concentrate and specialise, the British had to spread their
resources thinly, in support not only of formations from the home islands but Dominion
forces as well. The luxury of specialization, and the advantage of the semi-independent
position enjoyed by the Canadian Corps, was never more apparent than in the spring of
1918, when British divisions bore the brunt of the German Kaiserschlacht. Australian
divisions did not get involved until the beginning of April, while the Canadians stayed
out of the battle, thanks largely to Currie’s refusal to allow Canadian divisions to be fed
into the battle piecemeal.’

In support of this notion of symbiosis, it is instructive to examine the order of battle
for certain operations. For the Canadian Corps’s attack on Vimy Ridge in April 1917, the
heavy artillery support consisted of I and II Canadian Heavy Artillery Groups, and seven
British HAGs. Field artillery consisted of that of 1%, 2", and 3™ Canadian Divisions, V
and XI Brigades RFA (which was serving as 4™ Canadian Division’s artillery), plus eight
British brigades. It was a similar story for other major operations involving the Australian
and Canadian Corps. For the attack on the Drocourt-Queant Line, 2 September 1918, the
Canadian Corps (British 4™ Division under command) was supported by 20 brigades of
field artillery — about half of which were British — and 11 brigades of British heavy
artillery. Amiens provides a snapshot of the symbiotic relationships within the BEF in
1918. Armour came under the command of the British Tank Corps. In support of the
Canadian Corps at Amiens on 8 August 1918 was IV Tank Brigade of four battalions,
while its sister V Tank Brigade, supported the Australian Corps with another four tank
battalions. The Australians had successfully cooperated with tanks at Hamel in the action
of 4 July, so Canadian officers were sent to learn from their experience. The vast majority
of the guns fired in support of the Canadian and Australian Corps were operated by
British gunners. The Royal Air Force, which played such a vital role on 8 August 1918
was, like its predecessors, the RFC and RNAS, the imperial force par excellence,
containing substantial numbers of Dominion personnel, especially Canadians. And let us
not forget the vital role of flank guard played by the British III Corps, unfairly reviled as
it has been. The Dominion corps were sustained by a vast logistic effort, in which British
units played the primary role: Roger Lee has commented that while the bulk of an
Australian division’s “clothing and rifle requirements” came form Australia, “the British
supplied everything else.”'°

If, on 8 August 1918 the Australian and Canadian Corps were the tip of the spear,
behind it was a broad and powerful blade and a long shaft. In recent years historians have
begun to look at the deeply unfashionable topic of the BEF’s logistics. It is clear that a
learning curve was also experienced in this area. It was not just the dramatic growth in
the scale of the logistic effort from 1914 to 1918, impressive though that was. Ian Brown
has demonstrated that Sir Eric Geddes’s reorganization of the BEF’s transportation in late
1916 and early 1917 gave the BEF the “strategic flexibility” to match its improvements in
the tactical and operational sphere. Ironically, had Haig’s army actually broken through
on the Somme, for logistic reasons they would not have been able to sustain a major
advance.!' The logistic learning curve is best treated as a BEF-wide phenomenon, with
local variations, some important: the Canadian Corps Tramway organization, and its
1* Anzac Corps equivalent, are examples of these. At the time of the Vimy operation, the
Canadian outfit operated tramways forward of the Light Railways, independent of the
Light Railway Directorate. It was “composed of men skilled as railway workers in civil
life, who had become, through long practice in the Canadian Corps, expert in light
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railway construction, maintenance and operation.” The official “First Army
Administrative report on the Vimy Ridge Operations” described it as “very highly
efficient.” When Vimy Ridge was captured, the Tramways were “push[ed] forward,”
personnel sustaining heavy losses in the efforts to keep in touch with the front line.
Although obviously effective, the Canadian Tramways were far from unique; alongside
the Canadians in First Army, a newly formed XIII Corps company, despite suffering
from teething troubles, employed trams to very great effect.'”

Yet the semi-independence of the Canadian Corps in this case, as in so many others,
was an advantage. A major Canadian asset in 1918 was the addition of an engineer
brigade to each division in the Corps. This emerged as a result of the Passchendaele
fighting of 1917. Rob Thompson of the University of Salford has recently argued that in
some respects the BEF’s competence in logistics, in its broadest sense, agged behind
those in battle fighting as late as October-November 1917. The operational technique of
“bite and hold,” at which Plumer’s Second Army and indeed the Canadian Corps were so
adept, worked well on three occasions during Third Ypres, on 20, 27 September and
4 October 1917. Unfortunately, the use of massed artillery to “shoot infantry in” to close
objectives ensured that the ground over which guns had to be hauled in preparation for
the next attack was invariably shattered. Success, in short, made the trick more difficult
to pull off next time around, and on 9 October Second Army’s assault failed. Major-
General W.B. Lindsay, Commander Royal Engineers of the Canadian Corps, was one
man who took on board the lessons. Lindsay produced a report in which he argued that
the pace of the advance was dictated by logistic and engineering factors, and a broadly
civilian approach to engineering organization (with dedicated labour rather than working
parties furnished by the reluctant infantry). The Canadian Corps, with the flexibility to
reorganize itself and the manpower to make it effective, created an engineer brigade per
division. These proved to be priceless assets in 1918."

Nonetheless, one should not underestimate the magnitude of the improvements in
logistics across the BEF. To take just one example, tanks could only travel about twenty
miles on pave roads, and in the absence of transports that could move by road, had to be
moved by rail. As a result Ramp Wagons were built, which “enabled armour to offload at
any site;” while the demand for fuel created were overcome by Herculean efforts in
creating forward POL dumps. In any case, the demand for POL had increased by a
staggering amount between August 1914, when the BEF had 950 lorries, and October
1918 when it possessed 33,500, using 10.5 million gallons of petrol per month. The
evidence fully supports a recent assessment that the “BEF in 1918 was, logistically, a
robust and innovative organization.”"*

This brings me onto the question of staff work. This is a controversial matter of
which we still know too little. One indisputable fact was that in 1914 the British army
possessed only a relative handful of trained staff officers. Most of them accompanied the
original BEF to France, leaving an inadequate number for the newly raised divisions at
home and in the Dominions. Those men subsequently appointed to staff positions had
training that was mostly of the “on the job” variety. Failures of staff-work led to a
number of bloody disasters with which we are all too familiar and to the unsavoury
reputation that still clings to the red tabs of 1914-1918. In the Australian case, the large
numbers of British and Indian army officers who held staff positions in AIF divisions in
1915-1917 had almost entirely been removed by 1918. As Lee comments, “there is as yet
no evidence to prove whether this was or was not to the detriment of the AIF.”"> The
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Canadian Corps went through a similar process of Canadianization of its command and
staff, although as Desmond Morton notes “a few key positions at Corps and division level
were held by some outstanding British officers almost to the end of the war.”'®

Did the replacement of British with Dominion staff officers and commanders
improve the performance of the Australian and Canadian Corps in 19187 At one level,
there does seem to be a correlation with Dominionization of the staff and improved
performance in 1918 — although failures of Australian staff work tended to be on the “Q,”
rather than the British-dominated “G,” side. Yet this must be set against a background of
a marked improvement in command and staff-work across the BEF as a whole in
1917-1918. Major problems on the Somme in 1916 included the failure to coordinate
attacks across Corps and Army boundaries; piecemeal, “penny-packeted” attacks; attacks
on a narrow frontage (both Australian and Canadian formations, as well as numerous
British divisions, suffered from this tendency); and the failure of staffs to give frontline
troops sufficient warning of an attack, resulting all too often in an operation that went off
at half cock. The battles of 1917, while by no means free of such problems, showed a
distinct improvement. The BEF was on the way to mastering the controlled, set-piece
battle. By the Hundred Days, the BEF had gone a stage further: commanders and their
staffs were capable of conducting more fluid battles without much advance notice. The
analogy of Currie or Monash as a conductor of the CEF or AIF symphony orchestra was
often been used. In the Hundred Days, especially in October and November, the analogy
of jazz is more appropriate, as the experience of 30" Division illustrates.

In the Hundred Days 30" Division was in effect a new formation. The original
division of Lancashire Kitchener battalions had been destroyed in the 1918 German
spring offensives, but in July it was reconstituted with battalions drawn from other parts
of the BEF and from Palestine. Crucially, it retained its divisional commander and its
staff. In its last major attack on 15-18 October, 30™ Division crossed the River Lys in a
masterpiece of improvization. It brought pontoons forward under the cover of darkness
and built a bridge under enemy fire, getting a battalion across “on duckboard rafts, Boche
‘floats’, old doors, and anything else that would float.” On the far bank, to keep in touch
with the retreating enemy, 30" Division formed ad hoc battle groups (the leading brigade
being reinforced by an artillery brigade, a field ambulance, sappers and machine gunners)
to pursue the Germans. By the Armistice 30™ Division had advanced 50 miles, taken
1000 prisoners, “over 50 guns and machine guns and mortars innumerable.” From our
point of view, the divisional staff (and indeed junior leadership) coped extremely well
with the changing circumstances, including the taxing demands of an opposed river
crossing. The new 30™ Division was a very average division, not an elite formation — yet
its performance was typical of British divisions in the Hundred Days."”

The ultimate test of the learning curve is of course, effectiveness of formations in
battle. The performance of divisions from all parts of the Empire was patchy on the
Somme, but by the end of the campaign the BEF as a whole was a much superior force to
the one that had begun the battle in July. In early spring 1917 there were some important
doctrinal changes, enshrined in two key doctrinal pamphlets, SS143 and SS144. These
brought about the reorganization of the platoon (which had previously consisted solely of
riflemen) into “semi-specialized sections of riflemen, Lewis Gunners, bombers, and rifle
bombers.”'® These changes reflected the need for tactical flexibility that had been worked
out on the ground during the Somme fighting, codifying existing practice rather than
imposing it from above.'” The BEF entered the battle of Arras with an effective tactical
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doctrine, employed not only by divisions from the British Isles, but also the New Zealand
Division, and formations from Australia and Canada.”® The successes in the initial stage
of the battle of Arras — at Vimy and elsewhere, notably the 3% mile advance of
XVII Corps towards Fampoux — showed just how much the BEF had learned since 1 July
1916.

In 1917 the Dominion divisions definitely established themselves as among the
leading divisions in the BEF, but the evidence does not suggest that there was clear blue
water between them and the best British divisions. The establishment of a common
doctrine was one reason for the overall high quality of the BEF. The creation of doctrine
was a dynamic process. In addition to formal doctrinal pamphlets, semi-informal notes
were constantly issued by higher headquarters while battle were still in progress. When
judging the relative learning curve of Dominion and British formations, it is important to
note that for the purposes of dissemination of doctrine, Dominion formations were on the
same footing as any others in the BEF. They pushed ideas, after action reports and the
like upwards: many of the documents in the very interesting tactical files generated by
Fifth Army at the end of the Somme have a Dominion provenance.”’ Likewise, the
Dominion Corps were in the loop for the dissemination of doctrine. A typical document
issued by First Army on “from the experience of Divisions in recent operations” contains
a number of tactical top tips and was sent to seven corps, including the Canadian Corps,
with orders for it to be distributed down to brigade level.”> Thus British and Dominion
formations should not be thought of as being hermetically sealed; there was a constant
interchange, both formal and informal, of information and ideas that built into effective
doctrine for the BEF as a whole.

That is not to say that different formations did not develop different approaches.
Research on the Canadian forces have revealed a distinctive “way in warfare,” as has
work on the Australians. Research on British units has highlighted a similar process.
Helen McCartney’s work on 55™ Division, a West Lancashire Territorial formation that
came to regard itself (with some reason) as a “storm” formation has demonstrated that
Jeudwine, the divisional commander, solicited after action reports from junior officers,
NCOs and even privates. Thus tactical ideas went straight up the chain of command.
Jeudwine also issued a pamphlet on new methods in defence, in which 55" Division was
trained. The division then stood firm on the Lys on 9 April 1918 and was instrumental in
bringing about the eventual defeat of the German attack.” Likewise, Peter Simkins has
highlighted tactical innovation in a Kitchener formation, 18" (Eastern Division), along
with its pioneering of “battle drill” and its hallmark of careful preparation.”® Similar
points could be made about a number of other divisions including the Guards,
9" Scottish, and 63™ (Royal Naval), to name but a few. The clincher is the performance
in September 1918 of a very ordinary formation, 46"™ North Midland Division, in
breaking the Hindenburg Line. The point is not this division of Midland Territorials was
exceptional — it was not — but that by the Hundred Days even the most average of
formations in the BEF was of a high overall quality. The elite formations — the Dominion
Divisions and the ten or so British divisions identified as the result of number crunching
by Peter Simkins as having a high success rate in attacks during the Hundred Day — were
very much primus inter pares.® This situation compares starkly with gulf between
German storm divisions and their trench-holding brethren.

The BEF’s victory in 1918 can, be my view, be ascribed to two related factors. The
first was the morale of the individual soldier and collective morale within units. The
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traditional view that the Dominion soldier was a natural warrior, thanks to the frontier
ethos, capable of shooting the eye out of a squirrel or a kangaroo at half a mile
(depending on where he was from) has been largely debunked. Likewise, my work and
those of others has (I hope) laid to rest the notions that British soldiers were simply a
bunch of harshly drilled automatons, and that the quality of British junior leaders was
poor.”® Such views have been propounded to explain the alleged massive superiority of
Dominion troops over those from Britain. While they may contain a small grain of truth,
such explanations fail to take into account the fact that Dominion and British discipline
and officer-man relations had much more in common than the likes of Bean or Berton
allow. It also fails to allow for the quite extraordinary resilience of British soldiers in the
face of the most appalling strain and hardships. Morale within the BEF was, to say no
more, good enough to withstand everything the Germans could throw at them in the
spring and then go onto the offensive more-or-less continuously until November 1918.

The second factor in victory was the creation of a highly effective weapons system,
into which all arms were integrated: infantry, armour, artillery (which above all was the
battle winning weapon), airpower, and machine guns, and wireless communications. The
first glimmerings of this weapons system were visible as early as 1915, and was
developed the hard way — through practical experience fighting a tough enemy — over the
next two years. By August 1918 the BEF had a relatively high level of training, an
abundance of weapons and munitions, the logistic backup to ensure that they were
delivered to the front, and widespread understanding, via doctrine, of how to use the
technology available. Add to these improvements in command and staff-work from Haig
downwe;gds, and the result was a method of warfighting to which the Germans had no
answer.

So, how even was the learning curve? The principal Dominion formations — the
Australian and Canadian Corps, and the New Zealand Division — were undoubtedly elite
formations. The first two were aided enormously in their achievement of excellence by
the fact that they were permanent formations. The failure by the British to adopt
permanent corps structures was a major mistake, a gratuitously inflicted own goal. Being
in effect national armies, the Dominion Corps also benefited from a semi-independent
status denied to British corps. Yet for all that the two Dominion corps and the New
Zealand Division were not truly independent formations. They operated under British
command, and had a symbiotic relationship with the British Army — especially in terms
of logistics, armour, and artillery support. Moreover, Dominion formations both
contributed to and benefited from a steady increase in competence across the BEF. From
1916 to 1918 a number of British divisions performed as well their Dominion
counterparts, and by 1918 even those British divisions (like the 30" and 46") that
probably did not make the cut into the elite stream had an overall level of competence
that was extremely impressive. But in a sense, to compare Dominion with British
formations is to miss the point. The BEF was, and was not, a coalition force. The
Dominion forces had in some ways to be treated as minor but significant alliance
partners; but in other ways they were just components, albeit unusual ones, of a cohesive
Army of the British Empire.
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How THE LESSONS WERE LEARNED:
SENIOR COMMANDERS AND THE MOULDING OF
THE CANADIAN CORPS AFTER THE SOMME

Patrick Brennan
and Thomas Leppard

one of the British Expeditionary Force’s premier assault formations is, to echo

C.P. Stacey, one of this nation’s truly outstanding achievements. Yet determining
how and why we became so good, having started from such unpromising beginnings, has
been largely either overlooked or misrepresented. Popular histories have continued to
beat the patriotic drum, arguing that cultural “uniqueness” coupled with some ill-defined
but intrinsic military aptitude explain the “self-evident” battlefield superiority of the
Canadians over their British allies, not to mention their German opponents. For their part,
Canadian historians have tended to focus on the nation at war, the conflict’s
socio-cultural dimensions, tactical innovation and straightforward battle history, the latter
invariably emphasizing the central leadership role of Sir Arthur Currie.' All of the
military studies understate or even ignore the contributions of a very talented cadre of
senior officers who commanded the CEF’s divisions, brigades and battalions. While
undoubtedly drawing heavily on the experience and inspiration of others, particularly the
BEF of which it formed an organic part, the Corps played a key role in transforming itself
into an elite fighting force, and these men were indispensable in that remarkable process.

The transformation of the Canadian Expeditionary Force from a militia rabble into

To understand how the Canadian Corps became good it is essential to understand
what these officers learned about war, how they learned it, and the manner in which they
moulded these lessons into a simple, precise, coherent and flexible battle doctrine
emphasizing fire and movement and the coordination of all arms. To a significant (and
underappreciated) degree the CEF’s success was founded on an institutionalized system
of learning within the officer corps that took root after the St. Eloi and Somme officer
purges of 1916 and was followed rigorously thereafter with exceptional results.

In its main elements, this system consisted of critically assessing each battle and
clearly delineating all lessons learned in detailed after-battle reports, then altering
doctrine and tactics accordingly, and finally training officers and men in the “new way”
in Corps, divisional and brigade schools as well as through appropriate tactical exercises
conducted at all levels.

In the CEF, all officers, from platoon subalterns to Lieutenant-Generals, were part of
the learning process. At all levels, officers were encouraged to offer constructive
criticism and show initiative by experimenting with creative solutions on the battlefield.
Beginning in 1916, those who did this well rose to the top; those who did not were sent
back to England or home. On the shoulders of the senior infantry officers rested the
heavy burden of sending men to fight and die. Determined to find ways to save lives and
win victories, they experimented with better ways to fight, in the process
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professionalizing the Corps and fashioning an institutionalized system of learning that
produced battle and training doctrines second to none on the Western Front.”

Assessing the process of learning from battle in the CEF must begin with an
examination of the role of battalion commanders who were quite literally in the front line
of the officer-learners. To be useful, their answers to standard queries from above on
everything from tactics to equipment to training had to be comprehensive and frank. It is
clear from perusing their reports that they felt confident their superiors would consider
their appreciations seriously, no matter how unpalatable. During 1917-18, continuity,
albeit undermined by both casualties and promotion, was a characteristic of the battalion
commanders of the Canadian Corps; thirty-three served for fifteen months or more, six of
these being promoted to brigadier-general in 1918. Ultimately, much of the training —
especially of junior officers — was in their hands, and their approach to this crucial
responsibility went a long way toward determining how effective the Corps’ effort to
universalize learning and thus improve combat efficiency would be.

The next level of commanders, the infantry brigadiers, exercised a crucial role at
both ends of the process — in learning and in the implementation of its lessons, namely
tactical doctrine and training. They were also a talented group, not the least because able
Canadian officers did not earn promotion to British units but rather were kept in the
Corps to “Canadianize” it. Opportunities for one of the top jobs in a four-division Corps
were rare and consequently many talented brigadiers remained at that rank.® Brig-Gen.
William Griesbach, a lawyer and mayor of Edmonton in pre-war life who had
commanded his hometown 49™ Battalion for twenty months, emerged as one the Corps’
ablest brigadiers after taking over the 1st Brigade in February 1917. General Macdonell,
his divisional commanding officer for most of that period, praised him as “the quickest
officer that I have ever had anything to do with to grasp the tactical advantages or
disadvantages of a given situation ....”* Griesbach proved to be one of the most insightful
Canadian commanders in grasping the challenges posed by the transition from trench to
semi-open and open warfare for which the Corps was diligently preparing in the first half
of 1918. Describing the rationale of one of his realistic tactical training schemes:

“It is hoped to test leaders in the quick ... appreciation of situations and the
value of ground, the rapid issue of sound ... orders and the vigorous carrying
out of same, the vigorous and independent action of subordinate commanders
when favourable opportunities present themselves, and ... [the inevitable] ...
intervention of unexpected forces creating a new situation calling for [a] fresh
appreciation and [a] change of plans. The whole exercise is designed to draw
attention of all ranks to the vital differences between trench warfare and an
operationsin open warfare and to stimulate the interest and imagination of all
ranks ....”

Such training, which originated at both the brigade and divisional level that spring
under broad direction from Currie’s headquarters, was soon vindicated in battle.
Brig-Gen H.M. Dyer, OC 7™ Brigade, enthusiastically reported that .. the Battalion
which did the scheme [drawn up by the Division’s GSO 1 to practise attacking machine
gun nests] in June are agreed that it was ... the best form of training for an operation
similar to the one carried out on the 8" of August.” Griesbach, never one to cast less than
a critical eye and Corps tactical doctrine, agreed after Amiens that “as a first experience
in open warfare, principles laid down in the training manuals are absolutely sound.”®
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Of course, facilitating learning meant listening as well as teaching. “With a view to
stimulating interest of the other ranks, ... improving methods of training, ... clearing up
obscure points in the minds of other ranks ... [and] ... securing of valuable suggestions
[author’s emphasis] ...,” Griesbach had ordered his four battalion commanders to instruct
their platoon officers to draw out the fighting experiences of their men. “Don’t hurry.
Patiently extract ideas. Encourage talk,” he reminded them to instruct their subordinates.
As Griesbach liked to remind his battalion officers:

“No man should be allowed to get back to Canada and say that he had a good
idea ... upon any subject connected with the war and that he could not get it
considered by higher authority. Suggestions emanating from platoons should be
laid before the company commander and by them forwarded to the battalion
commander and by him taken up with the brigade commander. No subject of
interest to the platoon, company, battalion or brigade should be considered as
negligible and unworthy of discussion.”’

As a result of Griesbach’s determined initiatives, there was clearly plenty of such
discussion in the 1* Brigade.

Mastering “open warfare” dominated Griesbach’s energies during the fierce fighting
of the Last 100 Days. His after-battle reports were masterpieces of insight into and
analysis of open warfare’s challenges, clearly delineating both the difficulties — some of
them, such as communications breakdowns and the shortage of trained junior officers,
insurmountable — as well as the possibilities — he was one of the Corps’ enthusiasts for
the tank — while relentlessly reminding his superiors where experience dictated
improvements in tactics.® His observations on Canadian tactical weaknesses exposed
during the bloody forcing of the Drocourt-Quéant Line were explicit:

“The offensive use of our machine guns still leaves much to be desired. They
followed along and took up successive defensive positions. I would like to treat
machine guns as other arms of the service ought to be treated by the infantry
but I am now of the opinion that, having regard for the difficulties of transport
and the apparent lack of a definite offensive doctrine, machine guns must be
attached to the infantry and specific orders given by the infantry commander ...
Our artillery also requires to be ginned up in the matter of offensive fighting.
Trench warfare ideas still apparently prevail and our artillery have not yet to
any extent got into action over open sights at targets of opportunity. Up to the
present, I have only intimated my intention to the artillery commanders. In
future I will assume the responsibility of ordering the guns forward ... The
keenness and willingness of the artillery attached to me was beyond praise.
What I refer to is the matter of doctrine and training which to some extent
might be secured by combined training ...”

The Corps’ heavy casualties from August 8 onward were evidence enough that the
problems had not been entirely addressed, and Brig-Gen. Eric McCuaig’s response was
typical. Immediately upon his brigade’s being withdrawn from action in late October, he
informed his battalion commanders that they would devote the rest period to further
training in open warfare tactics, with particular emphasis on advancing by infiltration and
exploiting a success, overcoming isolated machine gun nests, using smoke rifle grenades,
infantry-tank cooperation to reduce strong points which the infantry were unable to
overcome alone, and cooperation with mobile field artillery, trench mortar, and heavy
machine gun units attached to infantry in attack. To ensure that the training would focus
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on tactical exercises and demonstrations, his headquarters supplied standardized model
schemes and questions to highlight instruction.'

Asked to account for the successes the Canadians had enjoyed in 1917, Griesbach
had concluded that the reasons were “quite well known and understood,” but after all, “I
fancy that in all divisions in France, the information necessary is in hand ... [and] ...
distributed down to the lowest formations.” The problem, he was convinced, was lower
formations failing to implement the knowledge primarily through a lack of training and
of properly trained officers capable of grasping the meaning and purpose of what others
had already learned. The Canadian Corps achieved success in 1917, Griesbach
confidently believed, because it was well trained, well led, and driven by a
commitment to learn."'

Nine men commanded the Corps’ four divisions in battle during WWI and only
Richard Turner was sacked.'> M.S. Mercer was killed by shellfire at Mount Sorrel, while
his replacement, a British regular who had taken Winnipeg’s 8" Battalion overseas in
1914, Louis Lipsett, returned to the British army in October 1918. Both Edwin Alderson,
the original British commander of the 1* Division, and Arthur Currie, his replacement,
moved on to command the Corps. Henry Burstall, an artillery regular, took over the
2™ Division from Turner in 1916. Frederick Loomis, who had served as a battalion and
then brigade commander, assumed command of the 3™ Division from Lipsett, while
Archibald Macdonell, whose route had been similar to Loomis’s, replaced Currie in
June 1917. The last division formed, the 4™, had only one commanding officer, David
Watson. Watson might have owed his appointment to his Tory connections and Sam
Hughes, but he had ably led a battalion and brigade and kept his position on merit.
Unquestionably, stability in divisional command was a key factor in the CEF’s
systematization of learning. During the post-Somme “reforms,” the period from
December 1916 through Vimy the following April which in retrospect was the most
important in the Corps’ development, there were no alterations in the divisional
commands. Working closely with Byng, they concluded that changes were required in the
way the Corps fought, particularly in the organization, training and firepower of infantry
platoons.

Immediately following the Somme, Gen. Percy Radcliffe, the Corps’ very able chief
of staff, sent a memo to all divisions and supporting arms canvassing their views on “the
lessons to be derived from [recent] operations ... in order that the valuable experience
gained there by the Corps may be turned to the best account in future operations. Any
points of interest in connection with tactics, organization and administration would be
dealt with,” he continued, “and proposals submitted for improvements on the methods
adopted.”"® The memorandum listed fifteen broad categories and many subcategories to
be specifically addressed, and requested replies before the end of November. Currie,
Burstall, Lipsett and Watson threw themselves and their subordinates into the process,
one simultaneously underway throughout the BEF and other Dominion forces. Some
lessons, like the importance of shepherding men across the battlefield behind a rolling
barrage, had already been grasped.™® In contrast, the tactical relationship between the
infantry and “specialists” like rifle grenadiers, bombers and Lewis gunners proved more
difficult to figure out. While the Canadians would make many improvements in their
tactical use of the Lewis gun by early 1917, a few weeks earlier they had not agreed on
what changes were needed or, indeed, whether they should change at all.
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In late December, Watson informed Byng’s headquarters that he did not consider it
advisable to alter the existing system of battalion organization, balking at the suggestion
of self-contained platoons with individual sections of “specialists,” and arguing that such
units “would be broken up at once to deal with each fresh situation as it arises.”'> Lipsett
agreed, pointing out that “... it would be easy for the battalion commander to draft
specialists temporarily into companies, as required by the tactical situation.”'® Byng
listened but by this time Currie had just returned from his visit to the French army at
Verdun and had proposed a major overhaul of the platoon along their lines. Byng now
deferred to Currie and on December 27 issued a communiqué that laid the groundwork
for a new tactical doctrine based on a reorganized platoon which greatly enhanced its
firepower and tactical capability. Byng ordered that “every platoon is to have its proper
complement of specialists, which are not to be detached from it ... [and that] the training
of the company is to be based on the combined action of those self-contained Platoons.”!’
That said, “provided the principle [a platoon reorganization comprising a Lewis gun, rifle
grenadier, bomber and rifle section] is adhered to, the Corps Commander does not
consider it desirable to lay down a hard and fast establishment ... until further experience
has been gained ....”"® In effect, Byng was allowing his divisional commanders to decide
how best to implement these changes. Each division modified the pattern slightly to suit
its purposes, and Byng approved all four."” It is worth noting that the Canadians’
reconceptualization of the “fighting platoon” preceded the BEF’s adoption of broadly
similar plans, as mandated in memoranda SS /43 and /44, by some two months.

After Vimy, it is evident that the divisional commanders had become more adept at
gleaning the lessons of battle. In the flush of the April victory, the 1 Army asked Byng
to determine the degree to which the Corps’ successful assault was attributable to the new
platoon organization. For Currie, it was clear cut: “I am perfectly convinced that our
success was greater and made more easy of accomplishment by [its] adoption ...."*
Burstall felt it had “fully justified its introduction,” but he warned that “the organization
does not, however, enable infantry to overcome the obstacle of wire which has not been
properly cut.”?' In other words, Burstall recognized the new platoon had both tactical
capabilities and limitations. For his part, Lipsett remained unconvinced about the new
structure’s merit and, since he considered the Vimy operations had not really tested it,
was reticent to make judgements. However, he conceded that platoons of his 7™ Brigade
had eliminated one troublesome machine gun using rifle grenades and Lewis guns.” As
for Watson, “there seems little doubt that the intelligent handling of these self-contained
platoons,” he enthused, “contributed largely to the success of the whole operation.”

A year later no one was questioning if the new platoon structure worked but only
how to make it work even better.”* Burstall believed that the platoon’s tactical use would
be enhanced by eliminating the specialist sections. “The ideal to be aimed at is that ... any
men of a platoon could ... act as a Lewis gun crew, a bombing squad, or a rifle grenade
squad,” he concluded.” Burstall’s principle was sound, but was it practical, at least
without an extensive regimen of training which proved difficult to provide.

Learning of all sorts had become ingrained by the last winter of the war. “With a
view to compiling something which will be of value in training next year, as a result of
the experience gained during the fighting this year,” Macdonell solicited his brigadiers’
ideas. “Your replies and opinions should be, when possible, backed by concrete examples
which have occurred during operations,” he informed them, and “please also include any
suggestions you may have to add over and above the actual questions asked ...
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Macdonell’s approach was shaped by hard battlefield logic. As he confided to Currie,
“we must study each problem on its merits and concentrate on the best method for that
particular action..” Clearly, “some of our failures and excessive losses may be due to our
not studying the particular problem in hand attentively enough ....”*’

When the Hundred Days began at Amiens on August 8, 1918, the Corps entered its
most intense period of fighting of the entire war. Though they had trained for semi-open
and open warfare, its reality presented unconsidered challenges. In his assessment of the
Amiens operations, Macdonell praised the methods of infiltration taught during an earlier
rest period as well as fire and movement tactics which, in “combination ... with the
employment of scouts and snipers pushed well forward, and Lewis guns employed to
give covering fire and to develop superiority of fire over hostile machine guns, proved
effective.”? In contrast, he reported that the performance of the trench mortars and field
artillery had been a disappointment. Macdonell provided an equally useful critique
following the smashing of the Drocourt-Quéant Line less than a month later. He
emphasized the necessity for local commanders to seize opportunities by using the
weapons at their disposal to sweep aside enemy resistance. Training, he concluded, had
carried the day by teaching troops the value of enveloping tactics. Although Macdonell
always encouraged his men to be “bold — always bold,”* he also cautioned that “machine
gun nests cannot be rushed.” Instead, “troops must be patient and know when to stop as
well as when to advance.”*

Divisional commanders sometimes learned the lessons eagerly, and other times, not,
but that they always saw themselves as learners. Coordinating — and inspiring — the
learning process occurring at the battalion, brigade and divisional levels was the Corps’
responsibility. Ultimately, lessons learned in combat were analyzed there and, if deemed
worthwhile, adopted throughout the CEF. Thus, by setting the tone for institutionalized
learning, the benefits resulting from openness and innovation at lower levels were not
wasted.’ Creating a conducive environment for passing tactical lessons up the chain of
command had begun during Byng’s tenure, and to a degree even under Alderson. One of
former’s endearing qualities was that he took his Canadian commanders, unpolished
though they might be, seriously. He had always encouraged them to discuss tactical and
training matters with subordinates on the clear expectation that “any new form of ‘Boche
killing’ that has been suggested will be communicated to Corps Headquarters in order
that it may be circulated to the rest of the Canadian Corps.”** Currie’s credit lies in
further elaborating and formalizing consultation and learning within the officer corps.
What resulted was nothing less than a system that provided continuity of purpose,
intentional learning and institutional memory. In the systematic accumulation and
analysis of after-battle reports, Currie’s headquarters probed every aspect of preparation
and operations, and the questions asked spoke of the organized, integrated way the Corps
approached battle. The Corps utilized the analysis of this unvarnished feedback from the
fighting commanders to alter tactical doctrine and improve training. Although the
Canadian Corps was not without its vested interests and pre-conceived notions,
systematic learning confirmed that it was results, not reputation or tradition, that mattered
at the top. Or as Radcliffe, succinctly put it, “improvements rooted in battle experience
are to be encouraged.” Apart from after-battle reports, a steady stream of other returns
from all services and units flowed into the Corps headquarters, ensuring that no aspect of
the army’s activities which might be integral to battlefield success would be ignored.
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Corps headquarters generated key elements of the learning curve. Formalization of
liaison among the various combat elements of the CEF, in particular the artillery,
machine gun and infantry units, which by the end of the war had gone a long way toward
resolving one of the most serious deficiencies in the CEF’s open warfare capabilities, was
a very significant contribution.* Both the gradual implementation of a more responsive
command and control organization for the artillery than used elsewhere in the BEF — in
effect, a GOCRA with effective command responsibilities — and the reorganization in
early 1918 of machine gun units in response to changes in the way these forces had been
used from 1917 onward were other instances of learning and subsequent organizational
and attitudinal transformation executed at the Corps level.”

Corps headquarters also passed on valuable information including tactical doctrine
from Haig’s headquarters as well as from the various Armies under which the Canadian
Corps served,’® and the CEF continued to make extensive use of British training
institutions, especially for officers.”” British ideas were very often sound — it was
implementing them throughout the BEF, and not just within an elite segment of that
force, that often bedevilled the British. In contrast, the CEF, with its institutionalized
learning, not to mention cultural homogeneity and organizational stability, could more
quickly embrace worthwhile innovations once they had been accepted. Arguments by
some British historians, like Griffith, that Canadian innovation is over-rated, and that the
Canadian Corps was merely embracing the learning and changes occurring in the BEF
after 1916, are themselves misleading.3 ® The similarities with the BEF, of which, after all,
the CEF was an organic part, were marked, but cannot be allowed to overshadow the
measurable differences which were emerging between the British and Canadian ways of
war after 1916. Canadian military historians have at least debated, even if too often
understating, the credit which should accrue to the British in increasing the Corps’
battleworthiness. In contrast, they have largely ignored how the CEF profited from
tactical and training ideas gleaned from the French, a process which continued, though to
a decreasing degree, right through 1918.%

This Canadian Corps was an army which fought; which, at least after 1916, always
won; and which invariably learned. It was not better than the British army’s best
divisions and corps. But it was every bit as good as them, and it is worth remembering
that all four Canadian divisions, though arguably starting with greater disadvantages in
leadership and training than even the greenest “New Army” divisions, became elite
assault formations. Many factors contributed to the learning which made possible a
striking increase in fighting proficiency. Canadian militia officers found it easier than
pre-war regulars to cast aside military orthodoxy. Latent talent made them an insightful,
innovative group while growing professionalism made them confident. An emerging
national feeling encouraged them not just to fight but to want to win and their continuity
of command after 1916 ensured widespread diffusion of what they learned. One thing is
clear, in the Canadian Corps — systematic learning, and its indispensible corollary, the
diffusion of learning, namely training — were processes driven by combat officers.
Knowledge was accumulated, and that knowledge, combined with significant input from
the British army in particular, was synthesized into an increasingly cogent battle doctrine,
spawned equally effective training strategies, and produced an army confident in its
ability to apply that doctrine on the battlefield. The process continuously renewed itself,
so that from the Somme onward, we must characterize the CEF as not just a fighting
machine, but a learning — fighting machine.
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By “doing and dying,” junior officers and other ranks may have learned to master
trench warfare, but it was their senior commanders who ensured that not just some men
but the whole army would learn. Asked by General Plumer in the aftermath of
Passchendaele to account for the success of the Canadian Corps, Currie, a soldier’s
soldier, predictably highlighted “the fighting spirit of the men.” But Canadian infantry
had never lacked “fighting spirit” More revealingly, he identified that “fighting spirit”
had been “tempered by discipline, developed by training and enhanced by the confidence
in themselves and their officers created by a year of unbroken success.”
Institutionalizing learning, and then learning well, had contributed to the tempering of the
Corps’ fighting spirit by discipline and training, and to that increase in soldierly
confidence. For the better part of two years, Currie’s commanders diligently pursued this
common purpose and in the process produced uncommon results.
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“A PRIVILEGE TO SERVE”’:
TORONTO’S EXPERIENCE WITH
VOLUNTARY ENLISTMENT IN THE GREAT WAR

Ian Miller

Forces during the First World War have been dominated by post-war concerns

about the impact of conscription on Canadian unity. Historians have consequently
focused on three questions: Why did voluntary enlistment dry up? Whose fault was it?
and Was conscription necessary? There is remarkable consensus on the answers to the
first two questions — Sam Hughes, and Sam Hughes. Placing the blame on Canada’s
Minister of Militia, however, has taken attention away from the process of recruiting and
the context within which recruits came forward.

l I istorical accounts of the process by which Canadians enlisted in the Armed

The debate over the third question is much more lively, featuring some of Canada’s
foremost military historians.' The sources used, however, are very similar: historians
have used nationally generated statistics and the papers of prominent politicians. This
paper does not attempt to wade into the murky waters of national recruiting policy.
Instead, using accounts published in the six Toronto daily newspapers, this paper presents
the experience of one city, Toronto, with enlistment. Recruiting officer and prospective
recruit alike did not have the benefit of hindsight to know that conscription would
eventually be imposed. Quite to the contrary, they both believed in voluntarism and an ad
hoc war effort. This paper moves away from the standard questions used to understand
recruiting. It avoids post-war presentism and examines the way in which recruiting
unfolded rather than how it unraveled between August 1914 and the announcement of
conscription in May 1917. In doing so, it breathes some life and context into the numbers
used to describe recruiting.

Any examination of enlistment, however, must begin with an assessment of the
number of potential recruits available. The population of Toronto in the 1911 Census was
376,538% while the 1921 Census records 521,893 residents. This data can be used to
estimate the total number of men eligible for overseas service. In the 1921 Census, the
number of men between the ages of 19 and 40 was 100,853, or 19.3 percent of the total
population. Applying that same percentage to the 1911 total population yields 72,672
potential recruits. The number available during the war years lies somewhere between
these two extremes, the middle point being 86,723. Very little information is available
from military sources, but an August 1916 document reinforces this interpretation, listing
the total population of Toronto at 470,444, and the total number of eligible men
(including those who had gone overseas) at 87,300.* Each year of the war, new recruits
became available as men turned 19, but this rise was largely offset by other men
becoming too old to serve.’ The military figure of 87,300 will be used to place the total
number of Toronto volunteers in context.

*k
ko
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Securing soldiers in August 1914 was less a process of recruiting than it was of
deciding who to enlist. Local militia regiments were awash with volunteers and the
number of volunteers would have been much higher but for the measures taken by militia
regiments to stem the tide. The Queen’s Own Rifles announced that it would consider
enrolling only men who had served previously with the unit. All others had to wait. This
announcement sent the crowd of around 4,000 men from the Queen’s Own armories at
Queen Street and University Avenue to swell the throng already gathered in front of the
headquarters of the 48™ Highlanders.

Recruiting officers preferred recruits with previous military experience. This
requirement was born out of expediency, out of the desire to form as competent a force as
possible, and out of the need to impose a filter to help sort out the thousands who came
forward. Given the fact that much ink has been spilled decrying the relatively low
percentage of Canadian born recruits in the First Contingent,® it must be emphasized that
many men came forward to enlist, only to be passed over in favour of others with
experience. Recent immigrants of British birth were more likely to have had military
training, and it was primarily for this reason that relatively few Canadian-born men were
chosen. The final tally of Canadian born soldiers in the original force was lower than
British-born because of the requirement for men with military experience. Had the
criterion for service included being born in Canada, the ranks would still have been filled.

The First, Second and Third Contingents of soldiers bound for overseas were filled
easily. Battles like Second Ypres in April 1915, however, demonstrated that even more
men would be needed. Recruiting efforts increased considerably after 9 June 1915, when
Minister of Militia Sam Hughes announced that 35,000 more men would be recruited
immediately for the Fourth Contingent. Three new battalions were to be raised in
Toronto: the 74™, 75" and 76™. To meet these new demands, recruiting became an
ongoing process.’

For the first time since the war began, there was a noticeable drop in the enthusiasm
and the number of men volunteering. The 109™ Regiment reported that there was only “a
little more life at the Armories” in the wake of Sam Hughes’ call for 35,000 men.®
Recruiting officers knew that Britain had success with recruiting posters, and the Royal
Grenadiers experimented with a text-only poster to appeal to local men.” The poster was
typical of the appeals to men in the early stage of recruiting. It was at base an
announcement of the need for men, and allowed men to make their own decision about
whether or not to enlist. Reference was made to the justice of the cause, but there was no
overt pressure to join: it was a call to join an elite club.

On Dominion Day 1915, recruiting sergeants spread out into the streets, with each
militia unit aiming to secure two hundred recruits. The results were disappointing.
Throughout the city, fewer than 30 recruits were attested. The Royal Grenadiers,
however, had secured twice as many volunteers as the other regiments, and that success
was attributed to their use of recruiting posters and active campaigning. Local initiative
produced returns, resulting in a dramatic increase in activity, and a new phase of
recruiting beginning around 3 July 1915. The fundamental difference was the target
group for recruits. Recruiting in Toronto had stalled because earlier drafts had taken the
intensely patriotic and/or unemployed men, leaving those men who had jobs. Militia
officers now targetted this previously untapped source of recruits. This new recruiting
tactic, they hoped, would create a climate in which employed men would come forward."
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Recruiting boomed. The sudden increase in the number and scope of appeals
prompted many men to come forward, leading officers to report that recruiting was
“crowned with success.”'' Men volunteered by the hundred. Between 3 and 10 July 1915,
over 1,000 were attested.'” This new appeal was broadly based and made use of
organizations representing the working, middle and business classes."

The largest of these rallies took place at Riverdale Park on 9 August 1915. The Park
was the scene for the “...vastest and most spectacular patriotic military demonstration
which has been held in Canada since the outbreak of war.”'* Between 100,000 and
200,000 people lined the natural amphitheatre formed by hills sloping from Broadview
Avenue to the Don River.

The whole extravaganza had been organized to encourage recruiting. A giant electric
sign was erected in the centre of the valley, showing a large coloured Union Jack, over
which was printed in lights: “Your King and Country Need You. Enlist Now.”
Organizers had arranged to have speakers address the crowd, but the sheer size of the
gathering made that impossible. Recruiting sergeants found the density of the crowd
daunting, and restricted their recruiting efforts to the immediate area surrounding
recruiting tents until the crowd began to disperse. As men filed past on their way home,
their patriotism was appealed to by recruiting officers. Recruiters dubbed the evening a
success, securing over 400 volunteers, and successfully promoting the participation of
local residents in recruiting drives."

Recruiting was no longer about personal decisions made by individual men in the
comfort of their own homes, according to their own conscience. Recruiting was now an
incredibly public phenomenon, drawing half the city’s population to a rally to help
promote recruiting. Men now had to justify to themselves as well as to others why they
were not in khaki. Sitting with friends or family on the hillside overlooking the rally,
watching the military tattoo and seeing other men cheered as they stepped forward to
enlist must have exerted a profound pressure on the men still in civilian clothes. It was no
longer about choosing the best because only a few could go. Recruiting was now an
ongoing process and the goal was to fill the ranks as quickly as possible. In the early
months of the war recruiting was about patriotism and the privilege of serving: now it
was very publicly about patriotism and duty.

Recruiting continued to proceed at the pace of a battalion every week. Between
1July and 21 August 1915, the city recruited over 7,000 for overseas service. By
27 August, the Toronto recruiting total for the entire war had risen to over 25,000. There
were limits, however, to the number of men who could be reached through general
patriotic appeals. Even as the 2nd Canadian Division was joining with the famous 1* to
form a Canadian Corps of 2 Divisions on 13 September 1915, it became clear that
recruiting was dropping again. During July and August daily recruiting totals had been
measured in the hundreds; in September and October daily totals rarely broke the one
hundred mark.'® While these totals are remarkable, they were significantly lower than
previous daily totals measured in the 400-500 range.

It was at this point in late October 1915 that Sam Hughes announced a new scheme
for raising recruits. Modeled after Lord Derby’s British plan, Sam Hughes authorized the
creation of individual battalions to be raised by prominent local men. Although the
minimum number required was only 25 men, Hughes authorized whole battalions
throughout the Dominion. The rationale was that locally appointed Lieut.-Col.’s chosen
from among prominent local residents could appeal to men in a more personal way,
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thereby re-energizing recruiting. This increase was necessary to meet the demands of the
war and the new ceiling on the maximum size of the CEF: 250,000 men.

For Toronto, the new battalion scheme meant six new battalions.!”” Canadian
historians have argued that the battalion scheme immediately degenerated into a
campaign whereby battalions looking for recruits engaged in ruinous competition.'s
Militia officers, however, were conscious of the difficulty of having several battalions
compete for recruits. To avoid that problem, recruiting officers decided to raise one
battalion at a time, with all militia units working together. After securing the necessary
complement of men for Lieut.-Col. R.K. Barker's 95" Battalion, authorized on
2 November, Colonel W.B. Kingsmill of the 10" Royal Grenadiers would raise the next
one, the 123™."? The newly authorized battalions increased the number of men who came
forward.?® Local men now had the opportunity to serve under a commanding officer they
knew, and they could choose the battalion and the men with whom they wished to enlist.
For thousands of men this incentive was enough to prompt them to offer themselves for
service.

Recruiting officers were taking advantage of the two most important elements of
Sam Hughes’ recruiting scheme: familiarity and peer pressure. Not only would
prospective recruits know who their commanding officer would be, but they had the
chance to volunteer with friends and be initiated to the rigors of military life surrounded
by comrades.

The new recruiting scheme prompted another rush at the Central Recruiting Depot.
The Depot had its best day yet, successfully enrolling 172 men.*' For the three days after
the parade, the daily average for recruits once again exceeded 100. The 95™ battalion
quickly recruited up to strength. By 10 November, just eight days after being authorized,
its complement was up to 825.>> Each day the battalion marched through the streets,
drumming up support and appealing to men it passed to join the ranks: it took less than
two weeks to fill the entire battalion.” It was then the turn of Lieut.-Col. W.B. Kingsmill
and the Royal Grenadiers to move to centre stage and recruit the 123", Their first day of
recruiting broke all previous records, 204 attested out of the 345 who offered, one-third
refused for medical reasons.”* Recruiting officers were securing in one or two days the
number of recruits that had taken a week in October.

Prime Minister Robert Borden ensured that all available men would be needed. In
his 1916 New Year’s address Prime Minister Borden announced that the authorized
strength of the CEF was to be raised to 500,000 men, just two and a half months since
250,000 had been set as the goal. For Toronto, as for the rest of the country, it meant
recruiting would have to be increased.

Lieutenant Colonel Chadwick’s 124™ battalion appeared up to the task, recruiting
half its complement in one week. The honeymoon for the 124" battalion continued in the
first days of 1916, as it regularly secured more than 100 men a day. At the Recruiting
Depot totals were at record levels, consistently exceeding 200.%> Recruiting record after
recruiting record was shattered, making January 1916 the best month for recruiting in the
war. Gradually increasing as the month went on, totals for the weeks climbed from 628 in
the first week, to 790, 840, and 1,257 in subsequent weeks.? J anuary’s recruiting totals
more than doubled those for November and December combined.”’

As had been the case with previous recruiting booms, this latest one also began to
fade as the number of men moved by this style of recruiting was exhausted. Despite the
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publicity accorded each of the battalions recruiting in the middle of March, recruits were
no longer coming forward in daily totals over 200. Daily recruiting totals were now
consistently under 100 men, producing weekly totals around 600, lower than the worst
recruiting week in January.”® Nevertheless, Sam Hughes’ battalion scheme had re-
energized recruiting. This recruiting phase was focused around public appeals, public
rallies, public parades and celebrations, and public pressure.

The dwindling numbers at the end of March and into April prompted a switch once
again in the sphere in which recruiting was conducted. Up until this point in the war, men
could take refuge from recruiting appeals in the privacy of their own homes. However,
that would soon change as recruiting officers continued to expand their appeals to target
men not only at work and at play, but at home.

While Canadian soldiers struggled under German artillery at St. Eloi, recruiting
efforts in Toronto were increasingly relying on individual appeals directed at men in their
homes. In early April the 204™ Battalion planned to send recruiting officers to visit every
home in the East End to allow each man to have the “opportunity” to tell the recruiting
sergeants just why he thought he should not be in khaki.”> The canvassing process was
painstaking, but it showed that recruiting officers were forced to target specific men in
specific locations. General appeals alongside a climate of patriotic enthusiasm were no
longer effective.

The Bantam Battalion, composed of undersized soldiers, also undertook direct
appeals, believing that recruiting had reached the point where only “... the direct personal
appeal brings results.” The unit arranged for a house to house canvass in the section of
the city bounded by Queen, Bloor, Yonge and Sherbourne Streets. Only three recruits
were secured, but the personal canvass revealed why recruiting was dropping: “the
canvass along All Street reveals the fact that, with the exception of two or three houses,
every house on this Street has given at least one man for active service, and throughout
the entire evening it was the rule rather than the exception to find that one or all of the
eligible men in house after house had already enlisted.”°

Papers recorded that 25,000 men had left by August 1915. Between August 1915
and March 1916, another nine battalions of infantry were filled, adding another 10,800 to
the total. The resulting total of 35,800 men does not include men who volunteered for
artillery batteries, pioneer or construction battalions, or the Royal Flying Corps. Nor does
it include men essential to war industry who could not leave their jobs, nor those unable
to reach the minimum height or physical standards who never attempted to enlist. In
addition, it must be remembered that the number of men who came forward was usually
one-third higher than the number accepted, meaning that some 53,700 had to volunteer
just to fill the infantry positions, let alone the ancillary places. Comparing 53,700 against
the 87,300 eligible men provides a tremendous record of achievement: more than
60 percent of the eligible men had volunteered. Rather than demonstrating that the
patriotic enthusiasm of Toronto’s men had run out, recruiting officers were discovering
that the patriotic appeals had been so successful that there were very few men left to
recruit. Recruiting officers were fighting, not the recalcitrance of local men, but their own
previous success in calling men to the colours.

Dismal recruiting results were reported throughout the summer of 1916. When
Canadian units were engaged in offensive action at the Somme in September, recruiting
numbers continued at very low levels. Both Liberal and Conservative papers printed
editorials which shamed local men into service and appealed for some form of
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compulsory service.®! Recruiting officers once again took to the streets to appeal for
recruits, pushing recruiting totals back up to near 40 per day, but they quickly dropped
off again.

In this increasingly tense atmosphere, Sir Sam Hughes was fired. Dealing with a
rising man-power crisis at home, rising Canadian casualties from the Somme offensive,
and Hughes’ penchant for wild public statements, Prime Minister Borden no longer had
the patience to deal with Hughes’ antics. On 9 November 1916 Borden demanded his
resignation, which he received along with a list of complaints.*®

Before withdrawing at the end of November to rest and train for spring offensives,
the casualty totals of the Canadian Expeditionary Force clearly demonstrated the pressing
need to solve the recruiting dilemma. Casualties greatly exceeded enlistment, and new
recruits were needed to fill the ranks. It was in this context that Torontonians undertook
what would become their last major recruiting drive of the war. The Clerical Patriotic
Association was formed throughout the Toronto Military District to help recruiting
officers secure the almost 7,000 recruits needed to fill up the units which had already
been authorized in the district.** The basic recruiting tactic was “moral compulsion” to
push men into service.*® The needs of individual men no longer took precedence; at stake
was the patriotic reputation of the city and its ability to live up to its commitments.
Patriotic appeals were largely dispensed with, and citizens openly attempted to shame
men into service.

The centre of this campaign was a new unit to be raised by the Queen’s Own Rifles,
the 255", commanded by Lieut.-Col. George L. Royce. Advertisements were run in the
papers announcing the “Give Us His Name” campaign. Recruiting officers hoped that
citizens who knew the names and addresses of potential recruits would send them to
recruiting sergeants. At the bottom of the form was a “coupon” which asked for the
eligible man’s name, address, business address, and occupation. Respondents were asked
to mail the form to the Queen’s Own Rifles: it was up to them to decide if they wished to
sign the form. Despite the effort, recruiting did not pick up.

*
* 3k

This last phase of voluntary recruiting was both its longest and its least productive.
The cycle of voluntary recruiting was completed however, and when all attempts at
voluntary recruiting were exhausted, conscription was the natural choice. Voluntary
recruiting passed through many stages, edging ever closer to calls for conscription. The
first two phases, August 1914 — December 1914 and January 1915 — April 1915 were
about private choices made by individual Toronto men. In the privacy of their own
homes, men consulted their own consciences to determine whether or not to enlist. Their
decision to volunteer reflected the period, a private decision to take up the King’s
shilling.

Recruiting stalled however, as not enough men decided that the call of the war
superseded other demands on them. The solution was to push recruiting into the public
sphere. The initial period from May 1915 to early July 1915 was not successful as men
did not take well to recruiting officers telling them their duty. Rejecting such appeals,
men refused to enlist, openly defying the public appeals of militia authorities. Recruiting
officers, however, learned from their failures, and began a subtler form of public appeal.
From early July to late October 1915, recruiting officers solicited the help of the local
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population to create an atmosphere where young men might be encouraged to enlist.
Patriotic rallies involving 200,000 people persuaded many men through enthusiasm or
peer pressure to place the demands of country before self. Sam Hughes’ battalion
recruiting scheme built upon this framework and extended it, successfully re-energizing
the campaign from the end of October 1915 to mid-March 1916. The combination of the
possibility of serving with friends, coupled with patriotic appeals which moved from
patriotic gatherings to public appeals at places of work and worship, prompted thousands
more to enlist. But this phase, as with all the others, had limits.

The solution was to move back into the private sphere. Not into the private realm of
individual conscience, but physically into the homes of remaining men. Citizens provided
the names of those men still available for service, and recruiting officers visited each
house many times, appealing to the young men inside. Successful in maintaining
recruiting numbers between the middle of March and early June 1916, this method
encountered trouble shortly thereafter. This period stood in stark contrast to the early part
of the war when enlistment resulted from an individual decision to place the country
before individual interests. By the beginning of 1917, the rights of the individual had
been gone for a long time. The collective entity of Toronto, through its leaders, militia
officers, church leaders, organizations, and its citizens, engaged in a process of imposing
their desires on individual men. Having exhausted public and private appeals to
patriotism, duty and shame in an attempt to impose their desire, militia officers and many
Torontonians turned to the only remaining option: conscription.

Voluntary recruiting had succeeded, however, in securing approximately
40,000 men before conscription was announced.*® Since one-third of the men who
volunteered were rejected on medical grounds, 60,000 must have offered to serve King
and Country overseas. Placed alongside the total number of eligible men available,
87,300, more than two-thirds of Toronto’s eligible men volunteered for duty. The
“failure” of the voluntary has been noted by many historians of recruiting, but such
conclusions assume a limitless number of recruits. What would have constituted success?
Measuring the record of Toronto’s voluntary enlistment figures against an assumed
counter-factual model of perfect success undercuts the enormous commitment made by
tens of thousands of men to the war effort.
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Battalions Raised in Toronto

Name of Unit

Organizing Person/Militia Unit

Month Announced

First Contingent Composite August 1914
Second Contingent Composite October 1914
Third Contingent Composite January 1915
58" Battalion Composite May 1915

740 Composite June 1915

75™m Composite June 1915

76" Composite June 1915

81% Composite July 1915

83" Composite July 1915

84" Composite July 1915

9o 48" Highlanders July 1915

95t Queen’s Own Rifles November 1915
123 Royal Grenadiers December 1915
124" (Pals) 2:; r?g;;ilzsg‘(‘)i? }éﬁffovemor December 1915
134" 48"™ Highlanders January 1916
166™ Queen’s Own Rifles January 1916
169" 109" Regiment January 1916
170™ 9" Mississauga Horse January 1916

180™ (Sportsmen’s)

Crown Attorney R.H. Greer

January 1916

201% (Light Infantry)

E.W. Hagerty, High School Principal

February 1916
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Name of Unit Organizing Person/Militia Unit Month Announced
204™ (Beavers) W.H. Price, MPP March 1916
208" (Irish) Herb Lennox, MPP March 1916
216™ (Bantam) Lieut.-Col. F.L. Burton March 1916
255t Queen’s Own Rifles November 1916

NOTES

The debate over the third question, the necessity of conscription, features A.M. Willms, “A
Brief for the Defence,” in Ramsay Cook, Craig Brown and Carl Berger, eds., Conscription
1917 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1969: 1-14), versus Jack Granatstein and J.M.
Hitsman’s Broken Promises: A History of Conscription in Canada (Toronto: Oxford
University Press, 1977). Willms maintains that Borden imposed conscription because of
military necessity in a context where plans were being drawn up for final offenses in 1920, and
it was therefore necessary. In contrast, Granatstein and Hitsman argue that Borden imposed
conscription as a political expedient to ensure election victory in 1917, and while it won him
the election, it unnecessarily ripped apart the country along linguistic lines.

Fifth Census of Canada, 1911, Vol. 11, p. 372.

Sixth Census of Canada, 1921, Vol. 1, p. 542.

No author listed, “Recruiting Returns, Military District Number 2 Up To and Including Month
Ending August, 1916,” September 1916, Public Archives of Canada, RG 24, Vol. 4303,
File 34-1-59, Military District Number 2, General Recruiting, Vol. 8.

The 1921 Census lists the total number of men between 14 and 18 at 21,270 while those
between 41 and 45 number 17,366, a difference of only 3,904. Divided equally over the war
years, that means an increase of less than 1,000 new eligible recruits each year. (Sixth Census
of Canada, 1921, Vol. 11, pp. 104-105).

See for example, Desmond Morton, When Your Number’s Up: The Canadian Soldier in the
First World War (Toronto: Random House, 1993), p. 9.

“Call Sent Out to Canada For 35,000 Fresh Recruits,” World, 9 June 1915, p. 1. For a survey of
the battalions recruited in Toronto, see Appendix A.

“109" Regiment Gets a Call for 360 Men,” Star, 30 June 1915, p. 3.

“Recruiting Sergeants and Appealing Posters,” Globe, 30 June 1915, p. 8.

“Shameful Response to Call for Recruits,” Globe, 3 July 1915, p. 8.

“Success Follows Recruiting Call,” World, 7 July 1915, p. 1.

“1,000 Toronto Men Enlisted This Week,” Globe, 10 July 1915, p. 6.

Designed to raise the profile of recruiting and to launch the Toronto Recruiting League, the
rally promoted the fact that the League had members from many prominent local
organizations: the Board of Trade, the Manufacturers’ Association, the Trades and Labour
Council, the Speakers’ Patriotic League, the Canadian Defence League, the City Council, and
representative clergy. (“Big Recruiting Meeting,” Star, 13 July 1915, p. 5).

“Hundred Thousand Witness Tattoo in Riverdale Park,” World, 10 August 1915, p. 1.

For accounts of this rally, see the following: “Sergeants Busy Among the Crowd,” World,
10 August 1915, p. 2; “Tens of Thousands of Hearty Voices Joined in Singing ‘Rule Britannia’

153



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

27
28

29
30
31
32
33

34

35
36

154

and ‘Tipperary,”” News, 10 August 1915, p. 10; “Riverdale Park Filled to Limit,” Mail and
Empire, 10 August 1915, p. 4; “Greatest Throng City Ever Saw Reveled in Patriotic Concert,”
Telegram, 10 August 1915, p. 7; “Vast Singing Throng Sweeps Riverdale,” Globe, 10 August
1915, pp. 1, 6.

See for example, “Toronto Recruiting Not Up to Standard,” Globe, 24 September 1915, p. 6;
“Recruiting Slackens; Information Wanted,” Globe, 27 September 1915, p. 7; “Less
Recruiting; Average is Low,” World, 30 September 1915, p. 7; “Recruiting Lags Now, 47 Men
in Latest List,” Star, 30 September 1915, p. 4.

The Queen’s Own Rifles, the 10" Royal Grenadiers, the 36" Peel, the 48" Highlanders, and the
109™ Regiment were each responsible for raising one battalion. The Governor General’s Body
Guard and the 9™ Mississauga Horse, the two cavalry units, would unite to organize a sixth
battalion of infantry. (“Local Regiments to Recruit Battalions,” News, 1 November 1915,
p. 10).

See for example, Ronald G. Haycock, “Recruiting 1914-1916,” in Marc Milner, ed., Canadian
Military History: Selected Readings (Toronto: Copp Clark Pitman, 1993), p. 65.

“Colonel Kingsmill for Commander,” World, 2 November 1915, p. 2.

“Artillery Arrives in Pelting Rainstorm,” Globe, 5 November 1915, p. 6.

“Largest Number Enlist in a Day,” World, 9 November 1915, p. 2.

“Toronto Averages 100 Recruits a Day,” Globe, 11 November 1915, p. 6.

“Over 500 Enlisted During Last Week,” Globe, 15 November 1915, p. 6.

“Biggest Day in Depot’s History,” World, 16 November 1915, p. 6.

“246 Men Don Khaki: Record Again Broken,” Globe, 4 January 1916, p. 6.

“New High Record Set in Recruiting,” News, 31 January 1916, p. 5; “Day’s Recruiting Again
Sets Record,” Mail and Empire, 1 February 1916, p. 4.

“Toronto Is Now a Huge Armed Camp,” News, 11 February 1916, p. 2.

See for example, “Enlistments Dropped in Toronto Yesterday,” World, 18 March 1916, p. 4;
“Recruiting Again Sags Despite Many Efforts,” Globe, 17 March 1916, p. 6.

“Adopt New Plan to Secure Recruits,” News, 6 April 1916, p. 8.

“Bantams Start on Personal Canvass,” News, 6 April 1916, p. 2.

See for example, “The Great Task” (ed.), News, 6 September 1916, p. 6.

“Recruiting Faster As Campaign Opens,” World, 12 September 1916, p. 4.

See for example, Ronald G. Haycock, Sam Hughes: The Public Career of a Controversial
Canadian, 1855-1916 (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier Press, 1986), pp. 288-310.

“7,000 Recruits Needed in Toronto District,” Globe, 17 November 1916, p. 6.

“Moral Compulsion Will Be Employed,” News, 17 November 1916, p. 2.

Hubert Groves, Toronto Does Her ‘Bit’ (Toronto: Municipal Intelligence Bureau, 1918),
Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, University of Toronto, p. 7.



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

CITIZEN-SOLDIERS AS “LIMINARIES”:
THE CEF SOLDIER RIOTS OF 1916 RECONSIDERED

P. Whitney Lackenbauer
and Nikolas Gardner

engaged in a painful learning experience amidst the bewildering and destructive

conditions of the Western Front. In Canada, citizen-soldiers mounted their own
offensives against perceived enemies. To borrow the apt characterization of Desmond
Morton, unruly and ill-disciplined soldiers damaged local property and battled with local
police forces across the country on “assorted ‘patriotic’ pretexts.”! In Calgary and Berlin
(now Kitchener), newly recruited members of CEF battalions encamped near the cities
engaged in such riotous activities. Although nativist® sentiments were clearly prevalent
amongst many soldiers, this did not account for why it was soldiers that initiated the
rioting rather than the citizenry at large.

1 916 was a tumultuous year. The Canadian Expeditionary Force (CEF) overseas was

Anthropological literature on rites of transition, and specifically on the liminal
phase, offers significant insight into the riotous behaviour of locally-based battalions. As
citizen-soldiers-in-training, new recruits were “betwixt and between” civilian and
military cultures. New recruits in Calgary and Berlin, only recently drawn from the
civilian population and undergoing the process of transformation into soldiers, had been
given uniforms and billeted in barracks — they had thus been symbolically detached from
their earlier roles in civil society, although their close physical proximity to the region
from which they had been drawn obfuscated this detachment. Furthermore, they were not
yet fully trained “soldiers” ready to disembark for combat overseas. The recruits found
themselves in a marginal (liminal) realm in which they no longer saw themselves as
simple civilians but did not possess all of the attributes of soldier status. In this context,
the riotous behaviour of 1916 becomes almost comprehensible.

Liminality

While previous scholars have examined the CEF riots in Canada in a relatively
myopic and superficial way — as simple manifestations of ethnic tensions — a more
substantive assessment of why it was newly-recruited soldiers that rioted requires a new
framework for analysis. Donna Winslow recently explored the Canadian Airborne
Regiment (CAR) from a socio-cultural perspective using anthropological theory on rites
of transition and various sociological literature.® Her adoption of theoretical tools to
explain the explicit initiation rites of the CAR and unlawful behaviour in Somalia
suggests that unconventional approaches to military studies can provide insights beyond
those allowed by conventional means.

Although there is no parallel to the CAR “hazing rituals” in the case of the Calgary
and Berlin riots, there are clear indications that the new recruits were in a transition
phase, and more particularly the “liminal” phase, at the time the riots in Calgary and
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Berlin occurred. Anthropologist Arnold Van Gennep characterized all rites of transition
as marked by three phases: separation, marked by symbolic behaviour signifying the
detachment of the individual from an earlier fixed point in the social structure; margin (or
limen), in which the state of the ritual subject is ambiguous; and aggregation, in which
the passage is consummated and the individual takes on his new identity and
classification.* Victor Turner explained that during the liminal period “neophytes are
withdrawn from their structural positions and consequently form the values, norms,
sentiments and techniques associated with those positions” while at the same time they
are also divested of their:

previous habits of thought, feeling and action. During the liminal period
neophytes are alternately forced and encouraged to think about their society,
their cosmos and the powers that generate and sustain them. Liminality may be
partly described as a stage of reflection. In it those ideas, sentiments and facts
that had been hitherto for the neophytes bound up in configurations and
accepted unthinkingly are, as it were, resolved into their constituents. These
constituents are isolated and made into objects of reflection for the neophytes
by such processes as componential exaggeration and dissociation by varying
concomitants. The communication of sacra and other forms of esoteric
instruction really involves three processes, though these should not be regarded
as in series but as in parallel. The first is the reduction of culture into
recognized components or factors; the second is their recombination in
fantastic or monstrous patterns and shapes; and the third is their recombination
in ways that make sense with regard to the new state and status which the
neophytes will enter.’

These neophytes, or “liminaries,” are “betwixt-and-between established states of
politico-jural structure. They evade ordinary cognitive classification, too, for they are
neither-this-nor-that, here-nor-there, one—thing—not—the—other.”6

Citizens who are being asked to put their life on the line and kill the enemy in the
name of the state cannot help but be reflective. The primacy of the Crown and the state,
and the explicit need to preserve and protect the “democratic” powers that sustain them
and their society, was inculcated in the earliest training. Any perceived threat by “enemy
aliens” was a natural component of the threat posed by the enemy and, according to
theory, would be isolated and exaggerated during this period of monster- or
fantasy-making. Therefore, the liminaries recombined anti-enemy anxieties in Calgary
and Berlin into fantastic patterns and shapes that made sense to their emerging status as
soldiers. Since enemy aliens were perceived to constitute a national security risk, or at the
very least their presence represented an abject injustice in their respective communities,
the new recruits chose to deal with them in a way compatible with the training they had
received, namely by using force against their enemies and the institutions which they
were seen to control. Of course, their unlawful action was a direct affront to the discipline
and hierarchical control crucial to an effective and ordered military.

Calgary, Alberta

Western Canadians proved most receptive to the call to arms early in the war. As
part of the locally-based recruiting scheme concocted by the Minister of Militia and
Defence, Sir Sam Hughes, new battalions were organized (including the 56", 82™ and
89" Infantry Battalions recruiting from the Calgary area) to handle the massive numbers
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of anxious men. Throngs of new recruits signed up daily as the autumn of 1915 turned
into the cruel winter of 1916, and the burgeoning ranks of trainees in the city found their
billeting arrangements. The cold meant that the inexperienced citizen-soldiers found their
visions of excitement and serious training dashed by long periods of indoor physical
drills. News from overseas, foreshadowing a long war, only added to restlessness and
anxiousness.’

As the dream of a short war died in the murderous attrition on the Western Front,
tolerance in Canada met a similar fate. The flames of anti-German hysteria swept through
the dry timber of Anglo-Canadian society. There was an increasingly sense that Canada
was no longer participating in the war out of obligation to Britain; they were defending
civilization itself.® In Calgary, home to the largest urban German population in the
Alberta, passions were incensed as Senator James A. Lougheed began to speak of the
direct German menace to Canada.’ Such rhetoric, compounded by rumours that Germans
were responsible for burning the Parliament Buildings in Ottawa in early February 1916,
resonated in newly recruited battalions containing bored citizen-soldiers in a liminal state.

Within this context, some of new recruits stationed in Calgary decided to take
matters into their own hands. A local restaurant had purportedly fired an Anglo veteran
and had replaced him with an enemy alien. Such a rumour quickly circulated around the
military camp,'® and through the process of ‘monster-making’ became a cause celebre
amongst the liminaries. Consequently, on the evening of 10 February, a growing throng
of several hundred soldiers marched four-abreast through downtown Calgary. Although a
few members of the city police met the procession at its objective, the White Lunch
Restaurant, they were no match for the excited soldiers, who quickly thrust their way
inside. The rioters wrought their carnage on the restaurant at their will, while an excited
crowd outside swelled to a couple of thousand onlookers. A “second division” of soldiers
converged simultaneously on another White Lunch location, and destroyed the restaurant
in one rush. Within a few minutes, the Albertan observed, the place “looked as though it
were situated ‘somewhere in Ypres,” and that a howitzer shell had exploded.” The district
commander, Brigadier E.A. Cruikshank, proceeded to the scene and ordered the soldiers
to return to their quarters — they quickly complied. By midnight all was quiet again, but
the gaping fronts of the wrecked buildings and the littered debris of smashed furniture
and fittings on the street bore witness to the night’s destructive events.''

Cruikshank addressed all of the units under his command at their various quarters
the following afternoon, and pointed to the penalties such outrages warranted. The
officers, however, wildly missed the mark with their optimistic estimate that no more
riots were forthcoming. That evening “trouble came like a bomb from the blue heavens,
sudden, demoralizing, appalling.”'> A group of five hundred soldiers and civilians
proceeded to the Riverside Hotel on an anti-German pretext,” absorbing soldiers and
civilians as it moved along. Upon their arrival, the mob quickly overwhelmed the few
police and military officers on the ground, and “for two hours a veritable reign of terror
prevailed.” Little was left of the forty-eight room hotel when the mob had finished. The
picquets ordered by the GOC that afternoon failed to arrive in time to arrest the
destruction, and by the time they were hastily arranged and marched to the scene of the
rioting it was too late. The mob, satisfied that its work was done at the hotel, confidently
strode back over the bridge and dispersed uptown.'

In the wake of the riots, the military authorities, preoccupied with maintaining order,
imposed stringent restrictions on the soldiers and the local battalions were sent on long
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marches in the country to walk off “a whole lot of effervescent animal spirits.”"® City
Council, succumbing to the rioters’ demands, immediately dismissed all civic employees
of alien nationality and laid off all street railway company employees born in enemy
countries. To curtail more lawless behaviour by soldiers, a rider was added to the motion
stating that returned soldiers be replaced where possible in place of the discharged. These
resolutions, coupled with media and public sentiment that condemned the unruly and
destructive activities but upheld the explicit motivations of the rioters,'® meant that the
soldiers had indeed achieved a measure of success.

Testimonies before courts of inquiry established to look into the riots provide insight
into the reasons behind soldiers’ unlawful actions and the military authorities’
concomitant responses.'” The evidence given by those “soldiers” present at the riots was
not only compatible with behaviour associated with the liminal phase, but the
proceedings and allocation of responsibility exposed pervasive military-civil differences
— the very cleavages that represented the socio-cultural transition required before the
liminaries became bona fide soldiers ready for overseas service.

The testimonies substantiate the notion that the soldiers involved in the riots were in
the midst of a liminal phase. Turner explained that “complete equality usually
characterizes the relationship of neophyte to neophyte, where the rites are collective ...
The liminal group is a community or commity of comrades and not a structure of
hierarchically arrayed positions.”'® The liminaries turned to one another for guidance and
support when they commonly faced the difficult issue of what to do about perceived
enemy alien activities in the city. Blind comradery and curiosity took precedence over the
rigid military discipline and chain of command to which the recruits had only recently
been subjected and which, as soldiers, they were supposed to regard as paramount. Most
cited peer pressure as the reason they joined in the crowd — they were simply told to “fall
in” as trained and they did, often unaware of where they were heading.'® This was, after
all, part of what they had been taught in training.*® Simple curiosity was the other driving
force for participation.?! The liminaries, in a bastardized adaptation of the training they
had received, applied a rudimentary understanding of military operations against their
distorted and exaggerated conception of the enemy as it existed in Calgary.

The vast majority of liminaries testified that the raids were spontaneous acts with no
particular leaders.”> The majority of ranks and non-commissioned officers who appeared
before the court displayed a common reluctance to share any names, either of comrades
involved in the riots or civilian “friends” who got them liquor. This mass amnesia could
be partly explained by the excitement, the darkness, the free flow of alcohol, and the
sheer number of people present. Anonymity was further preserved, however, by the fact
that the soldiers participating in the raids had removed their regimental shoulder badges
before engaging in their orgy of destruction.”® The soldiers’ proclivity to rip off their
insignia prior to the raid not only prevented identification, it also represented group
bonding between men of different regiments. This abolishment of divisions between the
citizen-soldiers along regimental lines supplemented the elimination of lines of authority
normally respected within the military hierarchy. Badges mark a soldier’s place in the
hierarchy, but as the ranks acted on their own volition (without official orders flowing
down through the chain of command) the ordered structure embodied in the insignia was
overturned for all symbolic and practical purposes.

Although the courts of inquiry were military by their very nature, the role of
civilians in the riots was a subject of intense discussion and testimonies varied widely.
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Military officers tended to stress civilians’ participation in the raids, while civil
authorities blamed the soldiers almost universally.** In the Chief of Police’s assessment,
commissioned officers belonging to the same battalions as the rioters made no effort
whatsoever to stop them, and it was “common talk amongst the citizens and the soldiers
who took part in the rioting or who were then in camp” that Cruikshank bore at least
partial responsibility. Had the General taken ordinary preventive measures and “asserted
his authority in a more vigorous manner,” the Chief argued, the second attack would
never have taken place.”> The salient difference between the military and civilian
authorities vis-a-vis civilian participation in the riots coloured their subsequent
assessments of events.

From the local military’s point of view, the court of inquiry yielded unconclusive
evidence, and individual soldiers were turned over to the civilian authorities for trial
rather than dealt with through the military justice system. Cruikshank strongly believed
that military was not responsible for the riotous behaviour, choosing instead to blame the
disturbances on “inflammatory letters and articles which appeared in certain newspapers,
and the injudicious remarks made by civilians.”*® From this point onward military
authorities denied any legal or moral obligations for the destruction. The men who
composed the mob may have been in khaki uniforms, but when engaged in their
destructive activity the military refused to consider them soldiers.”” This official posture
perpetuated what Turner described as the “structural invisibility of liminal personae, in
which the neophytes are at once no longer classified and not yet classified.” The
“soldiers” were “betwixt and between” military and civilian society,”® and their officers
would not be held accountable for the absence of control and discipline over the
liminaries.

Berlin, Ontario

The short, yet tumultuous history of the 118" Overseas Battalion has received ample
scholarly attention. Characterizing the fledgling unit as a “vengeful mob” and an “outlaw
gang,” historians have demonstrated the repeated involvement of its members in the
ethnic tensions that erupted in Berlin, Ontario during 1916.° While the excesses of the
118™ have been well documented, scholars have devoted little effort to examining why
members of the battalion proved to be the chief instigators of anti-German violence
throughout this period, even though their actions clearly contravened military standards
of conduct. The pressures of recruiting in a predominantly German area, combined with
lax disciplinary regulations, prolonged the liminal phase for the members of the
118" Battalion. As a result, their conduct throughout 1916 reflected the transitional
process in which they were involved.

The 118™ Overseas Battalion was created in late 1915 under the same volunteer
recruiting scheme as the Calgary battalions. Under this initiative, Sir Sam Hughes
delegated responsibility for recruiting, training and commanding Canadian infantry
battalions to community leaders across the country, in an effort to entice volunteers into
the ranks with the prospect of serving under men they knew and presumably respected.*
The minister’s choice to command the 118" was W.M.O. Lochead, a local insurance
executive and President of the Berlin Board of Trade. Hughes apparently deemed
Lochead’s status as a civic leader in Berlin as sufficient to compensate for his military
experience, which consisted of only fourteen months service in a local militia unit.
Consequently, in early November 1915, the minister assigned Lochead the rank of
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Lieutenant-Colonel, and charged him with the task of raising a full infantry battalion in
the federal electoral riding of Waterloo North and the rural provincial riding of West
Wellington.”!

Given the predominantly German population of Waterloo North, and the reality that
most of the more enthusiastic supporters of the Canadian war effort had already gone
overseas by late 1915, the challenge facing Lochead was considerable. Nevertheless,
early recruiting efforts proved reasonably encouraging. By the end of November, the
118" boasted 15 officers, 20 non-commissioned officers, and 111 other ranks. While the
bulk of the officers, like Lieutenant-Colonel Lochead, had no military experience beyond
their service in the local militia regiment, they quickly commenced the process of
moulding their new recruits into soldiers, creating a makeshift barracks out of a local
shirt factory and teaching the men how to march.** Thus, by late 1915, the first members
of the 118" Battalion had begun the process of transformation from citizen to soldier.

Almost immediately, however, the difficulties of recruiting in Berlin and the
surrounding vicinity began to complicate this process. Despite a series of public meetings
in early December, at which provincial politicians, high-ranking Canadian soldiers and
the officers of the 118" exhorted the young men of the area to “don the khaki,” the
battalion’s rate of growth failed to keep pace with the initial surge following its creation.
Consequently, in an attempt to bolster the ranks of the fledgling unit, its newly-enlisted
members initiated their own recruiting efforts, with the apparent approval of their
officers. As the Berlin Daily Telegraph reported, the soldiers took to the streets on the
evening of 13 December and “waylaid the ‘Man-About-Town,’” escorting young men to
the recruiting office, where they were forced to explain their reasons for not enlisting.*®
On subsequent nights, similar impromptu recruiting efforts became a familiar occurrence
on the streets of Berlin.

Although these initiatives apparently resulted in new enlistments, they also
prolonged and intensified the transitional stage in which the liminaries of the 118" were
involved. Clearly, allowing new recruits to accost local citizens in public did little to
inculcate the discipline expected of trained soldiers. Moreover, involving these men in
the recruiting process increased the tendency towards reflection inherent in the liminal
phase. The new members of the battalion were undoubtedly compelled by their own
enlistment to contemplate the virtues of the society which they were preparing to defend,
as well as the nature of their enemy. The task of convincing others to enlist encouraged
further reflection by forcing the new recruits to articulate the ideas which had compelled
them to volunteer. According to Victor Turner, this process of reflection involves the
isolation of the constituent parts of one’s “cosmos,” and their exaggeration into “fantastic
or monstrous patterns or shapes.”** In the predominantly German community of Berlin,
Ontario, it was all too easy to identify an enemy and exaggerate the threat that it posed.
Not only was evidence of German culture widespread, but large numbers of young men
in the town, many of whom were of German descent, proved impervious to recruiting
efforts in November and December 1915. Thus, with the rate of new enlistments flagging
as 1915 drew to a close, the members of the 118" began to conceive of themselves as
confronted by numerous enemies among the population of Berlin, whose indifference and
even hostility to the recruiting campaign threatened the future of their battalion, and
hence the Canadian war effort.

Having only recently enlisted in the 118" Battalion, its members were far from
fully-trained at the end of 1915. Nevertheless, the fact that they had been issued uniforms
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and billeted in barracks led the new recruits, as well as civilian observers, to see
themselves as soldiers. Given this newly-acquired status, the members of the battalion
chose to respond to the perceived threat posed by the “enemy” in Berlin through the use
of force. Thus, by January 1916, their recruiting efforts on the streets of the town had
become decidedly more confrontational. On the 22™, the Berlin News Record reported:
“The men in uniform were out in force and adopted a strong-arm system of canvassing,
hustling in the civilians by force if they did not accompany the soldiers willingly.” Many
who resisted, the article alleged, were “carried in by six or seven soldiers. Their clothing
was dirtied and their hats had been broken or lost in the tussle.” In one instance, a woman
claimed that she and a sergeant had become involved in a fistfight after her husband had
been forcible escorted to the recruiting office.*

As the pace of recruiting remained sluggish in February and March 1916, the
liminaries of the 118" intensified their operations against enemy elements in Berlin. On
the night of 15 February, members of the battalion entered the Concordia Club, a local
German cultural organization, and removed a bust of Kaiser Wilhelm I. After parading
the trophy back to their barracks, they returned and looted the club, burning its contents
in a bonfire out in the street.® On 1 March, several of the “118th boys” smashed the
windows of A. Hanni’s tailor shop in Berlin. Their only motive, reported the Daily
Telegraph, was that “the name didn’t sound British enough to suit them.” The following
night, members of the battalion visited several German-owned businesses in Berlin and
neighbouring Waterloo, appropriating a painting of Wilhelm I and several other pictures
of a “German nature.” Afterwards, the men dispersed, with several entering a local
restaurant with their plunder. When another patron objected to seeing a picture of the
German Kaiser in their possession, the “soldiers” obliged by smashing it over the
imprudent customer’s head.”’” On 5 March, this campaign against enemy sedition
culminated, as a party from the 118" visited the home of C.R. Tappert, a Lutheran
clergyman from the United States who had outraged many Canadians in early 1916 by
disputing many of the German atrocity stories circulating in the press. Having reneged on
an earlier promise to leave Berlin by the first of the month, the unfortunate Tappert was
abdlﬁtged, beaten, and dragged to the barracks before being rescued by officers of the
118™

The intervention of the officers of the battalion only after Tappert’s beating occurred
was typical of their role throughout 1916. In training new recruits, it is the responsibility
of officers to ensure that disciplinary standards are maintained among the ranks, thereby
expediting the liminal phase in which they are involved. The officers of the 118",
however, most of whom had little military experience themselves, imposed relatively lax
discipline within the unit. The men involved in the aforementioned incidents, when they
were penalized at all, were given only light punishments. The two members of the
battalion convicted of assaulting Rev. Tappert, for example, were released with
suspended sentences and a stern lecture.”® According to the commander of the battalion,
such lenient punishments were imposed precisely because its members were involved in
the transitional stage between civilian and soldier. Following criticisms from his
superiors later in 1916 regarding the high rate of absenteeism in his battalion,
Lieutenant-Colonel Lochead explained his philosophy regarding discipline. As he
responded:

My foremost thought is the correction of the individual and the minimum
punishment that will effect the greatest good for the greatest number. I also
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bear in mind that many offences are committed through ignorance, that is, not
ignorance of the specific regulation involved, but a lack of appreciation of the
true meaning of discipline, and this extends not only to the n.c.o.s and men, but
to the officers as well. This sense of discipline can only be developed in the
course of time and demands on the part of the officers unceasing vigilance, and
a high standard of efficiency. How then, in justice to the soldier, can I expect to
exact the full penalty of the law — a law that was laid down for professional
officers and professional soldiers!*’

Admittedly, the officers of the 118" managed to curb the excesses of their men
following the events of February and March 1916. Given Lochead’s conception of
discipline, however, it is hardly surprising that while under his command, the members of
the battalion did not achieve standards of behaviour that approached those of
“professional soldiers.” The unit ceased active recruiting in mid-May 1916, having
attained a strength of just over 700. It spent the summer of 1916 at Camp Carling, in
London, Ontario, and Camp Borden, near Barrie. Both training and the inculcation of
discipline were impeded in this period by harvest furloughs, which absented 25% of the
battalion during the month of August, as well as weekend passes, which allowed up to
250 members of the 118" to visit Berlin every weekend.*' These regulations, combined
with the permissive disciplinary standards that existed within the battalion, did little to
encourage the transformation of the recruits of the 118" into fully-trained soldiers. On
19 October, the battalion passed through its recently renamed home town of Kitchener on
their way from Camp Borden to its new billets in London. Spotting the Mayor among a
crowd of onlookers as their train passed through Kitchener, members of the battalion
pulled the train’s emergency brake and pelted him with sugar beets, apparently due to the
fact that he had opposed their posting closer to home.*> Even in the fall of 1916, the
soldiers of the 118" remained determined to combat their enemies, in whatever form they
took.

Conclusions

Commenting on the nature of “liminality,” Victor Turner explained that the process
of transition can be a protracted one. Between their detachment from civilian life and
their reformulation as soldiers, liminaries in Calgary and Berlin were forced to reflect on
the nature of their society. In the process of reducing their understanding of this society
into its constituent parts, perceived and potential enemies close to home took on a
hyperinflated significance. Sir Sam Hughes’ decision to train new recruits near their
places of origin exacerbated problems by not allowing for a cleaner break from societal
prejudices and pressures influencing the aspiring citizen-soldiers. The consequent actions
actions taken against the “monsters” in their midst were shaped by the liminaries’
fragmentary understanding their role as soldiers. As a result, Canadian citizen-soldiers
became threats to the very communities they pledged their lives to defend.
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OF FIGHTING BAYMEN AND TOWNIES —
TOWARDS A REASSESSMENT OF
THE NEWFOUNDLAND CONSCRIPTION CRISIS
1917-1918

Jason Churchill

War. During this time frame, discord amongst the Newfoundlanders was

multifaceted and complex — it was not (as current historiography suggests)
determined exclusively by geographic demographics. The divisions were not as simple as
the “townies,” (or St. John’s residents), versus “baymen” (rural folk who inhabited
outports throughout Newfoundland).

The issue of conscription divided Newfoundland society during the First World

There was a myriad of influences affecting Newfoundlanders decision to either
support or oppose conscription. Some were affected by a deep-seated hostility and
suspicion towards those in power, especially towards those in the capital St. John’s.
Others were opposed to recruitment and conscription because of a wartime induced boom
in the economy, (would rather stay home and work.) The news of mounting causalities
also undoubtedly dissuaded others from supporting the war effort. At the same time, and
often in the same communities, there were numerous fraternal and religious organisations
actively supporting the war effort and propagandising in favour of conscription. These
influences, however, especially with some churches, were sometimes conflicting. The
history of the conscription debate from 1917-1918 is a much more complicated topic than
historians tend to present.

Newfoundland historians such as Douglas Day, Ian Macdonald, S.R.J. Noel, and
Patricia O’Brien have argued that conscription was advocated by St. John’s residents,
townies, and resented by the people of the outports, baymen. The supporting arguments
for the urban versus rural nature of the conscription debate rests upon the conclusion that
there was a supposed lack of jingoism in outport Newfoundland during the Great War.
The lack of patriotic enthusiasm is generally explained by the assumed absence of
propaganda institutions in rural areas to promote the war effort.! Both of the ideas that
outports lacked a jingoistic spirit and that there was a dearth of patriotic institutions in
rural areas must be questioned. Previous research has not accounted for, among other
things, the important role played by influential groups such as religious and fraternal
organisations.

As elsewhere in the British Empire, the declaration of war on 4 August 1914 was
greeted with great enthusiasm in Newfoundland. “Those who reckon with England, must
reckon with England’s sons!” blared the headline of a St. John’s daily newspaper, The
Daily News.> The response was immediate. Britain’s most “ancient and loyal” colony was
determined to do its part for “King and Country.” As soon as the government indicated its
intention to raise troops for overseas service, hundreds of volunteers rushed to join up, far
more than actually needed in the first instance.

167



A-JS-007-DHH/AF-001

CMHC 2000 CHMC

Unlike other nations within the Empire, Newfoundland’s war effort initially was not
run by the government. Prime Minister Edward Morris, in consultation with the Governor
Sir Walter E. Davidson, established the Newfoundland Patriotic Association (NPA) to
administer the war effort. The NPA, in effect, was an extra-parliamentary organisation
directed principally by the Governor. The NPA was not replaced until the coalition
National Government, with a specific Department of Militia, was established in 1917.
Direct involvement by the government was necessitated by the failure of the NPA to
maintain sufficient numbers for the Regiment through a voluntary enlistment system.

After the initial enthusiasm for the war waned, voluntary recruitment began to slow
in 1916. In 1915 there were 1,418 recruits accepted for service, by 1916 this figure had
deteriorated to 1,087 men with 1,123 rejections. The problem became critical by 1917. In
the first six months of 1917 there were only 513 accepted men; the same period in the
previous year provided 709 volunteers. Between September 1916 to April 1917, there
were no new recruits sent from Newfoundland to reinforce the First, later Royal,
Newfoundland Regiment.* Voluntary enlistment was no longer adequate to maintain the
Regiment in the field and conscription was viewed as necessary. The threat of
conscription was enough to entice sufficient numbers of men to volunteer and to meet
immediate demands. Between 3 April and 14 May 1917, 1,123 men offered themselves
for service, of which 605 were accepted.’

The problem of slowing recruitment numbers was exacerbated by obscene losses in
a relatively short period of time. In approximately a year and a half, from July 1916 to
December of 1917 there were 1,932 Newfoundlanders killed or seriously wounded.®
After severe losses at the Somme, Gueudecourt, Monchy, Poelcappelle and Cambrai
battle sites, the Regiment faced a serious shortage of men.” By 1917 the situation had
become desperate.

The National Government was under immense pressure from concern citizens and
various religious and fraternal organizations throughout the country to act to maintain the
Regiment as an active fighting force within the British Army. In response, in the fall of
1917, they launched a massive voluntary recruitment drive in hopes of staving off the
need for conscription. A Recruiting Committee was established to send representatives
throughout rural Newfoundland in one final effort to raise sufficient recruits. The final
voluntary effort was timed to coincide with the end of the fishing season and was directed
predominantly at the outports. In October public appeals were made and a group of
approximately sixty men, mostly returned soldiers from the Regiment, canvassed the
entire island hoping to secure 500 new recruits.® The following month, when the fishing
schooners were in St. John’s, the Regimental band played and ex-soldiers boarded each
vessel to try and convince the fishermen to enlist.” As well, appeals were written and
dispersed throughout the media.'

The Recruiting Committee reports provide an important window into the perceptions
and attitudes that Newfoundlanders and Labradorians felt towards the war effort and the
possibility of conscription. One of the first themes to emerge from reading the
correspondences is a lack of uniformity of opinion and circumstances. There were areas
that strongly supported the idea of mandatory service and other areas where recruitment
and conscription was as adamantly opposed.

As the current historiography suggests, there were significant pockets of resistance
to recruitment and conscription in rural Newfoundland and in Labrador. There were
isolated cases where it appeared that some areas were not informed about the war, had
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little interest in participating in the enlistment campaign and were hostile to any proposed
conscription legislation. Lieutenant Spooner reporting from Carbonear, Conception Bay,
found it “crowded with fit men who [laughed] at recruiting parties.”'" Similar incidents
were reported by a Lieutenant Colonel Cleary reporting from various communities in
Bonavista Bay. At Keels, Cleary concluded, “the people were decidedly against both the
recruiting party and enlistment.” At Broad Cove the recruitment party sang “God Save
the King’ without the help of the audience, some of whom refused to stand up ... In most
cases the party were told that most of the people would sooner be under German Rule.”"
In Newtown, Sergeant Lewis was informed that he and his party should not have been
allowed ‘up the tickle’."* One man told Lewis that he had returned from Canada to escape
conscription and had no interests in it being enacted in Newfoundland."*

In Labrador feelings of alienation and hostility were especially prevalent. Years of
administrative neglect and isolation had created bitter sentiments towards the island
portion of the country. In July, 1917 Dr H.L Paddon wrote Governor Davidson
explaining the deep-seated sense of alienation felt by Labradorians. Only after two or
three years of high food prices were Labradorians convinced that it was in their interest to
end the war."> Davidson replied that early in the war it was decided not to take married
men from Labrador nor to accept anyone with people dependent upon them. Davidson
thought that it was “a sound principle still. The other points [were] not relevant.”'

In other rural areas objections and concerns about conscription were couched in far
more pragmatic, rather than antagonistic, language. The main hindrance to further
voluntary enlistment in most rural areas stemmed from the economic boom created by
war time conditions. The increased demand for fish created almost full employment.'’
There was an approximate 133% increase in the value of the colony’s trade.'® The war
brought a higher standard of living and many rural people were unwilling to give up this
rare ephemeral stint with prosperity to fight in a far distant war."

A similar type of pragmatic concern stemmed from fears of what would happen to
the families of those who were either killed or wounded while overseas. A Captain
Goodyear reported from Green Bay that the people had numerous concerns about
soldiers, their families and what happened to them upon their return from the front.
Despite their queries, Goodyear stated that he did not encounter any opposition to the
idea of conscription.”® Similarly, Sergeant Lewis reported from Seldom-Come-By that
few reasons were given for not enlisting and that the people appeared to support
conscription. Reverend Hiscock of Newtown concurred with the statement that “You
[would] never get them otherwise.”*' Corporal Renouef in Sandy Point said that people
requested a petition to sign in favour of conscription. He found at St. George’s there
appeared to be a consensus that mandatory service was the only option.”* Such evidence
does not seem to suggest strong opposition to the idea of conscription, but rather an
understanding that volunteers were no longer offering themselves and conscription
legislation would be necessary.The sense that conscription’s time had now come implied
a sense of inevitability that was reflected in the reports of other Committee members. For
example, Private James said that in Belloram, parents would not allow their sons to enlist
but preferred to wait for conscription.” Justice of the Peace, George Tuff, in Bay De
Verde — Old Perlican said that the voluntary system had done its work and that the “time
[had] now come for selective conscription.”24

Current historiography suffers from applying specific incidences of opposition to the
entire rural portion of the country. Such generalizations may not be fully justified.
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Recruiting Committee reports often suggests that the recruitment/conscription debate
created much animosity. For example, various reports suggest that parental objection to
their children enlisting “very marked in all districts.”* In Port Blanford Sergeant Lewis
reported that the women of the community brought pressure to bear against the men to
keep them from enlisting.?

Religion, as will be discussed below, was an influential and potentially divisive
force in communities as demonstrated by Sergeant Lewis’ report from Wesleyville in
Bonavista Bay. He described the people there as “about the most bitter of anybody about
this coast.” Lewis further added that “They [were] so bad [in Wesleyville] that they
[were] leaving their church and going to the Salvation Army on account of the ministers
preaching about the War.”>’ One gets the impression that within some of these rural
communities the conscription debate, and the war in general, caused a great deal of
acrimony.

The final voluntary recruitment drive failed and conscription became necessary to
maintain the Regiment in Europe. The final results of the attempts to raise significant
numbers of recruits fell short of what was needed.”® Despite the Recruitment Committee
and the Department of the Militia’s best efforts the recruitment drive was rather
disappointing, while 528 volunteered only 344 were accepted.”’ Lieutenant-Colonel
Montogmerie concluded that “Little more than a spasmodic return could be expected
from a continuance under present conditions.”® He told Bennett that the Department of
Militia, with the full support of the National Government, could achieve results through
conscription.’!

Examining what groups were in favour and opposed to conscription casts doubts
upon the geographic explanation. As one would expect with the apparent failure of the
voluntary campaign the St. John’s centred NPA passed resolutions in favour of
conscription.** Research by historian Jessie Chisolm regarding the St. John’s based Long
Shoreman’s Protective Union (LSPU) questions the notion of universal support for
conscription within the city. The LSPU represented approximately forty percent of the
city’s male labour force and was one of the few organisations to pass resolutions against
conscription.*® In contrast, several fraternal organisations, such as the Society of United
Fishermen (SUF) and the Loyal Orange Association (LOA) — with extensive support in
rural areas — were ardent supporters of conscription. Townie” support for conscription
was apparently not universal, “baymen” opposition to conscription was far from
universal in rural areas.

On 20 April 1918, the S.U.F. passed as resolution at its annual meeting in favour of
mandatory service. The resolution stated that “voluntary recruiting [had] been exploited
to all limits of practicability and [was] not calculated to give us the men necessary to
fulfil our original pledge and to make instant and practical response to the Motherland’s
call for more men.” The association wanted to be put on record as in favour of selective
conscription in Newfoundland. Approximately 4000 men in forty-six branches
throughout Newfoundland were represented by the S.U.F. **

On 13 April 1918, a letter was sent to the Grand Master of the L.O.A. in
Newfoundland, Mr. John C. Puddester requesting that an appeal for recruits be read in
each of the Orange lodges in Newfoundland. Lieutenant-Colonel Alexander
Montgomerie said that he “was sure [this would] have [had] a far reaching effect and [he
had] no fear in asking as the very name “Loyal” [signified] the willingness to do this.”
Puddester complied and made recruitment a personal crusade. He implored
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Newfoundland Orangemen to do their part. Delegates from throughout the country
attending the 1918 annual general meeting of the LOA in Newfoundland were asked by
the Grand Master to bring this message back to their primary lodges: “Let all the
Orangemen be volunteers in [the] great struggle and not conscripts”.*® In 1914, the LOA
consisted of 175 Primary Lodges with a membership of ayproximately
15,600 Orangemen.”” By 1917, the figure had grown to 16,021 Orangemen.’

Newfoundland Orange historian Elinor Senior has argued that the LOA spread and
prospered in the outports with greater enthusiasm than it did in St. John’s.** With the size
of its membership and its popularity, the LOA was an influential force in rural
Newfoundland during the war years. Historian Ian Macdonald has argued that there was a
substantial backlash in rural Newfoundland against conscription and it damaged
Fishermans’ Protective Union (FPU) president William Coaker’s political career. From
the formation of the FPU in 1908, Coaker had enjoyed phenomenal support in rural areas
due in large part to his struggles against the “St. John’s merchants.” Macdonald argues
that this outport (or rural) trust in Coaker’s leadership was compromised by his support of
conscription as he was perceived as siding with St. John’s against rural Newfoundland.
There however does not appear to be any evidence that either the LOA or the SUF ever
suffered a similar backlash.*

Both the SUF and LOA are only two of a number of fraternal organisations active in
throughout Newfoundland at the time. Unfortunately there has been little study into the
activities or groups such as the Freemasons, the Sons of England Society and to a lesser
extent the Knights of Columbus.*' These organisations played an important role on the
home-front during the war and further inquiries into their activities will help present a
more complete picture of the domestic war effort.

In addition to fraternal organisations, churches were important vehicles for
spreading propaganda to rural areas. Richard Allen, in The Social Passion, doubts if
Canada could have maintained a successful war effort without the full support of the
churches; they promoted recruiting, provided comfort to grieving dependants, helped give
sacrifices meaning, etc.** Although not yet fully explored, a similar argument could be
made in with Newfoundland’s situation. In 1918, Newfoundland’s new Governor Sir C.
Alexander Harris arranged for a recruitment appeal to be read in the Anglican, Roman
Catholic and Methodist churches throughout the country as a part of their respective
Sunday services.*’ Further denominational support for the war effort was evidenced in
June and July 1918 when the Presbyterian and Methodists churches sent declarations
from their annual conferences in full support of conscription.**

A general survey of the journals and publications dispersed throughout the country
by the denominational groups reveals a great deal about the messages and opinions that
were being spread through the pulpits and parishes in urban and rural areas of
Newfoundland. The Anglican Diocesan Magazine, The Methodists Monthly Greeting and
the Catholic Monitor all consistently ran stories, articles and messages from the church
leaders in favour of the war effort and encouraging parishioners to do their duty.*

The above sections on fraternal organisations and religious denominations illustrate
that there were institutions in rural Newfoundland that spread patriotic propaganda. In
fact, by December 1914/January 1915, both the SUF and LOA branches from as far away
as Port-aux-Basques, on the extreme west coast of the island, were writing to the
Governor expressing their complete support and requesting information on enlistment.*¢
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There is ample evidence to suggests that the various support groups did help spawn
some jingoistic sentiments in rural areas. The Governor and his aides decided to hold
public rallies and pass resolutions reaffirming Newfoundlanders’ commitment on the
second anniversary of the start of the war. From the 4-7 August 1916, just a month after
the devastating losses at Beaumont Hamel where the Regiment suffered 710 causalities,
Governor Davidson received over thirty telegrams from throughout the country offering
continued support for the war effort.*” The response would seem to imply that there was
more than just support for the troops, but substantial moral support for continuing to fight
the war until its conclusion.

In addition to moral support for the war, fraternal, religious and women’s auxiliaries
in rural areas were also fully involved in fund raising and making of “comforts” for the
men overseas. A survey of the newspapers throughout the war illustrate the extent to
which fraternal organisations in rural communities contributed to the various war related
funds. The Orange Association branches, often in small communities were continually
listed among the donors for the Patriotic and St. John Ambulance Funds. Orange
contributions to the Patriotic Fund, established to help care for the families of the men
serving, by 1918 were upwards of $6,000. Similarly contributions to St. John Ambulance
were sufficient to maintain two wards of thirty beds each for a full year. In appreciation
the Association’s name was to be placed on plaques on the beds.*®

The most prolific of all support groups during the Great War in Newfoundland was
the Women’s Patriotic Association (WPA) under the leadership of Lady Margaret
Davidson. Historian Gale Warren states that during the war “women from both the
outports and St. John’s worked together committed to a common patriotic purpose.”’
Especially in the outports, the WPA bonded with women’s groups, such as the Ladies
Orange Benevolent Association, and church associations to raise funds. There were
approximately 218 WPA branches throughout the colony involving the work of some
15,000 women. By war’s end, the WPA had raised over $500,000 for the war effort, quite
a sum when one considers the relative economic condition of the people.*® In addition to
money, the WPA created more “comforts” than the men of the Newfoundland Regiment
could use; the excess supplies were then distributed to other troops.’' It is perhaps
because of the large network of support groups that the eventual conscription legislation
was implemented without many acrimonious incidents.

After numerous delays, the Military Services Act was enacted on 11 May 1918.%
The reaction in many rural areas to the enactment of the conscription legislation seems to
present a picture of acceptance and even support for the measure; a scant 10% of eligible
men did not comply. A Military Service Board was established to ensure the regulations
were enforced and to preside over exemptions. By August the Board toured the country
looking for defaulters. When news of the arrival of police spread throughout a
community most defaulters reported or applied for an exemption. Only in Flatrock,
Torbay and Bonavista were there any serious problems encountered by the Service Board
representatives.”> The lack of difficulty in enforcing the legislation would appear to
indicate at least a tacit acceptance of the legislation.

There is a dearth of academic inquiry into rural Newfoundland and Labrador in the
war years and on the role played by religious and fraternal organisations in support of the
war effort. These groups were essential to the war effort in rural areas. We cannot begin
to get a full picture of the domestic war effort in Newfoundland and Labrador between
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1914-1918 without further investigation into the roles and activities played by fraternal
and religious groups during this time.

The Conscription Crisis of 1917-1918 had a divisive effect on Newfoundland
society, but we do not yet know enough to make broad generalised comments about the
supposed geographic divisions implied in the current historiography. Current notions
about the conscription debate being advocated by the capital St. John’s and resented in
the outports have not been conclusively proven. Evidence would seem to suggest that the
nature of the controversy to be far more complex than a simple urban/rural dichotomy.
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The Second World War 1: Home Front
La Deuxieme Guerre mondiale 1 : ’arriere

POCKETBOOKS AND PATRIOTISM:
THE “FINANCIAL MIRACLE” OF CANADA’S
WORLD WAR II VICTORY BOND PROGRAM

Wendy Cuthbertson

calling the “people’s war” was one of the Dominion government’s most

Mobilizing “the people’s” money to fight what government propagandists were
ambitious undertakings during the Second World War.

In 1940, three weeks after taking over as Canada’s finance minister, James Ilsley
crisply told the House of Commons the primary task of war finance was “to restrict
civilian demand for economic resources.”! From 1939 to 1945, Ottawa faced the
challenge of raising $24 billion to cover its wartime expenses.” At the same time and
more important to Ilsley, it had to prevent the inflation he feared would result from such a
massive infusion of funds into the economy. The solution was to take the money out of
the economy — that is, out of Canadian pockets — almost as quickly as it went in. To
accomplish this, Ottawa raised taxes dramatically, to a wartime total of $14 billion.* The
balance it borrowed, much of it from ordinary Canadians. Over the course of the war,
Ottawa was able to persuade the Canadian public, numbering about 11 million people, to
buy $11.8 billion in government securities, called Victory Bonds, an enormous sum.* In
1945, for example, Canadians bought the equivalent of one-seventh of the country’s
Gross Domestic Product that year in Victory Bonds — or about $130 billion in today’s
dollars.’ Toronto’s quota alone today would be $30 billion. Market penetration of bonds
reached close to 100 percent: virtually every Canadian who could afford to buy a bond
did.® Too much money never pursued too few products; with the help of strict wage and
price controls, inflation was virtually eliminated.

Such success was not always assured, however. These first two war loans, floated in
1940, relied on the traditional method of government fund-raising, with banks and
investment dealers working on commission and competitively vying for sales.” These
traditional methods, however, were not adequate, raising less than $500 million. A
separate borrowing program, War Savings Stamps and Certificates, was showing
weakness as well. By late 1941 it was becoming clear that in spite of the overwhelming
presence of the war in the media and in people’s lives, loan and savings campaigns were
faltering. As a result, the Dominion government was forced to borrow what it considered
to be inflation-producing money from the banks.
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By 1941, furthermore, it was apparent that the war was not going to end quickly, and
that it was going to cost, not millions, but billions. A sharp increase in voluntary savings
would be needed. In June 1941 the Dominion government launched its First Victory Loan
and for the first time used a central committee in Ottawa to coordinate the work of
provincial and local committees across the country. The campaign was more successful
than the 1940 efforts, garnering just under a million subscriptions and raising
$836 million, but observers had worried about its sluggish start. That fall, moreover, a
war savings certificate drive was planned but came to nothing, a failure owing in part to
squabbling between the war bonds people and the war savings certificates advocates.® It
was becoming clear that the government’s borrowing programs needed to be integrated as
well as national.

In December 1941, by order-in-council, the government set up the National War
Finance Committee (NWFC), which among other things merged the war bonds and the
war savings certificates programs under a single organization. Headed first by Bank of
Montreal president George Spinney and later by Bank of Canada chief Graham Towers,
the NWFC reported to Parliament through the Minister of Finance. The 60-member
national committee was to provide advice to NWFC staff about how to approach the
various interest groups, such as labour, manufacturing, mining, trade, commerce,
agriculture, financial institutions, professions, civic organizations, and women’s groups
whose representatives the government had appointed to the committee.” Local National
War Finance committees were also set up for each province and for each county or
municipality. The NWFC’s mandate was the “continuous planning, organization, and
administration of arrangements for public loans.”'® Accordingly, the NFWC conducted
all further Victory Loan campaigns — two every year, held each spring and fall — from the
Second Victory Loan held in the spring of 1942 to the Ninth in the fall of 1945. It also
undertook campaigns for War Saving Certificates.

The NWFC success is indisputable. The number of Victory Bond buyers rose
steadily, from 986,259 in the First Victory Loan drive of 1941, conducted before the
creation of the NWFC, to more than three million by the 1943 Fifth Loan.'' The savings
rate of the average Canadian peaked at 25 percent of disposable income, in spite of hefty
income tax increases.'> The NWFC, moreover, did not have a monopoly on separating
Canadians from their hard-pressed dollars. Canadians did have choices about how to
spend their money, even in the midst of wartime rationing and a war-induced dearth of
consumer goods. Innumerable other war-related fund-raising campaigns, for example,
appealed to Canadians, whose budgets were also being strained by steep new income
taxes. Retail sales grew 67 percent between 1939 and 1943 as the nation’s citizens
recovered their pre-Depression standard of living. Spending in restaurants, for example,
rose 22 percent, on women’s clothes 33 percent, and on shoes 43 percent.'> And while it
is true that wartime rationing reduced people’s spending on cars, tires, and gasoline, they
bought train tickets instead.'

What did the NWFC organizers do that turned the bond campaigns from
disappointment to successes? How did they translate the public’s awareness of the war
into the specific action of buying a bond and holding on to it until the war was over?

First, the NWFC introduced public opinion polling and based its selling strategies on
polling results.' Prior to the use of polling, war bond appeals had been based primarily
on emotional calls for patriotism, sacrifice, and the need for victory. NWFC polling
found, however, that self-interest was an increasingly strong motive for bond purchases.
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An NWFC poll conducted in May 1942 following the Fourth Loan reported that
16 percent of those who bought bonds had done so “because they were a good
investment.”'® A year later, in 1943, that figure had risen to 27 percent.'” The NWFC
responded, organizing, for example, an exhibition called “Your Peacetime Dollars and
Industry’s New World” for the Fifth Victory Loan held that year. The travelling
exhibition displayed the consumer products that were going to be available after the
war — products, the NWFC reminded exhibition visitors, Victory Bond savings could
buy. “We are aware of the growing appeal of the rational self-interest theme in promoting
bond sales,” NWFC spokesperson Herbert Richardson explained to a business
journalist."® In the loan drive conducted in the fall of 1944, the self-interest theme was
featureg) in 25 percent of NWFC publicity, rising to 40 percent in drive held the following
spring.

Research also influenced how the NWFC described what it was selling. The design
of the savings instruments — stamps, certificates, and bonds — pre-existed the NWFC.
What research influenced was the NWFC’s design of its intangible product: the values
and purposes that bonds stood for in the public mind. Initially, NFWC publicity used
patriotic themes to define what Victory Bonds stood for. Citizens were urged to buy a
bond not as a savings instrument or means of controlling inflation, but as a product that
would bring a quick end to war, support the armed forces, let one shoulder a fair share of
the war effort, or build a better world. Early in 1943, however, responding to the market
research described above, the NWFC began to define bonds as a way of assuring personal
security for the uncertainty of war’s end. Later in the war, the NWFC was portraying
bonds as the means to a prosperous future, telling Canadians that Victory Bond savings
would allow them to buy the good life once the war was over.?

Another NWFC technique, in addition to market research, was saturation. The
objective was to occupy massive amounts of public and private space in order to heighten
a campaign’s effectiveness.

One means to saturation was to establish distribution channels in every aspect of
Canadian life, both public and private. Like the Coca-Cola people, NWFC organizers
wanted their product to be available whenever someone reached out his or her hand. To
this end, the NWFC used existing distribution channels and created others. The most
ambitious — and potentially most coercive channel — was the on-the-job canvas.
Workplace solicitation, often carried out by supervisors and managers, encouraged
workers to buy bonds either through cash or payroll deduction at the work site. Some
100,000 unpaid volunteers descended on their co-workers during a bond campaign.?' The
armed forces conducted their own workplace canvasses, with predictable intensity.”
Private space was also invaded, by way of the door-to-door household and rural canvas.
This channel was worked by 15,000 professional bond salespeople who took unpaid
leave from their regular jobs and knocked on doors in city neighbourhoods and along
rural routes.”> The NWFC committee used civic and community networks to sell bonds,
one example being women’s organizations. Women'’s Institute members canvassed their
rural neighbours, while the Toronto NWFC Women’s Committee sent speakers to
500 women’s groups meetings held during the Fourth Victory Loan alone.**

Saturation was also the aim of NWFC advertising and publicity. The NWFC
launched its advertising efforts two weeks before a Loan drive and continued them right
through the three weeks of the drive. It spent the largest part of its public relations budget
placing advertisements in newspapers and magazines.””> This was supplemented by
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similar print advertising bought by companies wanting to associate themselves with a
bond drive.”® The result was that for the period of a drive, virtually all print advertising
featured Victory Bond themes. The NWFC also paid for hours of Victory Bond specials
carried on the CBC and its affiliated radio stations. NWFC publicists produced
promotional films and slides so bond appeals could be made in commercial movie
theatres.”” They distributed hundreds of thousands of striking, brilliantly coloured
posters, which were displayed in work sites and public places across the country.”
NWEC advertising appeared on billboards and in streetcars. Loan publicity even reached
into the home. Every Canadian household, for example, was sent a letter by Finance
Minister Ilsley at the beginning of 1943’s Fourth Victory Loan.?’

Special events were a central feature of a Loan drive and reveal to what extent the
occupation of public and private space was a feature of the NWFC’s approach. In
Toronto, City Hall Square was taken over by Loan events for the entire three weeks of a
drive. Performers brought in from New York’s Metropolitan Opera Company for the
Fourth Victory Loan in 1943 attracted such huge crowds in the city they blocked streetcar
traffic.’® Even places of worship turned over their “space,” offering prayers for peace —
and for the current Loan.”' In the city’s neighbourhoods, Loan organizers sponsored
everything from modest military parades to magic shows for school children. So
important were Loan events that other special events were cancelled to give a Loan drive
all the public space available. The C.C.F. and the Communist Party went without their
respective May Day parades in 1943 so as not to interfere with the Fourth Victory Loan.*

Though hardly representative of the Canadian elite, left-wing leaders were following
the pattern of more mainstream groups. The NWFC’s 60-member national committee,
representative of key regions and community groups and explicitly created to give
NWFC bureaucrats advice on how to approach their respective memberships, was an
effective way of co-opting potential dissidents such as labour and farm interests. The
NWEC allowed newspaper publishers to assume full responsibility for designing,
producing and placing all government-paid Victory Bond advertising, a fair sum of
money and another method of co-opting potential critics. The armed forces were allowed
to run their own campaigns, diminishing the chance of destructive intra-government turf
wars. Religious leaders were canvassed to give their public support. Financial houses and
banks were enlisted, and their top executives given key NWFC leadership positions.
Committees responsible for advertising and for radio programming gave separate
consideration to NWEC efforts in Quebec.*® The NWFC also encouraged the creation of
joint management-union committees for the workplace canvas, thus helping bring labour
into the fold.™

Leaders of various interest groups could also help the NWFC with the specialized
messages it produced for various target audiences. Farmers, for example, were told how
German armies in occupied Europe had slaughtered livestock, sent harvests to Germany,
and pressed farmers into forced labour. “The fertile fields of Canada are one of the richest
prizes a conqueror would demand,” warned an NWFC ad in a farm magazine.*> For
Quebec audiences a film, Glaive de I’Esprit, was produced showing Catholic churches
destroyed by German bombs.*®

At first sight, it seems the NFWC’s techniques — public opinion research, saturation,
and the orchestration of elite opinion — created an hegemony about the necessity and
virtue of buying bonds that was never challenged. “If you want to be lonely, don’t buy a
bond,” warned one newspaper editor.”’
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A closer look, however, does reveal some resistance to the bond campaign. Some
believed the money to fight the war should come from the rich and from war profiteers —
and should not earn interest.*® The comfortably off, meantime, felt that industrial workers
should bear the burden since clearly they had benefited most from the booming war
industry.*® Editorialists unsympathetic to the government inveighed against “unnecessary
expenses” incurred in the campaigns.*® There were complaints about “saturation.*' Field
reports told the NWFC that many people had bought a bond “under compulsion.”™? There
were warnings against what appeared to be coercive selling in some workplaces and
reports of workers consequently cashing in bonds as soon as a drive was over. +*

On one occasion at least the bond campaign gave the forces of resistance the edge
they needed to succeed. Liquor-rationing legislation proposed just before the opening of
the 1943 Fourth Victory Loan produced a feisty “No Beer, No Bonds” campaign among
drinkers objecting to their supply being cut off. Field reports tried to downplay the
seriousness of the challenge, but these failed to convince Ilsley. When Cabinet discussed
the beer crisis, Ilsley told his colleagues nothing was to interfere with his bond drive, not
even the temperance interests. Cabinet softened the legislation.** Holding the bond drive
for ransom, the forces of disorder had succeeded in moving authority. The quid pro quo
was reversed in Vancouver in 1943, after the Boeing Aircraft Company locked out
9,000 employees during a loan drive. In an inspired public relations move, a mass
meeting of workers voted unanimously to contribute a day’s pay to the bond drive, if the
employer lifted the lockout. In this case, the tactic did not succeed. The company
maintained its lockout, but workers set up their own Victory Loan office, which enjoyed
brisk sales.*

The difference made by NWFC marketing techniques to the success of the bond
campaigns can be assessed to some extent by examining the success of the bond drives in
Quebec. There, the population was far more lukewarm towards the war than was English-
speaking Canada. Stirring appeals to patriotism, even when couched in terms that
appealed to Quebec, would not have the same impact as in English Canada, where
support for the war was stronger. But a good-quality savings product that was advertised
to appeal to self-interest and that was readily available, sold almost as well in Quebec as
in English Canada. For the whole of Canada, payroll subscriptions, for example, peaked
at 97 percent of the industrial workforce; the comparable figure for Quebec was a very
respectable 93.4 percent.*®

Comparisons to the results of the U.S. bond drives may also give a sense of the
success of NFWC marketing techniques. While half of Canada’s Victory Bonds were
purchased by individual Canadians, only 27 percent of U.S. bonds were held by
individual Americans.*” About 45 percent of American industrial workers participated in
a payroll deduction plan, compared to the peak of 97 percent in Canada.*® U.S. workers
directed less than five percent of total payroll to bond purchases compared to the average
16 percent by Canadian workers, who were paying higher wartime taxes on lower
wages.*® Several differences between the Canadian and U.S. marketing strategies may
account for the disparity between the two countries’ records.*

A key difference was that U.S. bond campaigns were largely volunteer efforts.
American campaigns did not use commissioned sales people; and reliance on volunteer
canvassers would have cut the size of a bond drive’s labour force significantly, probably
inhibiting success in the household market in particular, largely canvassed in Canada by a
commissioned sales force. The U.S. government did not buy advertising space either,
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relying on private companies to sponsor advertisements. Since large advertisers tended to
buy space only in metropolitan areas, where most of their customers lived, and had little
interest in the market segments served by the kind of weekly, rural, foreign-language, and
labour publications the NWFC bought space in, U.S. publicity coverage would have been
limited.”" The result of the American reliance on volunteerism meant that bond drives did
not achieve the degree of saturation — the occupying of private and public space — in the
United States as they did in Canada.

Another difference between the bond campaigns in the two countries was in the
nature of the appeals made to the public. Though U.S. public opinion surveys showed
Americans bought bonds for much the same reasons as Canadians, the theme of self-
interest was barely mentioned in U.S. publicity until late in the war. This reluctance to
appeal to the public’s self-interest may well have hurt U.S. marketing efforts.”> While the
increasing optimism about the war’s outcome might account in part for the public’s warm
response to arguments of self-interest, the NWFC, unlike its American counterpart, did
not hesitate to exploit it.

Contemporary analysts granted full marks to the government’s information and
marketing efforts regarding its financial program. Political economist R. Craig Mclvor, a
witness to the Victory Bond campaigns, wrote in 1948 that the objectives of the Canadian
government’s wartime finance program “were achieved to a degree unsurpassed by any
of the other major belligerents.”> The New York Times in a 1943 editorial said that
Canada’s financial policy was “one of the financial miracles of this war. The fact that
such relatively large amounts have been raised from the sales of securities to non-banking
purchasers despite the heavy burden of taxation is a magnificent tribute to the Canadian
people.”* Even Saturday Night, no friend of the Liberal government in Ottawa, said the
“highly-effective” NWFC had done “a wonderful job.”*

Using the new tools of public opinion research to fashion its appeal, the NWFC
helped bring a new, technocratic approach to government’s attempt to influence its own
citizens.>® To this end, it also used modern marketing techniques such as identifying
target audiences and designing specialized messages and distribution channels for those
audiences. The NWFC’s “saturation” approach, in both its publicity and distribution
methods, occupied public and private space to an unprecedented degree. The NWFC used
these technocratic techniques in conjunction with the time-tested device of orchestrating
elites in support of the loan campaigns. In combining new methods of public opinion
manipulation with traditional methods of enlisting elite support, the NFWC created a
remarkable public consensus about buying war bonds.

Yet, even though the NWFC used sophisticated techniques to influence public
behaviour, it was forced to respond the public’s continuing independence of mind. The
bond campaigns were appropriated by popular resistance efforts, which were sometimes
successful. And even in wartime, in spite of the almost crushing number of idealistic
appeals from government and others for duty, sacrifice, teamwork, and altruism, self-
interest remained stubbornly robust. The NWFC, however, was prepared to accept and
even capitalize on self-interest, rather than sticking to purely patriotic themes. A hard-
headed acceptance of the realities of human motivation — and the limits to manipulating
it — accounted for at least some of the NWFC’s success.
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THE POLITICS BEHIND BCATP BASE SELECTION
AT PRINCE ALBERT, SASKATCHEWAN

Rachel Lea Heide

as a means of running the government. Because these historical precedents, it is

difficult to imagine politicians not using large expenditures of public funds to
reward the politically faithful and punish the politically wayward. Nevertheless, taking a
precedent of patronage from the past or present, and assuming this is how circumstances
always were, is to commit an anachronistic error. Consequently, prudence must be
exercised when considering the aerodrome selection in the British Commonwealth Air
Training Plan (BCATP) during the Second World War.

In early schools of thought on this subject, some historians have suggested that
aerodromes were granted to communities on the basis of the tenacity of lobbying efforts,'
while other researchers have explicitly claimed the Liberal government granted schools
on the basis of political affiliation. After completing his MA Thesis on the BCATP in
Saskatchewan,2 Peter Conrad published that

Canada’s political system, since before Confederation, has incorporated patronage

most Liberal constituencies received a school early in the war, followed by
constituencies that had a CCF member of Parliament, especially those CCF
constituencies that had previously been Liberal ... Few Conservative
constituencies received facilities.’

The primary documents in the records of WLM King, CG Power, CD Howe, the
Department of Transport (DoT), the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF), and the
Aerodrome Development Committee (ADC) put forth a different story. Despite Canadian
constituents and politicians expecting patronage to govern the choosing of schools, the
selection process was intentionally designed to delegate authority away from those with
political agendas and into the hand of experts who would select sites according to
technical merit. Precisely how technocracy governed the decisions made in the selection
process can be seen in the response of the Department of National Defence for Air
(DNDA) to Prince Albert, Saskatchewan’s, lobbying for more favourable consideration
with respect to BCATP base selection.

Once the Canadian and British governments began seriously negotiating for the
RCAF to train Commonwealth aircrew members on Canadian soil, constituents earnestly
lobbied members of parliament, DoT officials, RCAF officers, and the Prime Minister,
hoping their communities would have a better chance of hosting an aerodrome if the
vicinity was brought to the government’s attention. Lobbyists argued that aerodromes
could alleviate the financial hardships of the Depression, reward communities that had
contributed much in manpower and monetary donations to the war effort, or secure votes
for Liberal candidates in the next election.* Because of lobbying pressure, on 13 June
1940, the Minister DNDA publicly requested in the House of Commons that his
colleagues and their constituents cease lobbying the selection officials, for “over
energetic representations made in the interest of particular localities can serve only to
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retard progress and to divert from their duties officers already completely engrossed in
work of primary and essential importance.” Because of wartime exigencies, patronage
traditions were not followed. Instead, base selection was awarded according to merit, and
the selection was conducted by technical experts, not politicians.

Making sure the training commenced quickly, that the flow of graduates was
constant, and that aircrew members were of high quality were of greater political
importance than providing patronage to secure votes for the next election. When the
Canadian government committed itself to providing trained aircrew for the Allied war
effort, Canada agreed to an aerodrome construction schedule and a training schedule on
which Great Britain could plan its war effort. It would have been of greater political
detriment to the Liberal government’s future if the air war was poorly executed, or even
lost, because Canada had delayed training with patronage wrangling. By insisting that
schools be selected because of Liberal affiliation, suitable sites would have been
disqualified, opening of schools may have been fallen behind schedule, and trainee output
might have been delayed — and the quality diminished — if flying was continually
grounded by poor aerodrome conditions or bad weather. Any government that lost a war
by inefficiently handling its commitment would soon be removed from political power in
the next election.’®

In the BCATP agreement signed 17 December 1939, the Canadian government
agreed to open its first schools by May 1940.” Consequently, construction had to begin as
soon as the weather permitted in the spring. In order to expedite the selection and
construction of aerodromes — surveying potential sites while the fall weather permitted
and drawing up plans, blueprints, and estimates during the winter months — the
government assigned these tasks to the technical experts, the RCAF and the DoT. The
RCAF would be running the training program; hence, it was considered they would know
best what their training regimes would need. The DoT would provide aerodrome
selection experience since the officials from this department had built the Trans Canada
Airway during the interwar period. Hence, these individuals would save time since they
knew what geographical areas of Canada were most conducive to air training and what
topographical conditions would result in high costs.® By Privy Council Order on
17 November 1939, the Liberal government gave the DoT the responsibility of
investigating and surveying potential sites, preparing aecrodrome layouts, purchasing land,
and building the airports. At the same time, final selection authority was delegated to the
RCAF: “the selection of suitable sites ... [and] preparation of development plans and
specifications [are] subject to the approval of the technical officers of the Department of
National Defence.”’

The government had the confidence to delegate such power away from its self and
into the hands of technocrats because these experts had specific technical criteria (derived
from DoT interwar experience) that would result in the completion of aerodromes which
were safe from hazards, usable in adverse weather, completed as quickly as possibly and
as economically as possible. Generally, certain parts of the country were immediately
disqualified. Officials wanted to avoid densely populated areas so that training accidents
would not endanger civilian communities. Aerodromes would not be built near the Rocky
Mountains of British Columbia and Alberta because such obstacles were dangerous for
flying and for emergency landings. As long as the United States remained neutral in the
war, aerodromes were kept at least five miles away from the international border to avoid
lost trainees being detained. The potential of enemy attack on the Atlantic and Pacific
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coasts necessitated the absence of training schools and the presence of Home War
Establishment aerodromes. '’

More specifically, when inspecting sites, technical officers noted the amount of
levelling a site needed, the number of obstacles that required removal, and the number of
flying hazards that could not be removed (such as chimneys, radio transmitters, water
towers, or bridges), the suitability of the surrounding area to forced landings, the slope of
the land for drainage, the availability of gravel, sand, construction supplies, and utilities,
as well as the nature of railroad connections, road conditions, climate, and land value.'!
After potential sites were fully investigated, the merits of each were compared, and the
site that could be built the quickest, at the least cost, and would not frequently be closed
because of poor weather or poor runway construction, would be selected.

Despite technical criteria guiding aerodrome selection, there appears to be ample
opportunity for political considerations to influence the final decision. The site inspectors
were not immune from contact from lobbyists while conducting field investigations and
surveys, and both Deputy Ministers for DoT and DNDA (political appointees) were
exposed to the correspondence sent by lobbyists. After the DoT reported to the RCAF,
the RCAF had to answer to the Minister DNDA (CG Power) who was an elected
politician with vested interests in the success of the Liberal government in power. Despite
the potential for political influence, this possibility was never exercised. After the DoT
had prepared surveys, blueprints, and estimates for sites, the ADC (a body of RCAF
officers) would consider the submissions, reject unreasonable set-ups, recommend cost
reductions to promising sites, and approve suitable plans. Political appointees and
politicians made no changes to the final recommendations of the ADC. Despite each site
having to have approved by the Minister DNDA, Power never refused to forward an
ADC recommendation for the standard assent of the Privy Council. The authority to
select aerodromes rested with the RCAF, and those who would assumably have benefited
from patronage merely ‘rubber-stamped’ the technical experts’ recommendations.

Although constituents expected patronage to govern the BCATP selection process,
the politicians in charge voluntarily delegated authority away from themselves and into
the hands of technical experts to ensure that the process was conducted as quickly and as
efficiently as possible. The selection of sites in each province confirms that this merit-
based process was not usurped, but taking the example of one town’s efforts alone will
also demonstrate this fact. Prince Albert, Saskatchewan’s three waves of lobbying (to
secure a BCATP base — 1938-9; to demand a larger school — 1940-1; and later to protest
the closing of one of its schools — 1942) reflects the technocratic nature of the BCATP
decision-making process.

Prince Albert’s first wave of lobbying is not only typical of lobbying efforts across
Canada, but the lobbying also demonstrates what the constituents expected, as well as
how the DNDA explicitly announced that it would not deviate from policy. Great Britain
had been trying to open negotiations with the Canadian government concerning aircrew
training in Canada since 1936, but it was not until 1938 (and the obvious possibility of an
European war) that the Canadian government intimated it would seriously consider such
a proposition.'”” When it was publically known that a Canadian air training plan was
being discussed, the city of Prince Albert wasted no time in advertising the community’s
interest and advantages.

According to lobbyists representing Prince Albert, the city was ideal because the
area was remote from enemy coastal attack and the area could provide seaplane facilities
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in addition to regular flying facilities. Besides railroad and highway connections, the
weather was suitable for flying, and the clear land around the already existing civilian
airport made it safe for forced landings. Training in navigation and map-reading was
possible because of the varied topography of the vicinity — grain fields, forests, lakes,
streams. Prince Albert could also offer repair shops for both aircraft and engines, as well
as a plant for manufacturing ski pedestals.”> More importantly, Prince Albert, having
been involved in commercial flying for fifteen years, was very air-minded. Consequently,
because many people were experienced with in aviation, “a large number of recruits of
the proper stamp would be available.”'

When the governments of Great Britain and Canada agreed in the spring of 1939 to
train a small number of pilots and aircrew in Canada, Prince Albert was not selected to
host a training base. As soon as it was agreed in September 1939 that the training plan
would be greatly expanded in response to the outbreak of war,'® lobbyists from Prince
Albert brought the perceived merits of their city to the government’s attention again.
While highlighting the technical merits their civilian aerodrome had to offer,'®
constituents revealed their expectations: “it is reasonable that the citizens of this city and
district feel that any benefits that might accrue from the emergency ... should be
distributed as far as possible throughout the country.” In the meantime, Prince Albert was
feeling overlooked, especially since Regina, Saskatoon, Moose-Jaw, and Weyburn were
getting aviation centres while Prince Albert had not even been inspected yet.'”

The only air activity that had commenced at this point was the formation of twelve
Auxiliary Active Air Force Squadrons. In response to Prince Albert’s lobbying, the DND
explained that these squadrons were distributed to areas that satisfied four criteria:
strategical requirements, provincial population distribution, the presence of flying clubs,
and the presence of industrial centres from which mechanics could be drawn. From the
beginning of the war, lobbying efforts were resisted by the DND, for the department
plainly stated that forming a squadron at Prince Albert “would involve a major alteration
of the present policy in respect to the organizations of the RCAF.”"® Consequently, the
DND would not abandon policy simply to appease constituents.

Once given a BCATP base, Prince Albert was not content with its size and began to
lobby for a larger establishment. This phase of lobbying reveals the constituents’
expectations of favouritism, how meeting technical criteria determined the original
decisions, and how selection officials would not change their decisions simply to satisfy
the demands of the Prime Minister’s riding. In January 1940, the mayor of Prince Albert
was informed — along with eleven other cities — that the government was interested in
using the city’s civilian aerodrome for training purposes.'® Once selected, Prince Albert
complained that it only received an Elementary Flying Training School (EFTS) and an
Air Observer School (AOS) rather than the more populated Service Flying Training
School (SFTS) for which the city was originally investigated. Lobbyists were upset that
others towns — Saskatoon in particular — were getting larger schools, for Prince Albert
also wanted the financial benefits of having large numbers of air force personnel
patronizing their businesses.?

Some lobbyists expected the situation to be rectified to ensure that the Liberal
affiliation of the riding (and support for the Prime Minister) was maintained. One
constituent wrote that if the school was changed into a larger type, “it will create a more
favourable atmosphere around this city.”?' Another constituent (a self-proclaimed life-
long Liberal) noted that he felt the Prime Minister had won the riding because of the
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expected large BCATP school. The fact that the election was “astonishingly close”
should have concerned the Prime Minister, according to the constituent, especially now
that the school given to the city was substantially less than what was anticipated before
the election. Forcing a larger school for the city was “expected by all constituents, and
particularly the good Liberals who worked so hard for [King’s] support.”?

The reasons for not granting a SFTS were based on meeting technical criteria.
SFTSs needed two emergency landing fields that were between five and twenty-five
miles away from each other and from the main aerodrome, but such fields could not be
found in the Prince Albert vicinity. Instead, the already existing aerodrome was put to
maximum usage by establishing an EFTS and an AOS.> Residents then requested that
the size of the EFTS be doubled to make up for the smaller base population.* This
request was also denied since it was policy to not build double-EFTSs if another school
was using the aerodrome for fear of congestion, delayed training, or increased danger of
collisions. A double-EFTS also required an emergency landing field, and “the vicinity of
Prince Albert does not afford such locations.”® Decisions made according to technical
merit show that the concern of selection officials was building the safest and most
efficient aerodromes, not keeping voters happy.

Upon expansion of the BCATP in 1942, the EFTS in Prince Albert would be
doubled, but at the same time, the AOS was being disbanded, thus igniting a flurry of
protest. This final wave of protest is exemplary of how the Prime Minister was impotent
to change the decisions, how the authority of technical experts was not usurped, and how
the decisions were made using the predetermined criteria. In response to the Royal Air
Force’s (RAF) request that training be expanded, the RCAF agreed to add the equivalent
of nine new AOSs, making Canada’s total nineteen. This was accomplished by
combining two Air Navigation Schools into the equivalent of two AOSs, doubling eight
existing AOSs and keeping one AOS as a single school.?® Now having one AOS in
excess, the DNDA would close Prince Albert since it had poor aircraft serviceability, low
flying times, and hence less training for graduates.”’ This allowed the EFTS to be
doubled since two schools were no longer sharing one aerodrome.”®

The immediate response of lobbyists to Prince Albert being the least efficient AOS
was that the runways should have been hard-surfaced from the school’s beginning. Not
only would this have reduced operating costs, but flying time would have been increased
since sod runways would not have been closed by bad weather.”” The DNDA had
recently decided that AOSs needed hard-surfaced runways since larger planes were being
used, but now that their AOS was being closed, Prince Albert had lost “all chance of
securing a modern airport comparable with that secured by every other city in this
province.”30 Furthermore, at the same time, Davidson, Saskatchewan’s, vacant EFTS was
being turned into an AOS. The only justification conceivable to Prince Albert
representatives was that Conservative John Diefenbaker’s BCATP criticisms would
finally be silenced by establishing an AOS “in the heart of his constituency.”"

As the Minister DNDA answered each of King’s protesting letters, the technical
basis of the decisions became increasingly obvious. The Prince Albert AOS originally
had not received hard-surfaced runways because it was combined with an EFTS, and it
was standard policy to not pave EFTS runways. For beginner pilots, narrow looking
runways were difficult to land on and stay on. With sod landing strips at EFTSs, trainee
pilots had the liberty of landing from any direction anywhere on the field.*?
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Davidson was not getting Prince Albert’s AOS, as assumed by Prince Albert
residents. The AOS at Chatham, New Brunswick was slated to be moved because this
aerodrome was suitable for easy conversion to an Operational Training Unit (OTU). The
Chatham AOS had runways that were 5,000 feet long (which OTUs required), was
strategically located for defensive or offensive use, and converting the AOS to an OTU
(thus forcing the AOS to relocate) was cheaper than building a new site for an OTU,
which would cost 3153,000,000.33 Conversion of the AOS aerodrome was estimated at
$620,000.** Davidson was chosen as the site for the displaced Chatham AOS because the
aerodrome was unoccupied, complete, and had paved runways (an undertaking paid for
by the British Air Ministry when Davidson was originally an RAF station).*

The DNDA chose not to move Prince Albert’s EFTS to Davidson and leave the
AOS in Prince Albert because the sod runways would have to be paved, which “would
have been a serious interruption to the flying training.”*® There would be no cost incurred
and no interruptions to flying by opening the AOS where the hard surface runways were
available, and by doubling the EFTS where excellent sod runways existed.®” Despite the
pressures by the Prime Minister, the decision to double the Prince Albert EFTS and close
the AOS stood firm. Although these difficult decisions were made according to technical
merit, and although the Chatham AOS never moved to Davidson because the Chatham
AOS never materialized, the Prime Minister was not comforted. Davidson, a “mere
village” had hard-surfaced runways while Prince Albert, “a large community which is a
natural focus of civilian flying” was still without modern facilities.*

The selection process, as documented in politicians’ papers, DoT, RCAF, and ADC
files, and as seen in the Prince Albert example, clearly was based on selecting
aerodromes according to technical merit and was designed to give the final selection
authority to the technical experts. Approval of ADC recommendations never being
denied by the Minister DNDA or his colleagues shows that policy was respected and that
the civilian government never took advantage of its authority over the subordinated
military to further political agendas. Instead, the BCATP selection process, from 1939 to
1945, is an example of the civil-military relations of the time. The civilian government
determined what tasks its military would be assigned (running the BCATP), but the
military was allowed to carry out its task (constructing bases and training aircrew) with
no interference from the government.

The fact that most BCATP bases were built in Liberal ridings is not evidence that
the BCATP was governed by patronage considerations. Because the majority of ridings
in the country were Liberal, the majority of BCATP bases were in Liberal ridings, for
there was not an abundance of non-Liberal ridings from which to chose. (After the March
1940 election, in Saskatchewan, twelve of twenty-one ridings were Liberal, in Manitoba,
fourteen of seventeen, and in Ontario, fifty-seven of eighty-two.) In the end, it was more
politically expedient for the future of the Liberal party to pass up a patronage opportunity
and hence ensure that Canada’s war commitments were carried out as promised, and that
the ultimate goal was achieved — an Allied victory to the war.
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THE THIRTIETH RECOMMENDATION:
BLIMPS FOR CANADA

Jeff Noakes

between the United States and Canada was the creation of the Permanent Joint

Board on Defence (PJBD) in 1940. The product of the Ogdensburg Declaration,
which in itself marked a growing closeness in Canadian relations with the United States,
the Board was charged with the task of considering “in the broad sense the defence of the
north half of the Western Hemisphere.”! Composed of military and civilian
representatives from both countries, the Board played an important role in this country’s
military co-operation with the United States.

One of the many consequences of the Second World War for the relationship

One of the most tangible and readily accessible records of the Board’s wartime work
is the list of the thirty-three recommendations it presented to the Canadian and American
governments between 1940 and 1944. The thirtieth of these, approved during meetings in
New York City on 1 and 2 April 1943, recommended that the Governments of the United
States and Canada, having a mutual interest in the proposal to utilize non-rigid airships in
antisubmarine activities in Eastern Canadian waters at the earliest practical date, appoint
a Joint Canadian-American Board of officers to investigate, consult and report on the
proposal, and on the selection of suitable base sites and facilities, in that area, to support
the operation of not more than twelve airships commencing about May, 19442

On 13 April 1943, the American government gave its approval. The Canadian
government did not do so, but had no objection to the board of officers being appointed
to examine the problem. A subsequent meeting of the PJBD decided that this action met
the essence of the proposal, and there the issue seems to come to an end. The limited
literature concerning the wartime PJBD, if it discusses the thirtieth proposal at all,
appears to furnish no additional information on this topic.

Examination of primary sources, however, reveals a more extensive and complicated
series of events than has been described in the secondary literature. The operation of
blimps from Canadian bases had been considered by the United States Navy since at least
January of 1942, and had been the subject of unofficial discussions between American
and Canadian officers — and between the Royal Canadian Navy and Royal Canadian Air
Force — for several months before the PJIBD made its recommendation. Although the
secondary sources state simply that the Canadian government did not give its approval,
the process that led to this decision was in reality quite complicated. In addition to
continuing debate between the navy and the air force, much of which was driven by their
particular interests, the Cabinet War Committee and Chiefs of Staff Committee were
involved in discussions of this issue.

The possibility of operating blimps in Canadian waters did not end as soon as is
implied by the secondary literature. The Joint Canadian-American Board appointed to
investigate the issue produced its report in early July 1943, finding that the operation of
blimps from Eastern Canadian bases was feasible, and recommended trial operations
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from Yarmouth, Nova Scotia in order to determine the viability of such operations. By
the end of the month, however, events both external and internal to the decision-making
process prompted the Chiefs of Staff Committee to eventually recommend against
approving the recommendations of the Joint Canadian-American Board on blimps.
Although seemingly at an end, the proposal of blimp operations in Canadian waters was
again discussed in late 1944 and early 1945, but was once again defeated.

While the debate surrounding the operation of blimps in Canadian waters is
intrinsically interesting for some people, it merits examination for other reasons, too. It
serves as a case study that sheds light on the Canadian-American defence relationship
during the Second World War, especially on the operations of the PJBD, and it permits a
discussion of Canadian decision-making processes during this time. The relatively small
scale of the archival paperwork and discussions make it a manageable study. The
Thirtieth Recommendation is also of interest since it is one of only two PJBD proposals
not fully accepted or endorsed by both governments. More precisely, it is an example of
an American defence suggestion that was refused by Canada because of operational and
other considerations. Studying the history of the recommendation thus provides useful
insights into the Canadian-American defence relationship, the process of policy-making
in Canada, and their relationship to this country’s participation in the battle against
German submarines in the Atlantic Ocean.

By 1942, the United States Navy had been operating lighter-than-air craft for about
twenty years. Despite the catastrophic losses of three of its rigid airships in the 1920s and
1930s, and the fiery loss of the German Hindenburg at Lakehurst, New Jersey in 1937,
lighter-than-air aviation still had its die-hard supporters within the navy.’ By the late
1930s, the only airships left in US naval service were blimps, which relied on the
pressure of helium within their huge rubberized fabric envelopes to maintain their shape.
The helium, being lighter than air, lifted the weight of their crew, fuel, engines,
armament, and equipment.

Since helium provided the lifting power for blimps, they differed from conventional
heavier-than-air craft because they did not rely upon maintaining forward speed in order
to remain airborne. This allowed them to operate at very slow speeds or to hover over a
fixed point. In many ways, they offered the capabilities of helicopters before the
invention of and operational improvements in the latter. The speed advantage of blimps
over surface ships, as well as their range and endurance, were also advantageous for
convey escort and anti-submarine work.* Unfortunately, their large size, relatively slow
speed and need to maintain a weight approximately less than an equivalent volume of air
meant that they required large permanent hangar facilities and ground handling crews and
that they could be sensitive to adverse weather conditions.

Standard equipment on blimps included centimetric surface search radar and
Magnetic Anomaly Detector, or MAD, gear, which could detect anomalies in the earth’s
magnetic field caused by the presence of large bodies of ferrous metal like submarines.
The low speed capabilities of the blimps increased the effectiveness of this equipment
when searching for submarines. In theory at least, this equipment, coupled with depth
charges and, later in the war, homing torpedoes and sonobuoys that could detect the noise
made by submarines moving underwater made the blimp a useful anti-submarine weapon.

As the United States entered the war, the Navy obtained authorization for additional
blimps to increase its patrol and anti-submarine capabilities, and began construction of
operational bases on the Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf coasts.’ In January 1942, shortly after
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America’s entry in to the war, the United States Navy began internal discussions about
the operation of blimps in Canadian waters.® By mid-October of the same year, the
Navy’s Bureau of Aeronautics raised the subject “quite unofficially” with the Air
Member of the Canadian Joint Staff in Washington, proposing to operate blimps in the
Nova Scotia coastal area, in order to extend what were described as the “peculiar
abilities” of their submarine detecting equipment — a veiled reference to the Magnetic
Anomaly Detector mentioned above.” That the operation of blimps in Canadian waters
would have increased the importance and influence of lighter-than-air aviation was
probably an additional incentive for the blimp’s boosters within the United States Navy.

Although the initial proposal produced little reaction from the Canadians, by late
November the US Navy was asking for a reply from the RCAF.® The Royal Canadian
Navy seems to have received some notification of the proposal, for at approximately this
time it began to make unofficial inquiries to the RCAF about the latter’s reaction to the
proposal, since the Americans wanted to start examining Canadian meteorological
records and assessing possible sites for airship bases during the winter and any decision
on this subject would require air force support.” Shortly thereafter, official
communication about the proposal began between the RCAF and RCN. In a letter to the
Chief of Naval Staff, the Chief of Air Staff discussed the American proposal in some
detail, and noted that the Americans had been advised that if they cared to make an
official proposal concerning blimp operations in Canadian waters, it would receive
“careful study and consideration.”'® The letter proposed that the Naval and Air Staffs
hold a conference to discuss the issue once an official proposal had been received, and
also noted that “the question of control was raised, and it appeared had not been
considered very seriously by USN as yet. The opinion was expressed that the operations
would be entirely under control of Eastern Air Command.”"!

This passing reference was the first indication of an issue that would trouble
members of both the RCAF and the RCN. The RCN, motivated by concerns about the
proposal that included the issue of air force control of blimp operations, promptly sent its
staff officer concerned with air operations to the United States to initiate unofficial
contact with the USN and to gain a working knowledge of the airships.'? Part of
Commander Stead’s report discussed operational control of anti-submarine aircraft and
blimps, and concluded that the plans for blimp operations provided an opportunity for the
RCN to gain first-hand experience of coastal air operations, which would prove useful
when the RCN would be “obliged to operate aircraft in some form or another.” Stead
suggested that “all influence within reasonable diplomatic grounds be brought to bear on
the authorities concerned in order that operational control of any airships in Canada be
under the RCN.”"® He argued that the RCN should not “control such operations for
political or selfish reasons,” but instead use it as the “thin edge of the wedge” towards a
unified anti-submarine warfare command on the Eastern Coast of North America.'* Naval
Service Headquarters’ support for this argument was qualified; while acknowledging that
it would be desirable for the RCAF to administer the daily operations of the blimps, the
Operations Division “considered that it is most desirable to have them under the
operational orders of the Canadian Naval Commands or Sub-Commands.”"® Although
this was the first time it was discussed by the RCAF and RCN, the issue of operational
control would surface again in discussions about blimps for Canada.

By late January 1943, the RCN’s naval staff had given “serious consideration” to the
proposal, and concluded that the blimps would be particularly useful for operations over
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coastal waters and the Gulf of St. Lawrence. RCN discussions with the US Navy had also
borne fruit in the form of an agreement that Canadian officers would undergo blimp
training at Lakehurst.'® The Naval Staff recommended that the Americans be formally
asked if they would consider operating blimps in Canadian coastal waters, and that if they
were they should send suitable officers for discussions and examination of possible base
locations in conduction with Canadian naval and air force officers. Since blimp
operations would depend on air force co-operation in the accommodation of crews,
provision of ground handling personnel, weather forecasting, and the provision of other
services, approval from the Chief of Air Staff was necessary before a formal request
could be made to the Americans.'” The RCAF had no objection to a formal request being
made of the USN, but objected to the use of air force bases because of potential
interference with aircraft operations and other considerations peculiar to lighter-than-air
operations, suggesting that the selection of bases be left until preliminary discussions
with the Americans had been completed.'®

The suggestion that blimps be operated over the St. Lawrence was an
acknowledgement that the U-boat war in the Atlantic had reached Canada’s shores in
1942. Following Germany’s declaration of war on the United States of America, U-boats
began to operate off the American and Canadian coasts and even within the lower River
and Gulf of St. Lawrence. Twenty-one ships were sunk in the Gulf and river, but the
Canadian defenders, although they eventually suppressed U-boat operations, were unable
to sink any of the attackers. As a result of these shipping losses, the St. Lawrence was
closed to ocean shipping in September 1942." In the aftermath of these events, Canadian
military planners anticipated a renewed U-boat offensive in the Gulf when the ice cleared
and it was re-opened for shipping in 1943. Plans called for the deployment of increased
naval and air assets in the Gulf to counter this threat, and at a February 1943 conference
on operations in the St. Lawrence the offer of American blimps to bolster defending
forces presented an appealing possibility for Canadian planners.?

In March 1943, discussions about blimp operations in Canadian waters came to the
attention of the PJBD. On the 17" John Hickerson, secretary of the American section,
contacted Hugh Keenleyside, secretary of the Canadian section. Keenleyside was
informed of the discussions between the USN and RCN, and was also notified that the
Americans did not have enough blimps to conduct such operations in the summer of 1943
as had originally been intended, but that operations could commence sometime around
May 1944. The US naval members of the PJBD were working on a proposal which had
not yet been finalized, but which included the appointment of a joint Canadian-American
board to investigate and report on suitable bases in Canada for the operation of airships
beginning in about May of 1944, recommended that the Canadian government construct,
man, and operate the necessary shore facilities, and suggested that the USN initially
provide the blimps, with Canadians trained at Lakehurst taking over their operation as
early as practicable.?! Whether the navy or the air force would operate the blimps was left
unsaid, and the issue of their operational control would feature in future discussions. In
any case, this information soon found its way to the RCN and the RCAF, prompting the
CAS to note that “as blimps will not be available this year it is considered serious thought
should be given to any further progress in this matter. Have they any sinkings to their
credit. Will not sufficient aircraft be available to provide adequate coverage?** The
RCAF, which had previously supported the proposal, had begun to question its benefits.
Despite these reservations, the plan to operate blimps in Canadian waters was discussed
by the PJBD on April 1 and 2, 1943. Meeting at the Mayor’s house in New York City,
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the Board discussed a United States Navy’s proposal virtually identical to that received
by Keenleyside in March. After discussing the proposal, the Board approved its Thirtieth
Recommendation, an approval that marks the starting point of discussions of the Thirtieth
Recommendation in the secondary literature.®

Less than two weeks after the PJBD’s approval of its Thirtieth Recommendation, the
RCAF expressed its reservations about blimps to the RCN. After noting that plans for
holding preliminary discussions of the issue between USN, RCN, and RCAF
representatives before bringing it to the attention of the PJBD had not been carried out,
the Chief of the Air Staff noted that the original proposal had planned for blimp
operations in 1943, while the PJBD’s recommendation made it clear that such operations
could not take place before May 1944. He also noted that RCAF operations in the Gulf of
St. Lawrence for 1943 involved an increase of at least 100% over 1942 levels, and that
both Naval and Air Force Staff considered this adequate to meet the U-boat threat in the
Gulf. An increasing number of aircraft were also available for operations off the
Canadian coast. Despite the support of some USN and RCN officers, the CAS concluded
that blimp operations, with their requirements for special bases, personnel, and large
expenditures, and with unproven effectiveness were “not a practical nor economical
means of combating the U-boat threat in our coastal regions.”* As a result, the CAS did
not consider that any worthwhile purpose would be accomplished by the appointment of
a joint Canadian-American board to study blimp operations in Canadian waters, and
recommended that the thirtieth recommendation of the PJBD not be approved.”

Despite the objections of the Chief of Air Staff, the Chiefs of Staff Committee,
which was responsible for providing inter-service professional advice on the country’s
military problems,*® discussed the PJBD’s Thirtieth Recommendation a few days later
and made a submission to the Cabinet War Committee, which was responsible for the
Canadian government’s high policy decisions, that a joint Canadian-American board of
officers be appointed to investigate the issue.’” The Cabinet War Committee decided that
although the Government was not prepared to approve the Thirtieth Recommendation,
they were agreeable to the appointment of the joint board.”® At a meeting on 6 and 7 May
1943, the Permanent Joint Board on Defence “agreed that this qualified approval met the
essence of the original proposal.” By this date, the RCAF and the RCN had selected
members for appointment to this committee, and the Americans were similarly
prepared.”’

Although this is the point at which discussion of the Thirtieth Recommendation and
blimps for Canada in the secondary literature comes to an end, activity and discussions
surrounding the issue continued for some time. The activities of the Joint Canadian-
American Board on Lighter-than-Air operations, which held its first meeting in Ottawa
on 5 July, consisted of a number of meetings in Ottawa involving the Joint RCN-RCAF
Anti-Submarine Warfare Committee as well as a tour of potential bases in the Maritimes
and the Gulf of St. Lawrence.”® During the lead-up to this first meeting, the RCN and
RCAF continued to investigate the issue of blimp operations, and as before formed very
different opinions. The RCN sent the director of its Operations Division, Captain H.N.
Lay, to visit American airship facilities at Lakehurst, and he returned convinced that the
blimps’ Magnetic Anomaly Detectors and radar would make them “extremely effective”
anti-submarine weapons — especially if operating in conduction with surface anti-
submarine vessels.’! The RCAF, however, was concerned about the potential for blimp
interference with operations by conventional aircraft. It also had an internal difference of
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opinion — the Air Member for Air Staff believed that the RCAF should operate blimps if
they were adopted, while the Chief of the Air Staff believed that the RCAF should not
become involved in lighter than air operations.”” Once again the issue of operational
control was influencing players in the blimp debate.

The Joint Canadian-American Board on blimps released its report on 10 July. The
board concluded that it was feasible to operate non-rigid airships from bases on the
Atlantic coast and from the Gaspé from June to October, but that operations during the
rest of the year would require more extensive facilities at a central location such as
Halifax. Based on these conclusions, the board recommended that limited trial operations
be carried out from the RCAF station at Yarmouth, Nova Scotia as early as possible in
the summer of 1943, and that a final determination of whether or not to use airships in
Eastern Canadian waters be made jointly by the RCN and RCAF after a study of these
operations. After reviewing the report, the Joint RCN-RCAF Anti-Submarine Committee
forwarded a copy of the report and of the Committee’s support for it to the Chiefs of Staff
Committee.”

While the Board’s report was awaiting the attention of the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, internal discussions in the RCAF revealed that service’s continuing
reservations about the operation of blimps in Canadian waters. A memorandum written
on 14 July noted that the specialized facilities required for anything more than token
blimp operations would prove costly, but “because it is not desired to overlook any
weapon that might be of possible use” and because airship operations from Yarmouth
would not interfere with conventional aircraft operations, the RCAF concurred in the
recommendation.**

The Chiefs of Staff Committee was scheduled to discuss the Joint Canadian-
American airship board’s recommendation on 16 July, but this meeting was rescheduled
to the 20™, at which time the issue was deferred to the next meeting.® That same day,
however, an American blimp was shot down while attacking a surfaced U-boat in the
Gulf of Mexico. News of the incident was quickly passed to Canadian authorities, and an
American report of a merchant ship lost while under blimp patrol in June was also passed
on to RCAF headquarters in Ottawa.’® These events almost certainly influenced the
decision made by the Chiefs of Staff Committee on 27 July not to approve the proposals
to operate blimps over Canadian waters. Foremost among the reasons given for their
decision was the “recent change in U-boat tactics” which resulted in U-boats fighting
back against attacking air forces instead of attempting to submerge and escape
underwater. Improved coverage by aircraft — an issue raised earlier by the RCAF —
weather and technical limitations, and the very high cost of establishing permanent
facilities for blimps were further reasons given to support the CSC’s decision. Shortly
thereafter, the Cabinet War Committee concurred in the Chiefs of Staff’s decision, and
the matter was considered closed. Correspondence tying up loose ends and informing
various participants in the decision-making process continued intermittently until the
beginning of September 1943.%

The matter of blimp operations in Canadian waters was not entirely closed, however.
In late 1944 the issue was raised again, this time in response to renewed German
submarine operations in the western Atlantic, especially the inshore campaign in
Canadian waters.”® Since the schnorkel — the technological development that made
inshore operations possible — allowed the U-boats to run on their Diesel engines for long
periods and long distances just below the surface and thus greatly reduced the risk of
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detection by aircraft and surface ships, the operating characteristics and equipment of
blimps were seen as a way of increasing the effectiveness of Allied anti-submarine
operations. Aircraft in particular faced serious problems in detecting and attacking
schnorkel-equipped U-boats.® A series of American tests revealed that because of
blimps’ slower speeds and ability to hover, their radar was more effective in detecting
schnorkelling U-boats, while their MAD gear offered the ability to track submerged
targets. After further discussion, however, the decision was reached by the RCN and
RCAF in March 1945 not to ask the USN to operate blimps in Canadian waters.** Canada
was not alone in considering the merits of blimps for anti-submarine warfare at this time,
since British and American officials were discussing the possible use of blimps against
U—b0at§1 1operating inshore in waters around the British Isles as the war in Europe came to
an end.

Much of the wartime Canadian-American defence relationship took place through
the PJBD, and examination of the events surrounding the proposal to operate blimps in
Canadian waters provides a useful case study of the origins of a PJBD recommendation.
Unofficial communications between American and Canadian officers progressed to
official communication between the American and Canadian sections of the Board and
the eventual production of a recommendation that was dealt with by the highest levels of
the Canadian government and military.

Despite American interest, however, the recommendation was first modified and
then turned down by Canadian decision-makers, and here the history of the Thirtieth
Recommendation also permits an examination of Canadian decision-making processes
during this time, including the RCN-RCAF relationship and the differing interests of the
two services. “Behind-the-scenes” discussions took place between them even before the
issue of blimps for Canada was officially considered by the PJBD. These discussions
reveal different priorities and interests. Some of these were related to the RCN’s plans
from mid-1943 onwards for the creation of its own air arm, while others were related to
the ongoing concerns about operational control of antisubmarine aircraft on Canada’s
Atlantic coast. The RCAF was concerned about interference with its operations, both
physically as a consequence of blimps operating from its bases and in a broader sense as
a result of increased demands for facilities, personnel, and financial expenditures. The
possibility of naval control of the blimps also touched the on-going sensitive debate about
which service would control anti-submarine operations on Canada’s eastern coast.
Although the relevant documents are not available from Canadian sources, the airship
advocates in the United States Navy almost certainly saw the events surrounding the
Thirtieth Recommendation as an opportunity to expand their sphere of operations and
their influence within their own service.

Once the issue of blimps for Canada was brought to the attention of the Canadian
government through official PJBD action, the events that followed are a case study of the
decision-making process, which included dealings with the Chiefs of Staff Committee,
the Cabinet War Committee, internal decision-making within the Navy and Air Force,
and the struggle between the two services to protect and advance their own interests.
Canada’s involvement in the war against the U-boats was also a factor in the decision-
making process, and the changing patterns of the war against Germany’s submarines
influenced the debate surrounding the Thirtieth Recommendation at some of its crucial
stages.
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Defence relations with the United States, decision-making processes in Canada, and

Canadian involvement in the Battle of the Atlantic were all part of the debate resulting
from the proposal that blimps operate in Canadian waters. Although the PJBD’s Thirtieth
Recommendation has at best been consigned to footnotes by some of the few historians
who have encountered it, and has at worst been completely passed over, a closer
examination of the recommendation and the events that surrounded it provides us with
useful insights into Canada’s wartime experience.
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The Second World War 2:
North-West Europe

La Deuxiéme Guerre mondiale 2 :
le front principal

INTER-SERVICE AND ANGLO-CANADIAN
CO-OPERATION: THE LONG AND TROUBLED
DEVELOPMENT OF AIR SUPPORT FOR BRITISH
AND IMPERIAL ARMIES IN THE SECOND WORLD WAR

David lan Hall

eventually enjoyed by Anglo-Canadian and American armies in the latter half of

the Second World War. First in North Africa, and later in Italy and North West
Europe, American, British and Empire armies fought most if not all of their battles with
the knowledge that they enjoyed unassailable air superiority throughout the battle area
and, consequently, they expected considerable air support. This advantage was the
product of costly and hard-earned battle experience; it also was the outcome of a long and
tortuous debate that raged throughout much of the war, primarily between the British
Army and the Royal Air Force, but also with Canadian participation.

r I Yhe provision of direct air support was of central importance to the success

This paper is a very brief canter through the debate, charting the rise fall and rise of
an effective British and Imperial air support system from 1914 to 1945. At issue were the
questions of “who should control aircraft on the battlefield, what type of aircraft should
be employed and how should these aircraft be used.” The emphasis is on the operational
level — the development of doctrine and organisation to achieve a decisive military result
in battle — but there is also a “symbiotic relationship” between the operational and tactical
levels of war, and interaction (both direct and indirect) between the RAF and the RCAF
in turning theory into practice and then refining practical procedures to obtain optimum
results: a process of innovation within co-operation.

Both the apparent impasse in providing British and Imperial armies with effective
air support during the early years of the Second World War and the eventual solution to
this dilemma are found in the ten or twenty years before hostilities began. It is axiomatic
that the strategy and operations of any war can be understood only in the light of the
conditions and preparations that preceded them. Technology, doctrine, training, and
leadership — what Peter Paret calls the essentials of action in war — are the products of
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both peacetime development and neglect. Battle experience will lead to change but pre-
war elements continue to affect the way nations and their armed forces fight even the
longest wars. Paret’s theory that the nature of military action has its antecedents in the
past has proven merit as a methodological approach to the study of military history."

At the end of the First World War, Great Britain stood alone amongst the great
Powers as the pre-eminent air Power in the world. When the Armistice took effect on
11 November 1918, the Royal Air Force (RAF) mustered some 22,000 aircraft and just
under 300,000 personnel.2 In less than five years of war, British combat aviation had
undergone an extraordinary transformation from its humble pre-war beginning of two
small reconnaissance forces of fifty front line aircraft each for the Army and the Royal
Navy.? Between 1914 and 1918, the Royal Flying Corps (RFC) and the Royal Naval Air
Service (RNAS), followed by the RAF, performed every major air power role and
mission,* the very roles and missions that make up the core capabilities of modern air
forces today. The wide variety of these first experiences in air operations should not mask
the fact that Britain’s first air war was an army co-operation war.” Most of Britain’s air
effort was subordinate to the Army’s military campaigns on the Western Front where
army commanders increasingly were pre-occupied with the tactical problems of
achieving a breakthrough. The Army viewed aircraft as auxiliary forces, similar to
artillery and the new tanks, which were sub-allotted to army Corps at the front, and
placed under the direct control of each respective Corps commander.®

These practices became increasingly problematic for Britain’s airmen. Reflecting on
their own operational experience, it was not long before they identified a number of
enduring air power characteristics — height, speed, and reach. They also deduced the
benefits to be had from a system of centralised command and control. Employment of
such a system would enable an air commander to concentrate all available aircraft at
critical points and times in a battle and, most important, ensure a maximum effort ‘in
support of the decisive tasks’ or, as it is called today, the operational main effort. The
army’s preferred method of decentralised command was regarded by many airmen as
wasteful and inefficient; it also entailed dispersion of effort on inconsequential
objectives. In August 1918, at the Battle of Amiens, the RAF tried, for the first time in
the war, a rudimentary system of centralised control; both Services, also for the first time,
conducted their operations in accordance with a joint army-air plan. The air operations
were only a limited success, but Amiens, and subsequent air operations during the last
hundred days of the war, convinced British airmen that better results were achieved when
air forces were concentrated against targets both above and beyond those traditionally
selected by army commanders. When the attainment of air superiority was the first
objective, followed by operations designed to isolate the battlefield, air forces had
demonstrated enormous potential to make a decisive impact on operations taking place on
the ground. Encouraged by their recent discoveries, Britain’s airmen espoused a yet
unwritten doctrine that emphasised a more strategic application of air forces based on air
power’s core capabilities of air superiority, interdiction and long-range bombing.”

Air power, Britain’s air practitioners and fledgling theorists believed, offered a new
way of approaching the strategic and operational challenges of war. A number of
ambitious post-war expansion plans for the RAF were proposed. Britain’s airmen also
envisaged both an independent strike force for home defence and an air policing force to
patrol the Empire. By all accounts the future should have looked very bright for the new
Service with its special contribution to safeguarding national interests and fighting any
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future war. But this was not to be. Instead of expansion the RAF underwent a massive
reduction. Less than two years after the war had ended, the world’s largest air force was
reduced to twenty-five squadrons and less than 27,000 officers and other ranks.®

The post-war years were difficult ones for the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF)
too. Canada did not have a national air force during the First World War. Thousands of
Canadian airmen did make a contribution to the advent of air warfare but most of them
did so as individuals serving in British air forces. The Royal Canadian Naval Air Service
and the Canadian Air Force (overseas), both small and very late creations, were
established and disbanded during the last year of the war. Two years would pass before
the Canadian government established a small, non-permanent Canadian Air Force (CAF),
designed along “militia” lines, and firmly tied to the civil sector. In 1924, it received
“Royal” designation, became a permanent force that was a directorate of the Army, and
mustered some 68 officers and 307 other ranks. Air defence following RAF concepts was
the RCAF’s primary military role, but throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, it was
responsible for a wide variety of civil and military functions. Whilst Canadian airmen
favoured the development of an independent air force, similar to that of the RAF,
Canada’s soldiers preferred a force that corresponded to the old military wing of the
Royal Flying Corps. Heavily influenced by Brigadier General A.G.L. McNaughton, a
dedicated advocate of air power in the land battle, the RCAF’s inter-war experience and
training leaned more towards co-operation with the Army than the exercise of
independent air power.’

The rise of international tensions in the mid-1930s did lead to a reduction of the
RCAF’s civil duties and in 1938 the RCAF became an independent Service. Still small in
size, numbering some 150 officers and less than 1,000 other ranks, and operating
31 obsolete aircraft, the RCAF was hardly a modern air force ready to go to war.
Training, such as it was, was carried out by individual squadrons and emphasised tactical
procedures in air-to-air fighting, ground attack, and torpedo runs. The RCAF would start
the war as an auxiliary air arm to land and naval units.'® This was, in fact, the exact type
of air force the British Army wanted had its vision rather than that of the RAF been
accepted.

The debate over the strategic application of air forces in national defence was more
hotly contested in Britain during the 1920s than it was in Canada. Air Marshal Sir Hugh
Trenchard, Chief of the Air Staff for the second time, was increasingly worried that his
colleagues in the Army and the Royal Navy neither had the ability nor the desire to
develop air power properly. After extensive analysis of the use and misuse of air forces in
the Great War, Trenchard and the Air Staff establish a set of first principles of air warfare
— offensive initiative, air superiority, concentration of force, and the need for centralised
command and control."' The RAF’s advocacy of these principles and its advancement of
the concept of “air power” exacerbated already severely strained relations with the Army
and the Royal Navy, the latter state of affairs being a sad legacy of the deep cuts in
defence expenditures in the early 1920s. Division and hostility were compounded further
by the lack of a common approach within the Services to the planning and conduct of war
at the strategic level. Whilst the RAF concentrated on how to defend Britain from air
attack and the Royal Navy concerned itself with maintaining open seas — both strategic
tasks — the Army focused on the tactical practicalities of defending the Empire. Worse
still, none of the Services, either individually or in any combination, possessed the
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doctrine, force structure, or operational level of command necessary to make the vital
link between the strategic direction of war and its tactical execution.'?

On the subject of air support for the army, the RAF and the Army waged a fierce
political battle over the proper employment of finite air forces in war — an acrimonious
and divisive struggle that remained unresolved until the spring of 1943."* As a general
rule, the airmen tended to see a wider, strategic application of air power. In a land battle,
once command of the air over the intended area of operations had been established, air
forces would make their greatest impact through offensive action designed to “isolate the
battlefield” from enemy reinforcement and supply. Both pre-war training exercises in the
UK and lessons drawn from the wars in China and Spain convinced the airmen that air
attacks in the forward battlefield area were ineffective and uneconomical.'* Targets were
difficult to find and hit, losses in aircraft and crews were unacceptably high, and finite air
forces that were quickly depleted in a close support role lost their ability to maintain the
all-important condition of air superiority. Army officers were unimpressed by this logic.

Irreconcilable differences on matters of principle and deep-seated mistrust over
intent bedevilled most dealings between the two Services as they struggled to find a
mutually acceptable solution to the air support dilemma. The ignominious defeat of the
British Expeditionary Forces in France in June 1940, and early setbacks in the Middle
East against Field Marshal Erwin Rommel and the Deutsche Afrika Korps, merely made a
bad situation worse. A severe lack of resources, and technical problems with both aircraft
and rudimentary communications systems, also hindered the rapid development of a
comprehensive, flexible and quick to react air support system. But these problems, severe
as they were, were still much easier to overcome than the conceptual differences over air-
ground co-operation between Britain’s soldiers and airmen.

Defeat convinced most soldiers that they had been right all along: the army required
its own aircraft if it was to have any chance of success in a modern war. Furthermore, the
War Office claimed that the army required its own specialised air forces, consisting of a
fighter umbrella for defence and dive-bombers for close offensive support, sub-allotted to
ground commanders at both corps and divisional levels. This, claimed the General Staff,
was what the German Army enjoyed."> The Air Staff disagreed. Effective air support,
cited the airmen, was dependent on a high degree of air superiority. To achieve this
superiority demanded an air force superior in strength to the enemy air force opposite: a
unified air force consisting of bombers, fighters, reconnaissance, communication and
transportation aircraft all operated under centralised command with the flexibility to
switch from one task to another as strategic circumstances dictated. Success was not to be
found in vast numbers of specialised support aircraft tethered to the ground forces.'®

During the exceedingly anxious late summer and autumn of 1940, the two Services
searched for answers to the air support question. Despite the obvious animosity and
differences between their respective Services, some soldiers and airmen did manage to
work well together on a number of effective joint army-air reforms. The most important
of these were the air support experiments conducted in Northern Ireland by Group
Captain A.H. Wann and Colonel J.D. Woodall."” Wann and Woodall identified the need
for a tactical air force: an RAF formation that was equipped and trained to obtain air
superiority by offensive air action and to attack battlefield targets in close co-operation
with the ground forces. From 5 September to 28 October 1940, they directed a series of
signals exercises and command and control trials that led to the formation of a
rudimentary combined (army/air) Dbattle headquarters equipped with direct
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communication links to forward troops and both forward and rear airfields. By the end of
the year both the Army and the RAF would celebrate three notable achievements: the
creation of a Combined Central Operations Room at GHQ Home Forces, the adoption of
Close Support Bomber Controls on the Wann Woodall model and, on 1 December, the
formation of Army Co-operation Command.'® For almost three years, from 1941 to mid-
1943, under the direction of Army Co-operation Command, RCAF army co-operation
squadrons and most RCAF fighter squadrons in the UK developed and refined their
tactical procedures for close and direct support operations in a land battle."

A parallel air-support system was forged in the hard test of battle in North Africa
during the spring and summer months of 1941.%° Air Support Controls (ASC) — an
innovative joint command structure to control combined land-air operations — was
constructed and tested. In addition to command and control exercises, a number of air
trials tested bomber and fighter aircraft in a variety of tasks to determine their optimum
roles in ground support operations. Out of these efforts emerged a new tactical air system,
one that eventually proved effective in both attack and defence and against both pre-
arranged and impromptu targets. The joint command and signals network was the
nervous system of the new air support system and the fighter-bomber was its talons and
teeth.

RAF historian, Sir Maurice Dean, identified three vital elements necessary for
effective army air co-operation: goodwill, sound principles and tactics, and reliable
communications. By the summer of 1942, all three were in evidence in the Western
Desert. Similar levels of co-operation and understanding between the Army and the RAF
did not exist back in England. In March 1942, the CIGS, General Sir Alan Brooke, re-
opened the bitter and protracted debate on an air arm for the Army. Brooke wanted
111 squadrons of specialised close support aircraft and another 207 squadrons of
transport aircraft to meet the Army’s minimum requirements. Additional support, namely
fighter protection and bomber attacks against enemy troops and positions, was also
requested from the independent air forces. Air Marshal Sir Charles Portal, Chief of the
Air Staff, rejected the CIGS’s preposterous demands; he pointed out that the number of
aircraft the Army wanted for its own independent air arm exceeded the first-line strength
of the entire RAF.?* Portal, therefore, appealed to his army counterpart to adopt the
principles of the Middle East system as the basis for developing future army air support.*

Brooke was not moved to agree. Many other generals, including Canadian General
McNaughton, and even a few airmen, were also openly critical of the RAF’s approach to
integrated air-ground operations.”* The General Staff wanted Army Co-operation
Command built up to an active fighting command. Another proposal, co-authored by Air
Commodore Henry Thorold and Colonel Claude Oxborrow, called for the creation of a
new RAF Army Air Support Group consisting of twelve squadrons of bombers and
fighters specially designed for ground attack.”> The new Group, if established, would
operate independently and in addition to Army Co-operation Command. All of the
Army’s proposals, however, violated RAF principles of centralised command and
concentration of force. Perhaps most telling was a report written by the Joint Planning
Committee, which warned:

Under the existing set-up there are too many RAF Commands concerned ... we
must have a single air force command. The nucleus of this command must be
established now.*®
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Support was growing for a composite group of all types of aircraft under one air
commander. On 21 July 1942, Air Marshal Sir John Slessor presented his proposal for
such a force: a mixed force of fighters, light bombers, army support and reconnaissance
squadrons organised in groups all under the command of a single AOC-in-C. Fighter
Command, with its recent experience in offensive air operations over the continent, its
superior communications, and its centralised command and control system, was Slessor’s
designated choice to host the new composite force.?’

After almost a year of rancorous discussion over who would develop Britain’s new
tactical air forces, either Fighter Command or Army Co-operation Command, the new
Air Expeditionary Force Headquarters finally was established in Fighter Command. The
Air Expeditionary Force (AEF) would provide a Composite Group for each British and
Canadian army taking part in the Normandy invasion and all subsequent operations
thereafter. Each Composite Group contained fighter, bomber and reconnaissance aircraft
but they were not restricted to a prescribed “fixed strength.” The AOC-in-C was free to
move aircraft from one group to another as circumstances and opportunities dictated in
order to exploit the inherent flexibility and striking power of his force. Command
arranggzsments conformed closely with the proven methods of the Western Desert Air
Force.

AEF was renamed the 2™ Tactical Air Force on 1 June 1943, and eventually it
comprised No. 2 Group (transferred from Bomber Command) and Nos. 83 and 84
Composite Groups. About half of the squadrons attached to No. 83 Group were
Canadian. Seventeen RCAF squadrons eventually served in 2™ TAF in a variety of air
superiority and ground attack roles. Throughout the Northwest Europe campaign, two
RCAF fighter wings (Nos. 126 and 127) and one fighter-bomber wing provided a small
part of the overwhelming air superiority enjoyed by Allied armies.>

Anglo-Canadian partnership in the development of tactical air forces was multi-
faceted and highly successful. In particular, the RAF and the RCAF drew on their
respective differences in operational heritage, exchanged ideas and shared tactical
experiences to their mutual advantage. From the summer of 1944 onward, British and
Canadian armies finally had in operation a joint army/air system that provided effective
and timely air support at the operational level. Problems with tactical execution were,
however, still encountered. At times unfamiliar operating procedures confused both
soldiers and airmen, and inaccurate weapons, namely rockets and free-fall bombs, made
for a fairly blunt and resource intense instrument.*° These shortcomings do not, however,
detract from what was a remarkable achievement in inter-Service and Anglo-Canadian
co-operation during the Second World War.
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PONDERING CANADA’S ARMY
LEADERSHIP IN WAR AND PEACE

Geoff Hayes

ponder the nature of good soldiering or effective military leadership. The answers

In wartime, armies and soldiers have a well-defined role, and there is little need to
usually become evident when battle is joined.”'

If this is so, then why did Lieutenant-General H.D.G. Crerar issue a memorandum in
June of 1943 to all of his commanding officers that began: “Much confused thinking is
prevalent at the present time in respect to who is, and what constitutes, an ‘Officer.”””
Crerar’s memorandum speaks to the enormous task of finding Canadian army officers of
the junior ranks — the lieutenants, the captains and the majors. Charles Stacey wrote in
1955 that “Much could be written on the problem of finding the very large number of
new officers required by the Canadian Army during the war, and few topics are more
important.” Stacey’s brief treatment of the issue in the first volume of the army’s official
history revealed a truly dramatic evolution of the commissioned ranks. The
42,613 commissions granted for the active wartime army to June 1946 represented an
almost sixfold increase from the start of the war.’

This paper argues that Canada’s wartime army officer corps evolved amidst a great
deal of pondering about the nature of good soldiering or effective military leadership.
Faced with rapidly changing and unexpected demands, army planners kept returning to
debate who would become a better officer: a soldier with proven military experience, or a
formal education. Despite considerable advances in the search for leadership, the army
consistently turned to educated men for the King’s Commission.

A wide literature has studied this search for some kind of balance of skills and
qualifications in an army officer.* Morris Janowitz summarized this conception by
referring to the history of the “modern military establishment ... as a struggle between
heroic leaders, who embody traditionalism and glory, and military ‘managers,” who are
concerned with the scientific and rational conduct of war.” It is tempting to apply such
labels in this case; it is enough to observe here that military leadership, Canadian and
otherwise, is a product of social, political as well as a military forces. In 1914, Sam
Hughes chose his officers for the First Contingent with criteria so arbitrary, that upon the
first contingent’s arrival in Devonport, J.F.C. Fuller was to have remarked that the
contingent was satisfactory only “if the officers could be all shot.”® As Stephen Harris
relates, soon the idea emerged within the Canadian Expeditionary Force [CEF] that
military experience, not Sam Hughes, should be the measure of an officer.’

In the two decades between the wars, Canada’s tiny army began t