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EDITORIAL

Punctualitz

It has been suggested to your harried editor that
there is no need for contributors to meet deadlines
because the Newsletter is always late.

WRONG: Nothing could be further from the truth. We
will admit to having been tardy--but, given the nature
of things, and the necessity to keep the costs to a
minimum, we do not always take the most expeditious
routes. If contributors missed deadlines that would
simply extend the whole process and the Newsletter
would be later still. We have __n_g_t_ built up a stock of
items yet (more on that later) and thus we are con-
sidering material for inclusion right up until the
last possible moment.

We reaffirm our publishing schedule of 31 March,
30 June, 30 September and 31 December. By that we
mean that these are the last possible dates for us to
get material to our producers. Then, depending on our
printer's schedule, we must wait--followed by the
efforts of wives and sweethearts and families and just
plain good folk, we stuff, address and mail the
finished product. So, if sometimes the process takes
a little longer than we would all like, please bear
with us.

Review Easaza

In this issue readers will find a new feature, and one
that we will try to build on in the future--the review
essay. This allows us to present an in-depth treat-
ment of a broad topic by noted authorities in the
field. We are particularly fortunate with the authors
of the two in this issue, all of whom are noted in
their specialities. Interestingly, we have seen
copies of The Ship anthology being remaindered in
W.H. Smith's--see if you can get some. At $2.99 they
are a bargainl

New Publications

Two new publications of interest to readers are
Seascape, a new British maritime affairs journal, the
first issue of which will appear in March. Interest-
ingly, its Subscription Order Form has a photograph of
HMCS Iroquois loud and clear. It can be obtained
through Seascape Publications Ltd., 52-54 Southwark
Street, London, SEl 1UJ. Introductory subscription
for 1 year is £10 ($18 US).

(cont'd next page...

* * * *

Your newsletter is only as good as the contributions
you send in -- so PLEASE CONTRIBUTE.
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New Publications continued... Contributions

The other is the "Newsletter" of the Maritime Economic
History Group, put out by our own peripatetic Skip
Fischer, and Helge Nordvik. As Skip tells us:

it is designed for people with a research inte-
rest in economic and social history related to
merchant shipping and the fisheries.

Anyone interested in this--Vol. 1 No. 1 contains a
rich mine of information detailing researchers in
those fields--simply has to write to Dr. Lewis Fischer
at Memorial University of Newfoundland between 15 May
and 15 August, or to him at Institute of Economic
History, Norwegian School of Economics, Helleveien 30,
N-5035 Bergen-Sandviken, Norway, thereafter.

Documentary Index, Montreal Trinity House Records

As we sit in our majesty and debate in high philosoph-
icel terms whether or not we should take the plunge
and publish something substantial, or whether there is
a market for our efforts, others are acting on their
beliefs. Just come to hand is a superb source docu-
ment for historians of 'maritime St. Lawrence Canada'
--it is an exhaustive index to the records of the
Montreal Trinity House.

Properly entitled Répertoire Analytique des Documents

de le Maison de la Trinité de Montréal/1806 - 1873/
Analytical Index of the Documents of the Trinity House

of Montreal, the fully bilingual document is truly a
labour of love. The work of Gordon Rabchuk, an archi-
vist and historian, and Ernest Labelle, the hard-
working archivist of the Port of Montreal, it was
written to publicize the Port of Montreal's history
and to alert historians to its extensive archival
collections, of which these are only a part. As the
foreword states, the Trinity House collection "com-
prend des procés-verbaux, registres de correspondance
et documents sur le fonds des pilotes infirmes".
(Your editor has chosen the euphemistic opportunities
of French on this occasion because the English for
'pilotes infirmes'--decayed pilots--has always struck
him as being particularly unfair.) The majority of
the documents, however, which are well preserved, are
in English.

Your editor has chosen to notice this volume now,
rather than through the usual channels, both to get
the word to you quickly and because he does not intend
to part with his copy.

Robert Louis Stevenson once told a budding missionary
how hard it was to persevere in the face of what at
times appeared to be monumental indifference--it was
like chopping wood without seeing the chips fly, he
told her. Well, finally your editor thinks he can
detect a chip or two. M.B. Mackay has sent us some
valuable comments to supplement the fleet list we
published in our June 1986 issue--pointing out that
even the company's name was incorrect, CN Marine
having become Marine Atlantic during 1986! We also
print in this issue a "Preliminary Fleet List" of the
so-called Newfoundland 'Splinter Fleet', as well as a
piece on the NORTON class tugs of the Royal Canadian
Navy .

Responses such as this enable us to catch glimpses of
woodchips; we exhort you all to contribute. It is
hard to imagine that anyone interested enough in be-
coming a member of our Society does not have something
of interest to impart to fellow members. Don't for-
get, the entire topic of Canadian maritime history is
so new that almost everything written will break new
ground. So, please, write us with your articles.

Don't Forget

JOINT MEETING
NORTH AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR OCEANIC HISTORY
AND
CANADIAN NAUTICAL RESEARCH SOCIETY

"The Great River, the Great Lakes and Beyond"

Kingston, Ontario
Marine Museum of the Great Lakes at Kingston
The Royal Military College of Canada
May 21 - 23, 1987

Programme Chairman: Or. Barry M. Gough

Registration: Thursday, May 21/87, 1800 - 1930 hours

Direct questions to: Maurice D. Smith, Director
Marine Museum of the Great Lakes
55 Ontario Street
Kingston, Ontario K7L 2Y2
(613) 542 2261
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PRELIMINARY FLEET LIST

The 'Splinter' Fleet

Built 1944-46, Newfoundland Government Shipyard, Clarenville. Officially termed 'Point' class wooden motor coas-
ters. 325+ grt 123.7' x 28.2' x 11.8' (depth) and had 425 bhp engine. Owned by Newfoundland Dept. of Resources
and operated by the Newfoundland Railway until 1949 when three were taken over by CNR and the remainder sold.

Name grt/yr built Notes
BONNE BAY /44 46: Lost St. Shott's.
BURIN 336/44 49: CNR

65: AVALON COASTER Avalon Coaster Ltd. (Puddister & Bennet)
Dec 25, 1968 abandoned leaking off St. Anthony o/v St. Barbe-Halifax. Drifted
ashore broke up on rocks.

CLARENVILLE 334/44 49: CNR
63: S.W. Mifflin Ltd., Catalina.
B81: Hank Buitendijk
82: Highland Cove Marina Kincardine, Ontario.

CODROY 337/45 49: CNR
65: AVALON TRADER (i) Avalon Trader Ltd. (Puddister & Bennet)
68: NORTHERN TRADER Puddister & Bennet Shipping Ltd.
Jan 9, 1970 holed in ice 5 mi. south St. Albans, lost.

EXPLOITS 347/45 49: Harold B. Dawe, Cupids.
64; WHITE COAT RJ, AJ&RK Sumarah, Halifax.
March 23, 1965 sank, ice damage, Magdalen Is., raised June 1965.
65: ERIK A NIELSEN Nielsen Shipping (Ole A. Nielsen) Halifax.
March 18, 1966 sank, ice damage, Magdalen Is.

FERRYLAND / 493

GLENWOOD 329/45 49: D. Frampton & Co. Ltd., St. John's.

PLACENTIA 325/45 49: Harold B. Dawe, Cupids.

TREPASSEY 336/44 47: Chartered to British Graham Land Expedition Jan 47 Erebus & Terror Gulf to
Weddell Sea.

49: Winsor Trading Co. Ltd., St. John's.

64: Nielsen Shipping (Ole A. Nielsen), Halifax.

July 16, 1964 caught fire 75 mi. south Sambro Lightship.

July 17, 1964 abandoned, exploded, sank. Carrying 40 tons of explosives for use
in oil exploration.

TWILLINGATE 346/46 49: THOMAS V. HOLLETT, Holletts Transportation, Burin.
: AVALON VOYAGER, Avalon Voyager Ltd. (Puddister & Bennet).
73: AVALON VOYAGER II, Waterman's Services (Scott) Ltd., Toronto.
1976: J.C. Stapleton. 1976: Paul Swift, Etobicoke. 1979: Highland Cove Marina,
Kincardine, Ontario.

The above is a preliminary list. Any additions or emendments gratefully received.

M.B. Mackay
Halifax, Nova Scotia
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NORTON CLASS TUGS OF THE ROYAL CANADIAN NAVY

During World War II several types of tugs were built
in Canada. Among them was the NORTON Class of eight
tugs for the RCN. The NORTONs were built primarily
for towing naval gunnery targets, but they were also
outfitted for general towing, salvage and ship berth-
ing. They were steel-hulled and powered with a direct
drive 9 cylinder 1000 bhp Dominion Sulzer engine.
They carried a towing winch, 1% ton derrick and gear
hold and were ice strengthened.

Dimensions were 111'-0" oa, 26' breadth, 12'-6" depth
and 10'-6" draft. Gross tonnage was 230-260 tons and
they carried B5 tons of fuel. Accommodation was pro=-
vided for a naval crew of 26 and they were armed with
a Lewis qun.

All were completed in 1944 and served with the RCN
until war's end when four were transferred to the
Canadian Naval Auxiliary Service and were manned with
civilian crews but continued to perform the tasks for
which they were originally designed. The remaining
four were assigned to the War Assets Corporation for
disposal.

Beaverton was based at HMC Dockyard in Halifax until
she was lost in collision with Empire Macalpine in the
5t. Lawrence River on August 27, 1946. Her master and
one crew member were lost. She had been en route to
Quebec City to rendezvous with the RCN aircraft
carrier Warrior to escort her to Montreal.

Clifton and Heatherton were transferred to the Pacific
Coast and based at HMC Dockyard at Esquimalt.
Heatherton was sold in 1975 and in 1977 sailed back to
the St. Lawrence River in 41 days. She was renamed
Robert-H. and is still in service, based in Trois
Rividres. Clifton was sold in 1978 and is presently
reported to be serving in Mexico.

Riverton remained at HMC Dockyard in Halifax and per-
formed a variety of towing duties until sold in 1979
to Quebec City owners who renamed her Techno-5t-
Laurent. She is still in service.

Of the NORTONs sold as surplus after the war, the name
ship of the class, Norton, was renamed WAC.l by War
Assets Corp. and placed under the management of
Foundation Maritime where she was used to tow surplus
naval vessels to screp or scuttling. In 1946 she was
sold to Marathon Paper Mills, renamed Peninsula, and
went to work on Lake Superior. Now owned in Thunder
Bay she is still in service.

Maxwellton was acquired by Price Navigation in 1946.

She was dismantled and transported on 18 rail cars

overland to Lac St-Jean where she was reassembled,
renamed Hugh Jones and towed log rafts until 1971.
She was again dismantled, wheels attached to her hull
and her superstructure placed on a truck trailer and
she was moved to Chicoutimi and reassembled. Unfor=
tunately she sprang a leak on her delivery trip and
sank 70 miles from Quebec City. Her owners later
acquired Heatherton.

Alberton and Birchton were both sold to Marine Indus-

tries of Sorel and both were busy towing surplus ships
to their wrecking yards. Alberton was sold to Portu-
guese owners in 1948 and may still be in service.

Birchton was renamed Capitaine Simard and was employed

with the dredging fleet until the late seventies. She
was laid up for a long period and eventually sold to
the owners of Riverton for spares and broken up in
1982.

It is interesting that the three NORTONs no longer in
service all met their end within a few miles of each
other on the St. Lawrence and that the remainder are
still in service after 42 years.

Acknowledgements: I would like to thank the following
for their assistance: René Beauchamp, Montreal;
W.A.B. Douglas, DND Ottewa; German & Milne, Montreal;
La Cie Price, Quebec; Maritime Museum of the Atlantic.

M.B. Mackay
Halifax, Nova Scotia

NORTON Class tugs of the RCN Fleet List

ALBERTON Pennant No. W 48

Builder: Montreal D.D. Commissioned Oct. 3, 1944
June 1946: to War Assets Corp. for disposal.

1946: Marine Industries Ltd., Sorel, Quebec.

1948: Cia. Nacional de Navegacao, Portugal.
Renamed AVEIRD. Still listed Lloyd's Register 1985.

BIRCHTON Pennant No. W 35

Builder: Montreal D.D. Launched 1943, completed 1944
1946: to War Assets Corp. for disposal.

1946: Marine Industries Ltd., Sorel, Quebec.

Renamed CAPITAINE SIMARD.

1972: Owner restyled Soc. de Dragage Richelieu Inc.,
company would up 1977.

1978: Assets acquired by Sceptre Dredging, vessel
laid up.
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NORTON Class tugs continued...

c.1981: Techno-Maritime, Quebec City, restyled
Techno=Navigation Inc. 1982. Stripped of useful parts
and beached La Petite Rividre St-Francois Nov. 1982.
As of 1986 demolition completed.

BEAVERTON

Builder: Montreal D.D. Launched 1943, completed 1944
1946: Canadian Naval Auxiliary Service, based HMC
Dockyard, Halifax.

Aug. 27, 1946 sank after collision with EMPIRE
MACALPINE of f Cap aux Oies, Quebec.

CLIFTON

Builder: Canadian Bridge, Walkerville, Ontario.
Completed 1944.

1946: Canadian Naval Auxiliary Service, Pennant No.
ATA 529, based Esquimelt, B.C.

1978: North Arm Trensportation Ltd., Vancouver.
1981: Horton Marine Explorations Ltd., North
Vancouver.

Unkn: Sold to Mexican owners, reported still in
service.

HEATHERTON

Builder: Montreal D.D. Commissioned June 5, 1944
1946: Cenadian Naval Auxiliary Service, Pennant No.
ATA 527, based Esquimalt, B.C.

1975: Ministry of Public Works (Canadian Government).
1977: Three Rivers Boatmen, Trois Rividres, Quebec.
Renamed ROBERT-H. Still in service.

MAXWELLTON

Builder: Canadian Bridge, Walkerville, Ontario.
Commissioned Oct. 20, 1944.

Dec. 1945: War Assets Corp. for disposal.

1946: Price Navigation Ltd., Quebec, renamed HUGH
JONES. Dismantled by Marine Industries Ltd., shipped
to Robervael by rail and reassembled, launched Lac St.
Jean, 1947.

1973: Three Rivers Boatmen, partially dismantled,
transported by road to Chicoutimi and reassembled.
Nov 25, 1973, sprang leaks and sank off St-Irenée,
Quebec.

NORTON

Builder: Montreal D.D. Launched Sept. 24, 1943.
Nov. 29, 1945: to War Assets Corp. Renamed WAC.l
(Foundaetion Maritime, managers).

1946: Marathon Paper Mills, Port Arthur, Ontario,
renamed PENINSULA.

1967: Western Engineering Service Ltd., Thunder Bay,
Ontario. Still in service.

RIVERTON

Builder: Chantier Maritime du St-Laurent
(sub-contractor to Canadian Bridge), St-Laurent, Ile
d'Orléans, Quebec.

1946: Canadian Naval Auxiliary Service, based
Halifax. Pennant No. ATA 528.

1979: Techno-Maritime, Quebec City, renamed TECHNO-
ST=LAURENT.

1982: Owners restyled Techno-Navigation Inc.

Still in service.

NOTES ON NEWFOUNDLAND GULF & COASTAL TRADE FLEET LIST
(Argonautea June 1986)

BRUCE (ii) Renamed MALYGIN (Russia)

LINTROSE Renamed SADKO (Russia)

MEIGLE July 2, 1947, aground St. Peter's,
Nfld., total loss. Had been on voy-
age from Charlottetown to S5t-Pierre
and St. John's with & cargo of
cattle. Cattle all lost.

Owner: Woodrow Wheatley.

MOYRA May 12, 1945 caught fire off St-Jean,
1.0., beached Beauport Flats. Had
been on voyage Montreal-Nfld. Total
loss. Owner: Moyra Shipping Ltd.

NORTHTON 1924-34 Matthews Steamship Co. Ltd.,

Toronto.

1934-43 Colonial Steamship Co. Ltd.,

Toronto (Scott Misener).

1946-47 renamed NOVADOC (iii), N.M.

Paterson & Sons Ltd., Fort William.

March 3, 1947, missing 22 mi. east of

Portland, Maine on voyage Digby to

New York City with gypsum.

NONIA Sold c.1981 to Nonia Nav., Laval.

Laid up Montreal Oct. 14, 1981.
1984: Perisco Transports Finances
Inc., departed Montreal Feb. 4, 1984.
March 10, 1984 while on voyage from
Sydney NS-Cayman Islands had machin-
ery damage at 40.23Nx63.20W. Towed
into New York and declared CTL.

MARINE SPLINTER 1984: Sold to
Renamed CAVALIER DES MERS. Used as
excursion and whale watching boat on
St. Lawrence River, based Tadoussac.

MOBO Packay
Halifax, Nova Scotia
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AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON CANADIAN NAVAL POLICY

There has been a remarkable growth of interest in
Canadian naval history during the last ten years. [1]
The outpouring of books, graduate theses and scholarly
articles has sharpened our understanding not only of
the many false starts and discontinuities in Canadian
naval development but also of enduring long-term in-
fluences. Although much basic research remains to be
done, the wealth of new material on higher policy has
brought the broad themes of Canadian naval development
more clearly into focus.

The question of naval defence has always pulled Canada
in two directions. Alliance with immensely strong
seapowers--Great Britain and, latterly, the United
States--has guaranteed Canada's shores against any but
minor attacks. Prior to 1939, defence against this
relatively slight danger and the assertion of sove-
reignty over territorial waters, a task to which
Canadian govermnments attached much greater importance,
required only modest coastal vessels. The Canadian
land militia tradition of a home defence force, com-
posed of partially-trained reserves and a small
professional cadre, seemed an appropriate model for
such a localized sea service. Canadian governments,
however, were also subject at critical junctures to
pressure from senior allies, special interest groups
and professional sailors for the provision of major
warships to reinforce allied sea-going fleets. But
domestic political opposition to either alliance
commi tments or substantial defence expenditure in
peacetime scuttled the big-ship proposals and
inhibited local defence programmes as well.

The Second World War called forth an enormous contri-
bution by Canada's small-ship, reservist force, but in
that effort is also to be found the origins of the
large, professional post-war navy. New Canadian atti-
tudes towards defence and international relations made
possible the expansion of the 1950s and 60s, but the
decline of the fleet during the past twenty years sug-
gests a resurfacing of older traditions and again
raises the question of whether the navy should look to
the immediate defence of Canada or to larger alliance
roles.

This dichotomy between home defence and alliance com-
mitments originated in the transformation of military
relations between Britain and her self-governing
colonies during the last half of the nineteenth cen-
tury. Change had been initiated by the withdrawal of
British army garrisons from the colonies. The immedi-
ate concern was to relieve the Imperial treasury of
soaring overseas defence expenditures. There was,
however, a special imperative in the case of Canada,

for it was becoming clear that efforts to balance
burgeoning American power with British land forces
were futile and possibly a dangerous provocation. At
the end of 1871 the last Imperial troops, save those
guarding the naval base at Halifax, departed. [2]

In turning the defence of the vulnerable North
American land frontier over to the Canadian govern-
ment, Britain "fully acknowledged the reciprocal
obligation of defending every portion of the Empire
with all the resources at its command." [3] The Royal
Navy was the instrument that made good that pledge by
insuring that a reinforcing army could be landed in a
crisis, and, more importantly, in its ability to
operate offensively against the American Atlantic
seaboard (the large Union fleet of the Civil War which
had brought some British naval officers to question
the chances for a successful offensive had been
rapidly demobilized after 1865, reducing the United
States Navy to its usual meagre strength). In fact,
the decisions taken in London during the 1860s marked
a fundemental transition in overseas defence policy
that, aside from extreme emergencies, limited the
British commitment to naval support.

Canadian leaders treated the Imperial pledge as a
cast-iron guarantee that Britain would attend to all
naval aspects of Canadian defence. An abiding faith
in the supremacy of British seaspower was only part of
the reason. Canadian authorities were also seeking to
avoid additional defence expenditure by removing any
pretext for further British reductions, and with good
cause. Seeking additional financial relief, in 1865
the Imperial Government had passed the Colonial Naval
Defence Act to empower self-governing colonies to
raise their own local naval forces.

For Canada the issue centred on the Great Lakes.
Naval command of these inland seas, as had been
demonstrated in the War of 1812, was crucial to the
defence of the land frontier, but isolation from the
Atlantic by the limited capacity of the St. Lawrence
canal system necessitated the establishment of costly
special gunboat forces and dockyards. The Canadian
government had taken quick action when crises loomed,
organizing naval militia companies on the lakes in
1862 and then employing them to convert steamers in
the spring of 1866 to meet the threat of Fenian raids.
Almost immediately, however, the vessels were turned
over to Royal Navy crews and during the next four
years the Canadian and Imperial governments bickered
over financial responsibility for the force. Canada
did maintain two gunboats in service in 1869-70, but
as soon as the Fenian threat receded, they were
decommissioned and the naval compenies disbanded. [4]
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An Historical Perspective continued...

British reluctance, in the pursuit of improved rela-
tions with the United States, to uphold Canadian
sovereignty over the east coast inshore fisheries
induced more energetic and enduring action. Respond-
ing to the failure of the Royal Navy rigorously to
enforce payments of licence fees by American fishermen
in Canadian waters, the dominion government armed
schooners for this duty in 1870-3, a measure that
helped bring the United States to settle the broader
disputes over Atlantic fisheries. In 1886, after the
United States had denounced the earlier agreement, the
Canadian government organized a new "Fisheries Protec-
tion Service" that ultimately became a permanent
organization. [5] Although not military forces in
name or law, the fisheries patrols were performing
functions normally carried out by Her Majesty's war-
ships. Here, as will be seen, was the genesis of
Canadian naval organization in the twentieth century.
The roots of the Royal Canadian Navy lay in the
realization that British maritime interests and
priorities were in some critical respects different
from Canada's.

Indeed, during the period of radical changes in
warship design--from wood to iron, sail to steam and
solid shot to explosive projectiles--in the 1850s to
mid 1880s, the Admiralty itself was profoundly
uncertain about tactics, strategy and the navy's
capabilities. Fears that ean invasion of England might
now be possible had been one reason for bringing the
garrisons home from the self-governing colonies. At
least as important for the future of Imperial defence
was the growing perception that seaborne trade and the
Empire's largely undefended ports were vulnerable to
fast steam cruisers that could readily elude Royal
Navy squadrons. [6]

The Anglo-Russian war scare of 1878 brought the
cruiser menace home to Canada. In May of that year
reports reached Ottewa of the arrival at Eastport,
Maine of a ship carrying 600 Russian sailors and
possibly a load of guns. Apparently an effort was
underway to convert steamers purchased in the United
States into raiders. An appeal to the Admiralty for
the despatch of cruisers to guard the Gulf of the
St. Lawrence brought a reply that was anything but
reagsuring. "Experience has shown...that it is a
matter of extreme difficulty if not of impossibility
to prevent much mischief being done...by a single fast
(enemy) cruiser.... It rests with HM's Government to
decide when the time shall have arrived for the naval
forces to be increased to the extent required to meet
this danger...." Canada, in the meantime, should con-
vert steamers of her own merchant marine for defensive
purposes. [7]

Clearly the naval defence of Canada involved a good
deal more than waiting for the British fleet to come
to the rescue in the increasingly unlikely event of
war with the United States. More probably, a war
between Britain and a European or Asian power would
expose Canadian ports and shipping to attack by
raiders preying on the Empire's trade while the main
strength of the Royal Navy was committed in a remote
theatre of operations. This was the danger that
shaped Canadian naval policy until the Second World
War.

The 1878 crisis inspired a number of proposals for a
Canadian naval organization to which the government
was by no means unsympathetic. In the late 1880s, for
example, Sir John A. Macdonald supported a scheme put
forward by Andrew R. Gordon, an ex-Royal Navy officer
who commanded the new Fisheries Protection Service, to
militarize that service by acquiring two torpedo
gunboats. This worthy idea came to nothing, at least
partly because the Admiralty gave very faint
encouragement. [8]

British policy towards colonial navies was, in fact,
undergoing a volte face, one of several that would
greatly affect Canada. In the mid-1880s, the
uncertainties that had clouded British naval policy
began to clear with the emergence of standardized
types of steam-driven, armoured warships possessed,
unlike earlier transitional designs, of good sea-
keeping qualities. Confidence returned that, just as
in the days of sail, centrally directed sea-going
squadrons could contain enemy fleets and raiders.
Indeed, the Empire's survival depended upon large-
scale expansion of the Royal Navy to meet the growing
strength of competing maritime powers, a policy that
the British government adopted with the Naval Defence
Act of 1889. Colonial coast defence flotillas that
had seemed a necessary margin of safety in the 1860s
and 1870s now looked like a squandering of resources
that should properly be used to strengthen British
sea-going fleets. [9]

The Australasian colonies had, by British lights,
shown the right spirit when in 1887 they had agreed to
pay an annual cash subsidy to augment the Royal Navy's
Australian squadron. During the following two decades
the Imperial government repeatedly urged other self-
governing dominions to help underwrite the cost of the
British fleet while discouraging the development of
colonial flotillas. With the Royal Navy concentrated
against the enemy's squadrons, only one or two
cruisers could slip through to raid the colonies, and
these vessels were unlikely to act boldly given the
risk of interception by superior British forces.
Colonial land forces therefore provided adequate local
defence. [10]
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An Historical Perspective continued...

Bids for contributions to the Royal Navy met with a
very chilly reception in Ottawa. It was an issue that
went straight to the heart of Canadian domestic
politics because of French-Canadian (and, indeed,
significant English-Canadian) antipathy to the idea
that Canada should make sacrifices and compromise an
essential right of self-govermment to control defence
expenditure for the sake of larger Imperial interests.
[11]

The fact was that Canadians did not feel threatened
sufficiently to induce them to contribute to anything
outside their own immediate purview. Australia and
New Zealand, feeling profoundly vulnerable in their
isolation from the north Atlantic centre of British
sea-power, were glad to pay for strengthened Pacific
squadrons that would directly guarantee their secur-
ity. By contrast, Canadians believed that the great
fleets in British home waters would deal with any
threat to Canada by & European power, while the
Imperial government's successful efforts to secure
American friendship eliminated serious danger from the
United States. When in 1904 the Admiralty closed the
dockyards at Halifax, NS and Esquimalt, BC and with-
drew the squadrons from the Western Hemisphere to
concentrate the Royal Navy's strength in European
waters, these measures were announced as a gesture of
confidence in the United States. And with that view
the Laurier government was in full agreement. Sir
Frederick Borden, minister of militia, was already
publicly declaring that the Monroe Doctrine afforded
Canada additional security against hostile overseas
powers. [12]

Yet Laurier did admit that Canada needed some form of
naval defence to uphold her special interests, and his
answer was virtually identical to the one Macdonald
had ultimately contemplated. Responding to growing
pressure from both the British government and Canadian
Imperialists for a contribution to Imperial sea-power,
Laurier had underteken to militarize the Fisheries
Protection Service and thereby relieve the Royal Navy
of residual responsibilities in Canadian waters. In
1903 two steel gunboats were ordered for the Fisheries
Service, and on one rudimentary military training was
given. [13]

The accelerating naval race between England and
Germany and a new shift in Imperial policy forced
Laurier to do more. Royal Navy withdrawals from the
Pacific in 1907-08 brought the Australians to press
for an end to their subsidies and to lay plans for a
local navy of sea-going destroyers. Reluctantly, the
Admiralty agreed. On 29 March 1909, a resolution for

the creation of a Canadian navy received unanimous
support in the Canadian House of Commons. The
government's immediate intention was to obtain older
cruisers and destroyers from the Royal Navy both for
fisheries protection duties and for an expanded naval
training programme. [14]

This scheme was instantly overtaken by a political
crisis in Britain over the scale of naval expansion
needed to meet the German challenge. Cries from
British "panic-mongers" that the German dreadnought
battleships would soon match or exceed Britain's had
the unexpected effect of arousing offers of special
assistance to the Royal Navy from the overseas domi=-
nions. New Zealand would pay for a dreadnought for
the British fleet; so too would Australia (although
the govermment hinted it would rather spend the money
on strengthening its own navy). Canadian Imperial-
ists, who had great influence in the Conservative
party, demanded that Laurier should also offer an
“"emergency" contribution. [15]

Finally realizing that an appeal to growing national-
ism would inspire a much greater effort than Imperial
subsidies ever had, the Admiralty responded that each
dominion should now raise a full-fledged navy, includ-
ing a dreadnought battlecruiser, for service on the
Pacific. Thus relieved of commitments in distant
seas, the British fleet could then complete its
concentration against Germany. The Australians
immediately adopted the proposal, for their ships
would directly defend their own shores. As the
Admiralty admitted, however, Canada had no need of
such large ships in her own waters: they would be
earmarked for duty on the far side of the Pacific.
The only way in which British officers could relate
such a policy to specific Canadian interests was to
argue that a larger Imperial effort on the Pacific
would balance the growing strength of the United
States Navy on that ocean: Canadian sovereignty would
be more secure than if the dominion were entirely
dependent upon American forces for the defence of
British Columbia. Certainly there were leading
Canadian figures who had expressed concern about
American militery dominance in the Western Hemisphere.
But Laurier was entirely unpersuaded about the need
for Canada to build a capital ship navy for the
Pacific, not least of all because of his confidence,
not shared by the Australians, that the Anglo-Japanese
alliance would endure. [16]

Nevertheless, Laurier did agree to a far-reaching
compromise which greatly increased the scope of the
Canadian navy project. Four modern cruisers and six
destroyers would be built for the defence of both
Canadian coasts, but would also be available to
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protect Imperial trade on the high seas. On the basis
of this scheme the Royal Canadian Navy was founded in
1910, and the immediate results of this decision are
well known. To nationalists it was nothing less than
an Imperial service squadron, and to Imperialists a
harbinger of separation from the Empire; this odd
alliance helped bring down the government in 1911.

It is less well known that Robert Borden, the new
Conservative prime minister, hoped to defuse the naval
issue by reviving the Liberal government's original
scheme for the gradual militarization of the Fisheries
Protection Service. No less than Laurier or
Macdonald, Borden appreciated that to win widespread
political support, a Canadian navy must grow from
Canadian traditions in response to particular Canadian
interests. Borden's plan was of course scuppered by a
further shift in British policy. Winston Churchill
had become First Lord of the Admiralty in September
1911 and he quickly denounced the naval agreements of
1909. Facing strong political resistance in Britain
to further increases in naval expenditure and genuine-
ly fearful of continued expansion of the German fleet,
Churchill asked Borden to make good on his party's
earlier commitment to a special contribution. The
subsequent political crisis in Canada over Borden's
legislation to provide a gift of $35,000,000 to the
Admiralty blocked any action on naval policy. [17]

When war broke out in August 1914, Canada's naval
defences comprised only the rump of Laurier's navy:
two old cruisers that had been purchased from the
Royal Navy for training purposes. This meagre force
got to sea, with substantial assistance from Royal
Navy personnel, but it was British squadrons, rein-
forced by Austrelian and allied Japanese warships,
that quickly secured North American waters against
marauding German cruisers, much as Admiralty planners
had predicted.

Churchill had wisely advised Borden against attempting
substantial expansion of the RCN in wartime, but
entirely unforeseen developments ultimately required
the creation of a coastal patrol force very much like
the one Canadian prime ministers had contemplated
since the 1880s. As soon as the Royal Navy had
neutralized the German surface fleet, there was a new
menace. German submarines proved devastatingly
effective in sinking Allied merchant ships and capable
of sustained long range operations. When in the
spring of 1917 it seemed that the U-boat assault on
shipping might bring a German victory, the Allies
organized a trans-Atlantic convoy system to protect
trade. Canadian flotillas of small anti-submarine

vessels, cobbled together at the urgent request of the
Admiralty, secured the approaches to the Dominion's
convoy assembly ports and escorted shipping in coastal
waters where danger of U-boat attack was greatest.
The backbone of the organization--which ultimately
included some 130 converted yachts, commercial ships
and emergency built trawlers and drifters--was the
pre-war government marine service. The sea-going
revenue and fisheries vessels were among the very few
craft available with the endurance for extended escort
duties, while seasoned marine services personnel
provided an essential leavening to inexperienced
volunteers who were hurriedly recruited. [18]

Effective as the convoy system was for protecting
shipping--the three U-boats that hunted off Nova
Scotia in August-September 1918 sank only two steamers
of any size, both unescorted--the Canadian flotillas
included not one ship with the speed and armament
required to engage a modern submarine. Canada wes
left in the unenviable position of begging senior
allies who had no destroyers (the ideal anti-submarine
type) or fast, well-armed patrol vessels to spare.
Certainly the lack of suitable warships and of fully
competent personnel accounts for the RCN's failure to
strike back at the U-boats on the two occasions when
they were known to be operating on the surface within
reach of patrol craft. Objectively, it did not mat-
ter, for the measure of success in trade defence is
the "safe and timely" passage of merchant shipping,
not fiery combat with the enemy. Yet this was imper-
fectly understood at the time, and Canadian sailors,
indoctrinated as they had been with the big-ship,
of fensive action traditions of the Royal Navy, felt
humiliated at their inability to strike back at the
enemy .

Canadea must have destroyers and other fast patrol
craft to hunt down the enemy in coastal waters, the
naval staff advised the government in 1919, and she
should also have light cruisers with which to re-
inforce Imperial sea-going sqaudrons. British Admiral
of the Fleet Viscount Jellicoe lent his endorsement
when he visited Canada at the end of 1919 to advise on
naval policy, and he confirmed the view of the Cana-
dian staff that although the German fleet had been
destroyed, these forces were needed to counter growing
tensions with Japhn. Certainly the Canadian interest
in big ships suited Imperial purposes: Jellicoe
advised, as the Admiralty had done in 1909, that
Canada should also procure battlecruisers for Imperial
service on the Pacific. For its part, the Admiralty
in 1918-21 made proposals much broader than Jellicoe's
for participation by the dominions in an integrated
Imperial navy under centralized British control.
[19]
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The enormous cost of the Canadian war effort in blood
and treasure, and the impetus it gave to Canadian
nationalism, had sapped any political support for
Imperial defence commitments, however. Borden, and
his successor Arthur Meighen, now adopted Laurier's
pre-war position in rejecting Imperial naval projects.
In 1920 Meighen accepted the gift of a light cruiser,
two destroyers and two submarines from the Admiralty
to form a Canadian force that was really a shrunken
version of the one Laurier had tried to establish in
the face of Conservative opposition in 1910-11.

Williem Lyon Mackenzie King, who lead the Liberals to
power at the end of 1921, reverted to earlier schemes
for a coastal defence militia. In 1922 the RCN was
cut back to two destroyers, five trawlers from the
wartime flotillas, and 500 permanent personnel who
were to serve as a training cadre for the reserves,
now reorganized as the Royal Canadian Naval Reserve
(for merchant seamen), and the Royal Canadian Naval
Volunteer Reserve (for men who were not professional
seamen). The naval staff established VR divisions in
every province to build political support for the
navy, while senior officers ceaselessly lobbied for
the acquisition of six destroyers as the bare minimum
needed to defend one coast against submarine or
surface raiders. [20]

These efforts were not without effect. During the
late 1920s, the King government approved the acquisi=-
tion of two additional modern destroyers. When, in
the depression years of the early 1930s, cuts in the
defence estimates brought Major-General A.G.L.
McNaughton, the tremendously influential chief of the
general staff, to urge disbandment of the navy on the
grounds that the limited funds would be more effec-
tively spent on maritime patrol airecraft, R.B.
Bennett's Conservative govermnment would not give its
sanction. [21]

McNaughton's radical proposal was in fact a warning
that Canada's coast defences must be immediately
strengthened, by extreme methods if necessary, as a
matter of national survival. It was no secret that
the Royal Navy, run down since 1919 in the face of
anti-militarism in Britein no less pervasive than that
in Canada, was incapable of simultaneously containing
the expanding fleets of Germany, Italy and Japan.
Canada would be dependent on American military support
in a future war, and if she could not attend properly
to her own locel defence, the American services might
well occupy operating bases on Canadian soil "bringing
to an end the political independence of this country."
[22]

When in 1937 Mackenzie King's third Liberal government
launched rearmament, it was cast as a coastal defence
programme to meet Japanese and German submarine and
surface raiders. Determined not to alienate Québec,
King avoided any hint of Imperial commitments.
Interestingly, in view of the traditional essociation
in Canada of the navy with Imperial defence, King gave
first priority to that service. Here is some measure
of the navy's success in demonstrating that its
destroyer programme was essential for national
defence. [23]

The original scheme for six destroyers and four mine-
sweepers had been completed by the outbreak of war in
September 1939, and with these vessels the RCN took up
the same east coast patrol and local escort role it
had carried out in 1918. In 1940 Canadian shipyards
began construction of anti-submarine corvettes and
minesweepers to augment this modest force. [24]

Disasters to the allied cause thrust Canada's little
warships into much broader commitments. Most impor-
tantly, the unexpected success of U-boat operations
against convoys created an urgent requirement for
anti-submarine escort across the full breadth of the
Atlantic. In May 1941 the RCN shouldered the main
responsibility for the Newfoundland Escort Force,
whose vessels made the long run between St. John's and
Iceland (later, Northern Ireland). As the intensity
and scope of the U-boat offensive escalated over the
next two years, so too did the size of the RCN commit-
ment. As in 1918, but now on a much grander and truly
decisive scale, Canada's reservist navy and her un-
sophisticated shipbuilding industry filled a critical
gap in the big-ship navies. [25]

Vital as this contribution was, senior Canadian
of ficers were increasingly discontent with the role of
operating small warships in what was perceived to be
an unglorious, purely defensive role. Indeed, the
U-boat crisis had upset the Canadian naval staff's
plans, articulated as early as 1940, to acquire major
warships that could be retained as a permanent peace-
time fleet. Determination to overcome the sad "past
history of paper prograemmes and shattered hopes" was
at the very heart of thinking at Naval Service Head-
quarters. A fleet of small vessels scattered among
American and British commands could be only too easily
dispersed and forgotten with the return of peace. [26]

During the last two years of the war the Canadian
staff seized opportunities afforded by requests that
the RCN take over RN ships to alleviate British man-
power shortages, and by preparations for increased
Commonwealth participation in the drive across the
Pacific against Japan. Insisting that the RCN must
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not be confined to an anti-submarine role in the Paci-
fic, Naval Service Headquarters persuaded the British
to transfer two light fleet aircraft carriers, four
cruisers, and large fleet destroyers to form a full
Canadian task force for offensive surface action. [27]

Mackenzie King believed he was up against an Imperial
plot. Far from playing the role of dutiful colonials
in negotiations with the Admiralty, however, the naval
staff had waged a determined campaign for a balanced
force of the most modern and capable vessels while
rejecting the older, less suitable types that were
offered. Senior officers, moreover, urged the task
force programme in terms that echoed McNaughton's
passionate nationalism.

The question actually at issue...is in
effect whether Canada seeks the status of
an independent power of not inconsiderable
consequence...or whether Canada intends to
depend wholly upon the United States for
protection...with a consequent reduction in
status to the level of Mexico and other
Latin-American satellites of the United
States. Naval defence is an essential ele-
ment in national self-preservation, and if
Canada cannot normally assume a responsible
share in the command of her own oceans, she
can then exist as a free...nation only
through the grace of the United States....

That being said, King's suspicions were understand-
able. Aside from the transition from the British to
American strategic spheres, the naval staff was making
a familiar bid for big-ship alliance contributions.
[28]

Murmuring about the proper role of Canadian naval
forces being local coast defence and the dangerous
pretensions of big ships, Mackenzie King led his
colleagues in cutting the RCN (and the other services)
to the bone in the early post-war years. Neverthe-
less, the big ships the navy ultimately acquired as a
result of its late-war campaign (one light fleet
carrier, two cruisers, and fleet destroyers) were
retained. When in the early 1950s Canada embarked on
a radically new military policy, meking substantial
peacetime commitments to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, the task force provided a nucleus for
expansion of the RCN. As it turned out, the purpose
of the big-ship fleet was utterly different from the
glamorous surface combat role that Naval Service
Headquarters had projected in 1943-5. Rather para-
doxically, the navy returned to its often despised

wartime role as an escort force to counter Soviet
submarines on the sealanes to Europe. Anti-submarine
warfare was in fact now universally recognized as a
vital and technologically sophisticated role for pro-
fessional navies, belatedly shedding its low status as
a job that could safely be left to reservists manning
odd little ships. [29]

From the perspective of 1987, the RCN of the 1950s and
60s looks like an historical anomaly. Older tradi-
tions have been evident during the last two decades in
the priority given to sovereignty defence over alli=-
ance commitments, reductions in fleet strength, and
minimal modernization programmes. Against Soviet
maritime Forces that have grown tremendously in both
size and trans-oceanic capability during the same
period, the existing fleet can adequately meet com-
mitments For neither the direct defence of Canada--a
mission in which the Pacific and Arctic can no longer
be given as low a priority as in the past--nor the
escort of shipping to Europe. Moreover, the passing
of Canada's security in geographical isolation from
major sea-borne attack, together with the technologi-
cal imperatives that have immensely complicated
warship construction and the training of personnel,
make it exceedingly doubtful that large-scale expan-
sion can again be successfully undertaken after the
outbreak of war.

Still, as evidenced by the current patrol frigate
programme, ambitions for major warships which can
undertake alliance roles in distant waters continue to
have a decisive influence on Canadian naval policy.
Soaring costs, however, have limited firm orders to
only six vessels; even one-for-one replacement of the
existing destroyer fleet is very unlikely. It is this
economic imperative that has stimulated discussion
about the acquisition of less costly weapons platforms
--gircraft, submarines and more modest surface vessels
-=-in larger numbers. Although not well suited to sus-
tained mid-ocean or overseas operations with alliance
forces, these alternatives would do much to strengthen
Canadian defence. [30]

wWhen considering the balance between local defence and
alliance commitments for future programmes it might be
worthwhile to remember events in Canadian waters
during the closing months of the Second World War. At
that time the RCN's best resources were concentrated
in European waters and being marshalled for the Paci-
fic offensive. Only small corvettes and minesweepers,
most of them lacking the latest weapons and equipment,
and a few, larger frigates only recently commissioned
and not properly "worked up", were available to
Canadian waters. It was this force that faced the
final trans-Atlantic offensive by Germ