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l . This report oonalsta baalcally or an article 
. entitled "The C&nadlan• Amerioan Penument Joint Board 

on Detenoe , l~-i0-19•5", by the Director of the H1ator1oal 
Section, A. H. Q., which ••• published in International 
Jou:nial, Vol. IX, o. 2, Spring 1954. A copy ot the 
Mild Draft or the artlolo la attached aa Appendix aAn . 

2 . '1'b.1a art1ole bad ita origin 1n a doctoral 
thea1a on Canadian- American mllita17 cooperation during 
the Second orld ar written bJ Colonel Stanley w. 
Dziuban, u. s.A. Colonel Daluban wrote h1a thea1a while 
emplo79d in the Office ot the secretar7 of Defenae in 
aah1ngton. He had full acceas to document• relating to 

wartime cooperation with Canada, and aa a reeult produced 
a draft which contained a great deal ot 1ntormat1on 
heretotore unpubl11hed, He applied tor C&nadian clearanoe 
through the U.S. Section of the Permanent Joint Board on 
Detenoe. 

3 , When tho matter wae oone1dered by the Dapa'rtment 
ot External Aftaira and the Departmen~ ot National Defence 
1n Ottawa, lt seemed evident that no ve17 ettect1ve 
objection t;o publication could be made on srounda ,of 
military eecur1ty. Aocordlngly, Canada 1n due oourae 
concurred tn the auggeatlon ot the u.s. section ot the 
P.J .B. D. that the wartime Recomnendat1ona of the Board, 
and 1ta nptrat Report", tie deolaealtied. Colonel Dzt~ban 

• siven the olearanoe which he requeated. 

• · It ap~ared, however, that it waa undealrabl• 
that the flrat 1nflormat1on concemins the more cont1dent1al 
aapecta ot Canad1an•Aaer1oan wartl:me relat1ona ahould reach 
the Canadian pub11o through a pr1Tate etu.127 pub11ahed in 
tho United states. Accordlngl7, the Department ot External 
Atta1ra propoaed that the Dlreotor ot the lllstorical 
section should wl'lte a abort article on the wartble 
aot1v1t1ea ot the Pe~nent Joint Eoard on Detenoe . l'hia 
••• done, and the article waa publ1ahed 1n the •Prins ot 
1954, an·ttolpat!ng any publ1oat1on b7 Oolonel Dalubane 

5. 'l'he version of the artlolo att ached to thia 
report dlftera trom that finally published 1n certain 
particulare. i11Nt, aome tlnal edltor1al changea were 
made be1'ore publica.tlon. Seconcll7, •• a reault of a 
ruling b7 the Mlniater ot National Detenoe, apeo1t1c 
reterencea to decision• b7 the Cabinet ar Comnlttee made 
on particular dates were eliminated and more general 
atatomenta attributing theae deola1one to "the C&Dadian 



- 2 -
D E CLASSIFIED 

AUTHORITY: 0 H D 3 • 12 

•v :au FOR OHIST NOHQ 

OoYernaent• were •Ub•tltute4. ItC!i. ~1 .1i.Ja~, 
dealNble to preaerve the orig1nal 4Ntt tor purpoaea ot 
reference. . !'he datea ot meeting•. howeY•r• and other 
related d t ail•• muat not be :referred to in doo~t• 
1nten4ec1 tor publioat.lon unl••• an4 until formal oleaNDO• 
l• reoe1Yed troa the t 8overe1gn 10r th• Oonrnor o.DeNl. 

e. !he tollow~ a441t1onal lntormatlon 1• •• , 4own 
tor retermoe, oh.1en7 1n ocmaeotlon •1*h th• aouroea ot 
1ntormat1on tor the art1cl•• Page :retereoea are to the 
dratt included aa Appendl~ •A•. 

Page ~. Since the publloatlon ot the artlole GeneNl 
B.D.G. Crerar hila called attentloL to the taot 
that he waa lnYolY-4 1n oontaota with th• v.s. 
a1lltarr authon tl•• eo.-wbat •rller than h1a 
oonY•r•tlon ot Deo•ab•r 1987 wl'h Jlr. Armour. 
H• haa lcit the H1ator1oal Seotlon hla peraonal 
tile on the aubJeot. whloh baa bem photoatated. 

the tact•• aa reoorded 1n t.b1a tlle. are not 
entlrel7 1n accord; 1D detail•• •lth OeneNl Crerar'a 
Noolleotlona (aee memorandua ot t•l•Phon• oonYenatlan 
with General Crerar. 27 Ma7 54). !'he paper• lndioate that 
on 11 Oct 37 Oolanel w.w . T. Torr, the Brltlab K!llt•J'J' 
Attaohe 1n lraahl·ngton, wrote General C:reNr (wbo 1ihm held 
the Nnk ot Colonel and the appolntiaat ot iDl.reotior ot 
lllllta17 Operat 1ona an4 Int ell1geno• at tihe .Departamti 
ot latlonal Detenoe) 1Dqulr1ng •hetiher there ••• azq bope 
ot h1a •\aldng a blt ot leaye and ooatng down here tor a 
t•• 4a1• •l•lt thle .,nth•. Coloael !on- •uu••t•4 tiba' 
Colonel OreNr •iD,ight be lntereated to •••t ao .. 1ntol'll8d 
u.s. A'f"IA':I people quite unottlol&ll7•. 

Colonel Ore~r placed Colonel Torr•• letter 
before the c.o. s. and aake4 pe1'111aa1on to Uk• a peraonal 
vlalt to Colonel Torr. He ••• g1•en "IA&Y• with pel'lllaa1on 
to travel abroad• and applied tor, and prea~bl7 reoe1Ye41 
leave to travel at publlo •lEP•nae b1 private 110tor oar. 
He arrived 1n Wuhinaton on 18 Oot S'7 and left there 
on 21 Oot. 

Colonel Crerar '• report to tiw c.a.s. cm thla 
Tlalt , dated 30 OOt 37• 1ndloatea that be bad e.ztended 
oonveraatlona with Colonel 'lorr, dea.llng part1oularl7 •1th 
1ihe u.s. detencea ot Piaget 8oun4• whloh 'lorr ha4 reoentl7 
bad &1l opportamlt1 or Tlaltlng. Th• Can.•41• IU.Di•t•r. 
Sir Herbert Marler, arransed a ooul"t••7 call upon th• 
u.s. Cbiet ot statt, General llalln CN181 thla waa done 
1n aplte ot he tact that Coloa•l Crera.r explained to 
Slr Herbert llarler that he ••• ID W&ah1.ngton •on a peraonal 
Ylalt and .not 1D arq ott1o1al oapaolt7•. OolOD•l CreNr 
aa a reaul~ ha4 on 19 Oot •a Y•r'J plea.ant halt'•bour'a 
~alk OD non-.1llta17 aubJeota w1'11 *h• Chief ot S\att•. 
General CN1g invited hi• to writ• tio hiia peraaaall.7 •u 
at an7 ti- aome -tter aroa• 1n whloh he oould be or 
aaalatanoe• . 

Colonel CreN.r alao bad brief oontaot•• ohletl7 
.aoolal, •ltb other u. s. A~ ott1oen, no'abl7 lllJor-Oeeral 
E*lok. Depa\7 <h1•t ot 8'att, and Col••l Aetna Chatt••• 
who ••• in obarge ot tu BWiget Dl •laloa ot the GenaN.l 
S'att. Pl .. aanti rel•tlcma were eatabllahe4 •1th the" 
ottlcera, but Colonel Crerar'a report cloea not 1n41oate 
that h• 414 an7 aotual ott1o1al bualn••• wltb 1;hea. Bia 
Ylalt therefore •1 be regarded •• purel7 tntorml an4 
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explorato1'7, and •• preparing the wa7 tor the ott1olal 
oontaota eatabl1ahed a te• month• later. 

The doo u.nta ret• rNd to in the tore-
golng pa:ragrapha are contained in General Cre:rar'• t11• 
"Llalaon •1'h M111tar7 Attach• and Air Attaohe, Brltiah 
!Qlbaaa7, Waah1ngton• (photoatat oop7 1n poaa•••lon ot 
H1ator1oal Section). 

Page' (top). 'l'he atatr oonveraationa in aahSngton 
1D Janua17 19a& are 4eacrlbe4 1n report• bJ 
Major-General Aahton. 86 Jan ~. an4 eo..odore 
••11••· 22 Jan as (copl•• ln poaaeaalon ot 
Hiatorlcal Seotlon, ll.a.aJll009 (DB&)). 

P&g• • (bottoa). MaJor-Oenere.l T.v. Anderaon'a Ylalt 
to Waahtngt;on, lD•le Woy ~. S.. d.eaorlbed 1n hla 
report to the ld.nlater, aa NOY as, ot whloh a 
oop7 la 1n poaaeaalon ot the Hlatorlcal S.otlon 
(000., (D l•)) • 

Page 6 (top). 1!.b• lDtormatlon oono•in!na •r. 
Ieenl97a14•'• 'Yla1ta to •ahlngton 1A 11&7 lNO 
derlna ohletlJ t'ro• llr. P.A. McGregor, •• ot 
11r. IiDg'a llt•Nl'J exeoutoN and the outocllan 
ot hi• papera. lb'. XoGregor o~lrmd cm 9 Peb 5' 
that there ••:re no T1a1ta b7 llr. ltlng to Jlr. 
Rooaevelt bet"en the outbreak ot war lD Sept.-er 
1919 and April 1940 J an4 there were h• thought 
tew 1t an7 telephone oonyeraat1on1. Both ln 
Maroh 1957 and loftlllber 19aB Mr. Ilng •'•Jed at 
th• llllte Bouae when in Waahlngton. The datea 
ot Mr. King'• rlalta to the Prealdmt 1n April 
lMO, llr. JloOregor aald, were 1 Warm Sprlnga, 
23·• AprllJ Waah1ngton, 29 April. 

Pas• 7 (top). The report ot the Canadian repreaenta . 
t1Y•• an the 1tatt oonTereat1ona in waah1n8'cm n 
Jul7 1940 baa not 7et been tound. 'lb8 aooount 
here gl•en 11 baaed upon that preaente4 to tba 
Cabin•• war O~ttM at ita 111Ntlng ot 17 Jul. 
Canada waa repreaented b7 Br!gacUer Stuai-t, O&pt. 
Murra¥ and Air CoJ11110dore Cutte. 

Page 8. ~•r and Gleaaon, ~• Oball!ie• to 
Iaolation, 1• the beat aooounE ot • origin.a ot 
the P.:t .s.D. 1n print, belng baaed upon th• 
aottat 41&1'7 aa ••ll aa th• reoo~ ot the u.s. 
State Dep&Ptaen•. Altboqh Colonel Dsluban' a 
•maoript atatea that Mr. Roo1•••lt '• 1JlY1t••loa 
to Jlr. King ••• •nt 1>7 ••l•gNll, Mr. McGregor, 
probablJ •1th Mr. KlDg '• 41•l'J be1"ore him, 
detlnltel7 oon.tlrmecl that the lnTS.tatlan waa 
telepbonecL Mr. MoGregor Nad the pre .. nt 
article in drat't and accepted it aa an aocu.rate 
atat.,.nt ot th• .taota aa he kn• tbela. 

Page 9. •It appearw tibat • • • Mr. Rooae••l' took the 
1111t1.at1Ye ••• " S•• The Clballenae to Iaolatlon, 
70-i (paaaage baaed on £bi Silmon iii4 iOffil 
41arlea). 

Pas• 12 (bottoa). 1'11• detail• ot the Board' a uet ln&• 
are takm troa a paper ••identill writtm b7 
Mr. H.L. E'•ml•Jalde, mtltled The Canada-United 
Statea Pe~nent .Joint Boal"d on Det•no•, 1940• 
lNs•, apparentl7 wrlttm about the md ot 19'6 
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and intended for publ1o&t1on, though not 
publ1:Bhed.. A oop7 waa lent to tho Biatorical 
Seotion bJ' E:ztel'D&l Atta1re and eop1e4 tor 
H1ator1oal Seotlon tilea. Tho deta1la ot the 
aeet1ns• were ohecked aga1nat the journa1 ot 
the P.J.B.D. held b7 th• Directorate ot 11111ta17 
Operationa and Plana, A.H.Q. 

19 (alddle) • Tho statement conoeming the 
attitude ot Canad!an meabera ot the Board to the 
Alaska Bighwa7 derivGa troa Mr. Keenle7ald•'• 
paper, •• doe• alao the a tat ••nt at the 1aop ot 
page 20 ooncerning div1a1on •a.ions aervio• llnea•. 

Page 20 (ll1d4l.e). With reapeot to the u.s. procedure 
in approving Reoomaumdationa tit the P.J.B.D., 
1tema 1n the file• ot the Department ot Kzternal 
Attair• •uas••t that 1n taot Raco.raaendationa 414 
not normall7 go to the Prea1dent. It the7 ••re 
aooepted. bJ' the War and ••TJ' Dep&rt•n.ta, thia 
waa oona1dere4 autt1o1ent. So•• tor in.atanoe, 
Telet)"Pe WA-~792, ][eenle71id• troa Hiokeraon, 
28 Sep •3 a ". • • 'l'h• Un1 te4 Stat•• GoYernam\ 
baa alao approved the Board'• 33nd R•oo-m4at1on 
The Viar Depa.-tamt '• approY&1 waa oommn1oate4 
to me 1n a; nemor&Dd\DI 4ate4 8eptembe2' 9th. !he 
Baq Dlpartaent '• appl'OY&l wu oontai.Ded 1n. a 
letter dated September a-&th. • (External Utaira 
f'1le 703-40 c, Pai-ti 'l'wo, extraot• in. H1ator1oal 
Seot1on. 322.019 (D52». 

Page a 80-21. The 1.ntormat ion oon•erning Canadian 
action on the 29th Reoowndat1on waa ooaplled. 
and aupplied b7 llr. w. B. D. Hall1da7 ot the Pr1 TJ' 
Council Off ice. 

Page 21. The atatement ooncem1ns Canadian doubt• 
with reapect to the "Crimaon Projeet• (86th 
ReoOJllllendat ion) derlTea trom the record ot the 
aeet 1.nga ot th• Cabinet war Committee ot 28 •1, 
12 Jun and 1 Jul 42. Por the work done at the 
var1oua atationa en the Jlort}l, Eaa.i:!t Staging 
Route, aee Canada Year Book, 1946, 70&-12. 

Pagea 22-6. Thia account ot the moat aerloua 
controvora7 1n whioh the Pertmi mt Joint Board 
on Defence beoame involved during the war la 
an attempt to reduce an utreael7 oomplloate4 
and rather lmpleaaant aerie• of eventa to ahlple 
an4 pib11ah&bl• terma. It 1• the preaen.t writer '• 
blpreaa1on that Colonel Biggar had aoae 
r~apona1b111t7 tor the dJ.tt1oult1ea. Th• 
oorreapondenoe between hia and J1&7or .r.. Guard.la 
ia on tile BQS 6199-W·l-B, Vol. 1. A OOlllll8Dt 
on thia oontl'OYera7 b7 Gmer&l Pope 1• attaohe4 
aa Appendix •a•. see alao Gmieral Pope•a 
oonteapor&J7 .. .,, 31 11&7 •1, 1n A.O. o.s. ott1oe 
rile (Hlat Seo, 112.11 (D 1)1• He got the 
lmpreaalon that the u.s. repreaentativea real.l7 
wanted, not on.17 •at1'9teg1o direotion•, bu1i 
taotioal command. 

Page 26 (bottom). General Pope 1tatea that Jlr. 1c err 
Bickeraon, the Seoretaey ot the u.s. Seot1on p 
the Board, oonaidered the Canol proj eat ao tooliah 
tba:t he &Toided ha v1ng it routed. through the Board 



Colonel Daluban'• manuaol'ipt make• lllUGh th8 .... 
atatement. 

Page 27. On air relntorcemcta tor Ale.aka,. ••• 
mioloaurea to B1tch1na to Stace7, 22 Oct 52 
(B.iat Soc) • 

Page 28. The paragraph beg1ni>.1ng •s11 .. 1ng up• ••• 
oontr1buted b7 Mr. R.H. ll&odonnell ot th• 
Department or External. Attaira, the toraer. 
Secretary or the Canadian Seot1on ot the P.J.B.D. 

Page 29 ('bottom). The papo:r here quoted ••• written 
by Kr. Macdonnell and la dated 6 Feb ,7; A oop7 
11 on tlle HQ TS 128&•Pl•le 

(C.P. 8'aoe7) Colonel, 
D1reo,or B1ator1oal Seot1011. 
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THE CANADIAN- AMERICAN PERMANENT JOINT 
BOARD ON DEFENCE, 1940- 1945 

Colonel C . P. Stacey 

I 

The history of Canadian- America n r e l ations 

is the story of a progress .from hostility to all iance. 
' 

The two countries' deal ings wi th each other fall naturally 

into four periods . The first was an era of war, ending 

with the Treaty of Ghent in 1814. The second was a per i od 

of stress and str ain, ending with the Tr ea ty of Washi ngton 

in 1871 . The third was a time of inc r easing t r anqui l lity 

and cooperation. The fourth, in which we now .fi nd our sel ves , 

is characterized by c l ose association amounting to actual 

alliance . This final period may be said to begin with the 

organization of the Permanent Joint Boar d on Defence in 

August 1940. 

The Permanent Joint Board on De£ence was 

an experiment in international organization and an 

innovation in both Canadian and American external policy. 

It was formed at a moment of desper a t e peril, and could 

perhaps scarcely have come into exis t ence i n any other 

circumstances . It was neverthel ess from the beginning 

boldly denominated by its creators "Permanent". Today, 

fourteen years l ater, it is an est ablished and i mporta nt 

e l ement in Canadian- American relations and i n t he 

defensive organization of the West. 
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During the Second World War the Board 

necessarily worked in secrecy, and to date little inf'orma.tion 

concerning its proceedi ngs has been published. But the 

story can now be told without damage to the public interest , 

and the aim of this a rticle is to present a brief fac tual state 

ment accordingly. It is based upon records held in the Privy 

Council Office, the Depa1·~ment of External Affairs and the 

Department of National Def ence . 

II 

During t he years of growing tension 1n 

Europe and t he Far East which followed the outbreak of 

war in China in 1931 and Hitler 's seizure of power in 

Germany in 1933, there was a gradual and very limited 

military rapprochement between Canada and the United 

States. That it took place at all was due to a common 

sense of danger; that it was so limited was the resul t 

of the inhibiting conditions of the time and the desire 

of both countries to avoid commitments . 

In 1936- 37 the Canadian Government 

launched a modest programme of rearmament. It was of 

course apparent that the United States bad a vital 

relationship to Canadian security. Canada was almost 

equally important from t he American viewpoint . But 

the approach to this problem on both sides of the 

border previous to t he outbreak of war in Europe in 

1939 was necessarily halting. 
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Personal contacts between the President 

of the United States and the Prime Minister of Canada 

provided the basis for such progres s as was ma.de . It 

appears that the first discussion took place in March 1937 

when J.tro King "isl ted tiro Roosevelt in Washington. At 

that time (Mro King told the House of Commons on 12 November 

1940) there was some mention of the possibility of meetings 

between Canadian and American staff officers to discuss 

problems of common defence. In December 1937 the U.S . 

Minister to Ottawa, Mro Norman Armour, made an opportunity 

of mentioning the matter to the then Director of Mi litary 

Operations and Intelligence at National Defence Headquarters 

{Colonel H.D.Go Crerar)o He said that it was much in 

the President's mind, and suggested the des i rability 

of somewhat closer contac t between the U. S. War Department 

and the Department of National Defence . ( "Somewhat 

closer contact" was a dipl oma.tic euphemism, since at this 

moment there was no contact whatever.) Mr. Armour said that 

he was thinking of discussing the matter shortly with Mr. 

Kingg and may have done so. At any rate, concrete develop­

ments soon followed~ in the form of conversati ons in 

Washington between the two countries' Chiefs of Staff 

on 18-20 January 1938. 

These conversations were conducted with a 

secrecy which raises a smil e today. The Chief of the 

General Staff (Major-General E.C. Ashton) left Ottawa 

one day, the Chief of the Naval Staff {Commodor e P.W. 

Nelles) travelled separately the next. In Washington 

the Canadian Minister took steps to prevent their ranks 
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or connac t ion with ~he ~epartment of l ational Dofence 

'' f rom becoming knot7Il even in the Let>a tion". The Chief 

oi Staff of the United States Army (General Palin . 
Craig ) an 1 t h e Chief o~ :·aval Operations ( Admiral William 

D. Leahy) c9.rn'9 to the Legat~on and the four officers 

discussed problems both general and par ticular. The topic 

most especial1y dealt with llB.S the defences of the strait 

of Juan de Fuca, and detailed 1nf'ormat1on on them was 

exch.~nged. 

During the summer and autumn of 1938 

the Eu.ropeR.n situation grew worse, and Mr. Roosevelt 

and nr. King exchanged public assurances concerning their 

count ries 1 military relations. In August }.~r. Roosevelt 

made the famous speech at Kingston in which he declared 

that the United States would "not stand i dly by" if Canada 

wa s threatened; and a fe w days lster Mr . King at Woodbridge 

spoke of Oanada=a " obligations as a good friendly neighbour " 

to the United States o In November the new Chief of the 

Canadian General Staff (Major ... General T.V. Anderson ) 

via1 ted Washington and bad discussions ,.,1th General Craig 

and other AM~rica~ ofiicers under sonewhat less oppressive 

conditions of secrecy than those of ten months before. 

I n the same month Ur. King., visiting Washington to sign 

a new trade agreement, again discussed defence with the 

President. 

The relations thus established were 

t o develop under t he influence of still more threatening 
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common danger in 1940. In the nature of things , however, 

the first result of the outbreak of war in September 1939 

was largely to suspend such contacts . For a time Canada 

and her neighbour went separate ways . The United States, 

though clearly sympathizing with the Allies against 

Hitler, stood neutra l and hoped to avoid involvement . 

Canada , on the other band, dec lared war on Germany one week 

after t he United Kingdom, and began to build up forces 

overseas to help resist the aggressors. Liaison between 

President and Prime Minister did not entir e l y cease (one 

remembers Mr. Roosevelt's telephone call, r ecorded by Mr. 

Hull, to inquire of Mr. King whether the British declaration 

of war on 3 September involved Canada or not). But after 

the outbreak there was no face- to-face discussion between 

the two men until April 1940, when King visited Roosevelt 

at Warm Springs and later in Washington. By this time 

the German invasion of Denmark and Norway bad ended the 

"phony war", and the situation abroad was becoming 

increasingly alarming. 

The following month brought a worse crisis 

and closer Canadian-American convacts. On 10 Ma y Germany 

invaded the Low Countries, and within a fortnight t he 

Allies bad suffered a disastrous reverse. Steps were 

taken to enlarge the Canadian forces . On 23 Ma y the War 

Committee of the Cabinet, answering an appeal from London, 

~ to send every avai lable R. C.N. destroyer ( there 

were only four in i mmediate readiness ) to help protect 

Britain. It decided to inform the United States that 

Canada' s Atlantic coast bad thus been stripped of naval 

defence. Mr. King accordingly sent Mr. H.L. Keenleyside 
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of the Department of External Affairs with a personal 

message to w.r. Roosevelt. Mr. Keenleyside, in fact, 

appears to have visited Washington three times during 

Nay, each time as a personal envoy of the Prime Minister 

1 
to the President . 

As the campaign in Europe moved rapidl y 

towards its tragic end, alarm i n North America grew. 

On 14 June the Acting Minis ter of National Defence (Mr. 

C.G. Power ) reported to the Cabinet War Committee that 

concern was being felt for t he security of Newfoundland . 

No large - scale attack was considered likely, but raids 

were possible . Measures were in train for action in the 

island in cooperation with the Newfoundl and authorities 

{small Canadian ground and air forces moved t here shortly) ; 

but Mre Power recommended, and the War Committee agreed , 

that there was an immediate nee d for staff talks between 

Canadian and United States officers on t he problems involved 

in the defence of the Atlantic coast. The same day Mr. 

King approached President Roosevelt on the subject through 

the American Minister, Mr. J . Pier repont Moffat . On 27 

June Mr. King had further communication with Mr. Moffat, 

and that evening he told the War Committee that the 

President bad requested that Moffat shoul d , as a preliminary, 

confer with Canadian defence officials on the agenda 

proposed for staff conversations . The Minister would then 

go to Washington and r eport personally to the President. 

1 Mr. Keenleyside was to be Secretary of t he Canadian 
Section of the Permanent Joint Boar d on Defence throughout 
tho war period. For a time he was its Acting Chairman. 
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The consequence of this was staff 

conversations in Washington which began on 12 July, 

Canada being represented by senior o~ficers of the three 

services. The discussions dealt primarily with two matters 

-- the urgency of the United States providing Canada with 

military suppltes in the present stage, and the facilities 

that could be arranged for UoS• forces in the event of 

American intervention. At first the Canadians found the 

American officers not particularly concerned with the 

former question, but they subsequently came to realize 

its importance and were very willing to assist. 

In the meantime, formal railitary contac~s 

with the United States were developing. In February 

1940 the first Canadian service atte~he, an R.C.A.F. 

officer, had been appointed to the Legation in Washingtono 

On 26 July the Cabinet War Committee approved in p~inciple 

the desirability of s tationing military and naval~ ,aches 

in Washington. United ja~es agreement having beon obtained, 

the appointments were ma.de in August. 

By mid-August, then, the situation lm.S 

that r:ti.litary liaison bebween Canada and the United States 

bad been considerably improved, but no permanent ma.ch3.nery 

for consultation existed. Public opinion in both co1.uitries 

had been deeply stirred by the collapse of France, and 

there was widespread anxiety for the security of North 

America. The time was ripe for a further advanceft At this 

moment Mr. Moffat reported to his Government that in 

Canada "even elements formerly hostile to close connections 

:rl.th the United States were joinine ln bringing pressure 
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on the Prime ~1n1ster, and that Mro Mackenzie Kings whil~ 

personally satisfied W1th the recent st&ff talks and, most 

rel uctant to embarrass the President, thought something 

more would have to be done., It was suggested that a 

personal interview with the President might be helpf'ulo11 2 

This report appears to have reached Mr. 

Roosevelt on 1 6 Augusto It \1oulcl seem that the P:>esident 

immediately picked up the telephone and spoke to Mro King 

at his summer home near Ottawao He told him that the 

following day he would be attending Military manoeuvres 

near Ogdensburg, New York, and invited him to jo1n h~m tnere. 

Mr. King accepted and next day drove to Ogdensburg a.ccorn:u~~ .... 

ied by Mro Moffato The evening was devoted to :i..ong 

discussionso Mr. King spent the night on the President;~ 

train. On the 18th the two statesmen issued to the prese 

the now celebrated statement announcing th6 forrnat1on of 

the PenllB.nent Joint Board on Defenceo Mro Roosevelt bad 

been accompanied by Mr. Stimson, the Secretary of .Var!) 

ho took part in the con\Tersationso Mr. King had no otb~r 

Minister with him. No service officers partic1pa~ed vn 

either side. The discu ss ions !lad ranged over a ide a.:r9 • 

The Presiden-v described to Mr . King the n~gotlaliions in 

progress between the United States and the United Kingdou 

on the ques -;ion of destroyers for Br·1ta1n &:-la iaJaml 

bases in t he Western Hemisphere for the Uni~ed States~ 

2 
William L. Langer and So Everett Gleason, The 

Challenge to Isola tion1 1937-1940 (New York.11 1952),7040 
The authors bad access to f.lro Mof'fat 's diary.I' one of the 
few authoritative sources on t he origins of the Po JuBo Du 
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of which King bad already been informed by Mr. Churchill. 

Roosevelt promised Canada certain guns and other vital 

equipment. 

It appears that on the question of military 

relations between the two countries Mr. Roosevelt took 

the initiative, and that it was he who proposed the immediate 

creation of a joint Canadian-American board. Since this 

was evidently the direction 1n which Mro King s own views 8 

and the articulate public opinion of Canada, bad for some 

time been tending, the Prime U1n1ster accepted at onoe. 

Although the Ogdensburg "press release" 9 

given out by Roosevelt and King on 18 August, has often 

been published, it may be ~orth while to quote the ter.t 

a gain here: 

The Prime Minister and the President 
have discussed the mutual problems of defence 
in relation to the safety of Canada and the 
United States. 

It has been a greed that a Permanent 
Joint Board on Defence shall be set up at 
onoe by the two countries. 

This Permanent Joint Board on Defence 
shall commence immediate studies relating 
to sea, land and air problems including 
personnel and material. 

It will consider in th3 broad sense 
the defence of the north half of the 
Western Hemisphere. . . 

The Permane'l'lt Joint Board o:r~ Defence 
will consist of four or five members from 
each country~ most of them from the services. 
It will meet shortly. 

(lbat makes this r elea or special interest 

is the tact that it constituted the nly formal expression 

of whit came to be called the Ogdensburg Declarationo The 
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point is often ma.de tbat the celebrated Rush-Bagot Agreemen~ 

of 1817 was not ~ t reaty, but only an exchange of noteso The 

Ogdensburg agreement was not even thato No paper was signed$ 

and the release remained the basis of the new Boardo Canada 

published its text in her Treaty Series and included it in 

an order in councilo The United States regarded it as an 

executive agreement not subject to ratification by the 

Senate, and it was never submitted to that bodyo No 

international arrangement of comparable importance has eve~ 

been concluded more informallyo 

On 20 August Mro King reported to the War 

Comm.1.ttee on the Ogdensburg discussionso He had ·had no 

opportunity of consulting the Committee before bis ir.terviaw 

with the President, and it seems likely that he di d ~ot 

know in advance precisely what proposal Roosevelt inten1e·1 

to lay before himo It was doub bless for this reason tba. t 

he arranged that the order in council ratifying and con­

firming the agr:eement should state sp~oifically that 1~ 

was in accordance with government policy as approved "on 

many occasions". 

The Pres3..dent and the Prime Uini::J1:;e!' had 

agreed that the Board should be compostscl of two national 

Sections, each comprising a Chair:rna.nj one officer from 

each of the three armed forces, and a representative 0£, 

respectively0 the Departmen~ of External Affairs and the 

Department of State, these last to act as secretaries of 

their Sections. When the appointments t.o the Board were 

announoed, as they were immediately9 it w~s noted that the 

Chairman of each section was a civilian: for the American 



Section, }!ayor FoHo LaGuardia; "'or t he Canadian Section!' 

Colonel O oM. Biggar, a distinguished lawyer' who had servec'l 

in the First World Waro It seems at least possible that the 

rather markedly civilian aspact of t he Board, and in particu­

lar the placing of the secretariats in civil departments, 

may have reflected Canadian view::i ; al-';hough the fact that 

the Unites States was still neutra, may have influenced 

the President in favour of this arrangemen to The sources 

of the decisions on the cocposition or t he Board :mst be 

conjectural, but one is struck by its sirnil~ri~y to the 

International Joint Connnission, the highly successful 

organization created by the Boundary water s Treaty of 190' o 

The Board was not intended to be~ a~d has 

never been, an executive body. In his ~xpositi on to his 

Cabinet colleagues ~ro King emphasized that ics duty woul~ 

be to study and to recommendo Act.ion$! if nny, upon its 

recommendations would be a ma titer f'or t h e two governr.1ent:: o 

The announcer.ie1i... of the Board' s .form_ tion 

met w1 th rems.::kably unanif;1oi4s approval on both sides c.:' 

the bordero There was really no effe c t.1ve cr : ticisrn f=orn 

any quarter, and it was clear t l'U1. t t he Pr e id0n't and the 

Prime Minister had s.ccura tely est1ma t ed the S\;a t e of 

public opinion on the question. 

III 

The Board was organized, and set to work~ 

with a speed which reflected the tension or the momenta 

Mr. King desired that it should mee t as early as 22 dugust. 

This was not achieved, but it actually did hold its first 

meeting on 26 Au0 ustj in Ottawa. tr Roosevelt had me~ 
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with the United States members two days earlier and presuma~ 

bly gave them his views as to the policies they should 

pursue. 

Uembership in the Board was not a full-~ime 

occupation. The service officers who were members ~eld 

other appointments o One example nay be cited . When the 

original Canadian Army member, Brigadier Kenneth Stuart, 

left the Board in the spring of 1941, he was replaced by 

Brigadier M.A. Pope, who was then Assistant Chief of the 

General Staff. In due course, Brigadier Pope was promoted 

Major General and appointed Vice Chief of the General Staff o 

In March 1942 he went to Washington as representative of 

the Cabinet War Committee, and he remained there as Cbairraar.. 

of the Canadian Joint Staff' when it was formed later that 

year. Still l ater he returned to Ottawa as JUlitary Sta.ff 

Officer to the Prime Minister aml Mill tary Secretary of 

the War Committeeo But he remained Canadian Almy repre~enlia ... 

tive on the Perm.anent Joint Board throue;houtcr 

Meetings of the Board were normal~y teld 

in Canada and the United States alternately~ the most 

usual meetin$ places being Nontroal and T~ew Yorl:., Jut ii:; 

frequently met in areas of mi 11 tary s1gn1flcance \'Ti 'th 

which 1 t ras concernedo Thus, on 13. 14 .e.!1d 15 rove,...,.ber 

1940 1 t met successively in San Franci soc'\ 'Vi. .. torfa, J.nd 

Vancouver; on 27 September 1942 ii:; ~et in St. John's~ 

Newfoundland; and in July 1943 sessions of the 40th meeting 

were held on board the S.So Princess Norah en route t~ 

Alaska,, and on an aircrafi; between Winnipeg and otta.v.-a. 
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The Board's basic procedure was to present 

formal Recommendations to the two governments . Thirty­

tbree such Recommendations were made during the war. To 

publish them in full would be impracticable within the 

bounds of the present article, but it is worth while to 

list them as an indication of the Board's scope and 

achievement: 

1 26 Aug 1940 

2 26 Aug 1940 

27 Aug 1940 

4 27 Aug 1940 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

.Complete exchange of military 

information between the two Sections 

of the Board, each being free to convey 

such information to its government. 

Strengthening defences of Newfoundland, 

measures to include increasing Canadian 

garrisons and preparing bases for U. S . 

aircraft; also installation of port 

defences. 

Strengthening the Maritime Provinces, 

including defences at Halifax, Sydney, 

Gasp~ and Shelburne; improvement of 

aircraft • operating facilities; and 

preparation in Canada and U. s. of 

strategic reserves for concentration 

in the Maritimes if required. 

Arrangements concerning allocation 

of material mention~d in the Board's 

Recommendations; such matel'i.al not to 

be used for any other purposes. 



5 2? Aug 1940 

6 27 Aug 1940 

7 27 Aug 1940 

8 11 Sep 1940 

9 4 Oct 1940 
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Communications between Newfoundland, 

Maritime Provinces and other portions 

of Eastern Canada and the U .s. require 

to be examined (railways, water, roads, 

and air); additional commercial airways 

essential. 

The service members of the Board to 

collect and exchange information on 

production of military equipment in 

their respective countries. 

The service members of the Board to 

proceed at once with preparation of 

a detailed plan for the joint defence 

of Canada and the United States and 

keep the Board informed of the progress 

of the work. 

That U.S. initiate as expeditiously 

as practicable such portions of 

increased defence of Newfoundland 

(2nd Recommendation) as fall within 

limits of bases now being acquired 

by U.S. 

That Canada recommend that German 

prisoners from t he U.K. be not sent 

to Newfoundland for incarceration, 

as this might constitute a military 

hazard. 



10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

14 Nov 1940 

15 Nov 1940 

17 Dec 1940 

20 Jan 1941 

21 Jan 1941 

16 Apr 1941 
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That to implement recommendation in 

the Board's First Report, suitable 

landing fields be provided on route 

across Canada between the U. S. and 

Alaska . 

That an aerodrome be constructed at 

Ucluelet (Vancouver Island) . 

That a war industry member be appointed 

to the Board by each of the two 
3 governments. 

That each government constitute a 

single authority, clothed with necessary 

powers , to be responsibl e for safety 

of navigation through the Sault Ste. 

Mar ie Canals and St . Mary ' s Ri ver, 

and t o cooperate in this matter as 

requir ed. 

That most urgent priority be given 

provision of facilities for at least 

one U.S. squadron of patrol planes a t 

Hali~ax and one U.S . squadron in 

Botwood area (Newfoundland) . 

That Canada provide increa sed avia t i on 

fuel storage capacity in Newfoundland ; 

U.S. to assist with priorities . 

3 Approved, but not implemented, as the object was 
attained through other organizations. 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

17 Apr 1941 

29 Jul 1941 

29 Jul 1941 

29 Jul 1941 

30 Jul 1941 

10-11 Nov 
1941 

30 Dec 1941 
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Arrangements for improvement of railway 

communications in Newf'oundland. 

That Canada construct an air base in 

the vicinity of North West River, 

Labrador, providing specified facilities 

as quickly as possible (Goose Bay) . 

That U. S. proceed with installation 

of underwater defences in the Argentia-

Ship Harbour area (Newfoundland) . 

In view of Far Eastern situation, 

completion of both Canadian and U. S. 

sections of the airway to Alaska now 

very important . 

Road communications in Newfoundland --

U.S . and Canada to be given right to 

construct and maintain such roads as 

each individually requires. 

Principles applying to maintenance, 

upkeep and servicing of facilities 

provided by the government of either 

country for occupation of the forces 

of the other. 

That U.S. and Canada now authorize 

commanders named in Joint Defence Plan 

ABC- 22 to effect arrangements necessary 

for common defence. 



23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

30 Dec 1941 

25-6 Feb 
1942 

25- 6 Feb 
1942 

9 June 1942 

6 Jul 1942 
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That Canada and U.S. consider 

advisability of arranging a meeting 

of representatives of U.K., Canada 

and U.S. to make recommendations for 

coordinating the entire aviation 

training progrannne to be conducted 

in Canada and U.S. 

That a highway to Alaska be constructed 

fol lowing the general line of the 

existing airway. 

R.C.A.F. to make further study of 

danger of air attack on Sault Ste. 

Marie area; Canadian Army to assign 

a heavy anti-aircraft battery to this 

area, to serve under operational 

command of Connna.nding General, Sault 

Ste. Mar ie Military District, Michigan. 

That airfields in Canadian territory 

be constructed to improve ferrying 

facilities across the North Atlantic 

(North-East Staging Route). 

That Canada and U .s. eliminate or 

suspend, for duration of the war, 

customs formalities, etc., interfering 

with the free flow between the two 

countries of munitions and war 

supplies and of persons or materials 

connected therewith. 



28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

13 Jan 1943 

24-5 Feb 
1 943 

1-2 Apr 
1943 

6- 7 May 
1 943 

24- 5 Aug 
1943 

6-7 Sep 
1944 
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Principles governing post- war dis­

position of defence projects and 

installations built by U. S . in Canad.a . 

Arrangements f or expeditious completion 

of the airway from U.S. to Alaska . 

That U.S. and Canada appoint a joint 

board of officers to report on proposal 

to utilize non-rigid airships in anti-

submarine activities in Eastern Canadian 

waters. 

Principles governing defence , maintenance 

and control of airfields on Canadian 

territory (U. S. normally to be 

responsible where airfield i s used 

principally or exclusively by U.S . 

forces; Canada to be responsible in 

all other cases unless some special 

arrangement bas been made). 

Application of 31st Recormnendation 

(airfields for which each country 

responsibl e listed). 

Disposition of defence facilities 

constructed or provided in Canada 

by U. S. or in U.S. by Canada . 
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All these 33 Recommendations were unanimously 

approved by the Board. The members did not reach dec isions 

by voting - which would scarcely have been practicable in 

such an international body - but by discussion which proceeded 

until a basis was found on which unanimity could be achieved. 

Naturally, the two Sections, and individual mecbers of them, 

were not always equally enthusiastic about every Recommendation. 

For example, some at least of the Canadian members were not 

convinced that the Alaska Highway would have great military 

value; but in view of the importance which their U.S . 

colleagues attached to t he project they did not oppose it. 

This project had in fact received President Roosevelt's 

blessing before it came to the Board at all; and the 

Canadian Government had in effect committed itself, by 

granting approval for a survey, nearly a fortnight before 

the Board made its Recommendation. This calls attention 

to the fact that not all the Board ' s recommendations 

originated wi thin itsel f. The 31st , for example, had its 

origin in a decision made by the Canadian War Committee 

on 24 February 1943. After discussion in the Board, and 

amendment to meet U.S . views , it emerged as a Board 

recommendation. Thus the Board served as a convenient 

channel through which one government could make its views 

known to the other, and mutually satisfactory arrangements 

could be worked out . 

It was of course always possible for the 

two national Sections to hold separate meetings and 

reach agreement within t hemselves in advance of full 

meetings of the Board. In spite of this, people in a 
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position to know record that divisions of opinion 1n 

discussions within t he Board seldom occurree along strictly 

national lines. t.~ore !requently, the division tended to 

be along service lines; thus, on one issue, Canadian and 

United states army officers might be found united in 

argument with Canadian and United States naval officers; 

or the service members of both nations might find themsel ves 

on the opposite side of a discussion from the civilian 

members. 

Procedure for approving the Board •s 

Recommendations naturally differed in the two countries . 

!Jayor LaGuardia reported direct to the President , with 

whom the power of approval l ay . Th~re are indications, 

however, that Recommendations were not invariably 

submitted to the Pres ident . Canadian procedure tended to be 

more formal. The Canadian Section of the Board reported 

to the Cabinet War Committee, over which the Prime Minister 

presided; and the power of approval lay with that body. 

Its normal procedure was to seek the comments of the Chiefs 

of Staff before taY:~ action on Recommendations . 

Virtually all the thirty-three Recommendations 

received the approval of the two governments. The Canadian 

Government did not actually approve the 29th Recommendation, 

a detailed scheme for completing the North- West Staging 

Route. On 3 ?1:arch 1943 the war Comni ttee deferred action 

on 1 t owing to doubts concerning supply of ma teria·ls, etc . 

Plan "A" for the task, which was included in the Recommendation, 

was shortly superseded by new U. S. proposals known as Plans 
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"B" and "C", which the Committee accepted; thus , though 

the Recommendation was not formall.y agreed to, the wor~ 

was done . The Wa r Committee also refrained from approving 

the 30th Recommendation in the form submitted , but informed 

the Board that it did not object to the appointment of such 

a board of officers {to report on the use of non-rigid 

airships) as the Recommendat ion had suggested. 

Occasionally there were r eservations as 

to the mode of execution of a Recommendation . Thus , with 

respect to the 26th, concerning the chain of airfields 

known as the North- East Staging Route or "Crimson Project" , 

the R. C. A. F . and the Canadian Government had many doubts 

as to the practicability and value of the project , which was 

on an enormous scale ; nevertheless the War Committee on 

12 June 1942 decided to approve the Recommendation since the 

U.S. considered i t so i mpor tant . However, after careful 

consideration, it was further decided that , while Canada 

would cooperate fully, in the light of the commitments 

whi ch the country had already undertaken the costs of the 

new aerodromes and facilities would have to be borne by 

the United States. The United States agreed ; but a l though 

much was done in Gr eenland and at The Pas, Churchill, 

Frobisher Bay and Southampton Island, the t remendous scheme 

was in fact never carried to completion. 

In addition to its thirty- three forma l Recom­

mendations, the Board also submitted to the two governments, 

on 4 October 1940 , a "First Report" (which was a lso the last 

report, as this procedure was not followed afterwards). 
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This contained detailed recommendations for improvement 

of defences on both the Atlantic and the Pacific . It 

was appr oved by the Cabinet war Committee on 10 October 

1940, subject to one r eservation as to desirability of a 

highway which had been recommended between Terrace and 

Prince Rupert , B.C . 

IV 

Follo,ving the line indicated in the 7th 

Recommendation, the service members of the Board prepared 

during the war two Basic Defence Plans . 

The first of these \Vas the " Joint Canadian-

United States Basic Def'ence Plan - 1940", usually called 

"Basic Plan No . in. This plan, dated 10 October 1940, was 

designed t o meet the ur gent needs of that moment : in 

pa r ticular, the situation that would arise if Britain were 

overrun by the Axis or the Royal Navy lost control of the 

North Atlantic . It also took account of possible aggress i on 

by "an Asiatic Power". 

This Joint Plan allocated tasks and 

responsibilities as between the forces of the two 

countries in these contingencies. The Plan itself merely 

stated what required to be done without specifying how - -
it was to be done. The question of higher direction of 

the operations was not definitely dealt with until the 

spring of 1941. The service members of the Board then 

drafted a " Joint Operational Plan No . l " specifically 

intended to implement Basic Plan No . 1 . The Canadian 
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service members accepted on 15 April a version of this plan 

which vested the "strategic direction" of th9 two countries ' 

land and air forces in the Chief of Staff of the U. S. Army, 

subject to prior consultation with the Canadian Chief of 

Staff concerned. ( "Strategic direction" was bri ef ly defined 

as " the assignment of missions and the allocation of the 

means required t o accompl ish them". ) 

The matter was complicated by the fact that 

the servi ce members were simultaneously working on a second 

Basic Defence Plan intended to meet the changing aspect 

which tt~e war then pr esented. This was known as "Joint 

Canadian- United St ates Basi c Defence Plan No . 2" and was 

usually called "ABC- 22". Staff conversat1ons between the 

United Kingdom and the United sta t es , to which Canada was 

not actually a pa r ty, had now r esulted in a plan known as 

"ABC-1" meant to provi de a basis f or action in the event 

of the United States entering the war. The new Canadian­

u.s. plan was ancilla r y to ABC- 1; it was thus designed to 

meet a s ituation in which the United States and the Common­

wealth would be partners in a war ~hose object was to defeat 

the Axis , and not merel y t o prevent the Axis from conquering 

North America . The provisions of ABC- 22 con~orn.11~ command 

led to the t1ost serious difference of opinion between the 

two national Sections of the 3oard that took place during 

the war ; but the difficul ty was due in part to simple 

misunderstanding. 

The Amer ican view, naturally enough, was 

that Canada shoul d as par t of the new plan co~cede the 

strategic dir ecti on of her forces to the United States 
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in the same manner as the service members had agreed should 

apply to Pl an No . 1 . The Canadian Section of the Board , 

and the higher author ities to whom it reported, were not 

prepared to do this . The Canadian Chiefs of Staff were 

r eady to accept U. S. strategic direction in the circum­

stances visualized in the 1940 plan, which as explained 

above was a defensive plan designed to meet the desperate 

situation which would arise if Nazi Germany were in complete 

control of Europe including the British Isles . They saw no 

need for accepting it in the circumstances envisaged in 

ABC-22. This plan, they pointed out , was essentially 

offensive, designed to meet circumstances in which the primary 

object woul d not be to defend North America but rather "to 

assist in the destruction of the enemy in any part of the 

world where Allied Forces may be sent to operate". North 

America was not a theatre of operations or likely to become 

one. Acc ordingl y , the Canadian Chiefs of Staff on 22 April 

1941 strongl y advised "against the acceptance by Canada of 

any proposal giving the United States unqualified st~ategic 

control of Canadian Armed Forces" under the conditions 

assumed in ABC - 22. 

The matter was discussed by the Cabinet War 

Committee on 23 April 1941 in the presence of Colonel Biggar 

and the Chiera of Staff. It 'E.S pointed out that the con­

cession of " strategic direction" would give the United States 

supreme command over Canadian forces in Canada. The Commit­

tee rs decision, which was rurther clarified at another 

meeting on 27 May, was along the line recomcended by the 

Chiefs of Staff : namely, that under Basic Plan No . 1 it 
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might be necessary to accept U. S. strategic directi on, 

subject to the determination of higher war policy by the 
~ 

governments of t he two countries ; but that thIS was undesirable 

in connection with Basic Pl an no . 2 • 

. 
Unfortunately, in the correspondence that 

followed between the Chairmen of the two Sections o~ the 

Board , the distinc t ion between the Canadian attitudes on tne 

two plans was not made as clear as would have been desirable . 

Ther e was a rather uncomfortable exchange . l!ayor La.Guardia 

wrote to Col onel Biggar on 2 !'ay, "I fear we are getting 

dangerously apart", and added, "It seems to me tha.t it is fa:::> 

better to trust to the honor of the United States, than to 

the mercy of the enemy". Col onel Biggar replied t hat he 

fully appreciated the necessity of reaching cordial agreement, 

but that LaGuardia' s l etter had disturbed him. "Canada 11
, 

he wrote , 11 1.9 a ll out in the war: the United States is not 

- - yet . The time is therefore a very unpropitious ono for 

it to be suggested that Canada should surrender ~o the United 

States what she has consistently asserted vis-~-vis Great 

Britain". Later in r:ay the matter was cl eared up. Although 

"Joint Operational Plan No. 1" was never finalized - probabl y 

because "Basic Pl an No . l" to which it referred was now 

recognized as obsolete - the Americans knew that , subject to 

the qua.11~1cation3 that have been mentioned, Canada bad 

been preparsd to accept U. S. "strategic direction" under 

the conditions envisaged in i t . on the other hand, the 

final ver sion of ABC-22 did not concede "strategic di rection" 

to the United Stateg . The basic passage r a n, "Coordination 

of the mil itary effort of the United states and Canada shall 

be effected by mutual cooperation, and by assigning to the 
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forces of each nation tasks for •,vhose execution such forces 

4 
shall be primarily responsible ." 

After the Japanese attack l u Docember 1941 

ABC- 22 was formally placed in effect , first again3t Japan, 

a little later against Germany and Itely. Thereafter, ""'ith 

the two countries engaged in all- out :ar as alli~s , direct 

military liaison betV7een their Chiefs of Ste.ff ten -.,.c. --;0 

becoMe more important and the functions cf t 0 Pe:.-:n.o:.nent 

Joint Board on De~ence somewhat loss so . The Board na~ c·~~n 

during 1942; from then 01: raectings becar.ie less frequant: ... J 

recommendations less frequent still. 

v 

Needl~ss to say , many matters ·we.re discussed 

in the Boe rd without becoming the sub jec ·- of foI'r.ltl.2. 

1'."e.;:ommendo. 1- _on':l . Undonb·te<H;.- advi~e was f ~ "'q Hmtly [i ve!:i 

by 1nd1 vi dual mPmbe!'s as a result of theae a~ zci..~1 s.:.ons . 

Thuo the BoaJ. .. d' ~ scope \:.J.s !1 c !;ur.lly wider tt.B n thei i c {·~1 

:-ec.01 endattcms >llone · 0u:a indicate . 0 the other· ha.:d, 

scrr.e matter~ hlc~ ' ~ Boa:c r:light have <lea.: ·:; \71.th ware i:;. 

fact handled throug~ ocner c!lEl.nnels . For instan~e, it n~ve_ 

ma.de a. lGComrnen ·1-:!0·'1 o:::: "&he Canol projec t ~n the Nor.;h 

West Terri to?":: ~s . Sor-:e 8.spacts of Canad".ar.-American r.tllltary 

"Ooperotion n f!v· r ra"te vr:tthir its purvie"1 at all. Among 

these \Vere thl f"'~Ation ::r·· O.d.'"!inls'tration or the First 

Special SE>r vi Ge ?orce , a unit 1~ whicn Canadians ane Amer:..ca ~.s 

4 - . 
ABC- ~ anr ABC- 22 are bo~h publisb~d in Pearl Harbor 

Attack: Rearint '1 b~fore the Joint Committee on the 
Investigation of the Pearl Ear bor Attack... ("vashington, 
1946), Part 'ls. 
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served together, and the arrangements made in 1945 for the 

Canadian Army Pacific Force . These '7ere not matters 

primarily relat~d to the defence of North America . 

It is emp'J:i.asized above that the Board waa 

a purely advisory body vrith no executive fu.~t~1ons . Some­

times however this fact tended to be concealed a~ a result 

of executive action taken by members of the 3oard when 

acting in other capacities . It sometimes ban~~er.od too i;'b..a t 

"the acquaintance between members of the Board was used to 

accelerate executive action . There uas an e.xa.mpla of this at 

the beg1nnin0 of June 1942. At this time the Japanese 

threat to t'~e Aleutians ha.d beco 1e ev dent and the U. S . 

authorities ue:re anxious for tle R. C.A . :<'. to provide\ immed~ t.: 
.'I, 

air r eii1forcements for Al aska . When it~ seemed to them tba t 

tho measures which had been ordered were noi; entir.;,1-y 

adequa t9 to ti1" si tua ti on, Lieut.-Gene1 n.l Stanley Do Embic1 .. .» 

the U. S . Arey ? embe!, of t'"1e Board, L.e l ephcned Air Comrnodo:.. e 

F . V. Heakes, the R.C.AoF . i ember, i:"lvot-ci .ne; ABC-~2 and aEkirig 

him to c.rrangc for quichn~ action. As s. result th~ Chief' 

of the Air .3tafl' ordered tuo R. 0 •. '\..F. sqUd.d ••ons to t...cv-a 

to Yalruta t at once. 

One 1ore ~oi:lt s ''IOrthy of' mcntio::~ . It 

appe .... rs that at Ogdensbu:-og ? ... r . Roosevelt re!'orred to tl ... e 

neeu of the United Stat~o "for naval or &ir bnses at such 

plac9s as Y3 :!'l.:louth or !"'ur-:;he:- eas tuarc along the coast of 

Nova Scoti'l" . 5 Such bases in Canada were never obtained, 

nor does it a ppea r that the matter was ever formally dis­

cussed in tha Board. It is fair to assume that the American 

members discovered that, while Canada was willing to concede 

5 The Challenge to Isolation, 704. 
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large faci l ities t o the American forces on her territ ory, 

she \vas not pr epared to think in terms of l easiJl.L bases as 

Brit ain had done . This discover y r~me very soon, for at 

the Board 1 s f ourth meet ing, on 10 September 1940, l~yor 

La.Guar dia offered to make a publ ic refutation of press 

r eports that the U. S . was seeldng bases i n Canada . He C.id .so 

next day in char acteristic terms ( "This is a Defence Board, 

not a real estate board" ) . 6 

SUrmning up , 1 t seema posaible to disti~sh ~ ·;,, 

l east four different ways in which this ve1 .. y flexible 

instrument called the Permanent Joint Board on Defence .~ ...... 

used . I t served as a testi!10 round for ide~s ·rr-'.!.~ !' c.t1 

side mi ght wish to try out on the other (and presumabl y not 

all of these were found mutually acceptable) . It was used 

as a nugotiating body, with the advantage of ·~O 1l- nil~ ... 

dip1 oma tic and service membership. It :n ov1dca ~.l.1 effective 

means of collecting and exchanging lnformatio11P 1.- cc.•m·v;d1 t ' 

a l v1ays in dPmand and not a.lws. :ys easy Lo fi r\\1. F5 nall~ , . 

Board or its members uere able to expedite acticn, to ob~1~ t~ 

delay~, and to see that 1;h£: p.L~1J s .rure or cornpe"t;:ing proble .. 19, 

on on" or both sides of the borJe:-, did not deflect E:. t centiun 

from pI'o jeots cf i:mF.ortance . 

V! 

The ~ork of the Pe rtnanent Joint 5oaru oc 

Defence duri:-4g the Second Wo1·:.d WELr fl:.lly j11ctlfied its 

6 Will iam L. Langer and S. Everett Gl eason, The 
U41ieclared War, 1 940-1941 (liew York, 1953) , 163 , says o:' 
the Board , "Its r epor t , appro·ed oy the Pre~ident on No~ember 
19, 1940, reco -.?ended against the acquis1 ti on of Aceri,.an 
bases in the ~orninion, but urged the Canadian Govern."":!ent 
to build at once facilities which could be usea by United 
Stdtes planes and ships in the event of nn attack on Canad&.". 
This presuna.bl y r efer s to tl1e Board ' s First Report ( :?ee a~o (:) ) ; 
bnt that R"port cakes no r eference to tl- question o~ Ameri b. .. 

b1-es in CRna.da . I t is possible , of course , that tre American 
SC"ctlon of the Board may have re~erred to the matter in a 
co•reri!'m letter. 
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creation. It provided an early instance of effective inter­

Allied militar y cooperation which was encoura~ing as an 

example and valuable as a model . rt certainly affor ded 

the United States a useful precedent in its dealings with 

other American nations , which was followed in the United 

States- Mexican Joint Defence Commiss ion, agreed on in 

December 1 940 and finally established early in 1942 , and 

the United States- Brazilian Joint Board for Northeast Brazil , 

set up in December 1941. 7 

As for the Boar d 's effectiveness as an 

agency in Canadian- American relations , it is no doubt 

truG t: ha t most if' not all of the work it did could h.B.ve 

beon carried on thro1 ·,_,h more traCli tiona.l channels - by 'the 

normal procedures of di~lornc:r t!ld i.J, : .. t military laiason. 

But 1 t is dnuc i.. ful wheti1cr w1 thout the Board the ob Jee ts 

would have been attained so rapidly and rl th so much mutual 

goodwill. 

In 194? an offi cial of the Departmont of 

External Affairs who was in a good position to form a 

judgement in the matter attempted an evaluation of the 

Board's \1artime \.ork . Eo came to the concl usion that 

\1here it he.d mad~ an almost unique contribution ·1as in 

?roviding a forum for exchange of views characterized by 

franlmess , mut ual confidence and dispatch. The Board had 

the special a dvantage 0£ bringing together in one body 

in an atmosphere or inf'orma.lity not merely the representa­

tives of two countries but also representatives of the 

civilian and the service viewpoints . Within the Board 

7 Ibid . , 600- 3 , 605- 8 . 
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there was normally very frank and open discussion. Even 

where there were serious differences of opinion, the 

prob l ems were examined in an atmosphere of b.e.rmony and 

confidence with ample appreciation of the other side 's 

difficulties . "The members of each section", wrote this 

official , "on going back to their respective Capitals 

are in a position to influence thinking and bring forward 

the points of view hel d by the members from the other country. 

This is what makes it so dif'.ficult to measur e t he influence 

which the Boar d has exerted, since much of that influence 

is the intangibl e outgrowth of the discussions in or out of 

meetings . It is safe to say, however, that no such results 

could have been achieved had the Board not existed." The 

fact that f~om the beginning the Board enjoyed exceptiona l 
I I 

prestige contributed to these results. 

Coope ration -- particularly, perhaps , 

military cooperation -- between two proud and independent 

nations , one of which has a dozen times the other's 

population and wealth, is never a simple matter ; occasionally 

it i s sure to be diffi cult . U~der these conditions, the 

more informality and mutual unders tanding which can be 

projected into the machiner y ~f consultation, the better. 

That the Soard bad proved itsel.:C i s indicated by the ract 

tbs.t neither countr7 showed any tendency to abandon it arter 

the conclusion of the Second World Uar. On 12 February 

1 947 the two governments iqsued a statement on the 

continuance of military cqbperation between them which 

emphasized the importance1of the Permanent Joint Board on 

Defence and incidentally r eaffirmed an underlying principl e 
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which it had always observed: "all cooperative arrangements 

will be without impairment of the control of either country 

over all activities in its territory". Since that time 

the Board has continued to function as a valuable and indeed 

vital element in the pattern of Canadian- American relations . 
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