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This book h a s been much 
praised and deservedly so. It 

is wellwritten and well-researched, 
and mirabile dictu, it includes 
substantial material on the impact 
of the half-million Canadians who, 
along with some three million 
Americans, served time in 
Britain during the Second World 
War. 

Reynolds, a Cambridge 
University historian married to an 
American, has done extensive 
research in the British, American, 
and Canadian archives, and he has 
read widely in the secondary 
literature. The result is a detailed 
examination of the way different 
cultures dealt with each other, 
clashed or integrated, and how the 
respective bureaucracies tried to 
cope. There is even some material 
on how Canadians and Americans 
got on - badly at first but better as 
time went on, thanks, Reynolds 
opines, to the fact that Canadians 
came to see that their British past 
was being replaced by an American 
future. He even cites Major-General 
F.F. Worthington as suggesting that 
since American equipment and 
ideas were better than those of the 
British, Canadians should try to 
serve with the U.S. forces. No 
wonder Fighting Frank had to be 
got rid of in 1944! 

The Americans, of course, had 
special problems - black soldiers, 
for example - that the Canadians 
scarcely had and, according to 
black GIs, the Canadian Army 
handled matters much better. The 
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Americans also wanted their full 
pay, better food than hungry British 
civilians, and the right to try their 
soldiers in their own courts; they 
had sufficient clout to get their way 
(including food that amounted to 
three times the civilian ration). And 
the Canadians? For the most part, 
Canadians lived on the execrable 
British rations, in Britain and in 
action, part of their higher pay than 
British soldiers received was 
deferred or assigned back home, 
and the Canadian authorities went 
along with the application of British 
justice to their military miscreants. 
Reynolds notes dryly that two 
Americans serving in the Canadian 
Army robbed a Briton at gunpoint 
and were sentenced to 
imprisonment and the lash; the 
U.S. ambassador intervened 
successfully to have the whipping 
foregone. Too bad Ambassador 
Winant - or someone - wasn't there 
to assist Canadian soldiers on their 
way to Dartmoor a n d / o r the 
Glasshouse . Essential ly, the 
conclusion from this study is that 
Canada's military acted like that of 
a colonial state; the Americans 
demanded that they be treated as 
equals and were. 

In his one full chapter on the 
Canadians, "A Day Trip to Dieppe," 
Reynolds makes the case - in 
contradistinction to Desmond 
Morton and others who have 
suggested that the Canadians were 
not champing at the bit to see action 
- that morale in 1942 was such a 
serious problem that the Canadian 
commanders virtually had to get 
their troops into action. And, he 
points out, even after the August 
1942 debacle, morale rose in 
virtually all units. At last, the 
Canadians had fought, the single 
day at Dieppe helping to put an end 
to the constant carping from the 
Brit ish about how long the 

Canadians were going to sit in 
beautiful Salisbury doing nothing. 

Sex naturally enters into the 
story, and Reynolds is interesting 
here. Forty percent of Canadians 
who fell victim to venereal disease 
had had intercourse in London; 
only 30 per cent of Americans 
became infected there. (I must 
admit to being unsure what this 
means.) Eventually, the Canadian 
and American forces joint ly 
persuaded the reluctant British to 
tackle the VD epidemic with a 
program of tracing sexual contacts, 
along the lines of those long 
employed in North America, that 
had some success. GIs, Reynolds 
also says, complained that British 
condoms were too small , 
p resumably more American 
bragging; Canadians said nothing -
yet another effort by their generals 
at getting along? And there were 
more difficulties in the way of a GI 
trying to marry a British civilian 
than faced a Canadian. The result 
was more Canadian war brides 
than American, despite the much 
larger numbers of Americans 
stationed in the U.K. Of course, 
Canadians were there longer, and 
briefly in 1940 and for some time 
after 1942, many were billeted on 
British civilians. That presumably 
speeded the Canadians on their way 
to ever-closer relations. Reynolds 
also notes that the arrival of 
Americans in quantity, from 1942 
on, helped ease Anglo-Canadian 
relations - the Canadians could join 
the Brits in complaining about the 
bloody Yanks! 

Still, the author can make 
mistakes. He refers to the Princess 
Patricia's Regiment, for example, 
and suggests that Militia regiments 
made up half the 1st Canadian 
Division in 1939 and militia 
soldiers half the personnel strength 
of the division. Not so, when the 



Permanent Force, not all of which 
was in the 1st Division, numbered 
only 4 ,500 . He says tha t 
Montgomery commanded two 
Canadian corps in 1941-2, again 
incorrect, and he perhaps strains 
a bit to suggest that Canadian and 
British formations were all but 
interchangeable. More seriously 
than these minor slips, Reynolds 
says nothing about the RCAF and 
RCN who had their own tens of 
thousands serving in Britain. 

Still, this is a splendid book, a 
model of comparative history that 
is based on wide-ranging primary 
source research. Charles Stacey 
and Barbara Wilson wrote the book 
on Canadians in Britain, but 
Reynolds has demonstrated that by 
br inging the Americans into 
equation (in much the largest way, 
of course), the worth of this kind 
of history can be increased greatly. 
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