termination of the meeting of the NATO Coun=
cile-the United States, the United Kingdom and
France sent replies to the Soviet note of
November 27, 1958. In these replies, vhich had
been discussed in the NATO Council, the
three occupying powers reaffirmed their right
to be in Berlin, and they condemned the Soviet
Union's unilateral denunciation of the agree-
ments relating to Berlin to which I have re-
ferred. In these notes of December 31, 1958
the occupying powers stated that they could
not accept the repudiation by the Soviet Unien
of these obligations in this way, and that
they could not consider proposals which would
jeopardize the freedom of the West Berlin
.population.

"Speaking in geographical terms, Mr.
Speaker, I may say that here is a community,
West Berlin, of 2.5 million people which is
110 miles east of the West German border. This
little island is isolated in the midst of
Soviet controlled territory, East Germany. 1
must say that Canada‘s view is, and I state
this very firmly, that we will ot countenance
the swallowing up or absorption of 2.5 million
of our friends in West Berlin into the Soviet
complex which surrounds the city of Berlin.

"In the notes of December 31, the United
Kingdom, the United States and France also
said they would not jeopardize in any way, by
negotiation or otherwise, the West Berlin
population. Then again in these notes there
was a reiteration of the offer which had been
made over several years, and which was re-
stated and made manifest in the communique
issued after the NATO meeting in December,
to negotiate the question of Berlin in rela-
tion to the whole Cerman situation, as well as
in relation to the problem of European secu-
rity. : :

¥Subsequsnt events, Mr. Speaker, have
tended to confirm the wisdom of the firm but
flexible position that was taken in these
notes and in the meetings of the NATO Coun-
cil. On January 10 of tﬁis year, the Soviet
Jnion sent notes to all the powers on the
Western side which had fought against Germany
in the Second World War. % have reported to

‘the House on that note, and indeed I have
tabled it here, accompanied as it was by a
draft peace treaty relating to the whole of
Germany.

"In that note it was suggested that there
should be held a conference of the repre-

Sentatives of these countries--28, I think

there are--on the Western and Eastern side
%hich had fought against Germany. The con-
ference would discuss this draft peace treaty.
n that note there was, in tone if not in con-
tent, the idea that the U.S.S.R. would be
feady to consider the problem of Berlin in
felation to Germany as a whole. Recent public
Statements--perhaps we can take some comfort
rom them--by U.S.S.R. leaders, indicate that
they do not regard the note of November 27,
1958, to the three occupying powers in Berlin,
as an ultimatum.

E
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Canadian reply to the Soviet note of January

10. Briefly, as I stated at the time, our
Eosition is this. It would not be useful to
ave a large peace treaty conference until
some aspects of the German question have been
examined by representatives of the four states
-the United States, the United Kingdom, France
and the U.S.S.R., those countries that have a
special responsibility in Berlin. The Canadian
reply did not, and I do not now, try to lay
down a blueprint for the solution of the
German problem. There will be general agree-
ment, however--1 hope there will be; T will
put it that way-~that this is not the time for
Canada or any other NATO country which has
been a party to the preliminary discussion of
this problem of Berlin in relation to Germany
as a whole and also in relation to European
security, to put forward proposals in public.
However, I assert and affirm that this is no
time for anything other than positive poli-
cies. We should not, in the days and months
ahead--and they may be critical ones--refuse

‘to consider any proposal that is put forward

bg any country in the West, or any proposals
that may be put forward by the Soviet Union.

"Among the types of proposals which could
be considered--and I am not going to give a
leng list; I am going to give a partial list--
are those which envisage some form of mutual
limitation on nuclear weapons, and by that I
mean a mutual limitation under supervision.
There also might be considered agreed arrange-
ments for gradual and mutual armed force re-
ductions and comprebensive security guarantees
for the countries of both Eastern and Western
Europe, This is not to say, of course, when I
give this partial catalogue, that Canada has
taken a firm pesition or a fixed position on
any specific measure as yet. They could be
considered as general objectives. I would hope
that these and others would be considered at a
ministerial meeting of some NATO powers or
the occupying NATO powers to be held about
the middle of March. I repeat, and .1 say it
seriously, that we should not have a negative
approach, but at the same time we should have
clear objectives in respect to a settlement of
these topics to which I have referred. Every
sroposal, however, must be considered in the
iight of certain aims and objectives which are
basic to Western interests. Among these, I
mention again the freedom of the two and a
half million people in Berlin. We cannot
compromise their situation.Wemust look toward
attaining, with safeguards, and with some ad-
vances in terms of FEuropean security, the
restoration of a free Germany in a free and
untramme | led Europe. No proposal, Mr. Speaker,
should be accepted which would have the effect
of changing the balance of military security
to the disadvantage of the West.

"At this part of my contribution to this
debate 1 must say quite frankly that it is
distressing that John Foster Dulles, the
United States Secretary of State, should have

(Over)




