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INTRODUCTION

Tout au long de I’année 1955, les décideurs canadiens durent préter une attention
soutenue 2 la guerre froide en Asie. Au début de 1’année, le différend qui couvait entre
la Chine communiste et la République de Chine, 2 propos de Formose (Taiwan) et des
iles cotieres de Quemoy et Matsu, menagait de dégénérer en conflit ouvert sino-améri-
cain. Au moment o les Etats-Unis se préparaient & soutenir les forces nationalistes
chinoises de Formose contre une attaque communiste, Ottawa esquissa un mouvement
de recul a I'idée d’une reprise du conflit en Asie. La crise soulevait des questions
fondamentales sur la nature et les limites de I’alliance du Canada avec Washington en
temps de guerre froide. C’est pourquoi les documents du chapitre VII retracent de
maniere assez détaillée les efforts du Canada pour servir de médiateur entre les deux
puissances antagonistes, pour amener les Etats-Unis 2 exercer une certaine retenue et,
finalement, pour se distancier de la croisade américaine.

Cette crise amena le secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures, Lester B. Pearson, a
emprunter des voies intéressantes, tantdt inhabituelles, tantdt plus familieres. Le
spectre d’une guerre nucléaire, qu’agitaient les Etats-Unis pendant le bras de fer avec
Pékin, forga le ministre et son ministeére a s’attaquer aux difficiles questions liées aux
tactiques nucléaires modernes (documents 736 & 740). Cela conforta en outre le minis-
tere dans sa volonté de s’adapter aux contraintes qui pesaient sur la politique étrangére
et la politique de défense du Canada & I’¢re atomique (document 789). Dans I'immé-
diat, la crise incita Pearson & chercher de nouveau une méthode pour faire admettre
Pékin aux Nations Unies (document 748).

Formose fut au coeur des discussions de la Conférence des premiers ministres du
Commonwealth qui se tint en février. Pearson y accompagnait le premier ministre
Louis Saint-Laurent, 4 I’invitation du secrétaire au Foreign Office, Anthony Eden. Le
compte rendu divertissant que fait Pearson des intrigues sociales, politiques et diplo-
matiques qui se jouerent en coulisse donne une fausse idée de I’importance de cette
rencontre internationale (document 241). Reprenant leurs efforts pour mettre fin 2 la
guerre de Corée, amorcés pendant la conférence des premiers ministres de 1953, Eden
et Pearson se joignirent au premier ministre de I’Inde, Jawaharlal Nehru, afin de trou-
ver, sans succes toutefois, une stratégie pour désamorcer la crise formosane.

Ottawa prit note du rdle prépondérant de Nehru a cette conférence, ce qui amena
les représentants canadiens & conclure que « le Commonwealth [...] dépend, dans une
trés large mesure, de I’importance que lui attachent les Indiens » (document 246). Le
grand nombre de documents sur les relations du Canada avec 1’Inde, reproduits dans le
chapitre sur le Commonwealth, témoigne de cette opinion. Ces pages portent sur les
questions habituelles, axées sur 1’aide au développement, qui caractérisent les relations
au sein du Commonwealth dans les volumes récents des Documents relatifs aux rela-
tions extérieures du Canada. Cependant, le lecteur y trouvera surtout des documents
sur la décision du Canada de donner & I’'Inde un réacteur nucléaire expérimental. Ce
geste, s’il était destiné en partie 2 attirer la faveur de New Delhi pendant la guerre
froide, représentait un des premiers efforts du Canada pour commercialiser son indus-
trie nucléaire (documents 254 a 285). En effet, trés tot, la politique canadienne dans ce
domaine fut guidée par des considérations d’ordre économique.

En 1955, malgré les efforts d’Ottawa pour renforcer ses liens avec New Delhi, les
relations entre les deux pays se détériorerent. Elles furent mises a rude épreuve par les
divergences sur le rdle des trois commissions de surveillance internationales créées en
1954 pour préserver une paix fragile au Cambodge, au Laos et au Vietnam (chapitre



INTRODUCTION

The Cold War in Asia continued to demand the sustained attention of Canadian
policy-makers throughout 1955. Early in the year, the simmering dispute between
Communist China and the Republic of China over Formosa (Taiwan) and the offshore
islands of Quemoy and Matsu threatened to escalate into a direct Sino-American con-
frontation. As the United States prepared to defend Chinese Nationalist forces in
Formosa against Communist attack, Ottawa recoiled from the prospect of renewed
conflict in Asia. The crisis raised fundamental questions about the nature and limita-
tions of Canada’s Cold War alliance with Washington. For that reason, the docu-
mentation in Chapter VII traces in some detail Canadian efforts to mediate between
the two antagonists, to restrain the United States and, finally, to distance Canada from
the American crusade.

The crisis led the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Lester B. Pearson, down
interesting pathways—some unusual, others more familiar. American nuclear postur-
ing during the confrontation with Peking forced the minister and his department to
confront the difficult issues associated with modern nuclear tactics (Documents 736 to
740), and reinforced the department’s determination to come to terms with the con-
straints on Canadian foreign and defence policy in the nuclear age (Document 789).
More immediately, the crisis encouraged Pearson to renew his search for some method
to admit Communist China to the United Nations (Document 748).

Formosa dominated discussion at the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ meeting in
February, where Pearson accompanied Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent at the invita-
tion of the British Foreign Secretary, Anthony Eden. Pearson’s entertaining account of
the social, political and diplomatic intrigues of this international gathering (Document
241) belied its importance. In a reprise of their effort to end the Korean War during the
1953 Prime Minister’s conference, Eden and Pearson joined the Indian Prime
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, in an unsuccessful search for a strategy to defuse the
Formosan crisis.

Nehru’s prominent role at the Prime Ministers’ conference was noted in Ottawa,
and prompted Canadian officials to conclude “that the Commonwealth ... is to a very
considerable extent dependent on the importance the Indians attach to it” (Document
246). This view is reflected in the large number of documents on Canada’s relations
with India reprinted in the chapter on the Commonwealth. Although these pages cover
the normal range of aid-related topics that has characterized Commonwealth relations
in recent volumes of Documents on Canadian External Relations, it is dominated by
documentation on Canada’s decision to give India an experimental nuclear reactor.
Intended in part to secure New Delhi’s support in the Cold War, this gesture also
represented an early effort to commercialize Canada’s nuclear power industry (Docu-
ments 254 to 285). Indeed, economic considerations quickly came to drive Canadian
policy in this field.

Despite Ottawa’s efforts to reinforce its ties with New Delhi, Indo-Canadian rela-
tions deteriorated in 1955, strained by differences over the role of the three interna-
tional control commissions established in 1954 to safeguard the fragile peace in
Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam (Chapter VII). The commissions also complicated
Canada’s relations with its closest Western allies, the United Kingdom and the United
States. In Laos, Canada came under strong pressure from Washington and London to
bring the Pathet Lao to task for refusing to abide by the terms of the Geneva Agree-
ment. In Vietnam, the American-sponsored President of South Vietnam, Ngo Dinh
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VII). Ces commissions compliquérent également les relations du Canada avec ses al-
liés occidentaux les plus proches, le Royaume-Uni et les Etats-Unis. Au Laos, Was-
hington et Londres exercerent de fortes pressions pour que le Canada rappelle 2 1’ordre
le Pathet Lao, qui refusa de respecter les dispositions de 1’ Accord de Geneve. Au Viet-
nam, le président du Sud-Vietnam, Ngo Dinh Diem, le protégé des Américains, s’em-
ploya a saper les efforts de la commission internationale et & provoquer une impasse
qui se prolongerait indéfiniment. A cette perspective, les responsables canadiens fu-
rent forcés de revoir le rdle que jouerait a I’avenir le Canada dans ces commissions.
Cette réévaluation, qui se poursuivit jusqu’en 1956, s’avéra ardue : « Nous sommes
devant un dilemme épineux, car bien qu’une multitude de raisons militent en faveur du
retrait des commissions d’Indochine, dés que cela sera possible, personne ne veut por-
ter la terrible responsabilité de I’effondrement du cadre fragile dont peut dépendre la
paix en Asie » (document 640).

En 1955, par comparaison aux dangers qui menacaient en Asie, il y avait longtemps
que les perspectives de paix et de stabilité en Europe n’avaient semblé aussi encoura-
geantes. La conférence au sommet qui se déroula en juillet 2 Genéve, oil les dirigeants
américains, francais, britanniques et soviétiques se réunirent pour la premigre fois de-
puis 1945, semblait annoncer une diminution de la tension dans le monde. Cette accal-
mie fut toutefois de courte durée. Tout s’effondra a I’automne, aprés que les ministres
des Affaires étrangéres des Quatre furent incapables de s’entendre sur les mesures
concretes a prendre pour améliorer les relations Est-Ouest. Comme en témoigne 1’im-
portant recueil de documents présenté dans le chapitre sur I’Organisation du Traité de
I’ Atlantique Nord (OTAN), le Canada suivit de prés ces événements. Les consulta-
tions sur I’'OTAN, qui précéderent a la fois le sommet et la réunion décevante des
ministres des Affaires étrangeres, fournirent & Ottawa I’occasion de débattre la straté-
gie occidentale et d’influer (tant soit peu) sur son orientation 2 un moment important
de la guerre froide.

Le chapitre sur I'OTAN renferme également nombre de documents sur des ques-
tions mieux connues. La volonté du Canada d’avoir son mot a dire sur Iutilisation
éventuelle d’armes nucléaires par les Etats-Unis apparait ici sous un nouvel éclairage.
La section traitant de 1’ Accord tripartite sur les alertes retrace les efforts secrets des
Britanniques, des Américains et des Canadiens pour trouver un mécanisme efficace de
consultation entre alliés, dans 1’éventualité d’une crise nucléaire. Ce chapitre contient
des documents portant sur deux autres questions dont se préoccupaient constamment
le Canada au sein de 1’Alliance de 1’ Atlantique Nord : la coopération non militaire et
I’aide mutuelle. Au printemps 1955, en raison des objections soulevées par ses fonc-
tionnaires et ses collégues, Pearson relanga le débat sur la coopération non militaire 2
la suite d’une initiative qui fit ressortir 1’attitude ambigué du Canada a I’égard des
dispositions de P’article II du Traité de 1’ Atlantique Nord, connu sous le nom
d’ « article canadien ». La diminution des tensions internationales, un des facteurs qui
motiva cette initiative, encouragea du coup Ottawa a réduire ses contributions dans le
domaine de 1’aide mutuelle. Cependant, comme le montrent les documents sur la li-
vraison d’avions a 1’ Allemagne, la question de 1’aide mutuelle devenait de plus en plus
complexe, s’articulant autour d’un mélange hasardeux de considérations militaires, po-
litiques et commerciales.

Le Canada envisageait sous une perspective unique les efforts du bloc soviétique
pour normaliser ses relations avec 1’Ouest. En mai, une délégation polonaise de haut
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Diem, worked hard to undermine the international commission and foster an indefinite
stalemate. As the prospect of a deadlock in Vietnam loomed, Canadian officials were
forced to consider Canada’s future role on the commissions. Their reassessment,
which continued into 1956, was no easy task: “The unhappy dilemma in which we are
placed is that there are abundant reasons for our seeking to get the Commissions out of
Indochina as soon as possible but on the other hand it would be a terrible respon-
sibility to break the delicate structure on which the peace of Asia might depend”
(Document 640).

In contrast to the dangers that lurked in Asia, the prospects for peace and stability
in Europe seemed more hopeful in 1955 than they had for a long time. The July sum-
mit meeting in Geneva, where American, French, British and Soviet leaders gathered
for the first time since 1945, seemed to herald a period of reduced international ten-
sion. The respite was short-lived, and collapsed in the autumn of 1955 when the
Foreign Ministers of the four Great Powers failed to agree on concrete measures to
improve East-West relations. As the substantial collection of documents in the chapter
on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) demonstrates, Canada paid close
attention to these developments. The NATO consultations, which preceded both the
summit and the disappointing Foreign Ministers’ meeting, provided Ottawa with an
opportunity to discuss and to influence (however slightly) Western strategy at an im-
portant point in the Cold War.

The NATO chapter also contains its share of material on more familiar subjects.
Canada’s determination to secure a voice in any United States decision to employ
nuclear weapons reappears here in a new guise. The section on the Tripartite Alerts
Agreement records the secret Anglo-American-Canadian search for an effective means
of allied consultation in the event of a nuclear crisis. The chapter documents two other
persistent Canadian preoccupations in the North Atlantic Alliance: non-military co-
operation and mutual aid. In the spring of 1955, over the objections of his officials and
fellow ministers, Pearson revived the question of non-military co-operation in an ex-
ercise that underlined the ambiguity surrounding Canada’s attitude to the provisions of
NATO’s Article II, the so-called “Canadian article.” Diminishing international ten-
sions, a factor behind this initiative, also encouraged Ottawa to reduce its mutual aid
contributions. But as the documents on the allocation of aircraft to Germany reveal,
mutual aid was becoming a more complex business, involving an uneasy mixture of
military, political, and commercial considerations.

Canada’s perspective on the Soviet bloc’s efforts to normalize relations with the
West was unique. In May, a high-level Polish delegation arrived in Ottawa for bi-
lateral trade discussions, a step leading to negotiations on a broad range of issues
(Chapter V). More important, Pearson travelled to Moscow in October, becoming the
first NATO Foreign Minister to visit the Soviet Union. The Canadian clearly enjoyed
his encounter with Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev, whom he described “as blunt
and volatile as only a Ukrainian peasant, turned one of the most powerful men in the
world, can be” (Document 537). Even so, as the documentation on wheat sales to the
Soviet Union and official visits from Communist countries demonstrate, Ottawa
treated Moscow’s advances with a great deal of caution and suspicion.

Canada’s reserve was prudent. Moscow’s overtures to the West were offset by the
establishment of the Warsaw Pact (Document 545) and by Communist meddling in the
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niveau arriva & Ottawa pour discuter de commerce bilatéral, étape devant conduire 2
des négociations sur un grand nombre de questions (chapitre V). Qui plus est, Pearson
se rendit & Moscou en octobre, devenant ainsi le premier ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de ’OTAN a visiter I’Union soviétique. A 1’évidence, il apprécia sa rencontre
avec le premier secrétaire, Nikita Khrouchtchev, qu’il trouva « carré et versatile,
comme seul peut I’étre un paysan ukrainien devenu 'un des hommes les plus puis-
sants du monde » (document 537). Néanmoins, comme I’attestent les documents sur la
vente de blé a ’Union soviétique et les visites officielles de représentants de pays
communistes, Ottawa réagissait avec beaucoup de prudence et de méfiance aux
avances de Moscou.

La réserve du Canada était dictée par la prudence. A la politique d’ouverture de
Moscou envers 1’Ouest s’opposaient la création du Pacte de Varsovie (document 545)
et I’ingérence communiste au Moyen-Orient, ol les ventes d’armes tchécoslovaques 2
1’Egypte menagaient la stabilité précaire de la région (document 552). A la fin de I’an-
née, apres I’évanouissement de '« esprit de Genéve », I'’OTAN, inflexible, conclut
que « en entrainant un reldchement des efforts des pays de I'OTAN, les tactiques con-
ciliantes des dirigeants soviétiques [...] faisaient pencher la balance des forces en leur
faveur aux dépens de la communauté atlantique » (document 231).

Les questions de défense demeuraient un aspect important des relations du Canada
avec les Etats-Unis. En matiére de défense bilatérale, notamment, la démarche du Ca-
nada se caractérisait par une grande attention 2 ses prérogatives liées a la souveraineté.
Cependant, il paraissait de plus en plus évident qu’Ottawa trouvait difficile d’assumer
pleinement sa part du fardeau financier imputable 4 I’expansion des activités de dé-
fense de I’ Amérique du Nord. Ce the¢me revient constamment dans les documents qui
rendent compte du débat entre les ministeres de la Défense nationale et des Affaires
extérieures sur la participation canadienne a I’exploitation du réseau d’alerte avancé
(documents 324 a 337). 1l sous-tend également I’abondante documentation sur la dé-
fense aérienne continentale. Ce choix regroupe des documents sur les projets militaires
bilatéraux devant conduire a la création d’un commandement conjoint de la défense
aérienne nord-américain, et sur les efforts du Canada pour mettre au point son propre
chasseur & réaction moderne, le CF-105, ou I’Avro Arrow (documents 309 a 323).
L’opposition des conceptions nationale et continentale de la défense aérienne de I’ A-
mérique du Nord, déja perceptible dans ces documents, allait caractériser cette ques-
tion pendant le reste de la décennie.

Dans I'immédiat, toutefois, les principaux dossiers bilatéraux touchaient a 1’agri-
culture et & I’économie. Les efforts acharnés de Washington pour commercialiser le
blé américain soulevaient de plus en plus I’ire des agriculteurs canadiens et des politi-
ciens qui les représentaient. Les ministres comme les fonctionnaires s’inquiétaient de
I’intention du gouvernement américain de subventionner, en vertu d’une loi jouissant
d’une triste notoriété (Public Law 480), la vente de blé américain sur les marchés
traditionnels du Canada. A leur désarroi, s’ajoutaient les pressions de plus en plus
insistantes du Congres en faveur de nouvelles restrictions a I’'importation de toute une
série de produits canadiens aux Etats-Unis. Cette mesure visait entre autres, le pétrole,
le plomb, le zinc et le seigle. En répondant aux demandes du Congres, le gouverne-
ment américain tenait souvent compte des intéréts du Canada. Cependant, il y avait
lieu de s’inquiéter de 1’orientation restrictive de la politique commerciale américaine,
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Middle East, where Czechoslovakian arms sales to Egypt threatened the region’s pre-
carious stability (Document 552). By the end of the year, as the “spirit of Geneva”
evaporated, NATO grimly concluded that the “balance of capabilities [...was] tilting
against the Atlantic community as the milder tactics of the Soviet leaders ... produced
a relaxation of effort on the part of the NATO countries” (Document 231).

Defence questions continued to be an important aspect of Canada’s relationship
with the United States. Canada’s approach to bilateral defence issues was character-
ized by a careful regard for its sovereign prerogatives. However, it was becoming in-
creasingly clear that Ottawa was finding it difficult to bear its full share of the
financial burden resulting from North America’s expanding defence activities. This
theme runs through the material documenting the debate between the Departments of
National Defence and External Affairs over Canadian participation in the operation of
the Distant Early Warning Line (Documents 324 to 337). It also informs the lengthy
narrative on continental air defence. This selection weaves together material on nas-
cent bilateral military plans for a joint North American air command with Canada’s
struggle to develop its own modern jet fighter - the CF-105 or Avro Arrow (Docu-
ments 309 to 323). The tension between national and continental approaches to North
American air defence, already reflected in these documents, would define this question
for the rest of the decade.

For the present, however, the principal bilateral issues were agricultural and
economic. Canadian farmers and their politicians were increasingly angry with Wash-
ington’s aggressive marketing of American wheat. The Administration’s willingness
to use subsidies under the notorious Public Law 480 to sell American wheat in
Canada’s traditional markets worried ministers and officials alike. Their distress was
compounded by mounting Congressional demands for new import restrictions on a
host of Canadian exports to the United States. Targeted commodities included oil, lead
and zinc, and rye. Although the Administration often took account of Canadian inter-
ests when responding to Congress, the restrictive direction of American trade policy
was unsettling and left Canadian officials in Washington and Ottawa uncertain how to
proceed (Document 399).

As always, transboundary issues had a prominent place on the Canadian-American
agenda in 1955. Growing public and Congressional dissatisfaction with the provisions
of the 1954 St. Lawrence Seaway agreement governing navigational facilities in the
Cornwall area prompted the White House to reopen negotiations in January. The
selection of documents on the St. Lawrence Seaway also reflects the Cabinet’s interest
in ensuring that customs and immigration regulations would allow Canadian compa-
nies to bid on Seaway work. The Cabinet was equally interested in the problems as-
sociated with Lake Ontario water levels, an awkward technical issue described by
Pearson as “controversial and explosive” (Document 466).

The complicated exercise of dividing the continent’s natural resources between
Canada and the United States continued to worry both countries as the pace of
development quickened in the Western regions of North America. The House of
Representatives raised alarm bells in Ottawa when it again proposed diverting water
from Lake Michigan to meet Chicago’s growing needs, threatening Canada’s naviga-
tion and power interests in the lower Great Lakes (Document 483). In the International
Joint Commission, whose engineering teams were busy surveying the Columbia River
basin, the two countries jostled for position, aware that negotiations on the future of
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a I’égard de laquelle les fonctionnaires canadiens ne savaient quelle ligne de conduite
adopter, 2 Ottawa comme 3 Washington (document 399).

Comme toujours, en 1955, les questions transfrontaliéres arrivaient en téte des prio-
rités canado-américaines. Les dispositions de 1’entente sur la Voie maritime du
Saint-Laurent, qui régissaient 1’administration des installations de navigation dans la
région de Cornwall, suscitaient un mécontentement grandissant parmi le public et les
membres du Congrés. C’est pourquoi la Maison-Blanche décida de rouvrir les négo-
ciations en janvier. Le choix de documents sur la Voie maritime du Saint-Laurent il-
lustre combien le Cabinet trouvait important que la réglementation dans le domaine
des douanes et de I’'immigration permette aux entreprises canadiennes de soumission-
ner les appels d’offres pour la construction de la voie maritime. Le Cabinet s’intéres-
sait également aux problémes liés au niveau du lac Ontario, question technique déli-
cate qui, de I’aveu méme de Pearson, s’avérait « sujette & controverse et explosive »
(document 466). ‘

A mesure que le développement s’accélérait dans I’ouest de I’ Amérique du Nord, le
difficile partage des ressources naturelles du continent entre le Canada et les Etats-U-
nis continuait de préoccuper les deux pays. En proposant a nouveau de détourner I’eau
du lac Michigan pour répondre aux besoins grandissants de Chicago, menagant du
méme coup les intéréts canadiens dans les secteurs de la navigation et de la production
d’électricité dans les Grands Lacs inférieurs, la Chambre des représentants déclencha
’alarme 2 Ottawa (document 483). A la Commission mixte internationale, pendant
que les arpenteurs faisaient le levé du bassin du fleuve Columbia, les deux pays
jouaient des coudes, conscients que des négociations sur I’avenir de ce fleuve interna-
tional se profilaient a 1’horizon (documents 475 a 482). Plus a I’ouest et au nord, ces
questions s’avéraient encore plus fondamentales et délicates, puisque la frontiere el-
le-méme était en cause. Cependant, le présent volume ne contient aucun document a
ce sujet. La publication de quatre documents sur 1’entrée Dixon et le détroit d’Hécate,
et d’un document sur la souveraineté dans 1’ Arctique, n’a pas été autorisée aux termes
des dispositions de la Loi sur l'accés a I’information.

Au cours de cette année, le premier ministre canadien, Louis Saint-Laurent, ne joua
qu’un role minime dans la politique étrangére du Canada, laissant ces questions entre
les mains expertes de Pearson. En 1’absence du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires exté-
rieures, cette responsabilité était habituellement confiée a Paul Martin, le ministre de
la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre social. La fagon dont celui-ci mena 1’affaire des
essais nucléaires sous-marins effectués par les Etats-Unis fait ressortir son assurance
grandissante 2 ce poste, et la sensibilité politique qu’il apportait a ce portefeuille (do-
cuments 346 a 349). Fait encore plus important, en tant que chef de la délégation
canadienne a la 10° session de 1’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies, Martin fut le
principal artisan de la campagne qui permit de dénouer 1I'impasse concernant 1’admis-
sion de nouveaux membres, devant laquelle se trouvaient depuis longtemps les
grandes puissances (documents 4 2 40). Parmi les autres ministres du Cabinet investis
de responsabilités importantes en matiére de politique étrangere, il convient de citer
Ralph Campney, le ministre de la Défense nationale, et Walter Harris, le ministre des
Finances. En sa qualité de ministre du Commerce et de ministre de la Production de la
défense, C. D Howe continua d’exercer une influence considérable sur la politique en
matiére de commerce extérieur.
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this international river lay just over the horizon (Documents 475 to 482). Further west
and north, the questions were more fundamental and sensitive, involving the border
itself. These, however, are not covered in this volume as four documents on Dixon
Entrance and Hecate Strait and one document on Arctic Sovereignty, selected for pub-
lication, were withheld under the provisions of the Access to Information legislation.

Canadian Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent played only a minor foreign policy role
during the year, leaving most questions in Pearson’s experienced hands. When absent,
the Secretary of State for External Affairs was normally replaced by Paul Martin, the
Minister of National Health and Welfare. Martin’s growing confidence in this role and
the political sensibilities he brought to the portfolio are evident in his handling of
American underwater nuclear tests (Documents 346 to 349). More important, as head
of the Canadian Delegation to the 10th session of the United Nations General As-
sembly, Martin was the primary mover in the successful campaign to resolve the long
stalemate among the major powers over the admission of new members (Documents 4
to 40). Other Cabinet ministers with significant foreign policy responsibilities in-
cluded Ralph Campney, the Minister of National Defence, and Walter Harris, the
Minister of Finance. C.D. Howe retained his considerable influence over foreign
economic policy as Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence
Production.

The senior ranks of the Department of External Affairs were largely unchanged.
Jules Léger remained Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, assisted for much
of the year by R.A. MacKay. MacKay carried out the duties of Associate Under-
Secretary until August 1955, when he replaced David M. Johnson as Permanent
Representative to the United Nations. At about the same time, R.M. Macdonnell was
promoted to Deputy Under-Secretary. Also supporting Léger were three experienced
Assistant Under-Secretaries: John Holmes, Jean A. Chapdelaine and Max Wershof,
who was also the Department’s Legal Advisor.

There was no change in representation at Canada’s key posts abroad. Dana Wil-
gress remained Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council and
Representative to the Organization for European Economic Co-operation, and Norman
A. Robertson stayed in London as High Commissioner to the United Kingdom. Arnold
Heeney and Georges Vanier continued as Ambassadors to the United States and
France, respectively.

Like other recent volumes in this series, Volume 21 is based primarily on the
records of the Department of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. These
records were supplemented where necessary by the private papers of Cabinet ministers
and senior officials, and the files of the Departments of National Defence, Finance,
and Trade and Commerce. In preparing this volume, I was given complete access to
the files of the Department of External Affairs and generous access to other collec-
tions. A complete list of the archival sources examined in the preparation of this
volume may be found on page xxv.

The selection of documents continues to be guided by the general principles out-
lined in the Introduction to Volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), as amended in the Introduction to
Volume 20 (p. xxiii). In short, the series tries to provide a “self-contained record of the
major foreign policy decisions taken by the Government of Canada,” by focussing
intensively on Canada’s most important bilateral and multilateral relationships and on
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Les hauts responsables du ministére des Affaires extérieures étaient en grande par-
tie les mémes. Jules Léger occupait toujours le poste de sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures, et fut secondé pendant la plus grande partie de I’année par R. A
MacKay. Celui-ci assuma en effet la fonction de sous-sécrétaire d’Etat associé jus-
qu’en aofit, lorsqu’il remplaga David M. Johnson au poste de représentant permanent
auprés des Nations Unies. Environ au méme moment, R. M. Macdonnell fut nommé
sous-secrétaire adjoint. Trois sous-secrétaires adjoints expérimentés aidaient égale-
ment Léger dans sa tiche. Il s’agissait de John Holmes, de Jean A. Chapdelaine et de
Max Wershof, qui était également le conseiller juridique du ministere.

Les mémes personnes occupaient toujours les principaux postes de représentants du
Canada a I’étranger. Dana Wilgress était la représentante permanente auprés du Con-
seil de I’ Atlantique Nord et de 1’Organisation européenne de coopération économique,
et Norman A. Robertson resta & Londres, s’acquittant de ses fonctions de haut-com-
missaire auprés du Royaume-uni. Pour leur part, Arnold Heeney et Georges Vanier
occupaient respectivement les postes d’ambassadeur aupres des Etats-Unis et de la
France.

Comme pour les derniers volumes de cette collection, le volume 21 s’appuie princi-
palement sur les archives du ministere des Affaires extérieures et du Bureau du Con-
seil privé. Nous avons consulté au besoin des documents provenant des archives pri-
vées des ministres du Cabinet et des hauts fonctionnaires, ainsi que les dossiers des
ministeres de la Défense nationale et des Finances, et du ministére du Commerce. J’ai
en outre eu acces a tous les dossiers du ministere des Affaires étrangéres et bénéficié
d’un excellent acces a d’autres archives. Vous trouverez la liste compléte des docu-
ments consultés pour I’établissement de ce volume a la page xxv.

Les grands principes énoncés dans 1’Introduction du volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), modifiés
par la suite dans I’Introduction du volume 20 (p. xxiii), guident 1a sélection des docu-
ments. En bref, cette série se propose de fournir un compte rendu complet des princi-
pales décisions du gouvernement du Canada en matitre de politique étrangere. Pour
cela, elle privilégie, au premier chef, les relations bilatérales et multilatérales les plus
importantes du Canada et les grandes questions internationales sur lesquelles les
membres du Cabinet sont appelés directement a prendre des décisions cruciales.

Les signes typographiques sont les mémes que ceux décrits dans I'Introduction du
volume 9 (p. xix). Ainsi, une croix (1) signifie que le document n’est pas reproduit
dans le présent volume; des points de suspension [...] indiquent que des passages ont
été retranchés. L’expression « group corrupt » révéle I’existence de problemes de dé-
chiffrage dans la transmission du télégramme original. Lorsque cela revét une certaine
importance, les mots et les passages rayés par I’auteur d’un texte, les notes marginales
et les listes de distribution figurent dans les notes en bas de page. Sauf avis contraire,
les documents sont censés avoir été lus par leur destinataire. Les noms propres et les
noms de lieu ont été uniformisés. Le rédacteur a corrigé discrétement 1’orthographe, la
ponctuation, les majuscules et les erreurs de transcriptions, lorsque le contexte ne lais-
sait planer aucun doute sur le sens du texte. Tous les autres ajouts sont indiqués entre
crochets. Les documents sont reproduits en anglais ou en francais, selon la langue dans
laquelle ils ont été rédigés a I’origine.

L’édition du présent volume est le fruit d’un travail collectif. Comme toujours, les
Archives nationales du Canada apportent une contribution indispensable a la Section
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the major international issues that directly involved the members of the Cabinet in
substantive policy decisions.

The editorial devices used in this volume are similar to those described in the In-
troduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger (1) indicates a document that has not been
printed. Editorial excisions are shown by an ellipse (...). The phrase “group corrupt”
indicates decryption problems in the transmission of the original telegram. Words and
passages that were struck out by the author, marginal notes and distribution lists are
reproduced as footnotes only when important. Unless otherwise indicated, it is as-
sumed that documents have been read by the addressee. Proper and place names are
standardized. The editor has silently corrected spelling, punctuation and capitalization,
as well as transcription errors whose meaning is clear from their context. All other
editorial additions to the body of the text are indicated by the use of square brackets.
Documents are reprinted in either English or French, depending on their language of
origin.

The preparation of this volume was a collective effort. The Historical Section con-
tinues to depend on the expertise of the staff at the National Archives of Canada for
help in locating relevant records. Paulete Dozois, Paul Marsden and Dave Smith of the
Government Archives Division responded generously and efficiently to requests for
assistance. Ciuineas Boyle, Access to Information Co-ordinator at the Privy Council
Office, facilitated access to classified Cabinet records for the period. The Honourable
Paul Martin Jr. graciously granted me access to his father’s personal papers. My over-
seas colleagues, Heather Yasamee and Dr. Keith Hamilton of Records and Historical
Services, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, helped arrange for the declassification
of several important British documents. William Burr of the National Security
Archive, Washington D.C., was also helpful in this respect.

Ted Kelly edited the chapter on the United Nations and prepared a preliminary
selection of material for the chapter on Europe. With customary thoroughness, he
guided the volume through production. Christopher Cook remained my principal
research assistant, joined for short periods of time by Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joan-
nette, Michael Stevenson and Paul Anderson. Boris Stipernitz aided with the research,
compiled the index, and provided thoughtful and cogent advice. A better team would
be hard to find.

Isabel Campbell of the Department of National Defence’s Directorate of History
and Heritage provided guidance on Canadian defence policy in the mid-1950s. Her
colleague, Gabrielle Nishiguchi, cleared up my confusion over Japanese immigration.
John English, the author of an excellent biography of Pearson, responded graciously to
my many and varied queries. Norman Hillmer, who edited an earlier volume in this
series, was the source of practical advice and encouragement. My colleague (and
another veteran editor), Hector Mackenzie, read and commented on parts of my selec-
tion. The general editor of Documents on Canadian External Relations, and head of
the Historical Section, John Hilliker, offered sound advice leavened with patient good
humour. The series would not be possible without the administrative support of the
director of the Communications Programs and Outreach Division, Gaston Barban.
I remain solely responsible for the final selection of documents in this volume.
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historique, en I’aidant a trouver les documents pertinents. Paulette Dozois, Paul Mars-
den et Dave Smith de la Division des archives gouvernementales ont répondu généreu-
sement et efficacement aux demandes d’aide. Pour sa part, la coordonnatrice de
I’acces a I’information au Bureau du Conseil privé, Ciuineas Boyle, a facilité I’acces a
des documents confidentiels du Cabinet datant de cette époque. L’honorable Paul
Martin fils m’a gracieusement donné accés aux documents personnels de son pére.
Mes colleégues a I’étranger, Heather Yasamee et Keith Hamilton, du service des ar-
chives et d’histoire du ministeére des Affaires étrangeres du Royaume-uni, m’ont aidé &
faire déclassifier plusieurs documents britanniques importants. A cet égard, il convient
également de mentionner I’aide de William Burr des National Security Archive, 2
Washington D.C.

Ted Kelly a établi le chapitre consacré aux Nations Unies et procédé a une sélec-
tion préliminaire des documents destinés au chapitre sur I’Europe. Toujours avec le
méme souci de rigueur, il a dirigé les différentes étapes de la réalisation de cet ou-
vrage. Mon principal adjoint de recherche a été Christopher Cook, secondé a 1’occa-
sion par Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joannette, Michael Stevenson et Paul Anderson.
Boris Stipernitz a participé a la recherche, préparé I'index et fourni des conseils  la
fois sages et pertinents. Il aurait été difficile de trouver meilleure équipe.

Isabel Campbell de la Direction de I’histoire et du patrimoine du ministére de la
Défense nationale m’a conseillé sur la politique de défense du Canada au milieu des
années 1950. Sa colleégue, Gabrielle Nishiguchi, a dissipé toute confusion au sujet de
I'immigration japonaise. John English, 1I’auteur d’une excellente biographie de Pear-
son, a aimablement répondu & mes nombreuses questions sur une foule de sujets. Nor-
man Hillmer, qui a déja compilé€ un volume de cette collection, m’a prodigué des con-
seils pratiques et des mots d’encouragement. Mon collégue (un autre éditeur
chevronné), Hector Mackenzie, a lu une partie des documents retenus et m’a fait part
de ses commentaires. John Hilliker, 1’éditeur en chef des Documents relatifs aux rela-
tions extérieures du Canada et le chef de la Section historique, m’a donné des conseils
Jjudicieux, que relevait un sens de I’humour empreint de patience. La publication de
cette collection ne serait pas possible sans le soutien administratif du directeur de la
Direction des programmes de communications et de sensibilisation, Gaston Barban.
Cependant, je suis seul responsable de la sélection des documents retenus pour le pré-
sent ouvrage.

La Section historique a fourni les textes complémentaires et coordonné la prépara-
tion technique de I’ouvrage. Aline Gélineau a tapé et mis en forme le manuscrit.
M. Yvon Litalien du service de traduction du Ministére a traduit en frangais la plupart
des notes en bas de page, des 1égendes et des textes complémentaires. Mes collégues
de la Direction des services de communications, Francine Fournier et Julia Gualtieri,
m’ont donné des conseils de rédaction. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin s’est chargée de la
relecture du manuscrit, a préparé la liste des personnes et mis la derni¢re main 2 la
mise en pages.

L’édition du présent volume s’est effectuée dans des circonstances quelque peu in-
habituelles. C’est en grande partie grice au soutien indispensable de Mary et Kathe-
rine Donaghy qu’il a ét€ possible de la mener a terme.

GREG DONAGHY
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The Historical Section provides the supplementary text and coordinates the techni-
cal preparation of the volume. The manuscript was typed and formatted by Aline Gé-
lineau. Mr. Yvon Litalien of the Translation Bureau provided the French for most of
the footnotes, the captions and the ancillary text. My colleagues in the Communica-
tions Services Division, Francine Fournier and Julia Gualtieri, provided editorial
guidance. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin proofread the manuscript, composed the list of per-
sons and refined the layout.

This volume was prepared under some unusual circumstances, and its completion
owes much to the vital support of Mary and Katherine Donaghy.
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PROVENANCE DES DOCUMENTS!
LOCATION OF DOCUMENTS!

Documents de C.D. Howe,
Archives nationales
(MG 27 III B20)

Dossiers de I’ambassade
du Canada 2 Washington,
Archives nationales (RG 25 B3)

Dossiers du ministeére
des Affaires extérieures

Dossiers du ministere des
Finances, Archives
nationales (RG 19)

Dossiers du ministere du
Commerce, Archives
nationales (RG 20)

Documents de L.B. Pearson,
Archives nationales (MG 26 N1)

Documents de L.S. Saint-Laurent,
Archives nationales (MG 26 L)

Bureau du Conseil privé—
conclusions du Cabinet et
documents du Cabinet

Autres documents des
archives du BCP

Documents de R.A. MacKay,
Archives nationales (MG 30 E159)
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National Archives (MG 26 N1)
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National Archives (MG 26 L)

Privy Council Office—
Cabinet Conclusions and
Cabinet Documents

Other documents from
PCO records
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LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ANTI-AIRCRAFT

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT (US)

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT

AIR DEFENSE COMMAND

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION (US)

ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL BOARD

ATOMIC ENERGY OF CANADA LIMITED

AGENCE FRANCE-PRESSE

AIR OFFICER COMMANDING

ASSOCIATED PRESS

ANNUAL REVIEW (QUESTIONNAIRE) (NATO)

ANTI-TANK

ALLIED TACTICAL AIR FORCE (NATO)

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL

ALL WEATHER AIRCRAFT INTERCEPTOR

BASIC AIR DEFENCE GROUND ENVIRONMENT

BRITISH COMMONWEALTH FORCES KOREA

BELGUIM, NETHERLANDS, LUXEMBOURG

BRITISH JOINT STAFF MISSION (WASHINGTON)
BOEING-MICHIGAN AERONAUTICAL CENTRE

BRITISH UNITED PRESS

BRITISH WEST INDIES

PERMANENT DELEGATION OF CANADA TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL
CANADIAN DELEGATION TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF UNITED NATIONS
CHIEF OF AIR STAFF

CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION(-INTERNATIONAL SERVICE)
COMMERCIAL CABLE COMPANY

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION (US)

COOPERATIVE COMMONWEALTH FEDERATION

CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF

Christlich-Demokratische Union (Christian-Democratic Union)
CUBIC FOOT PER SECOND

CANADIAN GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY LIMITED

CHINA COMMITTEE OF THE PARIS CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (US)

CHIEF OF THE IMPERIAL GENERAL STAFF (UK)
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, UNITED NATIONS COMMAND
COMMISSION INTERNATIONALE DE SURVEILLANCE ET DE CONTROLE
CANADIAN JOINT STAFF (WASHINGTON)

COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT CONTROLS
CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE COMMAND

CANADIAN PRESS

COMBINED POLICY COMMITTEE (CANADA-UK-US)

CANADIAN PERMANENT DELEGATION TO UNITED NATIONS
CONTROL AND REPORTING CENTRE

COMMONWEALTH RELATIONS OFFICE (UK)

CONTROL AND REPORTING POST

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE PRODUCTION

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

DISTANT EARLY WARNING

DEFENCE LIAISON (1) DIVISION

DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT

DEFENCE RESEARCH BOARD

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM

DIPLOMATIC WIRELESS SERVICE (UK)

EcoONOMIC COMMISSION FOR ASIA AND THE FAR EAST (UN)
EcoNOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE (UN)
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ECM
ECOSOC
ECSC
EDC
EF
EPU
ETAP
EW/GCI
FAO
FFPL
FL

FO
FOA
FOB
FPC
FUF
FUPL
GATT
HMCS
HR
IBRD
ICAO
ICBM
ICS
ICSC
IDF
IFC
c
IMF
ITO

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

ELECTRONIC COUNTER-MEASURE

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL OF UNITED NATIONS
EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

EUROPEAN DEFENCE COMMUNITY

EUROPEAN FUND

EUROPEAN PAYMENTS UNION

EXPANDED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (UN})
EARLY WARNING/GROUND CONTROL INTERCEPT

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION

FIGHTING FORCES OF THE PATHET LAO

FRENCH LIAISON

FOREIGN OFFICE (UK)

FOREIGN OPERATIONS ADMINISTRATION (US)

FREE ON BOARD

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION (US)

FRENCH UNION FORCES

FIGHTING UNITS OF THE PATHEL LAO

GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFES AND TRADE

HER MAIJESTY'S CANADIAN SHIP

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (US)

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION
INTERCONTINENTIAL BALLISTIC MISSILE

INDIAN CIVIL SERVICE

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SUPERVISION AND CONTROL
INTERCEPTOR DAY FIGHTER

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION (UN)
INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION (CANADA-US)
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ORGANIZATION
INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF (US)

JOINT INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

JOINT INDUSTRIAL MOBILIZATION COMMITTEE (CANADA-US)
JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE

KHMER RESISTANCE FORCES

KILOWATT HOUR

LAOTIAN NATIONAL ARMY

Low FREQUENCY ACQUISITION AND RANGING; LOW FREQUENCY ANALYSIS
AND RECORDING

MILITARY ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT (US)

MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP (US)
MILITARY ARMISTICE COMMISSION

MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES

MILITARY COMMITTEE (NATO)

MILITARY COOPERATION COMMITTEE (CANADA-UNITED STATES)
MUTUAL DEFENCE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (US)
MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE ORGANIZATION

MOoST FAVOURED NATION

MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE (NATO)
MUTUAL SECURITY ACT (US)

MILITARY STUDY GROUP (CANADA-US)

NORTHERN AFFAIRS AND NATURAL RESOURCES
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

NAVIRE CANADIEN DE SA MAIJESTE

NEAR EAST ARMS COORDINATING COMMITTEE
NEUTRAL NATIONS REPATRIATION COMMISSION
NEUTRAL NATIONS SUPERVISORY COMMISSION
NUCLEAR RESEARCH UNIVERSAL
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NRX
NYC
ODASE
ODM
OEEC
OFAR
OTAN
OTC
PASNY
PAVN
PC(O)
PERMDEL

UN
UNESCO

UNICEF

UNKRA
UNREF
UNRPR
UNRWA(PR)
UNTAB
UNTSO
UP

us
USAF
USDA
USSR
VHF
WEU
WHO
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NUCLEAR RESEARCH EXPERIMENTAL

NEW YORK CENTRAL RAILROAD

ORGANISATION DE DEFENSE DE L'ASIE DU SUD-EST

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION (US)

ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COOPERATION
OFFCE OF FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL RELATIONS (US)
ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ ATLANTIQUE NORD
ORGANIZATION FOR TRADE COOPERATION (GATT)

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

PEOPLE’S ARMY OF VIETNAM

PRIVY COUNCIL (OFFICE)

PERMANENT DELEGATION .OF CANADA TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW
YORK

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE (CANADA-US)
PATHET LAO

PETROLEUM, OIL, LUBRICANTS

PEOPLE’S VIETNAMESE VOLUNTEERS/PATHET LAO
QUANTITATIVE RESTRICTIONS

ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

ROYAL CANADIAN NAVY (RESERVE)

ROYAL LAOTIAN GOVERNMENT

ROYAL NEW ZEALAND ARMY SERVICE CORPS

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (US)

SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE (NATO)

SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, ATLANTIC (NATO)
SEMI-AUTOMATIC GROUND ENVIRONMENT

SOUTH EAST ASIA DEFENCE ORGANIZATION

SOUTH EAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION

STANDING GROUP (NATQO)

STANDING GROUP LIAISON OFFICER (NATO)

SUPREME HEADQUARTERS, ALLIED POWERS, EUROPE (NATO)
SOCIETE RADIO CANADA

SPECIAL UNITED NATIONS FUND FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE (UN)

TRADE AGREEMENTS COMMITTEE (GATT)

TRANS-CANADA AIRLINES

UNITED KINGDOM

UNITED NATIONS

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA-
TION

UNITED NATIONS CHILDREN’S FUND (ANCIENNEMENT/FORMERLY UNITED
NATIONS INTERNATIONAL CHILDREN’S EMERGENCY FUND)
UNITED NATIONS KOREAN RECONSTRUCTION AGENCY
UNITED NATIONS REFUGEE FUND

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY (FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES)
UNITED NATIONS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BUREAU

UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION
UNITED PRESS

UNITED STATES

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

VERY HIGH FREQUENCY

WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION






LISTE DES PERSONNALITES!
LIST OF PERSONS!

ADAMS, gouverneur Sherman, adjoint exécutif du
président des Etats-Unis.

ADENAUER, Konrad, chancelier de la République
fédérale d’ Allemagne et ministre des Affaires
étrangeres (-juin).

ALI, Mohammad, premier ministre du Pakistan.

ALLEN, William Denis, sous-secrétaire adjoint des
Affaires étrangeres, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

ALLEN, Ward P., conseiller, Nations Unies, Bu-
reau des Affaires européennes, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

ALPHAND, Hervé, représentant permanent de
France, Conseil de 1I' Atlantique Nord (-sept);
représentant permanent aupres des Nations
Unies.

ALSOP, Stewart, chroniqueur affilié, New York
Herald Tribune.

ANDERSON, Robert B., secrétaire suppléant a la
Défense des Etats-Unis.

ARMSTRONG, D.S., délégué commeicial, Singa-
pour.

ARMSTRONG, E.B., sous-ministre adjoint de la Dé-
fense nationale.

ARMSTRONG, Willis, directeur suppléant, Bureau

du Commerce international et des Ressources,
département d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

BALDWIN, J.R., sous-ministre des Transports.

BALLACHEY, Frank G., conseiller au commissaire
canadien, CISC, Laos.

BANERJ], P.K., commissaire d’'Inde, CISC, Laos.

BARNETT, Robert W., Bureau des Affaires régio-
nales de I’Europe de 1'Quest, département d’E-
tat des Etats-Unis.

BARTON, W H., 1** Direction de liaison avec la
Défense; secrétaire canadien, Commission per-
manente canado-américaine de défense.

BATEMAN, George, membre, Commission de con-
trole de 1'énergie atomique.

BEAM, Jacob D., directeur, Bureau de 1'Europe de
PEst, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis (mars-
oct.); sous-secrétaire d’Ftat adjoint aux Affaires
européennes.

ADAMS, Govemnor Sherman, Executive Assistant
to President of United States.

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal Repub-
lic of Germany; and Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs (-June).

ALI, Mohammad, Prime Minister of Pakistan.

ALLEN, William Denis, Assistant Under-Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

ALLEN, Ward P., United Nations Adviser, Bureau
of European Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

ALPHAND, Hervé, Permanent Representative of
France to North Atlantic Council (-Sept.);
Permanent Representive to United Nations
(Sept.-).

ALSOP, Stewart, Syndicated Columnist, New York
Herald Tribune.

ANDERSON, Robert B., Deputy Secretary of
Defense of United States.

ARMSTRONG, D.S., Trade Commissioner, Sin-
gapore.

ARMSTRONG, E.B., Assistant Deputy Minister of
National Defence.

ARMSTRONG, Willis, Deputy Director, Office of
International Trade and Resources, Department
of State of United States.

BALDWIN, J.R., Deputy Minister of Transport.

BALLACHEY, Frank G., Adviser to Canadian Com-
missioner, [CSC, Laos.

BANERJEE, P K., Indian Commissioner, ICSC,
Laos.

BARNETT, Robert W., Office of Western European
Regional Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

BARTON, W H., Defence Liaison (1) Division;
Canadian Secretary, Permanent Joint Board on
Defence.

BATEMAN, George, Member, Atomic Energy Con-
trol Board.

BEAM, Jacob D., Director of Office of Eastern
European Affairs, Department of State of
United States (Mar.-Oct.); Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affairs.

!Ceci est une sélection des principales personnalités canadiennes et de certaines personnalités de I’étranger
souvent mentionnées dans les documents. Les notices biographiques se limitent aux fonctions qui se rap-

portent aux documents reproduits dans ce volume.

This is a selection of important Canadian personalities and some foreign personalities often mentioned in
the documents. The biographical details refer only to the positions pertinent to the documents printed

herein.
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BEAUDRY, Guy V., conseiller au commissaire ca-
nadien, CISC, Hanoi (fév.-).

DE BEAUFORT, voir Grout de Beaufort.
BECH, Joseph, premier ministre du Luxembourg.

BECHHOEFER, B.G., Affaires de sécurité internatio-
nale, Bureau des Affaires politiques et de sécu-
rité des Nations Unies, département d’Etat des
Ftats-Unis.

BELAUNDE, Dr. Victor A., chef, délégation de Pé-
rou a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
et président, Comité des bons offices.

BEN GOURION, David, ministre de la Défense
(fév.-) et premier ministre (nov.-) d’Isragl.
BENNETT, W.J., président, Energic atomique du

Canada Ltée.

BENSON, Ezra Taft, secrétaire a I’ Agriculture des
Eitats-Unis.

BEYEN, Johan W., ministre des Affaires étrangéres
des Pays-Bas.

BHABHA, Dr. Homi J., président, Atomic Energy
Commission of India et président, Conférence
internationale d’Energie atomique.

BILLOTTE, général Pierre, ministre de la Defense
de France (oct.-).
BIRGI, Nuri, ambassadeur de Turquie en France.

BLANK, Theodor, ministre de la Defense de la
République fédérale d’ Allemagne (juin-).

BLANKENHORN, Herbert A.H., représentant perma-
nent de la République fédérale de 1’Allemagne
aupres du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

BOGART, Philip S., attaché pour les transports et
les communications, ambassade des Ftats-Unis.

BOHLEN, Charles E., ambassadeur des Etat-Unis
en Union soviétique.

BOULGANIN, N.A., président, Conseil des ministres
de I'Union soviétique.

BOURBONNIERE, C.E., conseiller au commissaire
canadien, CISC, Cambodge (mai-).

BRADLEY, général Omar N., président, Comité des
chefs d’état-major des Etats-Unis.

VON BRETANO, Heinrich, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la République fédérale d’Alle-
magne (juin-).

BRIDLE, Paul, Direction économique (-oct.); com-
missaire, CISC, Laos.

BROADBRIDGE, A F., Direction de I’ Amérique.

BROOK, sir Norman, secrétaire du Cabinet du
Royaume-Uni.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

BEAUDRY, Guy V., Adviser to Canadian Commis-
sioner, ICSC, Hanoi (Feb.-).

DE BEAUFORT, See Grout de Beaufort.
BECH, Joseph, Prime Minister of Luxembourg.

BECHHOEFER, B.G., International Security Affairs,
Office of United Nations Political and Security
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

BELAUNDE, Dr. Victor A., Chairman, Delegation
of Peru to United Nations General Assembly
and Chairman, Committee of Good Offices.

BEN GURION, David, Minister of Defence of Israel
(Feb.-), and Prime Minister (Nov.-).

BENNETT, W.J., President, Atomic Energy of Can-
ada Ltd.

BENSON, Ezra Taft, Secretary of Agriculture of
United States.

BEYEN, Johan W., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
The Netherlands.

BHABHA, Dr. Homi J., Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission of India, and President of Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Conference.

BILLOTTE, General Pierre, Minister of Defence of
France (Oct.-).

BIRGI, Nuri, Ambassador of Turkey in France.

BLANK, Theodor, Minister of Defence of Federal
Republic of Germany (June-).

BLANKENHORN, Herbert A.H., Permanent
Representative of Federal Republic of Germany
to North Atantic Council.

BOGART, Philip S., Transport and Communications
Attaché, Embassy of United States.

BOHLEN, Charles E., Ambassador of United States
in Soviet Union.

SEE Bulganin

BOURBONNIERE, C.E., Adviser to Canadian Com-
missioner, ICSC, Cambodia (May-).

BRADLEY, General Omar N., Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff of United States.

VON BRETANO, Heinrich, Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs of Federal Republic of Germany (June-).

BRIDLE, Paul, Economic Division (-Oct.); Com-
missioner, ICSC, Laos.

BROADBRIDGE, A.F., American Division.

BROOK, Sir Norman, Secretary to Cabinet of
United Kingdom.



LIST OF PERSONS

BROWN, Elizabeth Ann, Bureau des affaires poli-
tiques et de sécurité des Nations Unies, Direc-
tion des Affaires des organisations
internationales, département d'Ftat des Etats-
Unis.

BROWNELL, Herbert, procureur général des Etats-
Unis.

BRYCE, R.B., greffier du Conseil privé et secré-
taire du Cabinet.

VOIR Boulganin
BuLL, W.F., sous-ministre du Commerce.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, sous-secrétaire du Trésor
pour les Affaires monétaires, département du
Trésor des Etats-Unis.

BURMEISTER, Gustave, administrateur assistant
pour la politique et I’analyse du commerce
agricole, Service agricole étranger, département
de I’ Agriculture des Etats-Unis.

BURNS, Dr. Arthur, président, Conseil des conseil-
lers économiques au président des Etats-Unis.

BURNS, général EL.M., chef d’état-major, organis-
me des Nations Unies chargé de la surveillance
de la tréve.

BuURrY, L.H.E,, directeur exécutif australien et gou-
verneur suppléant, Fonds monétaire internatio-
nal.

BUTLER, R.A., chancelier de l'Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni.

BUTTERWORTH, W. Walton, chef de mission ad-
joint, ambassade des Etats-Unis au Royaume-
Uni.

BUTZ, Earl, secrétaire adjoint a 1’ Agriculture des
Ftats-Unis.

BYRNE, Patricia May, Direction des Philippines et
de I’ Asie du Sud-Est, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

CACCIA, sir Harold, sous-secrétaire d’Etat sup-
pléant aux Affaires étrangeres, Foreign Office
du Royaume-Uni.

CALVET, Pierre L., représentant de France auprés
de ’OECE.

CAMERON, Dr George, sous-ministre de la Santé
nationale et du Bien-étre social (Santé).

CAMPNEY, R.O., ministre de la Défense nationale.

CARNEY, amiral Robert B., chef des opérations
navales des Etats-Unis (-aot).

CARTER, T. LeM,, chef, Direction de I’ Amérique
(aofit-).
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BROWN, Elizabeth Ann, Foreign Affairs Officer,
Office of United Nations Political and Security
Affairs, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

BROWNELL, Herbert, Attorney General of United
States.

BRYCE, R.B., Clerk of Privy Council and Secreta-
ry to Cabinet.

BULGANIN, N.A., Chairman, Council of Ministers
of Soviet Union.

BULL, W.F., Deputy Minister of Trade and Com-
merce.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, Under-Secretary of
Treasury for Monetary Affairs, Department of
Treasury of United States.

BURMEISTER, Gustave, Assistant Administrator for
Agricultural Trade Policy and Analysis,
Foreign Agricultural Service, Department of
Agriculture of United States.

BURNS, Dr. Arthur, Chairman, President’s Council
of Economic Advisers of United States.

BURNS, General E.L.M., Chief of Staff, United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization.

BURY, L H.E., Australian Executive Director and
Alternate Governor, IMF.

BUTLER, R.A., Chancellor of Exchequer of United
Kingdom.

BUTTERWORTH, W. Walton, Deputy Chief of Mis-
sion, United States Embassy in United
Kingdom.

BUTZ, Earl, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture of
United States.

BYRNE, Patricia May, Office of Philippine and
Southeast Asian Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

CACCIA, Sir Harold, Deputy Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

CALVET, Pierre, Representative of France to
OEEC.

CAMERON, Dr. George, Deputy Minister of Na-
tional Health and Welfare (Health).

CAMPNEY, R.O., Minister of National Defence.

CARNEY, Admiral Robert B., Chief of Naval
Operations of United States (-Aug.).

CARTER, T. LeM., Head, American Division
(Aug.-).
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CASARDI, Alberico, représentant permanent d’Italie
aupres des Nations Unies et délégué d’Italie a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

CASEY, Richard G., ministre des Affaires exté-
rieures de I’ Australie.

CASTLE, Lewis, administrateur, St. Lawrence Sea-
way Corporation des Etats-Unis.

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), administrateur, Direction de
la Coopération économique et technique inter-
nationale, ministere du Commerce.

CHAPDELAINE, J.A., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires étrangeres.

CHAPPELL, N.R., attaché 2 la Production pour la
défense, ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

CHAU, Nguyen Huu, ministre sans portefeuille de
la République du Vietnam.

CHEVRIER, Lionel, président, Administration de la
voie maritime du Saint-Laurent.

VOIR Tchang Kai-chek.

CHIDLAW, général Benjamin, général commandant,
commandement de la défense continentale
aérienne des Etats-Unis.

VOIR Tchou En-Lai.

CHURCHILL, sir Winston S., premier ministre et
premier lord du Trésor du Royaume-Uni
(-avr.).

CHUVAHIN, D.S., ambassadeur de 1’Union sovié-
tique.

CLARK, George R., chef, délégation A la confé-
rence sur le phoque a fourrure du Pacifique
nord; sous-ministre des PEcheries.

COLLINS, R.E., conseiller, haut-commissariat au
Royaume-Uni.

COMAY, MICHAEL S., ambassadeur d’Israél.

COOMARASWAMY, Raju, secrétaire adjoint du
ministére des Finances du Ceylan.

COOPER, John Sherman, ambassadeur des Etats-
Unis en Inde.

CORNETT, D.M., Direction du Commonwealth.

CORSE, Carl, chef, Bureau de la politique com-
merciale, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

COTE, E.A., chef, Direction de I’ Amérique (-aoGt);
sous-ministre adjoint, ministere des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationales.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

COYNE, J.E., gouvemneur de la Banque du Canada.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

CASARDI, Alberico, Permanent Representative of
Italy to United Nations, and Delegate of Italy
to United Nations General Assembly.

CASEY, Richard G., Minister of External Affairs
of Australia.

CASTLE, Lewis, Administrator, St. Lawrence
Seaway Corporation of United States.

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), Administrator, International
Economic and Technical Cooperation Division,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

CHAPDELAINE, J.A., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

CHAPPELL, N.R,, Attaché (Defence Production),
Embassy in United States.

CHAU, Nguyen Huu, Minister without Portfolio of
Republic of Vietnam.

CHEVRIER, Lionel, President, St. Lawrence Seaway
Authority.

CHIANG KAI-SHEK, Generalissimo, President of
Republic of China.

CHIDLAW, General Benjamin, Commanding Gener-
al, Continental Air Defense Command of
United States.

CHOU EN-LAI, Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister of People’s Republic of China.

CHURCHILL, Sir Winston S., Prime Minister and
First Lord of Treasury of United Kingdom
(-Apr.).

CHUVAHIN, D.S., Ambassador of Soviet Union.

CLARK, George R., Head, Delegation to the North
Pacific Fur Seals Conference; Deputy Minister
of Fisheries.

COLLINS, R.E., Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

COMAY, Michael S., Ambassador of Isracl.

COOMARASWAMY, Raju, Assistant Secretary,
Department of Finance of Ceylon.

COOPER, John Sherman, Ambassador of United
States in India.

CORNETT, D.M., Commonwealth Division.

CORSE, Carl, Chief, Commercial Policy Staff,
Department of State of United States.

COTE, E.A., Head, American Division (-Aug.);
Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of
Northern Affairs and National Resources.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

COYNE, J.E., Governor of Bank of Canada.
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L.B. Pearson, Krishna Menon and Arnold
Smith leave the minister’s offices in the East
Block in June 1955.

L.B. Pearson quitte son bureau en compagnic
de Krishna Menon et d’Arnold Smith, en juin
1955, dans I'édifice de I'Est.



PA-139794

Paul Martin (right) engages in some “cor-
ridor diplomacy” with United Nations Secreta-
ry-General Dag Hammarskjold at the U.N.
Headquarters in New York, 18 October 1955.

PA-139793

Paul Martin (left) talking with Sir Pierson
Dixon, Permanent Representative of the
United Kingdom to the United Nations, during
the Tenth General Assembly of the United Na-
tions,

Paul Martin (4 droite) pratiquant la
« diplomatie de couloir » avec le Secrétaire
général des Nations Unies, Dag Ham-
marskjold, au siege des Nations Unies 2 New
York, le 18 octobre 1955.

Paul Martin (a gauche) s’entretenant avec
sir Pierson Dixon, le représentant permanent
du Royaume-Uni, lors de la 10¢ Assemblée
générale des Nations Unies.



PA-201533

Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting, London, 31
January—8 February 1955. Standing 1. to r.: C.R. Swart (South Afri-
ca); Mohammed Ali (Pakistan); Sir John Kotelawala (Ceylon); Sir
Godfrey Huggins (Rhodesia and Nyasaland); Seated I. to r.: S.G.
Holland (New Zealand); Louis St. Laurent; Sir Winston Churchill
(United Kingdom); R.G. Menzies (Australia) and Jawaharlal Nehru
(India).

The Times
Conférence des premiers ministres du Commonwealth, du 31
janvier au 8 février 1955, 2 Londres. Debout, de gauche a droite :
C.R. Swart (Afrique du Sud); Mohammed Ali (Pakistan); sir John
Kotelawala (Ceylan); sir Godfrey Huggins (Rhodésie et Nyassaland);
assis, dans 1"ordre habituel : S.G. Holland (Nouvelle-Zélande); Louis
Saint-Laurent; sir Winston Churchill (Royaume-Uni); R.G. Menzies
(Australie) et Jawaharlal Nehru (Inde).



PA-136716

Sod-turning ceremony to mark the start of
construction of the St. Lawrence Seaway. L. tor.:
Louis St. Laurent, New York Governor Thomas
E. Dewey and Ontario Premier Leslie Frost, 10
August 1955,

Cérémonie d’inauguration des travaux de
comstruction de la Voie maritime du
Saint-Laurent. De gauche a droite : Louis
Saint-Laurent, le gouverneur de I'Etat de New
York, Thomas E. Dewey, et le premier ministre
de I’Ontario, Leslie Frost, le 10 aoit 1955.



PA-108144

Supply convoy en route from Coral Convoi de ravitaillement se rendant a la
Harbour to Dew Line Site No. 30, North West station n° 30 du réseau d’alerte avancé, depuis
Territories, 16 August 1955. Coral Harbour dans les Territoires du

Nord-Ouest, le 16 aoiit 1955.

PA-199452

A.D.P. Heeney signs the Canada-United A.D.P. Heeney signe 1'Accord canado-
States Agreement on the Civil Uses of Atomic américain de coopération concernant les em-
Energy, 15 June 1955. plois civils de I'énergie atomique, le 15 juin

1955.
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Members of the Canadian Delegation to
the North Atlantic Council visit the Ist
Canadian Infantry Group in West Germany, 14
July 1955. L. to r.: Private Pat Butler, C.L.
Reed, Private Mervin Turner and Claude Cha-
tillon.

PA-117601

Left to r.: John Watkins, Dmitri S.
Chuvahin, Soviet Ambassador to Canada, and
L.B. Pearson on the shore of the Black Sea.

Des membres de la délégation canadienne
au Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord rendent visite
au 1 Groupe d’infanterie canadienne en Al-
lemagne de 1'Ouest, le 14 juillet 1955. De
gauche a droite : le soldat Pat Butler, C.L.
Reed, ainsi que le soldat Mervin Tumner et
Claude Chatillon.

De gauche a droite : John Watkins, Dmitri
S. Chuvahin, ambassadeur d’Union soviétique
auprés du Canada, et L.B. Pearson sur la rive
de la mer Noire.



PA-165518
India Press Information Bureau

L.B. Pearson visits with Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India, 4
November 1955.

India Press Information Bureau

L.B. Pearson rend visite au premier ministre de I'Inde,
Jawaharlal Nehru, le 4 novembre 1955.
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Commissioner Sherwood Lett (left), and
his deputy, Saul Rae, at work in Hanoi in
March 1955.

PA-146521

Military members of the International
Commission for Supervision and Control in
Laos. L. to r.: Captain G.E. Lawrence (Can-
ada), Lt. Colonel A.S. Kakshi (India), Magor
Kazak (Poland), and a Polish interpreter, at
Xieng Khouang, Laos, 1 April 1955.

Le commissaire Sherwood Lett (2
gauche), et son adjoint, Saul Rae, 2 I'ccuvre &
Hanoi en mars 1955.

Les militaires membres de la Commission

internationale de surveillance et de contrdle au
Laos. De gauche a droite : le capitaine G.E.
Lawrence (Canada), le lieutenant-colonel A.S.
Kakshi (Inde), Magor Kazak (Pologne) et son
interpréte, 2 Xieng Khouang, au Laos, le 1«
avril 1955.
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NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS
INTERNATIONALES
UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

NATIONS UNIES
UNITED NATIONS

SECTION A

QUESTIONS PRESENTEES A LA DIXIEME SESSION DE L’ASSEMBLEE GENERALE
ISSUES BEFORE THE TENTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

SUBDIVISION I/SUB-SECTION 1

INSTRUCTIONS A LA DELEGATION CANADIENNE
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE CANADIAN DELEGATION

1. PCO

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NO. 188-55 [Ottawa], September 14, 1955
SECRET

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CANADIAN DELEGATION!
TO THE TENTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF THE UNITED NATIONS
Attached to this memorandum are general instructions for the Canadian Delegation to

the tenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, which opens in New York on
September 20, 1955.

!Le 28 juillet 1955, le Cabinet a nommé Paul Martin président de la délégation canadienne. En méme
temps, les noms de J.J. McCann, Roch Pinard et J.G. Turgeon étaient ajoutés 2 la délégation. Pour la liste
complete des membres, voir Canada, Department of External Affairs, Press Release, 1955, No. 69.
On July 28, 1955, Cabinet appointed Paul Martin as Chairman of the Canadian Delegation. At the same
time, J.J. McCann, Roch Pinard and J.G. Turgeon were added to the Delegation. For a complete list of
Delegation members, see Canada, Department of External Affairs, Press Release, 1955, No. 69.
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These instructions provide broad policy guidance on the main issues which are likely to
arise at the tenth session, and also brief summaries of the position to be taken by the Dele-
gation on each of the more important items on the Assembly’s agenda.

The undersigned recommends that the attached instructions be approved by the Cabinet.
L.B. PEARSON

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
SECRET

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE CANADIAN DELEGATION TO THE TENTH
SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

The tenth session of the General Assembly is likely to be interesting but difficult. It is
possible that, in accordance with their new policy of promoting a détente in the interna-
tional atmosphere, the Soviet bloc may adopt more moderate tactics during the session, and
that certain controversial issues may not be revived or pressed unduly. The Canadian Dele-
gation should respond to such tactics if they are adopted and attempt to encourage a further
relaxation in tension. Major difficulties can however be expected to arise in connection
with the so-called “colonial” items involving strains in the relations between the western
nations as well as between these nations and those of the Asian-African bloc. Some of thie
issues which are to be discussed have been raised repeatedly in the past and resulted in
acrimonious and unsatisfactory debates. When such issues are debated it will be particu-
larly important for the Delegation to bear in mind that divisions between non-communist
countries will provide propaganda advantages to the Soviet bloc even if no special effort is
made to exploit them. The need for a conciliatory and mediatory role on the part of the
Delegation will be greater than ever. Unless these problems can be dealt with satisfactorily
there is a real danger that the Soviet and the Western blocs may be drawn into the discus-
sion on opposite sides and that the détente may be compromised. While, therefore, the
Delegation should concern itself primarily with the unity of the free democracies and their
relations with the non-committed nations, it will also be necessary to bear in mind the
possible implications of any course adopted on relations with the Soviet bloc.

2. In all disputes between non-communist countries, the essential role of the Canadian
Delegation will be to advocate restraint and moderation. The Delegation may find it possi-
ble also to draw attention to the items which provide opportunities for co-operation, for
positive and constructive action rather than for lengthy and heated disputation. To perform
the task successfully the Delegation will have to be as objective as possible and seek a
compromise between the legitimate security preoccupations of the colonial powers and the
aspirations in many parts of the world for better political, economic and social conditions.

Elections

3. The Canadian Delegation should vote for Dr. Maza of Chile for the Presidency; there
is no other apparent candidate. In the Security Council elections, we should support Aus-
tralia to replace New Zealand, and Cuba, or any other candidate agreed upon by the Latin
American bloc, to replace Brazil. For the third vacancy, to succeed Turkey in the Eastern
Europe seat, the Delegation should initially support Poland. Failing Poland’s election, the
Delegation should vote for Yugoslavia, if it stands, as compromise candidate on the second
ballot. If the vote is still indecisive the Delegation may then support Burma or the Philip-
pines, in that order of preference. Canada is standing for election to the Economic Social
Council. For the other seats, the Delegation should support the United States for re-elec-
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tion, Indonesia to succeed India (which will be standing for election to the second “Com-
monwealth seat” next year) and the candidate agreed on by the Latin American bloc (Costa
Rica or Brazil) to succeed Venezuela. For the remaining two seats, the Delegation should
support Greece to succeed Turkey, and Yugoslavia for re-election. Should Yugoslavia how-
ever already have been elected to the Security Council, the conflict between Turkey and
Greece in the ECOSOC elections would be resolved and the Delegation would be free to
vote for them both and not for Yugoslavia.

Representation of Communist China in the United Nations

4. At the four last sessions of the General Assembly, United States Delegations have
been successful in avoiding substantive votes on this question by securing the adoption of
procedural motions providing for postponement of consideration. While the Chinese Com-
munist Government has pursued lately more conciliatory policies, it has not yet given any
indication that it is willing to withdraw its forces from Korea and to agree to a settlement
of the Korean and other Asian problems in accordance with the principles laid down by the
United Nations. Under the circumstances and bearing in mind the fact that the United
Kingdom and France are prepared to support the United States moratorium arrangement,
the Delegation should again vote in favour of a motion postponing consideration of the
issue during the current year.

Admission of New Members

5. There are twenty-one outstanding applications for membership in the United Nations
all of which have been blocked previously in the Security Council. We have become
increasingly concerned by this deadlock and are prepared to support an arrangement for
the admission of all the outstanding applicants except North and South Korea and North
and South Vietnam which are not yet unified. Believing compromise to be necessary we
are prepared to support the admission of Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Roumania and Outer
Mongolia in return for the admission of Austria, Italy, Finland, Cambodia, Ceylon, Ireland,
Japan, Jordan, Laos, Libya, Nepal and Portugal. It is possible that the U.S.S.R. and many
neutral countries may also support the admission of all seventeen qualified applicants.
Accordingly we have urged the Western “Big Three” to seek a gentleman’s agreement with
the U.S.S.R. to support jointly the admission of the seventeen.

6. The Delegation should let our views be known privately to friendly delegations but
should not engage in an active campaign to solicit support for our views if the U.S. and
U.K. oppose the scheme. If the Security Council declines to recommend any more than the
seven qualified Bandoeng applicants (Cambodia, Ceylon, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Libya and
Nepal), the Delegation should regard this as a definitely inferior scheme and seek further
instructions. If the U.S.S.R. excludes Japan from admission, the Delegation should also
seek further instructions from Ottawa.

Charter Review

7. In pursuance of article 109(3) of the United Nations Charter (which Canada originally
sponsored in 1945) a proposal to call a conference to review the Charter has been placed
on the agenda for the tenth session.

8. If a conference were held, a few useful Charter revisions might conceivably gain uni-
versal support and all states could improve their knowledge of the United Nations through
studies and objective discussions of the Charter’s use and interpretation. However, in view
of the U.S.S.R.’s pronounced opposition to Charter revision, Canada, the United Kingdom,
France, Australia, New Zealand, India and others have been reluctant to support the hold-
ing of a conference in the near future which would not decrease, but might increase inter-
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national tensions. Accordingly, the Canadian Delegation should support a United States
compromise formula: a General Assembly decision, in principle, to hold a conference leav-
ing the date and place open, and to establish a preparatory commission to report to the
eleventh session. This suggestion, which is in line with our own thinking and that of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations, should be sufficiently positive to please those
states which strongly favour holding a conference and yet flexible enough on the question
of timing to permit substantial easing of East-West tensions and adequate preparation for a
successful conference. The United States is seeking general agreement on this formula and
it is hoped that, as a result, this item may be handled non-controversially and with a mini-
mum of debate on substantive Charter review issues.

Disarmament

9. The Canadian Delegation should express its concurrence in the United States sugges-
tion that priority be given to the Eisenhower proposals for the exchange of blueprints on
United States and Soviet establishments and for aerial surveys of the territories of the two
countries. These proposals seem to offer the best ground, at this stage, for achieving pro-
gress in negotiations on the disarmament issue. However, the Western members of the
U.N. Sub-Committee on Disarmament (of which Canada is a member) are concerned lest
the United States case might be presented at the tenth session in a way which would not be
consistent with the aim of achieving unanimous agreement in the General Assembly; this
aim was achieved at the last session for the first time in many years. In accordance with
Canada’s conciliatory role in United Nations disarmament negotiations, the Delegation
should make every effort to induce the United States to adopt a flexible attitude in line
with the recent détente in East-West relations; but without prejudice of course to Western
security.

Pegaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

10. This subject is to be discussed under two agenda items. The first item concerns a
report by the Secretary General on the International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of
Atomic Energy which was held in Geneva last August. The Conference was a great suc-
cess and there seems to be general agreement that another should be held in three or four
years. It is expected that the Secretary General will report that the Advisory Committee,
which was established by the General Assembly to assist him in preparing for the confer-
ence, will have to meet again to dispose of unfinished business, and that he will suggest
that it would be advantageous if the Committee were continued in existence. The position
of the Canadian Delegation should be that it would have no objection to the continuation of
the Advisory Committee to advise the Secretary General on a possible future conference
similar to that held in Geneva this summer, but that its terms of reference should not
extend into other fields (e.g., the International Atomic Energy Agency or the problem of
radiation hazards), unless it subsequently develops that this would be desirable.

11. The second item, which was proposed by the United States, is intended to give an
opportunity to Governments to report on “progress in developing international cooperation
for the peaceful uses of atomic energy”. The United States intends to refer to the series of
bilateral agreements for cooperation which they have made with other nations during the
past nine months,? the progress of their training programme for scientists from other coun-
tries, and the current status of the negotiations for the establishment of an International
Atomic Energy Agency. Depending on the time at which the debate takes place, it may be

2 Voir chapitre 4, 4¢ partie, section A.
See Chapter 4, Part 4, Section A.
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desirable for the Canadian Delegation to refer to the arrangements for supplying an NRX-
type reactor to India under the Colombo Plan.? It is hoped that the substance of the draft
statute for the proposed International Atomic Agency, which the United States has submit-
ted confidentially to the other governments that are members of the United Nations or the
Specialized Agencies, will not be debated. The Canadian Delegation should refrain from
any action which might encourage debate on the substance of the draft statute. If the ques-
tion of the relationship of the Agency to the United Nations comes under active considera-
tion in such a way as to prejudice the final decision to be taken in this matter, the
Delegation should seek specific instructions from Ottawa.

Effects of Atomic Radiation

12. There has been widespread concern in many parts of the world over the possible
noxious effects of nuclear tests and of atomic plants. It was with these considerations in
mind that last year Mr. Nehru suggested that further nuclear tests should be banned: the
proposal was endorsed by the U.S.S.R. and incorporated in their recent disarmament plan.

13. In order to allay these fears which it considers unwarranted, the United States Gov-
ernment has suggested lately that the United Nations might collate the facts available so far
on the effects of radiation and circulate the results of the survey to the member countries
and, we hope, to the Specialized Agencies. Their latest proposal (which they have dis-
cussed confidentially with us and with which we are in agreement) calls for the setting up
of a body of government representatives who, as a first step, will put together as a system-
atic and comprehensive report such relevant scientific data as may be released by the gov-
ernments which have experience in this field. The Canadian Delegation should support this
proposal.

Policy on the Competence of the General Assembly to Discuss Colonial Items and Matters
of Domestic Jurisdiction

14. In the past, when U.N. competence under Articles 10, 11, 14 or 35 of the Charter has
been cast in doubt by the provisions of Article 2(7), we have on some occasions proposed,
or supported a suggestion that a ruling of the International Court of Justice be sought. On
the other hand, for some time we developed more generally the practice of giving a liberal
interpretation to Article 2(7) to permit a wide inscription of items on the agenda and their
discussion by the Assembly under Article 14, which establishes the Assembly’s right to
discuss and make recommendations “for the peaceful adjustment of any situation, regard-
less of origin, which it deems likely to impair the general welfare or friendly relations
among nations”. More recently we have, however, recognized that this right, among others,
would be seriously impaired if too great an effect were given to the domestic jurisdiction
laws set forth in Article 2(7). The Delegation should therefore bear in mind our practice of
weighing each case on its merits, the final decision being made on the basis of whether
inscription and discussion would serve a useful or harmful purpose either in finding a
solution or in reducing the tensions which the problem has brought about among member
states. Article 2(7) should in general be brought into the balance only in the next steps of
discussion and recommendation, as a measure to determine whether the proposed action by
the Assembly is of such a nature as to qualify it as intervention. In other words, our deci-
sion whether the Assembly should discuss the item should be decided on the basis of prac-
tical and political considerations rather than on legalistic ones. The latter should
nevertheless be given due weight in casting our vote on any resolution resulting from the

3 Voir aussi chapitre 3, 2¢ partie, section D(ii).
See also Chapter 3, Part 2, Section D(ii).
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discussion. This flexible policy is the basis of the instructions on Tunisia and on items 20,
23, and supplementary items 1, 2 3 and 5 (Morocco, Cyprus, Algeria, West New Guinea,
and race conflict and the treatment of persons of Indian origin in South Africa). In view of
the above, the Delegation should avoid giving support to proposals seeking an opinion
from the International Court on these apparently conflicting Articles of the Charter.
Straight-forward legal questions which do not involve this conflict, such as those questions
concerning West New Guinea, do not, of course come under this restriction.

Cyprus

15. The Greek Government has again requested consideration of the future of Cyprus in
the same terms as last year, i.e. the application of the principle of self-determination to the
population. At the ninth session of the Assembly Canada voted against inscription of the
item on two grounds. Procedurally the wording of the item pre-supposed intervention, con-
trary to the Charter of the United Nations. Politically a general debate on Cyprus appeared
undesirable.* The United Kingdom will undoubtedly maintain its view that there should be
no discussion of Cyprus under Article 2(7) of the Charter concerning domestic jurisdiction.
Turkey has already entered an objection to the addition of the Cyprus item on the provi-
sional agenda for the tenth session of the General Assembly, on the grounds that it was
disposed of at the ninth session or at least that the Greeks are wrong in claiming that
inscription also be automatic. The recent tripartite conference on Cyprus between the
United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey will have a bearing on the matter. While the confer-
ence did not produce agreement, the proposals made during it by the United Kingdom may
provide some basis for future negotiations. The Canadian delegation should encourage any
tendencies to take this view, especially as the arguments against inscription remain strong.’

The Moroccan Question

16. At its Eighth Session the General Assembly adopted a resolution which noted that
negotiations between France and Morocco would be initiated, expressed confidence that a
satisfactory solution would be achieved and decided to postpone further consideration of
the question for the time being. In recent months the French Government has been
endeavouring to establish a provisional Moroccan Government with which it could com-
mence negotiations for political, economic and social reforms before the opening of the
forthcoming General Assembly. If the French Government is successful, this fact, together
with the transfer of a large measure of autonomy to Tunisia, may moderate the tone of the
Assembly’s discussion of the Moroccan item.

17. In that event the Canadian delegation should pursue a policy similar to that adopted
at previous sessions: the Delegation should not attempt to prevent discussion of the Moroc-
can problem and should not play a prominent part in the debates on this question. The
Delegation should oppose any resolution that would condemn French policies or recom-
mend intervention which would be prejudicial to the French efforts to bring about a peace-
ful settlement in Morocco. The Delegation may support a resolution expressing confidence
that a satisfactory solution will be found and recommending continuation of the French-
Moroccan negotiations to that end.

4 Voir/See Volume 20, pp. 194-225.

5 Le 21 septembre, les Nations Unies décidaient par vote de ne pas inscrire la question de Chypre & I’ordre
du jour de la 10° session de I’Assemblée générale.
On September 21, the United Nations voted not to inscribe the Cyprus issue on the agenda of the tenth
session of the General Assembly.
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18. If political pressures in France shouid force the French Government to postpone
further its proposed reforms in Morocco or if there should be a serious deterioration in
Moroccan internal affairs before this question is discussed at the General Assembly, the
Delegation should seek further instructions.

The Algerian Question

19. The Algerian question has not been discussed at previous sessions of the General
Assembly. It is both more complex and more worrying than the Tunisian or Moroccan
questions. Unlike the protectorates of Tunisia and Morocco, Algeria is constitutionally a
part of metropolitan France and Europeans comprise a much larger proportion of the popu-
lation of Algeria. Although French policy seems to be shifting from assimilation to a form
of integration which would transfer to the Algerians some control over their own affairs,
the nationalist drive for independence has meanwhile gained alarming momentum from the
point of view of France. The strength of the nationalists in Algeria was clearly revealed
during the uprisings on August 20. Their appetite for independence has been whetted by
the political reforms that are being implemented in Tunisia and are proposed for Morocco.
It is difficult to see how the French can long continue to insist that Algeria is an integral
part of France. Nevertheless, the Algerian problem is not capable of a quick solution and
there is at present no alternative to French authority in Algeria other than anarchy or civil
war. Moreover, the Mediterranean departments of Algeria are within the North Atlantic
Treaty area and the whole territory is of great strategic significance in the maintenance of
Mediterranean communications and for the Strategic Air Command. A discussion in the
United Nations would probably inspire increased unrest and the inevitable criticism of
French policies would undermine the constructive approach which the present French Gov-
ernment has been pursuing elsewhere in North Africa despite strong political pressure from
right-wing parties. The outcome of events in French North Africa directly affects NATO as
well as North African security, and France’s future as an international power depends to a
considerable extent on a favourable and peaceful settlement of this difficult situation. It is
not in our interests at this stage in world affairs, that French power and influence in Europe
and NATO should be weakened.

20. For these reasons the Canadian Delegation should discourage any Assembly discus-
sion of the Algerian question at this time. If necessary the Delegation may explain that,
although we recognize the gravity of the situation, a discussion at this time might be more
effective in preventing violence than in bringing about reforms and that in view of the
constructive policies and the concessions on both sides which have brought about reforms
in Morocco and in Tunisia, we are confident that measures will be taken to satisfy the
legitimate aspirations of the peoples of Algeria as well.

21. An attitude of this kind would support the French position while underlining our
view of the desirability of moving forward with the political reforms in Algeria. The deli-
cate situation in Algeria is still very fluid and further instructions may be required in the
light of later information on the intentions of the French Government and the attitudes of
other governments.

South Africa: (Race Conflict and Treatment of People of Indian Origin)

22. These two items provide a focus for the animosity of members of the United Nations
towards a member which has appeared intentionally to disregard some of the obligations
embodied in the Charter. In particular, the Union of South Africa’s observance of Articles
55 and 56 is in question.

§ Voir aussi/See also Document 193.
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23. Bearing in mind the usefulness of allowing discussion of the failings of the Union,
the equally important need to adhere to the principles of the Charter, and the value of
South Africa’s continuing membership in the United Nations, the Canadian Delegation
should adopt the customary Canadian attitude towards Article 2(7): the United Nations
may discuss, but not intervene in, a member states’s internal affairs if these have interna-
tional implications.

The Question of West New Guinea

24. At the ninth session of the General Assembly a resolution was submitted expressing
the hope that the Governments of Indonesia and the Netherlands would pursue their
endeavours to find a solution to the dispute over the status of West New Guinea in con-
formity with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations. The resolution failed to
obtain the required two-thirds majority in the Plenary Session.” Prior to that, discussions
between Indonesia and the Netherlands over the western half of the island of New Guinea
had proved negative and the Dutch had made known in August 1954 that they would
refuse to re-open negotiations. The Dutch claim that their administration of West New
Guinea is an endeavour to bring a dependent people to self-determination and that this
right would be denied to the inhabitants if the territory were to be transferred to Indonesia.
The Netherlands position is strongly supported by Australia which is concerned about the
implications for Australian defence of any change in the status of the territory. Since the
Dutch legal case appeared to be the stronger, the Delegation supported it in voting against
the resolution which was defeated at the ninth session. The Delegation should support this
position again at the tenth session. In the debate the Canadian Delegation should propose
that the dispute be referred to the International Court of Justice for a ruling on the question
whether the Netherlands are still legally required to continue negotiations. In the debate on
inscription of the item, however, the Delegation should abstain. Abstention would reflect
our view that, as the matter is part of a question that the United Nations originally dealt
with, the General Assembly has the right to discuss it. Abstention (rather than a vote for
inscription) would also take into account Dutch sensitivity on this issue.

Questions of Dependent Territories

25. In trusteeship matters it has been the Canadian view that the details of the administra-
tion of trust territories should be left to the Trusteeship Council, and that the General
Assembly should concern itself with broad principles. The Delegation should maintain this
attitude. It should also seek to moderate the inevitable disagreements between those coun-
tries that administer trust territories or colonies and those that are critical of the administer-
ing powers.

Korea

26. Very little change has taken place in the Korean issues themselves since the ninth
session of the General Assembly, but the general world picture seems to be changing and
this requires a fresh look at Korea. Canada has consistently supported the concept of a
Korean settlement through negotiations; the question is still one of timing, and the propi-
tious time to give further consideration to Korean unification may occur during the tenth
session. The Assembly might reaffirm the Armistice Agreement. It is doubtful if the prob-
lem of the Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission will be raised. The Canadian Delega-
tion should favour some delay with regard to NNCS’s activities coming to an end. India

7 Voir/See Volume 20, pp. 355-356.
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will report on NNRC and we should do what we can to prevent any renewal of an acrimo-
nious debate on this issue.

Economic Questions

27. The proposal for the establishment of a Special United Nations Fund for economic
development will once again be discussed during the Tenth Session. In general, the Cana-
dian Delegation should continue to oppose as in the past, any proposals calling for the
immediate establishment of this fund. Canada has been reluctant to support any such pro-
posal because of the extent of other financial demands on Canadian resources for economic
assistance abroad; because we believe Canadian funds could be used to better advantage in
support of more practical bilateral programmes of economic aid; and because the absence
of United Kingdom and the United States agreement to participate in the proposed organi-
zation has made it unrealistic to proceed further with definite plans.

28. ECOSOC resolution No. 15, passed by the 20th Session, recommends however that
the General Assembly invite governments to give careful consideration to the most recent
report of Mr. Scheyven and the Committee of Experts advocating the establishment of
SUNFED.? The Canadian Delegation could agree that we would give careful consideration
to any ECOSOC-approved report on this subject but should refrain from supporting the
further recommendation of ECOSOC that member nations be asked to transmit to the Sec-
retary General not later than 31st March, 1956, their views on Mr. Scheyven’s recommen-
dations as this would imply acceptance in principle of the proposed SUNFED. It should
also be reluctant to support the establishment of an ad hoc committee to analyze the com-
ments of member governments on these recommendations at the present stage. The Cana-
dian Delegation should, however, need not take a leading part in these discussions and
should act in close consultation with other like-minded delegations, particularly those of
the United States and the United Kingdom. The discussion in ECOSOC indicates that the
U.S. and the U.K. intend to resist proposals for the establishment of SUNFED. Both coun-
tries abstained in the voting on resolution 15. However, should either of these delegations
modify their positions on the ECOSOC recommendations, the Canadian Delegation should
seek further instructions.

29. Canada has approved the terms of the Charter for the International Finance Corpora-
tion and before or during the early days of the Session will deposit its formal accession.
When the Charter comes up for approval in the General Assembly the Canadian Delega-
tion should strongly support its terms. Canada has, since the idea of the IFC was first
introduced, supported this proposal for stimulating private capital investment in the under-
developed countries and believes that the Charter in its present form presents an acceptable
basis for bringing the IFC into being.®

30. On the question of the possible provision of technical assistance to Libya, the Cana-
dian position is that this activity lies properly within the province of the UN.T.A.B. In the
event that there is any tendency to link this question to the situation in currently unsettled
French North Africa, the delegation should seek further instructions.

31. The Delegation may support the adoption of the ECOSOC report on technical assis-
tance. Separate instructions will be forwarded regarding the Canadian contribution for
1956-57 to the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance.

8 Voir/See Volume 19, pp. 340-350.
? Voir/See Volume 20, pp. 341-345.
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Humanitarian and Social Questions

32. As a result of a decision on procedure adopted at the ninth session, it is anticipated
that the Third Committee of the General Assembly will undertake a detailed examination
of the Articles of the draft International Covenants on Human Rights. The Canadian Dele-
gation should continue to press for the inclusion of a suitable federal state clause and, in
any event, for the removal of the present federal clause which was inserted at the sugges-
tion of the USSR and which provides that the covenants shall extend to all parts of federal
states without limitation. In pursuing this aim, however, the Delegation should avoid plac-
ing the Government in a position where it could hardly refrain from signing the covenants
without embarrassment, should it be decided at a later date not to sign this instrument in
spite of the removal of the Soviet-sponsored article or the insertion of a satisfactory federal
state clause. As regards other articles of the draft covenants the Delegation should endeav-
our to influence the decisions of the General Assembly along the lines of the Canadian
comments which were sent to the Secretary General on March 2, 1954.

33. The Economic and Social Council at its latest session approved a resolution for trans-
mission to the General Assembly authorizing the Secretary General to provide technical
assistance with respect to any subject in the field of human rights, including the rights
enumerated in the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and in the draft International
Covenants on Human Rights. Since this proposal would probably result in duplication of
effort and since the Technical Assistance Committee of ECOSOC is already considering
the amalgamation of Technical Assistance Administration activities for economic develop-
ment, social welfare and public administration, the Delegation should press for reference
of this question to the TAC or, failing that, for deferment of the resolution for later
consideration.

34. The Delegation should continue to support the four-year programme of the High
Commissioner for Refugees which is designed to provide permanent solutions to the
problems of refugees and also to provide some emergency assistance. While Canada has
already contributed $125,000 to the U.N. Refugee Fund for implementation of the pro-
gramme in 1955, the Delegation should, for the time being, avoid making any commitment
regarding further Canadian contributions in 1956 and subsequent years.

35. On other items relating to human rights and social problems, the Delegation should
endeavour to have the United Nations and its subsidiary bodies undertake projects which
are realistic in terms of prevailing world conditions and in which there is a possibility of
practical results.

Administrative and Budgetary Questions

36. The Delegation should satisfy itself that all possible economies have been effected by
the Secretary General in his budget estimates for 1956 and in his supplementary estimates
for 1955. The Delegation should also ensure that any proposed changes in the scale of
assessments on member governments are fully in accordance with the principles approved
at previous sessions of the General Assembly. Every effort should be made to secure the
election of the Canadian candidate (J.F. Parkinson) to the Committee on Contributions.
Any move to draft Canada for a further term on the U.N. Board of Auditors should be
discouraged. The proposals of the Special Committee for establishing a review procedure
for decisions of the U.N. Administrative Tribunal should be supported. Improvements in
administrative and budgetary co-ordination between the United Nations and its specialized
agencies should be welcomes, but greater emphasis should be placed on the need for coor-
dination of planning between U.N. organs and agencies. Finally, attention should be drawn
to the undesirable consequences of setting target figures for contributions to U.N. extra-
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budgetary programmes without regard to the degree of financial support which is likely to
be forthcoming from member governments.!®

SUBDIVISION I/SUB-SECTION II
ELECTIONS/ELECTIONS

SUBDIVISION 1/SUB-SECTION 1
GENERAL/GENERAL

2, DEA/5475-FA-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], March 3, 1955

CANADIAN MEMBERSHIP IN THE MAIN COUNCILS OF THE UNITED NATIONS

This memorandum deals with Canadian representation in the various councils, bodies
and agencies of the United Nations and concludes with recommendations concerning
future Canadian membership in the main councils of the organization. It is being submitted
at this time because our Permanent Representative in New York has informed us in tele-
gram No. 157 of March 2} (copy attached) that the Australian Prime Minister and his party
probably will wish to discuss the question of Australia’s election to the Security Council
for 1956-57 when they visit Ottawa next week.

The attached statistical reviewt shows that Canada now holds fewer offices in the
United Nations than at any time since 1946. Modification of chart totals to provide special
weighting for the presidency of the General Assembly and membership in the Security
Council and ECOSOC on the basis of the first two contributing five additional points and
ECOSOC four, produces the following results:

Point totals for Offices held by Canada in
United Nations Principal Organs, Subsidiary
Bodies, and Specialized Agencies
1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954

26 36 57 53 46 52 50 35 28

A “box-score” based on membership of Canada and a number of other countries on the
Security Council, ECOSOC and Trusteeship Council, adjusted on the basis of five points
for the Security Council and four for ECOSOC and the Trusteeship Council, produced the
following totals up to 1956:

10 Ces instructions ont été approuvées par le Cabinet le 16 septembre 1955.
These instructions were approved by Cabinet on September 16, 1955.
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Australia 79 Brazil 42
Belgium 78 Poland 38
New Zealand 62 Canada 34
India 54 Chile 34

The significance of the foregoing figures is, of course, modified by the growing impor-
tance of the General Assembly and the increasing of the subsidiary bodies of the Assem-
bly, including the Collective Measures Committee, the Disarmament Commission and its
Sub-Committee, and the Advisory Committee established to assist the Secretary-General in
preparing for the International Atomic Energy Conference. Membership in one or more of
the main councils remains highly desirable, however, for reasons of prestige, influence in
deciding important issues and facilities for obtaining information.

Following are observations and recommendations concerning them:

Observations
1. Security Council

Although the Security Council has declined in importance over the years, there is no
doubt that it is still a body of considerable prestige. New Zealand’s term of office on the
Security Council will expire at the end of 1955. As it is unlikely that the Union of South
Africa will wish to stand for election, a second round of Commonwealth representation is
due to begin in 1956. The sequence of the first round was:

Australia 1946-47
Canada 1948-49
India 1950-51
Pakistan 1952-53
New Zealand 1954-55

In connection with Australia’s intention for 1956-57, Mr. Johnson reported from New
York (Letter No. 50 of January 21,1 copy attached):

“It is perhaps indicative of Australian views that when Sir Leslie Munro, Mr. Forsyth
and I were waiting to see Mr. Hammarskjold a few days ago, Sir Leslie suggested to
Mr. Forsyth that Australia should now begin its campaign for election to the Security
Council in succession to New Zealand. Mr. Forsyth agreed with Sir Leslie Munro and
said that he was urging this course upon his Government. The difficulty they both
feared was not the candidature of Canada but that of India. They both assumed that as
between Canada and Australia, it was Australia’s turn. They were both afraid, however,
that India, which only reluctantly agreed to support New Zealand two years ago, might
make another bid for the Commonwealth seat.”

In the same letter Mr. Johnson said that the Australian Delegation in New York seemed
confident that Canada would not contest its right of succession to the Commonwealth seat
for 1956-57. This confidence might have been based on a conservation between you and
Sir Alan Watt — at that time Under-Secretary for External Affairs in Australia — in 1953,
in which you indicated provisionally that Canada would not be inclined to anticipate its
regular turn on the Security Council. (A copy of a memorandumt concerning your conver-
sation with Sir Alan is attached.)

Upholding Australia’s right of succession to the Commonwealth seat for 1956-57 is the
probability that disputing of it by Canada would encourage India to denounce the rotational
principle for the Commonwealth seat on the ground that Asia is under-represented in the
Security Council. If India decided to enter a claim for the Commonwealth seat for
1956-57, Canada would be faced with a problem similar to that which developed in 1953
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when it appeared that India might contest New Zealand’s right of succession. At that time,
we planned to support New Zealand, while informing India that we sympathized with the
need for a more equitable geographical representation and would react favourably at a
Charter Review Conference to a proposal for an additional seat for Asia. In view of our
interest in maintaining the rotational principle for the Commonwealth seat, a similar policy
would appear applicable if India decided to contest Australia’s right of succession. Expan-
sion of the Security Council to provide an additional permanent seat for Asia is considered
feasible by the Department’s Charter Review Working Group. The Soviet bloc might find
it embarrassing to resist such a proposal.

2. Economic and Social Council
Commonwealth representation in ECOSOC is shown in the following table:

Canada 1946-48
1950-52
Australia 1948-50
1953-55
India 1946-48
1949-51
1953-55
New Zealand 1947-49
Pakistan 1950-52
1954-56

You will note that by the end of 1955, Canada, Australia and Pakistan will have served two
three-year terms each, India will have served three three-year terms, and New Zealand one
three-year term. Since Canada ended its second three-year term in 1952 and since the other
Commonwealth countries concerned, except New Zealand, have served since then, it
would appear legitimate for Canada to seek election for a third three-year term starting in
1956. The fact that Australia’s second three-year term ends this year should facilitate Can-
ada’s re-election. It is possible that New Zealand also may wish to re-enter ECOSOC in
1956, but its candidature should not raise any difficulty unless India sought immediate re-
election for a fourth term in 1956. Pakistan’s second three-year term will end in 1956, and
it would appear reasonable to expect India to be content to wait for one year before seeking
re-election.
3. Trusteeship Council

Canada never has been represented on the Trusteeship Council and there seems to be little
inducement to seek election there as it appears evident that we are able to play a more
useful and constructive role in trusteeship matters while sitting on the sidelines and
attempting to mediate and reconcile differences between the opposing blocs. Canada has
no direct interest in trusteeship and colonial activities, and experience has shown that there
is little to be gained from active participation in these controversial fields. Furthermore, we
have too little knowledge of and experience in this field to make a useful contribution
without devoting more labour to it than is at present available. Recommendations

On the basis of the foregoing, I should like to recommend:

1. If, as seems almost certain, Australian seeks election to the Security Council in 1956-
57, Canada should support its candidature.!!

! Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
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2. If both Australia and India seek the Commonwealth seat for 1956-57, Canada would
be justified in supporting Australia to preserve the rotational principle on which our own
prospects for a seat in 1958-59 depend. Canada should, however, inform India of its sym-
pathy with the need for more equitable geographical representation, and indicate the likeli-
hood of Canadian support at a Charter Review Conference for a proposal to provide an
additional seat on the Security Council for Asia.”> (It would be advantageous in some
respects to avoid giving the Australians a definite commitment on this point at present in
view of our uncertainty of India’s plans. On the other hand, a definite “prior”” commitment
to Australia at this time might save us embarrassment if India later requested our support.
On balance, a fairly firm commitment to Australia at this time would appear desirable.)

3. Canada should plan to seek election to the Security Council for 1958-59.14

4. Canada should seek election to the Economic and Social Council for 1956-57-58.13

5. Canada should continue to refrain from seeking election to the Trusteeship Council.!¢

Your views would be appreciated.

J. LIEGER]

SUBDIVISION 2/SUB-SECTION 2

CONSEIL DE SECURITE
SECURITY COUNCIL

3. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 25, 1955

ELECTIONS TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL
Elections for the three non-permanent seats of the Security Council which will become
vacant at the end of this year when the terms of Brazil (Latin American seat), New Zealand
(Commonwealth seat) and Turkey (Eastern European seat) expire, were held at the General
Assembly meeting of October 14. As you know, a member state may not succeed itself on

12 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
13 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
4 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
15 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
Le 14 octobre, le Canada, les Etats-Unis et I’Indonésie ont été élus au Conseil économique et social
des le premier tour de scrutin.
On October 14, Canada, the United States and Indonesia were elected to the Economic and Social
Council on the first ballot.
16 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes. L.B. P[earson]
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the Council; voting is by a secret ballot and a two-thirds majority is required. Cuba and
Australia were elected on the first ballot, but five more ballots on the third seat were taken
without decisive result. Three further ballots on October 19 were equally inconclusive.

2. The ballots on this third (Eastern European) seat resolved initially into a deadlock
between Poland and the Philippines and then, on the fifth ballot, between Yugoslavia, as a
substitute candidate, and the Philippines. The vote was close, on the last ballot (ninth)
Yugoslavia getting 27 and the Philippines 31 votes and thus both falling short of the
required 39 (attached is a list} of the votes on each ballot).

3. The Canadian view is that it would be undesirable to upset the geographical conven-
tion on the Security Council seats by electing a member from another region to this Eastern
European seat. This might cause East-West controversy by completely breaking the Gen-
tleman’s Agreement regarding the Eastern European seat and, in terms of self-interest,
would establish a precedent which might endanger the Commonweaith seat. It was consid-
ered that, of the possible Eastern European candidates, Poland should have our support, in
order to avoid the friction which might develop if the Russian Satellites’ claim to a turn in
this seat were rejected and which would be unfortunate in the light of the present interna-
tional situation. If Poland’s chances turned out to be hopeless, it was held preferable to
support Yugoslavia as second choice in order to keep the seat in Eastern Europe, and only
as a last resort to switch our support to Burma or the Philippines, in that order of prefer-
ence. In the latter event, it would be necessary to make it known we do not construe an
election of an Asian member as implying a permanent transfer of the seat to Asia. We
believe the separate question of additional representation for Asian countries should not be
solved at the expense of a European seat.

4. The Assembly Delegation was accordingly instructed to vote initially for Poland and,
failing Poland’s election, for Yugoslavia, if it stood as a compromise candidate. If it
became apparent that Yugoslavia in turn stood no chance of election, the Delegation would
then support Burma or the Philippines (see memorandum approved by Cabinet September
16).'7 As it turned out, Burma refused to stand and Yugoslavia, having entered the race, has
been able to hold its own in the deadlock with the Philippines. The Delegation voted for
Poland on three ballots, switching to Yugoslavia on the remaining ballots, after it had been
made known by the Soviet Bloc that the candidature of Poland would be dropped and
Yugoslavia would be a substitute candidate.

5. We kept the Old Commonwealth countries informed of our intentions, as well as the
Americans, both in Washington and New York. Most recently, on October 12, the Delega-
tion was instructed to reply to Mr. Lodge’s representations by informing him that its
instructions had been confirmed and that it would vote only as a last resort for the Philip-
pines, re-iterating the reasons for our vote.’® While it does not appear possible to make an
exact analysis of the votes, it is known that the Benelux and Scandinavian countries ini-
tially supported Poland and intended to shift their vote to Yugoslavia because “they were
strongly opposed to having a European seat transferred to Asia”. The United Kingdom and
New Zealand also switched their votes from Poland to Yugoslavia, but Australia has con-
tinued throughout its support of the Philippines. India indicated earlier that it would ini-
tially support Poland, but it seems that both the Asian and the African votes are divided on

"7 Voir/See Document 1.

'8 Au méme moment a Ottawa, Stuart pressait St-Laurent de voter pour les Philippines. Voir M. Cadieux,
Note pour le sous-secrétaire, 25 octobre 1955, MAE/5475-CX-1-40.
At the same time, in Ottawa, Stuart urged St. Laurent to vote for the Philippines. See M. Cadieux,
Memorandum for the Under-Secretary, October 25, 1955, DEA/5475-CX-1-40.
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this issue. It is at least clear that the Philippines do not have unqualified support from their
region as the candidate of the Asian countries.

6. This issue remains a point of friction for the current session of the Assembly and is
likely to be interpreted as yet another aspect of the cold war. It is nevertheless much to
expect, given the present two candidates, that the supporters of either should back down.
There appear to be no eligible and acceptable alternative candidates in Eastern Europe
(Turkey can not be re-elected, Greece is not acceptable to the United Kingdom and Czech-
oslovakia, Byelo-Russia and the Ukraine are not likely to be more acceptable to the United
States than Poland). Moreover, in view of the heavy commitments of the Americans to the
Philippines on the one hand and the protagonists of Yugoslavia on the other, it seems clear
that a fresh alternative candidate must be sought on which both groups can agree. As far as
our vote goes, it might be impolitic, on this matter of principle, to shift it to the Philippines
at this stage. A possible solution to the stalemate might be found in Sweden. It is a neutral
country which could command some support from the Soviet Bloc, and would also have
merit from the United States point of view. While it is not an “Eastern” European country,
its election would at least keep the seat in Europe and might provide a convenient way out
of the present deadlock to all concerned. The Swedes might not be too eager themselves to
be drawn into this controversy but, if both groups were willing to accept them they might
be prepared to be “drafted”. We have asked our Delegation in New York to explore the
reaction of friendly delegations to this possible solution."

JULES LEGER

SUBDIVISION III/SUB-SECTION III

ADMISSION DE NOUVEAUX MEMBRES
ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

4. DEA/5475-CR-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 5, 1955

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS TO THE UNITED NATIONS

The attached telegram No. 501 of July 28, 1955% from New Delhi confirms a report that
Premier Bulganin had told Mr. Nehru during the latter’s recent visit to Moscow that the

191 ¢ 26 octobre 1955, le Cabinet a convenu que le Canada devait continuer de soutenir la Yougoslavie,

qui fut finalement élue au Conseil de sécurité le 20 décembre 1955, sous réserve qu’elle s’en retirerait
un an plus tard. L’entente fut respectée, et les Philippines 1’ont remplacée au Conseil de sécurité le 1=
janvier 1957. Voir United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations 1957, New York: Office of Public
Information, United Nations, 1958, p. 514.
On October 26, 1955, Cabinet agreed that Canada should continue to support Yugoslavia, which was
eventually elected to the Security Council on December 20, 1955, on the understanding that it would
resign after one year. The agreement was honoured and, on January 1, 1957, the Philippines took its seat
on the Security Council. See United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations 1957, New York: Office of
Public Information, United Nations, 1958, p. 514.
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Soviet Union would support the admission to the United Nations of all 17 qualified states
which wished to enter (i.e. Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Ceylon, Finland, Hun-
gary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Libya, Nepal, Outer Mongolia, Portugal and
Rumania). It was agreed that partitioned Korea and Vietnam should not be admitted until
they have been re-unified. The admission of Communist China was regarded as being an
entirely separate question.

The Russian and Indian position thus coincides with the views which you have
expressed on this subject before the External Affairs Committee® (and confirmed in tel.
No. 1129 of July 12, 1955% to the High Commissioner in London which is attached for
convenient reference) and with the general views expressed by many of the smaller powers
at Bandung?' and at the United Nations Commemoration Meetings at San Francisco.??
Thus, the question of the admission of all outstanding applicants for membership is almost
certain to be raised at the next session of the General Assembly and seems assured of
receiving widespread support, especially from the members who participated in the Ban-
dung Conference, from the Communist and Scandinavian members and from Yugoslavia.
To date, the emphasis has been placed on the desirability of “opening the gates” by any
means, rather than on any specific formula (such as a “package deal”) for achieving this
end.

The attitude of the United States, United Kingdom and France appears to differ. Shortly
before the recent San Francisco meeting, these three powers reaffirmed their consistent
opposition to any form of “package deal”, which in any case they believe to be precluded
by the 1948 advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice. In their view, all out-
standing candidatures should come up and be voted on individually and on their respective
merits. If individual candidatures were raised in the Security Council in the chronological
order of their applications, the United States, United Kingdom and France stated that Alba-
nia (and presumably the other Soviet candidates) would probably fail at the outset. The
Soviet satellites have been rejected in the past on the grounds that they did not possess a
“peace-loving” character and were not “able and willing” to carry out the Charter
obligations.

The real difference in the two approaches is that the Western Big Three are interpreting
the entrance requirements of Article 4 in a legalistic manner whereas we are urging a lib-
eral interpretation of the “peace-loving” aspect. When you expressed the view that “the
time has come when we should accept all these applications for membership which are
now before the United Nations” this did not overlook article 4 but rather urged a broad
interpretation of it and implied a willingness to accept the good faith of any state which
desires entrance, regardless of its ideology or past misconduct.

0 Voir Canada, Comité permanent des Affaires extérieures, Procés-verbaux et Témoignages, N° 13,
Séances du mardi 24 mai et du mercredi 25 mai 1955, pp. 43-44.
See Canada, Standing Committee on External Affairs, Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, No. 13,
Tuesday, May 24, 1955 and Wednesday, May 25, 1955, pp. 566-567.

2l Pour une évaluation canadienne de cette conférence, voir le document 780.
For a Canadian assessment of this conference, see Document 780.

2 Pour un compte rendu des réunions tenues a San Francisco afin de commémorer le 10¢ anniversaire de
la fondation des Nations Unies, voir Canada, Ministére des Affaires extérieures, Affaires Extérieures,
vol. 7, N° 9, septembre 1955, pp. 239-242,

For a report on the meetings in San Francisco to commemorate the tenth anniversary of the founding of
the United Nations, see Canada, Department of External Affairs, External Affairs, Vol. 7, No. 9, Sep-
tember 1955, pp. 235-238.
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We are not however, urging a loose interpretation of the other, more precise qualifica-
tion, statehood. Universal membership would not include Germany, Korea and Vietnam at
present because they are not unified, sovereign states. Nor does universality imply that
non-member states would be coerced into membership in the absence of any application to
join (as in the case of Spain and Switzerland); it simply means that membership is univer-
sally open to all sovereign states which wish to join and accept the obligations of member-
ship. However, even the qualification of statechood would have to be interpreted liberally if
we acquiesced in the admission of Outer Mongolia; but this seems a small price to pay, if it
proves to be necessary to gain Soviet co-operation. In this connection, we might keep in
mind the precedent of India being admitted as an original member of the United Nations at
a time when its status as an independent state was open to question.

Results of the Admission of New Members

The following results could reasonably be expected if the admission of all 17 applicants
were approved in the Security Council and General Assembly.

(1) There would be a further easing of East-West tensions. An old bone of contention
would have been removed and a further example of the possibility of real East-West collab-
oration would have been exhibited;

(2) The prestige of the United Nations would be raised as it would validate the organiza-
tion’s claim to be a true world organization and the one forum where substantially all
national views can be heard and discussed;

(3) It might well create a favourable atmosphere for the eventual admission of the Peking
Government because the admission of all applicant states would (a) ease East-West ten-
sions, (b) establish the precedent of admitting states regardless of their present ideologies
and past conduct and (c) point up the anomaly of excluding one of the most important
states from a world organization;

(4) After having set the precedent of interpreting article 4 liberally and favouring the
principle of universal membership of sovereign states, the eventual easy entry of Spain,
unified Germany, Korea and Vietnam, and any colonial states achieving independence
should be much more probable;

(5) There would be a change in the balance of voting in the Assembly: the Soviet bloc
would gain 5 votes; the neutralists would gain 3 or 4; the Arabs 2; and the West 6 or 7
including the two most important members, Italy and Japan. The relative importance of the
Latin American bloc would decline. Pressure for a re-appraisal of the allocation of the
seats and possibly for increased membership in the Security Council would also result.

Recommendations
As a result of the foregoing considerations it is recommended, if you agree, that:

(1) We enquire as to the views of the Western Big Three on the admission of new mem-
bers and as to any plans they may have for breaking the deadlock on membership. If they
have none, we might urge a more positive approach in this field possibly through the West-
ern Big Three attempting to reach a prior understanding with Russia on the admission of
all outstanding applicants.?> We might point out that: (a) this can be viewed not as a “pack-
age deal” but as a workable scheme to achieve the admission of all outstanding applica-
tions; and (b) each applicant could be voted on individually but with a prior Gentlemen’s
Agreement that all would be admitted. It might be indicated at the same time, that we view

2 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
? [L.B. Pearson]
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this question as an important one which has a reasonable chance of being resolved satisfac-
torily during the present period of détente.* Our desire to consult with the Big Three and
to consider any of their proposals should be stressed but it should be brought out also that
you are virtually committed to supporting the admission of all membership applicants
except North and South Korea and North and South Vietnam.

While working within this general framework we could adopt either one of the follow-
ing approaches:

(a) emphasizing the inquiry aspect, in which case the subject would be raised only with
the Big Three and possibly with our traditional Commonwealth confidants, Australia and
New Zealand; or

(b) emphasizing the promotional aspect by consulting a number of friendly Common-
wealth, NATO and perhaps a few South American states on the question at the same time
as, or shortly after we bring it to the attention of the Big Three. This approach would still
be in the form of enquiry and consultation but it would promote support for our view and
exert some pressure on the United States, United Kingdom and France.

I should be glad to know, if you agree with this general line of reasoning, which of
these two alternatives you prefer.?

(2) After we have notified friendly countries of our position as above, you publicly dis-
cuss the question again and advocate the universal membership of all sovereign states
which desire to join;2

(3) We keep in touch with the Colombo Powers in order to learn the exact manner in
which they intend to raise the question at the next session of the United Nations: if they
suggest that only those applications supported by the Bandung Conference should be dealt
with, such a piece-meal approach may compromise the prospects of success for the wider
(and in our view much more effective) scheme.?

JIULES] L[EGER]

5. DEA/5475-CR-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], September 20, 1955

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS
It would appear that we might be well advised to take further action in order to enhance
the prospects of the admission of the seventeen qualified applicants for admission to the
United Nations, to avoid being faced with the dilemma of whether to approve or reject the

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes [L.B. Pearson]
3 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
I prefer (a) [L.B. Pearson]
% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes or Mr. Martin {L.B. Pearson]}
7 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes [L.B. Pearson]
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admission of only a few applicants (such as the Bandung 7 and Austria), while others like
Italy were excluded. As you know, our previous approaches to the United States, United
Kingdom and France have failed so far to elicit any positive response and there is a distinct
possibility of the U.S.S.R. and the neutralists seizing the initiative on this question.

It occurs to me that, if you agree, this is a matter you might discuss with Mr. Dulles
during his forthcoming visit. It would be best if the United States were to agree to
approach the U.S.S.R. for a Gentleman’s Agreement in favour of admitting all 17 member-
ship applicants by separate votes; however, the impression has been gained from State
Department officials that the United States may be reluctant to move unless it is “pushed”
by the representations of friendly countries. It may be that, because of domestic difficulties
over the admission of the satellites and implications concerning the seating of Communist
China, Mr. Dulles may not be prepared to take the initiative of approaching the U.S.S.R.
on the question. If Mr. Dulles indicates that this is the case, you might sound him out on an
Assembly resolution co-sponsored by Canada, Australia, India, Belgium, a Scandinavian
country and possibly a Latin American or two which endorsed the principle of universality
and called upon the Security Council to reconsider the admission of the 17 qualified appli-
cants. If this resolution could be introduced by representative middle powers, with the prior
knowledge and unofficial approval of the Big Three, it might possibly make it easier for
the United States and United Kingdom later to allow the admission of the 17 in the Secur-
ity Council and this would remove the necessity for a private arrangement with the
U.S.S.R. (The U.S.S.R. could not object to this initiative on our part because they have
already indicated to us that they are aware that we are promoting some sort of proposal for
the admission of the 17 and that they are prepared to view it favourably.)

It is also recommended, if you agree, that the attached telegramt be sent to London (and
repeated to Mr. Martin in case Mr. Macmillan has already left London).?® We hope that Mr.
Macmillan might join us in another attempt to persuade Mr. Dulles that a Western initia-
tive would be desirable: if the United States will not move we should know Mr. Macmil-
lan’s re-action to a broadly sponsored resolution as suggested above. Because of the
Albanian problem it is unlikely that the United Kingdom would agree to join us in spon-
soring such a resolution.?

If you approve of this course of action a more detailed brief could be prepared for your
conversation with Mr. Dulles.*

J{ULES] L{EGER]

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Telegram despatched Sept. 21/55 [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
Ce message était daté du 20 septembre 1955./The message was dated September 20, 1955.
2 Voir/See Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1955-1957, Volume XI, Washington: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1988, pp. 380-381.
30 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes L.B. P[earson]
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6. DEA/5475-CR-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, September 22, 1955

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

In your conversation with Mr. Dulles on the question of the admission of new members
to the United Nations, you may wish to refer to the following arguments to persuade him
that the Western Big Three should take the initiative of seeking an agreement with the
U.S.S.R. The Western Big Three should support the admission of all 17 qualified member-
ship applicants because if they do not:

(a) The question of the single admission of Austria will arise. Austria’s admission can
hardly be opposed but the Italian government will be embarrassed if Austria gains admis-
sion because of its neutrality while Italy is excluded because of its pro-Western policy;

(b) The admission of the Bandung 7 (Cambodia, Ceylon, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Libya and
Nepal) may be proposed either in the Assembly or in the Security Council by the Asians.
The West would then face an unhappy dilemma: it would be extremely difficult to oppose
the admission of these qualified applicants but also detrimental to pro-Western support in
the excluded European countries (especially Italy) because it would be said again that this
proves neutralism to be a prerequisite for U.N. admission. If the Bandung 7 were admitted,
without the counter-balancing Europeans, it would also upset the delicate balance between
colonial and anti-colonial powers in several United Nations organs;

(c) The U.S.S.R. might itself propose the admission of all 17 qualified applicants. This
would (1) give them a propaganda advantage and (2) embarrass Western nations which,
like Canada, are publicly committed to universality and might feel obliged to support the
Soviet move;

(d) Failure to break the long-standing deadlock on the admission of new members during
the current period of détente would discourage any hopes that a settlement of this impor-
tant problem is possible. This, in turn, detracts from the prestige and importance of the
U.N. as a world organization. Public opinion has long regarded the exclusion of so many
states from the U.N. as one of the organization’s serious weaknesses.

If Mr. Dulles feels unable to take any initiative in this regard you might then enquire as
to his reaction to a broad resolution sponsored by say, Canada, India, Australia, Belgium
and one or two Scandinavian and Latin American countries urging the Security Council to
approve the 17 outstanding applications; some of the Western Big Three could even reach
an understanding beforehand to abstain in certain cases (e.g. the UK. for Albania; the
U.S.A. for the Soviet European satellites) but in such a way that all 17 would be ensured of
the 7 affirmative votes required. Such a move in our part might achieve the desired results
and might possibly be more acceptable to the Western Big Three.

If Mr. Dulles were to show any inclination to approach the U.S.S.R. on this subject it
would be possible for him to clarify whether Moscow is prepared to agree to the admission
of Japan at this time. Soviet views appear to be unsettled as Sobolev has indicated that
Japan’s admission is still a difficult problem and one on which no firm decision has yet
been made.
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If United States support for your proposal appears to hinge on the question of Outer
Mongolia, you may wish to indicate that while we still favour its inclusion in accordance
with the principle of universality, we are prepared to yield and have it omitted from the list
in view of the strong objections of the United States and France. It is possible that the
U.S.S.R. might also yield if an arrangement for the admission of the other satellites was in
the balance.?!

J[ULES] L{EGER]}

7. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 16 New York, September 22, 1955

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London No. 70; Washington No. 10; Paris No. 35.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

Zamyatin of the Soviet Delegation again today took the opportunity of a chance
encounter at the United Nations to raise with Crowe the question of a possible Canadian
move on this subject. He enquired whether Mr. Martin would express Canadian views on
admission of new members in his speech in the general debate and he was told that the
inclusion of a section on this subject was a possibility, although in the light of Sobolev’s
remarks to Mr. Martin about Japan we now wondered whether there was any real hope of
progress at this time.’? Zamyatin said that while it was true that the question of Japan had
to be very carefully considered, it was still his personal opinion that the Soviet Delegation
would be able to consider and discuss a proposal for the admission of the seventeen,
including Japan. To the specific question whether the U.S.S.R. could support the admission
of Japan before the conclusion of a treaty between Japan and the U.S.S.R., he said that it
was his personal opinion that this might be possible. He also said that Mr. Sobolev’s com-
ments on Japan might not necessarily represent the final position of the Soviet Delegation.
He stressed that the attitude of other great powers was of course very important and that his
delegation would be very anxious to know whether for example the United States could
accept, in effect, the simultaneous admission of the seventeen including Japan. He did not

3t Dulles a rencontré Pearson pendant la réunion de septembre 1955 du Comité Canada-FEtats-Unis des
Affaires commerciales et économiques. Voir le document 407. Aucun compte rendu de leur entretien sur
la question des nouveaux membres n'a pu étre trouvé, mais le document 40 fait bri¢vement référence a
leur rencontre.
Dulles met with Pearson during the course of the September 1955 meeting of the Joint Canada-United
States Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs. See Document 407. While no record of their discus-
sion of the New Members question was located, a brief reference to their meeting can be found in
Document 40.

32 Le 20 septembre, Sobolev dit 4 Martin que I’admission du Japon posait encore un difficile probléme a
FUnion soviétique.
On September 20, Sobolev told Martin that the admission of Japan was still a difficult problem for the
Soviet Union.
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demur at the comment that it would be easier to ascertain the positions of other great pow-
ers if it could be firmly established that the U.S.S.R. would accept Japan and he enquired
whether it would be helpful to the Canadian Delegation to have a more definite Soviet
answer on Japan before Mr. Martin’s speech in the general debate. We assured him that it
would be very useful indeed to have such an indication of Soviet Policy.

2. It is tempting to conclude from these two approaches by Zamyatin that the Soviet
Delegation would like the Canadian Delegation to take an initiative at this Assembly along
the lines of the Minister’s suggestion and that the U.S.S.R. would be willing to accept
Japan in return for acceptance by the other permanent members of the Security Council of
the Soviet candidates and of what would amount to a new and much larger package deal.

8. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 29 New York, September 27, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington (Immediate) No. 17; London No. 76; Paris No. 41.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

Mr. Martin had a word with Mr. Macmillan yesterday on the subject of admission of
new members. Macmillan indicated that they had not yet finally made up their minds about
the suggestion that 17 be admitted at the same time and he mentioned that, on the most
optimistic calculation, the vote on inscribing the Cyprus item would have been a tie if
these 17 states had been members.?® He also stressed the difficulty of accepting Outer
Mongolia as a member. Nevertheless he said that he would try to get his Prime Minister’s
views on this question and would speak to us again about it on Thursday. He thought it
might be interesting if Mr. Pearson were able to raise this question with Molotov in Mos-
cow. It would be helpful to have a report on any conversation on this subject with Dulles
before Macmillan speaks to Mr. Martin again.*

2. Mr. Martin also suggested to Macmillan that it might be preferable to take up the new
members question fairly soon to take advantage of what seems at the moment to be a
favourable atmosphere.

3. There was also a meeting of officials of the Canadian, French, United Kingdom and
United States delegations yesterday morning to exchange views on this question.
Crosthwaite of the United Kingdom said quite frankly that his government had been dis-
posed to support the admission of 17 but had had second thoughts after careful calculations
of the effect on the vote on colonial questions. He even went so far as to say that, from this
point of view, the admission of the Bandung countries alone would be preferable to the

3 La question de Chypre n’était pas a I’ordre du jour de la 10° session de I’ Assemblée générale.
The Cyprus item was not inscribed on the agenda for the tenth session of the General Assembly.
3 Aucun compte rendu de la discussion entre Pearson et Dulles n’a été trouvé.
No record of a discussion between Pearson and Dulles was located.
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admission of the 17 since the net effect on the vote on colonial questions of admitting 17
would be worse. However Crosthwaite said that the United Kingdom had not reached a
final decision but was anxious that a policy on the matter should be concerted at an early
date with the United States, the French and ourselves. The French had no decisions to
report but gave the impression that they would prefer to see no admissions. The United
States representative said he could add nothing to what Dulles had said in the general
debate. Dulles suggested in his statement that no one should use a veto to prevent admis-
sion of a new member (the United States, of course, had not been compelled to use its veto
to block Communist applicants).

9. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 60 New York, October 3, 1955

SECRET

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.
Repeat London No. 89; Paris No. 53; Washington No. 31.

NEW MEMBERS

The following is the text of a draft resolution on the admission of new members.
Begins:
The General Assembly

Having noted the general sentiment which has been expressed on numerous occasions
in favour of universality in the membership of the United Nations,

Having considered the report (A/2973) of the Committee of Good Offices established
by the General Assembly resolution 718 (VIII) of 23 October 1953,

Taking into account the statements made by the permanent members of the Security
Council in the present session on the question of new members,

Believing that a broader representation in the membership of the United Nations will
enable the organization to play a more effective role in the current international situation,
1. Expresses appreciation of the work and efforts of the Committee of Good Offices;

2. Requests the Security Council to consider, in the light of the general opinion in favour
of universality and of the improved international atmosphere, the pending applications of
the following states which so far have not gained admission to the United Nations:

(List group of 18, including Spain)?

35 Le 23 septembre 1955, I’Espagne présentait une demande d’adhésion aux Nations Unies. Voir Yearbook
of the United Nations, 1955, New York: Department of Public Information, United Nations, 1956, p. 22.
On September 23, 1955, Spain submitted an application for membership in the United Nations. See
Yearbook of the United Nations, 1955, New York: Department of Public Information, United Nations,
1956, p. 22.
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3. Requests further that the Security Council make its report on these applications to the
General Assembly during the present session. Ends.

2. We are not wedded to the wording of this resolution but we believe that it contains the
essential elements for an initiative on this subject in the General Assembly. Your com-
ments would be appreciated.

10. DEA/5475-CF-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM V-62 Ottawa, October 10, 1955

SECRET

Reference: Your telegrams No. 591 and 60 of October 3, No. 66 of October 4, 19551 and
telegram No. 1414 from London October 5, 1955.1
Repeat London, Paris and Washington.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

We agree with your acquiescence in the Ad Hoc Committee’s decision to place the item
of new members at the end of the agenda. As was pointed out during the debate on the
order of items, we could always ask for some priority for the new members item if it
should appear desirable to do so either because of developments at Geneva or because the
Ad Hoc Committee would not otherwise reach new members until the end of November.
As far as we can see at present, the Committee should take up new members during the
first half of November if the debate is to result this year in anything more than the usual
resolution, the practical effect of which is to postpone action for another year.

2. We appreciate the misgivings of the colonial powers and of France in particular and
we agree with your judgment not to try to force the issue at the moment. If the Assembly
does not upset France too profoundly by its current debate on the Algerian question, the
French Government might also be willing to explore, at the Foreign Ministers’ Meeting in
Geneva, the feasibility of admitting 17 or 18 new members this year.’ As you say all
participants at Geneva will be looking for some issue on which agreement is possible and
there are not too many. Indeed, our main reason for desiring to make headway on this issue
at the present session is, as you know, our feeling that “the spirit of Geneva” may before
long wear pretty thin. On general political grounds we would therefore hope, that as a
result of the combined efforts of the four Foreign Ministers in Geneva and of some of the
middle powers in New York, favourable action could be taken by both the Assembly and
the Security Council this year. For this reason it would evidently be advantageous if the Ad

% La France était contrariée que le bloc anticolonialiste afro-asiatique ait réussi 4 inscrire la question de
I’ Algérie a I’ordre du jour de I'Assemblée générale. Les Frangais craignaient qu’une augmentation du
nombre de membres, particulierement du bloc soviétique, ne renforce le sentiment anticolonialiste aux
Nations Unies.

France was upset that the Afro-Asian anti-colonial bloc had been able to place the Algerian question on
the General Assembly’s agenda. The French feared that an increase in membership, particularly from
the Soviet bloc, would strengthen anti-colonialism at the United Nations.
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Hoc Committee debate could take place by Nov. 15 if at all possible, and your proposal,
with which we concur, to show the draft resolution to a number of delegations at the appro-
priate time appears to us to offer a useful lead in this direction.

3. Regarding the substance of your draft resolution, we agree with your decision to omit
an explicit declaration as to whether the Assembly considers all of the applicants to be
qualified for membership according to the Charter. A more positive resolution might ide-
ally be more satisfactory but would probably prove much more controversial; the present
formula should allow us to go ahead with fair prospects of attracting widespread support in
the Assembly.

4. We recognize the validity of the observations in telegram No. 1414 from London
which suggest that the resolution’s reference to universality may be unpalatable to the
United Kingdom. As the support of the United Kingdom is important we believe that it
would be better if the resolution were amended either as London suggests or, alternatively,
paragraph I might be amended along the lines of the preambles to resolutions 718 (VIH)
and 817 (IX), which the United Kingdom accepted, and made to read “having noted the
growing general feeling in favour of the universality of the United Nations, membership in
which is subject only to the provisions of the Charter”.?” Both of these suggestions might
be regarded as tentative; the significant thing is that we should be ready to meet the United
Kingdom point of view in the wording of the “universality” clause.

5. We agree to the tentative inclusion of Spain in the draft rcsolution but assume that, for
the present, you will wish to leave Spain in brackets in your text to denote a measure of
flexibility regarding the list of applicants so as to leave room to manoeuvre and time to
ascertain whether the inclusion of Spain would prejudice the chances of having the other
17 accepted. As you know, the Minister spoke to Molotov in Moscow about the admission
of 17 not 18.3 There is also the question of the 1946 Assembly resolution conceming
Spain’s ineligibility for membership which may possibly be considered to constitute a tem-
porary legal bar to admission.* This problem is under study at present.

11. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 184 New York, October 25, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Your telegram V-82 of October 24.1
Repeat London No. 129; Paris No. 81; Washington No. 80.

37 Ce libellé a été inclus dans le projet de résolution. Voir délégation a I’ Assemblée 4 Ottawa, Télégramme
n° 183, 25 octobre 1955, MAE/5475-CR-40.
This language was incorporated into the draft resolution. See Assembly Delegation to Ottawa, Telegram
No. 183, October 25, 1955, DEA/5475-CR-40.

3 Voir/See Document 534.

3 Voir/See Volume 12, Documents 489-501.
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NEW MEMBERS

This telegram will confirm the telephone conversation on October 25 between MacKay
and Holmes concerning this subject. It is the considered view in the Delegation that we
should not repeat not, at least at this stage, join with India in the sponsorship of a resolu-
tion of new members, along the lines of the draft contained in my telegram No. 60 of
October 3. We agree that it may be desirable at a later stage to seek co-sponsors but for the
time being it would be preferable to regard the matter as a purely Canadian initiative,
although the delegation will be discussing it with several other delegations. It is our
impression that the inclusion of India in the initial stages might decrease the chances for
success.

2. On October 24 we informally showed our draft resolution to the Australian, New
Zealand and United Kingdom delegations. We also mentioned to the representatives of
Peru and Brazil that we might be informally circulating a draft. On October 25 we showed
the draft to the Indian delegation because we had already informed Menon that we had a
draft. We propose gradually to expand the number of delegations to which the draft will be
shown.

3. We have been proceeding in that manner because of the several difficulties involved.
The attitude of the Great Powers, for example, other than that of the United Kingdom, is
not clear. The exact procedure to be adopted must be worked out carefully. Complex
though more remote questions about the pattern of voting in the Security Council and the
special problems connected with the admission of Spain must be bome in mind. Through-
out, however, we are most anxious not to let the initiative fall into non-western hands. We
are primarily interested, therefore, in stimulating the opinion that Canada is prepared to
take the initiative in this matter.

4. The present indications are that, even if the Great Powers can reach some agreement
on the admission of new members, and the position of France greatly increases the diffi-
culty in this regard, the action to implement that agreement would not be effected at this
Assembly. There are signs that none of the Great Powers is ready to press the issue,
although the United Kingdom and United States at least might be prepared to swim with
the tide. This suggests than an initiative might have to be taken in the Assembly, designed
primarily to have the Assembly express with the largest possible vote its views in favour of
the admission of the largest possible group of new members. A hortatory resolution, along
the lines of our present draft, which we have amended in accordance with your suggestions
in telegram V-62 of October 10, would presumably influence not only the Great Powers
but the non-permanent members of the Security Council, whose votes may be most impor-
tant if all the prospective members are to be admitted. (However, please see my telegram
reporting on the old Commonwealth meeting of October 25 on this subject.)®

5. The last mentioned aim is foremost in our minds at the present time. We shall be
consulting with first the Commonwealth delegations and later a wider group about timing
and procedure. At the moment there seems to be no reason for precipitating action in the
Assembly but only to forestall action by others.

“ Voir le document prochain/See next document.
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12. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 185 New York, October 25, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL
Repeat London No. 130; Paris No. 82; Washington No. 81.

NEW MEMBERS

This afternoon we discussed with the Australian, New Zealand and United Kingdom
delegations the tactics involved in any initiative during the present session to achieve the
admission of new members. These delegations had seen our draft resolution, as amended.
The United Kingdom delegation seemed upset because we had begun to circulate, however
informally, the text of a resolution, especially one which seemed to contemplate action by
the Assembly before the Security Council had dealt with the outstanding applications in
accordance with last year’s resolution on this subject.*!

2. We discussed this point of procedure. There is clearly the possibility that a resolution
along the lines of our draft might obtain a substantial majority in the General Assembly
and might therefore exert considerable influence not only on the Great Powers but on the
non-permanent members of the Security Council. Coupled with careful negotiation a reso-
lution of that kind might help to bring about an agreement to admit a large group of new
members.

3. Alternatively, and we sense that the United Kingdom preferred this approach, the
agreement between the Great Powers and the sounding out of the non-permanent members
of the Security Council could take place first. Once agreement had been reached on the
pattern of voting in the Security Council, the ensuing action both in the Security Council
and the General Assembly would be of the rubber stamp variety. In the latter event the
various diplomatic tasks involved in reaching agreement would be allocated to the delega-
tions best suited for the specific task. It was suggested that the Canadian delegation might
deal with the Russians, once the United Kingdom had reached agreement with the United
States on the group of new members to be proposed. There was some inconclusive sugges-
tions that the position of France might have to be clarified before an approach to the Soviet
Union.

4. Crosthwaite said that Lodge had recently informally approached the Soviet delegation
on the subject of new members and had intimated to them that the United States should
consider a group of seventeen, including Spain but excluding Outer Mongolia “an interest-
ing proposition”. The United Kingdom delegation interpret this to mean that the United
States would not accept Outer Mongolia in any grouping. They wondered whether we were
prepared to drop that state. We replied that for the moment Outer Mongolia was included
in our group but that we realized both Spain and Outer Mongolia might be the subject of

41 Voir Nations Unies, Documents officiels de I’Assemblée générale, neuviéme session, Supplément N° 21
(A/2890), Résolutions, résolution 817 (IX), 23 novembre 1954, p. 8.
See United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Ninth Session, Supplement No. 21
(A/2890), Resolutions, Resolution 817 (IX), November 23, 1954, p. 8.
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bargaining. We were not previously aware that the United States authorities intended to be
sticky about Outer Mongolia. It is still not clear whether they would veto its application, if
an agreement were reached concerning the other applications.

5. Crosthwaite said that the United Kingdom legal advice was that the 1946 resolutions
on Spain must be formally repealed if Spain were to be admitted. We expressed the tenta-
tive view, which some of the delegations shared, that if agreement were reached to admit
the group of eighteen, including Spain, the question of repealing the earlier resolutions
would not be raised and their abrogation would be effected by implication, if the Assembly
passed a resolution in favour of Spain. Alternatively it might be possible to include some
clause in the resolution which would reconcile it with the earlier ones. Crosthwaite said
that the United Kingdom delegation would ask London to take another look at this matter.

6. There was some discussion of the manner in which the so-called “Canadian proposal”
and the United Kingdom decision to support it would be dealt with in the meeting of the
whole Commonwealth on October 27. It was generally agreed that the recent developments
should be discussed frankly with the Asian members, even though the presence of Ceylon
might occasion some embarrassment.

7. We stated our view that the United States must be brought into these discussions soon.
We had intended to show them our draft on October 26. The United Kingdom representa-
tives expressed the fear that the present text might alarm the United States delegation
because if referred to a group of eighteen, because it implied Assembly action to bring
pressure to bear on the Security Council and because it might be considered premature. We
believe that these difficulties can be overcome through oral discussion but we propose to
broach the subject cautiously with the United States delegation.

R.A. MacKaYy

13. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 187 New York, October 26, 1955

SECRET
Repeat Washington No. 82.

NEW MEMBERS

I had a brief discussion today with Wadsworth of the United States delegation on new
members. He was much less disturbed than the British about our initiative and, indeed,
said that he was glad that we were taking some initiative since obviously they could not do
SO.

2. He did intimate, however, that Outer Mongolia was a serious obstacle for them, not so
much on the grounds that it was another satellite, but there was no clear indication that it
fitted the description of membership in the charter. In this connection he repeated a story
told yesterday that Lodge had said in a meeting with Malik and Kuznetsov that the list of
applicants, except the divided states, would be an attractive proposition if Outer Mongolia
were left out. He added that Malik asked why leave off Quter Mongolia and Lodge said
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why put it on, whereat they both laughed. Wadsworth seemed to think that the Russians
might therefore accept a list which did not include Outer Mongolia. He added that such a
list would be easier for the United States to swallow than the Bandung list.

3. He said that they, of course, could not vote for the Balkan satellites, but might be able
to keep silent. They could vote for Albania if the British couldn’t. The real problem as we
saw it was to ensure that our prospective friends would have seven votes and for the Rus-
sians to ensure that theirs would have seven votes. He thought the Russians would be ame-
nable to an agreement not to use the veto.

4. With respect to Spain, Wadsworth agreed with me that it would be desirable if the
various Assembly resolutions on Spain could be circumvented without express repeal. Inci-
dently, Casardi, the Italian Permanent Representative, told me today that Belaunde, the
Peruvian Ambassador who is Chairman of the Good Offices Committee, had told him that
the Latin American group had agreed to vote against all the satellites unless they were
assured that Spain would be admitted at the same time.

5. I said that we contemplated action in the Assembly and indeed that this was the only
place that we could take action since we were not members of the Security Council. I
implied that I did not think that it would be quite proper for us to go around lining up votes
in the Security Council. Wadsworth took no exception to this.

6. Wadsworth said that they would expect trouble with Syngman Rhee if he were left off
the list. He did not know how he could be handled, but suggested personally that if a
resolution such as ours came up in the Assembly they might have to move an amendment
to include the ROK, although they would expect it would be voted down.

7. We were told by the British today that after receipt of the information that the British
Cabinet were prepared to go along, the State Department cabled Dulles suggesting further
talks with Macmillan and the French. I am not sure whether this was given to us merely to
keep us informed or whether it was hoped we would get the impression that the matter
might be settled elsewhere.

R.A. MACKAY

14. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
TELEGRAM V-96 Ottawa, October 31, 1955

SECRET

Reference: Your telegrams Nos. 184 and 185 of October 25 and No. 187 of October 26.
Repeat Paris V-713; London V-1797; Washington V-1842.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS
1. Your reports on the reactions to our draft resolution on new members are heartening.
We think you should keep up a steady interest on this subject by gradually widening the
circle of representative delegations to whom the resolution is shown.
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2. We must bear in mind, however, that this whole exercise, if it is to succeed, must have
the support of the Great Powers; our main role is to bully them into agreement in the
Security Council. For this reason the U.K. attitude mentioned in paragraph three of your
telegram No. 195 is not unsound. If there is agreement among the Great Powers the
Assembly will merely take note and welcome the happy development. (This is on the
assumption that the Great Powers will accept the Canadian slate, i.e., all outstanding appli-
cants less the divided countries. If they come up with another package deal the whole issue
would have to be reconsidered. The stronger the line we take about universality at this
stage the unhappier we will be with any package deal that might be acceptable to the Great
Powers.)

3. The prospect of widespread Assembly support for a resolution should exert considera-
ble pressure on the Great Powers and the fact that you are circulating a draft resolution
should be most helpful in this respect. The actual introduction of our resolution, however,
should be used only in the light of progress being made among the Big Four. As a last
resort if it becomes clear that the Big Four do not intend to initiate action themselves we
may at a later stage decide to submit it. This is not a decision that can be taken now. We
should not place ourselves in a position where, as a result of action in the Assembly any of
the western powers would be forced to veto an Assembly decision. This would do much
more harm than good. Nor should we consider the possibility of a Soviet veto since in
practice this would mean that the whole deal is off.

4. We are inclined to agree that you should not give the impression that you might in due
course join with India in the sponsorship of a resolution on new members. There are defi-
nite advantages, however, in seeking close Indian support in the future, especially if there
is any further indication that the Indians might take a separate initiative in this field. It
would be disastrous were we to have to compete with India if conflicting resolutions were
introduced. This would be detrimental to efforts to exert gradual, concerted pressure on the
Big Four. There is also a strong likelihood that a separate Indian initiative would lapse into
a proposal for the admission of the Bandung seven only. It is possible that strong Asian
interest in the question might convince the French that it would be in their advantage not to
block the admission of new members; in due course they might be prepared to consider
bargaining their support on this question in return for Asian compromise on Algeria.

5. Because of the circulation already given to the draft resolution and of the interest
shown by the French, the time seems to have come when our Embassy in Paris should
show the draft informally to the French authorities. You might also show it to Guiringaud
in New York if you wish. The French could be told that there is widespread demand for
action along these lines in the Assembly and that there are indications that the other Great
Powers may be prepared to agree among themselves to the admission of seventeen or eigh-
teen new members. It should be stressed that we are anxious not to embarrass or isolate the
French and that we intend to show the draft resolution to a select group only, with a view
to giving an opportunity to the big powers to come to an understanding among themselves.
You might also inform the U.S. and U.K. that we are showing our draft resolution to the
French. This will allow them to discuss the matter among themselves if they so feel in
Geneva or elsewhere.
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15. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM V-1825 Ottawa, November 3, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL
Repeat Paris V-720; Washington V-1858; New York V-108.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

There have been several recent developments which indicate that the time may now be
ripe for taking direct action on the new members question: the Soviet [delegation] has
indicated to the Swedish delegation that they would support a move to admit 16 (without
Spain and Japan) and possibly 18 new members: Belaunde of the Good Offices Committee
is anxious to have the item on new members discussed soon; and the Scandinavians, Indi-
ans and possibly others appear to be considering moves of their own. In the light of these
events it seems advisable that you make another formal approach to the Government to
which you are accredited pointing out that it seems important that the Western Big Three
confer now on this matter and made a definite decision. If the Western Big Three decide to
support the admission of 17 or 18 they might then approach the Soviet Union which, we
feel confident, is in a receptive mood to discuss such a proposal. One positive aspect of this
move would be that agreement could be exhibited as an important accomplishment of the
current Geneva Conference.

2. It might be stated that we are anxious that the Big Three take action now before the
increasing pressure forces us to take any public initiative (such as formally introducing our
draft resolution). If this type of action is not taken by us soon this will mean surrendering
the lead in this field to other groups whose actions might tend to be difficult to control. If
we or some other group introduce a resolution on new members the great powers will, it
seems to us, be faced with a regrettable choice of either bluntly rejecting the admission of
new members or else appearing to be giving reluctant acquiescence to a move which was
forced on them by world opinion. We are anxious to avoid confronting the Big Three with
a dilemma which action on their part could now avoid.

16. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1564 London, November 7, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Your telegram V-1825 of November 3.
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ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

1. Macmillan is busy in the house today with the Burgess-MacLean debate,*? and returns
to Geneva tonight. I therefore gave the sense of your message to Caccia.

2. He showed me the report the Foreign Office had received from Geneva of a conversa-
tion between Macmillan and Molotov on this subject. The latter had said that the time was
opportune for the admission of new members. Macmillan had agreed and suggested that
even if the permanent members of the Security Council found it difficult to cast positive
votes for some of the less acceptable candidates, they should agree among themselves not
to vote against them. Molotov was reported as “not dissenting” from this suggestion. He
then urged Macmillan to bring the United Kingdom position into line with the Canadian
position on this question. Molotov and Macmillan agreed that they would have another talk
about the admission of new members in a few days’ time.

3. I asked Caccia in what respects he thought the United Kingdom position differed from
the Canadian. It was my understanding that our governments were agreed on the advisabil-
ity of trying to get all the eighteen new candidates admitted to membership at this Assem-
bly. He confirmed that that was his understanding of the Foreign Office position and the
line that the United Kingdom delegation to the Assembly was following. He suggested,
however, and this seems plausible, that Macmillan in talking with Molotov at this stage did
not wish to commit the United Kingdom to a position before they had been able to agree it
with the United States and France.

4. While I was at the Foreign Office a personal message came in for Macmillan from
Dulles, reminding him that while he was not averse from “a large package deal” on new
members at this time, he was most reluctant to accept Outer Mongolia.** He had under-
stood from an earlier conversation with Macmillan that the United Kingdom shared his
misgivings about Outer Mongolia, and hoped the information he had received that the
United Kingdom was now ready to support all the eighteen was incorrect. He suggested
that he and Macmillan might examine the whole question in Geneva on November 10th.

5. The Foreign Office advice to the Foreign Secretary is likely to be that he should try to
persuade Mr. Dulles to accept the whole eighteen. They feel that if we object to Outer
Mongolia, the Russians may object to Japan or Spain. Caccia did not think that the admis-
sion of Outer Mongolia to the United Nations could be altogether welcome to China, and
that this was an argument that might commend itself to the United States. At the same time
the United Kingdom is not very happy about its long tug-of-war with the United States
over the election to the unfilled seat on the Security Council, and would not like to find
itself ranged alongside the Soviet Union and against the United States on another contro-
versy relating to membership of the United Nations.*

6. After examination of the record of the Molotov-Macmillan conversation, reported in
paragraph 2 of this telegram, the Foreign Office advisers are inclined to think that the
Foreign Secretary and Molotov were speaking without the book when they appeared to
agree that the problem of securing Security Council approval for the admission of new
members might be resolved by a reciprocal agreement to abstain from voting for less desir-
able candidates. They point out that under article 27, paragraph 3, the concurring votes of

42 Voir/See United Kingdom, House of Commons Debates, 1955, Fifth Series, Volume 545, pp. 1466-1467,
1482-1611.

4 Voir/See FRUS 1955-1957, Volume XI, p. 326.

4 Voir/See Document 3.
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the permanent members of the Security Council are required to make up the affirmative
seven votes needed for a recommendation.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON

17. DEA/5475-CR-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1859 Washington, November 8, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Your V-1858 of Nov. 3 (received Nov 7), 1955.
Repeat London No. 66; Paris No. 28; New York No. 19.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

We approached the State Department yesterday afternoon and set forth the views con-
tained in your teletype under reference concerning the advisability of early action by the
Western Big Three on the issue of admission of new members. Deputy Assistant Secretary
Christopher Phillips (the most senior official of the Bureau now in Washington) told us
that no firm decision has been taken yet on this matter by the Secretary of State; he
remarked, however, that the United States have gone a long way towards an affirmative
decision since this question was discussed with us a few weeks ago. It is now expected that
this matter will come to a head shortly.

2. Outer Mongolia is considered as the main stumbling block in the way of a solution;
the United States are opposed to the admission of Outer Mongolia under any circum-
stances. The State Department, Phillips said, is a “little unhappy” that Outer Mongolia has
been included among acceptable candidates in the Canadian draft resolution and in the
United Kingdom statement supporting admission of new members. It is feared that the
bargaining position of the USSR may have been improved by the inclusion of Outer
Mongolia on the list. Niles Bond, who attended the meeting, remarked that it is not
unlikely that the USSR, in the face of the United States opposition to Outer Mongolia,
might insist on the withdrawal of one of the candidates supported by the West, possibly
Japan.

3. After an initial prise de contact with the Russians on the new members question it was
decided that the United States would discuss the matter with the other permanent members
of the Security Council and would take it up again with the USSR at a later stage. Consul-
tations with the United Kingdom and France are presently under way in Geneva.

4. The United States have obtained affirmative responses from the United Kingdom and
Nationalist China on renouncing their veto power against Communist candidates. There is
still some doubt about the attitude of France which, for well-known reasons, remains cool
towards the whole deal. In Phillips’ opinion the French would probably agree to go along
with the other powers if there were General Agreement favouring admission.

5. The State Department is hopeful that — provided agreement is reached in advance
between the permanent members on the substance of the issue — practical arrangements
can be worked out to secure the necessary support in the Security Council for the agreed
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candidates. The Good Offices Committee might be put to work in the General Assembly
where a two-thirds majority would be required. It is believed that the South American
delegations might be willing to support admission of the Communist countries provided
that Spain were assured the required majority.

6. On the timing of action on admission of new members, Phillips expressed the hope
that the item might be taken up in the Security Council first and only then in the Ad Hoc
Committee. He said, however, that this would not necessarily preclude the tabling of a
resolution in the Committee before Security Council action.

18. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1574 London, November 8, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: My telegram No. 1564 of November 7.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

From the telegrams which you and the Assembly delegation have been good enough to
repeat to London, my impression is you would prefer that the Big Four initiate action in
the Security Council and that the introduction of a resolution in the General Assembly
along the lines of the present Canadian draft would be your second choice to be carried out
on two conditions (a) that the Big Four come to an advance gentlemen’s agreement to co-
operate in the Security Council, and (b) that the Big Four are not themselves prepared to
take the initiative.

2. If I may comment at this distance, it seems to me that there is a good deal to be said
for your second choice and that we might without much further delay put it up to the
Foreign Ministers in Geneva as a definite proposal on the understanding that we would
only proceed with it if they would consider it helpful. If they would really prefer to keep
the initiative in their own hands and take joint action in the Security Council, they have
only to say so, but I would doubt myself that all four are enthusiastic enough to go that far.
The French in particular are likely to hold back from such positive action even though they
might be persuaded not to veto particular applicants.

3. I agree that we would not want to place the Great Powers in the position of “bluntly
rejecting the admission of new members”, but we would not, of course, be forcing the
issue to this point by putting our proposition privately to the Foreign Ministers in Geneva
as suggested above. As to placing the Great Powers in the position of “appearing to be
giving reluctant acquiescence to a move which was forced on them by world opinion”, I
wonder if that would in fact necessarily follow from an Assembly initiative. The Big Four
could make it clear in the Assembly that they are sympathetic and they could if they so
wish include in the final Geneva communiqué some general reference to their unanimous
desire to co-operate in facilitating the admission of new members to the United Nations.
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4. Parenthically, Miss Meagher and I have been wondering how you expect China to
behave when a recommendation regarding new members, including Outer Mongolia,
comes forward in the Security Council.

5. While it is essential, in advance of tabling a resolution in the Assembly, to be sure of
the support of the permanent members of the Security Council, it does seem to me that this
question is one on which it is not inappropriate for other states to take the lead. Since we
have in fact been very active in promoting a settlement of the admissions problem and our
initiative in this matter is now generally known, I should think it should be quite fitting for
us, along with a representative group of other member states, to sponsor a resolution in the
Assembly.

6. If you think well of putting our proposal to the Foreign Ministers, I suggest that it be
done through U.K. channels and that I give a copy of our draft resolution to the Foreign
Office for transmission to Geneva so that the Ministers could have the text before them
when they are considering the question.

N.A. ROBERTSON

19. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM V-1864 Ottawa, November 10, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

.Reference: Your telegram No. 1574 of November 8 and telegram No. 1859 of November 8
from Washington.
Repeat New York V-128; Washington V-1900; Paris V-735.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

1. Time is running short and we must decide as to our next tactical move on this subject.
We have delayed circulating our draft resolution in the Assembly in the hope that the Great
Powers would be given an opportunity first to be seized of the matter and agree among
themselves.

2. There is now some prospect of agreement on this question at Geneva and we think we
should go ahead in the Assembly. The Foreign Office presumably already had a copy of
our draft resolution since their delegation in New York is familiar with it and I presume
that it has found its way to Geneva. If not I suggest you pass it on to them with a request
that it be forwarded to Mr. Macmillan. In so doing you should point out that there seems to
be enough agreement among the Big Four for us now to introduce our resolution in the
near future. There is a possibility that the item on new members will come up for discus-
sion in the Ad Hoc Committee in the middle of next week. The delegation is now
endeavouring to obtain as wide a support as possible for this resolution in the hope that it
will become unanimous. The question of whether or not the Communist Bloc should be
approached with a view to cosponsoring is now under discussion and we are inclined to
think they should be brought into the picture early next week. If the Big Four wish to take
the initiative themselves in the Security Council (as the United States appears to prefer
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according to the Washington telegram under reference) we could attempt to delay action in
the Ad Hoc Committee for some little time. Pressure on the Canadian delegation is consid-
erable, however, and there is always the possibility that another country or group of coun-
tries will decide to go ahead with a resolution of their own. We have maintained our lead in
this field and we very much hope that we can retain it but Menon is quite active and would
probably not mind taking over from us. This might have unhappy repercussions. The Big
Four should be made aware of the mounting pressure for action in the Assembly and real-
ize that time is running short.

3. Regarding your paragraph four, you will have observed in the Washington telegram
under reference that China has renounced its veto power against Communist candidates for
U.N. membership. The delegation in New York have learned, however, that Nationalist
China proposes to veto the admission of Outer Mongolia. We are taking up this point with
the State Department through the Embassy in Washington.

(JJ LEGER

20. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 269 New York, November 11, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London No. 161; Paris No. 99; Washington No. 122.

NEW MEMBERS

In this telegram I wish to confirm my conversation with Léger about our decision to
begin approaching other delegations to co-sponsor our draft resolution on the admission of
new members. My immediately following telegram contains the revised text of the resolu-
tion with the reasons why we think the revisions are desirable. In a third telegram I shall
report the reaction here once we had begun to approach other delegations about
sponsorship.

2. As I explained on the telephone, our informal conversations here during the past week
(together with the information we have received from our Embassy in Paris) with represen-
tatives of the Great Powers, with delegations of other countries representing a wide geo-
graphical distribution and with the Secretary-General have led to the following broad
conclusions:

(a) The United Kingdom, United States and the Soviet Union recognize the growing
demand for wider membership but are not prepared to do anything about it until the
demand becomes articulate. They are aware of the real difficulties, particularly the position
of France and the need for a carefully negotiated agreement on the group of new members
to be admitted. In the way of progress and, because they have reasons of their own for not
pressing the matter, they have not been doing so either here or in Geneva.

(b) There is a belief, widely shared in the Assembly, that if the problem of new members
is to be solved, steps must be taken during the present session. Responsible delegations like
the Scandinavians, the Australians and New Zealanders, the Indians and Pakistanis and the
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Brazilians have agreed with us that the opportunity should not be lost. They and others
welcome our initiative but if we are not prepared to pursue the matter some of them, and
possibly others less desirable, will take steps of their own.

(¢) The Great Powers must be persuaded that we mean business. The Soviet delegation
has already expressed doubt that we do. (Malik has pointedly mentioned this to me several
times.) The United Kingdom and United States, although they share our desire to keep the
initiative in Western hands, are content to withhold action as long as they can. The French
in their present difficulty would obviously rather not think about new members but they
too must be conscious of the pressure in the Assembly to do something about the problem.

(d) Time is running out. We have been given vague assurances by the United Kingdom
and United States delegations that the question of new members will be discussed at
Geneva but as far as we can judge there have been no concrete discussions to date even
among the Western Three. Moreover, the Assembly’s work has been progressing very
slowly and there remain some difficult questions to be discussed in the relatively short
period before Christmas.

3. For these main reasons and as a matter of tactics we concluded that the time had come
to make another move in the direction of Assembly action, that is, to approach delegations
about co-sponsorship. We assumed that this would rekindle the interest, both here and in
Geneva, in the question of new members and keep the initiative in our hands.

4. Our conclusions were strengthened by the views which Robertson expressed in his
telegram to you No. 1574 of November 8. Undoubtedly the Foreign Ministers at Geneva
are being kept abreast of developments here, particularly those connected with the “Cana-
dian proposal”. We hope our efforts to date have been persuasive in the direction we desire.
We see much merit in the suggestion Robertson has made about putting our proposition
privately to the Foreign Ministers but we should do so in a way which would not tie our
hands as regards Assembly action. We recommend that if no agreement on this subject is
reached in Geneva when, as a matter of procedure, it becomes necessary to table our reso-
lution in committee here (possibly by the end of next week), we should send a copy of our
draft to the Foreign Ministers with a list of the co-sponsors and an indication of our inten-
tions. We agree that communication should be through Canada House and United King-
dom channels.

R.A MACKAY

21. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a ’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 270 New York, November 11, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram No. 269 of Nov. 11/55.
Repeat London No. 162; Paris No. 100; Washington No. 123.
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NEW MEMBERS

The following is the revised text of our draft resolution on the admission of new mem-
bers. Begins:

The General Assembly

Having noted the general sentiment which has been expressed on numerous occasions
in favour of universality in the membership of the United Nations,

Having received the preliminary report (A/2973) of the Committee of Good Offices
established by the General Assembly resolution 718 (VII) of 23 October 1953,

Taking into account the statements about the admission of new members made by per-
manent members of the Security Council in the general debate of the present session of the
General Assembly,

Believing that a broader representation in the membership of the United Nations will
enable the organization to play a more effective role in the current international situation,
1. Expresses appreciation of the work and efforts of the Committee of Good Offices;

2. Requests the Security Council to consider in the light of the general opinion in favour
of the universality of the United Nations, the pending applications for membership of all
those countries about which no problem of unification arises.

3. Requests further that the Security Council make its report on these applications to the
General Assembly during the present session. Ends.

2. We reverted to the first paragraph in our original draft because of doubts raised by
several delegations about the inclusion of the words “membership in which is subject only
to the provisions of the Charter”. It was suggested to us that this hortatory resolution might
well be based primarily on the general sentiment in favour of universality. The subsequent
resolution or resolutions in the Assembly approving actual admission of the new members
concerned could deal with the problem of Charter qualifications. We are prepared to accept
this point of view at least for the time being.

3. As regards the second paragraph Belaunde of Peru, as Chairman of the Committee of
Good Offices, preferred “received” to “considered” and to describe the Committee’s report
as “preliminary”. We saw no objection.

4. The third paragraph was revised to make clear what statements by permanent members
of the Security Council we had in mind. We purposely omitted “the” before “permanent
members” to indicate that some but not all of them made statements about the admission of
new members.

5. In the operative paragraph 2 we decided to drop the reference to the “improved inter-
national situation” because of some suggestions that it was not really relevant to the con-
sideration of applications for new membership and its inclusion might prejudice future
applications. After considerable thought we concluded that it would be preferable not to
list the countries concerned nor to mention any number. We evolved the formula in the
present draft.

6. In my immediately following telegram I shall discuss the approaches we made to
attract co-sponsors. The representatives of Australia, Brazil and Iraq have already said they
will be glad to co-sponsor. As we widen the co-sponsorship we are bound to receive sug-
gestions for revision of our draft. Although we shall try to keep the amendments suggested
by others at a minimum, I shall welcome any comments you wish to make on the present
wording.

R.A. MACKAY
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22, DEA/5475-CR-40

Le chef de la délégation & I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Head, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 271 New York, November 11, 1955

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram No. 270 of November 11.
Repeat London No. 163; Paris No. 101; Washington No. 124.

NEW MEMBERS

Late in the afternoon of November 10 we approached several delegations about co-
sponsoring our draft resolution as revised. Unfortunately at that time the First Committee’s
debate on Korea was in full swing and it was not easy to have conversations with the
senior representatives of all the delegations we approached. I made a point of speaking
first to Spender and told him that because of Casey’s interest in the matter we considered
Australia should be at the top of our list of co-sponsors to which he agreed readily. Freitas-
Valle of Brazil and later Jamali of Iraq assured me that their delegations would be glad to
co-sponsor. In the meantime we had approached the delegations of Norway, the Nether-
lands, New Zealand and Pakistan, all of whom undertook to let us know as soon as possi-
ble whether they could join us.

2. 1 purposely did not approach the Indians at first, although we have now done so. I
knew Menon was most anxious to become a co-sponsor but I had no wish to be stampeded
either into hasty action or to extensive amendments to our draft. We considered it might be
useful to have a number of other firm co-sponsors before India became one. I have previ-
ously indicated our reasons for thinking that India’s association with the move should pref-
erably be as part of a large group of sponsors.

3. As we began our approach to other delegations we gave the United Kingdom and
United States Delegations our revised draft and informed them that we were gathering co-
sponsors as part of our preparation for eventual action in the Assembly. Even if time had
permitted, which it did not, we were not disposed to give them advance notice of the move
because we were sure they would immediately raise objections, some valid and some not,
to head us off. In the event, as soon as Dixon learned that we were speaking to prospective
co-sponsors, he asked me to meet with Lodge and him. The remaining paragraphs of this
telegram give the sense of what each of us said, though not consecutively, at the meeting.

4. Dixon began by reviewing the United Kingdom position. He emphasized the
following:

(a) The United Kingdom Government had been obliged to declare its stand on new mem-
bers and particularly on the “Canadian proposal” of a group of eighteen because of infor-
mation which the Ceylon Ambassador to the United States had given to the press after an
informal discussion at Geneva (an article by Wickham Steed was mentioned in particular).
The Ceylonese press had accused the United Kingdom of deliberately dragging its feet on
the membership issue. The United Kingdom Government would nonetheless welcome a
successful conclusion to the Canadian efforts.
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(b) As to procedure the United Kingdom would prefer initial action by the Security
Council which would take place as soon as the Great Powers had reached a carefully-
negotiated agreement on the pattern of voting in the Security Council which would ensure
that the largest possible group of members would be admitted.

(c) It was his impression that within a very few days the Foreign Ministers in Geneva
would take up this question and from what he knew of the various positions it was not
inconcetvable that some agreement might be reached, although our eighteen might be
reduced to seventeen by dropping Outer Mongolia. A chief obstacle to discussion in
Geneva was the position of the French.

(d) As he understood the French position, because of the impact of the inscription of
Algeria on the Assembly agenda, nothing would induce the French to give any undertaking
about new members. The Algerian item must be cleared away and, if this could be done
satisfactorily to the French, the prospects for French cooperation on new members would
be brighter.

(e) He also referred to the difficulties involved in reaching an agreement on the pattern of
voting in the Security Council but said nothing that we have not heard before.

5. I explained our reasons for believing that we should make preparations for action in
the Assembly. I referred to the various conversations which we had had with representa-
tives of the Great Powers and with many other delegations. It was our impression that the
majority of delegations were expecting some progress this year and that this view was
widely reflected in public opinion. To some extent for tactical reasons, I said that we did
not agree that action should be taken in the Security Council first. I emphasized that we
would not wish to disturb any desirable arrangements which might be made at Geneva but
that we were somewhat concerned because no word had reached us of developments there
in this matter. Because of our well-known position on the question of new members and
because we were now being chided about dragging our feet, we decided to take further
steps to indicate our sincerity and purpose. I said I fully recognized the difficulty about
Outer Mongolia, that in fact we were aware that one permanent member of the Security
Council intended to veto Outer Mongolia’s application. I said it was our view, however,
that we should start with the largest possible group and make deletions if this became
necessary. In any event this would be a matter for the Security Council to decide rather
than the Assembly at this stage.

6. I explained too that we fully understood the complications as regards the position of
France. We had no wish to embarrass the French but, on the other hand, doubted whether
the majority of the Assembly would take the view that the new membership issue should
be shelved unless and until France found some way to deal with the Algerian question. I
expressed my opinion that France would find it hard not to go along with the other Great
Powers if they reached an agreement on the admission of new members.

7. Throughout my remarks I emphasized that if Geneva produced the desired results, and
we hoped it would, there would probably be no need for the Assembly to express itself in
advance of action by the Security Council, although I was not sure that there still might not
be advantages in having an overwhelming resolution in favour of the admissions. What we
were really concerned about, however, was that action might not be taken or agreement
might not be reached by the Great Powers, either at Geneva or during the present session.
In this event it would be desirable and indeed inevitable that the Assembly should have
expressed itself on the subject. I said I had reason to believe that several other delegations
were more than ready to take action in the Assembly, especially if we showed signs of
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losing interest in the matter. I emphasized that in fact our interest had grown rather than
diminished and that we believed our efforts to date had produced useful results.

8. Lodge’s remarks were not as comprehensive as those of Dixon and we learned little
that was new. Lodge emphasized that:

(a) The United States preferred action in the Security Council first because of the need to
protect ourselves against sharp practice by the Soviet Union. The Great Power Agreement
on the admission of new members would have to be detailed and possibly reduced to writ-
ing. He referred to the various possibilities of a double-cross. (We were not too impressed
with this argument because we believe that since the Assembly will have the final word
about admissions, failure on the part of the Soviet Union to live up to the bargain could be
remedied by a two-thirds majority vote in the Assembly. The Soviet Union probably does
not enjoy that advantage).

(b) The United States could and would never accept Outer Mongolia. Lodge believed
that the Soviet Union might withdraw its support to Outer Mongolia’s application. I inter-
jected that there is danger, however, that India will insist on Outer Mongolia. This added to
the other risks involved in taking Assembly action first. Barco added that Assembly action
in advance might be the “kiss of death” to the entire procedure. He produced a sound
supporting argument, that is, that prior discussion in the Assembly of Quter Mongolia’s
application might force the Soviet Union to take a strong position, from which it could not
later withdraw, in favour of Outer Mongolia.

(c) Lodge said that he had heard from third parties what the Soviet Union was prepared
to do to obtain an agreement on new members but that Russians had not said these things
to the United States delegation. This led him to suspect Soviet intentions.

9. Both Dixon and Lodge argued that action in the Assembly might make it more diffi-
cult for the Great Powers to reach an agreement largely because, I gathered, they would be
required to take positions in public in advance of the bargaining. All I said in reply was
that we three were divided in our opinions on how the matter should be dealt with. Dixon
asked what my reaction might be if agreement were to be reached in Geneva on seventeen,
whether I would still consider it necessary to pursue action in the Assembly. I said we
would have to consider that possibility when we had received the good word from Geneva.
I added that we were interested in results more than anything else.

10. Since it was clear that we were not to be persuaded from following the course of
action which we had adopted, Dixon and Lodge both enquired about our ideas on the tim-
ing of Assembly action. I said that we assumed that the item on new members should be
discussed in the Ad Hoc Political Committee immediately after the next item, which is on
Palestine refugees. In reply to their request, I assured Dixon and Lodge that we would keep
them informed about our efforts to attract co-sponsors. I said that we wished to have a
large group and one representing all shades of opinion in the General Assembly. We
assume that for the moment at least the Great Powers would not be interested in co-spon-
sorship. We undertook to inform the United Kingdom and United States delegations in
advance about any move on our part to introduce our proposal in the Ad Hoc Committee.

11. At this meeting I expressed in several different ways our firm conviction that the
course we were following was the only one which would produce results. It had already
brought some action. I said, and Dixon acknowledged, that the United Kingdom’s decision
to support the admission of eighteen was a result of our earlier moves. We believed that we
had a strong following in the Assembly and we were persuaded that its voice should and
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would be needed by the Powers concemed. For these reasons we were determined to con-
tinue our efforts.
PAUL MARTIN

23. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 287 New York, November 14, 1955

SECRET.
Repeat London No 167; Paris No 104; Washington No 128.

NEW MEMBERS

On November 14 the Ad Hoc Political Committee was scheduled to begin discussion of
the second item on its agenda, that is, the report of the United Nations Works and Relief
Agency for Palestine Refugees. Since we were aware that the Foreign Ministers proposed
to adjourn their meetings in Geneva on November 16 I considered that it would do no
harm to give a further indication that we were in earnest in pursuing our proposal to have
eighteen new members admitted to the United Nations at the present session of the General
Assembly. Accordingly, I arranged with the chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee to make a
brief intervention on the point of procedure.

2. Immediately before the Palestine item began to be discussed and with the consent of
the chairman, I expressed the deep interest which the Canadian delegation had in the mat-
ter of new memberships. Although, as I explained, we had no wish to interfere with the
Committee’s decision now to discuss the problem of Palestine refugees, I wondered if the
chairman could give some indication of the timetable for discussion so that my delegation
and others could prepare themselves for the consideration of the item on new members
concerning which, I emphasized, “some concrete proposals are definitely in the minds of
some of us.”

3. Menon intervened on the same point. He expressed the interest of his delegation in the
question of new members. He asked specifically that the item be discussed immediately
after Palestine refugees. He said it would be desirable, in view of the recent developments
as regards the question of race conflict in South Africa, to delay the debate on the treat-
ment of Indians in that country. The chairman said, in reply to me, that the debate on
Palestine refugees would probably last a week and that if necessary procedural arrange-
ments could be made for expediting discussion of the new members item.

4. Immediately before I spoke Dixon asked to have a word with me. We had notified the
United Kingdom delegation about our intention to intervene briefly. Dixon tried to dis-
suade me on the ground that some other delegation might seize the opportunity afforded by
my intervention to press for immediate discussion of the item on new members. He said
that the United States delegation were determined that the question of new members
should first be considered by the Security Council before being discussed by the Tenth
Assembly. I said I was aware of the United States wishes in that regard but that we were
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firmly of the opinion that action first in the Assembly was not only a desirable course but
likely to be most helpful in bringing about results.

5. There is no doubt that the United States delegation is working to arrange the early
consideration of this question by the Security Council. We heard that Belaunde of Peru was
on the point of sending a letter to the president of the Council requesting an early meeting.
The letter was reportedly dictated in Lodge’s office. The United States delegation have
been trying to persuade the Latin American delegations that council action first is to be
preferred. This afternoon I spoke to Belaunde and I hope I persuaded him not to press for
Security Council action without consulting me.

6. I am satisfied that we should continue our efforts to convince all concerned that we
will pursue our initiative in the Assembly. These tactics appear to me to have yielded
worthwhile results. Today both Engen of Norway and Freitas-valle of Brazil urged me not
to be shaken in my resolve to proceed in the Assembly. It seems that someone has been
trying to persuade them that our intentions in that regard are not serious.

24 DEA/5475-CR-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Head, Delegation to Unired Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 293 New York, November 15, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My telegram No. 287 of November 14.
Repeat London No. 168; Paris No. 105; Washington No. 129.

NEW MEMBERS

As a result of informal conversations with a number of delegations we gained the
impression this morning that a move might be made to have the question of new members
considered immediately in the Security Council. It seemed that the United States was fos-
tering the idea in order to forestall our proposed move in the Assembly. From our discus-
sions yesterday with the Soviet delegation, (discussions which Holmes will have reported
to you in full detail), we considered that any move in the Security Council now would
merely be a blocking action and would have no beneficial result as regards the admission
of new members. As a precautionary measure, therefore, I decided that the time had come
to complete our preparations for tabling our draft resolution.

2. We arranged for a meeting of our co-sponsors to be held late in the afternoon of
November 15. At the time the meeting was called the Delegations of Afghanistan, Austra-
lia, Brazil, Burma, Colombia, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Nor-
way, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen and Yugoslavia had indicated their intention to
co-sponsor our draft. The Delegations of Chile, Denmark, New Zealand and Sweden were
also interested and we had reason to believe that still other delegations would come for-
ward shortly.

3. In the afternoon it came to our attention that the United States delegation had sent a
letter to the President of the Security Council notifying him of their desire to have a meet-
ing to discuss new members but without specifying any date. The request was based on last
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year’s resolution by the Assembly. We learned too that Belaunde of Peru was to hold a
press conference this evening at which he would indicate the willingness of the Committee
of Good Offices to continue its efforts to assist the Security Council. Shortly afterwards I
discussed this development with Lodge. I expressed surprise that he had decided to take
this action without consulting me. I reminded him that at our meeting on November 10
(my telegram No. 271 of November 11) we had undertaken to keep the United Kingdom
and United States delegations informed in advance about any move on our part to intro-
duce our proposal in the Ad Hoc Committee. Lodge said that my brief procedural interven-
tion in the Ad Hoc Political Committee on November 14 had led him to believe that we
intended to ask for an immediate discussion of the item on new members. (There had been
a suggestion in the press that we intended to do so this afternoon.) Lodge reiterated the
United States preference for a consideration of the new members question first by the
Security Council. I said in reply that we still did not share his point of view.

4. On the question of timing Lodge assured me that he had no intention of pursuing the
matter in the Security Council immediately because informal discussions were taking place
among the Great Powers which might have an important bearing on the outcome of any
discussion. He said that his letter to the Security Council was a preparatory move similar in
kind to the steps we were taking in preparation for Assembly action. I reiterated our con-
viction that Assembly action first would greatly enhance the possibility of success. For this
reason, I said, we were resolved to continue our course. Lodge did not seem unduly upset
about that prospect.

5. The meeting of co-sponsors took place as planned. By the time of the meeting Costa
Rica, Denmark and Sweden had joined us as co-sponsors, making twenty-two in all.

6. I outlined the reasons why we believed that prior action by the Assembly would be
beneficial. I reported my conversation with Lodge and also gave my understanding of the
United Kingdom position. I emphasized that in proposing Assembly action first we had no
wish whatever to compete with those who preferred prior action by the Security Council.
Nor did we wish to embarrass the United States. I explained that we were only interested
in results and that we were persuaded that the best prospects for success would be derived
from a strong expression of opinion by the Assembly. In reply to questions I stated frankly
that at the present there were difficulties (I referred to the position of France and the possi-
bility of a veto by a Great Power other than the United States) which might prevent the
admission of the whole group of eighteen and that this might result in the failure of any
new members being admitted. We considered, however, that the time had come for the
largest possible majority in the Assembly to declare themselves and that our resolution, if
strongly endorsed by the Assembly, would assist the Great Powers and, perhaps more
important, the non-permanent members of the Security Council to make up their minds.
Accordingly we proposed to table the draft resolution within the next day or so.

7. Spender seemed doubtful about pressing ahead too quickly. He said that the United
States had come a long way in agreeing not to veto the four satellite applicants. To insist
on the inclusion of Outer Mongolia might be to expect too much of the United States
Government. There was a possibility too that the Soviet Union would exploit the situation.

8. The representatives of India, Yugoslavia, Norway and Sweden supported our view that
the time had come to table the draft resolution. They agreed that there was no procedural
obstacle to doing so. Menon said that even if the Security Council did meet before the
Assembly began its discussion of the item, the Council would have to take note of the
widely-held opinion reflected in our draft resolution and its co-sponsorship by a large
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number of member states. He emphasized that last year’s resolution did not reflect the
current opinion on the admission of new members.

9. Prince Wan of Thailand, who also attended our meeting, saw no objection in tabling
the resolution at once and expressed the view that procedural arrangements could be made
for having a discussion of the item before it was called. He indicated that Thailand would
support the resolution but that it would not co-sponsor it until there were clear indications
of the attitude which the United States would adopt in the Security Council. Since Prince
Wan is Chairman of the Committee concerned, it is perhaps preferable that his Delegation
should not co-sponsor the draft resolution.

10. Munro spoke in favour of our position and said that he had urgently sought instruc-
tions to join the group of co-sponsors. He referred to the bearing which Dulles’ movements
might have on the United States attitude. He said that any hesitation would be interpreted
as a weakening of our resolve to have the Assembly express itself. He believed that the
tabling of the draft resolution would be effective persuasion.

11. At Spender’s request, supported by several other delegations, we agreed not to table
the draft resolution until a further meeting of co-sponsors tomorrow. At that time we are
likely to have additional co-sponsors. The representatives of Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador,
Ethiopia and Greece have consulted their governments. In this regard I should explain that
we have not approached either the Great Powers or the Soviet satellites to co-sponsor and
the three members of the Good Offices Committee have agreed because of their position
not to serve as co-sponsors, although they are likely to support the draft resolution. The
Mexican delegation has also assured us of support but will not co-sponsor because of some
opposition in Mexico to Spain.

12. After the meeting of co-sponsors I held a press conference at which I explained in a
general way our purposes and intentions. This interview was clearly called for in view of
the statements made in the last few days by other interested delegations and because a
large group of reporters had gathered outside the room in which we had met. The other co-
sponsors agreed in advance that I should deal with the press.

13. In the course of the meeting with the co-sponsors, I reported that Mr. Lodge during
our conversation had indicated that he could not support our draft resolution because of the
reference to the principle of universality. A number of co-sponsors thought that it might
perhaps be possible to amend the draft resolution to overcome this difficulty. It would have
to be understood, however, that the resolution even if amended would still urge the Secur-
ity Council to consider the applications of all non-divided countries. The co-sponsors
agreed that I should discuss the matter before the meeting tomorrow afternoon with the
members of the Security Council. While it may be possible to delete from the draft resolu-
tion a reference to the principle of universality there is no doubt that the substance of the
operative paragraph will still urge acceptance of the principle by implication.

[PAUL] MARTIN
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25, DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 298 New York, November 16, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE (FOR CANADIAN EYES ONLY).

Reference: Our immediately preceding telegram No 297 of November 167.
Repeat London No. 170; Paris No. 107; Washington No. 132.

NEW MEMBERS
In the 24-hour interval between the meetings of co-sponsors (which we mentioned in
our telegram No. 293 of November 15) the main purposes of the delegation were:

(A) to consult further with representatives of the great Powers concerning their attitude
toward the admission of new members as contemplated in our draft resolution and

(B) to maintain and if possible widen the group of co-sponsors.

2. As regards (A), we had assured our twenty-one co-sponsors at the meeting yesterday
that we would inform the Great Powers about our joint conviction that the Assembly
should express itself on the subject and impress upon them our earnest belief that effective
action should be taken at the present Assembly to bring about that admission of the largest
possible group of new members. We had undertaken to report to the co-sponsors the reac-
tion of the Great Powers.

3. As for (B), we were somewhat concerned that as a result of pressure by the Great
Powers some of our co-sponsors might have second thoughts. We were aware that Spender,
for example, was concerned about the United States attitude. We wondered whether some
of the smaller powers could withstand the pressure upon them to defect. At the same time,
we were confident from the warm expressions of support which we had received not only
at last evening’s meeting of co-sponsors but from many other delegations that our attitude
in this matter was not only correct but highly appreciated by a large majority of delega-
tions. This encouraged us to seek more co-sponsors.

4. Mr. Martin had discussions with Lodge, Dixon and Kuznetsov. Last evening he had
spoken to a member of the French delegation. In these conversations he continued to
emphasize our belief that an expression of opinion by the Assembly would assist the pow-
ers concerned to reach agreement on the admission of new members. He affirmed our
determination to circulate formally a draft resolution. He urged Lodge, Dixon and Kuznet-
sov to strive for agreement, bearing in mind the wide support which our proposal would
receive. He insisted that we had no intention of embarrassing anyone concerned but that
we considered that time to act had arrived.

5. Lodge continued to argue that action first in the Security Council was to be preferred.
He explained that his delegation was consulting closely with the other delegations con-
cerned. He intended to press for an informal meeting of the Security Council, or at least of
the Great Powers. At this meeting the admission of new members would be discussion but
no formal decision would be taken. This, we believe, is the “dry run on seventeen” about
which members of the United States have been speaking recently. The object would be to
persuade the Soviet Union that it could not succeed in its effort to obtain seven affirmative
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votes for OQuter Mongolia. Conversely, and Lodge left us with this distinct impression, if it
were to appear that the Soviet Union would not budge, the United States attitude might
have to be reconsidered.

6. Dixon tried to persuade us several times today not to press the United States too hard.
He went as far as to say that the United Kingdom delegation had instructions to oppose our
resolution if it were pressed to debate. We were informed, moreover, that the United King-
dom had stated publicly its preference for United States tactics, that is, a prior meeting of
the Security Council. We suspect that some members of the United Kingdom delegation
tried to dissuade some of our prospective co-sponsors.

7. Mr. Martin’s talk with Kuznetsov revealed no change in the Soviet determination to
press for eighteen admissions or nothing. He insisted that the Soviet willingness to accept
Japan and Spain were real concessions which had to be met by concessions on the other
side. At the moment we have no reason to believe that the Soviet Union would change its
position on Outer Mongolia.

8. Our efforts in the lobby were hampered by the weight of the opposition. It appeared
that the United States, assisted we think by one or two other delegations, made a major
effort to discourage our effort to table the draft resolution. The majority of the Latin Amer-
icans were obviously undecided on how they should react to our request that they join in
the co-sponsorship. Most of them said that they were urgently seeking instructions and
almost all of them said they were ready to support the resolution along the lines of our
draft. We shall not be surprised if some of them join the group of co-sponsors during the
next few days.

9. The meeting of co-sponsors held late this evening was attended by our twenty-one
supporters of yesterday plus the delegations of Argentina, Chile, New Zealand, Turkey and
Thailand. Mr. Martin reported on the events of the day and emphasized that the least we
could say was that the position of the Great Powers had been clarified. He stated that there
would be no formal debate in the Security Council before the weekend, that there was
likely to be an informal meeting of the Security Council members, and that in any event
we would be kept informed about proceedings in the Council. Mr. Martin said he was
satisfied from our understanding of the United States position that, if we proceeded wisely,
our efforts could end in success.

10. Mr. Martin then raised questions about the wording of our draft resolution. He had
ascertained from Lodge that the references to “universality” in our draft gave considerable
concern to the United States and the United Kingdom. To meet their objection we had
suggested to them that “the widest possible membership of the United Nations” might be
substituted after in the preamble and that “strengthening the representative character of the
United Nations” might be substituted after “in favour of” in the second operative para-
graph. Both Lodge and Dixon had said that changes of this kind would *“make their posi-
tion easier.” Mr. Martin recommended the meeting, therefore, that we give sympathetic
consideration to changes of that kind.

11. Australia, Norway and India said there should be no difficulty about the words as long
as the main objective of the resolution was maintained. Menon made a most useful sugges-
tion that the words “widest possible membership of the United Nations™ should appear in
both the preamble and the second operative paragraph. These changes were accepted by
the meeting. After further discussion it was agreed that the draft resolution should now be
tabled formally, that is, circulated as a United Nations document. When we called the role
of co-sponsors Argentina, New Zealand and Thailand joined the group. We took steps to
have the resolution circulated and, at the request of the meeting, I informed the press.
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12. There is now little doubt in our minds that we have acted wisely in doing so. Particu-
larly with the amendments which were accepted by the meeting, the tabling of the resolu-
tion will have a most persuasive effect. It not only offers some assurance to the Soviet
Union that a majority of members of the General Assembly are prepared to act in the
interests of settling this long-standing problem but it will provide the United States and
other members of the Security Council with a basis for an adjustment of policy which may
be necessary to achieve that end. In addition, it leaves no doubt that we mean business. We
hope you will share our belief in the value of the course we had agreed we should follow
and which has imposed a heavy responsibility and burden on the delegation. During the
next few days we shall know whether our efforts thus far have helped to bring about the
results we all desire. If nothing else happens, however, we can at least say that we induced
the Great Powers to put their heads together.

R.A. MACKAY

26. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 302 New York, November 17, 1955
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

NEW MEMBERS

Dixon told me today that the United Kingdom High Commissioner in Ottawa had been
instructed to approach you to endeavour to ensure that the Canadian delegation here is
instructed to take no action in the Assembly of this question which might interfere with the
consideration of it by the Security Council. If the instructions sent to Nye do not go beyond
this, they are, of course, quite unnecessary since we had repeatedly made it clear that we
regard consideration of the item by the Assembly and by the Security Council as compli-
mentary not competitive processes. Now that the joint draft resolution has been officially
circulated with the co-sponsorship of twenty-five delegations, a good part of our objective
of ensuring that the Security Council is acutely aware of the wide demand for resolving
this question now has been met. We are not, therefore, pressing for immediate considera-
tion of the new members question in the Ad Hoc Committee. We feel at the moment that it
would be better to let the Ad Hoc Committee conclude its current item on Palestine refu-
gees before taking up new members. This would leave the Great Powers in the Security
Council probably another week in which to try to reach agreement. While there will be
informal meetings of part or all the Security Council in this period, Lodge has given us to
understand that he will not precipitate an early formal meeting of the Security Council at
which the admission might be blocked by disagreement between the United States and the
US.SR.

2. We have made it perfectly clear to the United States and United Kingdom delegations
that the countries co-sponsoring our draft resolution are fully aware of the delicate balance
on this subject in the Security Council and of the need to work out very carefully in
advance a distribution of votes which will ensure seven affirmative votes to all agreed
candidates. At a Commonwealth meeting this morning, I assured Dixon as we had on sev-
eral occasions that it was never intended that action would be taken in the Ad Hoc Com-
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mittee or elsewhere without the fullest consultation with him and Lodge on the co-
ordination of such action with Security Council action and we expected that there would be
no repetition of Lodge’s attempt to forestall our efforts by a sudden formal Security Coun-
cil meeting called without consultation.

3. We cannot, of course, agree that under no circumstances should the Ad Hoc Committee
begin discussion of this item before the Security Council has met officially on it. If the
Security Council has not resolved the problem when the current item ends in the Ad Hoc
Committee, it would be very difficult, and I think unwise, to oppose discussing the item in
the Committee at that time. It is still our view that a resolution passed by a nearly unani-
mous vote in the Assembly would have a very salutary effect on the Security Council.
Non-permanent members of the Security Council who will have to vote in favour of Com-
munist candidates on which the United States may be abstaining will find their positions
much easier if they can base their vote on such an Assembly resolution. In any event, the
timing of further action in the Assembly cannot be fixed rigidly now; to a large extent it
must depend on the progress made by the Security Council in its informal efforts to ensure
seven affirmative votes for as large a group as possible of the outstanding applicants.

R.A. MACKAY

27. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 312 New York, November 19, 1955
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

NEW MEMBERS

Mr. Martin and I had a brief chat with Kuznetsov yesterday on new members. Kuznet-
sov said that he had thought it necessary to give a press conference since there seemed to
be some speculation among delegations and perhaps the American people as to whether the
U.S.S.R. might weaken on the question of Outer Mongolia. He emphasized that as far as
they were concerned it was eighteen or nothing. When Mr. Martin casually mentioned
Japan and Spain, Kuznetsov said it had not been easy for his government to accept them.

2. With respect to procedure, Kuznetsov said that they were quite willing to sit down
with the Americans and discuss in detail the probable support for the various applicants.
He said they had also discussed the issue with other members of the Security Council
except the Chinese and he implied that they could not, of course, talk to them. He did not
mention to us the plan which we understand they have tried out on certain other delega-
tions namely that the Security Council and the Assembly might meet at the same time and
deal with each application in turn.

3. Kuznetsov raised the question of action in the Ad Hoc Committee. He said that he
thought it was desirable to bring as much pressure as possible on the Council and a meet-
ing of the Ad Hoc Committee before the Council met would be useful. He suggested inter-
rupting the present debate in the Ad Hoc Committee to get on with new members and
suggested that perhaps this should be done by Tuesday or Wednesday next. Mr. Martin
demurred on the grounds that it was most desirable to see first whether the Council could
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solve the issue without additional pressure. We pointed out that the fact that we had
twenty-five sponsors and that we knew that many other delegations would support the
resolution was good evidence of strong Assembly support. We also suggested that it might
seem like undue pressure on the Security Council to interrupt the present debate in the Ad
Hoc Committee. However, we made it clear that we would be quite willing to support
action in the Ad Hoc Committee when the present item was completed and if the Security
Council procedure was not proving satisfactory.

4. Mr. Martin also stressed the desirability of clearing the Algerian item out of the way
first and he expressed the hope that the USSR delegation would do what it could to facili-
tate this. Kuznetsov pointed out that they had not said anything in the previous debate and
implied that it would be inappropriate for them to say anything on the subject if it were
brought up again. (We do not, of course, propose to delay action pending disposal of the
Algerian item, but it was a useful counter suggestion to Kuznetsov’s argument for immedi-
ate action.)

5. Late yesterday afternoon the Russians put in an amendment to our draft resolution
listing the eighteen countries in order of date of application. The list thus begins with Alba-
nia and Outer Mongolia. They did not mention this move to us in the discussion earlier. It
may be that this move is to clarify and reinforce their position on the eighteen, or it may be
an attempt to get an Assembly vote country by country in advance of action by the Security
Council in order to avoid “double-crossing” in the Assembly, which they probably fear.
This amendment will no doubt have to be discussed with our co-sponsors and we propose
to call a meeting early in the week. The amendment will obviously be embarrassing to
some of them who would be reluctant to face a country-by-country vote in the Assembly
before the Security Council acts. We suggest that our line should be that no action should
be taken on the Russian amendment for the time being since if the Security Council does
reach a satisfactory conclusion it would be superfluous. We should like instructions on this
not later than Monday.

6. Although the Russians would no doubt prefer Assembly action first I think they are
more interested in results than in procedure. As I think you know, an informal discussion
of representatives of the U.S.S.R., the United States, the United Kingdom and France is
scheduled for today (Saturday) and if this goes well from the Russian stand point they may
be more disposed to accept Council procedure first. However, we should not overlook the
temptation, which Assembly action first offers them, of isolating the United States in the
Assembly.

7. Action required — instructions about the Russian amendment.

[R.A] MACKAY

28. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
TELEGRAM V-153 Ottawa, November 21, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your telegram No. 312 of November 19, 1955.
Repeat Washington V-1954; London V-1903; Paris V-760.
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NEW MEMBERS

We share your preference of waiting to see what action will be taken by the Security
Council and would hope that the possible embarrassment which the Russian amendment
might cause some countries could be obviated by favourable council action.

2. In the alternative it would appear difficult for us to oppose the Russian amendment
since it represents a not unreasonable attempt to minimize the very real danger from their
point of view that they might become the victims of a “double cross” in the Assembly. If
all or even the great majority of the co-sponsors were willing to accept a country by coun-
try vote in the Assembly before the council acted, we might well be obliged to accept the
Russian amendment and in such circumstances vote in favour of it. We should hope, how-
ever, that for the present no decisive position would have to be taken on this point.

[L.B.] PEARSON

29, DEA/5475-CR-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1941 Washington, November 23, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your No. V-1954 of Nov. 21 to Washington.
Repeat New York No. 26.

NEW MEMBERS

Following from Glazebrook, Begins: At his request I called on the Secretary of State this
morning and found that he wished to speak on the question of new members of the United
Nations. Livingston Merchant was present.

2. Mr. Dulles expressed with some vigour the view that the Canadian Government had
not adequately consulted the United States Government on what he called “the Canadian
proposal”. He said that in view of the relations between the two countries, he would have
expected a more co-operative attitude. The United States administration had been as help-
ful as it could to Canada, for example in excluding Canada from the restrictions on imports
of 0il.45 In general, he expressed the view that the neighbourly relationship which normally
existed had not obtained in the case of the new members question. He had first seen the
“Canadian resolution” when it was shown to him by General Franco in Madrid.

3. T expressed regret that he felt that there had not been adequate consultation, but
reminded him that there had been a series of discussions between this Embassy and the
State Department on the subject beginning at the middle of August. I said that at that time
we had explained the desirability of a positive approach and outlined the thinking in your
telegram No. 1418 of Aug. 111 (this conversation was reported in our 1376 of Aug. 127).1
said that we had been made aware by State Department officials of the serious difficulties
which they foresaw and that we had at least thought that there had been an exchange of
views here and later in New York.

45 Voir/See Document 384.
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4. Mr. Dulles said that perhaps there had been some lack of co-ordination in the State
Department; and added that the Canadian draft resolution had in fact been seen by the
United States delegation in New York some days before it was shown to him by Franco.

5. In conversation it developed that his reference to lack of consultation was principally
to what he considered to be our failure to discuss the proposed draft in New York or here
before it became known to other countries.

6. The Secretary then argued that by placing Outer Mongolia in the list of seventeen
(later eighteen), we had made a concession to the Russians which he regarded as unneces-
sary and which destroyed the possibility of negotiation. The administration was now, he
said, faced with a very serious political difficulty. He went so far as to say that he would
expect in Congress an argument that Mr. Pearson had made a bargain with Mr. Molotov
behind the backs of the United States. He indicated that it was impossible for the United
States to consider Outer Mongolia. Moreover, this created a great difficulty with the Chi-
nese Nationalist Government (Merchant added after we left the Secretary’s room that the
belief that the United States could influence the Nationalist Chinese vote in the Security
Council was erroneous and that they would expect a veto by Nationalist China of Outer
Mongolia).

7. No reference was made in the Secretary’s remarks to the general problem of new
members or to any alternative plan to what he referred to as the “Canadian resolution”. His
whole theme was that by lack of adequate consultation we had put the administration into
an extremely difficult position. I was not invited to make any remarks on the substance of
the matter. While expressing regret that there seemed to him to have been a lack of consul-
tation, I confined myself to making several references to the consultations which had in
fact taken place. I also recalled to him our original hope that some agreement could be
reached between the four Great Powers.

8. Mr. Dulles made a plea for time, even if it amounted to only a few days. He asked that
the introduction of the resolution in New York be put off as long as possible.

9. I telephoned this plea for time immediately to Mr. MacKay. Ends.

30. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 344 New York, November 23, 1955

SECRET. IMMEDIATE (FOR CANADIAN EYES ONLY).

Reference: Washington Telegram to Ottawa No. 1941 of Nov. 23.
Repeat London No. 186; Paris No. 121; Washington No. 148.

NEW MEMBERS

Following From Martin: I am considerably disturbed to learn that it is Dulles’ view that the
Canadian Government had not adequately consulted the United States Government on our
proposal for the admission of new members. There is no justification for that view nor for
the suggestion that we have not been sufficiently co-operative with the United States in this
matter. As you are aware and as Glazebrook pointed out to Dulles, our embassy in Wash-
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ington first began to discuss this question with the State Department about August 12. It
was ‘pointed out then that we were anxious to consult with the Big Three on formulating
our policy in this field and that you considered that you were virtually committed as a
result of public statements supporting the admission of all membership applicants except
North and South Korea and North and South Vietnam. The embassy reported at that time
that the United States was also anxious to break the deadlock but had not yet found its way
around the various problems.

2. On September 12 our ambassador in Washington reported that he had raised the ques-
tion of new members with Hoover of the State Department and reminded him of the Cana-
dian views. Apparently then Dulles was still considering the question and had not yet
reached any firm decision.

3. You will recall the discussions which you had with Dulles during the last week of
September. Dulles also exchanged views with me in New York a few days later. In all
these conversations, as far as I am aware, we left no doubt about our sincere desire to see
some solution of the problem at the current Assembly.

4. Tt will also be recalled that I expressly mentioned the desirability of admitting seven-
teen applicants in my speech in the general debate in the Assembly. As I recollect Mr.
Dulles was then present. Since Spain had not then applied there could be no doubt that I
included Outer Mongolia in the seventeen.

5. In readiness for possible action in the Assembly we prepared the draft resolution which
was sent to you in my telegram No. 60 of October 3 but, because we knew that action in
the Assembly depended on an agreement being reached among the Great Powers, we did
not press the matter, other than to continue our informal consultations among the various
delegations concerned. As was reported in our letter No. 22 of October 121 we sensed a
reluctance, on the part of the United Kingdom and the United States in particular, to com-
mit themselves on the question of new memberships at the present session. Neither the
United Kingdom nor the United States delegations seemed disposed to enter into serious
discussions on how we might proceed.

6. It was not until October 24, after I had learned that Menon was beginning to consider
actively whether he should circulate a draft resolution on new members, that we decided to
circulate our own draft. Our intention was to solicit the views of interested delegations. As
we reported at the time we approached informally a number of our close friends, including
the Commonwealth delegations, the United States, the Scandinavians, one or two Latin
Americans and the French. The immediate reaction was a renewed effort on the part of the
United Kingdom, with we believe the blessing of the United States delegation, to dissuade
us from pursuing the matter in the General Assembly. The first draft of the resolution was
distributed to about a dozen delegations and only to those who had expressed to us a close
interest in the subject.

7. During all this time, as you know, informal conversations were taking place (here and
later at Geneva) among the Great Powers but there were no indications of an earnest desire
to negotiate a solution. The United Kingdom Government did declare itself in favour of
our proposal to admit eighteen, although it was apparent from the attitude of their delega-
tion here that the United Kingdom had no enthusiasm for the proposal. In these circum-
stances and because time was running out, I considered that it was necessary to take steps
to ensure that eventual action by the Assembly could be taken and that the initiative would
remain in Western hands. On November 10 (17 days after the first draft was circulated) we
revised our draft resolution, among other things to eliminate the listings of the states con-
cerned, and began to approach other delegations about co-sponsorship. At that time, we
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informed the United Kingdom and United States delegations about our intention to pro-
ceed. I concluded from previous conversations that we could not persuade them to take any
positive steps toward a solution. On the same day we had a long discussion of the whole
subject, including the course we proposed to follow, with Lodge and Dixon and their advi-
sors (My telegrams Nos. 269-71 of November 11).

8. At no stage in these proceedings did we leave any doubt about the inclusion of Outer
Mongolia in the Canadian proposal. I had in mind your intervention in the Standing Com-
mittee in which you said, among other things, that “I think it would probably be a good
thing if they were all in, even Outer Mongolia, about which I have very little information.”
Other powers among the prospective co-sponsors shared our belief that any effort in the
Assembly should be directed toward attaining the widest possible membership and Menon
had expressed an intention to insist on the inclusion of Outer Mongolia. Accordingly, it
seemed inevitable that we should envisage the group of eighteen in presenting our draft
resolution. Of course, if the great powers could reach an agreement without including
Outer Mongolia, we would not have pressed for its inclusion. However, there seemed to be
no disposition to reach an agreement on any group, mainly because of Soviet insistence on
eighteen or nothing and the United States rejection of Outer Mongolia.

9. On November 15, when I learned indirectly that the United States delegation had sent a
letter to the President of the Security Council notifying him of their desire to have a meet-
ing to discuss new members, I arranged for a meeting of our co-sponsors. As I reported in
my telegram No. 293 of that date, I discussed our intentions with Lodge before the meeting
was held. After the meeting, I reported the views of the other co-sponsors to Lodge and
Dixon.

10. At the second meeting of co-sponsors, held on the following day, and in deference to
view expressed by the United States and the United Kingdom delegations, we changed the
wording of our draft resolution to exclude reference to “universality” and to speak of “the
widest possible membership of the United Nations.” Both Lodge and Dixon said that the
changes in the draft resolution would “make their position easier.” (My telegram No 298 of
Nov 16.)

11. As for Dulles’ plea for time, we have made it clear to all concerned that we have no
intention of interrupting the current proceedings in the Ad Hoc Political Committee on
Palestine refugees. This item is unlikely to be disposed of before the end of this week
because as yet there has been no agreement on a draft resolution. When consideration of
that item has been completed, however, there will undoubtedly be a strong demand that the
admission of new members be considered next. Menon has already indicated that he does
not wish to proceed at this stage with the discussion of the treatment of Indians in South
Africa. Accordingly, as a matter of regular procedure, we expect the item on new members
to be called early next week. Since our draft resolution is now a matter in the hands of
twenty-five co-sponsors and since the majority of these are anxious to have the matter
considered soon, I see no possibility of delaying discussion beyond the date when it comes
up for discussion. In my view it would be not only disastrous to the Canadian position to
ask for a further delay but extremely risky from the point of view of all the Western
powers.

R.A. MACKAY
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31. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM G-2008 Ottawa, November 28, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Your telegram No. 1941 of November 23 and Assembly Delegation’s telegram
No. 344 of November 23 addressed to Ottawa

NEW MEMBERS

The delegation’s telegram seems to us to cover pretty thoroughly the consultation with
the United States on new members which took place here as well as in Washington and
New York. We might however offer in addition several suggestions as to arguments which
might be used.

(1) An important American complaint is that by including Outer Mongolia in our propo-
sal we removed the possibility of negotiation. We should point out to the Americans, how-
ever, that we gave serious consideration to this aspect of the question and came to the
conclusion that no purpose would be served in leaving out Outer Mongolia because of the
unlikelihood that any satisfactory bargain could be reached. In our view, a view shared by
our co-sponsors, the only way in which the Russians might conceivably have been recon-
ciled to the omission of Outer Mongolia would have been to omit either Japan or Spain or
both from the “Western list.” We had told the Japanese that we could not consider a propo-
sal from which they were omitted and had emphasized our support of Japan in Mr. Mar-
tin’s opening speech at the Assembly. It was our deliberate intention that Japan should be
included and we were not prepared to sacrifice that country to exclude Outer Mongolia.
The moment Spain applied for membership we also included her on our list, thus making it
even more unpalatable to Moscow. It did not seem to us likely, furthermore, that the
United States would be prepared for strategic and political reasons to negotiate away the
membership of either of these countries. It seemed to us therefore that it was an illusion to
think that Quter Mongolia was a good subject for negotiation and we included it in order to
remove this illusion and to put the problem bluntly and simply.

(2) It might be mentioned that in addition to the consultation with the Americans at a
higher level the subject was constantly discussed between Canadian and American advi-
sors in New York. Members of the United States Embassy here were informally in touch
with this department on the subject for several months and we assume that this was the
case also in Washington. Certainly, the United States advisors in New York were aware of
our intentions at all times. It would probably not be wise to say so to Mr. Dulles, but some
of these advisors encouraged us to go ahead (e.g. paragraph of telegram No. 187 of Octo-
ber 26 from the delegation to Ottawa).

(3) Our inability over a long period to get any response whatsoever from the Americans
on this question should be mentioned in particular. We were given to understand during
this period that United States policy had not been decided because Mr. Dulles himself had
not made up his mind. In the meantime, we found ourselves almost involuntarily out in
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front and could not ignore the requests from all quarters in the Assembly that we should
take a lead.

(4) Mr. Dulles’s complaint about lack of consultation sounds reasonable enough but he is,
no doubt unintentionally, virtually suggesting that we should not have proceeded without
United States consent. We did consult the United States from the moment we began con-
sidering what we should do. After a very considerable time the Americans made it clear to
us that their views were different. At that point we had the alternative of accepting the
American opinion with which we did not agree or continuing on our own. By that time we
could not have turned back even if we had wanted to do so, as others were ready to take the
lead. There was not much point, however, in concerting action with a country which had
made it clear that it did not agree with what we were doing. Naturally our association from
then on was not of the same kind as it is in the vast majority of cases when we are in
agreement on a resolution or a proposal.

(5) These arguments are, of course, not ones which should be submitted in this form to
the State Department, but they might be useful for your own background information.

32 DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I'Assembiée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 365 New York, November 30, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London No. 194; Paris No. 127, Washington No. 157.

NEW MEMBERS

Early this afternoon the co-sponsors of our draft resolution on this subject met to dis-
cuss the next step in procedure leading to discussion by the Assembly. Twenty-seven
member states were represented at the meeting. Chile and Ethopia have added their names
to the original group of twenty-five. We understand that Ecuador and the Dominican
Republic also wish to be added.

2. The meeting first discussed whether we should proceed now with the discussion in the
Ad Hoc Political Committee. Mr. Martin explained that the Palestine item was likely to
conclude today. Menon confirmed that his delegation had no wish to press for the discus-
sion of the item on the treatment of Indians in South Africa, which item was originally
scheduled to be debated after Palestine refugees. It was clearly the view of the co-sponsors
that the item on new members should now be discussed. It was agreed that the chairman of
that Committee should express his impression that it was the wish of the Committee that
the admission of new members be discussed next. If no one objected, the chairman would
declare that the new item would be discussed at the following meeting, that is, on Decem-
ber 1. Prince Wan, who was present, was perfectly agreeable.

3. The meeting also discussed whether Belaunde or Mr. Martin should initiate the discus-
sion. Menon, Munro and others considered it advisable and courteous to let Belaunde, as
Chairman of the Good Offices Committee, present his report, a report which the item calls
for. Spender and some others were of the view that Belaunde might start the discussion on
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the wrong note and they would prefer that Mr. Martin spoke first. It was agreed that the
chairman and Mr. Martin should discuss the matter with Belaunde to seek a mutually
acceptable procedure.

4. The meeting discussed how to deal with the Russian amendment. Mr. Martin pointed
out that in the Canadian view the Russian suggestion that the eighteen states be listed
would be divisive in consequence and would not help our general purpose of having the
Assembly express itself with the greatest possible authority. It was clear that the Soviet
objective was to ensure, as far as possible, that a two-thirds majority would be forthcoming
from the Assembly for the Soviet candidates. This result might, however, not be obtained
and, on the contrary, the Assembly might speak with a divided voice. It was more than
likely that some delegation would ask for a vote upon the list, country by country.

5. Australia, Pakistan and Sweden supported Mr. Martin strongly. The Burmese represen-
tative was of the same opinion and urged that all the co-sponsors make an effort to per-
suade the Soviet Union to withdraw its amendment. Menon expressed the view that the
Soviet amendment could not be voted down, that the Russians had good reasons for press-
ing the amendment but that these reasons were likely to disappear once a number of dele-
gations had expressed their views on the admission of new members in the committee. He
believed that at a later stage the Soviet Union would either withdraw the amendment or not
press it to a vote. Menon said that he had made a considerable effort to persuade the Soviet
delegation not to table their amendment.

6. Mr. Martin pointed out that he, Munro and Sarper had urged Malik to reconsider care-
fully the consequences of the Soviet amendment. They had all argued that the amendment
would weaken the present draft resolution.

7. The representative of Denmark said that the Soviet amendment had clearly been
advanced because the Soviet delegation were suspicious of Western intentions. They
wished to ensure that the draft resolution encompassed the applications from eighteen
states and not something less. He hoped that the Soviet apprehensions would disappear
once the supporters of the resolution had had an opportunity to state their positions. There
was reason to believe that in these circumstances the Soviet Union would not press its
amendment to a vote. '

8. As soon as the proceedings concerning Palestine refugees had been completed, Prince
Wan reminded the committee of the suggestion that the admission of new members be
discussed next. He hastily added that there appeared to be no objection and that the item
would therefore be discussed tomorrow afternoon. He then adjourned the meeting. No del-
egation seemed interested in opposing the procedure which the chairman suggested.

9. The announcement yesterday of the Chinese delegation that it would if necessary veto
the application of Outer Mongolia was discussed at the meeting of co-sponsors. It was
clearly considered to be an issue which did not arise at the present stage. There is some
speculation that this Chinese announcement is an opening bid in the process of bargaining,
although the possibility that the Chinese Government is in earnest cannot be dismissed. We
understand that Eisenhower’s first appeal, made in the middle of last week, to Chiang Kai-
Shek to agree not to veto Quter Mongolia was rejected. A second appeal by Eisenhower
was still awaiting answer when the announcement was made yesterday.*

9 Voir/See FRUS 1955-1957, Volume XI, pp. 388-389, 464.
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33. DEA/5475-CR-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Head, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly

TELEGRAM Y-184 Ottawa, November 30, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Washington No. Y-2025.

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS — REPORTED CHINESE NATIONALIST
INTENTION TO VETO OUTER MONGOLIA

Although it has been reported in the press that President Eisenhower has made two
appeals to President Chiang Kai-shek that the Chinese Nationalist Representative in the
Security Council should refrain from using the veto to block the entry of Outer Mongolia
into the United Nations, and thereby upset the so called package deal, you may consider
that as Canada has been a principal sponsor of the admission of the eighteen applicants it
might be appropriate for you to speak to the Chinese Ambassador to Canada, Dr. Liu
Chieh, who, we understand, is with the Chinese delegation in New York at the present
time.

2. If you do decide to speak to Dr. Liu we think that you should be careful to avoid any
implication that if the Chinese Nationalists should refrain from vetoing the application of
Outer Mongolia Canada would reverse its policy trend on recognition of the Peking régime
but you could imply that the trend toward recognition in Canada and in other countries
might well be accelerated if the Chinese Nationalists should block this Canadian initiative
when other governments like that of the United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to
forego the veto in this instance.

3. You might wish to start off by telling Dr. Liu something about our role in taking this
initiative, emphasizing the very strong desire of certain of the applicants like Japan, Italy
and Spain to get into the United Nations and the extent to which they are relying on this
resolution to achieve that objective. You might indicate the efforts that have been made
over the years to get Security Council members to renounce the use of the veto on the
applications of new members.

4. It is for the Chinese Nationalist government of course to weigh the various factors
involved in this case. No doubt they have strong direct reasons for opposing the entry of
Outer Mongolia in the United Nations. Neither are we enthusiastic about this prospect but
view it as part of a whole in which we think that the advantages for the non-communist
world and the United Nations as a whole outweigh the disadvantages. We hope that the
Chinese Nationalist government will give similar consideration to these broad factors and
also to the likely effect on public and governmental opinion in countries with which they
still maintain official relations if they should persist in vetoing the application of Quter
Mongolia in the Security Council.

(J.] LEGER
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34. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 371 New York, December 1, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London No. 199; Paris No. 132; Washington No. 162.

NEW MEMBERS

On December 2 in the afternoon there will be a meeting of the co-sponsors of our draft
resolution specifically to consider two amendments which the Indian delegation has now
suggested. They are: (a) to substitute in the second operative paragraph after the words
“applications for membership of” and for the word “all” the words “eighteen countries
which are”; (b) add the following as the third operative paragraph and renumber accord-
ingly: “3. Request the President of the General Assembly to transmit to the Security Coun-
cil this resolution and the proceedings in the General Assembly leading to its adoption.”*

2. (b) should give us no trouble although the procedure hardly seems necessary. Menon
has paved the way by requesting that a verbatim record be kept in the Ad Hoc Political
Committee of the debate on new members.

3. The Indian suggestion (a) is designed to remove the strong suspicion which the Soviet
delegation has that our resolution as presently drafted does not encompass a group of eigh-
teen. The Indians argue that if their amendment is accepted by the other co-sponsors, it will
strengthen our efforts to persuade the Soviet delegation either to withdraw their own
amendment (which lists the applicant States) or not to press it to a vote. The Indians have
strengthened their own case by persuading the Afro-Asians among the co-sponsors that the
Indian suggestion is a good one. Moreover, undoubtedly most of our co-sponsors who
speak in the debate will emphasize that the present language in the draft resolution does
mean eighteen, although not necessarily “eighteen or nothing”, which is the Soviet delega-
tion’s position. In all these circumstances we think it would be inadvisable to oppose the
Indian suggestion and we shall ultimately take this position in the meeting of co-sponsors
tomorrow unless you instruct otherwise or there is strong opposition from others among
our group, like the Scandinavians, Australia and New Zealand.

4. After listening to Kuznetsov’s most unhelpful statement in the Ad Hoc Political Com-
mittee today we have little doubt that the Soviet delegation will continue to insist on eigh-
teen admissions or nothing. It is our impression that the United States and the United
Kingdom delegations are likewise persuaded. The previous reasons for maintaining some
flexibility as to the number of members to be admitted now seem less pressing. Accord-
ingly there is now not much point in avoiding the word “eighteen”.

41 Le 2 décembre 1955, le Ministere s’est rangé a I’avis exprimé dans ce message et a accepté les modifi-
cations proposées par I'Inde.
On December 2, 1955, the Department agreed with the views expressed in this message and accepted
the amendments suggested by India.
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35. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 373 New York, December 1, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Your telegram Y-184 of November 30.
Repeat London No. 200; Paris No. 133; Washington No. 164.

NEW MEMBERS

We were unable to arrange a meeting with Liu until after the Ad Hoc Political Commit-
tee had begun the debate on the admission of new members. Immediately after the meeting
this afternoon, however, Messrs. Martin and MacKay discussed the matter with Tsiang and
Liu.

2. We began the discussion by enquiring about the Chinese attitude toward the resolution
which the Canadian delegation had introduced in the Ad Hoc Committee. Tsiang stated
that his instructions were, as indicated in the announcement he made two days ago, to veto
“if necessary”, the application of Quter Mongolia. He stated that, as far as he was aware,
Chiang Kai-shek had not replied to the second appeal made by Eisenhower. (The United
States delegation told us today that no reply had been received to the second message from
the President).

3. Mr. Martin then reviewed the circumstances in which we had pressed our initiative
designed to bring about the admission of eighteen new members. He pointed out, as he had
done in his statement in the Ad Hoc Committee, how important this development was for
the United Nations and for international relations generally. He expressed the hope that the
Chinese government would find it possible to facilitate the aim for which Canada and a
large majority of the members of the United Nations were striving. He stated that we were
aware of the fact that Tsiang intended to speak on the subject at tomorrow’s meeting of the
Ad Hoc Committee. He said we hoped that Tsiang would bear in mind the consequences
which might derive from any adverse position which he might adopt in the debate.

4. Tsiang said that his government was aware of the significance of the present proceed-
ings in the Ad Hoc Committee. Notwithstanding his present instructions, in his statement
tomorrow (December 2), he would not “cross the Rubicon”. When questioned he said that
he would not say anything tomorrow which would prejudge the position which the Chinese
delegation might adopt in the Security Council when the outstanding applications for
membership were being considered.

5. He went on to express his opinion that his instructions concerning the veto of the
application of Outer Mongolia would not be changed. He said that Chiang Kai-shek’s reply
to Eisenhower’s second message would like the first be negative. He did add, however, that
time might provide a solution to the present problem. When questioned on this point he
said that although the General Assembly might endorse our draft resolution by an over-
whelming majority, if some time were allowed, he suggested several months, for the
Security Council to implement the request embodied in our resolution, it might then be
possible to arrive at a satisfactory solution (our draft resolution of course requests the
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Security Council to report to the present session). The implication seems to be that the
Chinese Nationalists are interested in buying time.

6. This conversation bears out the information which the United States delegation has
given us about the suicidal state of mind of the Chinese Nationalists. It was for this reason,
no doubt, that the Japanese observer here has been suggesting to the United States delega-
tion and through them to us that if some assurance could be given to Chiang Kai-shek that
his régime could survive for a further period, presumably until after the next presidential
election in the United States, he would agree not to block the admission of the group of
eighteen. As we reported on the telephone Belaunde has already given some such assur-
ance on behalf of the Latin Americans. We agree that we should not give any undertaking
to that effect. It might, however, be helpful if some other delegations, representing differ-
ent areas, were to urge the Chinese, as we have done, to bear in mind the consequences
which might follow quickly on the heels of a veto of any application for membership. The
combination of the Latin American carrot and the threat of a big stick by others might have
the desired effect on Chiang Kai-shek notwithstanding his suicidal tendencies.

7. We need not dwell in this telegram on the unfortunate consequences which might
derive from a Chinese veto which would wreck the present move to facilitate the admission
of new members. It is becoming increasingly clear Menon is paving the way for swift
retribution by devising means for calling the General Assembly into session early in the
new year. I refer to his draft resolution on disarmament which is being reported
separately.*

36. DEA/5475-CR-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL Washington, December 2, 1955

Dear Mike [Pearson],

Although this cannot leave until Monday’s bag (December 5), I think I had better
record right away, while it is fresh in my memory, my conversation earlier this afternoon
with Livingston Merchant about Mr. Dulles’ charge that we failed to consult adequately
with the U.S. government concerning our initiative in the United Nations with respect to
new members.

2. I had let Merchant know in advance what I wanted to talk about and began by saying
that I came to him for two reasons: first, he was present when the Secretary called
Glazebrook in on November 22nd, and second, our personal friendship would make it eas-
ier for me to speak with complete frankness. I added that I had waited until you and Paul
Martin had had a chance to see Cabot Lodge in New York, and that later on — probably
toward the end of next week, I proposed to seek an interview with Dulles to enter a more
formal rebuttal of his allegations.

“ Voir Nations Unies, Assemblée générale : Documents officiels, dixiéme session, Points 17 et 66 de
I’ordre du jour, New York : Nations Unies, 1955, p. 8, document A/C.1/L.149/Rev. 1.
See United Nations, General Assembly: Official Records, Tenth Session, Agenda Items 17 and 66, New
York: United Nations, 1955, p. 7, Document A/C.1/L.149/Rev. 1.
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3. Then I ran over briefly the high points of our consultations on the new members
problem with various U.S. officials in Washington, in Ottawa and in New York. These
extended over a period of some three months, and I said we intended to record, for their
elucidation, the main features of this story, which I was confident would demolish com-
pletely the charge of non-consultation. The U.S. government had been made aware of our
views and intentions in August and at various stages prior to the tabling of our resolution
they had had ample opportunity to express their views.

4. I then went on to say that, in these circumstances, we had been, to put it mildly,
surprised that the Secretary of State should, in my absence, summon the Minister at the
Embassy and haul him over the coals in the way he did. (I did use the word “resent” with
Merchant, though I said I would probably employ a less undiplomatic term when I saw
Dulles). We took particular exception to Dulles’ reference to what the U.S. government
had “done for Canada” in putting us on the same basis as Venezuela in regard to imports of
oil. Nor did we appreciate, even if it were attributed to a hypothetical Member of Congress,
the suggestion that you and Molotov had cooked up a deal in Moscow.

5. The Secretary’s complaint in this matter, I continued, caused us to wonder about the
nature of consultation generally between our two governments. Merchant was quite aware
that in all subjects in which we knew the U.S. government were interested we made an
effort, at different levels, to keep them informed of our views and intentions and to seek
theirs. He also knew that I had deliberately made it a practice not to bother the Secretary
himself unless there was good reason. I could quite easily alter this custom and beat regu-
larly on his door though I would prefer out of consideration for Dulles to continue to deal
with his senior officials, except on special occasions.

6. On the whole, I said, we on our side had no complaint on the extent of their reciprocity
in consulting us, considering the number and variety of their responsibilities and preoc-
cupations. We assumed that when Mr. Dulles spoke of consultation on our part he was not
suggesting that the United States be given a veto over any action we proposed. On Monday
next we were to engage, with high American officials, in another “meeting of consulta-
tion”.* I had seen little evidence of much enthusiasm or even interest on this occasion on
the U.S. side. Perhaps we should consider putting an end to these periodic meetings and
rely upon the normal diplomatic channels.

7. I then made reference to the fact that wherever you had gone on your recent trip you
had made a point of seeing and talking to the local U.S. representatives. You had also,
incidentally, gone out of your way to defend and explain American policies in countries
not notably friendly to the United States. There had been no slightest acknowledgement of
this from Washington, and you returned to encounter a complaint from the Secretary, and
one without any foundation in fact. As to the issue itself — new members for the United
Nations — we were following a course in New York which we believed to be in the gen-
eral interest of the United Nations, and in the particular interest of Canada, the United
States and the free world. We remained of that opinion for reasons which we had exposed
fully to the United States and to our other allies and friends. You fully endorsed the attitude
and actions of the Delegation in New York and this had been made quite clear to Lodge.

8. Finally I told Merchant that the suggestion that we (and you in particular) were not
“friendly” to the present U.S. administration — a suggestion raised in a high official quar-
ter — was strongly resented by us all. He knew quite well that this was utterly baseless.

4 Voir/See Document 307.
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9. When I paused to draw breath, Merchant responded to this calculated outburst by
saying that there were a number of reasons which occurred to him why the Secretary had
spoken as he had in his interview with Glazebrook. In the first place, the fact that he had
been so frank and, admittedly “rough” was a measure of the intimacy of our relationship.
He would not have talked that way to the British Ambassador. (A double edged observa-
tion I thought though not intended as such). In the second place, he was willing to admit
that there had probably been some lack of co-ordination in the State Department so that
Dulles was not fully aware of the consultations which had taken place between Canadian
and U.S. officials. In the third place (and he said this very privately) the U.S. government
had not decided upon a policy on new members until the Secretary himself had taken a
decision in the aircraft on his way back from the Geneva meeting. (This, of course, is very
significant and confirms our own strong suspicions). In the fourth place, it certainly had
been a shock for the Secretary to learn first of the Canadian resolution from Franco in
Madrid (no matter whose fault that was, Merchant implied). Finally, it was the inclusion of
Outer Mongolia in the Canadian package which had really shaken Dulles. The implications
for relations between the United States and Nationalist China were very grave. And here
Merchant too introduced the spectre of Yalta.* (He added, incidentally, that if the Nation-
alists did veto Mongolia he supposed no one would believe that the U.S. had not put them
up to it). Finally Merchant said that Glazebrook had conducted himself admirably at the
interview with Dulles.

10. Answering Merchant’s somewhat apologetic defence, I said that I found it difficult to
understand why the United States had been surprised by the “inclusion” of Outer
Mongolia. We were convinced that without it there was no hope of Soviet concurrence and
the State Department should have been quite aware, a long time back, that we felt it worth-
while swallowing Mongolia to gain the larger end. However, it was not the merits we were
discussing, but the procedure. We had our point of view, arrived at after weighing carefully
the various factors — the United States government had theirs. What was involved, at the
moment, was whether we had discharged our neighbourly obligation to consult the United
States. We certainly felt that we had.

11. Merchant said that he was in no doubt at all of the value which the U.S. government
attached to close consultation with the Canadian authorities. They certainly wished to con-
tinue the closest contacts and in particular the “meetings of consultation”. He was glad that
I had spoken as frankly as I had, and agreed that I should see the Secretary of State and that
it would be wise for me to leave with him a memorandum on the facts of consultation in
this case. He would welcome the opportunity himself of seeing the paper before it went to
Dulles.

%011 semble que ce soit 12 une référence au premier article de 1’accord de Yalta concernant I’entrée de

I'Union soviétique dans la guerre contre le Japon. Il y est dit que le « status quo in Outer Mongolia (The
Mongolian People’s Republic) shall be preserved. » La politique des Etats-Unis a Yalta a suscité une
grande controverse aprés la publication des documents de la conférence en 1955. Voir United States,
Department of State, FRUS, The Conferences at Malta and Yalta 1945, Washington: United States Gov-
ermment Printing Office, 1955.
This appears to be a reference to the first article of the Yalta agreement regarding the entry of the Soviet
Union into the war against Japan. It states that the “status quo in Outer Mongolia (The Mongolian
People’s Republic) shall be preserved.” United States policy at Yalta was the subject of considerable
controversy following the publication of the conference papers in 1955. See United States, Department
of State, FRUS, The Conferences at Malta and Yalta 1945, Washington: United States Government
Printing Office, 1955.
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12. There for the moment the matter rests. I believe that my talk with Merchant may have
some good results (even though of short duration), apart from mere rebuttal of the Dulles
charge. We shall now draft a brief memorandum and I shall seek an interview with the
Secretary when I shall hope to enter the rebuttal to his charge in terms rather different from
those which I was able to employ with my friend Livvy Merchant.

Yours sincerely,

ARNOLD [HEENEY]

37. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 381 New York, December 3, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Your telegram No. V-189 of December 2.1
Repeat London No. 203; Paris No. 136; Washington No. 169.

NEW MEMBERS

Before the meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee in the afternoon of December 2 we held a
meeting of the co-sponsors of our draft resolution to discuss the revisions which Menon
had suggested and which we reported to you in our telegram 371 of December 1. We
discussed first the proposal to include the word “eighteen” in the second operative
paragraph.

2. As soon as Menon had made his suggestion for changing the wording, the Brazilian
representative and several others suggested alternatives, all of which had the same effect,
that is, of mentioning “eighteen” in the text. There seemed to be general agreement that if
the inclusion of this word would allay Soviet suspicion and would tend to persuade the
Soviet delegation to withdraw its amendment, it would seem desirable for the co-sponsors
to make the suggested revision.

3. There was, however, some difference of opinion about the timing of the revision. The
representatives of New Zealand, Burma, Iran, Indonesia and Yugoslavia expressed the
view that it might be desirable to withhold our revision until more statements had been
made in the general debate and the position of various Delegations became more clear. Mr.
Martin said that we were in favour of withholding the revision which might be made to
greater advantage a little later on. However, it was clear that Menon was determined to
have this revision made at once. In the heated discussion which took place Menon stated
that his Delegation would not be party to any draft resolution on this subject which was
“deliberately equivocal”. He seemed unduly annoyed at interventions made by Barrington
of Burma and Entezam of Iran.

4. As a result the meeting agreed that the word “eighteen” should be inserted in the
second operative paragraph between the words “membership of all those” and the words
“about which”. This revision has been circulated in Document A/AC.80/L.31/Rev.1
December 2, 1955. Because the meeting had to adjourn to allow delegates to attend the Ad
Hoc Political Committee, no consideration was given to Menon’s second suggestion about
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the additional operative paragraph. He may be disposed to drop this suggestion which we
regard as inconsequential.’!

38. DEA/5475-CR-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 389 New York, December 6, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London No. 204; Paris No. 137; Washington No. 170.

NEW MEMBERS

There remain eight delegations inscribed to speak in the general debate on this subject.
They are Peru, India, Venezuela, Soviet Union, China, Canada, France and the United
States. In view of the general tenor of the debate it may not be necessary for us to inter-
vene again. We did, however, at an earlier stage consider it desirable to request another
opportunity to speak. If we do intervene again, it will be briefly to summarize our impres-
sion of the views which have been expressed by more than 35 delegations. There seems
little doubt that the joint draft resolution which Canada and 27 other delegations have co-
sponsored will receive overwhelming support in the committee. We understand that the
Soviet amendment, listing the 18 countries the applications of which are recommended for
consideration by the Security Council, will not be pressed to the vote. We hope the Cuban
delegation will not press its amendments but if they are put to the vote we propose to vote
against them. It is clear from the statements of a majority of other delegations that the
Cuban amendments will not be accepted.

2. The timetable for future developments is likely to be as follows: The Ad Hoc Commit-
tee will adopt the joint draft resolution tomorrow, probably late in the afternoon; the
Assembly will meet in plenary session on Thursday and presumably will adopt the report
of the committee; the Security Council will more than likely meet on Friday to consider
applications for membership, in accordance with the draft resolution. The recommenda-
tions of the Security Council would then be considered by the General Assembly early next
week. This timetable emerged as a result of a procedural discussion in the Ad Hoc Political
Committee this afternoon. Menon initiated this discussion at our suggestion and no objec-
tion was voiced when the chairman outlined the programme. This evening Munro, who is
president of the Security Council this month, stated his intention to convene the security
council on Friday.

3. We believe strongly that it is desirable to proceed with despatch in this matter. The
overwhelming opinion in the committee is undoubtedly in favour of immediate action. The
position of the Chinese delegation has yet to be clarified (in fact the Japanese observer
informed us today that the reply from Formosa to Eisenhower’s second message was

3! Pour le texte final de la résolution, voir Nations Unies, Documents officiels de I’'Assemblée générale,
dixiéme session, Supplément N° 19 (A/3116), Résolutions, résolution 918 (X), 8 décembre 1955, p. 10.
For the final text of the resolution, see United Nations, Official Records of the General Assembly, Tenth
Session, Supplement No. 19 (A/3116), Resolutions, Resolution 918 (X), December 8, 1955, p. 8.
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unfavourable but that a third message was being sent urging reconsideration and sug-
gesting that there was some assurance that the moratorium would not be re-opened in the
immediate future). A significant number of speakers in the general debate in the Ad Hoc
Committee have appealed to the Chinese delegation not to block (sweeping?) tide in
favour of admitting all eighteen applicants. There have also been references to the reper-
cussions which might result from a Chinese veto. There is no doubt that the Chinese dele-
gation has been taking careful note of these observations.

4. Another diversion has been the attempt of the French delegation to obtain some assur-
ance from other delegations, principally the Latin Americans, concerning the proposal that,
if the eighteen new members are admitted, the rules of procedure should be revised to
require a two-thirds majority for the inscription of items on the agenda. We are told that the
French are having some success but now is not the time to reach a clear-cut understanding
in that regard. We have no reason to believe that the French are prepared to block the
admission of the eighteen new members, regardless of the outcome of their present
manoeuvre.

5. The pressure of opinion in favour of admitting the whole group of eighteen is strong.
The atmosphere for the solution of this long standing programme has never been as favour-
able as it is now. We are, therefore, cautiously hopeful that the results we desire will be
obtained.

39. DEA/8508-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion hebdomadaire
des directions

Extract from Weekly Divisional Notes

SECRET Ottawa, December 12, 1955%

THE UNITED NATIONS

1. ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

United Nations Division: On December 7th the Ad Hoc Political Committee approved the
28 power draft resolution, initiated by Canada, exhorting the Security Council to consider
“the pending applications for membership of all those 18 countries about which no prob-
lem of unification arises”. The vote was 52 in favour, 2 against (China and Cuba), with 5
abstentions (Belgium, France, Greece, Israel and the United States). The General Assem-
bly approved this resolution the next day by an identical vote.

On December 13 the Security Council met to consider this resolution. After the USSR
had first vetoed a Chinese amendment calling for the addition of South Korea and South
Vietnam to the list of those recommended for admission, the Council proceeded to consider
the original resolution. China then vetoed the application of Outer Mongolia, whereupon
the USSR retaliated by vetoing all 13 non-communist candidates and as a result the resolu-
tion as a whole was defeated.

52 La date fait référence a la semaine au cours de laquelle la réunion s’est tenue, c’est-a-dire du 12 au 17
décembre 1955.
The date refers to the week in which the meeting was held, e.g. December 12 - December 17, 1955.
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The following day, the Security Council reassembled to consider a Soviet draft resolu-
tion calling for the recommendation of all those applicants on the previous list except
Japan and Mongolia. The U.S. Delegation then proposed an amendment adding Japan and
this received 10 favourable votes and one negative vote cast by the USSR and constituting
a veto. The USSR resolution was then voted on and, after each of the 16 applicants had
been approved individually, the resolution as a whole was adopted by a vote of 8 in favour,
none against, and 3 abstentions (Belgium, China and U.S.).

When the voting concluded the U.S. submitted a further resolution to the effect that the
Security Council recommends to the General Assembly that it admit Japan to the U.N. at
its 11th session. A decision on this matter was postponed for a day at the request of the
USSR.

At an emergency plenary session that evening, the Assembly approved by large majori-
ties the recommendations of the Security Council and a draft Assembly resolution to the
same effect (submitted by 30 powers including Canada). As a result the following states
became members of the U.N.: Albania, Jordan, Ireland, Portugal, Hungary, Italy, Austria,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Finland, Ceylon, Nepal, Libya, Cambodia, Laos and Spain.

40. DEA/5475-CR-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], December 20, 1955

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WITH MR. DULLES
PARIS, DECEMBER 135, 1955

Mr. Dulles asked me when I reached Paris if I could call on him at the U.S. Embassy
before the opening meeting of the NATO Council for a talk. I did so, and we had about 45
minutes together, Thursday morning.

The time was devoted almost entirely to the misunderstanding which had arisen over
the alleged inadequacy on our part of consultation with them in regard to the proposal for
enlarging U.N. membership. Mr. Dulles had been informed that I objected to the criticism
which he had made of our non-consultative tactics in this matter. I reaffirmed my objection
and once again emphasized that in our view we had been very careful to keep them
informed of every move that we were making. For his benefit, I went over the record,
which surely confirmed the validity of our position in this argument.

Mr. Dulles said that we perhaps did not appreciate the importance that was attached in
Washington to the proposed inclusion of Outer Mongolia in the list of members. Politically
this was most embarrassing for them as it would have revived the whole Yalta controversy,
and as it would involve a Chinese Nationalist veto with serious resulting complications. He
assured me that Senator Knowland and other congressmen would make a major political
issue out of the Outer Mongolian inclusion and that they were already blaming Canada, in
particular, for subjecting the United States to this embarrassment.

I reminded Mr. Dulles that I had discussed this matter with him at the U.S. Embassy in
Ottawa even before I went to Russia and that at that time he had given no indication of the
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strength of his feeling about Outer Mongolia. Indeed, he had not even mentioned Outer
Mongolia, though he had indicated U.S. difficulties in the acceptance of Roumania, Hun-
gary and Bulgaria.

Mr. Dulles remembered the conversation very well and also agreed that Outer Mongolia
had not been mentioned. The reason for this, he said, was that he had no idea that Outer
Mongolia was even being considered in our list as part of any “package deal”. This, he
said, was where the misunderstanding began.

I said that in my view we had the right to draw quite the opposite conclusions from his
silence because I had specifically mentioned Outer Mongolia in Parliament in Ottawa, and
the Embassy in conversations in Washington, as one of the “18”. Mr. Dulles said he had
not been informed of my remarks in Parliament and, indeed, may not have been kept suffi-
ciently informed of discussions in Washington. He therefore not only regretted the misun-
derstanding, but also that Mr. Heeney had not taken the matter up direct with him or with
Mr. Hoover. He understood that discussions had been with officials of the State Depart-
ment on a lower level. I replied that as I remembered it, Mr. Heeney had had a discussion
with Mr. Hoover, as I had had certainly with him. We also naturally assumed that this
Department would have kept him informed of our views. Therefore I did not feel that we
had any occasion to apologize, either in regard to the substance of the matter or the proce-
dure adopted. It certainly was unfortunate that I did not realize that he had always excluded
Outer Mongolia from any list. If he had told me this at the beginning, we would, of course,
have given careful consideration to his views before we proceeded further. However we
still felt that the original package deal of “18” was wise, as we had been categorically
assured by the Russians that it was 18 or nothing.

Mr. Dulles argued that by the inclusion of Outer Mongolia from the beginning we had
forfeited any room for bargaining or manoeuvre, and in the event it had been left to
Nationalist China to bring about a satisfactory bargain by its courage in using the veto.
“Chiang Kai-shek was now the hero.” I said I could not feel this way about a veto which
negated the will of 52 member countries of the United Nations, but I agreed that the sud-
den Soviet volte face, whatever might have inspired it, had given us a way out of our
difficulties. We had got 16 out of the 18, and for that result the Russians, not the Chinese
Nationalists, would now claim the credit.

I then referred to the rumours in Washington that I had plotted in Moscow with Mr.
Molotov to bring about the admission of 18. I reminded Mr. Dulles that I had informed the
State Department of my talk with Mr. Molotov on this subject, which had been very brief
and non-committal. If I had, in fact, been plotting with Mr. Molotov against the United
States on this issue, I was a pretty inept plotter in keeping the victim so carefully
informed! Mr. Dulles said he did not, of course, himself share this suspicion for a minute,
but some congressmen had been spreading this story around. I expressed the hope that if
Mr. Dulles heard anything more of this in Washington he would do his best to refute what
was an absurd allegation. I told him that I resented this kind of story very much, as he
would, and also certain “New York” insinuations that I was not anxious to co-operate with
the American Administration in matters of this kind because they were Republican, and I
was a well-known Democrat-lover. Dulles said that such talk was, of course, complete
nonsense; that he had been very happy about our co-operative and friendly relations while
he was Secretary of State and had no complaint of any kind to make. He knew about this
kind of insinuation in New York and where it originated. He thought that certain people in
New York were too “political” in their approach to many subjects. He also felt that there
was a special difficulty in consultation over U.N. matters because some of “their people” in
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New York approved of the “package of 18”, and may not have passed on our views to
Washington in sufficient detail.

Mr. Dulles, while regretting the whole incident, said that he was delighted with the
eventual result, but also extremely surprised by it. Last night he said he went to sleep in
distress and despair. He thought that the situation was so tragic and its repercussions might
be so serious as to affect the attitude of the United States to the United Nations generally.
He was especially worried over the effect on opinion of the exclusion of the United States
from the meeting of “52”, something which he deplored. However, with the news this
morning of the acceptance of the 16, most of his worries had vanished. He hoped also that
any ill feeling and misunderstanding that had existed would vanish too. I assured him that
on my part it had been removed, and would not affect our good relations in the future or
our agreement on the necessity of close and constant consultation on all matters of mutual
interest.

He then asked me to ride with him to the NATO Council meeting, where we could be
photographed together as we entered the building!!

We had little opportunity to talk about anything else except Germany, which he agreed
with me should be discussed very thoroughly at the forthcoming meeting. He was most
anxious to hear our views on the subject, and I told him that he would very shortly have
that pleasure.

He said he had been reading my statements and reports on Russia since my return,
which he thought admirable. He thanked me most warmly for having kept the State
Department informed of the discussions on my recent trip and he had already written me
formally from Washington to that effect.

Mr. Dulles was very friendly — if somewhat defensive — throughout and, indeed,
maintained that friendly attitude during the Council meeting, making a special effort, so I
thought, to chat with me in an amiable and informal way at every opportunity.s3

53 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Léger This might be teletyped at once to Wash[ington] Embassy. L.B. P[earson]
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SUBDIVISION 1V/SUB-SECTION IV

ENERGIE ATOMIQUE
ATOMIC ENERGY

SUBDIVISION 1/SUB-SECTION 1

EFFETS DES RADIATIONS ATOMIQUES
EFFECTS OF ATOMIC RADIATION

41. DEA/5475-GE-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

RESTRICTED [Ottawa], June 8, 1955

STUDIES OF THE EFFECTS OF H-BOMB EXPLOSIONS

Since the Bikini explosion over a year ago, we have received a steady flow of letters
protesting about the continuance of H-Bomb tests. Many of these letters point to the
numerous statements made by eminent scientists since the first explosion, warning of the
dangers to mankind if these tests are allowed to continue. Of course, the majority of the
letters have been from Communist organizations. Since January of this year, we have at
your direction ceased to answer such letters, except in special circumstances. Only a very
few letters of the hundreds received — perhaps only one in fifty — have come from ordi-
nary citizens disturbed over the possible dangers of H-Bomb tests.

2. Although the proportion of letters written without an ulterior motive is small, we have
sought to avoid giving perfunctory answers. Until March of this year, replies both from the
Prime Minister’s Office and from the Department customarily referred to your statement
made in the House on March 31, 195454

3. On March 7, 1955 Mr. Knowles asked you what the Government’s attitude was to the
proposal of the Federation of American Scientists that studies of the effects of H-Bomb
tests should be conducted by the United Nations.>> This question was the first of a series of
similar questions, which during March and April came from Messrs. Coldwell, Cameron,
Enfield, Goode, Knowles and Hamilton, and which drew replies from the Prime Minister,
Mr. Campney, Mr. Martin and Mr. Marler, as well as from yourself. Since most of the
questions had to do with the biological effects of radiation, Mr. Martin gave most of the
answers. These statements made by various members of the Government have provided a
basis for replies to the most recent letters from the public.

3 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1953-54, volume 4, pp. 3749-3751.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1953-54, Volume 4, pp. 3540-3541.

3 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1955, volume 2, p. 1864.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1955, Volume 2, p. 1766.
La proposition de la Federation of American Scientists est publiée dans le Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, Volume XI, No. 5, May 1955, pp. 185-186.
The proposal of the Federation of American Scientists is printed in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
Volume XI, No. 5, May 1955, pp. 185-186.
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4. You will recall that we attempted, with your approval, to find out from the United
Kingdom and the United States Governments what their attitude was to the Federation of
American Scientists’ proposal. The reply from London pointed out that it was doubtful
whether the U.S., the U.S.S.R. and the U.K. would release the information necessary to
make U.N. studies useful. The State Department raised the same objection.

5. Studies are therefore proceeding on a national basis; those in Canada as a result of Mr.
Martin’s recent proposal to the Cabinet. In the United States, the National Academy of
Sciences is beginning a broad programme of studies with the blessing of the Atomic
Energy Commission. We have made a number of attempts to obtain a full statement of the
U.S. position, and to find out all we can about these studies in particular, but have not been
able to obtain any substantial amount of information. There appear to be two reasons for
this: the fact that the U.S. authorities have not yet thought their way through the problem,
and the notorious reluctance of the Atomic Energy Commission to divulge any information
except under strong pressure.

6. This attitude continues to be the subject of sharp criticism in the United States itself,
from publications like the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and Newsweek. A number of United
States scientists have accused the A.E.C. of failing to reveal the true extent of the danger
from H-Bomb explosions. For example, Dr. Franklin Hutchison, a Yale physicist, recently
said that if A.E.C. officials “have data to back up their contention that there are no harmful
genetic effects from radiation, that’s just wonderful. The trouble is I don’t know of any
such data, and neither does anyone else to whom I’ve talked.”

7. So long as public statements of this sort continue to be made by reputable scientists,
the public position taken by the Government will continue to be unsatisfactory. The issue
may well be brought to a head at the Tenth Session of the General Assembly if the Swedish
Government implements its recent promise to seek the support of other nations for U.N.
studies of radiation effects. Our Legation in Stockholm reports that the Swedes were
forced by pressure in their parliament to commit themselves to this enterprise before they
were fully prepared to do so. It is still uncertain just how they will go about obtaining
support for their proposal, but it is unlikely that we will be embarrassed by a direct
approach from them. I have in mind also that no action has yet been taken on the Indian
request to have the Disarmament Commission consider the question of H-Bomb explo-
sions, although this request was originally made in April 1954 and has since been repeated.
Thus we have good reason to suppose that either the Swedes or the Indians or both will
take the initiative in demanding studies of the effects of H-Bomb explosions under United
Nations auspices at the Tenth Session of the General Assembly.

8. A proposal of this sort is undeniably attractive. To be successful, studies under U.N.
auspices would of course depend on the extent to which the U.S., the U.S.S.R. and the
U.K. are willing to co-operate in making information available. This might well prove an
insuperable obstacle. At the same time, it seems to be that we need to be able to take a
more positive attitude towards these proposals, particularly if a debate in the United
Nations takes place.

9. As you stated in reply to Mr. Knowles, the Government would not itself take the
initiative in proposing studies under the U.N., but would consider sympathetically any
practical suggestion brought forward by another member. To develop this position, I pro-
pose, if you approve, to present the case which is made above to the U.S. and U.K. authori-
ties. We could take advantage of the breathing space we have, now that tests in the
continental United States are over for this year. I believe that we should point out to the
U.S. and the U.K. that the subject is almost bound to be raised in the United Nations, and
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that it would therefore be prudent in our opinion to work out an agreed position in
advance. We might suggest, since the idea of some form of U.N. activity in this field is so
attractive to public opinion in the free world, that it should not be rejected except after
careful consideration, and even then, not in an unsympathetic manner. Should it appear on
examination that there is nothing the United Nations can usefully do in this field, then I
believe we should be prepared to suggest a substitute. This substitute should be as widely
supported as possible, and should, I think, include public assurances that our common
objective is to achieve as great a degree of international co-operation as is possible,
through the co-ordination of national programmes and the exchange of scientists and
information.3

JIULES] L{EGER]

42. DEA/5475-GE-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], September 14, 1955

UNITED NATIONS STUDY OF THE HAZARDS OF ATOMIC RADIATION

You will have seen from incoming telegrams that in accordance with Lodge’s statement
during the San Francisco Conference’” the Americans have submitted an item for the tenth
session of the General Assembly entitled: “Co-ordination of Information Relating to the
Effects of Atomic Radiation upon Human Life and Safety”.5® This matter has been dis-
cussed between the Americans, the British, the French and ourselves in Washington.

One of the main subjects of discussion related to the U.N. body which should undertake
the proposed study. At first the Americans considered that it might simply be done by a
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission. They pointed out that the membership
of the Commission (members of the Security Council [and] Canada) should be regarded as
acceptable to the Western powers and that this approach would have the great advantage of
avoiding the question of membership during the Assembly debate. The British and the
French were opposed to the American suggestion on the grounds that the proposed study
was concerned with the peaceful as well as the military uses of atomic energy. They were
also concerned lest the Sub-Committee be drawn into a discussion of some of the sensitive
aspects of the disarmament problem (e.g., nuclear tests) which easily lend themselves to
propaganda treatment. While we were inclined to agree with the French and the British on
this particular aspect, we did not express strong views since we saw advantages in the
United States approach in addition to that mentioned above pertaining to membership. In
the end the United States came round to the Anglo-French view and the latest proposals
which they put forward suggest the establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee.

6 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes L.B. Plearson]
57 Le discours de Lodge est reproduit dans/Lodge’s speech is reprinted in United States, Department of
State, Bulletin, Volume 33, No. 837, July 11, 1955, p. 54.
38 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume 33, No. 844, August 29, 1955, pp. 365-
366.
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On the question of membership, however, we agreed with the Americans that the Com-
mittee should consist of governmental scientists instead of independent scientists as sug-
gested by the British and the French. We recognized that the Anglo-French approach
would probably satisfy public opinion better. However, we wondered whether the advan-
tages derived from this approach might not be more than balanced by its disadvantages.
The nomination of scientists by the Secretary-General might become a tricky matter, even
assuming a sound decision by the Assembly on the composition of the Advisory Body
proposed by the British and the French to advise the Secretary-General in this connection.
Moreover, although they might agree on findings based on the information received, the
scientists, or a majority (or even a minority) of them, might cause serious trouble if they
start the argument that they are not receiving enough information to form a sound judg-
ment. There was also the possibility that the end product of the scientists’ work would
include some sort of Einstein-Russell statement which might unintentionally complicate
matters on the questions of the prohibition of nuclear weapons and total inspection, given
the facts of life in this field. Bearing in mind that the Governments cannot be forced to
release any information which they have decided to withhold, the establishment of a gov-
ernmental body seemed the best course to follow.

It would appear that the British, if not the French, are now agreeing to this view and the
latest United States paper suggests that the Ad Hoc Committee be composed of one scien-
tific representative from each of the following nations: United Kingdom, United States,
USSR, France, Australia, Canada, Brazil, India, Sweden and Japan.

The other major aspect discussed in Washington is the terms of reference of the pro-
posed Committee. We are inclined to agree with the United Kingdom and France that the
Committee should not merely be asked to assemble the information received from govern-
ments and forwarded to member states as the United States originally suggested but that it
should also pass some judgment on the material received. The latest United States paper
goes a fairly long way towards meeting the position of the other three countries (see
paragraphs C, D and E of Washington telegram No. 1565 of September 13,1 attached) and
there are indications that the British will not stress this matter further. We are wondering
whether in the last analysis the United States draft does not say as much as can be realisti-
cally expressed at this time on this subject. It is conceivable that national academies in
countries producing nuclear weapons will receive confidential information which will
enable them to draw final conclusions (without necessarily divulging this information),
while the Ad Hoc Committee as a whole may find it difficult to pass final judgment in the
light of the data which it receives.

After consultation with the Department of National Health and Welfare, we have sug-
gested that the Specialized Agencies should be brought into the picture since some of
them, e.g., WHO and UNESCO, are directly interested in this matter. The United Kingdom
has concurred in this suggestion and the United States draft contains a last paragraph
which covers this point substantially.

The Embassy in Washington has been informed that the views expressed above, which
have been approved by officials of the Departments of National Health and Welfare and
Defence Research Board, represented our thinking at the official level. I should greatly
appreciate knowing whether you concur with these views and with the general contents of
the United States draft resolution. Should you concur,” these views will be embodied in

39 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes L.B. P{earson]
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the instructions to the Canadian Delegation to the tenth session of the General Assembly
after consultation with the Minister of National Health and Welfare.®

JIULES] L{EGER]

43. DEA/5475-GE-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], September 22, 1955

ATOMIC RADIATION

We have now received confirmation that the United Kingdom has approved the latest
United States draft resolution on the above subject, the text of which appears in telegram
No. 7 of September 20t from the Canadian Delegation to the tenth session of the General
Assembly (copy attached). Except for a few changes of wording, this text is identical to the
draft which you approved last week.

The United States has asked both the United Kingdom and ourselves to sponsor their
draft resolution and the United Kingdom has already agreed to become co-sponsor. In view
of our close relations with both countries on atomic energy matters, I think we should
accede to the United States request. In the event that you agree with this course, the
attached telegram, authorizing the Delegation to accept Canadian co-sponsorship, has been
prepared for your signature.®!

J{ULES] L{EGER]

44. DEA/5475-GE-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
TELEGRAM V-91 Ottawa, October 28, 1955

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington V-1831; London V-1782.

ATOMIC RADIATION: TERMS OF REFERENCE OF AD HOC COMMITTEE

After consultation with Dr. Cipriani and Dr. Watkinson we agree with the suggestion
put forward to you yesterday by the former that the terms of reference of the Committee

% Voir/See Document 1.

! Pearson a accepté que le Canada coparraine la résolution américaine. Voir Ottawa 3 Washington,
télégramme N° 1651 du 24 septembre 1955, MAE/5475-GE-40.
Pearson agreed that Canada could co-sponsor the U.S. resolution. See Ottawa to Washington, telegram
No. 1651, September 24, 1955, DEA/5475-GE-40.



76 UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

should preferably be extended for the reasons indicated in Dr. Cipriani’s memorandum to
you.® We think this might be done by the insertion of a new paragraph C in the United
States draft resolution along the following lines:

C. To recommend to governments research problems which should be investigated in
order to provide the information required by the Committee.

2. The present paragraphs C, D and E would then become D, E and F respectively.

3. Dr. Cipriani has expressed the opinion that the security interests of powers making
nuclear tests would not be prejudiced as a result of the extension of the terms of reference
of the Committee in the sense indicated above.

4. We should appreciate your discussing this matter informally with the United States
Delegation with a view to ascertaining their reaction to the amendment suggested until this
amendment has seen fully considered in Washington and agreement has been reached at
least with the United States Delegation on the desirability of such an amendment whether
in its present or in revised form, we consider that we are not in a position to mention such
a change in the resolution in Canadian statements we may make at this stage. Ends.

45. DEA/5475-GE-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 210 New York, November 1, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Our telegram No. 206 of October 28.1
Repeat Washington No. 96; London No. 138.

ATOMIC RADIATION

This morming we discussed with the United Kingdom and United States Delegations the
amendment to the draft resolution suggested in your telegram No. V-91 of October 28. The
United States Delegation suggested that the point be met by adding at the end of paragraph
E the following phrase, as part of the same sentence, “and indications of research projects
which might require further study”. Dr. Cipriani said that this phraseology was acceptable
to him and we therefore agreed with this suggestion in which the United Kingdom also
concurred. The Swedish Representative in his statement yesterday made the same point as
that contained in our amendment when he said that his Delegation would give the Commit-
tee powers to recommend further avenues of research. Since the Scandinavian Delegations
may have a number of other suggestions which would be difficult to accept, it was agreed
at the meeting that the change in the text to meet the Canadian suggestion might be
presented to the Swedish Delegation as a change designed to meet their views. Since there
is still hope that Sweden may agree to be a co-sponsor and this may help to bring them in,
we concurred. We have in any case added to the statement to be made in the first Commit-

62 Non retrouvé./Not located.
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tee today by Mr. Martin a reference in general terms to the idea of the amendment,
although we do not refer to it as an amendment.%

2. Later this morning the United States, United Kingdom and Canadian Delegations met
with the Indian Delegation to discuss further amendments proposed by Menon. The draft
resolution as contained in our telegram No. 207 of October 287 already takes account of all
the amendments which Bhabha had proposed and the United States Delegation had not
expected a further batch of amendments. However, they agreed to a number of relatively
minor textual changes. The only substantial additional Indian amendment which the United
States and the United Kingdom are unable to accept is one which would delete all refer-
ence to “States members of the United Nations or members of the Specialized Agencies”
throughout the resolution and replace the phrase by the single word “countries”. The
Soviet Union has suggested an amendment with similar effect. '

3. Lall, who attended the meeting for the Indian Delegation, said that he would inform
Menon of the alterations accepted to meet Indian suggestions and would let us know today
whether India could co-sponsor.

4. Tt was agreed that the resolution would be tabled today but would not be circulated in
the Committee until after the United Kingdom and Canadian Delegations have finished
speaking at this afternoon’s meeting. We have made minor revisions in our text to elimi-
nate specific reference to the draft resolution, making reference instead to the statement by
the United States yesterday in the Committee.

46. DEA/5475-GE-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 216 New York, November 2, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Our telegram No. 210 of November 1.
Repeat Washington No. 100; London No. 141.

ATOMIC RADIATION

Denmark, Iceland, Norway and Sweden have now agreed to join as co-sponsors of the
draft resolution. After a meeting with the Scandinavian Delegations yesterday none of
them was able to agree on the spot to co-sponsor but they were all clearly impressed by the
amendment inserted along the lines of Dr. Cipriani’s suggestion as well as by a statement
by Wadsworth at this meeting that the Committee was not precluded from announcing
“conclusions” provided that material submitted to it clearly warranted such conclusions.
Some of the Scandinavian Delegations have also intimated to us that they were influenced,
too, in their decision to become co-sponsors by the Canadian statement on the nature and

¢ Extraits du discours se sont trouvés dans Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Affaires Extér-
ieures, vol. 7, N° 12, décembre, 1955, pp. 340-341.
Excerpts of the speech are in Canada, Department of External Affairs, External Affairs, Vol. 7, No. 12,
December, 1955, pp. 336-337.
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scope of the Committee’s activities as well as by a section in Sir Pierson Dixon’s statement
in the Committee on the continuing long-term nature of the Committee’s study.

2. The Indian Delegation today tabled a long list of amendments to the draft resolution.
Since the United States had already accepted a considerable number of amendments sug-
gested some time ago by Bhabha and had again yesterday agreed to some further Indian
amendments, they are understandably unenthusiastic about a third set of Indian amend-
ments, although in fact many, but not all, of the amendments tabled today are the same as
ones suggested yesterday and not accepted by the United States.

3. The most important of these Indian amendments (as indicated in paragraph 2 of our
telegram under reference) are intended to permit participation of Communist China as a
supplier of information to the Committee and as a recipient of the report produced by the
Committee. A similar proposal has been made by the Soviet Delegation.

4. The resolution which has been adopted on the peaceful uses of atomic energy makes
similar provision for participation of all States members of the United Nations or of the
Specialized Agencies both in further technical atomic energy conferences and in the pro-
posed conference on the final text of the statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency. The Soviet Delegation moved formal amendments which would have brought into
participation “all States”. While the two problems are not entirely comparable it is relevant
that the Canadian Delegation, along with all the sponsors of the resolution on the Peaceful
Uses of Atomic Energy, voted against these Soviet amendments. A number of countries
which recognize Communist China abstained and some supported to Soviet Bloc.

S. It is no doubt easier to argue that a government whose representatives are not seated in
the United Nations should be precluded from participation in conferences organized under
the auspices of the United Nations than it is to argue that such a government should not be
allowed to submit information to a Committee set up by the United Nations. If the Peking
authorities had useful information to offer it would seem foolish to deny the Committee the
opportunity to receive it. On the other hand, there is no doubt that it is impossible for the
United States Delegation to accept an amendment designed to allow Communist Chinese
participation. It is arguable that the question of Chinese representation must be settled
directly at some fairly early date but that until then it is pointless to try to bring the Peking
régime in by the back door in arranging subsidiary committees and conferences of this
sort. We have voted to postpone consideration of the question of Chinese representation,
we have already voted against a similar amendment to the earlier atomic resolution, and 1
think that we can do the same with respect to the present resolution.

6. It is always possible for us to argue, if we are pressed, that the present wording of the
resolution “States members of the United Nations or members of the Specialized Agen-
cies” does not exclude mainland China since China is a member of the United Nations.
The question which régime should represent China in United Nations activities is a sepa-
rate problem.

7. We should appreciate your early comments on this point. The text of the draft resolu-
tion in its present form as tabled and the text of the Indian amendments follow in separate
telegrams.

% Voir/See Documents 95-97.
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47. DEA/5475-GE-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 218 New York, November 2, 1955

Reference: My telegram No. 216 of November 2.
Repeat Washington No. 102.

ATOMIC RADIATION

Following is the text of the draft resolution submitted by Australia, Canada, Denmark,
Iceland, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom and United States. Text begins:

The General Assembly,

Recognizing the importance of and the widespread attention being given to problems
relating to the effects of ionizing radiation upon man and his environment,

Believing that the widest distribution should be given to all available scientific date on
the short-term and long-term effects upon man and his environment of ionizing radiation,
including radiation levels and radioactive “fallout”,

Noting that studies of this problem are being conducted in various countries,

Believing that the peoples of the world should be more fully informed on this subject,

Establishes a Scientific Committee consisting of Australia, Brazil, Canada, Czechoslo-
vakia, France, India, Japan, Sweden, the United Kingdom, the United States, and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and requests these governments each to designate one
scientist to represent them on this committee,

Requests this Committee:

(a) To receive and assemble in an appropriate and useful form the following radiological
information furnished by States members of the United Nations or members of the Spe-
cialized Agencies: (1) reports on observed levels of ionizing radiation and radioactivity in
the environment, and (2) reports on scientific observations and experiments relevant to the
effects of ionizing radiation upon man and his environment already underway or later
undertaken by national scientific bodies or by authorities of national governments;

(b) To recommend uniform standards with respect to procedures for sample collection
and instrumentation, and radiation counting procedures to be used in analyses of samples;

(c) To compile and assemble in an integrated manner the various reports, referred to in
(a)(1), on observed radiological levels;

(d) To review and collate national reports, referred to in (a)(2), evaluating each report to
determine its usefulness for the purposes of the Committee;

(e) To make yearly progress reports if appropriate and to develop by 1 July 1958, or
earlier, if the assembled facts warrant, a summary of the reports received on radiation
levels and radiation effects on man and his environment together with the evaluations pro-
vided for in sub-paragraph (d) above and indications of research projects which might
require further study;
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(f) To transmit from time to time as it deems appropriate the documents and evaluations
referred to above to the Secretary-General for publication and dissemination to States
members of the United Nations or members of the Specialized Agencies.

Requests the Secretary-General to provide appropriate assistance to the Scientific Com-
mitiee in organizing and carrying on its work, and to provide a Secretary of the
Committee,

Calls upon all States members of the United Nations or members of the Specialized
Agencies to co-operate in making available reports and studies relating to the short-term
and long-term effects of ionizing radiation upon man and his environment and radiological
data collected by them,

Requests the Specialized Agencies to concert with the committee concerning any work
they may be doing or contemplating within the sphere of the Committee’s terms of refer-
ence to assure proper co-ordination,

Requests the Secretary-General to invite the Japanese Government to nominate a scien-
tific representative to the Committee. Text ends.

48. DEA/5475-GE-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 225 New York, November 3, 1955

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Our telegram No. 216 of November 2.
Repeat London No. 144; Washington No. 105.

EFFECTS OF ATOMIC RADIATION

We have had meetings with the U.S., U.K. and Scandinavian Delegations to discuss the
Indian and Soviet amendments to our draft resolution.

2. All Delegations agreed that “Scientific Committee” is a better designation than “Spe-
cial Technical Committee” mainly on the grounds that it will be easier to attract firs<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>