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The resolution passed by the House of Ccmmons on -
,March 28, 1945, approving Canada's acceptance of the invitat:.on
to attend the San Francisco Conference contained these words:
"The establishment of an effective interrational orgenizat*on
for the maintenance of international peace and security is or
vital importance to Canada...and it is in the interests of

Canada that Canada should become a member of such an organiz‘tion“'~

'With its approval of this resolution by an overwhelming majority,

_Parliament provided tangible evidence of Canada's desire to nee -:;;

drawn up what Mr. King termed at the San Francisco Conference -

- Wa charter of world security® in which Canadians could wlace their
trust and hopes for peace in.order that the horrors, sacrifices -
and destruction of another world war might be avoided. :

2e Underlying this resolution were factors which servced
to explain why Canada's best hope for permenent security was-
thought to lie in the development of a firm structure of inter-
national organization in which all nations pledged- themselve: -
to meet collectively any threat to the security of any one nrtion

. or group of nations. Some of these factors were not new in the
sense that they had also determined Canada's desire to become
a member of, and to give support to the League of Naticns but
the nature of the post-war world gave these factors a greater
degree of urgency and Importance. Others stemmed directly
from Canadat's war effort, which she considered entitled her {o
a volce in the conduct of post-war affairs and from her proven
villingness as a responsible nation to fulfil international
obligations. Taken together, these factors grouped themselves
into two pr;ncipal ones. In the first place there was a groving
realization that as a result of their participation in two wecrld
wars Canadians could no longer remain unaffected by a develorment
in any part of the world likely to threaten the peace, In an
interdependent age of atomic weapons, guided missiles and lowng-
range aircraft nc nation could serlously consider isolating
itself from the rest of the world, nor could a2ny nation hope to
withstand any threat to its security by meaas of its own rescurces.
Seccndly, as a middle power, Canada could make 2 more effective
contribution to the preservation of pecace as a member of a wecrld
orgenization such as the United Nations where her less substantial
material and military resources (compared to those of Great

. Power ) could to some extent be made up fof, provided her actions
were characterized by a high degree of responsibility and supported
by a willingness to meet her obligations as fully as possible
when called upon to do so. Not only could the United Nations
supply that additional measure of security to a middle power
which the Great Powers did not require to the same degree or
extent but the potential contribution which a middle power such
as Canada could make to the work of the United Vatvoas would
redound to the benefit of the organizations as well. This factor
vas clearly in Mr, King!c mind at San Francisco when he pleaded
for a greater measure of responsibility to be accorded the lesser
powers.. Although, he said, Canada recognized that primary
respensibility must lie with the "Big Five%", power should not
exclusively be cecncentrated in their hands for "experience has
shown that the contribution of smaller povers is not a negligible
one either to the preservation of neace or to its restoration
when peace has been disturbed%. The alternative was what Mr. King
calleu “the development of a new tvne of isolationism, & feeling
that the tacit of preserving the peace could be left exclusively
to Great Poscrs"
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3. - Although Canadians, generally, held out great hopes

for the success of the United Nations, the results of the San
Franclsco Conference, of the First Session of the General - i
Assembly in 1946, and of the early cperations’' of the main organs -
were not such as to justify the feeling that the United Nations

would be able to fulfil its primary purpose without difficulty. -

The growing division between the Great Powers and the relative
impotence of the Security Councll as a result of the Soviet abuse

.of the veto, only served to bring out the faults and weaknesses

of the Charter and give rise to many doubts. . Public appreheasion

was echoed within the Department. Mr. Wrong's confidential ' :
account of the London meeting of the General Assembly in 1946, for
example, was frankly pessimistic. The confidential introduciion

to the commentary prepared for the delegation to the second wart

of the First Session held in New York later that year noted that

even at that early date the United Nations was "wery much on

trial", The same introduction, however, struck.a note which was
constantly to run through similar papers prepared for later

" sessions of the General Assembly to the effect that Canadian
delegations should constantly bear in mind the importance of
preventing any further weakening of the United Nations and that ;
they should do what they could to strengthen its authority and |
prestige and not allow long-range issues to be obscured by con-
siderations of immediate national advantazge., This introduct-on
concluded with the following words:

" The most that can be done at meetings of the United - ;
Nations is to try to make the machinery work as smoothl, - ;
as possible without expecting quick results of seeking g
ideal solutions", \ |

Iittle more could be hoped for since obviously no revision o.”
the Charter of any consequence could be undertaken, at least

for some time, For this reason the Department considered

that it was lmportant at the outset of the United Nations

. activities to secure acceptance of certain principles of cenduct
designed to enable delegations to derive a maximum benefit from
the Charter such as the development of sound constitutional
precedents in the interpretation of the Charter, the adoption
of clear rules of procedure and practices to £fill out the frame-
work and the necessity of realizing that decisions made by ary
organ or body of the United Nations should only be taken whe:.
bearing in mind their long-term implications. '

L, In his address in the general debate following the
opening of the second part of the General Assembly in 1946, lr.
St. Jaurent as Chairman of the Canadian Delegation, outlined
.some of the reasons. for which Canada could not be very sanguine
as to the future of the United Nations. The Minister began by
referring to "the failure of the United Notions to make a more
rapid progress" and of the public consciousness of its "short-
comings". He recognized that some of'the accomplishments of
the United Nations had been "impressive® but he thought it more H
important to take steps to remedy the shortcomings than to derive ‘
too great satisfaction from what had been accomplished. He noted '
in particular the failure of the Security Council and the Military |
Staff Commitiee to make substantial progress toward concluding the
special agreements under Article 43. Not only was it necessary !
for the Security Council to be equipped and ready in fact to enforce :
proper decisions for the maintenance of world peace but it was ’
also.in the interests of all members that serious consideration

should be given to the reduction of national armaments. He also
deplored the .impression which the Security Council had given to

the world at large in not taking "positive action to promote the
peaceful settlement of disputes'., Canada recognized that while

the time had not yet come to amend the Charter, the Assembly




should nevertheless make practical recommendations as to how
the Security Council might more effectively discharge its
functions. As inevitably the Assembly would be interpreting
some of the more important provisions of the Charter, Mr. St.
laurent suggested that delegations should. interpret it in such
a way as to 'encourage its growth and adaptation to changing
circumstances" and "in the way best calculated to strengthen
the authority and prestige of the United Nations"., '

Se _By 1947 the Departmentts “hinking on the possibility
of the United Nations providing an offective organ for the
maintenance of world peace followed an even more pessimistic

. trend. A statement approved by Cabinet on September 11, 1947,
for the guidance of the delegation o the Second Session of
the General Assembly noted for example that the Government was
Yaware that there 1s a possibility that issues will emerge ...
which may destroy the United Nation3; in the form in which it
wvas concelved and established", It recognized that some major
states might endeavour to force the Assembly to take a decision
on an important question such as th:e veto, the net result of
which might be to force one or more states to withdraw from
“the United Nations., It also recogn:.zed that the proceedings
of the Assembly could be impeded to the extent that 1ittle '
or nothing would be accomplished and that, as a consequence,
the United Nations would fall into disrepute both in the eyes
of the public and of member governm nts. "

. 6. Although Canada, in the words of this statement, o
did not consider *that the time had yet been reached when 4
any of the issues dividing mémbers of the United Nations
should be pressed to a conclusion which would destroy the
organization as it is at present coustituted", the Government

- nevertheless thought that "the realities of the situation

should be faced" and that on appropriate occasions the dele-
gation should not hesitate to state that the "inevitable final

results™ of either development mentioned above would destroy
the United Nations. The statement 7“hen went on: '

" It should be the policy of the fanadian delegation - §
to contribute as much as possible to the constructive %
work of the Assembly and to assist in offsetting the
influence of delegations which seek to stand in the way
of its business. It should enfeavour to avoid the premature
development cf any issue to tlie point when it is likely
to destroy the.United Nations (r to drive any of its
members to withdraw immediatelj., This is not to say that
the delegation should refrain from expressing clearly
and vigorously its criticisms of weaknesses either in the
organizatio: of the United Nations or the conduct of its
members., It would, nevertheless, be unfortunate if amend-
ments to the Charter or alternatives in procedure, however
desirable they may be, were obtained at this time only
at the expense of defeating the larger purpose of building
a universal organization. The time may be approaching
when changes may have to be made in the Charter against

- the wishes or even against the threat of withdrawal of say
the USSR but that time ... has not yet been reached. In
short ... the emphasis should be on warning what may happen -
rather than on forcing issues to the point where things
will happen.®

7. In the opening debate of the Second Session of the
General Assembly in September, 1947, Mr. St. ILaurent touched
upon some of these points. Once more, he expressed Canadals
feeling that because of the record of the Security Council,

the United Nations was not discharging its primary task. The
continued abuse of the veto power, h: thought represented a real
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dnnger to the Uhited Nations as it would “destroy all confidence"
in the Security Councilts abllity to act Yinternationally®,
"efficiently" and %in time" in the event of an cpen breach of the
" peace, "It was-for this reason that Canada welcomed the United
States proposal for the creation of an Interim Committee which
would extend the usefulness of the General Assembly and "infuse
new 1ife and vigor into the whole organ*zation“ Furthermore,

it would put the Assembly to “greater use for the solution of
problems that are not solved elsewhere", "It was not conceivi:ble
Mr, St. Iaurent went on, that a member "of the Security Counc.l
would ®flout clearly expressed world ‘opinion by obstinately
preventing change and thus become responsible for prejudicing
and possibly destroying the organization which is now mant's
greatest hope for the future". Mr. St. ILaurent then saids

# Nations. in their search for peace and co-operatiou
"will not and cannot accept indefinitely as unaltered a o
~Council which was set up to ensure their security, and which,

so many feel, has become frozen in futility. and dividec

by dissension. If forced, they may seek greater safety

in an association of democratic and peace-loving states

willing to accept more specific international obligations

in return for greater national security. Such associatnons,

i1f consistent with the principles and purposes of the

Charter, can be formed within the United Nations. It is

to be hoped that such a development will not be necessary,

If 1t 1s unnecessary, it will be undesirable. If, however,

it 1s made necessary, it will take place. Iet us not furget

that the provisions of the Charter are a floor under, rather
than a ceiling over, the responsibilities of. Member States.

If some prefer to go even below that floor, others need not .

be prevented from moving upwards.

" Iwo, or more, apartments in the structure of peace are
undoubtedly less desirable than one family of nations
dwelling together in amity, undivided by curtalns or even
more substantial pieces of political furniture. They are,
however, to be ‘preferred to the alternative of wholly
separate structures", :

The larger significance of this statement, indicating the
Canadian Government's willingness to participate in a regioncl
security arrangement, has been examined in Chapter 3; it is =
noted here as an indication of the Governmeatts desire, shared
by other western governments, that if the United Nations wexe
unable to fulfil its primary purpose and provide an effective
system of international security, measures should be adopted
within the framework of the Charter to enable such nations to
provide for their security on a basis more intimately related
to thelr needs.,

8. In the same year, 1947, the Government was faced
with the question of whether Canada should stand for election
to the Security Council., Although on August 30, 1946, Mr,
St. laurent was reported in a memorandum from Mr. Wrong to Mr.
Reid to have said that he was "opposed to our standing for
the Security Council as he thought that we could do nothing
to make it less impotent than it is now", there were questions
of principle involved which the Government found difficult to-
ignore, despite its none-too-optimistic view of the United
Nations achievements up to that date. A brief account of
Canada's election to the Security Council may illustrate this
point,
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9. In the first part of the Flrst Sessicn of the General
Assembly Canada received 33 votes on the first ballot for one of
the non-permanent seats of the Security Council, one votc less
than the required two~third majority. 1 ~ On the second ballot
Canada and Australia (which had received 28 votes on the first

ballot ) received 23 and 27 votes re spectively, After the thirq :
ballot, in which Canada received 33 votes and Australia 28, '
Mr, St. Laurent proposed that in order to avoid a contest
between the two members of the Commonwealth, Australia be
elected unanimously. While this- geisture was well received by
the Assembly it also faced the Gove:rnment with something of &
dilemma, If Canada did not seek -el:ction. at the following
session of the General Assembly, would' not in fact her chances
for election be prejudiced for several years to come? v

- 10, In.April, 1947, the Depar:ment began its attempt to
find the answer. On April 26th Mr. Pearson instructed Mr. Reid
to prepare a memorandum for the Min'ster,.setting out the pros-
and cons. Mr, Pearson in his memorandum .said that he was afraid
lest ®abstention at this time nmight be misinterpreted ... and
might also mean far more than absteution for a year®., It was .
his feeling that although there wers a variety of valid arguments
.against running, Canada should, nevertheless, stand if her _
candidature appeared to have a good chance of success. It was
evident, however, that there was no great enthusiasm for the -
idea among the senior officers of the Department. . Mr. Wrong,

in a letter of April 25, 1947, to M~, Pearson, said that on
balance he favoured our standing but that "it would not take

a great deal of pressure to argue (him) out of that position".
Mr. Reid's memorandum, as it finally emerged after consultation
with Mr. Wrong in Washington, Mr. Ignatieff in New York, Mr,
‘Robertson in London, and, of course, the interested divisions,
was dated May 30th and 1lsted the fullowing pr1ncipa1 arguments
against standing:

(a) The record of achievement of the Security Council
.had been poor and memberstip on it was not con-
‘sldered to be so important. from the point of
view of influence and prectige as it had once been
thought;

(b) The werk of the Department would be considerably
- 3increased and the Delegation in New York would
require instructions for ithe purpose of voting
-on matters concerning which Canadian interests
were not directly involveds

(c) Because of the Canadian view that membership on
- the Security Council imposed on each individual
- member *the obligation to exercise its rights and |
- responsibilities as a member of the Council not in
defence of ifts own special national interests but in
defence of the interests of the United Nations as
a whole", it would be necessary to make decisions
on policy in regard to questions which do not
directly affect Canada;

(@) As Canada was due to go off the Economic and Social
- Council at the end of 1948, the chances of re-
election to that body might be prejudiced;

1 Actvally Canada got 34 votes, but the Nicaraguan delegate
spoilt his ballot by signing it.
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(e) A second defeat after the experience in London in
January, 19%6, would be “"distateful".

11. The arguments in favour of stahding'were:

. (@) It had been a basic principle of Canadian foreign
- policy to strengthen the United Nations as an
instrument for maintaining international peace and
security; a refusal to a:cept membership on one of
the principal organs of the United Nations would
appear inconsistent with that principle; '

.(b) Canada had upheld the fuactional principle of repre-
’ ‘sentation on bodies such as the Security Council

and it would, therefore, be difficult to reconcile
this view with an unwillingness to accept respon-
sibility of membership on the Security Council. Of
all the states which up to that date had not served
on the Security Council fanada most fully met the
tests of paragraph 1 of .irticle 23 of the Charter; 1

(c) ,Iheré»was a general -expe tation that Canada would
- stand and be elected; ' ' ‘

(d) Within Canada it would bz difficéult to explain
that the reason why Canaria was: not a candidate was
that the government cons.dered the Council to be

- an ineffective body;

(e) If Canada failed to stand, India or some other state
- which would be more susceptible to the influence of
the USSR might be elected;

(f) The Security Council wou'd be dealing with a number of
-+ questions such as Disarmument and Atomic Energy in.
which Canada had a specizl interest. Canadian dele~
gations had also been urging reforms in the practices
and procedure of the Secirity Council and the Canadian
representative on the Security Council would have an
- opportunity to press for their adoption.

12, The memorandum, which wa: prepared in the form of a

" draft memorandum for Cabinet, cont:ined no recommendation.

. Mr., St. Iaurent noted on his copy. however, that because he
considered the decision involved tu:. be one of "major importance™
he wished first to obtain Mr, King's Y"considered views®,
Although Mr., King received this memorandum in the course of the
" first week in June, it was not until August that the decision
to stand was talen. As far as can be judged from the files,
this decision wes taken only by Mr, XKing upon. Mr. St. Iaurent!s
favourable recomuendation. It was not discussed in Cabinet
although Cabinet at a meeting held on September 11th was
informed of the decision which-‘it:!Mnoted with approval®,

13. All members of the United Nations were informed of
Canadat!s candidature through Canadian representatives abroad.

. Member governments were merely asked to give the question
Usympathetic consideration®, The circular telegram warned that

1 ",.. The General Assembly shall elect six other Members of

the United Hations to be non-permanent members of the Security
Council, due regard being specially paid, in the first instance
to the contribution of Members of the United Nations to the main-
tenance of internatiocnal peace and security and to the other
purposes of the Organization, and aiso to equitable geograpkical
distribution”.
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Carada was not asking for a "pledge of support since in similar
circumstances our policy is not to give any pledge in advance .
of an election". The response was heartening and indicated
general approval of the 1ntention to stand.

1%, On September 12, 1947, on ‘the eve of his departure

" for the Second Session of the General Assembly, Mr. St, Iaurent:
made public the decision to stand :.:n a speech before the Uhlted
Nations Society in Ottawa. After 'eferring to Canadat's
candidature as %one further eviden:e of the seriousness with
which we view our obligatlons in tne United Nations“ he went
on to say; '

L This decision in respect of the . Security Council has
been made only after the most careful consideration. We'
realize, in the first place, that if we are elected the:
people of Canada will be confronted with new and onerous
‘responsibllities. We realize also that we shall have
the weaknesses and difficultins from which the Unilted
Nations suffers brought home 0 us in an urgent and
direct manner that will test 20 the utmost our confidence
in that organization...We sha’l be forced as never before
in Canada in times of peace, %o make decisions on major
- questions of policy arising fiom sltuations which exist
far from our shores and which some may feel do not
direc»ly affect us.":

After reiterating Canada's disappointment that the United
" Nations had fallen short of realizing the expectations placed
in it, Mr, St. Laurent said that the Government wzs not unaware
of the weaknesses of the Security (founcil and that "our.influence
on that body will be limited by the superior voting powers which
are enjoyed by some members of thai. body". Canadats W1111ngness
to serve, however, was determined hy the fact that “we in this
country continue to believe that the best hope for mankind lies
in the establishment of a world organization for the maintenance
. of peace" and that if Canadians wiched to enjoy the benefits of
such an organization they must alsc accept its respon51bllit1es.

i5. " F®ollowing Canadats election, the Department began

the preparatlon of instructions for General McNaughton.as
_Canadian representative on the Cow:cil, This documentl which

was approved by the Cabinet on Fe*;uary 12, 1948, did not take

the form of the usual letter of in:truction which the department
customarily addressed to a Head of Mission; instead it was a broad
statement of general principles covering the role Canada was
expected to play on the Gouncil. Echoing the sentiments expressed
by Mr. St. Iaurent in his speech before the United Nations
_Society. it was recognized that Canada had been placed in a
"position of responsibility" and had been given "increased oppor-.
tunities to influence the course of international developments",
These same instructions, however, gave clear evidence that the
Government appreciated that General McNaughton's ability to -
influence the discussions and decisions of the Council would not
be made easier by Canadals status as a middle power and its’
special relatlons with two of the permanent members, the United

" States and the United Kingdom. Thus, for example, although it-
was desirable that Canada should follow a policy of its own, it
would “not be easy to secure credit for independence of argument

1 The complete text of this document entitled "Statement for
the guidance of the Canadian Permanent Delegate to the United
Nations and Representative on the Securlity Council" will be
found 1n.Append1x 8.
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and decision", Moreover, this end had to be reconciled with

the hard fact that questions before the Council "will
necessarily have to be judged not only on their merits but also
with reference to the way in which the present distribution of
-power in the world will be affected by a decision one way or

the other" and that Yon fundamental questions which may involve .
peace and war, we cannot afford to be on the opposite side from

- the United States and the United Kingdom when they are in
agreement®, ’ ‘ ’ P '

16. The final paragraphs of the statement provided an
analysis of some of the weaknesses of the Security Council

which its operations had revealed and of. practices which had
developed to the detriment of the vouncil'!s effectiveness,

as for example, the tendency of certaln States to "regard the e
United Nations as little more than.an instrument for the attain-
ment of narrow national objectives?, and states raising in the
Security Council "problems in thei» relations with other States. .
which they have not been able to solve to their own satisfaction.
and hope that by doing so they will gain the sanction of inter-
national support". Related to these tendencies was the "irres-
ponsible use of the Security Counc.l ... for the purpose of
making propaganda', The net resul: was to lead the Security
‘Council into a discussion of minor questions which should not
"appear on its agenda at all. The 3ecurity Council should not

be asked to accept commitments which it could not fulfil for,

"in the: - ' : '

% - Absence of military agrecments under Article 43 of
the Charter or alternative arrangements for similar
purposes, the. Security Councll is not in a position to
enforce its decisions or to give military support to
commissions or other agencies which it may appoint®,

The statement also noted a tendenc;” on the part of the Great
. Powers to expect the smaller powers on the Security Council
to Maccept responsibilities which {hey themselves are anxious
to avoid%, The reason which the Great Powers gave for this
practice was that they were too directly concerned with the
dispute under consideration. This, the statement noted, was
not wholly valid since in theory at least, every member of
the Security Council should act in the interests of the
United Natlons as a whole, but if Zn practice it were:

." Impossible for the memhelrs of the Security Council
to detach themselves from thelr national interests
sufficiently ... it is doubtfil if the Council can go
far towards the solution of major problems",

17. '~ The ycar 1948 marked the beginning of a shift in
emphasis in the Departmentts thinking on the problems of
security away from the United Nations and towards the proposed

" North Atlantic Treaty. In a forthright speech delivered before
the Toronto Board of Trade on January 28 of that year, Mr. Pearson
referred to ®™the lack of concrete accomplishments that provokes
grave doubts about the capability of the organization to do the
job it was given, to keep the peace". He pointed out that the
United Nations had been founded "on the ability and desire of
the Great Powers to work together for peace" but that because

of the Yembitterment and intensification of ideological and
political conflicts between the two super powers, the United

- States and the Soviet Union, each watched the other: across

a widening chasm of suspicion and mistrust®., The resultant
political climate brought out the structural weaknesses of the
Charter, although he doubted that even a perfect Charter in such
a climate could guard peace and security. The abuse of the veto
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pover, he shid, was but one symptom of a disease which was the -
ugivision of;one co-operating worid into two parts®; the
emphasis in the United Wations had been transferred from
collective responsibility"® to #individual sovereignty® and
debates reduced to "ideological brawls"., These difficilties,
while serious,. did not mean that Canada should "give up the
United Nations as a too difficult, if not too good a job*,
The long=-run answer, he thought, consisted in the provision of
the United Nations with adequate forces to carry out decisions
and to serve as a deterrent to any would~be aggressor. This,
he realized, would take a long tim:> to accomplish, - He forésaw
three possible courses: "to carry on as we have in the hope
that the international situation would improve and that great
power unity would once more become a reality'; to amend the
Charter or, if this 4id not prove possible, to formm another
organization which would work. As opposed to these extremes,.
Mr. Pearson suggested a limited collective security system
within the United Nations and in accordance with the 1etter
and Spirit of the Charter. His aczual words were.
u There is a third way whizh is much to be preferred
‘ees though it is not nearly s> satisfactory as an = -
agreed limitation of the veto by convention or by -
amendment of the Charter but <rould frankly recognize
that within the present United Nations certain members
- were determined to form a coltiective system which would
really guarantee their own collective securlity, even if
‘this could only be done on a Jimited basis of membership
eee such a limited association for collective security -
within the letter and spirit of the Charter -~ would not
- be an offensive and defensive alliance of the old type.
There could be nothing 'offensivet about it becauvse it
would be bound by all the obl'.gations of the Charter."

18. Three months later, in tne House of Commons on

April 29, Mr. St. lLaurent went scmewhat further, saying that
some of the free nations of the world mignht soon find it .
necessary to consult together as to how they might establish

a collective security league compored of states which were
willing to accept more specific and onerous obligations than
those contained in the Charter, in return for greater national
seciurity than the United Nations could glve. At the same time
he promised that Canada would cont:nue to give every assistance
to constructive efforts to make the United Nations into the
instrument for security and co-operation which it was originally
designed to be and would utilize i-‘.s possibilities to the
fullest extent. Canadatls faith in the United Hations as an
effective organization for peace and security had been
"severely shaken" but it was nevertheless important that the
United Nations e kept 1n existence and that every possible

use be made of the high degree of vitality it hadwshown.

19. The statement for the guidance of the Delegation to
the Third Session of the General Assembly in 1948 reflected the
discussions which had already begun leading to the signature

of the North Atlantic Pact. The statement began by noting
that the United Nations had Mreached the point where progress
is impossible in any political undertaking which depends for
its success upon the. co~operation of the Government of the
Soviet Union'", Despite this attitude, the Delegation was
instructed to give expression to the following points:

(2) "The Government intends to fulfil its obligations
under the Charter and is willing in company with
other Members of the United Nations to enter into
agreements and commitments toward the progressive
establishment of a syster. of collective security".
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“(b) "In the absence of provisions for collective
. security within the United Nations Member States
may be expected to seek arrancements elsewnere for
their mutual defence." B

(¢c)  "The Canadian Government: covtinnes to regard the
* United Nations as the best available instrument for
the developuent of a system of international co-
operation and eventual crllective security on the

basis of universal parti:ipation."

In this respect the statement noted that the United Nations
had showed itself capable of effec:ive action in two or three
~important political questions, but recognized that these lay
outside the area of direct conflic: between the Soviet and
non-Soviet States. The Delegation was again cautioned to do g
nothing to weaken the United Nations or to allow any issue to j
be forced, unless it should be a vital question of principle,
to the point where the unity of the organization might be
1mpc.i rede.

20, Mr. King, as Chairman of the Delegation, Spoke for
‘Canada during the opening general riebate and the kernel of
his speech was his reference to the North Atlantic discussions
in which connection he said that:

" Security for individual :ations, under such circumstances,
can be assured only by the ef.'ective co-operaticn, and the
united power of those nations whose determination to maintain
their freedom constitutes a strong bond of community
between them, It is not'!surprising therefore that certain .
. natlons, knowing that their sc¢curity depends on collective dl
action in some form, and whicl. are not yet able to achieve 1B
that security on the universa. basis which the United -
Nations contemplates, should, pending this large accomplishe
ment, seek to achieve their security on a less than
universal basis®.,

21. The Governmentt!s attitude to the United Nations in
1949 reflected an even more marked dependence on the North : :
Atlantic Treaty to enable Canada to achieve security. Although g
‘Mr., St. Iaurent was to declare in 2 radio speech on November 11, -
1948, that "the external policy of Canada is based on the princi-
ples of the San Francisco Charter”. it was clear from the debates:
in the House of Commons on the proposed Atlantic Pact and from

the files of the Department that tke emphasis in thinking on .
security matters had shifted sharply away from the United Nations.'
In part this was no doubt due to the fact that the senior -
officials of the Department found their time increasingly taken o E
up with the negofiations for the Pact, but this in itself was -~ |
tangible evidence of the greater importance attached to it.  It- . H
did not necessarily follow, however, that such a shift repre~- i
sented any lessening of the Government's desire to see the United- . |
Nations made into an effective instrument for-the achievement - - ¥
of its purposes, let alone any desire to abandon it completely. . - |
In the course of his speech in the House .of Commons on March 28,:
in the debate on the North Atlantic Pact, Mr, Pearson was at )
pains to point out that .

" Canadat!s support of this Pact ... is not in any sense
a change in our policy towards the United Nations and what
it stands for. The Canadlan Government still hopes that
the problems of post-war settlements which have prevented
the United Nations from becoming what it was intended to be
may be solved ... we hope moreover that the United Nations
itself will contribute towards that solution."
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The North Atlantic Pact, he suggested, would not only strenthen °
the United Nations but was "fully compatible with the letter
and the spirit of the Charter". "ie are", he added,

® prepared to support every effort in every council, "
every ccnference, committee, working group, or whatever
agency of negotiation may be supgested to solve the problems
which exist between the Western World and the Soviet Union. -
More than that, we believe that by those methods the long-
term problem of security can be solved, but in the meantime

‘the North Atlantic Treaty will serve as an instrument which,

by strengthening the freedom of the free democracies will
make it possible for them to uswa the United Nations with
greater confidence and more hopa of success ... Nor does it
in any way conflict with the Charter of the United Nations.
So far as this Government is corcerned ... 1t pledges itself .
not to take part in any activity under the North Atlantic
Treaty which contravenes the pr’nciples and purposes of the
United Natlons Charter or which is provocative and aggressive
in character. The aims and purjposes of the North Atlantic
Treaty are precisely the same a: stated in the Charter and
the effect of the proposed alliunce can strengthen the United
Nations by creating conditions !n which it can do mors
effective work." ~ :

224 The 1nétructions to the lielegation of the Fourth
Session of the General Assembly in 1949 contained some
parallel thoughts. The introductory paragraph read as follows:

® The fundamental principle which should guide the
Delegation is the belief that, :n spite of its limitations,
the United Nations is the best zvallable instrument for
the development of a system of International collaboration
and, eventually, of collective security on a basis of
universal participation. It is particularly important

at this time to make clear that. although the Canadian
Government believes that the Noith Atlantic Alliance is
essential to security and in no way incompatible with the
United Nations Charter, Canada has no intention of doing
anything to weaken the United Nations. On the contrary,
the Canadian Government wishes io strengthen the United
Nations by (a) encouraging it tc continue the use of
procedures of conciliation with which it has already had
considerable success. (b) disccuraging the acceptance by
the United Nations of tasks which are beyond its present
competence, (c) restoring the prestige of the Assembly

by improving its efficiency and by reducing the time
devoted to piopaganda attacks and counter-attacks, and
(d) seeking vo improve its methods within the framework
of the present Charter rather than by risking its ex-
istence in futile efforts to alter the Charter-at the
present early stage of its experience."

The signature of the North Atlantic Treaty on April

4, 1949, had a number of implications for Canada, affecting her
attitude towards the United Nations, some of which Mr. Pearson
outlined in his. Commencement Day address at the University of
Syracuse, on June 6, 1949, It was his belief that in spite

of all difficulties the universal character of the organization
should be preserved; although he recognized that Soviet objectives
were different from thoss of the Western World,
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" "an International organization like  the United Nations ~
represents the application of a principle which all nations - !
must recognlize as valid in international affairs, that no s !
nation can live in peace and attain its own national ‘
security save in collective action maintain international ;
peace and security. The alternative would take us back to -
the position which existed before 1939. During thosze =~ i -
earlier years an attempt was made to establish in international
organization which did not inclnde all the great centres '

of material strength and milita:y power in the world ...
Decisions which depend on the co-operation or at least the :
acquiescence of all the great nowers, if they are taken in ¥
an organization in which those mowers are not all present i
will inevitably be unreal and iupractical®,

The signature of the North Atlantic Treaty was in essencs : i
an admission of -the existence of a cdivided world but was also ‘
-a provision against the deficienciec of the United Nations.

The recognition of such a difference would make it "a good

deal easier for us to devise practi:al means of coming to terms
with it"®., It was still possible, M-, Pearson thought, to
"reaffirm our belief in the integrity of the experiment of the
United Nations" and to consider the United Nations as a "useful
and practical instrument ... in immediate circumstances for-

the prevention or settlement of inturnational disputes," provided
there is a clear understanding of tlie limits within which it is
possible for the United Nations to perate., Already the United . |
Nations had shown itself capabls of taking effective though not
spectacular action in the cases of Palestine, Indonesia and ' 4]
Kashmir in the sense that it had been &able to avoid a major e
conflict. Mr. Pearson then went on to outline three principles ;
which, in his opinion, could serve ns a guide for future United
Nations action in the circumstances of the moment. These
principles were restated and enlarged upon in his address
before the General Assembly in September, 1949. Although
derived from Canada's experience as a member of the Security _
Council, they represented in essencu the view that until such 8 -
time as the international situation was able to permit the
United Nations to function along the lines intended by the
framers of the Charter, and the inacequacies of the Security
Council had in large part been overcome, this body should aim
at the achievement of more limited ubjectives. As outlined to :
the General Assembly, Mr., Pearson's principles, which are worth !
quoting in full, were as follows: i

. ]
o il b e a3

" These principles, in default of an improvement in
relations between the communist and democratic worlds,
would seem to mark the limits that we can now reach.
To attempt to go beyond these limits in present cir- , H
cumstances it merely inviting failure. The first is ‘
that the Security Council shall not initiate action that
% cannot complete with its present resources, There
have often been demands that the Security Council should 1
intervene in some area or another -with force, and that B
when fighting occurs, the Security Council should take B
steps to suppress it. There would be a great deal to R
recommend such intervention if it could be carried out .
firmly and quickly, but the fact is, of course, thai the B
Security Council has at present no effective way of imposing
its will. In consequence in many cases it can do 1ittle more
in the first instance than call upon the parties engaged in
the dispute to stop fighting and start talking, offering
them the means by which they can work out a settlement by
negotiation rather than by conflict. This is not a dramatic
or spectacular method of procedure, but in the circumstances
it has served fairly well.




ce- 13 -

“ The second principle which, in our opinion, should o '
guide vhe actions of the Security Council is that to the B
greatest extent possible the responsibility for solving

a political-problem should be left with the people who are
immediately affected by it. In respect of Palestine,
Indonesia- and Kashmir, for instance, it is still the case
that the parties directly concerned and the people who

live in the area must seek to dutermine the measures by . B
which peace will be maintained :.n these areas. This is not ' - g
only the most practical principle of action, it revives and v
strengthens a sense of responsibility at the point where

it is most vital to healthy political life, and it sets the
objectives of an agreed, rather than an imposed solution.

® The third general principle which seems to us to
have emarged 1s that the Securily Council should in all
cases immediately concentrate its influence on putting
an end to hostilities or disordirs whenever they occur. - s
- By insisting on this principle, and by insisting equally ) y ¢
that fighting shall be stopped without prejudice to the If
ultimate political solution, the Security Council has been
on strong ground. It has not, of course, been able to
command complete obedience. Fighting has recurred even
in areas where a firm truce seened to have been esta-
blished, and it has not been po:. sible to guarantee abso-
lutely that the ultimate outcomre of a dispute would not be
affected by the military action which had taken place. In |
general, however, the primary concern of the Security Council, 1E
that peace should be kept while negotiations proceed, has i
been respected and has contributed materially to the progress
which has been made in the settlement of disputes. The moral
authority of our world organizaiion--which seems to be all
that it is now permitted to have--is no slight thing, and _
no state, great or small, lightly disregards its decisions",

24, If the United Nations had a number of limitations
affecting its chances of success in dealing with a breach of
the peace or an act of aggression, there were grounds for-
refusing to consider that it had completely failed and should
therefore no longer command general support. In the first
place, as the report, "Canada and tre United Nations, 194E&",
pointed out, the United Nations was a useful forum in which A
public opinion coulld express itself and in this way become i
better informed of the dangers to peace. It was also a per-
manent table around which representatives of nearly all states
could meet., Secondly, as members of the Government and the
Department wers to point out from time to time, the United
Nations was a briidge or means of contact between the Cominform
and non-Cominform states. When direct negotiations over the
‘Berlin crisis broke down, for example, the United Nations
provided an opportunity for further negotiations. A4s Mr. Pearson
was to put it in a speech before the Canadian Bar Association,

as late as March 13, 1951, "this precedent alone would be enough
to warrant the hcpe that if the Soviet Union were convinced that
eee it could not achieve its objectives by force it might secure
through the United Nations at least a temporary accommodation
with the countries of the West"., Thirdly, the United Nations

had also shown its usefulness in promoting co-operation and
maintaining peace. It is true that, as alrggdy mentioned,

the issues it had met successfully were on e periphery of

the basic divisions between East and West, but the fact that
they had not developed into war clearly demcnstratel that

within limited fields the United Nations could provide the ‘ ! 5
means whereby such disputes could be resolved by negotiation




‘had, so far at least, proved a disaypointment in its failure

-use of atomic bombs, however, was only one means of waging

and compromisse rather than by force. Fourthly, ths Charter, by
the resourcefulness of some members had besn shown to be an
adaptable and, up to a point, an elastic document. Mention has
already bsen made, for exampie, of the trend by which the .
General Assembly preoccupied i{tself increasingly with political
matters. It was not therefore beyond the realm of possibility
that despite appearances to the con’.rary some means might be ' |
found whereby the powerlessness of the Sacurity Council nlght,
in large measure, be.overcome. Thatl was essentially what the
"Uniting for Peace" resolution, approved by the Fifth Session
of the General Assembly, was able to provide for. Finally
repeated statements by Mr. Pearsan and others stressed tha%
world wide security in itself was to be preferred to regional
security and in the long run offerec¢ the best hope for peace.

25. Such, then, in general terms,-was Canada's attitude
to the United Nations on June 25, 1550, The United Nations

to solve the major difficulties underlining the problems of-
the post-war world, but if smaller nations, as a result, had
not been able to find ‘in it the secrrity which they could

not provide for themselves it had yet to be shown that the
United Nations could not be the pol:itical fire department it
was originally intended to be. The North Korean aggression was
to provide such an occasion.

II .- Some ?roblems'Afrecting the Establishment of A Collective
: Security System,

In Section I of this chapter Canada's approach to
the question of seeking security through the United Nations has
of necessity been dealt with in very general terms in order
to provide a framework within which the Government's attitude
to some of the specific problems affecting the establishment of
such a system might more readily be examined. One or two of
these have been briefly referred to. In this section, these
and others, and the Canadian attituce to them, will be discussed
in greater detail. Because of the diffuse nature of this :
question, no attempt will be made to examine all its facets; . '
it 1s believed, however, that those selected will serve to ’ :
11lustrate the nature of the Canadi:n approach. : |

A, Disarmament %4 Vet C A, Ko ,z’ Cr i/

A fundamental assumption underlining the United é?ryrbﬂ
Nations' ability to provide peace and security was that it
was necessary to establish an early and general system for the
regulation and rsduction of armaments and armed forces. It .
was natural, therefore, that the subject of disarmament should
have been considered by the United Nations at an early date. g
The first step in this direction was the establishment of the ’ ”
Atomic Energy Commission in January 1946, With the horrors
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki still only too fresh in the public
mind, it was understandable that this should be so. The

war, and the control of atomic energy against its use for » E
destructive purposes but one part of the general question of !
disarmament. Thus the second part of the First Session of the ’
General Assembly in 1946 took up this question, and the so-

called “disarmament" resolution which it passed on December 14,
was one of the most impcrtant accomplishments of that session. :
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2. * It was largely owing to the efforts of the Canadian
Delegation that this resolution was passod in the form in
which it finally emerged. The Soviet Delegation had intro-
duced some disarmament proposals early in' the session but
unfortunately it was not until four weeks' had passed that the
United States Delegation considered the introduction of alter-—
native proposals: as a result their proposed resolution was
hastily put together and so badly drafted that in the words
of a report prepared (but not submi‘;ted) by Mr. Reid for Mr,
St. Laurent "1t gave the Russians everything and more than
they wanted". The debate on these 1esolutions coincided with
the debate in the Atomic Energy Commission, which will be
referred to below, precipitated by Mr. Baruch's insistence
that the Atomic Energy Commission siiould approve his proposals
before December 3l. The purpose of the Canadian Dslegation
was of course to improve the United States draft, to remove
its ambiguities and to give it greater precision. For this
purpose the "battle" was fought at all levels in committees
‘and sub-committees for it was Aiffirult to convince the United
States representatives of the dange:'s inherent in their reso-
Jution; at one point it was necessairy for Mr. St. Laurent to
enlist the support of Mr., Bevin, the United Kingdom Foreign
Secretary, and to ask him to speak with Mr. Byrnes, the 4American’
Secretary of State, thus going over the heads of the United
States officials and the head of Mr. Baruch.

. ' In its final form the resolution set out four :
principles governing disarmement; tliese are worth quoting in full:

(1 "An early general regulation and reduction of
T armaments and armed forces is necessary in order
to strengthen international peace and security";

(2) "Practical measure shall be agreed upon to

‘ assure that the regulation and reduction cf
armaments and armed forces will be generally
observed by all participsnts and not by some
only";

(3). | M"Practical and effective safeguards by way of

' inspection and other mears shall be provided to
protect complyling states against the hazards of
violations and evasions": )

(4) “The international conve:tion or conventions on
: disarmament shall create, within the framework
~ of the Security Council, an international system
of control and inspection, operating through
speclal organs deriving thelr powers and status
from the convention or conventions',

~ The resolution also listed four particular aspects
of the disarmament problem:

1. The prohibition of atomic energy and all ma jor meapons
adaptable now and in the future for mass destruction;

2. The control of atomic energy to the extent necessary
to ensure its use for peaceful purposes;

3. The placing of armed forces at the disposal of the
Security Council; ' ' .

4, The general regulation and reduction of armaments and
armed forces. :
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) These four aspects will be discussed below, the
first two being dealt with together,

1. Atomic Energy

On November 15, 1945, the ‘Primé Ministers of Canada
and of the United Kingdom and the President of the United States
issued a joint declaration on atomic energy which recommended
the establishment of a commission urder the United Nations
to Yprepare recommendations and draft conventions for submission

to the States which are members of ihe United Nations and possible’ |

to other States™ as the "most effectiive means of entirely
eliminating the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes
and promoting its widest use for incustrial and humanitarian
purposes®. This declaration was foilowed by a decision of the
‘meeting of Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United
Kingdom and the U.S.S.R. meeting in Moscow the following month
to place the proposal for the establishment of such a commission
on the agenda of the First Session cf the General Assembly
which was to meet in London in Januzry 1946.

4. - - This session of the General Assembly unanimously -
endorsed the resolution put before it which created the Atomic
Energy Commission.  Although a creation of the General Assembly,
the Commission was to report and make recommendations to the
Security Council in view of the Cow cil's primary responsibility
for the maintalning of international peace and security. Its
terms of reference were broad; to deal with the "problems raised
by the discovery of atomic energy and other related matters"®,
More specifically, it was instructed to make proposals for
Mextending between all nations the exchange of basic scientific
information for peaceful ends", for the “control of atomic
energy to the extent necessary to ersure its use only for peace-
ful purposes", for the “elimination from national armaments of
atomic weapons and all other weapons adaptable to mass destruction"
and for "effective safeguards by way of inspection and other
means to protect complying States against the hazards of viola-
tions and evasions', .

Se - A problem of concern to Canada which arose even before
the Commission came into existence was its membership. Because
of a particular interest in the sub;ect, derived mainly from
Canada's rich deposits of essential nuclear fuels and wartime
participation with the United Status and the United Kingdom in
this field, the Government at an early date put forward Canada's
claim for permanent membership. On November 29, 1945, Mr, King
wrote to Mr. Malcolm Macdonald, the United Kingdom High
Commissioner, stating in part that "it....essential that Canada,
as one of the spcnsors for the establishment of the Commission,
should be represented on it whether or not Canada is elected

to one of the non-permament seats on the Security Council",

The same view was expressed to the United States Government

in an alde~-memoire of November 30th which Mr. Pearson left

with Mr. Byrnes. The United States and the United Kingdom
readily agreed, and when the Scviet Government was approached
by the United Kingdom and the United States at the Moscow con-
ference no objection was raised. The problem however was not
thereby solved, for although the Assembly resolution stipulated
that the Commission was to have the same membership as the
Security Council except for Canada when not a member of the
Security Council it was still necessary to ensure agreement

that Canada should participate in any Security Council dis-
cussions on atomic energy. The matter was raised informally
with the United Kingdom and the United States delegations at

the General Assemblyj; and they agreed to support Canadian parti-
cipation under Article 31 of the Charter. Vhen Mr. Vyshinsky
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was approached he was non committal, Ths point was never
satisfactorily settled until the Security Council meeting
of June 10, 1946, when Mr. Gromyko objected to Canada taking
her seat, but was overruled by the Chairman.

6, At a meeting of the Cabinet held on March 27, 1946,
General McNaughton was appointed Canadian representative to

the Commission; at the same meeting the Cabinet agreed to

set up an Advisory Panel on Atomic Energy conmposed of repre-
sentatives of the Departments of Reconstruction and Supply,
External Affalrs and National Defence and the National Reseaich
Council, to be convened and presided over by the Secretary of .
the Cabinet. This body was -in fact to be the policy-making group
and as such responsible under the Cabinet for formulating
instructions to General McNaughton. It held it s first meeting
on April 16 to consider the drarting of formal instructions
which were finally completed and approved by Cabinet on June

10th in time for the first meeting of the Commission which was
held in New York on June 16th. These instructions, although
provisional in nature (in view of the limited information on

the policies which the United Kingdom and the .United States

wore expected to advocate) were nevertheless fairly compre-
hensive. An introductory section noted that the United States
was expected to "call the tune" in-the Atomic Energy Commission:

" As the only possessors of atomic weapons, as the

leaders in the construction of production piants and
as the most powerful industrial nation in the worild

it is the policy pursued by the United States which

willl in the end be decisive!, o

This did not mean however that the Canadian representative
should slavishly follow the United States. It was hoped that
Canada would have constructive suggestions to make but it was
recognized that "we shall not wish to go futher or faster than
the United States and the United XKingdom Governments are :
prepared to go in advocating international control". On the
subject of exchange of information, the Canadian representati-e
was_instructed to be guided by the terms of the Washington
declaration which made it clear that such exchange would be
conditional on reciprocity, but that in any event the Canadia-
position as a source of uranium would need to be carefully
safeguarded. On international control, the recessity of
proceeding in stages was recognized and for this reason the -
Government had been impressed by the Lilisnthal report as the
"most constructive and imaginative approach" yet made towards
a long-term policy on international control. General McNaughton
was instructed that if the United States rapresentative put
forward this report as a basis for discuscion it should have
his support. The instructions concluded by expressing the

hope that “it will be possible to concert the general line of
approach of the Canadian representative with that of the United
States and the United Kingdom representatives",

7 At the Commission's first meeting, Mr. Baruch, the
Chairman of the United States delegation, put forward his
proposals, based in large part on the Lilienthal report, for .
the creation of an International Atomic Development Authority
which would be entrusted with all phases of the production and
Use of atomic energy. The proposals also included the reunifica-
tion of the atomic bomb as a weapon of war and suggested that when
"an adequate system of control had been established the manufacture
of atomic bombs should stop and existing bombs be disposed of.
In addition, Mr. Baruch proposed that "there must be no veto to
protect those who violate their solemn agreements not to develop

or uss atomic energy for destructive purposes',
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8. . In a telegram of June 19, 1946, General McNaughton
was informed that the Canadian Government was "favourably
impressed" witn these proposals "as a constructive contribution
on the part of the United States Government ... (and) as a goal
to be aimed at". This telegram also recogni.ed that there were
"formidable obstacles" in the way of their fulfilment and that
the proposals raised a number of important questions such as the
relationship of the authority to the United Nations, the doutle
standard for the use of the veto - its abandonment in questions
relating to atomic energy but its retention for sanctions
purposes - and so forth. General McNaughton was nevertheless
instructed to "endorse the general principles while bearing ia
mind that we were aware. of the difficulties ahead"., This wag
ths line which General McNaughton followed when he spoke at
the second meeting of the Commission of June 19th. The General .
suggested in addition that the proposals be accepted as a basis
for dicsussion. Referring to the veto question he suggested
that the Commission should not concern itself unduly over it

- at that stage but concentrate on those aspects of the United
States proposals on which agreement could be reached befors

the Authority could be brought into being. He referred also

to our general attitude regarding exchange of information and
stressed the necessity of establishing mutual confidence to
insure success in the task ahead. -

9. . All the other members of the Commission accepted
the Baruch plan as 3 basis for discussion with the exception
of Poland and the Soviet Union. Mr, Gromyko put forward a

. Soviet plan which contained the only other proposals made at
this early stage. Without referring to Mr. Baruch's statement,
Mr. Gromyko proposed an international multilateral convention
to outlaw weapons based upon the use of atomic energy and to
forbid their production; all such weapons were to be destroyei
three months after ratification of the convention. No method -

was suggested for enforcing the agreement -other than a declaration

to be made by signatory states that a violation of it would
constitute a “most serious crime against humanity".

10. ~ By August 1lst the Commission had entered into its
work, operating mainly through three committees, one of which
dealt with general questions of policy, a legal committee and

a scientific and technical committee., Progress, however, was
extremoly slow because of Soviet intransigence; the central
problem was Mr. Gromyko's insistence that the manufacture, uss
and possession of the atomic bomb should be banned, and his
refusal to admit the need for any special system of international
control which in his opinion would constitute a violation of
sovereignty. While admitting the need for certain safeguards

he wished the Security Council to be respcansible for dealing
with enforcement, a position which, of course, would preserve - .
the Soviet veto.. ) -

1l. The general tactics which General McNaughton nad

been instructed to follow were well summed up in a ievver from
Mr. Wrong to Mr. Howe of August 1, 1946, These were to seek %o
avoid a showdown with the Russians, partly in the hope %hat

Mr. Gromyko might alter his rigid position and partly as the
Government did not wish the talks to break down before the Paris
Conference. The General's difficulties however lay not only
with Mr, Gromyko but also with Mr. Baruch who was growing
increasingly impatient with the Russians. He wished to force a
vote on his original proposals which of course the Soviet Union
would be certain to reject out of hand thus causing a breakdown
in the efforts to control atomic energy and a further increase
in international tension.
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12, -=%. ~This problem’was very nuch in the minds of the delegates
to the second part of the First Session of the General Assembly.
Mr, Molotoff's speech made no reference to atomié energy and
- therefore gave no hope of any change of attitude. Writing to

Mr. Pearson in this connection from New York, Mr. Reid said that
in his opinion the "break in the Atomic Energy Commission is '
going to come before the end of the year", but he added "if 1t is
to come we must surely make every effort %o insure that the ‘
issue on which the breakdown comes is one carefully chosen by

the United States as being best calculated to put the Soviet
Unlon in the wrong". To avoid a break, Mr. St. Laurent encouraged
General McNaughton: to continue his efforts along this line aad
to try to work out a system for the effective control of ator.ic
energy which went no further than discussions had shown to be
essential. Mr. St. Laurent was anxious ‘that the Western Powers
be in a position to show that they had explored every avenue of
‘possible agreement with the Soviet Union and that the proposals
finally rejected by the Soviet Union be the ones which would
commend- themselves to most other Governments as practical.,

13. .In order to avoid a premature breakdown an effort ‘vas
made to turn the discussions in the Commission away from the
broad political questions of principle into a consideration

of the most precise forms of international obligations which
governments might assume if an effective system of internatioaal
control were established and to an examination of the technical
and sclentific facts in relation to the feasibility or otherwise
of international control. The Scientific and Technical Committee
began therefore the preparation of a report deseribing the
processes involved in the peaceful application of atomic enersgy.
It found that such energy could be controlled. It could not
however agres on methods owing to Soviet insistence that this
was a political question with which the Committee was not com-
petent to deal. Formal and informal discussions failed to break
the deadleck on this point. i S

14, In the course of a conversation with General ucNatghton
on June 26 Mr. Pearson suggested that a possible method of:

" oo breaking through the developing jam would be to acrept
at once the U.S.S.R. proposal to outlaw the use of atomic
energy for destructive purposes and even sign a conventioi
immediately for that purpose, pending the working out of

the more far reaching measures for control, inspection

etc., embodied in the United States plan®.

Such a course he thought would "meet the Russians up to a

point and certainly could do no harm" thovgh he recognized that
without further measures outlawry would be of no value. Neither
My, Wrong, nor Mr. Robertson, were attracted to this idea, as
from the point of view of American security, the Russian proposals
reversed the American order of priority and Mr. Wrong doubted
whether it would "influence the Russians -much as the main object
~of their proposal was to argue that the American bombs should be
destroyed"., Mr. Pearson's proposal was not followed up.

15, The virtual impasse which the Commission had reached
- by November 1946 was considered by the Advisory Panel. A paper
prepared in the Department for the Panel, after summarizing the
developments on the work of the Commission, noted that it was
difficult to assess with any degree of assurance what the next
stage should be; it recognized the possibility that the Soviet
government might clarify its attitude in relation to control,
but the officer who drafted the paper did not expect any signi-
ficant change. It was however thought possible that the
Commission night consider aspects such as the functions and




powvers of tho Internatiocnal Authority and the relations of such
an Authority to the United Nations in order to prepare the ground
for the drafting of an international treaty classifying the
obligations of signatory states, the functions and powers of the
authority and the question of benefits which members would derive
from a system of international control. Thse paper went on to

note that the future work of the Commission must in any event

be considered in terms of the general relations between the Soviet

Union and the Western World, and that "a breakdown in negotistions .

might precipitate a crisis in the entire structure of the United
Nations". In this connection the paper referred to the effcrts
mady by the Canadian Delegation to avoid bringing to a head -
basic differences, the endeavours made to.maintain an orderly

procedure and to maintain a spirit of cordial relations. Firvally,

the paper recommended that approval be given to the general
tactics which the Canadian Delegation had been following, that
- .1t should continue to support all efforts to avoid a breakdown
-but that it should continue to give support to the principles
of the United States plan "as an ultimate objective',

16, Meanwhilei the General Assembly was also considering . -
c

the question of atomic energy; the resolution adopted December 14,
1946, dealing with the general regulations and reduction of _ '
armaments, already referred to, (see para. 3 above), included _
several important clauses affecting the Commission. This reso-
lution stated that the prohibition of atomic weapons and the -
control of atomic energy to insure its use only for peaceful -
purposes was an essential part of any overall scheme to regulate
and reduce armaments generally. It urged the expeditions ful-
filment by the Atomic Energy Commission of its task under the
previous resolution of January 24, 1946, and urged the Security
Council to expedite the questioniof a draft convention for tha
creation of an international system of control which would in:zlude
provisions calling for the prohibition of atomic weapons. Tha
Canadian Delegation voted in favour of this resolution, which,

in the Government's view, clearly meant that the United Natioas
was committed to the total prohibition of the use of atomic
weapons, At a later stage it became apparent that the United
States did not consider this resolution in the same way, and

in a telegram to General McNaughton on July 10, 1947 Mr. Heeney
pointed out that while it -was’ - :

" not difficult to appreciate the United States'! reluctance
to accept the principle of complete prohibition of atomic
energy, the difference between acceptance of the principis
and signature of an agreement 1s surely great enough, to
make it worthwhile for the United States, at least for
tactical reasons, to admit the principle®.

Subsequently, General’ McNaughton was able to persuade the
United States representatives on the Commission of “this fact.

17. The discussions in the Commission during the month
of December in connection with the adoption of the Commission's
Tirst report to the Security Council finally brought to a head
the issue which the Canadian Delegation had fought to avoid.
Mr. Baruch insisted that a decision be reached on his proposals
- and recornmendations and that they be included in the report. He
was confident that he could secure sufficient support to =arry
them by a2 majority of votes. The Canadian Delegation, together
with the United Kingdom and the French Delegations, had some
misgivings about them, in particular the question of eliminating
the veto which, in the Government's view, would provide grounds
for the Soviet Union to vote against the report. The Canadian
Delegation also wished to tighten up soms of the details of the
proposals wiich had been very loosely drafted and which in its
opinion required more careful consideration. The report and the




proposals were finally voted 'oii’Décember 30,  Ten nations,
including Canada, voted in favour, ‘but the Soviet Union and
Poland "abstained. Despite the Government's misgivings, thé
Cabinet instfucted Gereral McNaughton or December 27 to Vote
in 'this way on the ground not orly that the résolution had”
beén greatly improved by the “delegation's efforts, but also
brought gt_ingo greater harmony ‘with the General Assembly - -
résqlutign on disarmament; noreover it cledrly represented the
best €e§plution that could be obtained, "Although the "Canddian
Delegatlon'had been remarkably successful-in putting off "tris
v°ﬁ¢ over a pgriod of” time, the expected breakdown did éome~
about and thevgoyernment's worst fears were "confirmed for 0 an
iricréasing degree the atmosphere was to become less and less
conducive to agreement,
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18, ) Briefly, the Commission's first report ariswered
affirmatively the question as to whether international control

‘of atomic énergy was feasible from a 'scientific and technical
point of View. "Certain’ safeguards to be applied at-each stage

in the production and use of atomic energy were recommended by

- thé report which expressly "stated that these safeguards did not

- represent 'a plan for control but merely some of the elements
whiéh should be incorporated in an effective plan. In his ~
report to the Minister, General McNaughton noted that.ddoption

of the Conmmission's first report ended the first phase of its™
work; while stressing as did the report the preliminary nataré

of the proposals, he regretted Mr, Baruch's "precipitdate action
and inflexible attitude™ which prevented the Commission obtaining
any real clarification of the Soviet attitude, He was, however,’
heéartened by the thought that the U.S.S.R. had not closed tae door
to further negotiations, '

19. During the subsequent months of January and February
the Security Council discussed the Commission's report but the
debates merely reflected the same baslic differencées expresszad
in"the Commission. Although the Soviet Delegation tabled 12

- proposed’ amendments to the report, the Council finally deciied
that these amendments should more appropriately be dealt wi:ch
in thé Tommission itself, and on March 10, 1947, inmstructed

-the Commission” to continue its.inquiries, to preparé draft
tredaties, and to report to the Security Council before the

next session of the General Assembly.
20. Mr. St. Iaurent made a report on the work of the -
Commission to the House of Commons on March 26, at the conclusion

of which he expressed the Government'!'s hope that further examination
by the Commission of the proposals placed before it "may lead

to a realization on the part of all govecnments represented on

the Commission of the manifest advantage to be reaped under a

system of effective control'. Such a system would not only make

a greater contribution to peace but would make it possible for

the peoples of the world to share the benefits to be derived

from the peaceful use of atomic energy.

21, When the Commission resumed its sessions following
‘the adoption of its first report, its members endeavoured to
consider some of the broader aspects of the problem, particularly
from the standpoint of what was necessary in the matter of
control. On June 11, 1947, Mr. Gromyko submitted additional
proposals whereby his proposed convention to outlaw the use and
manufacture of atomic bombs would be supplemented by a further
convention establishing a system of control based on periocdic
inspection only. Under this Soviet plan any nation would be

free to plan and execute its own atomic energy programmes, subject
only to a periodic check by inspectors from the Internationual
Control Agency; its powers would be restricted to making repre-
sentations vo governments and the Security Council. In the view
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bf'tﬁé“CQnadian Governmenty these: proposals were highly unsatis-
fdctory, as the control agency would only be set up aftér the
convention had been signed. "Moreover, since the functions of = '~
the agency would be limited to ¢checdking and investigating,; nations ™
would be free to accumuldte dangerous quantities of dtomic materials
directly convertible irito bombs, "It was Felt thit something more
than periodic Inspection and ‘special investigations in case of "
susplcion was required. " General McNaughton therefore introdiced

a resolution which 'wds adopted by 10 favourdble votes which .said
that the Soyiet'propbsals, as they then stood, did not provide
"an' adequate basis for the development by the Committee 6f &pecific
proposals for an effective system of international control"."

22. ~~ ~ No appreciable progress was made by the time the
Commission submitted its second report to the Security Counéil
on September 11, 1947, This report noted that the Commission
had considéred some ‘of the broader aspects of the problem ard
added that, in"the opinion of the Commission, nations$ shoulé not
be left free to develop their individual programmes of atomic
énergy for "peaceful purposes; it proposed instead the establishment
of an authority which would "own, operate and manage" in trust

~for all nations all dangerous substances from the time they

were taken from the ground and all plants required to process

them. Production would be strictly related to consumption aad
thiere would be no accumulations of stocks. The proposed authority
. would in effect be a trust acting on behalf of signatory states.
The report also recormended that the principles which were to
govern the production, distribution, location and so forth of
atomic materials should be designated by international agreement,

23, This report was not cohsidered by the Security Counecil
because of pressure of other business, but the Commission
nevertheless continued to endeavour to work out the terms of
the treaties required to implement its .second report. The
second report had gone a great deal further than the Soviet =
Government was prepared to go, however, and it ™had “soon becone
apparent that the Commission could do little more of useful " =
work in the absSence of "Soviet cooperation. 'As General McNaughton
put it in a despatch to the Department on June 14, 1948,

e

" it was conceded by all that no control scheme would be
satisfactory if it was not universally applicable and )
enforceable ... but the debates in the Commission had served
only to show that there was not even agreement on what ‘was
understood by ‘'effective international control' let alone

the essential requirements of that control, and the realiza-
tion grew that the work of the Commission was approaching

an impasse."

2k, The Soviet attitude, however, was an uncompromising
one and many efforts, which need not be gone into here, to
.obtain a greater precision as to the meaning and intentions

of the Soviet plan were to no avoid. Finally, when the diver-
gence of views became so acute and the possibilities of bridging
the gap appeared so remote, on May 17, 1948, the Commission
recommended, in its third report, the suspension of its work

by & vote of 9 to 2. The recommendation stated that '

" the failure to achieve agreement on the international
control of atomic energy arises from a situation that is
beyond the competence of this Commission. In this situa-
tion the Commission concludes that no useful purpose can
be served by carrying on negotiations at the Commission's

level," (1)

(1) The revort also recommended that the Security Council
consicer the possibility of sutmitting the Commission's
three reports to the next session of the General Assembly.
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25,7 In'his report to the Despartment referred to abové,
General McNaughton pointed out -that althéugh the Comnlssion
had been unable "to obtain agreement on a plan for inter= =~ =
national control, such failure ‘did not warrant thé conclusién
that no agreement may ultimately be reached, He recognized, ~
nowever, that to resolve ‘the underlying .political difficulties
efforts to reach an inderstanding would have to be pursued
-through other methods of negotiation,-

26, -~ _The Canadian Delegation, with authority given it-

by the Cabinet on June 10, introduced a resolution in the ~ =~
Security Council, approved on June 25 which rather thafi appsove
the Commission's three reports merely asked that the Secretiary-
General transmit them to.the General Assembly “as a matter of
special éoncern", ' In speaking to this resolution, General
McNaughton expressed the Canadian Governrent'!s "profound
_disappointment” that the Commission had "to report an impasse,

The situation, he said, did ‘not "call for recrimination but a
Serious effort to face up to reality"., He blamed the diveér;ience”
of views upon the insistence of the Soviet Union that a cénéntion
outlawlng atomic weapons and providing for the destruction of
these weapons must precede any agreement for the establishmrnt
of a system of International control. While the Soviet Delagation
Had advanceéd proposals for periodic inspection, its conception

of these controls fell , :

" far short of what the majority of the Commission
believed to be essential to ensure that atomic energy
will not become a matter of international rivalry and
a menace to world security".

27, The Third Session of the General Assembly conslde:red
the Commission'!s three reports in accordance with this resoiution
and a number of countries, including Canada, put forward
resolutions containing proposals on atomic energy. The Canadian
resolution was put forward in the belief “that, in the words of’
the general instructions to the Delegation approved by Cabiret,
"}ittle will be gained by continuing the discussions in"the
present circumstances", Its operative part expressed approval”
of the general findings and recommendations of the first remort
constituting the necessary basis for establishing an effecti.ve
system of interriational control of atomic energy in accorddiice”
with .the terms of reference of the United Nations Atomic Encrgy
Commission"; it also sought approval of the third report. -n a
second operative paragraph, the resolution called upon all nations
to accept these reports as a necessary basis for control. The
resolution, which had been drafted hasti.y and was open to amend-
ment was considerably modified, the U,S.S.R. submitted a proposal
which represented a slight zlteration of position. This called
for continued meetings of the Commission with a view to the
preparation of two conventions, one on the prohibition of atomic
weapons, the other for the establishment of international control
of atomic energy, both to be signed and put into operation simul-
taneously. A4lthough the previous Soviet attitude had been to
demand that the convention on the prohibition of atomic weapons
be concluded before the second convention, the conclusion-was -
considered by the Department to be of little value, as the Soviet
Delegation was still not prepared to accept the convention for
effective inspection and control. Compromise resolutions were
also put forward, particularly one from India, but the discussion
in committee centered around the Canadian draft,

28, &s it finally emerged, the resolution, vhich was opposed
by the Soviet Bloc, expressed deep concern at the impasse ard
requested the six permanent members of the Commission to "meet
together ana consult in order to determine if there existed a
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g2 basis for agreement™, "This group was to report to the next i

-régular session’ of the Assembly, The resolution also called

upon thé Commissioh to resume its sessions and to study sueh =
subjects within its terms of reference 2s considered practicable
and useful, ' _ , | _

29, * . In view of the Assembly's decision it was necessa v
?bg”phempepartment and’ the Advisory Parel of the Caradian Guvern-
ment "to_consider what' further steps should be ‘adopted and vhat
proposals the Canadian Delegation could put forward in an ‘e-fort
to get out of the "impasse, The Panel decided in January 1949

as a first 'step to request the views of the Chiefs of Staff of""
the military ‘effectiveness of the atomic bomb and its uniqusriess
as a veapon of mass destruction, Accordingly, Mr. Héeney wiote
to the secretary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, asking for &n’
bpiniqn as to tnevmilitary effectiveness of fissionzble mat:rials
for war and 2 cémparison of the effectiveness of atomic weapons

with other methods of mass destruction. - In this letter, Mr. Heeney é,“

noted that the reasons for the impasse reached in the Commission
wére partly political and partly technical, The "'political »easons
for the Cormlssion's inability to continue its work had been in
part ¢éause and 'in part effect of the wider disagreement betireen
the Soviet Union and the principal western powers on almost all

questions of major political importance. On the technical side . . | .

there "was "fundamental disagreement as to the nature and scohe of
the controls which the Soviet Government on the one hand, and
other governments permanently represented on the Commission on :
the other hand, would agree to accept. It noted that the original
United States proposal had been modified. in-certain important
dspects and that these modifications, agreed to by the majority

of the governments represented on the Commission, .constituted
tge(ifsential elements of the plen which the Commission recommend-
ed,

make an individual appraisal of the plan and the assunptions

‘upon vhich 1t was based and in view of the deadlock it was
considered advisable to re-examine the problem afresh, (2)

(1) . There were four principal differences between the Baruch
Plan and the "Majority Plan", First, Mr. Baruch's original
suggestion contemplated that the ownerchip of all uranium ard
thorium would be vested in the Internatiorial Authority whi-:t. Ly
would itself undertake all mining operations; in the "Majority
Plan" it was recognized that the international agency would i
need to have all available information in respect to the actual

or likely occurrences of ores of these minerals and that their
mining should not however be necessary fcr the agency to own the
mineral properties, Secondly, the agency would determine national
quotas by negotiatlon rather than by arbitrary settlement., Thirdly,
the "Majority Plan" contained proposals not foreseen in the Baruch
Plan for provision against any possible abuse of povwer by inter-
-national agency or its international inspectorate acting in its
neme, Fourthly, the Baruch proposals made no specific provision
with regard to stock piling. The Commission accepted a proposal

by the United Kingdom that the production of nuclear fuels

should be restricted to the quantity required for plants actually
entering into production. . ' '

(2) No reply appears to have been made - if it was it would
not be found on the Departmental files,

fl
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The Canadian Government had not as yet attempted to . P
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30, ~°~ ~At the same time, informal meetings were begun in
New York between representatives of the United States, United.
Kingdom, France, China and Canada, to explore what further -
work the Commlssion might be able to undertake, " The U.S,S.R 7
also introduced into the Security Couné¢il "a  resslution embodying
the“prdpogals ;t had'made‘at“the'previOus session of the General
Assembly, but after they were defeated, the Soviet representative,
Mr, Malik, gave notice 'that they vould be re-introduced at the
next meeting of the Atomic Energy Commission. The Commissicn
miet “on February 18, the first meeting held since May vhen it~
reported to the Security Council that i+ had reached a deadlock,-
At its first session, the Commission adopted a resolution ,
introduced by General MacNaughton, instructing the Secretariat
of the Commission to prepare a working paper sumiarizing the™ -
récommendations of the Commission's ‘previous reports as a basis
for further study and a comparative table showing the positions
-of the majority and minority in the Commission upon the topics
s¢ far discussed, Mr, Malik reintroduced the substance of the -
Soviet resolution submitted to the Security Council February 25,
The Commission decided, however, to return to a consideration
of the General Assembly resolution and of the topics which it
_would be '"practicable and useful" for them to discuss, It did
" not reject the Soviet proposals outright, as the Commission -
agreed to examine them in detail to see whether they indicat=d
a new way out of the impasse., It was apparent to the other
members of the Commission, as it had been to the majority of-
the delegations in the General Assembly, that these proposals
were ‘vague and unsatisfactory. Lengthy speeches by Mr., Malik
and other Soviet representatives failed to produce any satis-
factory elucidation or justification of the Soviet case, and
finally, on July 29, the Commission agreed that no useful purpose
would be served by further debate; it agreed to adjourn until
the Six Powers talks had found a basis for further discussion.
The Commission, at the same time, made a fourth report to ths
Security Council stating that the impasse still existed and ‘that
further discussion in the Commission-<

1~ yould ‘only tend to harden differences and would sérve
no useful purpose until the sponsoring powers had reporteil
* that a basis for agreement did exist." .

Although the first meeting of the six sponsoring povwers was
held on August 9, informal meetings between the representatives
of Canada, China, France, the United Kingdom and the United
States were held as early as May to discuss a draft statemenv
of principles which could be agreed to beforehand to serve as

a basis for talks,

- 31, Some of the more important paragraphs of. this statement
of principles might be quoted here.

1., International system of control:

(a) There should be a strong and comprehensive international
system for the control of atomic energy and the prohibition of
atomic weapons aimed at attaining the objectives set forth in

the resolution of the General Assembly of 2Wkth January 1946, -
Such an international system should be established, and its

scope and functions defined by an enforceable multilateral

treaty in which all nations should particip te on fair and
equitable terms. - '
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 be forbidden,
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2. International control agency:

- - -

(a)” " 'There should be established, within tlie framework
of the Security Council, an'interrnational control agency,
deriving its powers and status from the "tréaty under which'

it isestablished,  The agency should possess powers and be ™
éﬁérquiyitp responsibility necessary and appropriate for thie
prqﬁptﬁgnd_g{feptivg}diSChargefbf’thé“dutiés'impbséd'upoﬁ”it””
by ‘the” terms of the treaty,” Its powers should be sufficien:ily
broad and flexible to enable it to deal with new developmerts
that may hereafter arise in the field of atomic energy.

0089000000000 000000 0

ey T The "duly accréedited represéntatives of the agericy
should be afforded unimpeded rights of ingress, egress, and

- -access for "the performance of their inspections and other "~ "™~

" dutiés into, from and within the territory of every particinating

pgtiog? pph}n@gre?_@yqu@%qnal or local authorities,

3. Exchanggnof_Inforgatioﬁ;‘_

a) " " " The géeﬁé?”and‘the’partibipating hations shodld ba™ '~
giided by the general principle that there should be no seciecy
cgncerning scigppific_agd‘teghqigal ;ngormation on atomic e.ergy.

- (b) "~ "7 "The agency should promote among all riations’the

éXchange of ‘basic scientific information on atomic energy
for pechful gndg. o

H, Prohibiti§h'pf atomic weapons:';

- (a)" — -~ Interndtional agreement to outlaw the national pro-

ductioh and usé of atomic weapons Is an essential part of

this international system of control. =~  __ = . _.:
(b) "~ "~ THeé manufacture, possession and iise of atomic weajors
by all nations and by all persons under their jurisdiction thould.

- - : o dew

(c) Any existing stocks of atomic.weapons should be d..sposed
of, and proper use should be made of nuclear fuel for peaceiul
purposes. o : . »

5. Development of Atomic Energy:

(a) Thefdevélopment and use of atomic energy even for

peaceful purposes are not exclusively mavters of domestic -
" concerr of individual mations, but rather have predominantly

international implications and repercussions. The development .
of atomic energy must be made an international cooperative
enterprise in all its phases.
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6., Control Over Atomic Materials and Facilities:.

(a) - The agency should hold all atomic source materials,
nuclear fuels and dangerous facilities in trust for the parti- .
cipating nations and be responsible for ‘ensuring that “the
provisions of the treaty in regard to their disposition are
executed,
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(6) - " The ‘agency should have the ‘exclusive Tight t | Vo
agd manage.gl;;gapggr9u§ atomic facilities. gn o} opergte .

C e e P - -

' -.(c)fﬂi;:”'lﬁignY’Qatter§ grfeétiné'Eeéuri%y;“nétions’Cénnot oo
have any proprietdry right or rights of decision arising =~ - = = |
‘therefrom over atomic ‘Source materials, nuclear fuels or ;
dangerous facilities located within their territories.
(d) "7 7 7TThe agency mist be given indisputable cortrol “of
the source materidls promptly after their separatiori"from
t??i,lf__rr}azura_ldgiepgiftgtg{ and on taking possession should "~~~ "
give "Talr and equitable compensation determined by agreement . _
with the national concerned., S i

e . -

*(e) 7777 Activitles reldted to atomic energy, which afe non- |
dangerous to security, such as'mining and milling 6f Sourée” |
material, and research may be operated by nations or persons
under license from the agency. ‘

7, Means of Detecting and Prevénting Clandestine Activities:

TTto Tt TheTagéncy should have the duty of seeking outany
¢landestine  activities or facilities involving source materiil
or nicledar fuel; to this end it should have the power to reqiire

. reports on relevant matters, to verify these reports and obtiin™
S§uch other information as it deems riécessary by diréet inspe:tion -
or other means, all subject to appropriate limitations.

8. Stages: . = . '

- -

' The treaty should embrace tlie entire programme for R
putting the international system of control into effect, and™ Pl
should provide a schedule for the completion of the "transitional P
process over a ‘period of time, step by step, in an orderly and
agreed sequerice leading to the full and éffective establislimant
- of "international control of atomic energy and prohibition of
atomic weapons. :
P
| 32, ~ -~ These principles were introduced by the United :
Kingdom representative, Sir Alexander Cadogan, who pointed
out that the statement covered the essential.topics with I_
which any plans for the prohibition of atomic weapons and  ° l}j
|
i
!

the control of atomic energy would have to deal., The statemant
was adopted as a basis for discussion and the Western repre-
j senatives, including that of Canada, made it clear that their I
. | . Governments accepted them. They also expressed readiness to |
| consider alternative proposals which might be put forward . R
- although emphasizing at the same time that they would continue N
to support the plan approved by the General Assembly unless and Pt
until proposals were made which would provide for~equally or P
" more effective means of control or prohibition. The conversations, e
however, did not succeed in bringing about agreement, for the
basic differences remained., The group made an interim report
to the General Assembly on October 25. ..

- 33, "The discussion by the Fourth Session of the General
Assembly of the question of atomic energy were naturally over- =y
~ shadowed by President Truman's announcement of September 23, Lo
1649, that "within recent weeks an atomic explosion occurred in 2 e
the U,S.S.R.", In the Department!s view it was considered : L
essential that something better than a negative report on the
work of the Commission and of the six sponsoring powers should
be presented to the General Assembly. In the early stages of
the debates on atomic energy in the various bodies of the United
Nations, Cinada had invariably emphasized the technical and poli-
tical aspezts, However, with the "peace offensive" being de veloped
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by the Cominform and its particular empHasis on "banning the bomb",
increased consideration was given by the Départment and members

of “the édvisogy_Pgnel“té“mEEt‘the<SdViétiG0vernmént“bn'its'bWh
ground in ordér to derive as much ‘propaganda ‘value &5 possible =
from the "Majority Plan" and 'the general wéstern attitude towards
interiational control in an effort to Wwih over  the smallef "
countries which might "be "tempted to adopt a neutral attitude, .

As a partial eXpression of "this feeling a resoIutfon Was drsfted
in’ the Départment whizh proposed the “prohibition of atgmic
weapons except in a case of aggression as determined by thé
majority of the Security Council. A second course of actior =~ ™.
considered was to have the United States.reaffirm its declsation

- that it would never wage an aggressive war. Underlying theze ™ -
suggestions was d general feeling to te found particularly zmohg
Nbrth‘Aglaﬁtic’édﬁntries;"thét‘td“a“1érgé“éktént”their“éééurity
rested, Tor a moment 'at ledst, upon the only potent strategic’
wéapon on t@éir’sidé;’although the Yomb "was the main deterrent

to aggression and "would remain so for some years, it wus reclized
that this would not always be the case,
3%,7" 7 T It was partly for this reason that at ‘the Fourth
Séssion of the General Asseribly the Canddiaii Delegation co-
sponsored with France a resolution requesting

" “the permanent members of the United Nations T
Afomic Energy Commission to coninue their consultations
to explore all. possible avenues and examine all concrete
suggestions with a view to determining whether they
might Jlead to an agreement securing the basic objectives
of the General Assembly in this question,"

and recommeﬁding that

" all nations join in mutual agreement to renouncée -
the 'individudl exercise of such rights of sovereignty
in” the control of atomié energy as...are incompatible
with the promotion of world security and peace,"

e e e -

In introducing this resolution, Mr, Pearson restated the -
Canadian Government!s position. He said that in common with
most members of the United Nations, Canada was prepared to
accept the "Majority Plan" as Canada was convinced it was a

good plan, He added, however, that Canadiun thinking conceraing
it was not rigid or inflexible and that: '

‘" if any new proposals are made or new approaches
-suggested that gave promise of an effective and agreed
solution to this problem, then my Government will
welcome them and examine them with all the care which
they deserve." -

Referring to the atomic explosion in the Soviet Union, Mr. Pearson
said that this event pointed out dramatically the validity of

the theslis that security can be found only in effective inter-
national control. With regard to the joint resolution, he said
that one of the principles embodied in it was that no door should
be closed, that every channel for consultation and negotiation
must be left open. It was important, he said, that the world
should not be misled on this major issue:

" 1t wouid be no contribution to the peace of the
world in present conditions of international mistrust
and fear to encourage illusions of peace based merely
on unsupported declarations against the use of atonmic
energy and war, if the situation was such that such
declarations could accomplish their purpose, then there
really wovld not be any need for them at all,."
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_In*thé“§9u?$ef§i.thq'QGbafe on this resclution, the text

was soméwhat modifled, particularly’ the second paragraph

6f the operatlve part, when at ihe particular instancs — =
of "the Mexican Delegation the word "renounce" was Temoved and
the sentence revised to read that: : o

. s e i el

"“"all nations in the use of their rights of sovereignty”

Join in mutual agreement “to Iimit thé individual €xercise

of those rights in the control of atomic energy to the

extent required,® . : ,
In an effort to minimize the difficulty and to obtfainm as =~ " =~ -
wide 'support as pdssible, the ‘delegation agreed to the pardgraph
being amended accordingly. °Although thé emphasis wis Tiow on- '
ﬁSing“sbvéreignty"raﬁhér”than'1oSing'It,”the meaning remaifél v
unchariged, ThHiS resolution was cirried by & large majority, and
the Soviet Bloc, as expected, voted against.
35. " 'The $ix permanent members of the Commission resumel
their discussions ‘on December 20 under the chairmanship of -
General McNaughton, but this was the only meeting held until
January 19, at which time, the representative of the Soviet =
Union arinounced that because of presence of the representatize’.
of Nationalist China, it could nét take part in any discussion.
Accordingly, a letter was sent to the Secretary-General stating
that so long as "the Soviét Government Fefused to participate in~
them 1t was impossible for the group to fulfil the mandate given
them by the General Assembly,  The remaining five permanent ~ °
merbers, however, undertook to remain in close contact with sne
another to meet and consult on such limit objectives as were
possible of achievement under the circumstances, Since that
day, no formel session of the six permanent members of the Atomic
Eriergy Commission has been held.  Tne Canadian Government,
however, was not satisfied to leave the entire questions of -~
iriternational control of ‘atomié¢” energy suspended Iike Mahoried's
coffin in mid'air:"“A“mééting“of"the‘AdviSOry'Paﬁél;‘held“bn
March 21, "1950, considered the desirdbility of resuming the ™
talks Informally until” the question of Chinesé representation
had "been’ settled; "'In particular, the Panel considered the™ "
P6Ssibility of "ascertaining whether any further modification.s
could be riade” to the "Majority Plan" which Canada would be ~ ™~
Willing to” support and the pPossibility of "¢rawing iip a ‘radiznlly
different plan which admittedly would only be 4 half "neasura.
and which “would providé for a much less adequaté system of = ~ °
internatibnél“inspeétibn;“"A“télegram‘tb“Mr;’Wrbng"én“Marbh’27;‘”
1950, said that if theé Canadian Government could’ sécure assurarnce
beforehand that the Governments of “the Urnztéd States atid of the ™"~
United Kingdom would be prepared to send representatives to informal
meetings of the six, without China, it would be prepared to take
the initiative of issuing the invitations. Both the State
Department and the Foreign Office had been thinking on similar
lines but had reachesd no conclusions. The United States for
its part, as matters turned out, was not took keen on the possibility
of evolving a new plan as it considered, in the words of a letter
from Mr. Wrong to Mr, Robertson on April 21, :

" the real difficulty in the atomic talks with the
Russians is not any particular element in the "Majority
Plan", but the continued attitude of the Soviet Govern-
ment on the question of international co-operation
generally, and that unless this attitude changes to seek
agreement on any particular aspect in the international
control plan would lead nowhere and might only increase
the .sense of public frustration,®
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No'final decision was ever réceived from London; owing to" S
Mr, Bevinls continied iTlness, and the matter rested until’ TR

" - ~ - . - - . -

thé“Fifth'Séﬁsibﬁ_Qf'thQ'Geqeralléésembly;"*The only action” ~ - iy
faken'byuthg”A§§emb1y,thWéver;'ﬁaé'theﬁpassage'of“a'resbluﬁion, i
6f which Candda’ was & co=sponsor, establishing a commltiee. of b
12" members to” examiné”the possibility of ‘merging the Atomic "~ """ ‘
Epergy1Cg¢q§ss§pp~Wi§hﬂ§§9“90mmission for Conventional Armaments,

2, Military Staff Committee - _

. 177" "The’ concept of an internaticnal police force to implément ;
collective decisions was’ formally endorsed at the San ‘Francisco .
Conference when provision was made for the establishmént ot = = @ | B
the Military Staff Committee;, ~ As the military organ of the R
Sécu@itY“Cou@CiL,'thiS‘Committee“wésy‘ih“a sense, to constitute R
an interrational general staff, vhose task under the Council's 9
authority was to: _

i
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"” advise'and assist (it) on all questions relating =~
to the Security Council's military requirements for the "~
maintenancé>or'international¥peace'and security, the employ-
ment ‘and ‘cormmand of forces placed at its disposal, the
___regulation of armaments and possible disarmament,™
The Commitiee wds to bé made up of the Chiefs of Staff of
thé permanent ‘members of the Security Cotineil or their -
representatives., “"Canada was therefore not eligible for _
membership,” ‘although By paragraph 2 of "Article W7, "wkich -~ -
thé“Caﬁédiah'déIegation‘at'San'FfanciSco'has‘strongly'Sﬁppbrﬁed,
a representative of a non-permanent member coiild “be associated
with the Committee If the "efficiént discharge" of "its respsn-
sibilities should require fhat'bouﬁtfy's’pafticipatioﬁ;'i:e;“'”
1f the use of all or part of its armed forées was at 211" ligely -
in the’event that'tﬁe’SecuritY'Couﬁcil'SﬁdUla”éall”fbf'éSéiStance
to enforce a decision, The "Canadian’ Government, therefore, had
a general interest in the Committee's work, G
2e ' The Committee held its first'meeting in Loridon™ - i
on September 4; 1946, "As its first task it was instructéd oy L
the Security Council to examine from the military point of
view the provisions of Article 43 which called for specigl
; agreeéments between member states and the Security Counecil fyr ™" :
g the placing of national armed forces at the Council's disposal. |
? A year later, on April 30, 1947 the Committee forwarded its ;
| first report to the Council consisting of 41 articles, of wiich i"
|
I
|

§ 25 were agreed upon. On the remaining sixteen, however, there
§ was a wide difference of opinion between the Soviet Delegation
| on the one hand, and the other four delegations on the other
g hand., TheSe differences included the vital points of comparable ;
§ . contributions as opposed to equality of contributions, the ;
respective ‘military obligations of member states, the employment SN
and location of armed forces, bases for such forces, rights of éj:
passage, withdrawal upon completion of the mission, and so forth., e
The report was considered by the Security Council in the months
of June-and July, 1947, but no decision on it was reached and ,
the report has not been discussed since that date, The differences
of opinions and attitudes evident in the meetings of the Military ;
Staff Comaittee were naturally reflected in the discussions in L
the Security Council and made clearly evident the impossibility B
of any basis of agreement ever being reached, a fear which was to
be realized when on July 2, 1948, the Military Staff Committee
reported to the Security Council failure to agree on its second
~item of work, the question of overall strength of national armed
forces. Other items were reported on from time to time, but
none of trese was ever discussed by the Security Council.
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Finally, the Military Staff Cormittce ceased its ﬁeetings in
Jamary 1950 following the walk out of the Soviet delegate on
the issue of Chinese representation. ‘ '

3. As a member of the United Nations, Canada‘'s main

- congern with Article 43 was, of course, the desire to know
~ what:forces, and in what amount, the Government would have %

place at the Security Council's disposal. The failurse to ag-ee
on an overall plan naturally meant failure to decide what
individual nations should contribute. This concern was exprassed
by Mr. St. Laurent in the Second Part of the First Session o?

the General Assembly in 1946. He said in part as follows:

* e are particularly concerned that the Security Council
and the Military Staff Committee have so far failed to mare
substantial progress towards a conclusion of the special
agreements with individual members required to implement
~Article 43 and those following of the Charter, and thus

make -armed forces and other facilities available to the
Security Council. ile are all of us bound under the -
Charter to refrain from using armed forces except as prov:ided
for by the Charter. The Government.and people of Canada are.
anxious to know what armed forces, in cormon with other
menbers of the United Nations, Canada should maintain as cur
share of the burden of putting world force behind world lu.w.

- It is only when the special agreements with the Council have
been concluded that we will be able to determine how large
a proportion of the total annual production of our country
can properly be devoted to improving the living conditiorns
of the Canadian people. Canada therefore urges that the
Security Council and the Military Staff Comnittee go aheac.
with all possible steps in the constructive work of nego-
tiating the special agreements and of organizing the military

. and economic measures of enforcement."

4, Canada's particular concern with the work of the
Comnittee and over this stalemate arose in two ways: first

as a member of .the Security Council in 1948-49, and secondly

as a member of the United Nations whose forces might be used

by the Security Council in the discharge of its functions.

In January 1949, General .McNaughton raised with the Department,
with a view to his presidency for the follo.sing month, the
desirability of the Security Council holding a discussion of
the work of the Military Staff Committee. The view expressed

to him was that it would not be expedient for him to do so,

as an open debate on the subject might provide the Soviet Union
with an opportunity for  attributing the inactivity of the.
Committee to the other four delegations. The Department also
thought that any . further discussions had better await progress
by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Commission for Conventional
Armaments. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff concurred in this view.
When General .McNaugaton sounded out the delegations of the
"majority™ member Govermments on the Military Staff Committee,
he found that they too were reluctant to have the question
ralsed unless there was a good chance of reaching -an agreement.
In December 1949 General .McNaughton took up the matter again
with the majority members, but found that their attitude had
not changed. : ' » ‘

5. ° Although the Government may not have wished to take

‘any initiative in raising this matter in the Security Council,

it was still necessary for it to determine what attitude it
should adopt on the question of providing military forces to
the Security Council, either in anticipation of any appeal fo:
such assistence or in the unlikely event that* the "majority"
members of the Security Council should decide to discuss the
work of the Military Staff Committee after all. Accordingly,
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in September 1948 the Joint Planning Comnittee of the
Chiefs of Staff considered the Military Staff Committee's
first report and recommended to the Chiefs of Staff that
the Security Council and the Military Staff Committee
consider. - :

" the immediate provision of a small force as an
interinm measure with the contribution of the five
pernanent members to be assessed on the principle

of equality of contribution based on the capabilities
of the permanent members having the least irmediate
potential.” S T

- The minimum military contribution the Conmittee recommended

would be a brigade group regimental combat team with

naval and air force contributions scaled down accordingly.
Since the Canadian Army would have been unable at that
time to make any contribution towards such a force, the
Chief of the General Staff expressed doubts about Canada
putting forward proposals of this nature. Mr. Reid
pointed out, however, that Canada was "already comnitted

in principle™ and that the Security Council had been asked
for guidance by the Military Staff Committee when subnitting
its report. The suggestion, although agreed to, was never
put forward.

3. Canentional Armaments {

The resolution of December 14, 1947 referred to
above set out four stages for the achievement of peneral
disarmament: the first, mentioned at the outset of this
.section, was the gtep taken by the General Assembly in -

. adopting principles which should govern the general regu-

lations on reduction of armaments. The second was the
formulation by the Security Council under Article 26 of
plans for the establishment of a system of regulations for
the reduction of armaments. Thirdly, the convocation of a
special ‘session of the General Assembly to consider the
plans formulated by the Security Council. Fourthly,
ratification of disarmament treaties.

2. The onus for the implementation of these stages was
placed by the Assembly on the Security Council which, after
considerable discussion, established on the 13th of
February, 1947, the Conmission for Conventional Armaments.

‘This Comnission was instructed to submit %o the Security

Council proposals "for the general regulation and reduction
of armements and armed forces" and "for practical and
effective safeguards in connection with the regulation of
arnaments"., The resolution specifically excluded from the
Jurisdiction of the Commission all matters falling within
the competence of the Atomic Energy Commission. The Comnis-
sion's membership was to be identical to that of the
Security Council. Canada, therefore, became a member when
she took the seat on the Security Council in January 1948.
Althotigh the Comnission held its first meeting on March 24,
1947, it was not until June 18 that a plan of work could te
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(1)

agreed upon.

3., In the debates on this plan the familier differences
between the Soviet Union and other States in other fields Lt .
jmmediately became evident. .The Soviet plan linked consi- '
deration of the prohibition of atomic weapons and other kinds

of arms adaptable to mass destruction to the consideration of
general principles on disarmament. The United States plan was .
based on the assumption that atomic energy and conventional
armanents were .two distinct and separate fields. -

4. - The Canadian Government as evidenced by-the part played
by the Delegation in the adoption of the General Assembly
resolution was actively concerned with the Comnission's problems;
a particular concern was of course to protect Canada's position
with regard to atomic energy. Its thinking, however, was not -
confined to this narrower aspect of the whole disarmament
question. In answer to a telegram from the Commonwealth Reln-
tions Office of March 27, 1947, in which the United Kingdom
requested the views of the Canadian Government on ganeral
disarmament proposals, Cabinet approved a reply sent on May i,
containing preliminary comments. In the view of the Governmant
"nothing should be put forward for consideration which envisages
less than what is contemplated by the General Assembly resolution
of December 14, 1946". By this the Government understood thut

the

®  reduction and regulation of armaments must be considered
as dual aspects of one problem .. that practical measures
must be devised to convince the peoples of all nations that
their security can be assured through reliance on means
other than national armaments .... that the conclusion of
agreements envisaged under Article 43 should be expedited
by every possible means",. '

‘The telegram added that a "primary consideration in any .
development of security™ was that the "prohibition of weapon:
. of mass destruction will be carried out®. The Government
did not see much prospect of progress-through budgetary
‘limitations or by limitation and control of raw materials
and manufacturing capacity.

This plan was as follows:

(1) Consider and make recommendations to the Security Council
- concerning armaments and armed forces which fall within
‘the jurisdiction of the Commission f<r Conventional Arma-
mentS. T i .

(2) Consideration and determination- of general principles in
o connection with the regulation and reduction of armaments
- - and armed forces.

(3) Consideration of practical and effective safeguards by means

) of an international system of control opserating through
special organs (and by other nmeans) to protect complying
States against the hazards of vioclations and evasions.

(4) Formulate practical proposals for the regulation and
: reduction of ermaments and armed forces.

(5) Extension of the principles and proposals set forth in
paragyvaphs 2, 3 and 4 above to States which are not Members
-.~-0f the United Nations.

(6) Submission of a report or reports to the Security Council
including, if possible, a Draft Convention. :
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5. Although the Canadian Dslegation to the Atomic Energy
Commission in New York kept in close touch with the progress
of the Commission it did not participsate directly in its work. -
. until Canada beceme eligible for membership on it. At that -
time the Comnlssion was studying the second item of its plan

of work. The Commission had before it an Australian resolution
which envisaged that any system of regulation of armaments

and armed forces could only be put into effect in an atrniosrhare
"of international confidence. It stipulated that before any such
international -confidence could be obtained it was essential that
an adequate system of agreemnents be worked out under Article 43,
that international control of atomic energy be established,
that peace treaties be concluded with Germany and Japan, and
-that provision be made for an adequate system of safeguards.
This draft was attacked by Mr. Gromyko on the grounds that it

was irrelevant to discuss the establishment of international"
confidence prior to commehcing .a reduction of armaments, as
disarmament was in itself a major factor in creating such an -
atmosphere of confidence. The United Kingdom submitted a rersised
resolution which although it did not affect the substance of the
-Australian draft was adopted on August 12, 1948, the Canadian
" 'Delegation supporting it. o '

6. The discussion on this resolution revealed a basic
difference of approach and attitude. The United ‘Kingdom and

the United States took the view that the relationship betwes:
national security and disarmament was important and that onl7y
the strengthening of the United Nations could lead to a mutual
¢onfidence which was a prior requisite to any progress in dis-
armament. Furthermore, in their view, an international system
of control and inspection was an essential requirement for aay
practical disarmament scheme and the study of disarmament should
take place in conjunction with the study of arrangements coi-
teriplated by Article 43, It was thought that these should b3
conpleted before neasures for the reduction and regulation of -
-armed forces were brought into force. The Soviet Union, on

the other hand, maintained that any proposals providing that
international security must precede disarmament would be conwurary
to the General Assembly resolution of Decembér 14, 1946, nor

did it consider agreements under Article 43 were a necessary
preliminary to general disarmament.

7. The Canadian attitude was expressed by General
McNaughton on the . adoption of the United lingdom draft
resolution. He indicated Canadian support for the views
embodied in it and the principle that no agreement on effect. ve
‘regulation could be devised until conditions existed which would
make it unnecessary for nations to devend on national armaments
solely for their security. He reiterated Canada's concern that
no steps had been taken to implement Article 43 and in this
connection quoted from Mr. St. Laurent's speech at” the opening
of the Assembly.(1) Implementation of this article, General
{cNaughton. said, was an "essential step" which had to be taken
before disarmament neasures could be agreed on, Similarly,
General McNaughton- expressed support for the establishment of
"full international confidence" as a "necessary antecedent to

disarmament®.

8. . At the same time consideration was being given within
the Department to the question of drawing the maxinum propaganda
value of the disarmament discussions since it had now becone
fully apparent that the Soviet Union was using the Commission

for such a purpose. Concurrently with the discussions on Item 2,
informal discussions were held with representatives of the United
.Kingdom, France and Canada on Item 3, on safeguards, In comment-
ing on the lnited States draft paper on this subject, Mr. ReiA
noted in a nemorandum to the United Nations Division on March

20, 1948 that |
(I} paragraph 3, page 56.
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nclearly there is not going to b3 in the fcreseeable
. future any international agreement to regulate and :
.- reduce conventional or any other armsments. The ' *
- paramount question, therefore, is that the Western ’
- . Powers should win a propaganda victory in any public |
disgussion of this question. For this reason we
.- should take a leaf out of Litvinov's book end not
" worry very much about declaring our firm intention.
to accept substantial reduction of international
armaments and effective international inspection®.

N T L LI

|
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The United Nations Division was instructed to consider what ) Pl
amendments might be made to the American draft "to nake it the o
most effective propaganda document possible? Mr. Reid went on: 9 i
' j

"the objective should be to get a resolution which
all the nine members of the security Council other
than the two Soviet States can vote for and which
will be good propaganda material"...
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Mr. Reid weat further in a nemorandum of the same day to
Mr. Heeney when he said S

Yrid

“"woe should not be particularly concerned with getting
ourselves -involved in cormitments to accept the

very drastic limitation of armaments and a very

tough system of international control’; the main
purpose should be to get far-reaching proposals
which the Soviet Union will be bound to veto."

S g
S s S e #‘.ww..i‘; Wt

3
e
-
Sl

This was in effect the policy which Canadian representatives
were henceforth to follow.

9. The question of disarmement was introduced by the
Soviet Delegation to the Third Session of the General Assembly
in 1948. The Soviet resolution proppsed three main steps towards
general disarmament to be taken immediately: the reduction ty
one-third during one year of the present strength ofythe lanag,
naval and air forces for permanent members of the Security Council,
the prohibition of atomic weapons intended for purposes of
aggression, and the establishment within the framework of the
Security Council of an international control both for the purpose
of supervision and control of the implementation of thesé twa
measures. A telegram of October 1 to the Delegation steted that
in the Department's view these proposals "should be regusded as
propaganda" and pointed out the obvious defects in the "highly P
ambiguous provision.for international control over the implemen-
tation of measures of disarmament and the absence of any provision
for international inspection". The telegram stressed the Canadian
view that adequate preliminary inspection was a matter of first '!
importance and a necessary pre-requisite. Mr. Chevrier as » o
Canada's spokesman criticized the Soviet resolution on the grounds’ as
|

- that there should be qualitative as well as quantitative
disarmament. He pointed to the failure to provide a clear
workable system for enforcement and inspection measures, and Cop
the implication that the veto could be applied to prevent any o (R
action on enforcement. Mr. Chevrier also referred to the overall S
number of forces maintained by the Soviet Union, the failure of- i Q
the Soviet Union toc co-operate in the establishment of collective i
forces under Article 43 and in the establishment of control of iR
atomic energy. - ‘

10. The debate ended with the rejection of the Soviet pronosal

and adoption of a Franco-Belgian resolution which called upon the
Security Coincil to pursues its studies for the regulation and '
.reduction o1 armaments through the Comnission for Conventional .
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Arnaments. One paragraph of the resclﬁtion suggested that in

- carrying out its plan of work the Cormission should devote its
~attention to formulating proposals for the receipt, checking and

publication by an international,organ of control of full inform-
ation concerning the armements ang armed forces of Member States.
This resolution was satisfactory to the Department and the d:le-
gation was authorized to vote in Tavour of it, in spite of tie
Government's regret that "the language failed to reflect the

-necessity for propaganda reasons of making a clear and un-aroiguous

answer to the Soviet proposal for a cut in armements and arm-:d
forces." , - . ‘ :

11. ' The Commission met again on february 15, 1949, to :éceive.
fornal notification from the Security Council o the new task
assigned. to it by the General Assently, and referred the provlem .

- to its working committee. Specifically the working conmnittea's

task was to formulate "proposals for the receipt, checking a1d
publication by an international organ of control within the “rame-
work of the Security Council of full information to be suppl:red
by member states with regard to their effective and their

‘conventional armaments.® The Soviet representative reintrodnced

the disarmament proposals which the Third Session of the Genural
Assenbly had rejected. At a number of informal meetings helcd
between February and August, 1949, the Western majority of t.ie
Conmission discussed an alternative plan for the exchange arm.
verification of information. The initiative in this matter was
largely taken by the delegations of Canada, France, the United
Kingdom and the United States. '

12. Meanwhile the Canadian Chiefs of Staff considered the
original United States draft working paper at the request of

the Department; in particular the Chiefs were asked to state

what military information Canada would be prepared to register
with the United Nations in accordance with the Assembly's .
resolution. In the letter submitting this request it was . v
pointed out that in the Department's view it was important trat the
Western Powers demonstrate their ™sincere intention of meeting
the terms of the resolution" and at the same time that their
"detailed proposals go further than the USSR would be prepared

to go in order to demonstrate the insincerity of the original

-Soviet resolution and so take the initiative in disarmament

discussions". " At its meeting of April 26, 1949, the Chiefs
agreed that.the Canadian military authorities would be preparad
to table the total strength of personnel of the active and reserve

. elements of the arped forces, broken down in each case to a total

of officers and other ranks, to table the terms of service and
periods of engagement of personnel of the armed forces and to
offer facilities for verification which, without compromising-
security would satisfy a reasonable inspector that~he was in fact
inspecting the records maintained for the Government's use.
Finally the Chiefs recormended that :

"in the matter of classified information the Canadian
delegate be instructed to discuss this subject with

the United States, the United Kingdom and French
-authorities with a view to producing a statement

which would indicate that the Western Powers were

not only willing to register classified information,

but were prepared to match any proposal put forward

by the USSR concerning the registration of information,
particularly that concerning military equipment."

13. Ir the course of the informal discussions France put
forward a peper suggesting that, in addition to the provision of
information c¢n armed forces, information should be tabled on .wan-
bower engeged in manufacturing conventional armaments, raw materials
and certain finished products having a bearing on the manufacture

Of arms. This information would have involved disclosure of vital
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economic and industrial statistics, and at a meeting held on

May 11, 1949, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff recomnended against

its adoption. It considered the United States papser preferable
even though it called for the tabling of information on holdings
of war stores which in the case of Canada had not been nade avail-
able either to the Canadian Parlisment or to the United Kingdon

or the United States. The Chiefs agreed toaccept the United
States paper as a basis of discussion on condition that information
- on material should not be tadbled until information on the personnsl
- census had been "satisfactorily verifiedn. A telegram to Geaersl
- McNaughton - transmitted this recommendation and added that ty

- "Including this proviso in their recommsndation the Chiefs wore
allowing for the remote possibility that the USSR might decide

to match the eventual joint offer of the four delegations". The
telegram went on %o say that this recommendation

"reflects the Chiefs' suspicion that in the event of
their having to assist in implermenting a joint
.proposal we night find that the USSR was not
* adhering to the agreed terms and was exploiting
- the agreement to the disadvantage of the Western
. Powers. To guard against this, the Chiefs favoured
" using the less vital personnel census as a way of
testing the good faith of the Russians."

The Department was not entirely happy with the scheme suggesaed
by the Chiefs as in its view it was extremely unlikely that uhs. -
Soviet Union would agree to the contemplated Joint proposals
and the propaganda value would be reduced if a scheme were to
be put forward that would operate only by stages. General
. McNaughton was informed that if Canada were the only countr;
wishing to place this .limitation upon the composite paper, the
Department would be willing to ask the Chiefs to reconsider -“heir
decision. : ~

14, The working committee met again on May 26 for the -
first time since August 9, 1948. The French paper, nuch watored
down, contained no reference to material. But as the preliminary
discussions indicated that the recommendation of the Chiefs of
Staff was somewhat oud of step with the attitude of other wers tern
delegations, the Chiefs were asked to reconsider their attitide.
A further meeting was held on.June 8, at which Mr. Heeney po:nted
out that the sole purpose of the present project was to preduce
an arrangement which would be ™so clear cut and simple that .
rejection by the Russians would place them in an unfavourable
propaganda light"™., He reiterated the Department's view that
there was little possibility of the USSR accepting the terms of
the paper. The meeting agreed that Canads should subscribe to
the terms of the paper and that its terms should be implemented
if the need should arise. Thus, in effect, the Chiefs reversed
their position and on June 21, General McNaughton was able to
-announce Canada‘'s support of the papeér as a basis for discussion.

15. - The proposals cortained in this paper were outlined in
- two sections; the first elaborated on the aims of the Assembly
resolution and described the nature, scope and limitation of the
proposals which were considered capable of implenentation under
existing political conditions but were not designed to provide of
thenselves the safeguards essential to security. The second
section listed the categories of armed forces and armements on
‘which information was to be supplied to an international control
organ and outlined the verification procedure. The Soviet represent-
ative reiterated his insistence on linking the limitation of
conventional armaments with the control of atomic energy and this
insistence nade increasingly clear the virtual impossibility of the
Commission ewver agreeing to effective plans.




16. ° The fourth Session of the General Assenbl y which met in f
New York in September 1949 received from the Security Council A
the second progress report on conventional armaments and the R
French paper on the international control agency, and held an

extended debate. A Franco-Norwegian proposal that the General

Assembly should approve the plans formulated by the Commissipn

for the exchange of information on armed forces and verificasion

of this information was approved. The sars resolution recomaended
"that the Security Council continue its study of the regulatinn .
of reduction of conventional armaments through the Commissioa. : i
However no further meetings of the Commission were held unti’

April 27, 1950, at which the Soviet representative walked ou’

on the issue of Chinese representation. The Commission never-
"theless asked its working committee to consider the Assembly

. resolution and to proceed to the next iten, Item 3 on safeguards.

. Although three meetings were held on this subject no further develop-
‘ments took place in its work until the Fifth Session of the (reneral
Assembly passed the resolution referred to above, (1) estab.ishing

a committee of twelve members to examine the possible mergins :
of ‘the Atomic Energy Commission with the Commission for Convantional

Arnaments.

B. The Veto

1. The extensive use of the veto. power by the Soviet
representatives on the Security Council epitomized in the
public mind the frustration and failure of the Security Council
to solve the major problems placed before it. '

2. .. ' At San Francisco, the Canadian Delegation, in commcn
with others representing the middle and small countries, vieved
with misgivings the Great Powers®' insistence on the inclusior .
‘of the veto in the Charter. -The-discussions there made amply
clear the fact that none of the Great Powers would be willing

to accept a collective security system in which their special, :
even privileged, position would in any way be dininished, or : :
their primary responsibility as permanent members of the Security L
Council for the maintenance of peace undermined. They did nct

wish to see adopted, for example, any provision by virtue of

which their forces could be used without their consent, or tbre

forces of other countries used against one or-any of them.” Tue

veto was in part a protection against such eventualities. 1Vkhile

many states were prepared to admit the necessity for the unanimity

of the Great Powers in applying coercive measures for the maintenance
of peace, they were opposed to many aspects of the veto power.

The Canadian Delegation, for example, did aot go so far as to

object to each of the Great Powers possessing it for questions
involving enforcement action, but it did endeavour to remove

it from the provisions of the Charter dealing with™peaceful
settlement. The effort, however, was unsuccessful and in the

words of Mr. Pearson's memorandum of October 3, 1946,

"the Canadian Delegation, like many other delegations
at San Francisco, swallowed the veto only after it

had been sugar-coated by the assurances of the Great Cl
Powers that their veto would be used sparingly." . t

- 3. . Although at first the Department thought that the veto o
provision might be removed from the Charter when the time came i

to amend it, it became apparent at an early date that the price
of its removal would be the virtual destruction of the United

Nations and that to circumvent it, recourse should be had, not
to the simple device of amending the Charter, vut in the words
of the Commenrtary for the Delegation to the Second Part of thn
First Sessicn of the Assembly in 1946, the :

i) Para, 35, page 54.




"developrment in its place of some nmore effective and
more -acceptable method of making the constitutional

_ authority of the member states insids the organization
correspond more closely to their authority in inter-
netional affairs©, - ‘ '

4. The Delegation was instructed to propose that the ®

Assenbly might express the hope that when the Charter was being
-amended, the veto might be applied only to the single question x
of the application of sanctions rather than to a series cof |
questions such as peaceful settlements, the election of %he ' ?
Secretary-General and the admission of new members, but the ?
same commentary expressed the Government's awareness of the A
problems involved. It read in part as follows: ‘ 5

"The Canadian Government has never been reconciled
~ to the veto provisions of the Charter of the United
“Nations and its dislike of these provisions has
been increased by the manner in which the veto has
.been used by the permanent members of the Security
‘CGouncil. The delegation should, therefore, lose no
opportunity to make known its dislike, both of the
veto provisions themselves and, even more, of the
manner in which they have been used. It should also
" give its support to any proposal, which has a
reasonable chance of adoption, aimed at qualifying
by regulations the use of the veto power or eliminat-
ing it by the amendment of the Charter. It should
be recognized, however, that there is little possi-
bility at the present time of securing an amendment
-to the Charter which would materially alter the voting
privileges of the Great Powers. Neither is it likely
at this stage that any alteration in the procedure of
the Security Council will materially affect the
- unsatisfactory situation which has developed. Demands
Jor the modification of the veto power should not, ,
therefore, be made in terms which can do nothing but ' o
discredit further the Security Council if they fail i
‘to be adopted." :
5. The second part of the First Assembly witnessed the
first strong attacks by smaller states on the abuse of the .
- veto by the Soviet Union. The Assembly, however, passed only
a nild resolution which, inter alia called upon the Security
- Council to develop practices which would help solve the
problem. The resolution accomplished nothing end the insistence
of the Soviet Union upon retention of the veto power and its
continued abuse of it “only served to ranile.

6. The particular contribution of the Canadian Delegation

to this question made at this session was in two directions. o
First, a successful attempt was made to obtain several modification

of a United Kingdom memorandum on the veto which had been prepared

by Sir Alexander Cadogan as a basis of discussion between the Big

Five, with the object of obtaining agreement among themselves

as to possible restrictions as to its use. The United Kingdonm 5
- memorandum appeared to the Delegation to be a retrogression from |
the position which the United Kingdom had adopted at San Francisco, :
@s well as a retrogression from the Four Power statement issued B NEEE
at that same conference. A second effort, which was not as i
Successful, was a memorandun drafted by Mr. Reid for circulation

to nembers of the General Assembly, aimed at qualifying the rules

~ of procedure involved in the implementation of Chapter VI of the
Charter, dealing with the role of the Security Council in the
pacific setilement of disputes. This memorandum was not immediately
circulated n«s it was thought preferable to await the outcome of

the consultations being held between the permanent members of the
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Security Council. ihen these discussions broke down, lMr. Reid's
menorandum was circuylated to all membvers of the Sscurity Council
as well as to all delegations to the General Assembly. The '
Canadian memorandum was discussed in a sub-committee and was
generally well recejved. Although only one suggestion was
- adopted, that contained in paragraph 3, it has nevertheless

been judged by the Department to be of continuing importance.

Its principle pbinté were as follows:

l. The Charter has imposed on each individual member
- of the Security Council the obligation to exercise
its rights and responsibilities as a member of the
Council, not in defence of its own special national
interests, but in defence of the interests of the
U.N. as a whole. :

-2, Permanent members have special responsibilities
since failure by any one of them to agree with
certain decisions supported by the requisite
number of other members of the Council might
prevent the Council from exercising its func-
tions as the supreme agency of international
conciliation.,

3. In order that a permanent member may nat have
to veto a proposal which it feels it cannot
actively support, the right of a permanent mem-
ber to refrain fron supporting a proposal, with-
-:out by so doing exercising & veto shall be for-
" “"mally recognized in the rules of procedure of
the Security Council.

4. - The rules of procedure should further provide
.that, when a state brings a dispute or situation
to the attention of the Seaurity Council, it
should submit in writing a preliminary statement
showing in what manner the continuance of the -
dispute or situation might endanger the mainten-
ance of international peace and security and
setting forth the steps which have been taken by
the " states concerned to carry.out their obliga-
tion under the Charter to seek a solution by
peaceful means of their own choice before coming
to the Security Council. : '

5. 8ince the Security Council's. jurisdiction -
(except on reference by both parties to a_
dispute) is restricted by the Charter to
disputes and situations which are likely to
endanger the maintenance of international
peace and security, the Security Council
should work out agreed procedures to ensure
that the early stages of its consideration
of a dispute or situation are directed to-
wards settling the preliminary question of
the Council's jurisdiction to deal with the
natter. .

6. Since the primary responsibility of the Security
Council for the maintenance of international
peace and security was conferred on it by the
Members of the United Nations to ensure prompt
and effective action, the rules and practices

of the Council should be based on a recognition-
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of the Security Council's obligation to deal
with dispuves and situations once it has decided
thet they come within its jurisdiction.

7. The Security Council should work out egreed proce-.
dures to ensure that no state is judge in its own )
cause,

7. - The Second Session of the General Assembly, heldl

in 1947, being aware that a frontel attack on the Soviet veto.
was certain to arouse stiff oprosition, considered a United
States proposal for the creation of some machinery in the
-operations of which the veto would not be used. The device,
which became generally known as the "Little Assembly" or Inverim
Committee of the General Assembly had two main purposes to which
.Mr. Pearson referred when announcing Canadian support for this
initiative. In the first place, it represented one way of
escaping from the frustration attendant upon the "Security
Council's failure to agree within itself™, It was, he poinied
ocut, "primarily the paralysis of the Security Council that _ed

us to contemplate its establishment"™ and its main function

would be to "stand as a second line.of defence when the Security
Council has failed". Secondly, it was desinged to be a meaas
whereby the functions of the General Assembly could be exparded
and strengthened. The Interim Committee did not live up to

the hopes placed in it, nor had it even fulfilled its purposes,
Not only were its meetings boycotted by the Uominform countries,
.but other states were reluctant to make full use of it, presumably
as it appeared to be a device whereby such items as the Chirese
charges of aggression by the Soviet Union, which some state: were
reluctant to discuss, could be conveniently shelved. Its

second purpose, however, was to bear fruit in another direc’ion,
for beginning in 1947 the Generel Assembly began to take ugon
itself the discussion of meny important political questions

such es Greece, Korea and Palestine, and in so doing, streangthened
itself at the expense of the Security Council. Although this
development did not directly interfere with the exercise by the
Security Council of the functions allotted it-by the Charter,

it provided greater scope for the General Assembly to play ¢ part
in the settlement of world issues, without being hindered b;

the rule of unenimity. 'In this connection, the Department?®:
report on the work of the United Nations in 1947.noted: .

“The effort to provide for greater use of the Assembly
in relation to these three subjects proved a difficult
and contentious task. The result, howsver, was a
constructive one. It represented the beginnings of a
process of constitutional development which may in time
greatly alter the relationships between the various
organs of the United Nations.: -

®The desire to meke more effective the authority of the
General Assembly wes more than an expression of concern
over the inadequate functioning of other branches of the
United Nations. It was also an indication that member
states were disturbed because the United Nstions had
fallen short of providing the guarantee for their
security which had originally been anticipated. In the
minds of many delegates therefore the question was raised
whether, by some means within the structure of the
United Nations, the machinery for collective security
could not be strengthened and developed in & manner which
would, without weaskening the organization, enable it to
provides benefits, which until ths present, have been
lacking."”
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In this way begen a steady pattern of development which the

Canadian Government strongly favoured to increase the authority
of the General Assembly, a development which was to culminate"
with the passing of the resolution "Uniting for Peace" by the
Fifth Session of the General Assembly. This will be examined
in Section III below., , ~ : ‘

C. Elections to U.N, Bodigg

1. On July 9, 1943, Mr. King, speaking in the House of

Commons, first enunciated the so-called functional princijple .
which has been of some importance to Canada's approach to the

- question of representation on United Nations bodies. Mr. King

sald in part as follows:

®,.eecAuthority in international affairs must not be

concentrated exclusively in the largest powers. On

the other hand, authority cannot be divided equally

among all the-thirty or more sovereign states that

comprise the United Nations, or all -effective ' :

authority will disappeare.....In the view of the govern:-

ment, effective representation...should neither be restricted

to the largest states nor necessarily extendéd to all

states. Representation should be determined - on a .

functionas. basis which will admit to full membership

those countries, large or small, which have the greatest

contribution to make to the particular object in question.”
2. At the San Francisco Conference, the Canadian Dele-
gation pressed strongly for the adoption of this principle
and its efforts were rewarded by the inclusion of what wes to
become the final phrase of the first paragraph of Article 23
of the Charter., Similarly, in connection with the Economic
and Social Council the Canadian Delegation suggested that
states should be elected to it with "due regard to the
necessity of arranging for the adequate representation of
states of major economic importance™. This proposal was not

" accepted but the principle was reflected, so notes the

Department's report on the San Francisco Conference, in tle

-provision which was adopted to the effect that retiring . ’
.members of the Economic and Social Council could be eligitle

for re-election.

S¢ The basis of this principle was sound. In the case
of the Economic and Social Council, for examnple, the Goveranment
hoped that half its membership would be drawn from the dozen

or so states of chief economic importance, some of which would

be steadily re-elected. The Economic and Social Council

was seen as made up of states best able to contritute to the
social and economic well-being of both member and non-member
states; in the same way the Security Council .was looked upon
as- a body composed of states best able to contribute to general
security. ’

4, At the first part of the First Session of the General
Assembly, Mr. Ilsley said that Canada hoped

"membership in the various organs and agencips of the
United Nations will always be regarded as no mere prize
or token of prestige but as an honourable and arduous
responsibility to the world community™.

Yet duriag the course of this same meeting Mr. Wrong was to
report taat "the functional principle may be accepted in theory
but in electoral practice it was mainiy honoured in the breach®,

s
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At this sessign’the Latin American and Arab states were anxious
to make certain that one of their respective  groups should be

elected on the honour-sharing basis. When Brazil and Mexico i %

were elected to the Security Council they agreed not to stand %

for the Economic and Social Council although of all the Latin
American states they had the most to contribute to its work.
This precedent unfortunately gave rise to the principle tihat
no nation should be a member of two of the principal orge:s
of the United Nations at the same time. Thus a great dea.. of ?
pressure was placed on Canada as a candidate for both tho : i
Security Council and the Economic and Social Council to . !
- stend down for the latter.(l) The principle of geographic ' |
.distribution emerged clearly as the primary rather than |
subordinate criterion. The Latin American states, for i
example, met together to select their own candidates for :
both Councils and the Great Power slate for the Security
Council wes an agreed one. Thus Mr. Pearson was able
to comment in a letter to Mr. Robertson of January 23, 19::6,
from Washington, that

"our cherished functional principle seems to have bee:
thrown out the window...I am afraid that the election
pattern which is developing in the UNO, in spite of our
efforts at San Francisco and of our speeches on functional
-representation, will not be any better than that whici.
prevailed in Geneva in the old days". .

Se The principle of geographic distribution held many
disadvantages for Canada which were apparent from the outset.

As Mr. W.A., Riddell pointed out in a letter of January 23;
1946, to Mr. Robertson, Canada did not belong to any regional
group of a political or geographic nature. She could never
claim any seat as a North American nation if the United Siates
was to be a.member, nor could Canada ever replace Mexico

on the Security Council, as an arrangement along this line would
involve the Government in "horse-trading" aerrangements with

the Latin American states.. To seek election as a Commonwcalth

‘candidate would mean in effect that Canada could only hope BT
to achieve office every seven years on the one body. . AN

6. The commentary for the Delegation to the second part

of the First Session of the General Assembly took note of these
difficulties and urged the Delegation to resist developms:.ts ,
‘taking place in elections which tended towards the general j
acceptance of four conventions which were considered undesirable
both on the grounds of the general interest of the United =~
Nations and on the grounds of Canada's special interest. These
were: the convention that the Assembly can properly disregard !
in elections to the Security Council the principle of functionalism |
set forth in Article.23; the convention that a state is |
ineligible for election to the Security Council if it is already

a member of the Economic and Social Council; the convention

that a number of regions of the world have a right to be

represented on the Council by the state designated by them no

matter what the qualifications of that state may be; the convention .
that only one member of the British Commonwealth other than from

" the United Kingdom should sit on the Security Council. |

7. - The various commentary articles on this question

attachment to the functionzl principle,; betray an apparent recigna- |
tion to cuntinued breaches or -Article 25 and a division of Spoils

between ncmters of a geographicel wrez. Although Canada has -never i
in theorv accepted the principle thet. any of the non-permanent seats'

‘1) Although Canada's subsequent election to the Security

Council while a member of ECOSOC provided a "counter-precedent", the |

statement in the previous sentence remains true.

i
i

and the derartmental files, although reflecting a continuing :
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on the Security,Cougcil, for example, is reserved for any

~ particular geographical or political entity, the Department

has had to face the fact that the great majority of members

~of the United Nations have, "Nor has Canasda ever officially
recognized the ex@stence of a Commonwealth seat as such, or

that it would be improper for two members of the Commonwea’.tH,

in addition to the United Kingdom, to sit on the Security

Council at the same time, . The practice has grown, however,

that, of the non-permanent seats, one should be occupied by

a member of the Commonwealth, two by Latin-American, one by an
Arab _state, one by a West Buropean state and one by an Easi-

ern EBuropean state. The Department has generelly and increasingly -
taken this arrangement into account in considering which '
countries Canada would wish to support. Serious consideration

hes only beeg given to the Western Buropean, Asian and Midule
Eastern candidates. The Latin American and Soviet bloc nominees
(with, pf course, the famous exception of Yugoslavia) have
invariably been accepted without the same close examinatiorn

being given their candidature, .

8. - To some extent, therefore, while championing the
functlional principle, the Goverament has not invariably adlered .
to it, for in supporting candidates it has had to admit the
more numerous following of the geographical principle. More-'
over, when putting forth Canadals candidature for the Secuiity
Council it was generally considered within the Department that
Canada would be replacing Australia. There are numerous
telegrams to London and Washington tn this effect. This quasi-
recognition of the existence of a Commonwealth seat was alco
the basis of the Department's concern over the fact that in
1949 both India and New Zealand might be candidates for the
Security Council. :

9. The conclusion which must be drawn is that while the
-functional principle represents a sound approach its appeal

is 1limited by its nature to a minority of states such as Brazil
which, like Canada, could be classed es middle powers, and which
stand to benefit by it. It could not, for the same reason, have
any appeal to smaller states who provide the bulk of the
membership of the United Nations and who, to overcome an
inferiority complex, have had to have recourse to the divires
theory ‘of the equality of sovereign states.

III. Collective Security in Action: Korea

Although member governments had been conducting a
continuous diagnosis of the weaknesses of the Charter and
attempts had been made to spell out and tighten its general
provisiocns for the establishment of an efficient™system of
collective security, there existed .no detailed plan under which
collective resistance could be organized, and police action ,
undertaken. As neither the League of Nations nor the United Nations,
up to June 1950, had ever been called upon %o undertake a collect-
ive military action there were no precedents to serve as a guide.
There was, of course, & general understanding on the part of all
wenbers that by virtue of their signature of the Charter they had
a collective &8s well as individual obligation to assist the
United Nations in meetinz an act of aggression if called upon to
do so, but as Mr, Pearson pointed out in the House of Commons
on August 31, 1950 "we did not, nor indeed did any country, know
what was involved in our United Nations obligation". Thus in
the absence of any collective machinery to provide for a respoase
to a call to meet en- azgression, it was obvious that the United
Nations cculd be compelled to fall back on the determination
and ability of an individual nember or membvers aciing under the

i
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United Nations' auspices to resist thet aggression and to
improvise measures to meet each situation as it arose with
the means which seemed most feasible at the mcment. Thus a
ngmber of ‘importent precedents were set up which may have
significance in the future, Some of these, their political

implications end the Canadian attitude to them, form the prin-
cipal themes of this section. Co v

2. . If the United Nations was unprevared to deal with i
.an act of aggression in Korea, it could not be said that it :
was unaware of the dangers which the Korean question presented, i
In point of time, the North Korean attack on the morning of o
June 25 on the Republic of Korea came as a complete surpricse,

but the unstable and unsatisfactory situation in Korea as a whole - }

and the constant friction between the artificially divided

. North and South had long been recognized as a threat to the
peace in that area. It was in large part for this reeson that
the United Nations was first seized with the question in 1947,
In that year the General Assembly created the United Nations
Temporary Commission (1) on Korea to provide the means by which
early elections could be held and a netional government for the
- whole of Korea established uander United Nations observation.
The United Nations long term aims were declared to be to assist’
the Korean people to achieve their aspiration of national
independence and unity under a freely elected government. The
efforts made to achieve this purpose, however, were to be
frustrated by the Soviet Union end its unwillingness to accept
the procedures laid down by the General Assembly.

- Be A second resolution, ap:roved by the General Asszmbly
the following year, re-established the Commission for an,
indefinite period. This resolution renemed the Commission,:

The United Nations Commission on Korea, and instructed it to
continue the efforts to achieve unification. Despite contiaued
attenpts to establish contact with the North Korean suthorities,
it - was at no time permitted to cross the 3&th parallel. It had,
therefore, to confine its activities to South Korea and was
able to report to the General Assembly that a lawful goverament
had been established in that area with effective control aa-l
jurisdiction over South Korea. The General Assenbly was able to
declare that, as far as the United Nations was concerned, tais
was the only such government in Korea.

4, Because of the growing tension on the border, the

Fourth Session of the General Asseably in 1949 decided that the
Commission should be given additionasl suthority to appoint at

its discretion observers to report on "C¢uvelopments which might

lead to, or otherwise involve, military conflict in Korea®, The
continued refusal of the North Korean authorities. to-.cooperate with
the Commission, let alone recognize its existence, and the consequent :
inability to achieve its aims provided the immediate background )
against which the United Nations was called upon to deal with the
situation presented by the North Korean aggression.

Se The first reports of the invasion were received in

. Washington shortly before midnight on June 25th. After the news
* was relayed to him, Mr. Ernest Gross, the Deputy United States
representative on the Security Council, telephoned the Secretary-
General %o inform him of it, and to request a special meeting .
of the Security Council. At that meeting which was held the
following Sunday afternoon, a resolution was passed unanimously,
except for Yugoslavia's abstention, (2) which determined that the
armed attack by "forces from North Korea" upon the Republic of

{1} Canadé was elected a member of thisg Commission but later

withdrew. _
(2) The Soviet delegation wus, of course, absent as it had been

boycotting all meetings of U.N. bodies on the question of
Chinese representation.
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Korea constituted a "breach of the peace", and called for the |
"immediate cessation.of hostilities and the withdrawel of the
North Korean forces to the 38th Parallel®"., In addition, the :
United Nations Commission on North Korea.was asked to communicate - !
its fully considered recommendations as quickly as possible, to L
observe the North Korean withdrawal and to keep the Security f

- Council igrormed. Finally, the resolution requested all memters i
of the United Nations to render every assistence to the United :
Nations in the execution of its terms and to refrsin from giving ! i
any assistance to the North Koreah authorities. ' |

6o - Mr, Holues, who as Acting Permanent Dclegate .of

Canada to the United Nations observed this meeting, reporveu. that :
what struck him the most was the ease with which agreement was S ;
reached on a resolution that went so far. BEarlier United States T
drafts had been watered down after hasty consultations with other

- delegations, a process prompted not by any desire to wesken the

stand of the Council against proven aggression, but bv doubts as to -

-the .lengths to which the Council should go on the -basis of

confused press reports and a single report from the United Nations
Commission on the spot which was somewhet guarded. (1) At the

same time, Mr. Holmes reported that although no one at Lake

Success doubted the gravity of the situation and the test to

which .the United Nations was being put, :

"it was generally recognized that the important decision
would have to be taken in Washington and that the Security
Council could do no more. than._provide. a.framework.within
which the United States could act if it wished to do so."

7 . On June 26th, the following day, in the House of .. .. ,
Commons, the leader of the Opposition asked the Minister for infor- ; ;
mation on the situation as it had developed over the weekend, and on ; i
the action of the Security Council, particularly insofar as it o :
concerned Canada. Mr, Pearson replied that he was as yet not able to |
give full information as, in the absence of a Canadian diplomutic |
mission in Seoul, such information that the Department had cause |
from New York and from friendly governments represented in Ko:rea. I
Mr. Pearson went on to say, however, that it appeared from su:h bt
information that ™an unprovoked aggression has been comaltted by: N
the forces of the . Government of North Korea.....agalnst the - . ! }
Government of the Republic of Korea", The linister then reaa the ,
text of the Security Council'’s resolution which he felt certa’n S

- would commend itself to all Members of the House. He concluded i
by saying that he hoped that , |4

"as a result of the intervention of the United Nations
some effective action may be possible in this very difficult b
situation to restore peace to that area, having in view, as i
the Security Council itself had stated, that the action teken SRS
by the North Korean forces constitutes a breach of the peace, AR
and in spite of any reports we may recelve to the contrary, R
seems to have been an act of unprovoked aggression.” » &

8. On the same day, Mr, Pearson held & special "off-the-recora” .
press conference. According to a note . he placed on file, it was his :
helief at that time, based jn part on telephone conversations witia

(1)

R

In point of fact, only the partial text of the telegram

received from the Commission was circulated as a Secgrity Counc;l g
Document. A part, which contained detailed information concerning S
the invasion couched in categorical terms, was deleted on the orders
of the Secretary-General on the grounds taat it was military
information which the United Nations ought not to disclose.
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~ Mr. Wrong in VWashington and Mr. Holmes in Hew York, that no
military sanctign would be applied by the United States, the

only member nation capable of rroviding immediete assistance,
and that, as a consequence Canadians had better be prepared for that
fect. It wes partly for this reason, and also to meet possible
criticism that the United Nations had defaulted in an emergeicy
that this conference was held.Mr., Pearson pointed out that she
attack on the Republic of Kores was exactly the kind of thinz
‘which the Russlans would naturally encourage because the lissuaes
were no§ clear, and that in'a sense, the war was a civil war -
which did not necessarily require armed intervention by the
United Nations. Certainly any outside power intervening in .
support of the Republic of Korez would, he thought, be at a -
strategic disadvantage because Russian and Chinese assistance

was immediately avsilable to the North Koreans from acrposs tis .
Yalu River. The Minister declined to speculate on the likelihood
of the nature of any follow-up action the Security Council
night take, but did go so far as to say that in his own opinion,
although the South Koreans' chances of withstending attack for
very long without outside help were very slim, he did not think
the United States would decide, to quote froa the record of she
Conference, "in cold blood that this was the place to stop
communist aggression®,

9 . A%t 9:30 on the morning of June 27, Mr. Stanley
fioodward, the United States Ambassador, called on the Minister

to obtain his comments on the text of a statement which President
Trumen was expected to issue at noon the same day announcing

the decision of the United States Government to support the
Goverrment of the Republic of Korea, with sea und air forces,

and the neutralization of the islend of Formosa. Unfortunately,
the files do not indicate the precise nature of the changes
which Mr. Pearson suggested, nor is there any record of his
conversetion with the Ambassador. But there is a suggestion

in a telegram from Mr, Wrong that Mr. Pearson had pointed ou% to
Mr. Woodward his concern regarding the timing of the United states
statement in relation to & meeting of the Security Council -
scheduled to meetl at three d'clock that.afternoon and his fear
lest any action the United States might take would not be in
accordance with the spirit of the Securitxngpuggil resolution

of June 25th. At a meeting of the Ambassadors of the North
Atlantic Treaty countries in Washington held later that moraing
at the State Department, at wvhich Mr. George Kennan explaine

the background of the President's announcement, Mr. Wrong asi:ed

- about the legal basis for the action to be announced. Mr,
.Kennan replied that the United States Governsaent considered
itself fully covered by the Security Council's resolution of June
25th which called upon all members of the United Nations to
render every assistance to the United Nations. .

- 10. President Truman's statement, which was issued at the
‘appointed time, began by noting that:the North Korean authorities
‘had paid no heed to the Security Council's call to cease 1ighting,
and that as the Security Council had called upon the members of =
the United Nations to render every assistance, United States Air

- and Sea forces had been ordered "to give the Korean Government

troops cover and support™. As the forces of communism had shown
their willingness to use war to echieve their ends, they had

defied the United Nations; their forces therefore represented a
"direct threat to the security of the Pacific area and to United’
States forces performing their lawful end necessary functions there®,
- For this reason the President had ordered the Seventh Fleet to
prevent any attack on Formosa and called upon General Chiang Kai
Shek to cesse all sea and air operations against the mainlenéd of

China._

3
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11. . In reporting on ths évents of that day, Mr. Wron
mentioned in particular the concern’ expressed by gémbers of &

. t
Security Council again met at the instance of the United States

Cozmission. There reports made it clear in the Commissionis.
~opinion, that the North Korean attack was a calculated and.

heed the Security Councii resolution of June 25th. Senator ,
Austin presented a draft resolution.recommending,that "members of

India and Egypt, whose Tepresentatives had no instructions,

did not participate in the voting, but at a later time India
~announced its support for the resolution while Egypt later
announced its abstention, .

, - |

13, Mr. Pearson again reported to the Houseé of Commous,
on June 28th. He said that although Canada did not have a vote
in the Security Council. ’ : .

" the House will support, as indeed does the Govermment,
-the action taken by the Security Council because it
Tepreseats collective'action through the United Nations";

‘he, termed the ?resident's decisiGn to support the Republic
of Korea an." "act of high courage and firm statesmanship"
and added that the United States had acted ' ‘

* " not only in accordance with the spirit and the letter
of the Charter of the United Nations, but in pursuance 3
the resolution which was-adopted by the Security Council
on Sunday, June 25th", ' .

Mr. Pearson explained that the Charter of the United Nations
- had intended that such an act of aggressinn be met "by the

Since agreement had broved impossible the respoansibility for
checking aggression had to be shouldered "by individual members

" of the Security Council acting within th terms of the Charter

but acting on their own initiative." If any further authorization
was needed, Mr. Pearson added, "for the prompt and vigorous

action which has been taken by the United States, it had been )
further provided by a resolution of the Security Councilr®,

Mr. Pearson ended by saying that ‘

® it was the firm hope of the Government ‘that the action
- taken by the Security Council and the United States Govern-
ment would soon end the war- in Korea and thereby make possible
a fresh atteupt to conpose the differences which have long
kept that couniry in a state of tension and unrest.m
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14. Mr. Graydon, speaking for the Progressive Conservative
Party, expressed "unqualified appnroval® of Mr., Pearsoan's
statement, and asked him "to indicate whether Canadian. support

. of the Security Council resolution meant that this support
would be translated into practical terms”, He also promised

- "the whole-hearted support"™ of the official opposition in

"any measures that can be taken and are proper in the circumstances

for the preservation of peace and security." Mr., Pearson replied
by assuring the House "that we shall be conferring through the
United Nations with other members of the United Nations as to

the part we in Canada can and should take in any future action
that may be necessary", Mr, Stanley Knowles, speaking for

the C.C.F. expressed the support of his group for - :

"the steps that had been taken to take whatever action
the present situation calls for, not the action of one
party, but the collective action of members of the United
Natioqﬁ, prompted by one end, namely the maintenance of
peace.” - '

15. The same afternoon, Mr. Wirong was summoned to the
State Department by Mr. Perkins, the official responsible

at the moment for liaison with the North Atlantic countries.

The State Department .had received a briéf report from the

United States Embassy in Oiuvawa of Mr. rearscn's statement

in the House, and Mr, Perkins wished to express his Govern-
ment's pleasure at the generzl line the Minister had taken

and in particuler for his indication that the Canadian Govern-
ment was considering the means of Canadian participation. .

Mr. Perkins told Mr. Wrong that the United States "attached *

. great importance to securing the participation of other couatries
in the application of the resolution of the Security Council™ :
and hoped- that ,

®  something more specific would be forthcoming from
- Canada and some other countries in order to make the
. action to restore conditions in Korea a collective act*on.
‘under the auspices'rof the United Nations".
He was anxious to have a further statement made by the Minister.
-in the course of the day, but Mr., Virong assured him that that
would be difficult. A brief discussion followed on the forn
which Canadien participation might take, in the course of wiich
Mr, Perkins stated that the Administration was more concernnd '

" that Canada should give a definite undertaking to participate .

than that 1t should designate specific forces. Speaking
personally, Mr. Wrong thought that Canadn might despatch two
destroyers“to.the._area which Mr, Perkins said it would be most
useful. They would nog, sr,., Perkins stresscu, be-made available
to the United States, but to the Republic of Korea under the
resolution of the Security Council. ’ _

16. At a meeting of the Cabinet held on the same afternoon
"o consider what Canada might do in response to the Security
Council's resolution of the previous day, three declsions were
taken: .First to send to Korea two Canadian military observers, -
which the Secretary-General had urged the Canadian Government

to do. {1) Secondly to instruct Mr. Holmes in New York to ‘

(1) The decision to send observers was in final response to &8 -
request mede originally by the Secretariat on April 26th. Because
of the outbreak of the war it had been decided that it would be
unwise to meet this request unless it were to be reiterated.
However, a.telephone call from Mr. Andrew Cordier, the Execncive
Assistant to the Secretary-General, to the Minister on the merning
of June 28th, urged the Government to agree to their despatch. The
decision was announced by Mr. Fearson in tkhe House of Commons the

following day.
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enquire as to what other "likeminded" members of the United
Nations were doing or proposing to do by way of response.,

Thirdly to instruct Air Vice-Marshel Cempbell, of the Canadian

Joint Staff in wWashington, to enquire through service channels
wha3 kind of Canadian contribution would be most acceptable and

- effective. He was particularly asked to find out whether tbe

despatch of two Canadian destroyers would be useful. Thus the
government with the knowledge that Parliament would approve such

- action, was able to give consideration to an offer of tangitle

assistange in advance of any direct appeal and in advance or

itg recelpt of & telegram from the Secretary-General of June 29,
which he had also addressed to all members of the United Naiions
(the telegram to the Canadian Government was not received i .the
Department until the following morning) calling their attention

to the Secu;ity Council's resolution of June 27th. The telegram
ccncluded with the following words:

" in the event that your Government is in a position to

provide essistance it would facilitate the implementation
of the resolution if you were to be'so good as to provide
me with an early reply as to the type of assistance.”

17. Prompt replies endorsing the action of the Security

. Council, and offering material or moral support, were receivsd

from an overwhelming majority of the members. The United
Kingdom was the first to offer military assistance. On June 28

. Prime Minister Attlee announced that United Kingdom naval forces

in Japanese weters were being placed immediately at the disposal
of the United States authorities to operate on behalf of the

.Security Council in support of South Korea. Subsequently Australia

nade available its R.A.A.F. fighter squadron stationed in Japan
and two ‘naval vessels. New Zealand despatched two frigates.

The Chinese National Government offered three divisions but, on

the advice of the Unified Command, these were not accepted.

France and the Netherlands sent a naval vessel each. Bolivia
offered 30 army officers. Other countries offered medical
assistance, transportation and various commodities. Many revlies

- were of a preliminary and general character and were made more

precise later. Only threes replies - those or tne U.S.SeR., '
Poland and Czechoslovakia -~ opposed the Council's resolution,
In g communication addressed to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations on June 29, the Soviet Government challenged
the legality of the Security Council's resolutions because taey
were passed without the concurrence of the Soviet Union and

the "legal" (Communist) representative of China. (1)

E 16. During the course of the debsase in.the House of

Commons on the estimates of the Departmeni held on June 29th,
the Minister made a further report in which he said that

"(lf . The non-Communist members of the United Nationé were hot

prepared to accept this Soviet contention. They took the
view that any change in Chinese representation would have
to be effected by the proper procedures and not as a result
of Soviet pressure. They also took the view that the
voluntary ebsence of a permanent member (U.S.S.R.) from the
Security Council was clearly analogous to an abstention
end did not affect :he validity of Security Council reso-

Jutions.
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" discusslons were being held in London, Washingt
andLLake Success to consider what action’Canadéngagn
another member of the United Wations might apprépriately .
take to help the Government of South Korea mnintain
itself in the face of this aggression”,

He made no specific reference, however, to the en uiry being;
nade by Air Vice-llarshal Campﬂell_nor éid he giveqanyyinkliig
as to what form of assistance the Government was considering.

19, Mr, Drew, who spoke after the Minister, reiteratec.
Mr.AGraden's promise of general support., He added that -he
did not wish to ask the Government for any comnitment as to -
~what forn of assistance Canada night render, but asked the
Government to give an undertaking that "if events should call .
for action which placed responsibility upon Parliament for

any decision Parliament will be immediately convened." Mr.
'Knowles, from the C.C.F., repeated his previous assurance of
support, adding however that in the view of his party it was
"extremely important that whatever action was taken should te

. taken as collective action by a decision of the United Naticns

and not as action by only one party against another®, At a

later stage in the debate Mr. Pearson refused, under pressu:e

fron }Mr, Howard Green, the Progressive-Conservative member for

‘Vancouver-Quadra, to divulge what action the Government was

considering, and only promised that Canada would fulfill her

~ obligation under the Charter, which he made clear was the only
obligation Canada had in the nmatter, He added that itwas ar.

extensive obligation as it "imposed on-us the duty and privilage

of doing what we can to see that peace is preserved, not only

in Korea but in any country of the world where it may be challenged,™

20, On the following day, June 30th, which was the last

day of parliamentary session, the Prime Minister made a statement
to the House which had been discussed with his Cabinet colleagues
at a special meeting immediately prior to the opening of the House,
Mr, St. -Laurent told the House that

" if a Canadian contribution to aid United Nations"
operations, under a United Nations commander, would
bo important to achieve the ends of peace, which is

of course owr only purpose, thea the Government wishes
Parliament to know that it would immediately consider
making such a contribution", ' , '

Mr, St. Laurent said that Canadian destrcyers were being despatched
immediately to Western Pacific waters where the ships would be
closer to the area -where they might be of assistance to the United
Nations and Korea if such assistance were required, If, after. pro-
rogation, further action beyond that indicated were required, the
Prime Minister saild that Parliament would be summoned to consider
the new situation, This further statement of tho Governmentts
position was also gliven support by the Opposition parties, The

| " gist of the Prime Minister's statement was announced at the

meeting of the Security Council held that afternoon,

21, A series of not uninmportant problems which arose in
tho early stages revolved around the questions of channelling
- offers of assistance and the establishment of a United Nations
command, It was obvious from the outset that since operations
were to be under the auspices -of the United Nations and of the
Security Council in particular it would be necessary t