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INTRODUCTION

Ce livre est le second d’une série de deux volumes qui portent sur la période du
1= janvier 1956 au 10 juin 1957, date des élections générales ay cours desquelles le
gouvernement libéral dirigé par le Premier ministre Louis Saint-Laurent a été renversé
par le Parti progressiste conservateur de John G. Diefenbaker. Bien qu’il soit évidem-
ment impossible de diviser la période en deux volumes absolument complets et auto-
nomes, I’éditeur et le Directeur général de la publication ont essayé de garder groupés
autant que possible les documents apparentés sans trop s’écarter de 1’organisation
thématique qui caractérisait les volumes précédents de cette série. Il fallait en méme
temps, pour des raisons pratiques et budgétaires, que les deux volumes aient 2 peu prés
la méme grosseur. Le premier volume, publié en juin 2001, se concentrait sur la crise
de Suez et traitait du Moyen-Orient, des Nations Unies, de I’OTAN et du
Commonwealth. Ce volume porte sur les relations avec les Etats-Unis, I’Union sovié-
tique et ’Europe, I’Extréme-Orient, et I’Amérique latine. Il comprend des chapitres
additionnels sur I’ Afrique du Nord, 1’énergie atomique et les relations économiques
multilatérales.

Le visage changeant de la guerre froide entre 1’Occident et 1’Union soviétique a
continué de préoccuper les décideurs canadiens pendant une bonne partie de la période
étudiée dans ce volume. Ottawa a accueilli favorablement la baisse des tensions qu’an-
nongait la décision prise par Moscou d’instaurer une « coexistence concurrentielle » et
s’est réjoui lorsque le Premier ministre soviétique, Nikita Khrouchtchev, a dénoncé
Staline lors du 20¢ Congrés du Parti Communiste, en février 1956. « Il y a peu de
doute que le mythe de Staline est en voie d’étre complétement détruit » jubilait le
Secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures, Lester B. Pearson. « A présent, le corps de
Staline ~ tout comme le cadavre d’Oliver Cromwell, va probablement &tre pendu,
noyé et écartelé.» [Document 537] Bien qu’intrigué par cette évolution en Union
soviétique, Ottawa se méfiait encore des intentions de Moscou. Au sein du ministere
des Affaires extérieures, R.A.D, Ford, qui était le chef de 1a Direction de I’Europe et le
plus éminent soviétologue du Canada, faisait cette sinistre mise en garde : « comme
les visées des Soviétiques demeurent essentiellement les mémes, la menace que fait
peser I'URSS, bien qu’elle ait changé de caractere, demeure lourde et, a certains
égards, plus dangereuse que la politique purement agressive de Staline. » [Document
536]

Parfois, les autorités canadiennes hésitaient sur ce qu’il fallait faire face a cette
menace différente. C’était particulierement le cas quand il s’agissait de réagir a la pré-
sence grandissante de Moscou dans les pays en développement. R.AD. Ford et
A.E. Ritchie, qui était a la téte de la Direction économique, ne s’entendaient absolu-
ment pas sur la stratégie occidentale et canadienne a adopter pour contrer les nouvelles
interventions soviétiques en Afrique et en Asie. [Document 539] En revanche, les
décideurs canadiens étaient d’accord pour négocier directement avec I’Union sovié-
tique et ses satellites d’Europe de I’Est. Ils estimaient tous qu’il était judicieux de
conclure un accord commercial avec Moscou et de vendre du blé canadien a 'URSS
moyennant un paiement en especes. La plupart d’entre eux reconnaissaient aussi la
nécessité de prendre la direction du programme bilatéral et d’empécher Moscou de
définir les relations. « Nous ne pouvions pas nous borner a répondre aux visites propo-
sées par le gouvernement soviétique en I’invitant a notre tour », déclarait M. Pearson a
ses collegues du Cabinet. « Nous devons prendre nous-mémes I’initiative dans des



INTRODUCTION

This is the second of two volumes covering the period January 1, 1956 to June 10,
1957, when Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent’s Liberal government was defeated in a
general election by John G. Diefenbaker’s Progressive Conservative Party. Although it
is clearly impossible to divide the period into two completely self-contained volumes,
the editor and general editor have tried to keep together as much associated material as
possible without departing too much from the thematic organization that has
characterized earlier volumes in this series. At the same time, practical and budgetary
considerations dictated that the two volumes be roughly similar in size. The earlier
volume, published in June 2001, focused on the Suez Crisis and contained material on
the Middle East, the United Nations, NATO and the Commonwealth. This volume
covers relations with the United States, the Soviet Union and Europe, the Far East, and
Latin America. It includes additional chapters on North Africa, atomic energy, and
international multilateral economic relations.

The shifting character of the Cold War confrontation with the Soviet Union
continued to preoccupy Canadian policy-makers for much of the period documented in
this volume. Ottawa welcomed the easing of tensions that was signalled by Moscow’s
pursuit of “competitive co-existence” and was pleased when Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev denounced Stalin during the 20th Communist Party Congress in February
1956. “There can be little doubt that the myth of Stalin is being completely
demolished,” exulted Lester B. Pearson, the Secretary of State for External Affairs.
“[NJow the body of Stalin — like that of Oliver Cromwell, is, post-mortem, likely to be
hanged, drawn and quartered.” [Document 537] Though intrigued by these
developments within the Soviet Union, Ottawa remained wary of Moscow’s
intentions. In the Department of External Affairs, R.A.D. Ford, the head of the
European Division and Canada’s foremost Soviet expert, warned grimly that “as the
basic Soviet aims remain the same, the challenge from the USSR, while changed in
character, remains strong and in some respects more dangerous than the nakedly
aggressive policy of Stalin.” [Document 536]

Canadian officials were sometimes unsure how to respond to this altered threat.
This was especially true of Moscow’s growing presence in the developing world. Ford
and A.E. Ritchie, the head of the Economic Division, disagreed strongly over Western
and Canadian strategy for countering new Soviet initiatives in Africa and Asia.
[Document 539] Canadian policy-makers were united, however, when it came to
dealing directly with the Soviet Union and its East European satellites. Everyone
thought it sensible to conclude a trade agreement with Moscow and sell Canadian
wheat to the USSR for cash. There was also broad agreement on the need to seize
control of the bilateral agenda and prevent Moscow from defining the relationship. “It
was not sufficient for us merely to reciprocate visits proposed by the Soviet
Government,” Pearson told his Cabinet colleagues. “We must take the initiative
ourselves in fields of special interest to us, in order, among other things, to forestall
undesirable initiatives from them.” [Document 508]

More important, the relaxation of Soviet policy prompted the Department of
External Affairs to conduct a comprehensive review of the government’s attitude
toward the satellite states of Eastern Europe. In Ford’s view, Canada should no longer
ostracize the satellites to keep the Soviet Union on the defensive, but engage them
more actively in economic, cultural, and information exchanges. “The regimes are not
going to be overthrown, so we had better concentrate our efforts on trying to make



xii INTRODUCTION

domaines qui nous intéressent particulierement afin, entre autres, de prévenir les inter-
ventions indésirables des Soviétiques. » [Document 508]

Fait plus important, 1’assouplissement de la politique soviétique a incité le minis-
tere des Affaires extérieures a entreprendre un examen complet de la position du gou-
vernement a 1’égard des pays satellites d’Europe de I’Est. Selon M. Ford, le Canada ne
devait plus frapper d’ostracisme les satellites pour garder 1’Union soviétique sur la
défensive; il devait plutdt les faire participer de maniére plus dynamique aux échanges
économiques et culturels ainsi qu’au partage d’informations. M. Ford constatait, en
juin 1956, « Les régimes ne vont pas étre renversés; donc, il vaudrait mieux concentrer
nos efforts pour essayer de les rendre plus acceptables 2 nos yeux ». « Notre politique
devrait viser a encourager leur indépendance vis-a-vis de Moscou, tout en précisant
clairement que nous n’avons pas d’intentions belliqueuses et que nous ne comptons
absolument pas modifier radicalement leurs régimes sociaux et politiques actuels. »
[Document 522]

L’Europe de I’Est, quant a elle, aspirait au changement. En automne 1956, des
gouvernements communistes « nationalistes » ont vu le jour en Pologne et en Hongrie
suite 2 1’agitation populaire qui a secoué les satellites. A la fin d’octobre, sous le
regard stupéfait des habitants de la planéte, des intellectuels et étudiants hongrois ont
forcé les troupes soviétiques & se retirer de Budapest. La réaction de Moscou a été
prompte et brutale. Les tanks et les soldats ont écrasé rapidement les rebelles mal
armés et établi un gouvernement fantoche. Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures, Jules Léger, donnait cette explication : « L’erreur des rebelles et celle
commise par [le Premier ministre Imre] Nagy pour s’étre efforcé de satisfaire a leurs
exigences a ét€ d’essayer d’aller trop loin et trop vite ».[Document 463] Tandis que
M. Pearson s’évertuait a faire sortir la Grande-Bretagne et la France de la situation
facheuse dans laquelle elles se trouvaient au Moyen-Orient, le Canada se bornait a
suivre I’exemple de Washington, qui consistait & condamner la conduite de Moscou en
adoptant coup sur coup aux Nations Unies plusieurs résolutions, toutes aussi inutiles.
Ces modestes témoignages de solidarité a 1’égard du peuple hongrois, obtenus
seulement au terme d’une longue querelle avec les délégations africaines et asiatiques
a New York, ont dégu beaucoup de gens et leur ont donné I’impression d’avoir été
trahis. « Je pense que nous devons reconnaitre », concluait M. Ford, « que la démarche
des Nations Unies 2 1’égard de 1a Hongrie a été dans une large mesure un échec ... On
a refusé obstinément d’entendre la seule legon utile que I’on aurait pu apprendre du
groupe arabo-asiatique sur la nature du régime soviétique. » [Document 506]

Pour faire face au flot de réfugiés hongrois qui se répandait dans toute I'Europe 2 la
suite de la crise, le Canada a également fait preuve d’un manque d’imagination.
Comme les documents présentés au chapitre deux I'illustrent clairement, la réaction
d’Ottawa a été lente et hésitante. M. Pearson insistait pour que le gouvernement verse
une somme équivalant aux fonds qui affluaient de sources nationales et internationales
pour aider les réfugiés, mais il a eu du mal & surmonter les difficultés. Il a exhorté le
ministre de la Citoyenneté et de 1’Immigration, J.W. Pickersgill, d’accepter plus de
réfugiés et pressé le Cabinet d’accorder des ressources supplémentaires. Le plus
souvent, toutefois, il essuyait un refus et subissait un échec. Le Cabinet hésitait a
mettre A ’épreuve la capacité du pays d’absorber les réfugiés, et faisait preuve de
scepticisme et de manque de solidarité a I’égard des efforts déployés par les Nations
Unies en Europe.



INTRODUCTION xiii

them more acceptable from our point of view,” he observed in June 1956. “Our policy
should be directed toward encouraging independence from Moscow while making it
clear that we have no aggressive intentions and no intentions of radically altering their
present social and political systems.” [Document 522]

East Europe, nevertheless, wanted change. By the fall of 1956, popular unrest in the
satellites had thrown up “nationalist” Communist governments in Poland and
Hungary. In late October, as the world watched in amazement, Hungarian intellectuals
and students forced Soviet troops to retreat from Budapest. Moscow’s response was
swift and brutal. Tanks and troops quickly crushed the poorly armed rebels and
installed a puppet government. “The mistake of the rebels, and of [Premier Imre] Nagy
for trying to keep pace with their demands,” the Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Jules Léger, explained, “was in trying to go too far and too fast.” [Document
463] With Pearson preoccupied with extracting Britain and France from their
misadventures in the Middle East, Canada simply followed Washington’s lead,
condemning Moscow’s behaviour by passing one futile United Nations resolution
after another. These small gestures of support for the Hungarian people, which were
won only after protracted struggles with the Afro-Asian delegations in New York, left
many feeling bitter and betrayed. “I think we must agree,” concluded Ford, “that the
action of the UN on Hungary was largely a failure.... The one lesson that might
profitably have been learned by the Arab-Asian group concerning the nature of the
Soviet system has been obstinately refused.” [Document 506]

Canada’s response to the flood of Hungarian refugees that spilled across Europe in
the wake of the crisis was equally uninspired. As the documents in chapter two make
clear, Ottawa’s reaction was slow and hesitant. Pearson insisted that the government
match the outpouring of domestic and international support for the refugees but found
the going tough. He urged J.W. Pickersgill, the Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration, to accept more refugees and he pressed Cabinet for additional resources.
But more often than not, he was rebuffed and defeated. Cabinet hesitated to test the
country’s capacity to absorb the refugees, and it proved sceptical and unsupportive of
UN efforts in Europe.

In contrast, Canadian policy toward Poland was more engaged and dynamic. The
fate of the moderately nationalist Communist government in Poland was all the more
important in view of the Soviet Union’s intervention in Hungary. “The success of the
Poles in establishing and maintaining a measure of independence in their internal
affairs,” Léger observed in late November 1956, “will provide the key to Soviet policy
in Eastern Europe.” Pearson agreed, and Canada set out to “wean Poland gently away
from its dependence on Moscow.” [Document 569] Canadian diplomats tried to
normalize relations with Poland, resolve the long-standing dispute over the Polish Art
Treasures, and bolster the Polish economy with much-needed financial credits.

The persistence of the Cold War meant that defence and security questions
continued to dominate Canada’s relations with the United States. The tensions
between national and continental approaches to North American air defence, already
an important theme in Volume 21, intensified sharply in 1956-57. In January 1956,
Ottawa learned that Washington wanted permission to deploy nuclear weapons over
Canada. A month later, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff asked Ottawa for its views on the
feasibility of fully integrating the two countries’ air defence systems. General Charles
Foulkes, chairman of the Chiefs of Staff, was anxious to meet American demands but
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En revanche, la politique canadienne a I’égard de la Pologne était plus engagée et
plus dynamique. Le sort du gouvernement communiste modérément nationaliste de la
Pologne prenait encore plus d’importance en raison de Iintervention de 1'Union
soviétique en Hongrie. A la fin de novembre 1956, M. Léger a fait remarquer :« Si les
Polonais réussissent a acquérir et & conserver une certaine indépendance dans leurs
affaires intérieures, ce succes déterminera la politique soviétique en Europe de I’Est. »
M. Pearson était d’accord avec lui, et le Canada a entrepris de « faire cesser lentement
la dépendance de la Pologne a I’'égard de Moscou ». [Document 569] Les diplomates
canadiens ont essayé de normaliser les relations avec la Pologne, de résoudre le
différend de longue date concernant les trésors d’art polonais et de soutenir
I’économie polonaise en lui offrant une aide financiére dont elle avait grandement
besoin.

Comme la guerre froide se poursuivait, les questions de défense et de sécurité ont
continué de jouer un rdle prépondérant dans les relations entre le Canada et les Etats-
Unis. En 1956-1957, on a observé une nette aggravation des tensions entre les
approches nationales et continentales a 1’égard de la défense aérienne de I’ Amérique
du Nord. Ce dossier constituait déja un sujet important, examiné dans le volume 21.
En janvier 1956, Ottawa a appris que Washington désirait obtenir 1’autorisation de
déployer des armes nucléaires au Canada. Un mois plus tard, les chefs d’état-major
combinés des Etats-Unis ont demandé au gouvernement canadien ce qu’il pensait de la
possibilité d’intégrer complétement les systemes de défense aérienne des deux pays.
Le général Charles Foulkes, chef de I'état-major interarmes, désirait vivement
acquiescer a la demande des Américains, alors que les dirigeants du ministere des
Affaires extérieures étaient plus prudents. L’ambassadeur du Canada 2 Washington,
Arnold Heeney, faisait part de ces préoccupations: «Si les chefs d’état-major
ameéricains et canadiens s’entendaient sur I’intégration du contrdle opérationnel de nos
systemes de défense aérienne et sur le déploiement d’unités nucléaires américaines au
Canada, je me demande si le gouvernement serait aussi libre qu’il devrait I’&tre pour
prendre des décisions bien fondées. » [Document 22]

Le débat entre diplomates et militaires s’est poursuivi de fagon latente au cours de
I’été et de 1’automne 1956 avant que le Cabinet ne consente a contrecoeur au
déploiement d’armes nucléaires américaines assorti des garanties voulues. Le
ministére des Affaires extérieures insistait aussi sur la nécessité de maintenir la
position canadienne au sein de tout systéme intégré de défense continentale. M. Léger
avangait ces arguments : « La géographie et notre volonté de collaborer efficacement
aux efforts communs de défense continentale nous conferent un droit spécial d’exiger
des consultations plus poussées. » [Document 46] Le Ministere voulait également
profiter de P’intérét que les Américains portaient a la défense continentale pour
préciser les obligations qui incombaient 2 Washington de consulter son allié de plus
petite taille et, en fin de compte, il a contraint le ministeére de la Défense nationale a
adopter cette position en février 1957. [Document 47] Le compromis a duré tout le
printemps, mais aprés la défaite électorale subie par le gouvernement en juin, le
Cabinet a refusé d’agir et laissé au nouveau ministére le soin d’examiner ce dossier.
[Document 51]

La présence militaire croissante des Américains au Canada éveillait de plus en plus
la méfiance des ministres. L’un d’eux a signalé au Cabinet qu’ « il était regrettable que
de plus en plus de troupes américaines soient stationnées dans des bases situées sur le
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officials in the Department of External Affairs were more cautious. “If the United
States and Canadian Chiefs of Staff should agree on an integrated operational control
of our air defences and the deployment of U.S. atomic units in Canada,” worried
Arnold Heeney, Canada’s ambassador to Washington, “I wonder whether the
Government would be as free as it should be to take decisions on the merits?”
[Document 22]

The debate between the diplomats and the military simmered during the summer
and fall of 1956 before Cabinet reluctantly agreed in January 1957 to accept American
nuclear weapons with appropriate safeguards. The Department of External Affairs also
insisted on safeguarding Canada’s position in any integrated continental defence
system. “Geography and our willingness to cooperate effectively in joint continental
defence efforts,” Léger argued, “give us a special right to demand closer consultation.”
[Document 46] The Department wanted to use the American interest in continental
defence to detail Washington’s obligations to consult its smaller ally, a position it
finally forced on the Department of National Defence in February 1957. [Document
47] The compromise held up through the spring, but when the government was
defeated in the June election, Cabinet declined to act and left the matter for the new
ministry. [Document 51]

Ministers were increasingly wary of the growing American military presence in
Canada. “It was unfortunate,” one pointed out in Cabinet “that more and more U.S.
forces were being stationed at bases on Canadian soil.” [Document 115] Canadians too
wondered about the costs and benefits of the close postwar security arrangements with
the United States. In the spring of 1957, a U.S. Senate subcommittee on internal
security revived the unsubstantiated charges of Communist subversion against Herbert
Norman, Canada’s Ambassador to Egypt. Acutely distressed at these renewed
allegations, Norman committed suicide on April 4, 1957, igniting a firestorm of anti-
American protest in Canada. The pressure on Pearson, who told Heeney that he “had
never experienced an atmosphere so critical of the United States on all sides of the
House of Commons and throughout the country,” was intense. [Document 63] Ottawa
protested in the strongest terms and sought firm assurances that any confidential
information about Canadian citizens supplied to the United States would remain
secret. When none was forthcoming, Ottawa threatened to cancel existing
arrangements for the bilateral exchange of security information.

A growing number of increasingly testy economic issues also crowded the bilateral
agenda in 1956-57. Canadian ministers and their officials continued to worry about
Washington’s aggressive use of the ill-famed Public Law 480 to sell heavily
subsidized American wheat into Canadian markets. They also fretted about
unrelenting Congressional demands for import restrictions on groundfish, oil, and
alsike clover. Ottawa reacted with exceptional vigour when the White House decided
to increase the tariff on lead and zinc, “a most serious breech in the determination of
the administration to resist pressures for protection on important items for
international trade.” [Document 235]

The St. Laurent government was not deaf to the pleas for help from its own
domestic interests. The 1956 budget, for instance, introduced controversial measures
designed to protect the small Canadian magazine industry from American competition,
prompting a sharp exchange of views with Washington. Cabinet was quick to help
Premium Iron Ores Limited deal with its American tax problems, anxious to counter
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territoire canadien ». Les Canadiens se demandaient eux aussi quels étaient les cofits et
les avantages des accords de I’aprés-guerre qui resserraient la coopération avec les
Etats-Unis en matiére de sécurité. Au printemps 1957, un sous-comité sénatorial
américain chargé de la sécurité intérieure a renouvelé les accusations non fondées de
subversion communiste portées contre 1’ambassadeur du Canada en Egypte, Herbert
Norman. Accablé par ces nouvelles allégations, M. Norman s’est suicidé le 4 avril
1957, ce qui a soulevé au Canada une tempéte de protestations contre les Etats-Unis.
Des pressnons intenses s’exercaient sur M. Pearson, qui a déclaré 2 M. Heeney qu'il
« n’avais jamais observé une attitude aussi critique 2 I’égard des Etats-Unis de la part
de tous les députés de la Chambre des communes et dans tout le pays ». [Document
63] Ottawa a protesté énergiquement et a demandé des garanties formelles assurant
que toute information confidentielle concernant des citoyens canadiens fournie aux
Etats-Unis demeurerait secréte. N’obtenant pas de réponse a cette requéte, le
gouvernement canadien a menacé de rompre les accords existants relatifs a 1’échange
bilatéral de renseignements sur la sécurité.

De plus, un nombre croissant d’épineuses questions économiques surchargeaient le
programme bilatéral en 1956-1957. Les ministres canadiens et leurs fonctionnaires
étaient encore préoccupés par l’attitude de Washington qui brandissait la funeste
Public Law 480 pour vendre du blé américain fortement subventionné sur les marchés
canadiens. Les requétes incessantes du Congres en vue d’imposer des restrictions a
I’importation de poisson de fond, d’huile et de graine de trefle d’alsike les irritaient
également. Ottawa a réagi avec une vigueur exceptionnelle lorsque la Maison-Blanche
a décidé de hausser les droits de douane sur le plomb et le zinc, « un manquement
extrémement grave a la résolution prise par ’administration de résister aux pressions
afin de protéger d’importants produits destinés au commerce international ».
[Document 235]

Le gouvernement Saint-Laurent n’est pas resté sourd aux appels a I’aide pour
défendre ses propres intéréts nationaux. Par exemple, le budget de 1956, instaurait des
mesures controversées destinées a protéger les intéréts de la petite industrie
canadienne de la publication de magazines contre la concurrence américaine, mesures
qui ont suscité un échange de propos trés vifs entre Ottawa et Washington. Le Cabinet
a aidé rapidement Premium Iron Ores Limited a résoudre ses problémes fiscaux avec
les Américains, car il était pressé de démentir « I’impression assez répandue que le
gouvernement canadien ne s’intéressait pas au traitement infligé par le gouvernement
des Etats-Unis & une entreprise canadienne ». [Document 199] A 1'aube des élections
fédérales de juin 1957, les appels adressés a Ottawa ont été plus vibrants, et le
gouvernement libéral y a répondu en prenant des mesures pour protéger les dindes
ainsi que les fruits et les 1égumes canadiens contre la concurrence des voisins du Sud.

Comme toujours, les décideurs canadiens et américains ont dii s’occuper 2 régler
les questions transfrontalieres. Les progrés rapides en vue de I’ouverture de la Voie
maritime du Saint-Laurent ont été compromis au début de 1956 lorsqu’est survenu un
différend majeur parce qu’Ottawa voulait garder sa liberté d’étendre la Voie maritime
sur le territoire canadien sans le consentement des Américains. La détermination
d’Ottawa de retarder le projet pour parvenir A ses fins a, en définitive, persuadé
Washmgton de battre en retraite, quoiqu’a regret et de mauvaise grace. Le débat sur
I’avenir du Peace Bridge, reliant Fort Erie, en Ontario, a Buffalo, dans I’ Etat de New
York, a également été marqué par des négociations bilatérales tout aussi laborieuses.
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“the rather widespread impression that the Canadian Government was not taking an
interest in the treatment being given by the U.S. Government to a Canadian firm.”
[Document 199] As the June 1957 federal election approached, the demands on
Ottawa grew louder, and the Liberal government responded with measures to protect
Canadian turkeys, fruits and vegetables from southern competition.

As always, transboundary questions kept policy-makers busy on both sides of the
border. Speedy progress on the St. Lawrence Seaway was jeopardized in early 1956
when fundamental differences arose over Ottawa’s determination to retain its freedom
to expand the Seaway in Canadian territory without American consent. Ottawa’s
willingness to delay the project to achieve its purpose eventually persuaded
Washington to retreat — albeit reluctantly and ungraciously. Equally difficult bilateral
negotiations characterized discussions over the future of the Peace Bridge, which
joined Fort Erie, Ontario, with Buffalo, New York. The documents reprinted here
offer a rare illustration of the interaction between local Members of Parliament,
Cabinet ministers, and federal bureaucrats in determining policy.

The most important continental resource issue covered in this volume is
undoubtedly the government’s new policy toward the development of rivers flowing
across the Canada-U.S. border. In February 1956, after years of fruitless debate in the
International Joint Commission on the future of the Columbia River system, the
Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources, Jean Lesage, proposed direct
talks with Washington at the political and diplomatic levels. These, he hoped, would
determine new principles for sharing the upstream and downstream benefits of all
rivers crossing the international border. To Ottawa’s evident delight, United States
President Dwight Eisenhower accepted the proposal, which St. Laurent advanced
during his visit to White Sulphur Springs in March 1956. The talks themselves started
slowly, and much of the material reprinted here records the struggle to define the
scope of the negotiations and reach an agreed position with British Columbia’s
argumentative premier, W.A.C. Bennett.

Economic questions also dominated Canada’s relations with Western Europe,
where the emergence of the Common Market and British proposals for a European
Free Trade Area represented a formidable challenge. Pearson, deeply influenced by
the views of Belgian Foreign Minister Paul-Henri Spaak, emphasized the political
benefits for the Western alliance of closer integration in Europe and discounted the
economic costs to Canada. The Minister of Finance, Walter Harris, and his ally, the
Minister of Trade and Commerce, C.D. Howe, took a more hardheaded view, and
were unprepared to welcome either the Common Market or the proposed European
Free Trade Area. But Pearson carried the Prime Minister with him against these two
formidable opponents, and in the end, Canada’s attitude to developments in Europe
was not unsympathetic.

A similar lack of enthusiasm characterized Canada’s approach to other European
institutions. In the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), Canada
remained an aloof and reluctant participant in the organization’s program for trade
liberalization. Louis Rasminsky, Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada, explained
that Canada preferred broadly based institutions like the World Bank or the GATT.
Canadian policy in the OEEC, he quipped, might be summed up thus:
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Les documents reproduits ici donnent un exemple rare qui illustre I’interaction entre
les députés de la région, les ministres du Cabinet et les fonctlonnaxres fédéraux dans la
définition de la politique.

Dans ce volume, le principal dossier relatif aux ressources continentales est
incontestablement I’instauration par le gouvernement de la nouvelle politique
d’aménagement des rivieres traversant la frontiere entre le Canada et les Etats-Unis.
En février 1956, aprés des années de discussion stérile au sein de la Commission mixte
internationale sur 1’avenir du bassin du Columbia, le ministre du Nord et des
Ressources nationales, Jean Lesage, a proposé de négocier directement avec
Washington aux niveaux politique et dlplomathue Il espérait que ces pourparlers
permettralent de définir de nouveaux principes pour partager les avantages d’amont et
d’aval qui découleraient de la mise en valeur de toutes les riviéres traversant la
frontidre internationale. A la joie manifeste d’Ottawa, le président des Etats-Unis,
Dwight Eisenhower, a accepté la proposition que M. Saint-Laurent lui avait faite lors
de sa visite a White Sulphur Springs, en mars 1956. Les pourparlers proprement dits
ont démarré lentement, et la plupart des documents reproduits ici décrivent les efforts
en vue de définir la portée des négociations et de convenir d’une position commune
avec le premier ministre batailleur de la Colombie-Britannique, W.A.C. Bennett.

Les questions économiques ont également joué un role prépondérant dans les
relations entre le Canada et I’Europe occidentale, ot la création du Marché commun et
les propositions de la Grande-Bretagne en vue d’établir une Zone européenne de libre-
échange posaient un formidable défi. M. Pearson, fortement influencé par les opinions
du ministre des Affaires étrangéres de la Belgique, Paul-Henri Spaak, a souligné les
avantages politiques que présentait I'intégration accrue des pays européens pour
I’alliance occidentale, tout en faisant peu de cas des cofits qu’elle entrainerait pour
I’économie du Canada. Le ministre des Finances, Walter Harris, et son allié, le
ministre du Commerce, C.D. Howe, ont adopté une position plus intransigeante, et
n’étaient pas préts & accueillir le Marché commun ou la Zone européenne de libre-
échange. M. Pearson a toutefois fait peser son poids de premier ministre contre ces
deux adversaires redoutables et, en définitive, le Canada n’était pas opposé a
I’évolution de la situation en Europe.

Ce manque d’enthousiasme a également marqué la démarche du Canada a I'égard
d’autres institutions européennes. Au sein de I’Organisation pour la coopération
économique européenne (OEEC), le Canada est demeuré un participant réservé et peu
disposé a s’engager dans le programme de libéralisation du commerce mis sur pied par
I’organisation. Louis Rasminsky, sous-gouverneur de la Banque du Canada, a précisé
que le Canada préférait les institutions de grande envergure comme la Banque
mondiale ou le GATT. Il a déclaré d’un ton sarcastique que la politique canadienne au
sein de I’OEEC pouvait donc se résumer comme suit :

Tu ne tueras point, mais tu n’auras pas besoin d’essayer officieusement de rester en
vie. [Document 406]

Le Canada adoptait une attitude plus hostile a 1'égard de I'Intergovernmental
Conference on European Migration (ICEM), qui contribuait & organiser I’afflux
d’immigrants en provenance de I’Europe de 1’Ouest vers le Canada, I’ Australie et
I’ Amérique du Sud. Malgré le solide appui dont I'ICEM jouissait parmi les alliés du
Canada en Europe de I’Ouest, le ministére de la Citoyenneté et de I'Immigration tenait
a détruire cette organisation qui, de I’avis de certains responsables de I’Immigration,
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Thou shalt not kill, but needst not strive

Officiously to keep alive. [Document 406]
Canada’s attitude to the Intergovernmental Conference on European Migration
(ICEM), which helped organize the orderly flow of migrants from Western Europe to
Canada, Australia and South America, was more malevolent. Despite the ICEM’s
strong support among Canada’s allies in Western Europe, the Department of
Citizenship and Immigration was anxious to destroy the organization, which some
Immigration officials thought favoured Australia. External Affairs was hopeful that its
European representatives could marshal enough evidence to change Canadian policy,
provided they used their “ingenuity, circumspection and some finesse.” [Document
406]

In the Far East, Canada remained deeply involved in overseeing the uncertain peace
in Indochina. Despite their imperfections, and there were many, Pearson concluded in
early 1956 that the three International Commissions for Supervision and Control
(ICSC) in Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia remained the principal bulwarks “against a
blowup in Indochina of the kind that could suddenly produce a major war.”
[Document 613] As France prepared to complete its withdrawal from Vietnam,
Canada resolved to remain on the ICSC, convince Saigon to assume responsibility for
the cease-fire arrangements, and reassure the sceptical Indians that the Commission
would continue to function.

With Canadian support, the Commission weathered the succession crisis during the
spring of 1956, before resuming its work investigating cease-fire violations by North
and South Vietnam. Increasingly frustrated by Hanoi’s ability to manipulate the ICSC,
Canada sought more and more to restore a balance to the Commission’s activities. It
worked closely with South Vietnamese authorities to limit Saigon’s exposure to
Commission investigations into their infringement of “democratic freedoms.” The
Canadian Commissioner in Vietnam, Bruce Williams, eventually campaigned for the
elimination of Commission outposts in North Vietnam in order to “dispel the illusion
that arms control was effective.” [Document 677]

Though the Commissions worked much better in Cambodia and Laos, Ottawa still
found peace-keeping dangerous and burdensome. India vigorously opposed repeated
Canadian efforts to wind up the Commission in Cambodia, where it had long since
finished its work. As a result, relations with New Delhi and its mercurial diplomatic
gadfly, Krishna Menon, suffered. In Laos, Ottawa welcomed efforts by Communist
and non-Communist factions to resolve their differences through negotiations, but was
distyrbed to discover that Washington did not. “[Bly obstructing the desire for
reunification of their country which we think is almost unanimously held by
Laotians,” Léger observed presciently, “we might eventually tend to drive them from
the pro-Western into a strictly neutral or even anti-Western position.” [Document 734]

Tired and easily irritated by the burdens of government, Prime Minister Louis
St. Laurent played a diminished role in the elaboration of foreign policy during the
period covered in this volume. Nevertheless, he was actively involved in several
important economic questions. He used his warm relationship with Eisenhower on
several occasions to seek White House support for Canadian industries harmed by
American subsidies and trade restrictions. He also played an important role in defining
Canada’s attitude toward the European Common Market.
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favorisait I'Australie. Le ministére des Affaires extérieures espérait que ses
représentants en Europe pourraient recueillir assez de preuves pour modifier la
politique canadienne, a condition de faire preuve d’« ingéniosité, de circonspection et
d’une certaine finesse ». [Document 406]

En Extréme-Orient, le Canada demeurait profondément engagé dans la surveillance
d’un processus de paix aléatoire en Indochine. Au début de 1956, M. Pearson a conclu
que les trois Commissions internationales pour la surveillance et le contrble au
Vietnam, au Laos et au Cambodge (CISC) restaient, malgré leurs nombreuses
imperfections, les principaux remparts « contre une explosion en Indochine qui
risquerait de déclencher soudainement une guerre majeure ». [Document 613] Alors
que la France se préparait a terminer le retrait de ses forces du Vietnam, le Canada a
décidé de rester membre de la CISC au Vietnam pour convaincre Saigon d’assumer la
responsabilité des accords de cessez-le-feu et rassurer 1'Inde, qui en doutait, que la
Commission continuerait de fonctionner.

Avec I’aide du Canada, 1a Commission a survécu a la crise de succession survenue
au printemps 1956, avant de reprendre son travail qui consistait 2 enquéter sur les
violations du cessez-le-feu par les Nord-Vietnamiens et les Sud-Vietnamiens. De plus
en plus frustré par ’aptitude de Hanoi 2 manipuler la CISC, le Canada s’est efforcé
toujours davantage de rétablir un équilibre dans les activités de la Commission. Il a
travaillé en étroite collaboration avec les autorités sud-vietnamiennes afin que les
informations divulguées a Saigon se bornent aux enquétes de la Commission relatives
aux violations des «libertés démocratiques » commises par le gouvernement de
Saigon. Le délégué canadien au Vietnam, Bruce Williams, a ensuite fait campagne
pour I’élimination des postes isolés de la Commission au Nord-Vietnam afin de
« dissiper I'illusion que le contrdle des armements était efficace ». [Document 677]

Bien que les Commissions aient beaucoup mieux fonctionné au Cambodge et au
Laos, Ottawa estimait encore que les opérations de maintien de la paix étaient
dangereuses et onéreuses. L’Inde s’est opposée vigoureusement aux efforts répétés du
Canada en vue de faire cesser les activités de la Commission au Cambodge, ou elle
avait terminé son travail depuis longtemps. Les relations avec New Delhi et son
diplomate Krishna Menon, d’humeur changeante mais toujours prét a critiquer, ont
souffert de ces tensions. Au Laos, Ottawa a accueilli favorablement les efforts
déployés par les factions communistes et non communistes afin de régler leurs
différends par la voie de négociations, mais il a ét€ troublé d’apprendre que
Washington n’avait eu la méme réaction. M. Léger a observé avec prescience : « En
faisant obstacle au désir de réunification de leur pays qui, 4 notre avis, anime presque
tous les Laotiens, nous pourrions ultérieurement les détourner de leur position
favorable a I’Occident et les inciter & adopter une position strictement neutre, voire
opposée a I’Occident. » [Document 734]

Fatigué et vite irrité par les charges administratives, le Premier ministre Louis
Saint-Laurent a joué un rdle moins important dans 1’élaboration de la politique
étrangére pendant la période étudiée dans ce volume. Néanmoins, il a participé a
I’examen de plusieurs dossiers économiques importants. A plusieurs reprises, il s’est
servi de ses relations cordiales avec le président Eisenhower pour demander a la
Maison-Blanche d’aider des industries canadiennes frappées par les restrictions
commerciales et les subventions américaines. En outre, il a fortement contribué a
définir la position du Canada a 1'égard du Marché commun européen.
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Pearson remained the most important member of the government’s foreign policy
team. In his absence, Paul Martin, the Minister of National Health and Welfare,
continued to represent him in Cabinet and abroad. In the fall of 1956, Martin toured
South Asia and Indochina, an experience that affected him deeply and long influenced
his view of Asian Communism. [Document 673] Other ministers with notable foreign
policy responsibilities included Ralph Campney, the Minister of National Defence,
C.D. Howe, the powerful Minister of Trade and Commerce, and Walter Harris, the
Minister of Finance, and a leading contender in the undeclared race to succeed
St. Laurent.

During his final 18 months as Secretary of State for External Affairs, Pearson was
able to draw on the advice of the experienced group of senior officials with whom he
had worked closely for years. Jules Léger stayed on as Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs, assisted by his deputy, R.M. Macdonnell. There were, however,
important changes at the assistant under-secretarial level. In late 1955,
W.D. Matthews, the Minister to Sweden and Finland, was promoted to Assistant
Under-Secretary. In June 1956, John Watkins returned from his post as Ambassador to
the Soviet Union and was appointed Assistant Under-Secretary to replace Jean
Chapdelaine, who took over from Matthews as Minister to Sweden and Finland. In
December 1956, Marcel Cadieux became Assistant Under-Secretary and Legal
Advisor in place of Max Wershof, who went to Geneva as Permanent Representative
to the European Office of the United Nations. And finally, in April 1957, Douglas
LePan, who had finished his work as Secretary to the Royal Commission on Canada’s
Economic Prospects, was promoted to Assistant Under-Secretary. John Holmes alone
remained an Assistant Under-Secretary throughout the period covered in this volume.

There was no change in representation at Canada’s major posts abroad until late in
the spring of 1957. Dana Wilgress remained Permanent Representative to the North
Atlantic Council and Representative to the Organization for European Economic Co-
operation. Norman A. Robertson stayed in London as High Commissioner to the
United Kingdom until May 1957, when he replaced Arnold Heeney in Washington as
Ambassador to the United States. Heeney returned to Ottawa as Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission. Georges Vanier continued as Ambassador to France.

Like other recent volumes in this series, Volume 23 is based primarily on the
records of the Department of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. These
were supplemented where necessary by the private papers of Cabinet ministers and
senior officials, and the files of the Departments of National Defence, Finance,
Citizenship and Immigration, and Trade and Commerce. In preparing this volume, I
was given complete access to the files of the Department of External Affairs and
generous access to other collections. A complete list of the archival sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume may be found on page xxvii.

The selection of documents is guided by the general principles outlined in the
Introduction to Volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), as amended in the Introduction to Volume 20
(p. xxiii). In short, the series tries to provide a “self-contained record of the major
foreign policy decisions taken by the Government of Canada,” by concentrating on
Canada’s most important bilateral and multilateral relationships and on the major

international issues that directly involved Cabinet members in substantive policy
decisions.
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M. Pearson est demeuré€ le principal membre de I’équipe gouvernementale chargée
de formuler la politique étrangére. En son absence, le ministre de la Santé nationale et
du Bien-étre social, Paul Martin, continuait de le représenter au sein du Cabinet et a
I’étranger. Au cours de I’automne 1956, M. Martin, a effectué une visite en Asie du
Sud et en Indochine. Ce voyage I’a profondément marqué et a longtemps influencé
son opinion sur le communisme asiatique. [Document 673] Parmi les autres ministres
dotés d’importantes responsabilités en matiere de politique étrangere figuraient Ralph
Campney, le ministre de la Défense nationale, C.D. Howe, le puissant ministre du
Commerce, ainsi que Walter Harris, ministre des Finances et principal candidat dans
la course non officielle pour la succession de M. Saint-Laurent.

Au cours des dix-huit derniers mois de son mandat de secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures, M. Pearson a pu tirer parti des conseils du groupe de hauts fonctionnaires
expérimentés avec lesquels il travaillait en étroite collaboration depuis des années.
Jules Léger continuait d’exercer les fonctions de sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures, avec l’aide de son adjoint, RM. Macdonnell. Il y a eu toutefois des
changements importants au niveau des sous-secrétaires adjoints. A la fin de 1955,
W.D. Matthews, ministre auprés de la Suéde et de la Finlande, a été promu sous-
secrétaire adjoint. En juin 1956, John Watkins est rentré de son affectation comme
ambassadeur en Union soviétique et a été nommé sous-secrétaire adjoint en
remplacement de Jean Chapdelaine qui a succédé i Matthews comme ministre auprés
de la Suede et de la Finlande. En décembre 1956, Marcel Cadieux est devenu sous-
secrétaire adjoint et jurisconsulte a la place de Max Wershof qui est devenu
représentant permanent 4 Genéve aupres de 1'Office européen des Nations Unies. Et
finalement, en avril 1957, Douglas LePan qui avait terminé son travail de secrétaire
auprés de la Commission royale d’enquéte sur les perspectives économiques du
Canada a été promu au poste de sous-secrétaire adjoint. Seul John Holmes est demeuré
sous-secrétaire adjoint pendant toute la période couverte par le présent volume.

Jusqu’a la fin du printemps 1957, il n’y a eu aucun changement dans la
représentation du Canada dans les principales missions a I’étranger. Dana Wilgress
demeurait aux postes de représentante permanente du Canada auprés du Conseil de
I’ Atlantique Nord et de représentante auprés de 1’Organisation pour la coopération
économique européenne. Norman A. Robertson était resté 2 Londres en qualité de
Haut-commissaire du Canada en Grande-Bretagne jusqu’en mai 1957, lorsqu’il avait
remplacé Arnold Heeney au poste d’ambassadeur a Washington. M. Heeney est
retourné a Ottawa pour devenir président de la Commission de la Fonction publique.
Georges Vanier est demeuré a son poste d’Ambassadeur du Canada en France.

Comme les autres volumes de cette série publiés récemment, le volume 23 repose
surtout sur les dossiers du ministére des Affaires étrangeres et du Bureau du Conseil
privé. Au besoin, ils ont été étoffés par des documents privés appartenant a des
ministres du Cabinet et 4 des hauts fonctionnaires, ainsi que par des dossiers des
ministeres de la Défense nationale, des Finances, de la Citoyenneté et de
I'Immigration, et du Commerce. Pour préparer ce volume, j’ai pu avoir complétement
acces aux dossiers du ministére des Affaires étrangéres et largement acces a d’autres
collections. Une liste complete des archives consultées pour la préparation de ce
volume est présentée a la page xxvii.

Les documents sont choisis conformément aux principes généraux définis dans
I’Introduction au volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), tels que modifiés dans I’Introduction au volume
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The editorial devices used in this volume remain those described in the
Introduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger (+) indicates a Canadian document that
has not been printed. Editorial excisions are shown by an ellipse (...). The phrase
“group corrupt” indicates decryption problems in the transmission of the original
telegram. Words and passages that were struck out by the author, marginal notes and
distribution lists are reproduced as footnotes only when important. Unless otherwise
indicated, it is assumed that documents have been read by the addressee. Proper and
place names are standardized. The editor has silently corrected spelling, punctuation
and capitalization, as well as transcription errors whose meaning is clear from their
context. All other editorial additions to the documents are indicated by the use of
square brackets. Documents are reprinted in either English or French, depending on
their language of origin.

The preparation of this volume was a collective effort. The Historical Section
continues to depend on the expertise of the National Archives of Canada for help in
locating relevant records. Paulette Dozois, David Smith and Robert McIntosh of the
Government Archives Division responded quickly and cheerfully to requests for help.
Maureen Hoogenraad of the Manuscript Division was equally helpful. Ciuineas Boyle,
Access to Information Co-ordinator at the Privy Council Office, and her colleague,
Herb Barrett, facilitated access to Cabinet records for the period. Corrinne Miller,
archivist at the Bank of Canada, was indispensable in dealing with that collection.

Michael Rasminsky and Andrew Coyne kindly granted permission to reprint
material from their fathers’ collections. My overseas colleagues, Heather Yasamee and
Keith Hamilton of the Records and Historical Services, Foreign and Commonwealth
Office, helped arrange for the declassification of several important British documents.
William Burr of the National Security Archive, Washington, D.C., was also helpful in
this regard. Mark Hayes of the Naval Historical Center in Washington, Marijke van
Faassen of the Institute of Netherlands History, David S. Patterson of the Office of the
Historian, United States Department of State, and Kunihiro Haraguchi of the
Diplomatic Record Office, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, identified some of the
individuals in the List of Persons.

Ted Kelly helped research parts of this volume and guided it through production
with diligence. Christopher Cook, whose knowledge of the archival collections
reflected in this volume is unrivalled, remained my main research assistant. He was
ably assisted at times by Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joannette, and Tina McLauchlan.
Michael Stevenson also contributed research for several sections in this volume and
compiled the index. As always, it was a pleasure to work with this team of fine
historians.

Don Barry, Hector Mackenzie and Norman Hillmer, former editors of this series,
offered advice and encouragement. My colleague, Mary Halloran, provided good-
humoured support. The general editor of this series, John Hilliker, carefully reviewed
the whole manuscript, and played a major role in helping to define the scope of this
volume as well as its predecessor. The series would not be possible without the
support of the director of the Outreach Programs and e-Communications Division,
Roger Bélanger, and his predecessor, Gaston Barban. I remain solely responsible for
the final selection of documents in this volume.
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20 (p. xxiii). En bref, la série essaie de présenter un « dossier complet et autonome des
principales décisions de politique étrangére prises par le gouvernement du Canada »,
en se concentrant sur les relations bilatérales et multilatérales essentielles pour le
Canada ainsi que sur les grandes questions internationales qui ont engagé directement
des membres du Cabinet dans la prise de décisions stratégiques importantes.

Les formules de rédaction utilisées dans ce volume sont les mémes que celles qui
sont décrites dans I'Introduction au volume 9 (p. xix). Une croix (+) désigne un
document canadien inédit. Les modifications rédactionnelles sont indiquées par une
ellipse (...). L’expression « group corrupt » signale des problémes de déchiffrement
dans la transmission du télégramme original. Les mots et les passages biffés par
1’auteur, les notes marginales et les listes de distribution ne sont reproduits sous forme
de renvois en bas de page que lorsqu’ils sont importants. Sauf indication contraire, on
suppose que les documents ont ét€ lus par leur destinataire. Les noms propres et
géographiques ont été normalisés. L’éditeur a corrigé sans se plaindre 1’orthographe,
la ponctuation et la mise en majuscules, ainsi que les erreurs de transcription dont il
est facile de saisir le sens griace au contexte. Tous les autres ajouts rédactionnels
apportés aux documents sont indiqués par des crochets. Les documents sont reproduits
en frangais ou en anglais selon la langue utilisée dans I’original.

La préparation de ce volume est le fruit d’efforts concertés. La Section historique
reste tributaire de 1’aide que lui fournissent les experts des Archives nationales du
Canada pour rechercher les documents pertinents. Paulette Dozois, David Smith et
Robert MclIntosh de la Division des archives gouvernementales ont répondu
rapidement et avec entrain aux demandes d’aide. Maureen Hoogenraad, de la Division
des manuscrits, nous a également prét€ main-forte. Ciuineas Boyle, coordonnatrice de
I’acces a l'information au Bureau du Conseil privé, ainsi que son collégue, Herb
Barrett, nous ont facilité I’accés aux dossiers du Cabinet portant sur la période visée.
En outre, 'aide de Corrinne Miller, archiviste 2 la Banque du Canada, a été
indispensable pour dépouiller cette collection.

Michael Rasminsky et Andrew Coyne ont eu la bonté de nous autoriser a
reproduire des documents en provenance des collections de leur pere. Mes collegues
travaillant & I’étranger, Heather Yasamee et Keith Hamilton (Records and Historical
Services, Foreign and Commonwealth Office), ont contribué au travail de
déclassification de plusieurs documents britanniques importants. William Burr de
National Security Archive, & Washington D.C., nous a également aidés a nous
acquitter de cette tiche. Mark Hayes du Naval Historical Center, & Washington,
Marijke van Faassen de I'Institute of Netherlands History, David S. Patterson de
I’Office of the Historian, au Département d’Etat des E.-U., et Kunihiro Haraguchi des
Archives diplomatiques, au ministére des Affaires étrangéres du Japon, nous ont
fournis des renseignements utilisés dans la Liste des personnes.

Ted Kelly a contribué au travail de recherche pour ce volume et il I’a dirigé en
produisant assidiment des résultats. Christopher Cook, doté d’une connaissance
insurpassable des collections d’archives, qui transparait d’ailleurs dans ce volume, est
demeuré mon principal assistant 2 la recherche. Parfois, il a été secondé avec
compétence par Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joannette et Tina McLauchlan. Michael
Stevenson a également participé aux recherches pour plusieurs chapitres de ce volume,
et il a dressé I’index. Comme toujours, il a été agréable de travailler avec cette équipe
d’excellents historiens.
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The Historical Section provided the supplementary text and coordinated the
technical preparation of the volume. The manuscript was typed and formatted by Aline
Gélineau. The Translation Bureau supplied the French for most of the footnotes, the
captions and ancillary texts. My colleague in the Communications Services Division,
Francine Fournier, generously shared her knowledge of the finer points of French
grammar; Martha Bowers graciously helped with the English. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin
proofread the entire manuscript and helped compose the List of Persons.

My wife, Mary, and my children, Katherine, Michael and Stephen continued to
support me through this project in countless and delightful ways. I thank them.

GREG DONAGHY
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Don Barry, Hector Mackenzie et Norman Hillmer, les anciens éditeurs de cette
série, nous ont offert des conseils et des encouragements. Ma collégue, Mary Halloran,
nous a soutenus par sa bonne humeur. Le Directeur général de la publication de la
présente série, John Hilliker, a examiné minutieusement tout le manuscrit et joué un
role important dans la définition de la portée de ce volume et de ceux qui I’ont
précédé. La production de cette série aurait été impossible sans le concours du
directeur de la Division des programmes de sensibilisation et des communications
électroniques, Roger Bélanger, et de son prédécesseur Gaston Barban. Je demeure le
seul responsable du choix définitif des documents figurant dans ce volume.

La Section historique a produit les annexes et coordonné la préparation technique
du volume. Aline Gélineau a tapé et formaté le manuscrit. Le Bureau de la traduction a
fourni la version frangaise de la plupart des renvois en bas de page, des 1égendes et des
annexes. Ma colléegue de la Direction des services des communications, Francine
Fournier, m’a offert généreusement de partager sa connaissance des subtilités de la
grammaire francaise. Martha Bowers a accepté de bonne grice de m’aider pour le
texte anglais. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin a effectué la correction d’épreuves de
I’ensemble du manuscrit et a aidé a dresser la Liste des personnalités.

Enfin, je remercie mon épouse, Mary, et mes enfants, Katherine, Michael et
Stephen, qui m’ont sans cesse appuyé, de multiples facons et avec joie, tout au long de
ce travail.

GREG DONAGHY



PROVENANCE DES DOCUMENTS!
LOCATION OF DOCUMENTS!

Archives de la
Banque du Canada

Documents de C.D. Howe,
Archives nationales
(MG 27 111 B20)

Dossiers du ministere de la
Citoyenneté et de |’Immigration
Archives nationales (RG 26)

Dossiers de I’ambassade
du Canada a Washington,
Archives nationales (RG 25 B2)

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

Dossiers du ministére
des Affaires extérieures,
Archives nationales

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

Dossiers du ministere de la
Défense nationale
Archives nationales (RG 24)

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

Documents de Escott Reid,
Archives nationales (MG 31)

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

Documents de Louis Rasminsky,
Archives de la Banque du Canada

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

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

Autres documents des
archives du BCP

Documents de Walter E. Harris,
Archives nationales (MG 32 B50)

B. of C.

C.D.H.

CEW.

DF

DEA

DF

DND

DTC

ER.

LB.P.

L.R.

LSL.

PCO/Vol #

W.E.H.

Bank of Canada Archives

C.D. Howe Papers,
National Archives
(MG 27 111 B20)

Department of Citizenship and
Immigration Files,
National Archives (RG 26)

Canadian Embassy, Washington
Files, National Archives
(RG 25 B2)

Department of Finance Files,
National Archives
(RG 19)

Department of External
Affairs Files, National Archives

Department of Finance Files,
National Archives
(RG 19)

Department of National
Defence Files, National
Archives (RG 24)

Department of Trade and
Commerce Files, National
Archives (RG 20)

Escott Reid Papers,
National Archives (MG 31)

L.B. Pearson Papers,
National Archives (MG 26 N1)

Louis Rasminsky Papers,
Bank of Canada Archives

L.S. St. Laurent Papers,
National Archives (MG 26 L)

Privy Council Office—
Cabinet Conclusions and
Cabinet Documents

Other documents from
PCO records

Walter E. Harris Papers,
National Archives (MG 32 B50)

! Ceci est une liste des symboles utilisés pour indiquer la provenance des documents. Les cotes des collec-
tions déposées aux Archives nationales du Canada sont entre parenthéses.
This is a list of the symbols used to indicate the location of documents. The call numbers of collections
deposited at the National Archives of Canada are in parentheses.






BOAC
BOMARC
CAE
CANAC
CANDEL
CAS

CB
CBC(-IS)

CFA

CFs
CHINCOM
CIA
CINADCUS
CINCONAD
CIR

CISC

CIs

CcM
COCOM

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

AIR BRIDGE TO CANADA

AIR COMMODORE

AIR DEFENSE COMMAND (US)

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION (US)

ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL BOARD

ATOMIC ENERGY OF CANADA LIMITED

AIRBORNE EARLY WARNING AND CONTROL

AIR FORCE HEADQUARTERS (US)

AGENCE FRANCE-PRESSE

Amerikanskaya torgovaya {[Amtorg Trading Corporation] USSR
ASSOCIATED PRESS

AIR VICE-MARSHAL

BRITISH BROADCASTING CORPORATION

BUREAU DU CONSEIL PRIVE

BANK FOR INTERNATIONAL SETTLEMENTS

BRITISH NORTH AMERICA

BRITISH OVERSEAS AIRWAYS CORPORATION

BOEING-MICHIGAN AERONAUTICAL CENTRE

CANADIAN AVIATION ELECTRONICS

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

COMMUNICATIONS BRANCH, NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL
CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION(-INTERNATIONAL SERVICE)
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION (US)

COOPERATIVE COMMONWEALTH FEDERATION

CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF

CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE

Christlich-Demokratische Union [Christian Democratic Union]} (West
Germany)

CEASE FIRE AGREEMENT

CUBIC FEET PER SECOND

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

COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, AIR DEFENCE, CANADA-UNITED STATES
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE COMMAND
CANADA-INDIA REACTOR

COMMISSION INTERNATIONALE DE SURVEILLANCE ET DE CONTROLE
CANADIAN JOINT STAFF

COMMON MARKET

COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT CONTROLS

CANADIAN OVERSEAS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
CANADIAN PRESS

CONTRACTING PARTY (GATT)

CANADIAN PERMANENT DELEGATION TO UNITED NATIONS
COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION

COMMONWEALTH RELATIONS OFFICE (UK)

CENT

DEPARTMENT OF CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

DEMOCRAT

DISTANT EARLY WARNING

DEFENCE LIAISON DIVISION

DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT

DEFENCE RESEARCH BOARD

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS OFFICER
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EDC

EPI

EPU
EURATOM
EX-IM
FAO

FBI

FBIS

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

EUROPEAN DEFENCE COMMUNITY

ELECTRONIC POSITION INDICATOR

EUROPEAN PAYMENTS UNION

EUROPEAN ATOMIC ENERGY COMMUNITY

EXPORT-IMPORT

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION (US)

FOREIGN BROADCAST INFORMATION SERVICE (US)
Freisinnig-Demokratische Partei [Free Democratic Party] (West
Germany) ‘
FRENCH EXPEDITIONARY CORPS

FRENCH LIAISON MISSION

FONDS MONETAIRE INTERNATIONAL

FOREIGN OFFICE (UK)

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION (US)

FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER

FREE TRADE AREA

FIGHTING UNITS OF THE PATHET LAO

GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE

HYDROGEN BOMB

HYDRO ELECTRIC POWER COMMISSION OF ONTARIO

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (US)

INTELLIGENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (US)

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR EUROPEAN MIGRATION
INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL TRADE POLICY
INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS
INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SUPERVISION AND CONTROL
INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION

INTERNATIONAL LABOUR OFFICE

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

INTERNATIONAL NEWS SERVICE

INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZATION

INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT

JOINT INTELLIGENCE BUREAU

JOINT INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (Committee of State Security —
USSR)

ROYAL DUTCH AIRLINES

KOREAN PEOPLE'S ARMY/CHINESE PEOPLE’S VOLUNTEERS
KILOWATT

LANDING CRAFT, MECHANIZED

LANDING CRAFT, TANKS

LAOTIAN NATIONAL ARMY

LONG RANGE ACCURACY (RADAR)

LONG RANGE AID TO NAVIATION

MILITARY ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT (US)

MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP (US)

MILITARY ARMISTICE COMMISSION

MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES

MUTUAL DEFENCE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (US)

MOST FAVOURED NATION

Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti [Ministry of State Security]
(USSR)

MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT

MOBILE TEAM

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT AND CIVIL AVIATION (UK)
Ministerstvo Vnutrennykh Del [Ministry of Internal Affairs] (USSR)



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

NATO
NCO
NFB
NFPA
NNSC
NPD
NSA
NZ
ODM
OECE
OEEC
OMC
OTAN
PASNY
PAVN
P.C.
PC(O)
PERMDEL

PIBD
PKO

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION
NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICER

NATIONAL FILM BOARD

NIAGARA FRONTIER PORT AUTHORITY

NEUTRAL NATIONS SUPERVISORY COMMISSION

NUCLEAR POWER DEMONSTRATION

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY

NEW ZEALAND

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION (US)

ORGANISATION EUROPEENNE DE COOPERATION ECONOMIQUE
ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COOPERATION
OFFICE OF MUNITIONS CONTROL (US)

ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ATLANTIQUE NORD

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
PEOPLE’S ARMY OF VIETNAM

PROGRESSIVE CONSERVATIVE

PRIVY COUNCIL (OFFICE)

PERMANENT DELEGATION OF CANADA TO THE UNITED NATIONS, NEW
YORK

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE

Powszechna Kasa Oszczgednossci [National Savings Bank] (Poland)
PATHET LAO

PuBLIC LAw (US)

PRIME MINISTER

Polska Partia Robotnicza [Polish Workers® Party]
QUEEN’S COUNSEL

QUANTITATIVE RESTRICTIONS

ROYAL AIR FORCE (UK)

ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

ROYAL CANADIAN NAVY

REPUBLICAN

ROYAL LAOTIAN GOVERNMENT

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

RUSSIAN SOVIET FEDERATED SOCIALIST REPUBLIC

SENATE (US)

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (US)

SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE (NATO)

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

SCANDINAVIAN AIRLINES

SOUTH EAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION

STANDING GROUP (NATO)

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY AUTHORITY

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION (US)
SENIOR MILITARY ADVISOR

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands [Social Democratic Party of
Germany] (West Germany)

SPECIAL UNITED NATIONS FUND FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
SOUTH VIETNAM LIAISON MISSION

SOUTH VIETNAM

TRANS-CANADA AIRLINES

TEMPORARY EQUIPMENT RECOVERY MISSION

UNITED KINGDOM

UNITED KINGDOM ATOMIC ENERGY AUTHORITY

UNITED NATIONS

UNITED NATIONS COMMAND

UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

XXXi
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UNESCO

UNHCR
UNRRA
UpP
USA
USAF
USIS
USN
UsS
USSEA
USSR
WEU

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA-
TION

UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND REHABILITATION ADMINISTRATION
UNIVERSAL PRESS

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

UNITED STATES INFORMATION SERVICE

UNITED STATES NAVY

UNITED STATES SHIP

UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION



LISTE DES PERSONNALITES!
LIST OF PERSONS!

ABDULGANI, Ruslan, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de I'Indonésie.

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

ADENAUER, Konrad, chancelier de la République
fédérale d’Allemagne.

ALLEN, George, secrétaire d’Etat adjoint, Bureau
des Affaires du Proche-Orient, de I’ Asie du
Sud et de I'Afrique, département d’Ftat des
Etats-Unis.

AMORY, Robert, Jr., directeur suppléant - rensei-
gneinent, Central Intelligence Agency des
Etats-Unis.

ARMAND, Louis, directeur général, Société natio-
nale des chemins de fer frangais (SNCF) et
président, Comité de I’équipement industriel,
Commissariat a I’énergie atomique (CEA) de
France.

ARMSTRONG, W. Park Jr., adjoint spécial au secré-
taire d’Etat pour le renseignement, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

AULT, O.E., directeur de la Planification et du
développement, Commission du service civil.

BAGIROV, Jafar, premier secrétaire, République
soviétique socialiste d’ Azerbaidjan (1933-
1953).

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

BARABAS, Timor, chef, délégation sur le Com-
merce de Hongrie (oct. 1956).

BARTON, W.H., 1*~ Direction de liaison avec la
Défense (-nov. 1956); conseiller, légation en
Autriche.

BASDEVANT, Jules, directeur général, Bureau des
Affaires de Tunisie et du Maroc, ministére des
Affaires étrangeres de France.

BASSETT, E., sous-ministre des Terres et des
Forets de la Colombie-Britannique.

BATEMAN, George, membre, Commission de con-
trole de I’énergie atomique.

BAUDOUIN, Marc, conseiller politique au commis-
saire canadien, CISC, Vietnam.

ABDULGANI, Ruslan, Foreign Minister of
Indonesia.

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

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal
Republic of Germany.

ALLEN, George, Assistant Secretary of State,
Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

AMORY, Robert, Jr., Deputy Director for Intel-
ligence, Central Intelligence Agency of United
States.

ARMAND, Louis, Director General, French
National Railways, and President, Industrial
Equipment Committee, Atomic Energy Com-
mission of France.

ARMSTRONG, W. Park Jr., Special Assistant to
Secretary of State for Intelligence, Department
of State of United States.

AULT, O.E., Director, Planning and Development,
Civil Service Commission.

BAGIROV, Jafar, First Secretary of the Azerbaijan
Soviet Socialist Republic (1933-1953).

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

BARABAS, Timor, Head, Hungarian Trade Delega-
tion (Oct. 1956).

BARTON, W.H., Defence Liaison (1) Division
(-Nov. 1956); Counsellor, Legation in Austria.

BASDEVANT, Jules, Director General, Moroccan
and Tunisian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of France.

BASSETT, E., Deputy Minister of Lands and
Forests of British Columbia.

BATEMAN, George, Member, Atomic Energy
Control Board.

BAUDOUIN, Marc, Political Advisor to Canadian
Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam,

'Ceci est une sélection des principales personnalités canadiennes et de certaines personnalités de I’étranger

souvent mentionnées dans les documents. Les notices biographiques se limitent aux fonctions qui se rap-

portent aux documents reproduits dans ce volume.

This is a selection of important Canadian personalities and some foreign personalities often mentioned in

;llze (.!ocuments. The biographical details refer only to the positions pertinent to the documents printed
rein.
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BAUER, Gérard Francis, représentant de Suisse
aupres la haute commission de la Communauté
européenne du charbon et de I’acier; président
du Comité exécutif de I'OECE.

BAUER, William, conseiller politique au commis-
saire canadien, CISC, Vietnam (-juin 1957).

BAUMGARTNER, Wilfrid, gouverneur de la Banque
de France.

BEAULIEU, Paul, conseiller, haut-commissariat au
Royaume-Uni.

BECH, Joseph, premier ministre du Luxembourg.

BEIRUT, Boleslaw, premier ministre de Pologne
(1952-1954).

BEN GURION, David, premier ministre et ministre
de la Défense de I'Israél.

BENEDICKSON, Wm., député (Lib.-Kenora-Rainy
River), adjoint parliamentaire au ministre des
Finances.

BENNETT, W.C., premier ministre de la Colombie-
Britannique.

BENNETT, W.J., président, Energie atomique du
Canada Ltée., et président et gérant, Eldorado
Mining and Refining Ltée.

BE»{SON, Ezra Taft, secrétaire a 1’ Agriculture des
Etats-Unis.

BERIA, L.P., ministre de I’'Intérieur de 1’Union
sovietique (1938-1953).

BERLIS, Norman, conseiller, ambassade en Italie.

BERNSTEIN, E.M., directeur, Département de la
recherche et des statistiques, FMI.

BERRY, A.E., directeur, Direction du génie sani-
taire, ministére de la Santé de 1’Ontario.

BEYEN, Johan W., ministre des Affaires étrangeres
des Pays-Bas (conjointement avec Joseph Luns
jusqu’en oct. 1956).

BisHoP, G. S., sous-secrétaire, ministére de 1’ Agri-
culture, des Pécheries et de I’ Alimentation du
Royaume-Uni.

BLACK, Eugene, président de la Banque internatio-
nale pour la reconstruction et le développe-
ment.

BLANCKE, Wilton, ambassadeur des Etat-Unis au
Laos.

BONBRIGHT, James C.H., sous-secrétaire d’Etat
adjoint aux Affaires européenes, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (juin 1950-avr. 1954);
ambassadeur des Etats-Unis au Portugal.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

BAUER, Gérard Francis, Swiss Representative to
High Authority of European Coal and Steel
Community; President of Executive Committee
of OEEC.

BAUER, William, Political Adviser to Canadian
Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam (-June 1957).

BAUMGARTNER, Wilfrid, Governor, Bank of
France.

BEAULIEU, Paul, Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

BECH, Joseph, Prime Minister of Luxembourg.

BEIRUT, Boleslaw, Prime Minister of Poland
(1952-1954).

BEN GURION, David, Prime Minister and Minister
of Defence of Israel.

BENIDICKSON, W., M.P. (Lib.-Kenora-Rainy
River), Parliamentary Assistant to Minister of
Finance.

BENNETT, W.A.C., Premier of British Columbia.

BENNETT, W.J., President, Atomic Energy of
Canada Ltd., and President and Managing
Director, Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltd.

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

BERIA, L.P., Minister of Internal Affairs of Soviet
Union (1938-1953).

BERLIS, Norman, Counsellor, Embassy in Italy.

BERNSTEIN, E.M., Director, Research and Statistics
Department, IMF.

BERRY, A.E., Director, Division of Sanitary
Engineering, Department of Health of Ontario.

BEYEN, Johan W., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Netherlands (concurrently with Joseph Luns
until Oct. 1956).

BISHOP, G.S., Under-Secretary, Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food of United
Kingdom.

BLACK, Eugene, President, International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

BLANCKE, Wilton, Ambassador of United States in
Laos.

BONBRIGHT, James C.H., Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of State for European Affairs, Department
of State of United States (June 1950-Apr.
1954); Ambassador of United States in
Portugal.



LIST OF PERSONS

BONNER, R.W., procureur général de la Colombie-
Britannique.

BORISOV, Sergey Alexeevich, premier sous-
ministre du Commerce étrangére de 1’Union
soviétique.

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

BOURGUIBA, Habib, premier ministre de Tunisie
(avr. 1956-)

BRAGDON, major-général John S., conseiller au
président des Etats-Unis sur les ressources en
eau.

BRAR, général D.S., commissaire indien par inté-
rim, CISC, Vietnam (déc. 1956-fév. 1957);
commissaire (mai 1957-).

BRETHERTON, Russell Frederick, sous-secrétaire de
la chambre de commerce du Royaume-Uni.

BREZHNEV, L.I., candidat & Praesidium du Soviet
Supréme de I'Union soviétique.

BRIDLE, Paul, commissaire canadien, CISC, Laos
(-oct. 1956); conseiller, délégation permanente
aupres du Conseil de 1’ Atlantique Nord et de
I’OECE (déc. 1956-).

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

BROOKING, William, Commission canadienne du
blé.

BROWN, Eldon, membre du Comite exécutif,
Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltée.

BROWN, K.C., 1*¢ Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

BRUCKER, William M., secrétaire de 1’ Armée des
Etats-Unis.

BRUNET, J.P.R., attaché, ambassade en France.

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

BUFFAM, B.S.W., géologue-conseil, Eldorado
Mining and Refining Ltée.

VOIR BOULGANIN.
BULL, W.F., sous-ministre du Commerce.

BURBRIDGE, K.J., ministre-conseiller, délégation
permanente aupreés du Conseil de I’ Atlantique
Nord et de I'OECE.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, sous-secrétaire du Trésor
pour les Affaires monétaires, département du
Trésor des Etats-Unis.
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BONNER, R.W., Attorney-General of British
Columbia.

BORISOV, Sergey Alexeevich, First Deputy
Minister of Foreign Trade of Soviet Union.

SEE BULGANIN.

BOURGUIBA, Habib, Prime Minister of Tunisia
(Apr. 1956-).

BRAGDON, Maj.-Gen. John S., Adviser to
President of United States on water resources.

BRAR, General D.S., Acting Indian Commissioner,
ICSC, Vietnam (Dec. 1956-Feb. 1957); Com-
missioner (May 1957-).

BRETHERTON, Russell Frederick, Under-Secretary,
Board of Trade of United Kingdom.

BREZHNEV, L.1., Candidate member of Praesidium
of Supreme Soviet of Soviet Union.

BRIDLE, Paul, Commissioner, ICSC, Laos (-Oct.
1956); Counsellor, Permanent Delegation to
North Atlantic Council and OEEC (Dec.
1956-).

BROADBRIDGE, A.F., American Division.
BROOKING, William, Canadian Wheat Board.

BROWN, Eldon, Member of Executive Committee,
Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltd.

BROWN, K.C., Defence Liaison (1) Division.

BRUCKER, William M., Secretary of the Army of
United States.

BRUNET, J.P.R., Attaché, Embassy in Paris.

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

BUFFAM, B.S.W., Consulting Geologist, Eldorado
Mining and Refining Ltd.

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

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

BURBRIDGE, K.J., Minister-Counsellor, Permanent
Delegation to North Atlantic Council and
OEEC.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, Under Secretary of
Treasury for Monetary Affairs, Department of
Treasury of United States.
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BURNS, major-général E.L.M., chef d’état-major,
organisme des Nations Unies chargé de la sur-
veillance de la treéve (-nov. 1956); comman-
dant, Force d’urgence des Nations Unies.

BURWASH, Dorothy, premier secrétaire, délégation
permanente auprés du Conseil de 1’ Atlantique
Nord et de I'OECE.

BUTLER, R.A., Lord Privy Seal et chef de la
Chambre des Communes du Royaume-Uni et,
du janvier 1957, Home Secretary.

BuTzZ, Earl, secrétaire adjoint a I’ Agriculture des
Etats-Unis.

BYRNE, Patricia Mary, agente pour les relations
internationales, Bureau des Affaires des
Philippines et de 1’ Asie du Sud-Est, départe-
ment d’Ftat des Etats-Unis (-mars 1956);
agente responsable des Affaires laotiennes.

CABELL, lieutenant-général Charles P. (USAF),
sous-directeur, Central Intelligence Agency des
Fitats-Unis.

CACCIA, sir Harold, sous-secrétaire d’Etat supplé-
ant des Affaires étrangeres, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956); ambassadeur du
Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

CADIEUX, Marcel, chef, Direction des Nations
Unies (-déc. 1956); sous-secrétaire d’Etat
adjoint des Affaires extérieures et conseiller
juridique.

CALLAGHAN, B.B., directeur exécutif suppléant
australien, FMI (-mars 1957); directeur
exécutif.

CAMERON, Dr. Douglas George, directeur adjoint,
clinique de I'Université McGill, Hopital géné-
ral de Montréal.

CAMPBELL SMITH, R., premier secrétaire (commer-
cial), ambassade en France.

CAMPBELL, Peter, commissaire canadien, CISC,
Laos (sept. 1956-).

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

CANNON, Albert Edward Lucien, conseiller poli-
tique au commissaire canadien, CISC, Vietnam.

CARANICAS, Costa P., directeur exécutif suppléant
grec, FMIL

CARDIN, L.J.Lucien, adjoint parliamentaire au
secrétaire d’Ftat aux Affaires extérieures
(fév. 1956-avr. 1957).

CARRICK, Donald, député (Lib.—Trinity).

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

BURNS, Maj.-General E.L.M., Chief of Staff,
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization
(Nov. 1956-); Commander, United Nations
Emergency Force.

BURWASH, Dorothy, First Secretary, Permanent
Delegation to North Atlantic Council and
OEEC.

BUTLER, R.A,, Lord Privy Seal and Leader of the
House of Commons and, from January 1957,
Home Secretary of United Kingdom,

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

BYRNE, Patricia Mary, International Relations
Officer, Office of Philippine and Southeast
Asian Affairs, Department of State of United
States (-Mar. 1956); Officer-in-charge of Lao
Affairs.

CABELL, Lt. General Charles P. (USAF), Deputy
Director, Central Intelligence Agency of United
States.

CACCIA, Sir Harold, Deputy Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom (-Nov 1956); Ambassador of
United Kingdom in United States.

CADIEUX, Marcel, Head, United Nations Division
(-Dec. 1956); Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs and Legal Advisor.

CALLAGHAN, B.B., Australian Alternate Executive
Director, IMF (-Mar. 1957); Executive
Director.

CAMERON, Dr. Douglas George, Assistant
Director, McGill University Clinic, Montreal
General Hospital.

CAMPBELL SMITH, R., First Secretary (Com-
mercial), Embassy in France.

CAMPBELL, Peter, Commissioner, ICSC, Laos
(Sept. 1956-).

CAMPNEY, Ralph O., Minister of National
Defence.

CANNON, Albert Edward Lucien, Political Advisor
to Canadian Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam.

CARANICAS, Costa P., Greek Alternate Executive
Director, IMF.

CARDIN, L.J.Lucien, Parliamentary Assistant to the
Secretary of State for External Affairs
(Feb. 1956—Apr. 1957).

CARRICK, Donald, M.P. (Lib.—Trinity).



LIST OF PERSONS

CARTER, Thomas Lemesurier, chef, Direction de
I’ Amérique (-mars 1957); commissaire cana-
dien, CISC, Vietnam.

CASTLE, Lewis, administrateur, St. Lawrence
Seaway Corporation des Ftats-Unis.

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

CHERVENKOV, Vulko, premier ministre de
Bulgarie (-avr. 1956); premier ministre supplé-
ant et ministre pour le Culture.

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

VOIR TCHANG KAI-CHEK.
VOIR TCHOU EN-LAL

CHUHAVIN, D. S., ambassadeur de I'Union sovié-
tique.

CLARK, G., conseiller financiére, mission perma-
nente auprés du Bureau européen des Nations
Unies.

CLARK, George R., sous-ministre des Pécheries.
CLARK, Gerald, correspondant, Montreal Star.

COBBOLD, Cameron Fromanteel, gouverneur de la
Banque d’Angleterre.

COCHRANE, H. Merle, Directeur général adjoint,
FMI.

COHEN, sir Edgar, sous-secrétaire de la chambre
de commerce du Royaume-Uni.

COINER, major-général Richard, adjoint au sous-
chef d’état-major pour les opérations - énergie
atomique, United States Air Force.

COLDWELL, M.J,, député (Rosetown- Biggar),
chef, FCC.

COLLINS, R. E., chargé d’ Affaires, ambassade en
Union soviétique.

CONNELLY, W., président, Niagara Port Authority.

COOPER, brigadier P.S., conseiller militaire supé-
rieur au commissaire canadien, CISC, Laos.

COPLAND, sir Douglas, haut-commissaire de
I’ Australie (-1956).

COREA, sir Claude, haut-commissaire du Ceylan
au Royaume-Uni (1954-1958); président, Com-
mission provisoire de coordination des ententes
relatives aux produits de base pour I'ONU
(-1956); président du GATT.
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CARTER, Thomas Lemesurier, Head, American
Division (-Mar. 1957); Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam. .

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

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

CHERVENKOV, Vulko, Prime Minister of Bulgaria
(-Apr. 1956); Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of Culture.

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

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

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

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

CLARK, G., Adviser (Financial), Permanent Mis-
sion to European Office of United Nations.

CLARK, George R., Deputy Minister of Fisheries.
CLARK, Gerald, correspondent, Montreal Star.

COBBOLD, Cameron Fromanteel, Governor, Bank
of England.

COCHRANE, H. Merle, Deputy Managing Director,
IMF.

COHEN, Sir Edgar, Under-Secretary, Board of
Trade of United Kingdom.

COINER, Maj. General Richard, Assistant Deputy
Chief of Staff of Operations for Atomic
Energy, United States Air Force.

COLDWELL, M.J., M.P. (Rosetown- Biggar),
Leader, C.CF.

COLLINS, R. E., Chargé d’ Affaires, Embassy in
Soviet Union.

CONNELLY, W., Chairman, Niagara Port Authority.

COOPER, Brigadier P.S., Senior Military Advisor
to the Canadian Commissioner, ICSC, Laos.

COPLAND, Sir Douglas, High Commissioner of
Australia (-1956).

COREA, Sir Claude, High Commissioner of Ceylon
in United Kingdom (1954-1958); Chair, UN
Interim Co-ordinating Committee for Interna-
tional Commodity Arrangements (-1956);
Chairman, GATT.
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CORSE, Carl, chef, Direction des accords commer-
ciaux et des traités, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis, et représentant des Etats-Unis a la
Conférence du GATT.

COTE, E.A., sous-ministre adjoint des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationales.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis (-jan. 1957); chef, Direction écono-
mique.

CoX, Gordon, chargé d’ Affaires, légation en
Autriche; (-jan. 1957); premier secrétaire, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

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

CRAWLEY, Desmond John C., secrétaire adjoint,
Bureau des Relations avec le Commonwealth
du Royaume-Uni.

CREAN, G.G., chef, 2#*™ Direction de liaison avec
la Défense.

CROWSON, Col. D.L., adjoint militaire au
gecrétaim a la défense (énergie atomique) des
Etats-Unis.

CURZON, Leonard Henry, sous-secrétaire du minis-
tere d’ Approvisionnement du Royaume-Uni.

CYRANKIEWICZ, Jozef, premier ministre de
Pologne.

DABROWSKI, Konstantin, ministre du Commerce
étrangere de Pologne (-déc. 1956).

DARIDAN, Jean Henri, directeur-général des
Affaires politiques et économiques, ministére
des Affaires étrangeres de France.

DAs, major-général Chand N., commissaire indien,
CISC, Cambodge (-mai 1957).

DAVIDSON, Dr. G.F., sous-ministre (Bien-étre) de
la Santé et du Bien-étre.

DAvIs, T.C., ambassadeur au Japon.

DEAN, Patrick, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux
Affaires étrangeres, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

DELAFIELD, Charles, directeur, Société Radio
Canada-Services internationaux.

DELISLE, J.L., chargé d’ Affaires, légation en
Pologne (-nov. 1956).

DEsAL, M.J., secrétaire aux Affaires du Commo-
wealth, ministére des Affaires extérieures de
I’Inde.

DESY, Jean, directeur général, Société Radio
Canada-Services internationaux (1952-1954);
ambassadeur en France.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

CORSE, Carl, Chief, Trade Agreements and
Treaties Division, Department of State of
United States, and Representative of United
States to GATT.

COTE, E.A., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Northern Affairs and National Resources.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, Counsellor, Embassy in
United States (-Jan. 1957); Head, Economic
Division.

Cox, Gordon, Chargé d’ Affaires, Legation in
Austria (-Jan. 1957); First Secretary, High
Commission in United Kingdom.

COYNE, J.E., Governor, Bank of Canada.

CRAWLEY, Desmond John C., Assistant Secretary,
Commonwealth Relations Office of United
Kingdom.

CREAN, G.G., Head, Defence Liaison (2) Division.

CROWSON, Col. D.L., Military Assistant to Secre-
tary of Defense (Atomic Energy) of United
States.

CURZON, Leonard Henry, Under-Secretary of
Ministry of Supply of United Kingdom.
CYRANKIEWICZ, Jozef, Prime Minister of Poland.

DABROWSKI, Konstantin, Minister of Foreign
Trade of Poland (-Dec. 1956).

DARIDAN, Jean Henri, Director General of Politi-
cal and Economic Affairs, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of France.

DAS, Major General Chand N., Indian Commis-
sioner, ICSC, Cambodia (-May 1957).

DAVIDSON, Dr. G.F., Deputy Minister (Welfare) of
National Health and Welfare.

Davis, T.C., Ambassador in Japan.

DEAN, Patrick, Assistant Under-Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of United
Kingdom.

DELAFIELD, Charles, Director, CBC-IS.

DELISLE, J.L., Chargé d’Affaires, Legation in
Poland (-Nov. 1956).

DESAL M.J., Commonwealth Secretary, Ministry
of External Affairs of India.

DESY, Jean, Director General, CBC-IS (1952-
1954); Ambassador in France.



LIST OF PERSONS

DIEFENBAKER, John G., député (CP-Prince Albert),
chef de I’Opposition (déc. 1956-).

DIEM, Ngo Dinh, président de la République du
Vietnam.

DIETRICH, Ethel, agente (économique), mission des
Etats-Unis auprés du Conseil de I’ Atlantique
Nord.

DILLON, C. Douglas, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis
en France (-jan. 1957); sous-secrétaire adjoint
aux Affaires économiques, département d’Etat
des Etats-Unis (mars 1957-).

DIRKSEN, sénateur Everett (R-Illinois).

DIXON, sir Pierson, représentant permanent du
Royaume-Uni auprés des Nations Unies.

DIILAS, Milovan, président de I’ Assemblée
populaire fédérale de Yougoslavie; emprisonné
le 12 décembre 1956 pour avoir publiquement
critiqué le gouvernement de Yougoslavie.

DOBELL, Peter, deuxiéme secrétaire, 1égation en
Tchécoslovaquie (-mars 1957).

DOUGLAS, James H., sous-secrétaire des Forces
aériennes des Etats-Unis (-mars 1957); secré-
taire des Forces aériennes.

DouGLAS, T.C., premier ministre du
Saskatchewan.

DuBs, Adolph, deuxi¢me secrétaire, ambassade
des Etats-Unis.

DULLES, Allen, directeur, Central Intelligence
Agency des Etats-Unis.

DULLES, John Foster, secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

DUNTON, Davidson, président, Société Radio
Canada.

DUPLESSIS, Maurice, premier ministre du Québec.
DupUY, Pierre, ambassadeur en Italie.

DUTT, Subimal, secrétaire des Affaires étranggres,
ministére des Affaires extérieures de 1’Inde.

EATON, Dr. A.K., sous-ministre adjoint des
Finances.

EATON, Cyrus, banquier américain et directeur de
société.

ECHARDT, Felix von, observateur permanent de la
République fédérale d’ Allemagne aupres des
Nations Unies (-1956); Chef, département de
presse et d’Information.

ECKLES, sir David, ministre de 1’Education du
Royaume-Uni.
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DIEFENBAKER, John G., M.P., (P.C.-Prince Albert),
Leader of the Opposition (Dec. 1956-).

DIEM, Ngo Dinh, President of Republic of
Vietnam.

DIETRICH, Ethel, Economics Officer, Mission of
United States to North Atlantic Council.

DILLON, C. Douglas, Ambassador of United States
to France (-Jan. 1957); Deputy Under Secretary
of State for Economic Affairs, Department of
State of United States (Mar. 1957-).

DIRKSEN, Senator Everett (R-Illinois).

DIxXoON, Sir Pierson, Permanent Representative of
United Kingdom to United Nations.

DIILAS, Milovan, President of Yugoslav Federal
People’s Assembly; jailed on December 12,
1956 for public criticism of Yugoslavian
government.

DOBELL, Peter, Second Secretary, Legation in
Czechoslovakia (-Mar. 1957).

DOUGLAS, James H., Under Secretary of Air Force
of United States (-Mar 1957); Secretary of Air
Force.

DoUGLAS, T.C., Premier of Saskatchewan.

DuBs, Adolph, Second Secretary, Embassy of
United States.

DULLES, Allen, Director, Central Intelligence
Agency of United States.

DULLES, John Foster, Secretary of State of United
States.

DUNTON, Davidson, President of CBC.

DUPLESSIS, Maurice, Premier of Québec.
DupuY, Pierre, Ambassador in Italy.

DUTT, Subimal, Foreign Secretary, Ministry of
External Affairs of India.

EATON, Dr. A K., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Finance.

EATON, Cyrus, American banker and company
director.

ECHARDT, Felix von, Permanent Observer of
Federal Republic of Germany to United
Nations (-1956); Head of Press and Informa-
tion Department.

ECKLES, Sir David, Minister of Education of
United Kingdom.
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EDEN, sir Anthony, premier ministre et premier
lord du Trésor du Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957).

EHRENBURG, llya, écrivain et journaliste sovié-
tique.

EISENHOWER, Dwight D., président des Etats-Unis.

ELBRICK, C.B., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux
Affaires européennes, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

ELLIS-REES, sir Hugh, délégué permanent du
Royaume-Uni auprés de I"OECE.

EMMINGER, Otmar, membre, Conseil de gestion,
Bank Deutscher Linder de la République fédé-
rale d’Allemagne et directeur exécutif
allemand, FML

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., chargé d’ Affaires, légation
en Pologne (nov. 1956-).

ETzEL, Franz, ministre des Finances de la Répu-
blique fédérale d’Allemagne et vice-président,
haute commission de la Communauté
européenne du charbon et de I’acier.

FARLEY, Philip J., adjoint spécial suppléant au se-
crétaire d’Ftat des Etats-Unis sur les questions
atomiques.

FARQUHARSON, R.A., conseiller, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

FAULKNER, Rafford Lochead, sous-directeur, Di-
rection des matieres premitres, United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

FENOALTEA, Sergio, ambassadeur de |’Italie.

FiELDS, K.E., directeur général, United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

FIGGURES, Frank Edward, sous-secrétaire du
Trésor du Royaume-Uni.

FIGL, Leopold, ministre des Affaires étrangeres de
I’ Autriche.

FISHER, Alexander, sous-ministre des Pécheries de
la Colombie-Britannique.

FLEMMING, Dr. Arthur, chef, Bureau de mobilisa-
tion pour la défense des Etats-Unis (-fév.
1957).

FORD, R.A.D., chef, Direction européenne (-mars.
1957); ambassadeur en Colombie.

FORTHOMME, Pierre Attilio Paul, ambassadeur de
Belgique en Suisse.

FORTAS, Abe, avocat et conseiller du Parti démo-
crate des Etats-Unis.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

EDEN, Sir Anthony, Prime Minister and First Lord
of the Treasury of United Kingdom (-Jan.
1957).

EHRENBURG, Ilya, Soviet writer and journalist.

EISENHOWER, Dwight D., President of United
States.

ELBRICK, C.B., Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

ELLIS-REES, Sir Hugh, Permanent Delegate of
United Kingdom to OEEC.

EMMINGER, Otmar, member, Board of Managers,
Bank Deutscher Linder of Federal Republic of
Germany and Executive Director, IMF.

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., Chargé d’Affaires, Lega-
tion in Poland (Nov. 1956-).

ETZzEL, Franz, Minister of Finance of Federal
Republic of Germany and Vice President, High
Authority of the European Coal and Steel
Community.

FARLEY, Philip J., Deputy to Special Assistant to
Secretary of State of United States for Atomic
Energy Affairs.

FARQUHARSON, R.A., Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

FAULKNER, Rafford Lochead, Deputy Director,
Division of Raw Materals, United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

FENOALTEA, Sergio, Ambassador of Italy.

FIELDS, K.E., General Manager, United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

FIGGURES, Frank Edward, Under-Secretary of
Treasury of United Kingdom.

FIGL, Leopold, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Austria.

FISHER, Alexander, Deputy Minister of Fisheries
of British Columbia.

FLEMMING, Dr. Arthur, Head, Office of Defense
Mobilization of United States (-Feb. 1957).

FORD, R.A.D., Head, European Division (-Mar.
1957); Ambassador in Colombia.

FORTHOMME, Pierre Attilio Paul, Ambassador of
Belgium in Switzerland.

FORTAS, Abe, lawyer and advisor to Democratic
Party of United States.



LIST OF PERSONS

FORTIER, colonel Laval, sous-ministre de la Citoy-
enneté et de I’Immigration.

FOULKES, lieutenant-général Charles, président du
Comité des chefs d’état-major.

FOURNIER, Jacques Charles Louis, conseiller juri-
dique, ambassade de France en République du
Vietnam.

FRANCE, Arnold, sous-secrétaire du Trésor du
Royaume-Uni. -

FRANK, Isaiah, sous-directeur, Bureau du Com-
merce international et des Ressources, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

FRAPPIER, Dr. Ammand, gouverneur, Société contre
la tuberculose de Montréal et membre de la
Société canadienne de la Croix-Rouge.

FRERE, Maurice, gouverneur, Banque nationale de
Belgique.

FRIEDMAN, Irving S., directeur, Département des
restrictions monétaires, FMI.

Fris, Torben, directeur exécutif suppléant danois,
FMI (-oct. 1956); directeur exécutif (nov.
1956-).

FROST, Leslie M., premier ministre de 1’Ontario.
FULLBRIGHT, William, sénateur (D-Arkansas),

président de la Commission du Sénat des Etats-
Unis sur les questions bancaires et monétaires.

FURNAS, Howard, Bureau d’adjoint spécial -
renseignement, département d’Etat des Ftats-
Unis.

FURTSEVA, E.A., premier secrétaire, Comité du
Parti communiste de Moscou, Secrétariat du
Parti communiste de 1I’Union soviétique.

GARDINER, J.G., ministre de I’ Agriculture.

GARNER, sir Joseph John Saville, sous-secrétaire
d’Ftat, Bureau des Relations avec le Common-
wealth du Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956); haut-
commissaire du Royaume-Uni.

GARSON, S.S., ministre de la Justice.

GARTHOFF, Raymond L., soviétologue, Rand
Corporation (-1957); conseiller en affaires
étrangéres auprés de la United States Army.

GAUVIN, Michel, 1* Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

GEORGE, James, Direction européene.

GEROE, Emo, premier secrétaire, Parti communiste
de Hongrie (-oct. 1956).

GIAP, voir Vo Nguyen Giap.
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FORTIER, Colonel Laval, Deputy Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration.

FOULKES, Lt.-Gen. Charles, Chairman, Chiefs of
Staff Committee.

FOURNIER, Jacques Charles Louis, Legal Adviser,
Embassy of France in Republic of Vietnam.

FRANCE, Arnold, Under-Secretary of Treasury of
United Kingdom.

FRANK, Isaiah, Deputy Director, Office of Interna-
tional Trade and Resources, Department of
State of United States.

FRAPPIER, Dr. Armand, Governor, Montreal Anti-
tuberculosis League and Member of the
Canadian Red Cross Society.

FRERE, Maurice, Governor, National Bank of
Belgium.

FRIEDMAN, Irving S., Director, Exchange Restric-
tions Department, IMF.

Friis, Torben, Danish Alternate Executive

Director, IMF (-Oct. 1956); Executive Director
(Nov. 1956-).

FROST, Leslie M., Premier of Ontario.

FULLBRIGHT, Senator William, (D-Arkansas),
Chairman, Banking and Currency Committee,
Senate of United States.

FURNAS, Howard, Office of Special Assistant —
Intelligence, Department of State of United
States.

FURTSEVA, E.A., First Secretary, Moscow Town
Party Committee, Secretariat of Communist
Party of the Soviet Union.

GARDINER, J.G., Minister of Agriculture.

GARNER, Sir Joseph John Saville, Deputy Under-
Secretary of State, Commonwealth Relations
Office of United Kingdom (-Nov. 1956); High
Commissioner of United Kingdom.

GARSON, S.S., Minister of Justice.

GARTHOFF, Raymond L., research specialist on
Soviet affairs, Rand Corporation (-1957);
foreign affairs adviser to the United States
Army (1957-).

GAUVIN, Michel, Defence Liaison (1) Division.

GEORGE, James, European Division.

GEROE, Erno, First Secretary, Hungarian Com-
munist Party (-Oct. 1956).

GIAP, See Vo Nguyen Giap.
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GILBERT, H.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

GILLESPIE, colonel d’aviation W.L., ARC, chef de
cabinet du Chef d’état-major de la Force
aérienne (-nov. 1956); Chef d’état-major
adjoint de la Force aérienne.

GLAZEBROOK, G.P. de T., ministre, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis (-nov. 1956); chef, Direction de la
recherche historique et des rapports.

GOLDBLATT, J., commissaire polonais par intérim,
CISC, Vietnam (mai 1956-sept. 1956).

GOLDEN, David, sous-ministre de la Production
pour la défense.

GOLDSCHLAG, Klaus, deuxieme secrétaire, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

GOLDSCHMIDT, Bertrand L, directeur du Groupe
de la chimie, Commissariat a 1’énergie
atomique (CEA) de France.

GOMULKA, Wladyslaw, premier secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti ouvrier unifié (commu-
niste) de Pologne (oct. 1956-).

GORDON, Donald, président, Canadien National.

GORDON, Walter, président, Commission royale
d’enquéte sur les perspectives économiques du
Canada.

GRANDY, J.F., Direction économique.

GRAVES, sir Hubert, conseiller des Affaires de
l‘Extréme:Orient a I’ambassadeur du Royaume-
Uni aux Etats-Unis.

GRAY, Gordon, secrétaire adjoint 4 la Defense des
Etats-Unis (-mars 1957); chef, Bureau de mobi-
lisation pour la défense des Etats-Unis.

GREENE, sénateur Theodor F., (D.-Rhode Island),
président, Comité des relations étrangéres du
Sénat des Etats-Unis (1957-).

GROMYKO, Andrei, premier vice-ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de I’Union soviétique (-fév.
1957); ministre des Affaires étrangeres.

GRONCHI, Giovanni, président de I’'Italie.

GRUENTHER, lieutenant-général A.M., commandant
supréme des Forces alliées en Europe (-nov.
1956).

GUIRINGAUD, Louis de, chef adjoint, mission per-
manente de France aupreés des Nations Unies.

HAGERTY, James C., secrétaire de presse au
président des Etats-Unis.

HAGIWARA, Toru, représentant du Japon a la
Conférence du GATT.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

GILBERT, H.A., First Secretary, Embassy in United
States.

GILLESPIE, Group Captain W L., RCAF, Executive

Assistant to Chief of the Air Staff (-Nov
1956); Assistant to Chief of the Air Staff.

GLAZEBROOK, G.P. deT., Minister, Embassy in
United States (-Nov. 1956); Head, Historical
Research and Reports Division.

GOLDBLATT, J., Acting Polish Commissioner,
ICSC, Vietnam (May1956-Sept. 1956).

GOLDEN, David, Deputy Minister of Defence
Production.

GOLDSCHLAG, Klaus, Second Secretary, High
Commission in United Kingdom.

GOLDSCHMIDT, Dr. Bertrand L, Director of
Chemistry, Atomic Energy Commission of
France.

GOMULKA, Wladyslaw, First Secretary of Central
Committee, United Workers Party (Communist)
of Poland (Oct. 1956-).

GORDON, Donald, President, Canadian National
Railways.

GORDON, Waiter, Chairman, Royal Commission
on Canada’s Economic Prospects.

GRANDY, J.F., Economic Division.

GRAVES, Sir Hubert, Far Eastern Adviser to
Ambassador of United Kingdom in United
States.

GRAY, Gordon, Assistant Secretary of Defense of
United States (-Mar. 1957); Head, Office of
Defense Mobilization.

GREEN, Senator Theodore F., (D.-Rhode Island),
Chair, Foreign Relations Committee, Senate of
United States (1957-).

GROMYKO, Andrei, First Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Soviet Union (-Feb.1957);
Foreign Minister.

GRONCHI, Giovanni, President of Italy.

GRUENTHER, Lt.-Gen. A.M., Supreme Allied Com-
mander in Europe (-Nov. 1956).

GUIRINGAUD, Louis de, Assistant Head, Permanent
Mission of France to United Nations.

HAGERTY, James C., Press Secretary to President
of United States.

HAGIWARA, Toru, Representative of Japan to
GATT.



LIST OF PERSONS

HAMMARSKIOLD, Dag, secrétaire général des
Nations Unies.

HANEMANN, Wilthelm, directeur exécutif allemand,
FMIL

HARCOURT, Viscount, directeur exécutif du
Royaume-Uni, FMI (-jan. 1957).

HARMAN, G.R., Direction de I’ Amérique.

HARRIMAN, W. Averell, gouverneur, Ftat de New
York.

HARRIS, W_.E., ministre des Finances.

HARWCOD, sir Edmund George, sous-secrétaire,
ministere de 1’Agriculture, des Pécheries et de
I’ Alimentation du Royaume-Uni.

HATEYAMA, Ichiro, premier ministre du Japon.

HAUGE, Gabriel, adjoint administratif au président
des Etats-Unis (-1957); adjoint spécial au
président des Etats-Unis.

HEALEY, Denis, député travailliste du Royaume-
Uni.

HEASMAN, George, ambassadeur en Indonésie.

HEATHCOAT-AMORY, Derick, ministre de I’ Agri-
culture, des Pécheries et de I’ Alimentation du
Royaume-Uni.

HEBERT, Charles P., ambassadeur en Belgique.

HEENEY, A.D.P., ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
(-mai 1957).

HEGEDUS, Andras, premier ministre de Hongrie
(-oct. 1956).

HENRY, R.A.C., membre, section canadienne,
Commission mixte d’ingénieurs du fleuve
Saint-Laurent.

HENRY, R.J., vice-président des Opérations,
Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltée.

HEPPEL, Richard, ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni
au Cambodge (-sept. 1956); ministre conseiller,
ambassade du Royaume-Uni en Autriche.

HERTER, Christian A., conseiller au secrétaire
d’Etat des Ftats-Unis (de janvier 1957 a février
1957); sous-secrétaire d’Etat et président,
Conseil de coordination des activités, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

HEUSS, Theodor, président de 1a République fédé-
rale d’Allemagne.

HICKS, Henry Davies, premier ministre de la
Nouvelle-Ecosse (-oct. 1956); chef de I’Oppo-
sition.
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HAMMARSKJOLD, Dag, Secretary General of
United Nations.

HANEMANN, Wilhelm, German Executive Director,
IMF.

HARCOURT, Viscount, United Kingdom Executive
Director, IMF (-Jan. 1957).

HARMAN, G.R., American Division.

HARRIMAN, W. Averell, Governor of New York
State.

HARRIS, W_.E., Minister of Finance.

HARWOOD, Sir Edmund George, Deputy Secretary,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food of
United Kingdom.

HATEYAMA, Ichiro, Prime Minister of Japan.

HAUGE, Gabriel, Administrative Assistant to
President of United States (-1957); Special
Assistant to President of United States.

HEALEY, Denis, Labour M.P., United Kingdom.

HEASMAN, George, Ambassador in Indonesia.

HEATHCOAT-AMORY, Derick, Minister of Agricul-
ture, Fisheries and Food of United Kingdom.

HEBERT, Charles P., Ambassador in Belgium.

HEENEY, A.D.P., Ambassador in United States
(-May 1957).

HEGEDUS, Andras, Prime Minister of Hungary
(-Oct. 1956).

HENRY, R.A.C., Member, Canadian Section,
St. Lawrence River Joint Board of Engineers.

HENRY, R.J., Vice-President of Operations,
Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltd.

HEPPEL, Richard, Ambassador of United Kingdom
in Cambodia (-Sept. 1956); Minister Counsel-
lor, Embassy of United Kingdom in Austria.

HERTER, Christian A., Consultant to the Secretary
of State of United States (Jan. 1957-
Feb. 1957); Under Secretary of State and
Chairman, Operations Coordinating Board of
Deparment of State of United States.

HEUSS, Theodor, President of Federal Republic of
Germany.

HICKS, Henry Davies, Premier of Nova Scotia.
(-Oct. 1956); Leader of the Opposition.
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HiLL, Robert C., adjoint spécial au sous-secrétaire
d’Etat sur la sécurité mutuelle, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-mars 1956); secrétaire
d’Etat adjoint aux relations avec le Congres.

HITCHMAN, sir Edwin Alan, secrétaire permanent,
ministeére de 1’ Agriculture, des Pécheries et de
I’Alimentation du Royaume-Uni.

HO CHI MINH, président de la République démo-
cratique du Vietnam.

HOCKIN, A.B., Direction des Relations écono-
miques internationales, ministére des Finances.

HOLLIDAY, Leonard, ambassadeur du Royaume-
Uni au Laos.

HOLLISTER, John B., Hollister, John, directeur,
Administration de la coopération internationale
des FEtats-Unis.

HOLMES, John W., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires extérieures.

HOLTROP, Marius Wilhelm, président, Banque des
Pays-Bas.

HOME, Lord, secrétaire d’Etat des Relations avec
le Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., sous-secrétaire d’Etat des
Frats-Unis.

HOPPENOT, Henri, haut-commissaire de France au
Vietnam.

HOPPER, Dr. W.C., conseiller (Agriculture),
ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

HORSEY, Outerbridge, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires du Commonwealth britannique et
d’Europe nord, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

HORTHY, Mikl6s, régent de Hongrie de 1920 a
1944.

HORVATH, Imre, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de Hongrie.

Houck, W.L., député (Lib.-Niagara Falls).

Howe, C.D., ministre du Commerce et ministre de
la Production pour la défense.

HRUSKA, Bedrich, ministre, légation de Tchécoslo-
vaquie.

HUGHES, Earl Mulford, fermier et vice-président
directeur, Commodity Credit Corporation des
Etats-Unis (-1957); président, comité consul-
tatif de la CCC.

HUMPHREY, George M., secrétaire au Trésor des
Etats-Unis.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

HILL, Robert C., Special Assistant to the Under
Secretary of State for Mutual Security Affairs,
Department of State of United States (-Mar.
1956); Assistant Secretary of State for Con-
gressional Relations.

HITCHMAN, Sir Edwin Alan, Permanent Secretary,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food of
United Kingdom.

Ho CHi MINH, President of Democratic Republic
of Vietnam.

HOCKIN, A.B., International Economic Relations
Division, Department of Finance.

HOLLIDAY, Leonard, Ambassador of United
Kingdom in Laos.

HOLLISTER, John B., Director, International
Cooperation Administration of United States.

HOLMES, John W., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

HOLTROP, Marius Wilhelm, President, Bank of the
Netherlands.

HOME, Lord, Secretary of State for Com-
monwealth Relations of United Kingdom.

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., Under Secretary of State of
United States.

HOPPENOT, Henri, High Commissioner of France
in Vietnam.

HopPER, Dr. W.C., Agricultural Counsellor,
Embassy in United States.

HORSEY, Outerbridge, Director, Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

HORTHY, Miklé6s, Regent of Hungary (1920-1944).
HORVATH, Imre, Foreign Minister of Hungary.

Houck, W.L., M.P. (Lib.-Niagara Falls).

Howe, C.D., Minister of Trade and Commerce
and Minister of Defence Production.

HRUSKA, Bedrich, Minister, Legation of Czechos-
lovakia.

HUGHES, Earl Mulford, farmer and Executive
Vice-President of the Commodity Credit
Corporation of United States (-1957);
Chairman, Advisory Board of CCC (1957-).

HUMPHREY, George M., Secretary of Treasury of
United States.



LIST OF PERSONS

HYNDMAN, James, deuxiéme secrétaire, légation
en Autriche (-juill. 1956); deuxieéme secrétaire,
délégation permanente aupres du Conseil de
I’ Atlantique Nord et de I'OECE.

IGNATIEFF, George, chef, 1** Direction de liaison
avec la Défense.

ISBISTER, C.M., directeur, Direction générale des
Relations commerciales internationales, minis-
tére du Commerce.

ISHIBASHI, Tanzan, ministre du Commerce interna-
tional et de 1’Industrie du Japon.

JACOBSSEN, Per, directeur général et président du
Conseil de direction, FMI (1957-).

JAMES, William, membre du Conseil de direction
et conseiller principal sur les pratiques
minieres, Eldorado Mining and Refining Ltée.

JAY, Harry, Direction des Nations Unies (-juin
1956); premier secrétaire, mission permanente
aupreés du Bureau européen des Nations Unies.

JHA, Chandra Shekhar, secrétaire conjoint, minis-
tére des Affaires étrangeres de I'Inde (-1957).

JOHNSON, David M., commissaire canadien, CISC,
Vietnam (-avr. 1956); ambassadeur en Union
soviétique.

JOHNSON, Jesse, directeur, Direction des matiéres
premiéres, United States Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

JOHNSON, R.G., président, Defence Construction
Ltée.

JOHNSTON, Eric, président, Commission consulta-
tive pour le développement international,
Administration de la coopération internationale
des Frats-Unis.

JONES, John Wesley, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires de 1'Europe de 1’Ouest, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-fév. 1957).

JORDAN, gouverneur Leonard, président, section
des Etats-Unis, Commission mixte internatio-
nale.

JOXE, Louis, ambassadeur de France en Répu-
blique fédérale d’ Allemagne (-juill. 1956);
secrétaire général, ministere des Affaires
étrangeres de France.

JOZWIAK-WITOLD, Franciszek, membre du

politburo du gouvernement de Pologne (-oct.
1956).

JUIN, maréchal Alphonse P., commandant en chef,
Forces terrestres alliées en Europe centrale,
OTAN.
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HYNDMAN, James, Second Secretary, Legation in
Austria, (-July 1956); Second Secretary,
Permanent Delegation to North Atlantic
Council and OEEC.

IGNATIEFF, George, Head, Defence Liaison (1)
Division.
ISBISTER, C.M.. Director, International Trade

Relations Branch, Department of Trade and
Commerce.

ISHIBASHI, Tanzan, Minister of International Trade
and Industry of Japan.

JACOBSSEN, Per, Managing Director and Chairman
of the Executive Board, IMF (1957-).

JAMES, William, Member of Executive and Senior
Adviser on Mining Practice, Eldorado Mining
and Refining Ltd.

JAY, Harry, United Nations Division (-June 1956);
First Secretary, Permanent Mission to European
Office of United Nations.

JHA, Chandra Shekhar, Joint Secretary, Ministry
of External Affairs of India (-1957).

JOHNSON, David M., Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam (-Apr. 1956); Ambassador in Soviet
Union.

JOHNSON, Jesse, Director, Division of Raw
Materials, United States Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

JOHNSON, R.G., President, Defence Construction
Ltd.

JOHNSTON, Eric, Chairman, International Develop-
ment Advisory Board, International Coopera-
tion Administration of United States.

JONES, John Wesley, Director, Office of Western
European Affairs, Department of State of
United States (-Feb. 1957).

JORDAN, Governor Leonard, Chairman, U.S.
Section, Intermational Joint Commission.

JOXE, Louis, Ambassador of France in Federal
Republic of Germany (-July 1956); Secretary
General, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of France.

JOZWIAK-WITOLD, Franciszek, Member of
Politburo of Polish Government (-Oct. 1956).

JUIN, Marshal Alphonse P., Commander-in-Chief,
Allied Land Forces in Central Europe, NATO.
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KADAR, Janos, premier ministre de Hongrie (nov.
1956 -).

KAGANOVICH, Lazer, chef du Parti communiste
soviétique et stalinien.

KALUARVI, Thorsten V., sous-secrétaire d’Etat
adjoint aux Affaires économiques, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

KATAY, D. Sasorith, premier ministre du Laos.

KATTENBURG, Paul M., agent responsable des
Affaires du Vietnam, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

KAuUL, T.N., ambassadeur de I’Inde au Vietnam
(fév. 1957-).

KEATING, Kenneth B., député (R-New York),
Congres des Etats-Unis.

KEENLEYSIDE, Hugh, directeur général, Adminis-
tration de I’assistance technique des Nations
Unies.

KENNAN, George F., diplomate américain (1926-
1953); professeur, faculté d’histoire, Institute
for Advanced Study, Princeton University.

KERWIN, Hon. Patrick, juge en chef du Canada.

KETHLY, Anna, chef du Parti social-démocrate de
Hongrie et ministre dans le gouvernement
Nagy (d’octobre 1956 2 novembre 1956).

KEYFITZ, Nathan, statisticien et démographe,
Bureau fédéral de la statistique, chef du Bureau
de coopération technique, Plan de Colombo.

KHIM TIT, président du Conseil du Cambodge et
ministre de la Planification.

KHROUCHTCHEV, N.S., premier secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti communiste de I’Union
soviétique.

KIRKWOOD, D.H.W., Direction économique.

KIRPAL MAJOR-GENERAL P.N., commissaire indien
et président, CISC, Laos.

KITCHEN, George, correspondant, presse cana-
dienne, Washington.

KNOWLAND, sénateur W. (R.-Californie).

KNOWLES, Stanley, député (FCC-Winnipeg-Nord-
Centre).

KOCHER, Eric, directeur suppléant, Bureau des
Affaires de I’ Asie du Sud-Est, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

KOHNSTAMM, Max, secrétaire aupres la haute
commission de la Communauté européenne du
charbon et de I’acier.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

KADAR, Janos, Prime Minister of Hungary (Nov.
1956 -).

KAGANOVICH, Lazer, Soviet Communist Party
leader and Stalinist.

KALUARVI, Thorsten V., Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Economic Affairs, Department
of State of United States.

KATAY, D. Sasorith, Prime Minister of Laos.

KATTENBURG, Paul M., Officer-in-charge of
Vietnam Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

KAUL, T.N.,, Ambassador of India in Vietnam
(Feb. 1957-).

KEATING, Kenneth B., Representative (R-New
York), United States Congress.

KEENLEYSIDE, Hugh, Director-General, Technical
Assistance Administration of United Nations.

KENNAN, George F., American diplomat (1926-
53); Professor, School of History, Institute for
Advanced Study at Princeton University.

KERWIN, Hon. Patrick, Chief Justice for Canada.

KETHLY, Anna, a leader of the Social Democratic
Party of Hungary and member of Cabinet of
Nagy Government (Oct.1956—Nov. 1956).

KEYFITZ, Nathan, Statistician and Demographer,
Dominion Bureau of Statistics, and Head of
Bureau for Technical Cooperation, Colombo
Plan.

KHIM TIT, President of Council of Cambodia and
Minister of Planning.

KHRUSHCHEV, N.S., First Secretary of Central
Committee of Communist Party of Soviet
Union.

KIRKw0OD, D.H.W., Economic Division.

KIRPAL, Major-General P.N., Indian Commissioner
and Chairman, ICSC, Cambodia.

KITCHEN, George, correspondent, Canadian Press,
Washington.

KNOWLAND, Senator W. (R.-California).

KNOWLES, Stanley, M.P. (CCF-Winnipeg North
Centre).

KOCHER, Eric, Deputy Director, Office of
Southeast Asian Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

KOHNSTAMM, Max, Secretary to High Authority of
the European Coal and Steel Community.



LIST OF PERSONS

KONO, Ichiro, ministre de I’ Agriculture et des
Foréts du Japon.

KosTov, Traicho, secrétaire politique du Parti
communiste de Bulgarie, exécuté en 1949 pour
espionnage.

KOSYGIN, Alexei N., vice-président du Conseil des
ministres de 1’'Union soviétique (-déc. 1956).

LACOSTE, Francis, ambassadeur de France.

LACY, W.S.B., adjoint spécial pour les relations
est-ouest auprés du secrétaire d’Ftat des Etats-
Unis.

LALL, Arthur, représentant permanent de 1I’Inde
aupres des Nations Unies.

LAMONTAGNE, Maurice, conseiller des Affaires
économiques, Bureau du Conseil privé.

LAWRIE, J.B., représentant de la Commission
canadienne du blé au Royaume-Uni.

LEDDY, John, adjoint spécial au sous-secrétaire
d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires économiques,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

LEE, sir Frank, secrétaire permanent, chambre de
commerce du Royaume-Uni.

LEGER, Jules, sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures.

LESAGE, Jean, ministre des Affaires du Nord et
des Ressources nationales.

LETT, Sherwood, commissaire canadien, CISC,
Vietnam (sept. 1954-juill. 1955).

LEWIS, W.B., vice-président, Recherche-
développement, Energie atomique du Canada
Ltée.

LIEFTINCK, Pieter, directeur des Pays-Bas, FMI.

LINDT, Auguste Rudolph, haut-commissaire pour
les Réfugiés.

LINTOTT, sir Henry, sous-secrétaire d’Etat supplé-
ant, Bureau des Relations avec le Common-
wealth du Royaume-Uni.

LIPPMAN, Walter, correspondant diplomatique,
New York Herald Tribune.

LISTER, Emest A., agent responsible des Affaires
du Royaume-Uni et d’Irlande, Bureau des
Affaires du Commonwealth britannique et
d’Europe nord, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis (-mai 1956); sous-directeur.

LLOYD, John Selwyn, ministre de la Défense du
Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957); Foreign Secretary.

LOBATCHEV, Alexandre I., conseiller commercial,
ambassade de |'Union soviétique.
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KONO, Ichiro, Minister of Agriculture and Forestry
of Japan.

KosToV, Traicho, Political Secretary of Com-
munist Party of Bulgaria until executed in 1949
for espionage.

KOSYGIN, Alexei N., Deputy Chairman of Council
of Ministers of Soviet Union (-Dec. 56).

LACOSTE, Francis, Ambassador of France.

Lacy, W.S.B., Special Assistant for East-West
Exchanges to Secretary of State of United
States.

LALL, Arthur, Permanent Representative of India
to United Nations.

LAMONTAGNE, Maurice, Economic Adviser, Privy
Council Office.

LAWRIE, J.B., Canadian Wheat Board representa-
tive in United Kingdom.

LEDDY, John, Special Assistant to Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Economic Affairs, Department
of State of United States.

LEE, Sir Frank, Permanent Secretary, Board of
Trade of United Kingdom.

LEGER, Jules, Under-Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs.

LESAGE, Jean, Minister of Northern Affairs and
National Resources.

LETT, Sherwood, Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam
(Sept. 1954-July 1955).

LEwIS, W.B., Vice President of Research and
Development, Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd.

LIEFTINCK, Pieter, Netherlands Director, IMF.

LINDT, Auguste Rudolph, United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees.

LINTOTT, Sir Henry, Deputy Under-Secretary of
State, Commonwealth Relations Office of
United Kingdom.

LIPPMAN, Walter, diplomatic correspondent, New
York Herald Tribune.

LISTER, Emest A., Officer-in-charge of United
Kingdom and Ireland Affairs, Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Department of State of United States
(-May 1956); Deputy Director.

LLOYD, John Selwyn, Minister of Defence of
United Kingdom (- Jan. 1957); Foreign Secre-
tary.

LOBATCHEV, Alexandre 1., Commercial Coun-
sellor, Embassy of Soviet Union.
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LODGE, Henry Cabot, Jr., représentant permanent
des Etats-Unis auprés des Nations Unies.

LoPER, Herbert, adjoint au secrétaire a la Defense
(énergie atomique) des Etats-Unis et président,
Comité de liaison militaire pour la Atomic
Energy Commission.

LOVINK, A.H.J., ambassadeur des Pays-Bas.

Low, A R, ministre d’Etat, chambre de commerce
du Royaume-Uni.

LUCE, Henry Robinson, éditeur et rédacteur en
chef, Time Inc.

LUNS, Joseph, ministre des Affaires étrangéres des
Pays-Bas (conjointement avec Johan Beyen
jusqu’en oct. 1956); ministre des Affaires
étrangeres.

LYSENKO, Trofim D., agronome soviétique.

MACDONALD, Malcolm, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni en Inde.

MACDONNELL, R.M., sous-secrétaire d’Etat supplé-
ant aux Affaires extérieures.

MACKAY, R.A., représentant permanent aupres des
Nations Unies.

MACLAREN, Gordon F., avocat.

MACMILLAN, Harold, chancelier de I’Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni; (-jan. 1957); premier ministre.

MACTAVIsH, Duncan, conseiller juridique, Conso-
lidated Premium Iron Ores Ltée.

MAHONEY, sénateur Walter J chef de la majorité
(républicain), Sénat de I’Etat de New York.

MAKINS, sir Roger, ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni
aux Etats-Unis (-oct. 1956); secrétaire perma-
nent conjoint du Trésor.

MALENKOV, Giorgi, président, Présidium du Con-
seil des ministres de I’Union soviétique (-fév.
1955).

MALONE, Thomas Paul, chef, Direction consulaire.

MANSOUR, Albert, directeur exécutif suppléant
égyptien, FMI.

MAO TSE TOUNG, président du Parti communiste
de la République populaire de Chine.

MARGRAVE, R.N., Bureau du contrdle des muni-
tions, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

MARLER, George C., ministre des Transports.

MARTIN, Paul, ministre de la Santé nationale et du
Bien-étre social.

MARTIN, W R., secrétaire adjoint du Cabinet.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

LODGE, Henry Cabot, Jr., Permanent Representa-
tive of United States to United Nations.

LOPER, Herbert, Assistant for Atomic Energy to
Secretary of Defense of United States and
Chairman, Military Liaison Committee to
Atomic Energy Commission.

LOVINK, A.H.J., Ambassador of The Netherlands.

Low, A.R., Minister of State, Board of Trade of
United Kingdom.

Lucke, Henry Robinson, publisher and editor in
chief of Time Inc.

LUNS, Joseph, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands (concurrently with Johan Beyen
until October 1956); Minister of Foreign
Affairs thereafter.

LYSENKO, Trofim D., Soviet agronomist.

MACDONALD, Malcolm, High Commissioner of
United Kingdom in India.

MACDONNELL, R.M., Deputy Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

MACKAY, R.A., Permanent Representative to
United Nations.

MACLAREN, Gordon F., Lawyer.

MACMILLAN, Harold, Chancellor of the Exchequer

of United Kingdom, (-Jan.1957); Prime
Minister.

MACTAVISH, Duncan, Counsel, Consolidated
Premium Iron Ores Ltd.

MAHONEY, Senator Walter J., Republican Majority
leader, State Senate of New York.

MAKINS, Sir Roger, Ambassador of United
Kingdom in United States, (-Oct. 1956); Joint
Permanent Secretary of the Treasury.

MALENKOV, Giorgi, Chairman, Praesidium of
Council of Ministers of Soviet Union (-Feb.
1955).

MALONE, Thomas Paul, Head, Consular Division.

MANSOUR, Albert, Egyptian Alternate Executive
Director, IMF.

MAO TSE-TUNG, Chairman, Communist Party of
People’s Republic of China.

MARGRAVE, R.N., Office of Munitions Control,
Department of State of United States.

MARLER, George C., Minister of Transport.

MARTIN, Paul, Minister of National Health and
Welfare.

MARTIN, W.R., Assistant Secretary to Cabinet.



LIST OF PERSONS

MARTINO, Gaetano, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de I'ltalie.

MASARYK, Jan, ministre des Affaires étrangeres de
Tchécoslovaquie jusqu’a sa mort en février
1948.

MASUTANI, Shuji, président de la Chambre des
représentants du Japon.

MATSUMOTO, Shun-ichi, conseiller au ministre des
Affaires étrangeres du Japon (-1957); représen-
tant permanent du Japon aupres des Nations
Unies.

MATTESON, Robert E., directeur fonctionnel du
Groupe spécial de désarmement de Harold
Stassen, Etats-Unis.

MATTHEWS, W.D., sous-secrétaire adjoint des
Affaires extérieures.

MAU, Vu Van, ministre des Affaires étrangeres de
la République du Vietnam.

MCBRIDE, sir Philip, ministre de la Défense de
I’ Australie.

MCCANN, James J., ministre du Révenu national.

MCCARDLE, J.J.M., 1** Direction de liaison avec
la Défense et secrétaire canadien, Commission
permanente canado-américaine de défense.

MCCARTHY, sir Edwin, haut-commisaire suppléant
de I' Australie au Royaume-Uni.

MCCORDICK, J.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade
en Espagne (-juin 1956); 1** Direction de liai-
son avec la Défense.

MCDOUGALL, G.S., directeur des ventes pour le
Canada, British Overseas Airways Corporation.

MCENTYRE, John G., sous-ministre du Révenu
national.

MCEWEN, John,. ministre du Commerce et d’Agri-
culture de 1’ Australie (-1956); ministre du
Commerce.

MCGAUGHEY, C.E., premier secrétaire, haut-
commissariat en Inde.

MCGILL, A.S., adjoint spécial au secrétaire d’Etat
des Affaires extérieures.

MCGREER, D’Arcy, Direction de I’Extréme-Orient.

MCLAIN, Marvin, représentant des Etats-Unis
auprés des pourparlers de 1’ Accord internatio-
nal sur le blé.

MCLEOD, Scott, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
Irlande (mai 1957-).

MCNAMARA, W.C., commissaire en chef adjoint,
Commission canadienne du blé.
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MARTINO, Gaetano, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Italy. .

MASARYK, Jan, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Czechoslovakia until his death in Feb. 1948.

MASUTANI, Shuji, Speaker of House of
Representatives of Japan.

MATSUMOTO, Shun-ichi, Adviser to Minister of

Foreign Affairs of Japan (-1957); Permanent
Representative of Japan to United Nations.

MATTESON, Robert E., Staff Director of Harold
Stassen’s Special Disarmament Staff, United
States.

MATTHEWS, W.D., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

MAU, Vu Van, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Republic of Vietnam.

MCBRIDE, Sir Philip, Minister of Defence of
Australia.

MCCANN, James J., Minister of National Revenue.

MCCARDLE, J.J.M., Defence Liaison (1) Division
and Secretary, Canadian Section, PJBD.

MCCARTHY, Sir Edwin, Deputy High Commis-
sioner of Australia in United Kingdom.

MCCORDICK, J.A., First Secretary, Embassy in
Spain (-June 1956); Defence Liaison (1)
Division.

MCDOUGALL, G.S., Sales Manager for Canada,
British Overseas Airways Corporation.

MCENTYRE, John G., Deputy Minister of National
Revenue.

MCEWEN, John, Minister of Commerce and
Agriculture of Australia (-1956); Minister of
Trade.

MCGAUGHEY, C.E., First Secretary, High Com-
mission in India.

MCGILL, A.S., Special Assistant to Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

MCGREER, D’Arcy, Far Eastern Division.

MCLAIN, Marvin, Representative of United States
at International Wheat Agreement talks.

MCLEOD, Scott, Ambassador of United States in
Ireland (May 57-).

MCNAMARA, W.C., Assistant Chief Commissioner,
Canadian Wheat Board.



MCNAUGHTON, général A.G.L., président, section
canadienne, Commission mixte internationale et
président, section canadienne, Commission
permanente canado-américaine de défense.

McNiIcoL, David, ministre, ambassade de
I’ Australie en République du Vietnam.

MEIER (MEYERSON), Golda, ministre des Affaires
étrangéres de I'Israél (juin 1956-).

MELNIKOV, Leonid G., premier secrétaire de la
République socialiste soviétique d’Ukraine
(1949-1953).

MENDES-FRANCE, Pierre, premier ministre et mi-
nistre des Affaires étrangéres de France (-fév.
1955); ministre d’Etat (fév. 1956-mai 1956).

MENON, V K. Krishna, ministre sans portefeuille
de I'Inde (-déc. 1956) et représentant de 1I’Inde,
délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies; ministre de la Défense.

MENTHON, Bemard de, ministre plénipotentiaire,
Conseil des ministres de France.

MENZIES, A.R., chef, Direction de I'Extréme-
Orient.

MERCHANT, Livingston, secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires européennes, département d’Ftat
des Ftats-Unis (-juill. 1956); ambassadeur des
Fitats-Unis.

MGELADZE, Akaki I., premier secrétaire, Parti
communiste de la République socialiste sovié-
tique de Géorgie.

MICHALOWSKI, Jerzy, commissaire polonais, CISC,
Vietnam (-mai 1956); représentant de Pologne
aupreés des Nations Unies.

MIKOYAN, A.l, membre, Présidium du Comité
central du Parti communiste de I'Union sovié-
tique.

MILLER, vice-maréchal de I’air F.R., sous-ministre
de la Défense nationale.

MINC, Hilary, premier vice-président, Conseil des
ministres de Pologne (-oct. 1956).

MINER, Robert, agent responsible des Affaires du
Commonwealth, Bureau des Affaires du
Commonwealth britannique et d’Europe nord,
département d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

MINIFIE, Don, correspondant, Toronto Telegram et
Société Radio Canada, Washington.

MITRA, sir Dhirendra Nath, chargé d’ Affaires,
ambassade de I'Inde au Cambodge.

MOLLET, Guy, premier ministre de France.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

MCNAUGHTON, General A.G.L., Chairman,
Canadian Section, Intemational Joint Commis-
sion and Chairman, Canadian Section, PJBD.

McNicoL, David, Minister, Embassy of Australia
in Republic of Vietnam.

MEIER (MEYERSON), Golda, Foreign Minister of
Isracl (June 1956-).

MELNIKOV, Leonid G., First Secretary of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic (1949-
1953).

MENDES-FRANCE, Pierre, Prime Minister and
Minister of Foreign Affairs of France (-Feb.
1955); Minister of State (Feb.1956 - May
1956).

MENON, V.K. Krishna, Minister without Portfolio,
India (-Dec. 1956) and Chairman of Indian
Delegation to United Nations General
Assembly; Minister of Defence.

MENTHON, Bemard de, Minister plenipotentiary,
Conference Board of the Government of
France.

MENZIES, A.R., Head, Far Eastern Division.

MERCHANT, Livingston, Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of State
of United States (-July 1956); Ambassador of
United States.

MGELADZE, Akaki I. First Secretary of the Com-
munist Party of Soviet Socialist Republic of
Georgia.

MICHALOWSK], Jerzy, Polish Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam (-May 1956); Representative of
Poland to United Nations.

MIKOYAN, A.L, Member, Praesidium of Central
Committee of Communist Party of Soviet
Union.

MILLER, Air Vice Marshall F.R., Deputy Minister
of National Defence.

MINC, Hilary, First Deputy Chairman of Council
of Ministers of Poland (-Oct. 1956).

MINER, Robert, Officer-in-charge of Common-
wealth Affairs, Office of British Common-
wealth and Northern European Affairs,
Department of State of United States.

MINIFIE, James M., correspondent, Toronto
Telegram and CBC, Washington.

MITRA, Sir Dhirendra Nath, Chargé d’ Affaires,
Embassy of India in Cambodia.

MOLLET, Guy, Prime Minister of France.



LIST OF PERSONS

MOLOTOV, V.M., ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de I'Union soviétique (-juin 1956); premier
vice-président du Conseil des ministres (-fév.
1957).

MONCEL, général de brigade Robert W., commis-

saire canadien par intérim, CISC, Vietnam (fév.

1957-mars 1957).

MONNET, Jean, président, Comité d’action pour
des Etats-Unis d’Europe (Marché commun).

MONTURE, Gilbert C., chef, Direction des res-
sources minérales, ministére des Mines et des
Relevés techniques.

MORAWSKI, Jerzy, membre du politburo du gou-
vernement de Pologne.

MORRIS, Robert, avocat en chef, sous-commission
du Sénat des Etats-Unis sur la sécurité inté-
rieure.

MORTON, Thurston B., secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux relations avec le Congrés, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-fév. 1956); sénateur
(R-Kentucky) (jan. 1957-).

MUKHITDINOV, Nuritdin Akhramovich, membre
suppléant, Présidium du Comité central du
Parti communiste de I’Union soviétique (1956-
57); membre et secrétaire du Comité central.

MUNRO, sir Leslie, ambassadeur de Nouvelle-
Zélande aux Etats-Unis et représentant perma-
nent auprés des Nations Unies.

MURPHY, Robert, sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

MUTTER, J.L., conseiller commercial, ambassade
au Japon.

MYERS, Jerome, président, Jerome Concerts and
Artists Ltd., Montreal.

NAGY, Imre, prémier ministre de Hongorie (oct-
nov. 1956).

NAM, Colonel Hoang-Thuy, membre du personnel
du président de la République du Vietnam.

NASSER, Colonel Abdul Gamal, premier ministre
de I'Egypte (-juin 1956); président.
NEAL, A F., attaché, ambassade en France.

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, premier ministre de
I'Inde.

NERVO, Luis, voir Padillo Nervo, Luis.

NES, David, agent responsible des Affaires
coréenes, Bureau des Affaires de I’ Extréme-
Orient, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis (mai
1956-).

MoLoTOV, V.M., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Soviet Union (-June 1956); First Deputy
Chairman of Council of Ministers (-Feb. 1957).

MONCEL, Brigadier Robert W., Acting Canadian
Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam (Feb. 1957-Mar.
1957).

MONNET, Jean, Chairman, Action Committee for a
United States of Europe (Common Market).

MONTURE, Gilbert C., Chief, Mineral Resources
Division, Department of Mines and Technical
Surveys.

MORAWSKI, Jerzy, Member of Politburo of
Government of Poland.

MORRIS, Robert, Chief Counsel, Subcommittee on
Internal Security of United States Senate.

MORTON, Thurston B., Assistant Secretary of State
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State of United States (-Feb. 1956); Senator
(R-Kentucky) (Jan. 1957-).

MUKHITDINOV, Nuritdin Akhramovich, Alternate
member of Praesidium of the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (1956-57); Member and Secretary of the
Central Committee.

MUNROQ, Sir Leslie, Ambassador of New Zealand
in United States and Permanent Representative
to United Nations.

MURPHY, Robert, Deputy Under Secretary of
State, Department of State of United States.

MUTTER, J.L., Commercial Counsellor, Embassy
in Japan.

MYERS, Jerome, President, Jerome Concerts and
Artists Ltd., Montreal.

NAGY, Imre, Prime Minister of Hungary (Oct.-
Nov. 1956).

NaM, Colonel Hoang-Thuy, Presidential Staff of
Republic of Vietnam.

NASSER, Colonel Gamal Abdel, Prime Minister of
Egypt (-June 1956); President.

NEAL, AF., Attaché, Embassy in France.

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, Prime Minister of
India.

NERVO, Luis, see Padillo Nervo, Luis.

NES, David, Officer-in-charge of Korean Affairs,
Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Department of
State of United States (May 1956-).
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NEUBERGER, sénateur Richard Lewis (D-Oregon).

NGON SANNANIKONE, ministre de I'Education du
Laos.

NICHOLSON, L.H., commissaire de la GRC.

NicoLs, Clarence, chef, Direction des ressources
internationaux, département d'Ftat des Etats-
Unis (-oct. 1956); sous-directeur, Bureau du
Commerce international et des Ressources.

NICKLE,W.M., ministre de la Planification et du
Développement de 1I’Ontario.

NITZE, Paul, président de la Foreign Service
Educational Foundation, Washington, D.C.

NIXON, Richard, vice-président des Etats-Unis.

NONG KIMNY, ambassadeur du Cambodge aux
Etats-Unis.

NORMAN, E. Herbert, ambassadeur en Egypte
(aoiit 1956-avr. 1957).

NUGENT, Julian, agent responsible des Affaires
canadiennes, Bureau des Affaires du Common-
wealth britannique et d’Europe nord, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

NYE, sir Archibald, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956).

OCHAB, Edward, premier secrétaire, Parti commu-
niste de Pologne.

OCKRENT, R.A., représentant permanent de
Belgique aupres de I'OECE.

O’MAHONEY, sénateur Joseph C. (D-Wyoming).

OLLENHAUER, Erick, chef, Parti social-démocrate
de la République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

OSTERTAG, Harold C., député (R-New York),
Congres des Etats-Unis.

OVERBY, Andrew, secrétaire adjoint du Trésor des
Etats-Unis.
OZERE, S.V., sous-ministre adjoint des Pécheries.

PADILLO NERVO, Luis, secrétaire d’Etat des
Affaires étrangeres de Mexique.

PAGET, AF., contréleur des droits relatifs 4 I’eau
de la Colombie-Britannique.

PARANAGUA, Octavio, directeur exécutif brésilien,
FMI.

PARSONS, J. Graham, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis
au Laos.

PARSONS, Marselis, sous-directeur, Bureau des
Affaires du Commonwealth britannique et
d’Europe nord, département d’Etat des Ftats-
Unis (-mai 1956); directeur.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

NEUBERGER, Senator Richard Lewis (D-Oregon).

NGON SANNANIKONE, Minister of Education of
Laos.

NICHOLSON, L.H., Commissioner of RCMP.

NICHOLS, Clarence, Chief, International Resources
Division, Department of State of United States
(-Oct. 1956); Deputy Director, Office of
International Trade and Resources.

NICKLE, W.M., Minister of Planning and Develop-
ment of Ontario.

NITZE, Paul, President of Foreign Service Educa-
tional Foundation, Washington, D.C.

NIXON, Richard, Vice-President of United States.

NONG KIMNY, Ambassador of Cambodia in United
States.

NORMAN, E. Herbert, Ambassador in Egypt (Aug.
1956-Apr. 1957).

NUGENT, Julian, Officer-in-charge of Canadian
Affairs, Office of British Commonwealth and
Northern European Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

NYE, Sir Archibald, High Commissioner of United
Kingdom (-Nov. 1956).

OCHAB, Edward, First Secretary, Communist Party
of Poland.

OCKRENT, R.A., Permanent Representative of
Belgium to OEEC.

O’MAHONEY, Senator Joseph C. (D-Wyoming).

OLLENHAUER, Erick, Leader, Social Democratic
Party of Federal Republic of Germany.

OSTERTAG, Representative Harold C. (R-New
York), Congress of United States.

OVERBY, Andrew, Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury of United States.

OZERE, S.V., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Fisheries.

PADILLO NERVO, Luis, Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of Mexico.

PAGET, A.F., Comptroller of Water Rights of
British Columbia.

PARANAGUA, Octavio, Brazilian Executive
Director, IMF.

PARSONS, J. Graham, Ambassador of United
States in Laos.

PARSONS, Marselis, Deputy Director, Office of
British Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Department of State of United States
(-May 1956); Director.



LIST OF PERSONS

PARTHASARATHI, G., commissaire indien et prési-
dent, CISC, Vietnam.

PATRIARCHE, cdre/air V.H., chef de I’instruction,
ARC.

PEARSON, Lester B. (Mike), secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures.

PENFIELD, Wilder G., directeur, Institut neurolo-
gique de Montréal, Université McGill.

PERKINS, George, représentant permanent des
Ftats-Unis auprés du Conseil de I' Atlantique
Nord.

PETITPIERRE, Max, membre du Conseil fédéral de
Suisse et chef du Département politique.

PETSARATH, Prince, vice-roi du Laos.

PHLEGER, Herman, conseiller juridique, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

PHoUI, Sananikone, vice-premier ministre et mi-
nistre des Affaires étrangeres du Laos (-mars
1956); ministre des Affaires étrangeres, des
Travaux publics, de la Reconstruction et de
1’Urbanisme.

PICARD, Louis Philippe, ambassadeur en
Argentine.

PICK, A.J., Direction européene.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., ministre de la Citoyenneté et
de I'lmmigration.

PIERCE, S.D., haut-commissaire suppléant, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni; haut-
commissaire par intérim (mai 1957-).

PIETERS, G.W.J., attaché (Affaires agricoles et
sociales), ambassade des Pays-Bas.

PILLAL sir R.N., secrétaire général du ministere
des Affaires extérieures de 1'Inde.

PINARD, Roch, secrétaire d’Etat.

PINEAU, Christian, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de France (fév. 1956-).

PINTO, P.J.J., directeur exécutif suppléant indien,
FMI (aoiit 1956-).

PLOWDEN, sir Edwin, président, Atomic Energy
Authority du Royaume-Uni.

PLUMPTRE, A.F.W,, sous-ministre adjoint du
ministére des Finances.

POLLOCK, Sidney, représentant suppléant, déléga-
tion 4 I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

POSPELOV, Pyotr Nicolaevich, secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti communiste de I'Union
soviétique.

liid

PARTHASARATHI, G., Indian Commissioner and
Chairman, ICSC, Vietnam.

PATRIARCHE, A/C V H., Chief of Training, RCAF.

PEARSON, Lester B. (Mike), Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

PENFIELD, Dr. Wilder G., Director, Montreal Insti-
tute of Neurology at McGill University.

PERKINS, George, Permanent Representative of
United States to North Atlantic Council.

PETITPIERRE, Max, Federal Counsellor and Head,
Political Department of Switzerland.

PETSARATH, Prince, Viceroy of Laos.

PHLEGER, Herman, Legal Adviser, Department of
State of United States.

PHouI, Sananikone, Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Laos (-
Mar.1956); Minister of Foreign Affairs, Public
Works, Reconstruction and Urbanism.

PICARD, Louis Philippe, Ambassador in Argentina.

PIcK, A.J., European Division.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration.

PIERCE, S.D., Deputy High Commissioner, High
Commission in United Kingdom; Acting High
Commissioner (May 1957-).

PIETERS, G.W.J., Attaché (Agricultural and Social
Affairs), Embassy of the Netherlands.

PILLAL Sir R.N., Secretary-General, Ministry of
External Affairs of India.

PINARD, Roch, Secretary of State.

PINEAU, Christian, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
France (Feb. 1956-).

PINTO, P.J.J., Indian Alternate Executive Director,
IMF (Aug. 1956-).

PLOWDEN, Sir Edwin, President, Atomic Energy
Authority of United Kingdom.

PLUMPTRE, A F.W., Assistant Deputy Minister,
Department of Finance.

POLLOCK, Sidney, Alternate Representative, Dele-
gation to United Nations General Assembly.

POSPELOV, Pyotr Nicolaevich, Secretary, Central
Committee of Communist Party of Soviet
Union,



liv

POSPISIL, Ladislav, président, Omnitrade de
Tchécoslovaquie.

PRASAD, P.S. Narayan, conseiller politique au
commissaire indien, CISC Vietnam (fév.
1957-).

PRICA, Srdja, sous-secrétaire des Affaires étran-
geres de Yougoslavie.

PRITCHARD, Neil, haut-commissaire suppléant du
Royaume-Uni (-avr.1957).

PROCHNOW, Herbert, sous-secrétaire d’Etat supplé-
ant aux Affaires économiques, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

QUARLES, Donald A., secrétaire des Forces
aériennes des Etats-Unis (-avr. 1957).

RADFORD, amiral A.W., président, Comité des
chefs d’état-major des Etats-Unis.

RAE, Saul, ministre, ambassade aux Etats-Unis
(oct. 1956-).

RAIJK, Laszlo, chef communiste hongrois exécuté
pour espionnage en 1949 et réhabilité en 1956.

RAKOSI, Matyas, premier secrétaire, Parti commu-
niste de Hongrie.

- RAMADIER, Paul, ministre des Affaires écono-
miques de France.

RANDALL, Clarence, adjoint spécial au président
des Etats-Unis.

RANKOVIC, Aleksandar, vice-président, Conseil
exécutif fédéral de Yougoslavie; chef de la
Commission fédérale yougoslave de I’énergie
atomique.

RAPACKI, Adam, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de Pologne (oct. 1956-).

RASMINSKY, Louis, gouverneur suppléant de la
Banque du Canada et directeur exécutif cana-
dien, FMI.

RAYMONT, col. Robert Lewis, second du président
du Comité des chefs d’état-major (juill. 1956-).

READING, Lord, ministre d’Etat des Affaires étran-
geres du Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957).

REID, Escott, haut-commissaire en Inde.

REINHARDT, G. Frederick, ambassadeur des Etats-
Unis en République du Vietnam.

RESTON, James (Scotty), correspondant, The New
York Times.

REWINKEL, Milton C., conseiller, ambassade des
Etats-Unis.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

PospIsIL, Ladislav, President, Omnitrade of
Czechoslovakia.

PRASAD, P.S. Narayan, Political Adviser to Indian
Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam (Feb. 1957-).

PRICA, Srdja, Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs
of Yugoslavia.

PRITCHARD, Neil, Deputy High Commissioner of
United Kingdom (-Apr. 1957).

PROCHNOW, Herbert, Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

QUARLES, Donald A., Secretary of Air Force of
United States (-Apr.1957).

RADFORD, Admiral A.W., Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff of United States.

RAE, Saul, Minister, Embassy in United States
(Oct. 1956-).

RAIK, Laszlo, Hungarian Communist leader,
executed for espionage in 1949 and
rehabilitated in 1956.

RAKOSI, Matyas, First Secretary, Communist Party
of Hungary.

RAMADIER, Paul, Minister of Economic Affairs of
France.

RANDALL, Clarence, Special Assistant to President
of United States.

RANKOVIC, Aleksandar, Vice-President, Federal
Executive Council of Yugoslavia; head,
Yugoslav Federal Commission for Nuclear
Energy.

RAPACKI, Adam, Foreign Minister of Poland (Oct.
1956-).

RASMINSKY, Louis, Deputy Govemor of Bank of
Canada and Canadian Executive Director, IMF.

RAYMONT, Col. Robert Lewis, Executive Officer
to Chairman of Chiefs of Staff (July 1956-).

READING, Lord, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of United Kingdom (-Jan. 1957).

REID, Escott, High Commissioner in India.

REINHARDT, G. Frederick, Ambassador of United
States in Republic of Vietnam.

RESTON, James (Scotty), correspondent, The New
York Times.

REWINKEL, Milton C., Counsellor, Embassy of
United States.



LIST OF PERSONS

RHEE, Syngman, président de la République de
Corée.

RICHIE, M.E., agent juridique, ministere de la
Justice.

RICKETS, contre-amiral Claude V., adjoint spécial
du sous-chef des opérations navales des Etats-
Unis (-mai 1957).

RITCHIE, A.E., chef, Direction économique (-déc.
1956); conseiller économique, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

RITCHIE, C.S.A., ambassadeur en République fédé-
rale 4’Allemagne.

ROBERTSON, N.A., haut-commissaire au Royaume-
Uni (-avr. 1957); ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
(mai 1957-).

ROBERTSON, R.G., sous-ministre des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationals.

ROBERTSON, Walter S., secrétaire d'Etat adjoint
aux Affaires de I’Extréme-Orient, départerent
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

ROBESON, Paul, chanteur et acteur américain.

ROGERS, R.L., Direction de I'Extréme-Orient.

ROKOSSOVSKY, Konstantin, premier ministre
adjoint de Pologne (-oct. 1956).

RONNING, Chester A., ambassadeur en Norvege et
en Islande.

ROOTH, Ivar, directeur général et président du
Conseil exécutif, FMI (1957-).

ROPER, J.C.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade du
Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

ROTHSCHILD, Robert, chef de cabinet, ministére
des Affaires étrangéres de Belgique.

ROUNTREE, William M., sous-secrétaire d’Etat
adjoint aux Affaires du Proche-Orient, de
I’Asie du Sud et de I’ Afrique, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (aoiit 1956-).

ROWAN, sir Leslie, Conseil du Trésor du
Royaume-Uni.

ROWLEY, G.W., secrétaire, Comité consultatif sur
le développement du Nord.

Ruiz CORTINES, Adolfo, président de Mexique.

RYSS, Murray, Direction des accords de commerce
et des traités, Bureau des affaires économiques,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

SAAD, Ahmed Zaki, directeur exécutif égyptien,
FML
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RHEE, Syngman, President of Republic of Korea.

RicHIE, M.E., Legal Officer, Department of
Justice.

RICKETS, Rear Admiral Claude V., Special Assis-
tant to Deputy Chief of Naval Operations of
United States (-May 1957).

RITCHIE, A.E., Head, Economic Division (-Dec
1956); Counsellor (Economic), Embassy in
United States.

RITCHIE, C.S.A., Ambassador in Federal Republic
of Germany.

ROBERTSON, N.A., High Commissioner in United
Kingdom (-Apr. 1957); Ambassador in United
States.

ROBERTSON, R.G., Deputy Minister of Northern
Affairs and National Resources.

ROBERTSON, Walter S., Assistant Secretary for Far
Eastern Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

ROBESON, Paul, American concert singer and
actor.

ROGERS, R.L., Far Eastern Division.

ROKOSSOVSKY, Konstantin, Deputy Premier of
Poland (- Oct. 1956).

RONNING, Chester A., Ambassador in Norway and
Iceland.

ROOTH, Ivar, Managing Director and Chairman of
the Executive Board, IMF (1957-).

ROPER, J.C.A,, First Secretary, Embassy of United
Kingdom in United States.

ROTHSCHILD, Robert, chef de cabinet, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Belgium.

ROUNTREE, William M., Deputy Assistant Secreta-
ry of State for Near Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs, Department of State of United
States (Aug. 1956-).

ROWAN, Sir Leslie, Treasury Board of United
Kingdom.

ROWLEY, G.W., Secretary to Advisory Committee
on Northern Development.

Ru1Z CORTINES, Adolfo, President of Mexico.

RYSS, Murray, Trade Agreements and Treaties
Division, Bureau of Economic Affairs, Depart-
ment of State of United States.

SAAD, Ahmed Zaki, Egyptian Executive Director,
IMF.



Ivi

SAINSBURY, G.V., deuxieéme secrétaire (financiére),
ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

SAINT-LAURENT, Louis S., premier ministre.

SANDYS, Duncan, ministre du Logement et du
Gouvernement régional du Royaume-Uni (-jan.
1957); ministre de la Défense.

SASTROAMIDIOJO, Ali, premier ministre de
I’Indonésie.

SASTROAMIDJOJO, Usman, ambassadeur de
I’Indonésie.

SCHAEFFER, Fritz, ministre des Finances de la
République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

SCHUMANN, Maurice, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de France (-juin 1954).

SCHWARZMANN, Maurice, directeur adjoint, Direc-
tion générale des Relations commerciales inter-
nationales, ministére du Commerce.

SCOTT, G.A., directeur de la politique écono-
mique, ministere du Transport.

SCOTT, sir Robert, commissaire général du
Royaume-Uni en Asie du Sud-Est.

SCRIBNER, Fred Clark, conseiller juridique, Trésor
des Etats-Unis (-1957); secrétaire adjoint.

SEATON, Fred A., sous-adjoint au président des
Etats-Unis (-juin 1956); secrétaire a I'Intérieur
des Etats-Unis.

SEBALD, William, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires de I'Extréme-Orient, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

SEN, Samar, commissaire indien et président,
CISC, Laos.

SERGENT, René, secrétaire général, OECE.

SEYDOUX, Roger, ambassadeur de France en
Tunisie et au Maroc.

SHARETT, Moshe, ministre des Affaires étrangeéres
de I'Israél (~juin 1956).

SHARP, M.W., sous-ministre adjoint du Com-
merce.

SHEARER, Eric B., spécialiste en agriculture, Ad-
ministration de la coopération internationale
des Etats-Unis, affecté a I’ambassade des Ftats-
Unis en Espagne.

SHELDON, Huntingdon, directeur adjoint du Ser-
vice de renseignement de situation, Central
Intelligence Agency des Etats-Unis.

SHEPILOV, Dmitri Trofimovich, rédacteur en chef,
Pravda; (-juin 1956); ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de I’Union soviétique (-fév. 1957).

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

SAINSBURY, G.V., Second Secretary (Finance),
Embassy in United States.

SEE ST. LAURENT

SANDYS, Duncan, Minister of Housing and Local
Government of United Kingdom (-Jan 1957);
Minister of Defence.

SASTROAMIDIOJO, Ali, Prime Minister of
Indonesia.

SASTROAMIDJOJO, Usman, Ambassador of
Indonesia.

SCHAEFFER, Fritz, Minister of Finance of Federal
Republic of Germany.

SCHUMANN, Maurice, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of France (-June 1954).

SCHWARZMANN, Maurice, Assistant Director,
International Trade Relations Branch, Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce.

ScorT, G.A., Director of Economic Policy,
Department of Transport.

SCOTT, Sir Robert, Commissioner General of
United Kingdom in Southeast Asia.

SCRIBNER, Fred Clark, General Counsel, Depart-
ment of Treasury of United States (-1957);
Assistant Secretary.

SEATON, Fred A., Deputy Assistant to President of
United States (-June 56); Secretary of the
Interior of United States.

SEBALD, William, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

SEN, Samar, Indian Commissioner and Chairman,
ICSC, Laos.

SERGENT, René, Secretary-General, OEEC.

SEYDOUX, Roger, Ambassador of France in
Tunisia and Morocco.

SHARETT, Moshe, Foreign Minister of Israel (-June
1956).

SHARP, M.W., Associate Deputy Minister of Trade
and Commerce.

SHEARER, Eric B., agricultural specialist, Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration of United
States, assigned to Embassy of United States in
Spain.

SHELDON, Huntingdon, Deputy Director for
Current Intelligence, Central Intelligence
Agency of United States.

SHEPILOV, Dmitri Trofimovich, Chief Editor,
Pravda; (-June 1956); Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Soviet Union (-Feb. 1957).



LIST OF PERSONS

SHEPPARD, D.H., sous-ministre adjoint (taxation),
ministére du Revenu national.

SHIGOMITSU, Mamoru, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres du Japon.

SICOTTE, Gilles, Direction juridique.

SIERADSKI, Mieczyslaw, chargé d’Affaires, léga-
tion de Pologne (déc. 1956-).

SIHANOUK, Prince Norodom, premier minister et
ministre des Affaires étrangeres du Cambodge
(-jan. 1956); premier minister, ministre des
Affaires étrangeres et ministre de I’ Intérieur
(mars-avr. 1956); premier ministre (sept.-oct.
1956), premier ministre, ministre des Affaires
étrangéres, ministre de Planification et ministre
de I'Intérieur (avr. 1957-).

SiM, Finlay, ministére du Commerce.
SINCLAIR, James, ministre des Pécheries.

SISOUK, Na Champassak, membre de la délégation
du gouvernement du Laos chargée des pourpar-
lers avec le Pathet Lao.

SLANKSY, RUDOLF SALZMANN, vice-premier minis-
tre de Tchécoslovaquie de 1948 a 1951, accusé
de trahison et exécuté le 3 décembre 1952.

SLEMON, maréchal de I’air C.R., chef d’etat-major
aérien.

SMATHERS, Senator George A. (D-Floride); prési-
dent, sous-commission sur le commerce inter-
Etat et extérieur, Sénat des Etats-Unis.

SMITH, Amold, commissaire canadien, CISC,
Cambodge (-juill. 1956); conseiller, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

SMITH, CE.S., directeur de I’Immigration, minis-
tére de la Citoyenneté et de 1’'Immigration.

SMITH, Gerard, adjoint spécial au secrétaire d’Etat
des Etats-Unis sur les questions atomiques.

SNOY ET D'OPPUERS, Baron Jean-Charles, prési-
dent, Conseil pour I’union économique et
premier délégué belge du Comité intergouver-
nemental, OECE

SoL, Jorge, directeur exécutif suppléant du
Salvador, FMI (-oct. 1956); directeur exécutif
(nov. 1956-).

SOUTHARD, Frank, directeur exécutif américain,
FMI.

SOUVANNA PHOUMA, premier ministre du Laos.

SOUPHANOUVONG, Prince, homme politique laotien
et aspirant au poste de premier ministre du
Laos.
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SHEPPARD, D.H., Assistant Deputy Minister (Taxa-
tion), Department of National Revenue.

SHIGOMITSU, Mamoru, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Japan.

SICOTTE, Gilles, Legal Division.

SIERADSKI, Mieczyslaw, Chargé d’affaires, Lega-
tion of Poland (Dec. 1956-).

SIHANOUK, Prince Norodom, Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister of Cambodia (-Jan. 1956),
Prime Minister, Foreign Minister and Minister
of the Interior (Mar-Apr.1956); Prime Minister
(Sept.-Oct. 1956); Prime Minister, Foreign
Minister, Minister of Plans and Minister of the
Interior (Apr.1957-).

SIM, Finlay, Department of Trade and Commerce.
SINCLAIR, James, Minister of Fisheries.

SISOUK, Na Champassak, Member, Royal Lao
Government’s Delegation for talks with Pathet
Lao.

SLANKSY, RUDOLF SALZMANN, Vice Premier of
Czechoslovakia 1948-1951, charged with
treason and executed December 3, 1952.

SLEMON, Air Marshal C.R., Chief of Air Staff.

SMATHERS, Senator George A. (D-Florida);
Chairman, Sub-Committee of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Senate of
United States.

SMITH, Amold, Commissioner, ICSC, Cambodia
(-July 1956); Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

SMITH, C.E.S., Director of Immigration, Depart-
ment of Citizenship and Immigration.

SMITH, Gerard, Special Assistant for Atomic
Affairs to Secretary of State of United States.

SNOY ET D'OPPUERS, Baron Jean-Charles,
Chairman, Council for Economic Union and
Chief Belgian Delegate to the Intergovern-
mental Committee, OEEC.

SoL, Jorge, El Salvador Alternate Executive
Director, IMF (-Oct. 1956); Executive Director
(Nov. 1956-).

SOUTHARD, Frank, United States Executive
Director, IMF.

SOUVANNA PHOUMA, Prime Minister of Laos.

SOUVANOUVONG, Prince, Laotian politician and
contender for position of Prime Minister of
Laos.



lviii

SPAAK, Paul-Henri, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de Belgique (-mai 1957); secrétaire géné-
ral de ’'OTAN.

SPARLING, major-général H.A., président, état-
major interarmes du Canada aux Etats-Unis.

SPENDEI}, sir Percy, ambassadeur de I’ Australie
aux Etats-Unis et chef adjoint de la délégation
de I’ Australie a la Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

SPYCHALSKI, Marian, ministre de la Défense de
Pologne.

STALIN, Josef, secrétaire général, Parti communiste
de I’Union soviétique (mort mars 1953).

STANBURY, William Stuart, commissaire national,
Société canadienne de la Croix-Rouge.

STEPHENSON, sir Hugh S., ambassadeur du
Royaume-Uni en République du Vietnam.

STEVENSON, Adlai, candidat démocrate a la prési-
dence des Etats-Unis.

STEVENSON, William, correspondant, Toronto Star.

STEWART, Hugh A, directeur, Bureau du pétrole
et du gaz, département de I’Intérieur des Etats-
Unis.

VOIR SAINT-LAURENT.
STONE, Thomas A., ambassadeur aux Pays-Bas.

STONER, O.G., Direction économique (-oct.1956);
premier secrétaire, ambassade en Belgique.

STRATH, William, membre, Atomic Energy Autho-
rity du Royaume-Uni.

STRAUSS, amiral Lewis L., président, United
States Atomic Energy Commission.

STROUNNIKOV, Petr F., conseiller, ambassade de
I’Union soviétique.

STUART, R. Douglas, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis
(-juin 1956).

STUMP, amiral Felix B., commandant en chef,
Commandement du Pacifique, United States
Navy.

SUKARNO, président de 1’Indonésie.

SULZBERGER, C.L., chroniqueur, The New York
Times.

SUMMERS, George Bemnard, chargé d’Affaires,
légation en Tchécoslovaquie.

SUTHERLAND, E.M., secrétaire, section canadienne,
Commission mixte internationale.

SZUSTER, R., deuxi¢me secrétaire, 1égation de
Pologne.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

SPAAK, Paul-Henri, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Belgium (-May 1957); Secretary-General of
NATO.

SPARLING, Maj.-Gen. H.A., Chairman, Canadian
Joint Staff in United States.

SPENDER, Sir Percy, Ambassador of Australia in
United States and Vice-Chairman, Delegation
of Australia to United Nations General
Assembly.

SPYCHALSKI, Marian, Minister of Defence of
Poland.

STALIN, Josef, General Secretary, Communist
Party of Soviet Union (died Mar. 1953).

STANBURY, Dr. William Stuart, National Commis-
sioner, Canadian Red Cross Society.

STEPHENSON, Sir Hugh S., Ambassador of United
Kingdom in Republic of Vietnam.

STEVENSON, Adlai, Democratic candidate for
President of the United States.

STEVENSON, William, correspondent, Toronto Star.

STEWART, Hugh A., Director, Office of Oil and
Gas, Department of Interior of United States.

ST-LAURENT, Louis S., Prime Minister.

STONE, Thomas A., Ambassador in the
Netherlands.

STONER, O.G., Economic Division (-Oct.1956);
First Secretary, Embassy in Belgium.

STRATH, William, Member, Atomic Energy
Authority of United Kingdom.

STRAUSS, Admiral Lewis L., Chairman, United
States Atomic Energy Commission.

STROUNNIKOV, Petr F., Counsellor, Embassy of
Soviet Union.

STUART, R. Douglas, Ambassador of United States
(-June 1956).

STUMP, Admiral Felix B., Commander in Chief,
Pacific Command, United States Navy.

SUKARNO, President of Indonesia.

SULZBERGER, C.L., columnist, The New York
Times.

SUMMERS, George Bernard, Chargé d’affaires,
Legation in Czechoslovakia.

SUTHERLAND, E.M., Secretary, Canadian Section,
C.

SZUSTER, R., Second Secretary, Legation of
Poland.



LIST OF PERSONS

SZYMANOWSKI, A., commissaire polonaise, CISC,
Vietnam (sept. 1956-).

TALBOT, Lord, ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni au
Laos.

TAYLOR, D.R., deuxieme secrétaire, ambassade
aux Etats-Unis.

TAYLOR, E.P., président, Argus Corporation, prési-
dent du conseil, Canadian Breweries Ltd.,
homme d’affaires possédant d’importants avoirs
au Canada.

TAYLOR, James H. (Si), conseiller politique au
commissaire canadien, CISC, Vietnam (-aoiit
1956); deuxiéme secrétaire, haut-commissariat
en Inde.

TAYLOR, K.W., sous-ministre des Finances.

TCHANG KAI-CHEK, général, président de la Répu-
blique de Chine.

TcHOU EN-LAI, premier ministre et ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de la République populaire
de Chine.

TEAKLES, J.M., conseiller, haut-commissariat en
Inde (sept. 1956-).

TEMPLER, maréchal sir Gerald W.R., chef d’état-
major impérial du Royaume-Uni.

TEPPEMA, Joseph M.C., secrétaire de la Chambre
de commerce, ’s Hertogenbusch, Pays-Bas.

THIBODEAUX, Ben H., directeur, Bureau du com-
merce international et des ressources, Bureau
des Affaires économiques, département d’FEtat
des Etats-Unis (-mars 1957) ;conseiller écono-
mique, ambassade des Etats-Unis au Japon
(-mai 1957) ; ministre-conseiller pour les
Affaires économiques.

THOMPSON, Tyler, ministre, ambassade des Etats-
Unis. '

THORNEYCROFT, Peter, président, Chambre de
commerce du Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957); chan-
celier de 1'Echiquier.

TIMMONS, Benson E.L. III, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires régionales européennes, département
d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

TiTO, maréchal Josip Broz, président de
Yougoslavie.

TOMLINSON, Frank S., chef, département des
Affaires d’Asie du Sud-Est, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

TOUSSAINT, Maurice, directeur exécutif suppléant
belgien, FML.
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SZYMANOWSKI, A., Polish Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam (Sept. 1956-).

TALBOT, Lord, Ambassador of United Kingdom in
Laos.

TAYLOR, D.R., Second Secretary, Embassy in
United States.

TAYLOR, E.P. President, Argus Corporation,
Chairman, Canadian Breweries Ltd. and busi-
nessman with extensive holdings in Canada.

TAYLOR, James H. (Si), Political Adviser to
Canadian Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam (-Aug
1956); Second Secretary, High Commission in
India.

TAYLOR, K.W., Deputy Minister of Finance.
SEE CHIANG KAI-SHEK.

SEE CHOU EN-LAL

TEAKLES, .M., Counsellor, High Commission in
India (Sept. 1956-).

TEMPLER, Field Marshall Sir Gerald W. R., Chief,
Imperial General Staff of United Kingdom.

TEPPEMA, Joseph M.C,, Secretary of Chamber of
Commerce, ’s Hertogenbusch, Netherlands.

THIBODEAUX, Ben H. Director, Office of Interna-
tional Trade and Resources, Bureau of
Economic Affairs, Department of State of
United States (-Mar. 1957); Economic Counsel-
lor, Embassy of the United States in Japan
(-May 1957); Minister-Counsellor of Economic
Affairs.

THOMPSON, Tyler, Minister, Embassy of United
States.

THORNEYCROFT, Peter, President, Board of Trade
of United Kingdom (-Jan.1957); Chancellor of
the Exchequer.

TIMMONS, Benson E.L. III, Director, Office of
European Regional Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

Tito, Marshal Josip Broz, President of
Yugoslavia.

TOMLINSON, Frank S., Head, South East Asia
Department, Foreign Office of United
Kingdom.

TOUSSAINT, Maurice, Belgian Alternate Executive
Director, IMF,
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TOVELL, Freeman, premier secrétaire, ambassade
aux Etats-Unis.

TRAMPCZYNSKI, Witold, ministre du Commerce
étrangere de Pologne (déc. 1956-).

TRAN VAN HUU, premier ministre du Vietnam
(mai 1950-juin 1952).

TWINING, général, Nathan F., chef d’état-major,
USAF.

UNGER, Leonard, chef des affaires politiques et
militaires, Bureau des Affaires régionales euro-
péennes, département d’Etat des Ftats-Unis.

UREN, Philip E., conseiller, ambassade aux Etats-
Unis.

URQUHART, Gordon B., sous-ministre adjoint
(douane), ministére du Revenu national.

VALERY, Frangois, chef, Direction de coopération
économique, ministere des Affaires extérieures
de la France.

VAN CAMPENHOUT, André, directeur exécutif
belgien, FML

VARCOE, F.P., sous-ministre de la Justice et
Procureur général suppléant.

VEST, George, Bureau des Affaires du Common-
wealth britannique et d’Europe nord, départe-
ment d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

VISHINSKY, Andrei Y., premier sous-ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de 1I'Union soviétique,
représentant permanent auprés des Nations
Unies et représentant au Conseil de sécurité
(mars 1953-nov. 1954).

VO NGUYEN GIAP, général, ministre de la Défense
et vice-premier ministre de la République
démocratique du Vietnam.

VOCKE, Wilhelm, gouverneur allemand, FMI; pré-
sident, Conseil de direction et vice-président du
Conseil d’administration de la Bank Deutscher
Liinder.

VOGEL, G. N., chef, Division du blé et des
céréales, ministere du Commerce.

VOROSHILOV, Klimentiy Efremovich, président,
Praesidium du Soviet Supréme de I’'Union
soviétique.

WADA, Tsutomu, premier secrétaire, ambassade du
Japon.

WALDHEIM, Dr. Kurt, ministre de I’ Autriche.

WALKER, John, correspondant, Southam News,
Washington.

WAN WAITHAYAKON, Prince K.N.B., ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de Thailande.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

TOVELL, Freeman, First Secretary, Embassy in
United States.

TRAMPCZYNSKI, ‘Witold, Minister of Foreign Trade
of Poland (Dec. 1956-).

TRAN VAN Huy, Prime Minister of Vietnam (May
1950-June 1952).

TWINING, General Nathan F., Chief of Staff,
USAF.

UNGER, Leonard, Officer-in-charge of Political-
Military Affairs, Office of European Regional
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

UREN, Philip E., Counsellor, Embassy in United
States.

URQUHART, Gordon B., Assistant Deputy Minister
(Customs), Department of National Revenue.

VALERY, Frangois, Head, Division of Economic
Cooperation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
France.

VAN CAMPENHOUT, André, Belgian Executive
Director, IMF.

VARCOE, F.P., Deputy Minister of Justice and
Deputy Attorney General.

VEST, George, Office of British Commonwealth
and Northern European Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

VISHINSKY, Andrei Y., First Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Soviet Union, Permanent
representative to United Nations and
Representative on Security Council (Mar.
1953-Nov. 1954).

VO NGUYEN GIAP, General, Minister of Defence
and Vice-Premier, Democratic Republic of
Vietnam.

VOCKE, Wilhelm, German Govemor, IMF;
President, Board of Managers and Vice-
President of Board of Directors of Bank
Deutscher Linder.

VOGEL, G. N., Chief, Wheat and Grain Division,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

VOROSHILOV, Klimentiy Efremovich, Chairman,
Praesidium of Supreme Soviet of Soviet Union.

WADA, Tsutomu, First Secretary, Embassy of
Japan.

WALDHEIM, Dr. Kurt, Minister of Austria.

WALKER, John, correspondent, Southam News,
Washington.

WAN WAITHAYAKON, Prince K.N.B., Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Thailand.



LIST OF PERSONS

WARREN, J.H., directeur suppléant canadien, FMI
(-mars 1957); conseiller, délégation aupres de
I’OECE (avr. 1957-).

WATANABE, Takeshi, directeur exécutif japonais,
FMI (nov. 1956-).

WATKINS, J.B.C., ambassadeur en Union sovié-
tique (-avr. 1956); chef, direction du Common-
wealth et du Moyen-Orient (-juin 1956);
sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires
extérieures.

WATSON, D., secrétaore, Energie atomique du
Canada Ltée.

WEEKS, Sinclair, secrétaire au Commerce des
Etats-Unis.

WEISER, F.P., ministére du Commerce.

WEISS, Leonard, chef adjoint, Direction des
accords de commerce et des traités, Bureau des
affaires économiques, département d’Etat des
Ftats-Unis.

WELCK, Baron Wolfgang von, ministre-directeur
et chef, département des Affaires internatio-
nales, ministére des Affaires étrangeéres de la
République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

WERSHOF, M.H., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux
Affaires extérieures et conseiller juridique
(-déc. 1956); représentant permanent aupres du
Bureau européen des Nations Unies.

WHITE, général Thomas D., chef d’état-major
suppléant, USAF.

WILGRESS, L. D., représentant permanent auprés
du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord et de I'OECE.

WILKINS, Fraser, directeur, Bureau des Affaires du
Proche-Orient, département d'Etat des Etats-
Unis.

WILLIAMS, B.M., conseiller, haut-commissariat en
Inde, commissaire canadien suppléant, CISC,
Vietnam (-fév.1956); commissaire par intérim,
CISC, Vietnam (mai 1956-); commissaire (-fév.
1957).

WILLIAMS, major. EJ., état-major interarmes du
Canada aux Etats-Unis.

WILLIS, George, directeur, Bureau des finances
internationales, département du Trésor, Ftats-
Unis.

WILLISTON, Ray, ministre des Terres et des Foréts
de la Colombie-Britannique.

WILSON, Charles, secrétaire A la Défense des
Etats-Unis.
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WARREN, J.H., Altemate Canadian Executive
Director, IMF and IBRD (-Mar. 1957); Coun-
sellor, Delegation to OEEC (Apr. 1957-).

WATANABE, Takeshi, Japanese Executive Director,
IMF (Nov. 1956-).

WATKINS, J.B.C., Ambassador in Soviet Union
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CHAPITRE PREMIER/CHAPTER 1

ETATS-UNIS
UNITED STATES

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

VISITE DU PREMIER MINISTRE SAINT-LAURENT A WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS, LE 26-27 MARS 1956
VISIT OF PRIME MINISTER ST-LAURENT TO WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS,
MARCH 26-27, 1956

1. DEA/50329-40

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, January 25, 1956

PROPOSED MEETING IN WASHINGTON: CANADA, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

You may recall that President Eisenhower last October proposed a meeting in
Washington to be held this Spring with the President of Mexico and yourself to discuss
generally continental affairs. At that time you agreed, “en principe”, to attend the meeting,
subject to confirmation at a later date when more would be known about the President’s
health and your own timetable.

The United States confirmation has arrived. Mr. Heeney reports (his telegram no. 1187
is attached) that President Eisenhower would like to invite you and President Ruiz Cortines
of Mexico to make a visit of approximately two and a half days, from Monday, March 26,
to Wednesday, March 28, inclusive. You would leave Washington at your own conve-
nience on Thursday. A suggested programme is included in Mr. Heeney’s telegram.

Mr. Heeney had dinner with Mr. Dulles last night and they discussed the proposed
meeting. Mr. Heeney has the definite impression that the idea of such a meeting did not
originate with the State Department but with the President personally. He also believes that
if the dates suggested in the attached telegram do not suit you it might be possible to have
them changed, although the President of Mexico would also have to be free at any new
time you might wish to suggest. This being an initiative of the President makes the deci-
sion more complicated. As you know, Mr. Eisenhower came to Ottawa in December 1953
while your last visit to Washington was in May 1953.!

The proposal for a tripartite meeting has a number of disadvantages. As formal visits of
the Canadian Prime Minister to Washington recently have occurred only every two or three
years, it is unfortunate that the proposed visit should take place in the rather artificial
framework of North American continental affairs. Because of the participation of the
Mexicans this visit could tend to take on more of a ceremonial character and less of a

! Voir volume 19, chapitre VIII, 3¢ partie.
See Volume 19, Chapter VIII, Part 3.
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general exchange of views than we would hope for. Mr. Heeney pointed out, however, that
the President might be interested in suggesting that the meeting be held outside
Washington, perhaps in some Army post. This would be much more informal and possibly
conducive to a more relaxed atmosphere.

I think that the invitation could be refused; on the other hand, because of President
Eisenhower’s personal interest in the matter, it is rather difficult to suggest that you do so.
If you accept I think we should emphasize that the number and intimacy of Canadian and
United States common interests suggest that an opportunity be given for you to have some
private conversations with the President.

If you decide to accept, a telegram to Mr. Heeney is attached for your approval
instructing him to assure Mr. Dulles that you will be glad to accept the President’s formal
invitation as soon as it is convened.

Mr. Heeney notes that the invitation includes me and assumes that I shall accompany
you. I would be delighted to do that, particularly in view of the fact that Mr. Dulles, if the
present dates are satisfactory, would have just returned from his tour to the Far East.

L.B. PEARSON

2. DEA/50329-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM X-179 Ottawa, January 31, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your telegram No. 118 of January 21.

PROPOSED VISIT TO WASHINGTON OF PRIME MINISTER
AND PRESIDENT OF MEXICO

Would you please assure Mr. Dulles that the Prime Minister will be happy to accept the
President’s invitation to visit Washington in March, jointly with the President of Mexico.
2. We feel no enthusiasm for the tripartite aspect of the visit. However, if the President
and Mr. Dulles have their minds set on this meeting, as is evident from your telegram and
subsequent telephone conversation, we have no option but to accept gracefully and go
through with it.

3. In conveying the Prime Minister’s willingness to accept the invitation, you might,
however, point out that there are some disadvantages from the Canadian point of view in
the proposed tripartite meeting, and that the present formula should not be invoked as a
precedent in future years. Because of the presence of the Mexicans, I fear that the visit will
tend to be largely ceremonial in character without the opportunities for a frank exchange of
views which we particularly value. Canadian-American relations are so numerous and so
intimate that we feel that consultations should normally be bilateral in character, when they
do not take place in an international body such as NATO or the United Nations.

4. In order to avoid or at least reduce the ceremonial character of a meeting of this sort if
held in Washington, you might wish to explore further with Mr. Dulles the possibility that
the meeting or part of it be held outside Washington if that suited the President. This would
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allow Mr. St-Laurent to talk in a relaxed and informal way with the President. Possibly the
ceremonial aspects of the joint visit could be reduced to a minimum; since the Mexican
President is a Head of State it is likely that honours will have to be paid to him over and
above those to the Prime Minister. With the undoubted good faith and good intentions of
the United States, the ceremonial arrangements could possibly develop in a way that could
be misunderstood here and this should be avoided.

5. One way to help minimize the ceremonial aspect, and I shall be grateful if you will
explore this, would be to separate the respective arrivals and departures by one day. So far
as mere timing is concerned the Prime Minister does not really care whether he arrives
Sunday or Monday. But, if he were to arrive Sunday and the Mexican President made his
ceremonial arrival twenty-four hours later, the Prime Minister might in the interim have an
excellent opportunity to talk with Mr. Eisenhower. (If Mr. Eisenhower preferred to do this
outside Washington, e.g. Gettysburg, it would please Mr. St-Laurent very much.) Then the
inevitable joint ceremonies could proceed Monday and if necessary Tuesday, and the
Prime Minister could depart, leaving the field clear for the Mexican President who would
presumably stay another twenty-four hours.

6. The Prime Minister, if he had his choice, would prefer to leave to the Mexican Presi-
dent alone the privilege of addressing Congress. He realizes, however, that it may well be
impossible to decline the suggestion of a “double bill” at a joint session of Senate and
House. He leaves this in your hands.

7. Private talks between Mr. Dulles and myself would be useful, and I agree that we
should try to make some preparations for these in advance.

L.B. PEARSON

3. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 207 Washington, February 3, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your telegram X-179 of Jan 31.

PROPOSED VISIT TO WASHINGTON OF PRIME MINISTER
AND PRESIDENT OF MEXICO
This afternoon I conveyed to the Secretary of State, the Prime Minister’s acceptance of
the President’s invitation.

2. On a personal basis I was able at the same time to convey, without discourtesy I trust,
some impression of our lack of enthusiasm for a proposal which would appear to equate
the relations between the United States and Canada and the United States and Mexico. In
explanation I said that Canadians were naturaily somewhat jealous of the especially inti-
mate association existing between our two countries — this without intending any reflec-
tion whatever upon the Mexicans. Dulles said that he quite understood.

3. When I went on to suggest the possibility of separating the respective arrivals and
departures, Dulles seemed to think that something might be done particularly regarding
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arrival; it might be desirable to make the departure simultaneous. However, he would wish
to take this and other features of the proposed visit up with the President in the light of our
reply. Incidentally, Dulles added that had the President or he thought that there would be
any reluctance on the Canadian side to participate in a three-cornered visit they would not
have approached the Mexicans. The intimations he had received in Ottawa last autumn
gave no hint of this.

4. If the plan goes forward I think it now quite likely that the President will suggest
somewhere south of Washington, for the meeting. This would certainly reduce problems of
protocol and make the occasion a good deal more informal.

5. I will, of course, let you know at once as soon as I hear again from the Secretary of
State.

(AD.P] HEENEY

4. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 601 Washington, March 28, 1956
CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS MEETING

On Tuesday morning we met formally in the President’s sitting room for an hour and a
quarter’s discussion of the state of the world.

2. Mr. Dulles led off with a lengthy survey of impressions gained on his recent trip. He
had not previously realized, he said, the extent to which the new countries of Asia, though
they had gained their independence, were still deeply involved in building their constitu-
tions. Of their intense interest in economic development, he said that this may well have
come without the Soviet impact, but the latter had intensified it. The Soviet Union had
itself made economic progress because it had coal and iron and a totalitarian system of
labour which could force men to produce more than free labour. This combination of cir-
cumstances was not likely to be reproduced in other countries.

3. Although he stressed the importance of economic assistance, Mr. Dulles said he was
not too much concerned over Soviet economic policy in Asia. What was much more dan-
gerous and difficult to meet was their tactic of sowing hatred among peoples. He cited
Soviet interference in the Middle East to exaggerate Arab hopes and Israeli fears and
thereby create a dangerous situation. He blamed Bulganin and Khrushchev for rousing
Indian fears of Pakistan. The situation in Kashmir was not as dangerous as that in
Palestine, but it had the same element.

4. On the whole Mr. Dulles said he had found the assets of the free world in South Asia
greater than he had expected. He spoke particularly of his satisfaction with the fact that a
new Indonesian government had been formed without the Communists. He touched on the
theme of the United States common experience with Indonesia as former colonies and
admitted that by expressing these sentiments he had got “in Dutch with the Dutch”. This
illustrated, he said, the difficulties of showing understanding and sympathy with countries
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which had won or were seeking self determination while maintaining good relations in
NATO. Nevertheless countries like Canada, Mexico, and the United States which had
developed from colonial status, Canada by evolution and the other two by “more turbulent
means”, could share our experience and understanding with these new countries. The colo-
nial powers for the most part did recognize the trend, he said, and paid special tribute to
British policy in South Asia and Africa.

5. Mr. Dulles finished his report by speaking of the new vitality he had found in Japan.
They seemed to have shaken off their former lethargy and were displaying a new interest
in international affairs and a desire to play an active role in the world.

6. In conclusion Mr. Dulles said the three North American countries could play a very
important role, particularly in relation to the newly developing area. Perhaps, he admitted,
the smaller powers could have more effective influence than the larger because their
motives were less suspect. One hundred and fifty years ago the United States, by reason of
the moral influence of the American revolution, had exerted more influence in the world
than had the Great Powers of that time.

7. Mr. St. Laurent said that he had gained much the same impression on his trip to Asia
two years ago,? as had Mr. Dulles. He went on to ask for an opinion on the probability of
serious conflict in the Middle East. In reply, Mr. Eisenhower said there were two certain-
ties about the situation. The first was that the Israelis, rightly or wrongly, were convinced
they were going to be attacked. The second was that Western Europe, perhaps Western
civilization, had become more and more dependent on Middle Eastern oil. It was hard to
reconcile these two factors.

8. Mr. Padillo Nervo then spoke of the necessity of mobilizing the moral and economic
resources of the free world and of the need to make clear that we were not opposed to the
aspirations of dependent and backward peoples.

9. Mr. Eisenhower said it was a great anomaly that at a time when people were worrying
over the vestiges of colonialism, Russia held in abject slavery the peoples of the Baltic
States and many other nationalities. Somehow or another we never seemed to be able to
make this situation clear. He agreed entirely with what Mr. Padilla Nervo had said about
the need for the free world to give moral and economic leadership.

10. President Ruiz Cortines then spoke through an interpreter a few lofty sentiments on
the necessity of helping those with a desire for self determination and economic
development.

11. President Eisenhower said that all this must be done against the background of an
implacable Soviet policy. The Soviet leaders had repudiated Stalinism but they had not
repudiated Marxism nor the dictatorship of the proletariat, the slave camp and the whip.
There was a problem of timing involved. We must move in time to prevent countries being
“chipped off” one by one by the Communists. The moral support of Canada and Mexico
would help the United States. It would help him in the internal problems which the Admin-
istration had with their “isolationists and reactionaries”. He stressed the importance of
moral standards. He would like to see the North American continent a unit in its intellec-
tual and moral approach to world problems.

12. Mr. Pearson said that he thought something pretty important was happening in

Russia, something which might present us with opportunities which we should exploit. The
changes that had taken place might possibly prove to be more than just a “zig”. The altera-

% Voir volume 20, chapitre IV, 5¢ partie.
See Volume 20, Chapter IV, Part 5.
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tion of tactics might mean a turn. The Russians had released forces which we could use for
our own purposes. The problem was as much one of Russian power as of Communist
policy. We must pay careful attention as to what is going on in the Soviet Union in order to
make use of whatever opportunities it presented.

13. Mr. Pearson went on to speak of three problems in particular. The first one was the
question of economic assistance. He was sure that the answer to the Soviet challenge was
not to be found in trying to match Communist promises but rather to make more effective
and even extend what we were doing for our own reasons.’> What we did we must do in the
right way without political strings attached. The manner in which we gave our assistance
was highly important. He spoke of the approval with which President Eisenhower’s pro-
posals on disarmament to Marshal Bulganin had met in Canada. He wondered if a similar
approach might be applied in the economic field. Might we not propose to exchange eco-
nomic assistance blueprints with them through some agency say of the United Nations. We
would put it up to them to cooperate in this work. It was not a question of arranging joint
programmes with them but of an exchange of ideas and proposals. At the very least we
would succeed in exposing their real intentions.

14. Perhaps, Mr. Pearson said, a similar joint approach might apply to the problems of the
Middle East. A year ago it would have been unthinkable to suggest that the Soviet Union
might be asked to discuss and to share in settling the problems of the Middle East. It would
have been said that this would be letting them into that area. Now, however, they were
already there for this reason and because the situation had deteriorated he thought it was
quite right that the Great Powers should be bringing the question of Palestine before the
United Nations for settlement. It might well be that in the United Nations the Great Pow-
ers, including perhaps the Soviet Union, might get together on a plan for settlement. Such a
plan would probably not be acceptable to the two sides, but they might later be willing to
have a settlement imposed upon them.* As for the nature of such a settlement he did not
know of any better basis than that which Mr. Dulles had put forward last summer. (Presi-
dent Eisenhower intervened to say that Nasser was a problem. He was always changing his
tune in what he said to people. He was “weak and fearful”).

15. Mr. Pearson concluded by saying that the third problem was one which Mr. Dulles
had not mentioned in his survey — that was Formosa. After a certain amount of hesitation
Mr. Dulles spoke of their anxiety to get the Chinese to renounce the use of force and he
referred to the Chinese revolution as having been achieved by force and violence and
spoke of the use of force against Tibet and other areas. He thought that the Bandung Con-
ference had had an effect on the policy of Peking and that this along with the strong posi-
tion the US had taken had led to some improvement in the situation. The Communists were
continuing their buildup on the mainland but not with the hysterical haste of fifteen months
ago. At the Geneva meetings the US had succeeded in getting a few Americans out of
China, but they had not been as successful as they had hoped. (He said that of the nineteen
in jails, six only had been released).

16. At Geneva the Chinese had said that they would agree to renounce the use of force in
international relations provided that the US would withdraw from Formosa and admit that
the dispute over the island was a purely civil affair. The renunciation of the use of force,
they made clear, applied only in international matters. However, the fact that the talks were
still going on was grounds for some assurance and the US did not intend to break them off.
They bore in mind the eventual success of the lengthy discussions at Panmunjom. From

3 Voir/See Document 539.
4 Voir/See Volume 22, Document 38.
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some quarters, largely from the Indians, had come the suggestion that a solution might be
found by getting the nationalists to withdraw from Quemoy and Matsu. However, at
Geneva the Communists had made no difference between these islands and Formosa
proper. Nehru had not mentioned this suggestion when Mr. Dulles saw him, and it was not
included in the memorandum Nehru had sent him through the Indian Ambassador. What
was needed was a lull in the area. The US would not be on strong ground to press the
nationalists to withdraw from the islands. China was one of a number of divided countries
in Asia. Nothing would be gained by withdrawing anywhere in response to Communist
pressure as the repercussions would be serious in Vietnam, Korea, the Philippines and
other places in the area. He had been impressed by the fact that the Governor General of
Ceylon was very worried lest there be any withdrawal before the Communists in Asia. At
the President’s request he told us that Prime Minister Hatoyama said to him that the first
assumption of Japanese foreign policy was that the US would remain strong and not with-
draw before Communist pressure. Hatoyama had asked him bluntly if the Japanese were
justified in this assumption, and Dulles had assured him that they were.

17. The President then said that everyone in the free world wished that Quemoy and
Matsu did not exist, but there they were. Chiang Kai-shek put the whole basis of the
defence of Formosa in terms of morale and Quemoy and Matsu had been built up, perhaps
erroneously, into a symbol. The defence of Formosa was absolutely vital. Mr. Dulles then
likened Quemoy and Matsu to Berlin for the moral significance which that had acquired.

18. In conclusion there was a brief and somewhat pointless discussion of problems of
Communist subversions in our countries.

(JW.] HOLMES

S. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 603 Washington, March 28, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our 571 Mar 23/56.%1

RIVERS FLOWING ACROSS THE INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY — DISCUSSIONS AT
WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS

During the Prime Minister’s private talk with President Eisenhower yesterday after-
noon, at which Secretary Dulles and I were present, Mr. St. Laurent referred to the propo-
sal for diplomatic discussions between Canada and the US concerning rivers that flow
across the international boundary.> Mr. St. Laurent said that what we were aiming at was
an agreement on the principles which would govern the development of these rivers. The
excellent work of the International Joint Commission was extremely valuable to both
countries, but the questions which Canada proposed to discuss did not appear particularly
susceptible of solution by the Commission. We hoped that there would be diplomatic dis-
cussions between the two governments which would fill in the gaps that had been found in

S Voir/See Document 272.
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the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty. The Prime Minister indicated that he hoped our propo- .
sal for diplomatic discussions would not present difficulties for the Administration in the
forthcoming election campaign and he made it clear that the Canadian Government was
not pressing for a speedy start to the discussions.

2. President Eisenhower’s reaction was immediate and favourable and it seemed to me
that he might have been prepared to have the discussions start without delay. The President
indicated that he was not worried about the domestic political implications of our proposal,
and it appeared that he would have been willing to announce immediately that the two
countries had agreed to hold diplomatic discussions. At the close of the discussion the
Prime Minister indicated to the President that we would follow up our proposal.

3. Prior to the Prime Minister’s press conference, State Department officials indicated
that they would have no objection to a statement to the press that the question of rivers
crossing the international boundary had been discussed by the President and the Prime
Minister. As it turned out, Secretary Dulles, at his press conference, which preceded ours
by an hour, stated that the President and the Prime Minister had discussed questions relat-
ing to the development of the Columbia River Basin. When the Prime Minister spoke to
the press, he said that he had discussed with President Eisenhower the possibility of having
diplomatic discussions with the US concerning rivers which cross the international
boundary.

4. Mr. Dulles clearly is in favour of our proposal, but I suspect he will be inclined to
proceed at a slower pace than that which the President seemed prepared to set®

[L.B.] PEARSON

6. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 611 Washington, March 29, 1956

IMPORTANT
Reference: Our 601 Mar 28/56.

YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE
AFTER WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS

Last evening you and I dined with Mr. Dulles at his residence. Livingston Merchant
was the only other person present. During the two and a half hours which we had together
the conversation ranged over a large number of topics, some of which had already been
touched on at White Sulphur Springs. In five immediately succeeding telegrams I shall
record summary notes on the more important topics discussed last evening. It will I think
be more convenient to separate the topics in this way. If you have any corrections or addi-

tions from your own recollection I would be grateful to have them.

[A.D.P] HEENEY

¢ Voir aussi le document 272.
See also Document 272.
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7. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 613 Washington, March 29, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our 611 Mar 29/56.

YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AFTER WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS: TRANSCANADA PIPELINE; PROCEEDINGS BEFORE FEDERAL
POWER COMMISSION
Last night you took the opportunity when we were dining with the Secretary of State to
express the hope that the proceedings before the Federal Power Commission on the appli-
cation of Tennessee Gas would not be long delayed.

2. You made it quite clear that you were not attempting any interference with the proper
exercise of the Federal Power Commission’s jurisdiction, nor were you suggesting what
the FPC’s decision should be. You were simply drawing the Secretary’s attention to the
unfortunate repercussions in Canada if the proceeding before the Commission dragged on
beyond this coming summer.

3. This is another matter which I propose to follow up with Livingston Merchant when
I see him next week, unless you instruct me to the contrary.

{A.D.P.] HEENEY

8. DEA/50102-N-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 614 Washington, March 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our tel 611 Mar 29/56.

YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AFTER WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS: N.A.T. MINISTERIAL COUNCIL MEETING IN MAY’
You had an opportunity when we dined with the Secretary of State last evening of
expressing again your hope that the ministers would have a chance of real discussion of
political questions. In this connection you referred to Cyprus and North Africa. The Greeks

7 Voir volume 22, chapitre I, 2¢ partie.
See Volume 22, Chapter III, Part 2.
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would press for the former and it might be difficult and perhaps even unwise to avoid
talking about these critical Mediterranean problems.

2. Dulles agreed that there should be full opportunity for serious political discussion in
Paris and in advance of the meetings joint consideration should be given to the subjects to
be dealt with and the manner in which they should be discussed. Incidentally you may
remember that he thought Cyprus was within the NATO area.

{A.D.P.) HEENEY

9. DEA/50000-A-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 615 Washington, March 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our tel 611 Mar 29/56.

YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AFTER WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS: ARMS FOR THE MIDDLE EAST?

You referred at White Sulphur Springs to the danger of the Israeli Government conclud-
ing that the balance of arms was shifting rapidly against them unless they were able to
obtain some of their requirements. It was for this reason that the Canadian Government
had already authorized some shipments and were considering something more. Israeli
authorities were particularly anxious to obtain from us F-86 fighters.

2. Dulles, who had told us he had been conferring with the President before dinner on the
Middle East situation, said that the US Government felt that if they acceded in full to
Israeli requests for arms, they would lose their ability to restrain the Arab States. On the
other hand they were contemplating releasing in the near future some clearly defensive
item (he mentioned antisubmarine mines as a possibility) and he did not see the same
objection to other governments, for example Canada, authorizing the transfer of other
weapons which Israel needed urgently. He thought that such action would go some dis-
tance to relieving Israeli apprehensions of the nature you had described. (Incidentally,
Dulles said that perhaps Nasser would soon “have to be cut down to size”).

3. It seemed evident to me that what Dulles meant was that the US Government would
raise no objection if we decided, for example, to sell a squadron of F-86’s to the Israelis
and if other countries were disposed to take similar action. (Eban is coming to see me this
afternoon. I understand on good authority that in his talk yesterday with Dulles he was told
that the US Government would give “the green light” to other countries although they
could not do much themselves). Presumably we would have to take great care before
deciding upon a course which might be represented as pulling United States chestnuts out
of the fire.

{A.D.P] HEENEY

8 Voir volume 22, chapitre premier, premi¢re partie, section (b).
See Volume 22, Chapter I, Part 1, Section (b).
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10. DEA/50329-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 616 Washington, March 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our tel 611 Mar 29/56.

YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AFTER WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS: INDOCHINA; US T.E.R.M. MISSION, FUTURE OF 1S.C.’S
Last evening when we dined with the Secretary of State, this topic was discussed
briefly, particularly in relation to the proposed T.E.R.M. mission.’

2. Dulles reported that when he was in New Delhi, Mr. Nehru had seen no objection to
the exercise which would have the effect of reducing the military potential in the South.

3. You assured Dulles that we had no desire to be more Indian than the Indians and that,
provided the effect were as he stated it, we would not be difficult in the Commission.

4. In answer to our questions Dulles was unable to give us any reliable estimate concern-
ing the nature and extent of the equipment in South Vietnam; nor did he know of what
proportion it was intended to pull out of the country.

5. On the questions of the Diem Government’s assumption of responsibility for the cease
fire, Dulles was optimistic that something satisfactory would be worked out along the lines
of the UK Ambassador’s representations.

6. You took the opportunity of explaining the Canadian position concerning the continua-
tion of the Commissions. We were willing to continue to carry the burden so long as the
Commissions were making a contribution to the security of the area. It looked as if the
Cambodian Commission could be wound up soon.

[A.D.P] HEENEY

11 DEA/12001-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 617 Washington, March 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our tel 611 Mar 29/56.

? Voir/See Document 627.
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YOUR TALKS WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE AFTER WHITE SULPHUR
SPRINGS: POSSIBLE SALE OF CF-100’S TO BELGIUM'

Last night you raised this problem with the Secretary of State, pointing out that, on
grounds of security, the USAF were unwilling to release for transfer to Belgium the fire
control system to equip CF-100’s which the Belgian authorities wished to obtain from
Canada. Whatever the merits of the position taken by the USAF, the resultant situation was
exceedingly difficult and embarrassing in dealings with a North Atlantic ally alongside
whom Canadian forces were serving with in Western Europe.

2. Neither Mr. Dulles nor Livingston Merchant had heard anything about this and the
Secretary at once recognized the political difficulty involved in refusing the Belgian
request. He promised to look into the position and let us know the result.

3. In describing the circumstances we said quite frankly that the RCAF were inclined to
believe that the USAF position was quite justified on security grounds.

4. Merchant asked me to follow this matter up with him and, unless I am instructed to the
contrary I will take an opportunity of doing so when I see him next week.

(A.D.P.) HEENEY

12. DEA/50055-B-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 618 Washington, March 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our 587 Mar 27.1

CHINA POLICY
This is a sixth telegram in the series referred to in my telegram 611 of March 29 as
consisting of five telegrams.
2. You will remember that when we dined with the Secretary of State last night we
referred to the proposed “China exercise”, that is to say, our joint intention of exchanging
views (and papers) on this subject in a deliberate and objective manner.

10 Voir volume 22, chapitre I1I, premiere partie, section (d).
See Volume 22, Chapter 11, Part 1, Section (d).
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3. Dulles said that he hoped and expected we would proceed. He felt that the results could
only be profitable for us both. He wished he had been able to persuade the British to do
likewise, as our ultimate objectives in the area were the same.!

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

2¢ PARTIE/PART 2

QUESTIONS DE DEFENSE ET SECURITE
DEFENCE AND SECURITY ISSUES

SECTION A

DEFENSE AERIENNE CONTINENTALE
CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE

13. DEA/50210-F-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
et au secrétaire du Cabinet

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
and to Secretary to Cabinet

TOP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, January 11, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS IN CANADA

We have received information from the United States Defence Department that they are
seeking the President’s authority to open negotiations with Canada for the use of atomic
weapons over Canada. They further inform us that we may expect the first approach in
about six or eight weeks. They point out that the U.S. law requires the custody of nuclear
weapons to be retained by U.S. personnel. They would however train our personnel in their
use, provide information necessary to design equipment such as aircraft to carry the weap-
ons, and provide siting equipment and other ancillaries. The United States inform us that
they intend to make similar proposals to other nations but will approach Canada first. They
further request that we give this matter the closest possible security coverage.

As the U.S. approach is not expected for six or eight weeks, there does not appear to be
any immediate action which should be taken, except to ensure that there is no leak of
information from Canadian sources. You may recall that questions were asked in Parlia-
ment last year regarding the possession and storage of atomic bombs in Canada and at that

! Pour en savoir plus sur les origines du « China exercise », voir volume 21, documents 752 4 756. Le
durcissement de I’attitude des Etats-Unis a 1’égard de la Chine communiste au cours de 1956 a mené le
ministére des Affaires extérieures & conclure que I'échange proposé ne pourrait porter fruit. On peut
trouver le document sur cette question dans le dossier MAE 50055-B-40. Voir également le volume 22,
document 307.

On the origins of the “China exercise”, see Volume 21, Documents 752-756. A hardening of the Ameri-
can attitude toward Communist China during 1956 apparently led the Department of External Affairs to
conclude that the proposed exchange was unlikely to be fruitful. Material on this subject is located on
DEA 50055-B-40. Also see Volume 22, Document 307.
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time Mr. Campney pointed out that, for security reasons, no answers could be given on this
matter.'?

It is not quite clear from the information received what the U.S. requirements in Canada
are going to be. The phrase “use of atomic weapons over Canada” seems to indicate that
what they are seeking is authority to use air-to-air missiles in Canadian air space and per-
haps, looking more into the future, authority to use Canadian air space for the delivery of
intercontinental ballistic missiles.

As mention is made of the U.S. law requiring that the custody of nuclear weapons be
retained by U.S. personnel, this may indicate that they have intentions of requesting the
storage of these weapons on Canadian territory. As you may be aware, this question of
storage was approached some years ago regarding the storage of weapons primarily for use
by the United Kingdom, but this proposal was dropped when a security incident caused the
abandonment of any UK-US collaboration in the supply of nuclear weapons. However
arrangements were made at that time to allow the United States to construct a special
building at Goose Bay for the purpose of holding atomic weapons.'* It is my recollection
that this installation was agreed to provide facilities for the storage of nuclear weapons or
components on a temporary basis while aircraft were being serviced or if aircraft became
grounded.

With regard to the suggestion that information regarding design of equipment, such as
aircraft to carry weapons, etc., would be supplied, I understand this is being accomplished
on a Service-to-Service channel and that this collaboration would be continued. You will
recall that at the meeting of consultation on 5 December'® I mentioned in discussing our
requirements for air-to-air guided missiles (Sparrow) that we would be requiring at a later
stage information and specifications on atomic warheads for this type of weapon.

I am sending this letter purely for your information and, as mentioned earlier, I do not
think there is any action required now but I re-emphasize the need for the greatest possible
security to avoid any leaks in Canada.

I will keep you informed of any further developments.
CHARLES FOULKES

14. DEA/50210-F-40

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

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

ToP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, January 12, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS IN CANADA .

It would appear from General Foulkes’ letter that the United States authorities might
have in mind two types of activity involving the use of atomic weapons in Canada:

(a) The deployment of bombs to SAC bases outside the United States so that their aircraft

would have them readily available if it became necessary to launch an attack. At present, to

12 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débars, 1955, volume II, pp. 1737 a4 1738.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1955, Volume II, pp. 1643-1644.

13 Voir/See Volume 16, Document 831.

4 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 307.
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the best of our knowledge, all atomic weapons are kept in the United States or in U.S.
ships, but this would undoubtedly delay the Strategic Air Force in getting a major attack
under way.

(b) The introduction of atomic weapons into the air defence system, both in ground-to-air
and air-to-air roles.

2. If nothing more is involved than SAC deployments, the matter could be handled along
the lines of the procedures agreed upon in 1951 for over-flights, i.e. by official govern-
ment-to-government requests for permission to make such deployments.!s If the use of
atomic weapons in an air defence role is what the Americans have in mind, however, the
problem is more difficult, and our position on the following questions would have to be
considered:

(a) areas of Canada over which the weapons might be fired;

(b) operational control of weapons fired in the United States but functioning over
Canada;

(c) availability of weapons for Canadian air defence forces;

(d) availability of full information on numbers, characteristics and effects of the
weapons.

3. I think that the fact that this problem is coming up at this time is additional evidence of
the importance of our getting on with the study of national security policy,!¢ and in particu-
lar of our position with respect to North American air defence.

J. L{EGER)

15. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du chef de la 1% Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

Top SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. [Ottawa], January 18, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS OVER CANADA

General Foulkes stated in his letter of January 11 that the approach which the United
States authorities are expected to make in late February or early March regarding the “use
of atomic weapons over Canada” may be related to the use of air-to-air missiles in Cana-
dian airspace and perhaps to the future delivery of intercontinental ballistic missiles
through Canadian airspace.

2. These are not matters which come within the scope of existing agreements or under-
standings, except possibly the general agreement (embodied in the [35]th recommendation
of the P.J.B.D.) for “reciprocal provision by mutual arrangement between the Governments
of its military, naval and air facilities by each country to the armed forces of the other
country”, and the accompanying proviso that “military projects, tests or exercises, agreed
to by both countries, whether jointly conducted or not, are without prejudice to the sover-
eignty of either country, confer no permanent rights or status upon either country, and give

15 Voir/See Volume 17, Document 699.
1 Voir volume 21, chapitre VIII, note éditoriale, p. 1640.
See Volume 21, Chapter VIII, Note by the Editor, pp. 1640-1641.
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only such temporary rights or status as are agreed upon by the appropriate authorities of
the two countries in authorizing the projects, tests or exercises”."?

3. By implication, the “Agreed Minute” of June 14, 1951'% indicated the willingness of
the U.S. Government to obtain the prior consent of the Canadian Government for special
operations in Canada of the U.S. Air Force, since it specified the channel to be used by the
U.S. Government when requesting permission to make use of facilities in Canadian terri-
tory —

(a) “for the deployment of atomic weapons (both without and with their nuclear
components)”,

(b) “for the conduct of operations involving the use of such weapons”, or
(c) “to overfly Canadian territory with such weapons.”

4. The Agreed Minute was not designed, however, to do more than afford a record of
procedures which had been developed on an ad hoc basis for the mutual convenience of the
two governments. It did not go further because it had become apparent that there were
certain requirements held by each government to which the other could not agree. The U.S.
Government was unwilling to enter into any agreement which would appear to qualify the
right and responsibility of the President of the United States to make the decision that
atomic weapons should be used. The Canadian Government for its part could not agree to
surrender the right to decide whether or not Canadian facilities should be used for atomic
strikes in any particular situation.

5. The agreed procedural arrangements governing clearance of flights of aircraft of the
U.S. Strategic Air Command over Canadian territory where the movement of atomic weap-
ons is involved were set out in detail in Schedule B (Top Secret) of Order-in-Council P.C.
2307 of April 17, 1952. These procedures do not appear to be directly relevant to the “use
of atomic weapons over Canada”.

6. The problem of storage of these weapons on Canadian territory was raised, as General
Foulkes has pointed out, in relation to Goose Bay. On October 15, 1951, the United States
authorities were informed that the Canadian Government had no objection to a proposal
that a unit of the U.S. Air Force be permanently stationed there for “the operation and
maintenance of a storage site at Goose Bay for the support of the Strategic Air Command
operations from that base.” It was clearly understood at the time that these storage facilities
were for special weapons.

7. It will be noted that the agreements relating to special storage facilities and to clearance
of special flights are both connected with strategic air operations. The proposals now antic-
ipated are apparently connected rather with the operations of the air defence system. It
seems that the U.S. authorities are prepared to make plans and preparations for the use of
atomic weapons in a defensive role “over Canada” and by Canadian forces — while
restricting custody of the weapons to U.S. forces, as required by U.S. law.

8. This may well be a major step towards the creation of an integrated weapons system
for North American defence, which we had already become convinced was essential and
urgent. An integrated weapons system, however, would hardly be practicable without a
greater measure of integrated planning than exists at present. The proposal seems certain,
therefore, to raise politically important problems of control and cost-sharing which have
not so far had to be faced in so direct a form.

G. IGNATIEFF

17 Voir/See Volume 12, Document 973.
18 Voir/See Volume 17, Document 699.
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16. DEA/50309-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 289 Washington, February 20, 1956

Topr SECRET
Reference: Our despatch 2047 of Dec 21/55.17

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF THE CONTINENTAL AIR
DEFENCES OF CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES DURING PEACETIME

The Joint Staff have given us a copy of a telegram they sent to Ottawa dated February
16. We are sending you the text for your convenience. In connection with this you may
wish to refer to paragraph 35(h) of record of the meeting of consultation attached to our
despatch under reference. The following is the CJS signal mentioned: Text begins:

1. Following is the text of a memorandum received from Secretary U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff “Paragraph one. In their continuing study of military measures essential to the
strengthening of the air defences of the North American continent, the United States Joint
Chiefs of Staff have considered the desirability of peacetime integration of operation con-
trol of the continental elements of the Air Defence Systems of Canada and the United
States, including the continental portions of the warming systems. As a result of their
examination of this subject, the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff have approved in princi-
ple the need for such integration of operational control.

2. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that it would be desirable to reach
agreement in such areas as the composition of subordinate forces, the assignment of tasks,
the designation of objectives, and the authoritative direction necessary to accomplish the
mission of providing air defence for Canada and the continental United States. Operational
control in this respect would not include such matters as administration, discipline, internal
organization, unit training and logistics.

3. In order that the necessary details of such an arrangement may be developed at an
early date, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have directed the undertaking of immediate studies in
this field. In taking this action, the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff are fully aware that
any studies made unilaterally on the subject in the United States will be without substance
if not responsive to Canadian views.

4. With this in mind, the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff request the views of the
Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee on the desirability of integrating in peacetime the
operational control of the continental elements of our two air defence systems. Suggestions
on the best procedure by which combined study and planning in that direction might be
undertaken also are solicited. Text ends.

¥ Voir/See Volume 21, Document 307.
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17. DEA/50210-F-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
et au secrétaire du Cabinet

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
and to Secretary to Cabinet

ToP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, March 14, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS IN CANADA

1. With reference to my letter of 11 January, I have now received further information
from the Canadian Joint Staff in Washington, as follows:

“Colonel Crowson, Military Assistant to Assistant to Secretary of Defence (Atomic
Energy) informed me that first approach by United States on proposals for use of atomic
weapons over Canada may be expected before the end of March on channel State Depart-
ment-Canadian Ambassador Washington. U.S. would probably propose that discussions
take place in PJBD.

“Crowson said that present U.S. law requires custody of nuclear weapons to be retained
by U.S. nationals, thus U.S. will probably ask to have American units stationed in Canada.
He said that they anticipate that this will be unacceptable to Canada and that we may insist
on Canadian personnel having custody of weapons and using them in Canadian units. He
said that in anticipation of this the Joint Chiefs of Staff are examining the requirements for
amendments to present U.S. legislation. If the initial U.S. request to have American units
stationed in Canada is refused, they may offer a compromise providing for the stationing
of U.S. units in Canada for a fixed period which would allow them time to amend their
laws. These units would train Canadian personnel in the use of nuclear weapons.”

I am requesting the Chairman of the Joint Staff Washington to brief Mr. Heeney on these
matters so that he will be fully informed before he is approached by the State Department.

2. It would appear that it would be useful to give some consideration to the best approach
to be made by Canada on this problem before the exchange of notes actually takes place.
I would therefore suggest that it might be useful if a preliminary discussion on this matter
could be held by the same group as considered this question previously. I would be grateful
for your views.

CHARLES FOULKES

18. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND TOP SECRET Washington, March 19, 1956
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Dear Mike [Pearson],

I sent on Friday a short telegram addressed to yourself and the Under-Secretary (No.
498t). I am sure you will have seen that my purpose was to make sure that Foulkes had
told you of the approach made from the Department of Defense to the Canadian Joint Staff
on the “use of atomic weapons over Canada in an air defence role”. I did not think it useful
to attempt to go into the story in detail, or discuss the substance, in a telegram.

I received from Major Williams (in Sparling’s absence) a letter of which I attach a
copy. It is not clear to me why I was not informed of this matter in January, and the letter
seems to imply further that you and Jules [Léger] may not have been told until very
recently. This absence of consultation will have to be looked into at some time.

As far as I can see from Williams’ letter, the Department of Defense took the proper
action in giving to the Joint Staff advance warning of an important approach which would
itself obviously have to be made on the government channel. From our point of view in
Washington, and perhaps from yours, the way in which the subject has been handled has
made futile the obvious efforts of the Americans to enable the Canadian Government to
examine the approach before it is made (or perhaps to suggest that it would be wiser not to
make it).

You will see from Williams’ letter that the Americans are likely to ask first that Ameri-
can units armed with nuclear weapons should be stationed in Canada. They are wise
enough to see that this will probably be unacceptable, and are examining a compromise
which can be offered only in the event that the Atomic Energy Act is revised.

I doubt if you would feel that the Americans were wrong in their impression that we
could not accept the first suggested request. There must be considerable doubt as to
whether we could accept the second, although it might be possible to work out some
arrangement in due course which would provide that nuclear weapons could be used in the
defence of the continent on either side of the boundary.

I would imagine that in whatever form the United States proposal is made it could be
answered only after an elaborate study has been made of the future problems of continental
defence and the principles on which Canadian-American co-operation are to be built. You
will recall that on Feb. 20 we repeated to you (our telegram No. 289 of Feb. 20) the Joint
Staff telegram to Ottawa on integration of operational control. I mentioned this subject
when I was in Ottawa and found that the Department (Macdonnell) was aware of the con-
sultations taking place on the military level. It had also been decided, I gather, that it would
be best not to have political officers associated directly with this process. Any question of
the presence in Canada of American forces equipped with atomic weapons would also
have to be considered in relation to the “Agreed Minute” of June 14, 1951, which, you will
recall, is the basis of the meetings of consultation and of the procedure by which requests
to deploy atomic weapons or over-fly Canada with atomic weapons were to be made.

Williams has just told us that he has heard from the Department of Defense that this
project has been referred to the White House. Presumably it will be some time before we
are approached but, as I pointed out in my telegram, if called in I could do no more than
report what was said. I am anxious to have a talk with you about this subject when you are
in Washington. The purpose of this letter is to give you whatever information I have and to
indicate my concern both with the intended proposal itself and the apparent lack of co-
ordination here and in Ottawa.

Yours sincerely,
ARNOLD [HEENEY]
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

L’état-major du Canada au Etats-Unis
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Canadian Joint Staff in United States
to Ambassador in United States

TOP SECRET Washington, March 15, 1956

Dear Mr. Heeney:

On 10 January 1956, Colonel D.L. Crowson, Military Assistant to the Honourable
Herbert Loper, Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) informed me that
the U.S. Department of Defense was seeking the President’s authority to open negotiations
with us for the use of atomic weapons over Canada in an air defence role. He said at that
time that we might expect the first approach in six to eight weeks.

Colonel Crowson explained that U.S. law requires that the custody of nuclear weapons
be retained by U.S. personnel. They would propose to train our personnel in the use of
nuclear weapons, provide us with information necessary to design our equipment for their
use and would provide certain sighting and other ancillary equipment. He said that they are
asking for authority to make similar proposals to other nations in due course but the
approach to Canada will come first. Crowson asked that this information should not be
circulated, so only General Sparling and General Foulkes were informed.

In another conversation on 12 March, Crowson told me that the initial approach by the
United States could be expected before the end of March from the State Department to
you. He said that the United States would probably propose that the detailed discussion
should take place in the PJBD.

Referring again to the restrictions imposed by the U.S. Atomic Energy Act, Crowson
said that the initial request by the United States would likely be simply for the stationing of
American units, armed with nuclear weapons in Canada. He said that they anticipate that
this will be unacceptable to Canada and that we may insist upon having full knowledge of
the details of the weapons which they propose to use in our country and upon Canadian
units having equivalent armament. He said that in anticipation of this, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff are examining the requirements for amendments to present U.S. legislation. If the
initial U.S. request to have American units stationed in Canada is refused, they may offer a
compromise providing for the stationing of U.S. units in Canada for a fixed period which
would allow them time to amend their laws. These units would train Canadian personnel in
the use of nuclear weapons.

In the absence of General Sparling I reported this second conversation to General
Foulkes and he asked me to brief you, saying that he would inform Mr. Léger and
Mr. Bryce. He asked me also to ask Crowson in what part of Canada the Americans would
ask to have units stationed. If Labrador and Newfoundland are the only locations, there
might not be much difficulty in getting government approval. I have arranged to see
Crowson tomorrow moming.

Yours sincerely,

EJ. WILLIAMS
Major
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19. DEA/50210-F-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
et au secrétaire du Cabinet

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
and to Secretary to Cabinet

Top SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, March 20, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS OVER CANADA

1. With reference to my letter of 14 March, after giving this matter further consideration
I felt it would be easier for us to deal with this subject if we had more information as to
where the United States planned to store atomic weapons in Canada. If this storage was
limited to areas where they would be of use to the US squadrons already stationed in
Canada, this would not give as much concemn as if they required storage at places like
Edmonton, St. Hubert, etc. I therefore requested the Canadian Joint Staff in Washington to
have some informal conversations with the Defense Department on the question of more
specific locations required for storage. I have just received the following reply:

“Crowson said this morning that it is the Department of Defense view that it is desira-
ble that the forces of Canada and the U.S. which are employed in the air defence of this
continent should be armed to the same standards. Department of Defense has requested the
President’s authority to discuss the problem with Canada. He had delivered their request to
the White House on 15 March.

“Crowson said that without an amendment to the U.S. Atomic Energy Act of 1954 the
only way that the Americans can achieve coverage with nuclear air defence weapons of
vital approaches to the U.S. is by stationing their units in Canada. In order to achieve an
amendment to the Act, Department of Defense wishes to present conclusive reasons to
Congress. They are suggesting as a line of approach that Canada should be asked to accept
stationing of U.S. units in Canada in order that our anticipated refusal would support their
case. They would not refer to precise locations but rather would ask for approval in princi-
ple. Their interest is not confined to the Newfoundland-Labrador area.

“Crowson emphasized that this was a line of approach which Department of Defense
had suggested and might not necessarily be followed. They feel that the discussions in
PIBD will consume six to eight months, and that no time is to be lost if they are to get an
amendment to the Atomic Energy Act through this session of Congress. They have there-
fore asked the White House to treat it as a matter of urgency. Crowson said that the first
approach is still likely to come on the State Department-Ambassador channel but there is
the possibility that the President will discuss the question with Mr. St. Laurent during his
forthcoming visit. He said that he would inform us as soon as he learned anything more on
the channel and timing of the approach.

“Crowson said it would be helpful if we could provide him with any other information
on timings such as when the Cabinet would resume sitting after 23 April.”

2. You will note that it is suggested that the President might raise this question with the

Prime Minister during his forthcoming visit. In view of this suggestion, it would perhaps
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be useful if we could get together some time before the end of this week to draft a memo-
randum for the Prime Minister.?

CHARLES FOULKES

20. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-529 Ottawa, March 21, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your telegram No. 498 of March 16.

USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS IN CANADA

Following for the Ambassador only: Begins:

General Foulkes had in fact informed Bryce and Léger that the U.S. Defense Depart-
ment was seeking the President’s authority to open negotiations with Canada for the use of
atomic weapons over this country.

2. I understand that the Chairman of the Joint Staff is briefing you fully and that you will
therefore have as much information as is available to us here. You will be aware therefore
that we have very little information concerning the exact nature of the U.S. proposal and
that until we have more information it will be difficult to consider its possible implications
in any detail. From what we do know, however, it is clear that the implications will be
important and will call for most careful study by the Canadian Government.

3. It is essential that the initial State Department approach should be informal and
exploratory in character, so that there will be ample opportunity for a full exchange of
views and information before any diplomatic exchange is considered. I think it would be
desirable for you to ensure that the State Department appreciates this so as to avoid the
possibility that the first approach might be a formal one.

4. General Foulkes has informed me, and you probably already know, of the possibility
that the President will discuss this question with Mr. St. Laurent during the latter’s forth-
coming visit, although it is still likely that the first approach will be made to you by the
State Department. If you hear any more about the channel and timing of the approach or
about its probable contents, please let me know.

5. We are giving urgent consideration to this whole question here and I shall of course
inform you of any developments. Ends.

[L.B.] PEARSON

2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Mr Léger thinks [it] important that P[rime] Mlinister] be told that President intends to raise matter
in general way but PM should not be expected to comment on substance of US proposal but be non-
committal fresh into [illisible/illegible] [auteur inconnu/author unknown].
Une seconde note en marge, totalement illisible et d’une écriture différente, suit.
A second, completely illegible marginal note, written in a different hand, follows.
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21. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du secrétaire du Cabinet
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary to Cabinet
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], March 23, 1956

USE OF ATOMIC ANTI-AIRCRAFT WEAPONS OVER CANADA

1. We have heard through military channels that the U.S. State Department is likely to
approach our Ambassador in Washington in the near future concerning the possible use by
the U.S. Air Force over Canada of atomic warheads in air-to-air anti-aircraft weapons,
which they are planning to use over the United States. This matter has been taken up with
President Eisenhower and it is possible that he may speak to you about it in White Sulphur
Springs.?! We are setting forth below some of the facts and arguments on it, but our sug-
gestion is that your reply to the President should be quite non-committal other than a prom-
ise to look into the question, with perhaps an indication that it raises a number of complex
problems.

2. Our military authorities have been aware for some time that the United States was
planning to use atomic warheads in certain of its rockets or guided missiles to be used
against bombers attacking North America. We have only a little information about these
weapons and I think much of it came out in the Cabinet Defence Committee discussions
concerning air defence late last fall.2 You will recall that General Partridge of the United
States said something in New York some weeks ago about the use of these weapons, and
there was a question in Parliament by Mr. Knowles about the matter, which Mr. Campney
answered relatively briefly after some discussion in Cabinet.

3. Under the existing bilateral agreement on cooperation between Canada and the United
States regarding atomic information for mutual defence purposes,”* we would be able to
receive a considerable amount of information on the characteristics of nuclear weapons
and their effects. But it would require amendments to the U.S. Atomic Energy Act before
the United States could furnish the Canadian Forces with any nuclear weapons, even of the
defensive varieties now being developed in the United States. We believe that the Ameri-
can Services would be disposed to furnish such defensive atomic weapons to the Canadian
Services for use in the joint defence of North America, and indeed we have some reason to
suspect that the Americans think our response to the approach to be made is likely to be
such as will give them an excuse to go to Congress for legislative changes to enable them
to furnish us not only with information but with the weapons themselves.

4. Our own air defence plans, of course, are still in the process of revision and it is not
yet possible to speak with any precision on what they are likely to be, although we have
some general ideas of the lines on which they are going to develop. Consequently, in any
discussion with the Americans, we would have to preserve considerable freedom of action
and make clear that governmental decisions have not yet been made on a number of the

' Nous n’avons trouvé aucun dossier relatif a une discussion sur les armes nucléaires qui aurait eu lieu 3
White Sulphur Springs. '
No record was found of a discussion of nuclear weapons at White Sulphur Springs.

2 Voir volume 21, les documents 317 et 321./See Volume 21, Documents 317 and 321.

2 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 451.
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matters which will be relevant to a consideration of this request that they are about to
make.

5. American air defence squadrons should only be based in Canada if, and to the extent
that, Canada cannot herself supply enough squadrons to meet the threat that must be met
from Canadian bases. As yet, there is no indication that this reason will require American
squadrons based in Canada, other than those already in Newfoundland and Goose Bay. The
Air Force and Chiefs of Staff are now working on plans to increase the number of regular
R.C.AF. squadrons. We understand that Mr. Campney has approved this proposal in prin-
ciple but does not wish to bring it forward for consideration by his colleagues until he can
also bring forward plans for the tapering down of air training activities and for the re-
organization of the Auxiliary Squadrons of the Air Force Reserve. These latter questions
may involve a delay of some weeks before he is ready to propose a revised Air Force
programme for consideration by the Cabinet Defence Committee. However, it would
appear feasible, even at this stage, to indicate to the United States that we do have in mind
the expansion of our own air defence squadrons and the creation of new operating bases
for this purpose, particularly in the area north of the Great Lakes and the Prairies. In addi-
tion, we are working on the re-location northward of our existing squadrons, so as to
extend the battle area as far as possible north of the settled areas of Canada.

6. The expansion of the Canadian air defence effort in Canada, and the possibility of
having to rely upon some U.S. squadrons occupying bases in Canada presents a real prob-
lem in connection with the twelve Canadian squadrons based in Europe, even though the
U.S. Forces will likely, for the most part, not be fighter squadrons, but rather concerned
with the operation of radar stations, and later possibly with guided missile installations. We
understand that the Ministers concermned would be most reluctant to withdraw Canadian
squadrons from Europe if that can be avoided. The reasons for this are partly those of
broad policy in the Alliance and partly military. Our air division is one of the most effi-
cient air units in Europe and there is no early prospect of European units of equal quality
taking over its role. Moreover, the Supreme Allied Commander attaches a great deal of
importance to having a Canadian unit of this kind in Europe, as does the N.A.T.O. Council
itself. On the other hand, it would be difficult for Canada to maintain a substantial number
of Canadian air squadrons in Europe if U.S. squadrons were to be based in Canada. It is
true that the U.S. squadrons would in fact be defending the United States, perhaps to a
larger extent than they would be defending Canada if the locations were properly chosen
with this in view. Nevertheless most Canadians would believe that they were at least in
part here to defend Canada. Many would argue that Canada should defend herself first and
not have to rely upon the United States while Canada is engaged largely in the defence of
Europe. This is an argument that the Americans will surely understand and appreciate.

7. Canadians will need considerable reassurance that atomic anti-aircraft weapons can be
safely used over their heads and homes. They would look to their own government and
Armed Services to give them that reassurance, even though the U.S. Forces were using
them over the United States itself. Consequently it would be necessary for Canadians to be
throughly familiar with the weapons and their use if such weapons are to be used over
Canada. It would also appear necessary that the parties responsible for the storage and safe
carriage of such weapons in Canada should be answerable to the Canadian government.

8. If the U.S. and Canadian military authorities are convinced that these weapons will be
the most efficient in air defence, it is in the interest of both the United States and Canada
that Canadian squadrons should be equipped with them as well as American squadrons. If
this should not take place, it will be apparent that some lack of confidence between the two
nations is impeding the most effective defence of each of them. Such an implication would
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be highly undesirable in the sort of partnershlp that it appears continental defence is now
going to require.

9. Canadian Service planning of aircraft weapons and other related aspects of the Air
Force programme have been based on the assumption that at some time atomic anti-aircraft
weapons will be standard in the air defence of North America. Canadians now do not have
all the knowledge necessary to determine whether and when the use of such weapons will
be warranted. It is expected, however, that at some point the U.S. defence authorities will
wish to discuss this matter with our defence authorities. Some such discussion may take
place now within the terms of our bilateral agreement on military atomic energy matters,
but additional specific authority may be required if it is to be fruitful.

10. In discussions with the United States it seems desirable to have these points in mind
even though they need not be expressed at the present time.

R.B. B{RYCE]

22, DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND TOP SECRET Washington, April 6, 1956

Dear Mike [Pearson],

When you were in Washington we had a brief conversation about the manner of plan-
ning future arrangements for continental defence. You suggested that I might set out to you
in a personal letter certain worries which George Glazebrook and I share on this subject.

2. There are two important projects now under discussion between Canadian and United
States military authorities. The first of these is the proposal for the integration of “opera-
tional control” of the air defences of Canada and the United States. In my telegram No. 289
of February 20 I sent to you the text of a memorandum of February 14 received by our
Joint Staff here from the Secretary of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. This was answered by
a letter from Sparling and I think that I should give you the text, at least for your own
reading. The most recent documentt (copy of which is also enclosed) is the memorandum
from the Joint Chiefs to Sparling suggesting that an ad hoc group be formed in early May.
You will see that the American suggestion is that this ad hoc group include representatives
of the Chiefs of Staff.

3. As perhaps a minor point, I am not very happy about the heavy-handed military
expressions on “political sensitivities”. On the proposal itself, the distinction between a
single command and integrated operational control, it seems to me, is likely to prove pretty
narrow in practice. No doubt the latter may sound better, and no doubt there have been
subtracted from command some functions which we prefer to be national. On the other
hand, surely it is the operational control which is significant?

4. The second main development in this field relates to atomic weapons in Canada and
has been covered on paper by my personal letter to you of March 191 and by telegrams
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DL-529 of March 21 and DL-547 of March 23.2* Here it would seem to me that Bryce's
memorandum is a valuable and helpful document. But it was, of course, intended primarily
for the immediate use of the Prime Minister and leaves further study to be made. When
I was seeing Livingston Merchant on March 23, I mentioned the undesirability of any
formal approach to us before there had been informal (political) conversations. While he
had known little about the plan, he agreed with me.

5. I do not wish to express any opinion as to whether either a combined command or
integrated operational control is in itself necessary or wise at the present time; nor am
I competent to judge under what technical conditions and to what extent atomic weapons
deployed in Canada are needed for the defence of North America. It may well be that
either or both of these radical innovations should be agreed. What I am concerned about is
the procedure.

6. Over a period of years now, and I am sure rightly, there have existed special bodies, of
which the PIBD is the principal one, to deal with questions relating to continental defence
as they arise. Part of this machinery, and again no doubt a proper part, provides for mili-
tary consultations between Canadian and United States officers.

7. I would venture to suggest that, from some points of view, the technical consultations
are in danger of getting ahead of governmental decisions. As an ex-historian, you will
recall the old controversy as to the extent to which “staff talks” constitute a commitment on
the governments permitting them to be held. Perhaps the most famous case in modemn
times is that of the Anglo-French staff talks in the few years before 1914. If the United
States and Canadian Chiefs of Staff should agree on an integrated operational control of
our air defences and the deployment of U.S. atomic units in Canada, I wonder whether the
Government would be as free as it should to take decisions on the merits?

8. In any event, it does seem to me that it would be appropriate to have fully-developed
Canadian military views on these two subjects submitted to Canadian Ministers and at
least a provisional expression of governmental opinion before bilateral military talks are
launched. It may be that these steps have indeed been taken and that the Government is in
a position to authorize the military conversations to be started. My impression, however, is
to the contrary.

9. There may be a tendency on the part of some of our military officers to think, for
instance in the case of the atomic weapons suggestion, that this is a means of securing for
Canada knowledge, and perhaps weapons, which could not otherwise be obtained. If so,
this is an understandable motive but is a wrong approach. The defence of the North
American area as a whole is becoming more and more of a single problem with the
increase in air speed and development of new weapons. Canadians should not feel that they
are suppliants before the U.S. military authorities. The interest in putting atomic weapons
in Canada is at least as much for the defence of the United States as it is for the defence of
Canada. The siting is simply a technical question of where such installations can be most
effectively placed. We have no reason to make any bargains.

10. The time has come when there should be a re-examination of the whole problem of
the defence of North America — not only the technical aspects but also the principles
which should govern the relations between the two Governments and their military forces
in this joint undertaking. So far as I know no such general exercise is underway in Ottawa
— in any event none which includes political as well as military “experts”. I am therefore

% | e document 21 a été envoyé a2 Washington en tant que télégramme DL-547 daté du 23 mars 1956.
Document 21 was sent to Washington as Telegram DL-547 of March 23, 1956.
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somewhat concerned when such important items as the two I have mentioned appear to be
taken up piecemeal, rather than as a part of, and to some extent a sequel to, general deci-
sions on the pattern likely to obtain during, say, the next ten years.

11. It is inevitable and logical that there should be a close relationship between Canada
and the United States for the defence of what, for that purpose, is rapidly becoming a
single area. To this no reasonable Canadian takes exception. Yet the very military factors
which compel this conclusion raise questions which are much more than military. It does
seem to me, therefore, that the procedure by which we seek to solve the problem, in all its
complexities and difficulties, must be such as to avoid the Government being led step by
step into a fixed position without having had a proper opportunity to assess it as a whole.

12. Finally, I should say that in expressing these views I am not unaware of the argument
that in going ahead “on the military net” without close political liaison, situations of
embarrassment to the political authorities can be avoided. This is always something to be
balanced against the danger of unconscious commitment. In the present situation, however,
there is little doubt in my mind that the political dangers of ignorance far outweigh any
conceivable advantage.

Yours sincerely,

ARNOLD [HEENEY]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le président de I'état-major du Canada
au secrétaire du Comité des chefs d’'état-major des Etats-Unis

Chairman, Canadian Joint Staff,
to Secretary, Joint Chiefs of Staff of United States

CJS 2634 [Washington], February 27, 1956

TOP SECRET

I have been directed by the Chairman of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff to reply to your
memorandum SM-126-56 dated 14 February 1956.

2. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff agree that it would be desirable to study methods of
integrating in peacetime operational control of continental elements of the air defence of
North America. They suggest that this study be undertaken by an ad hoc group of US and
Canadian Air Force Officers reporting separately to the Canadian and United States Chiefs
of Staff through the Chiefs of Air Staff. The composition of the group would be mutually
determined by the Chiefs of Air Staff.

3. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff further suggest that to avoid raising delicate political
problems the ad hoc group should limit their discussions and recommendations to the
problems of operational control. They point out that this subject of operational control is
very sensitive politically in Canada and that it is important that there should be no leakage
of information regarding the proposed group or the subject of its discussions to the press.

H.A. SPARLING
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23. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL AND TOP SECRET Washington, April 11, 1956

Dear Mike [Pearson],

I hope that I am not burdening you with too many letters on continental defence, but at
least this one has a rather more cheerful message than I could find in my letters of April 6
and 10.1

2. Outerbridge Horsey has just told George Glazebrook of the results of the State Depart-
ment’s enquiries about the conversations which have taken place between officers in the
Department of Defence and the Joint Staff on the possible placing of atomic weapons in
Canada.

3. It has now been learned that the disclosure to the CJS of a possible approach on this
subject was not authorized by any high authority in the Pentagon. Horsey said that they
raised no objection to the disclosure of the fact of a possible approach, but he was obvi-
ously concerned with the tactics that had been suggested. No one knows how the idea
originated that the Canadian Government should be approached with a proposal which it
would turn down and so enable the Administration to get the Atomic Energy Act amended.
But Horsey was anxious for us to know that there was no authority for such an idea and no
plan that such a proposal would be made.

4. He added that the State Department will bear in mind the desirability of having infor-
mal conversations on whatever plan may in the future be proposed in order to allow for the
use of atomic weapons in continental defence. Only a handful of officers in the State
Department are aware of this subject at all and we have been given a list of who they are.

5. I am relieved to know that this fantastic idea of using the Canadian Government as a
battering ram in Congress has been thoroughly disowned and, further, that whatever sug-
gestions may in future be put forward will be first explored between the State Department
and ourselves in a quite informal way.

6. I shall let Sparling know of what we were told this morning.
Yours sincerely,
ARNOLD [HEENEY]
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24. DEA/50195-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], April 11, 1956

CANADA-UNITED STATES DEFENCE ACTIVITIES

There have been some new developments regarding Canada - United States defence
projects about which I believe you will wish to be informed.

2. The first item relates to the extension of the air defence combat zone northward to the
mid-Canada wamning line. You will recall that this was discussed in general terms in the
course of the review of the CF-105 programme last autumn. The RCAF is about to come
forward with a request for authorization of joint RCAF - USAF surveys for 26 heavy radar
stations, one hundred unmanned gap-filler radar stations, two BOMARC installations (one
near Sudbury and the other near Ottawa) which would be manned by the RCAF, and a
SAGE (semi-automatic ground environment) sector in connection with the BOMARC
installations. The site surveys would of course be without prejudice to subsequent authori-
zation of construction or to the inter-governmental arrangements covering these projects.
The Canada-United States Military Study Group and its Scientific Advisory Team have
launched a study of “the existing and programmed air defence combat system northward to
the Mid-Canada line”. It is expected that the proposal will subsequently be discussed at the
PIBD, perhaps at the July meeting.

3. The extension of the combat zone northward to the Mid-Canada line is, of course,
related to the problem of the integration of operational control of the continental air
defences and to the introduction of atomic weapons into the air defence system. The inte-
gration study agreed upon by the Chiefs of Staff of the two countries has not yet got under
way, and so far there have been no further advances by the United States authorities con-
cerning the introduction of atomic weapons into Canada.

4. The second item is the long-expected appearance of a U.S. request to carry out site
surveys for the possible construction of up to eleven Strategic Air Command tanker squad-
ron bases in Northern Canada.?’ The prospective sites are as follows:

. Coral Harbour (Southampton Island)

. Saglek or Resolution Island (North end of Labrador coast)
. Knob Lake

. Namao (Edmonton)

. Cold Lake (RCAF missile establishment)

. The Pas

. Fort Churchill

. Frobisher

. Chimo

10. Winisk (on Mid-Canada line, West side of James Bay)
11. Great Whale River (on Mid-Canada line, East side of James Bay)

O 0 ~IN NP WN =

 Voir les documents 106 et 107.
See Documents 106 and 107.
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5. The nature of the requirement and the details of the United States plan have been
developed in an exchange of letters between Major General Briggs and Air Vice Marshal
Dunlap, the U.S. and Canadian Air Force Members of the PJBD (copies attached?). This
project is also expected to be considered at the May meeting of the PJBD. The RCAF has
already indicated informally to the USAF that irrespective of the decision on the other
prospective sites, Namao and Cold Lake are not likely to be available.

6. Finally, we have been informed quite unofficially “from a usually reliable source” that
a proposal will be put forward in the next two or three months for the construction of five
very large radars for tracking intercontinental ballistic missiles.? Two of these radars
would probably be on the DEW line and three on the Mid-Canada line. An indication of
the size of these stations can be gained from the report that the “sail” of the rotating
antenna is 200 feet wide. The establishment of these radars would, of course, be the first
step in the possible development of a system of defence against inter-continental missiles.

7. I have attached for convenient reference a copy of the DL(1) memorandum of March
12, 1956, summarizing the principal United States defence activities in Canada.

J. LIEGER]

25. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa], April 19, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),
The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Deutsch),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Plumptre).

II. ADDITIONAL REGULAR FORCE AIR DEFENCE SQUADRONS AND BASES; REDUCTION OF NATO
AIRCREW TRAINING

% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Problems are looming! L.B. P[earson]
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4. The Minister of National Defence recalled that when the Committee had considered
the implications of proceeding with the CF105 aircraft programme in the fall,?” it had been
informed of other requirements of the North American air defence system. These plans,
which had been developed by the Air Defence Commands of both Canada and the United
States, indicated that 18 all-weather air defence squadrons located on 18 air defence bases
in Canada were required. The Chiefs of Staff felt that only 15 bases were needed, of which
two or three might become long-range (BOMARC) missile stations. It had originally been
anticipated that the 10 Auxiliary fighter squadrons would have been re-equipped with
CF-100’s but it was now agreed that the conditions required for efficient operations in
modemn air defence were too exacting to impose on reserve forces and that flying the
CF100 was too heavy a demand to place on part-time aircrews. The gap thus created would
have to be filled by increasing the number of regular force all-weather air defence squad-
rons. The first step in this expansion of the regulars would involve an increase of three all-
weather squadrons, three new bases and the completion of six partially developed bases.
This would require $56.4 million for base construction, spread over four years, $53.3 mil-
lion for aircraft for three new squadrons, and an annual recurring cost of $36.1 million and
added manpower. The manpower requirement could be met almost entirely by a proposed
reduction of NATO aircrew training to be subsequently discussed. The increased costs for
the regular force would be partially balanced by the reductions in NATO training and in
the expenditure which would have been necessary to re-equip the 10 Auxiliary squadrons
with CF100’s and ground facilities.

The Minister, on the recommendation of the Chiefs of Staff, proposed that approval in
principle be given for an increase from the existing five bases and nine regular force
fighter squadrons to a total of 15 regular force squadrons deployed on 15 bases; specifi-
cally, authority was sought for formation of three additional CF100 squadrons by May,
1958; the improvement of six existing bases to bring them up to operational standards as
main or satellite fighter bases; the development of three new satellite bases; and site
surveys and planning for the bases on which squadrons would be redeployed in the second
phase of the programme.

5. Mr. Campney pointed out that one new feature of the programme was the concept of a
main base on which there would be the principal maintenance facilities, married quarters,
repair depots, etc., and two satellite fields connected with each main base which would be
purely operational and where there would be the minimum of amenities. This would create
morale and personnel problems for the Air Force but they were prepared to accept these
problems in order to effect a saving in expenditures.

As regards the question of NATO aircrew training, the original agreement would end
with the intake year of 1957-58. However, the plan, which had as its aim the initial man-
ning of the front-line aircraft of the countries concerned, would appear to have reached its
goal by 1957. Canada would, by that time, have trained sufficient pilots to man 80% of the
operational forces assigned to SACEUR. The NATO Council had agreed that maintenance
of force goals was a national responsibility and it would appear that aircrew training to
meet attrition fell into this category. SACEUR felt that, with the exception of a small
requirement for Norway, Denmark and Holland, the other countries which had benefited
from the Canadian programme were capable of replacing their aircrew attrition. The Chiefs
of Staff considered it would be inadvisable to renew the existing Canadian-NATO aircrew
training scheme on the completion of the 1957-58 period and thought instead that pos-
sibilities should be investigated of making other arrangements with Norway, Denmark and

¥ Voir volume 21, les documents 319 et 321./See Volume 21, Documents 319 and 321.
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perhaps Holland for a limited number of students who could be fitted into the R.C.A.F.
training system without the requirement for special facilities. They also felt that considera-
tion might be given to the preparation of further mutual aid programmes to assist NATO
countries to increase their air training self-sufficiency. Such programmes might include
Harvard and T33 jet trainers which would become surplus as a result of curtailment of
training in Canada. The proposal would result in a manpower saving of about 495 officers,
1870 airmen and 580 civilians, and an annual financial saving of about $31 million. These
savings were urgently required to apply against the costs of the air defence build-up in
Canada. He recommended that the Canadian NATO air training scheme be terminated
upon completion of the 1957-58 period and that investigations be made with a view to
training a limited number of Norwegian, Danish and Dutch personnel in Canada without
involving additional facilities.

Explanatory memoranda had been circulated.-
(Minister’s memoranda, April 16, 1956 — Documents D2-561 and D3-56).t1

6. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said he had no desire to question the neces-
sity for new squadrons in Canada but to meet the added costs by the abandonment of
mutual aid aircrew training might be difficult and embarrassing. There were political con-
siderations in the proposal which should be taken into account and he hoped that the pro-
posal to reduce mutual aid in this manner to find some of the money for increased facilities
at home would not be approved until he had further time to study the matter. This was
another stage in the dilemma of balancing continental and European commitments. If we
could not undertake both, it might well be that we would have to withdraw from Europe,
but this should be done gradually and with the minimum political disadvantages. He would
not like to see a decision to reduce NATO aircrew training taken until its implications for
NATO had been fully considered. For example, the Cyprus question would probably be
discussed at the next NATO Council meeting in a few days’ time and at this very moment
Greece had requested, through our Ambassador in Athens, a number of vacancies in the air
training programme. He was not arguing against the proposition as such, but before a deci-
sion was taken he wanted to “prepare the way” with the other countries involved.

7. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The programme had been a successful one but the job had in fact been done. Certain
countries who had training facilities had reduced them while continuing to send personnel
to Canada just because ours were available. Furthermore, not all the vacancies were being
filled and the cost of the plan was exceedingly high. Except in the case of Norway and
Denmark and, to a lesser extent, Holland, the continuation of training of aircrew for other
NATO countries did not now seem necessary.

(b) The future of the 10 Auxiliary fighter squadrons had still to be settled but it was
thought at the moment that the six squadrons in Vancouver, Toronto and Montreal would
be re-equipped with F86’s which would become available when the four regular squadrons
of the Air Division were re-equipped with CF100’s, and that the other four squadrons
would be assigned non-flying roles. The Auxiliaries, particularly those in the larger cities,
provided an excellent nucleus for expansion in the event of an emergency.

(c) If mutual aid were to be continued the programme would be much more useful if the
money were spent on aircraft and equipment to be transferred abroad rather than on contin-
uation of the aircrew training programme.

8. The Commirttee deferred decision on the proposals to provide additional Regular Air
Force defence squadrons and bases and to reduce the NATO aircrew training programme
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pending further examination interdepartmentally of their implications and the conclusion
of the NATO Ministerial Council meetings being held in Paris next month.?

26. DEA/12349-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], May 7, 1956

TEXAS TOWER ON BROWN’S BANK

You may recall that in my memorandum of November 22, 1955, I drew to your atten-
tion a problem which we are encountering concerning the United States proposal to erect a
Texas Tower on Brown’s Bank about 75 miles south of Cape Sable, Nova Scotia.

2. After consultation with the Inter-departmental Committee on Territorial Waters and
with the United States Section of the PJBD, it was agreed that the appropriate way to deal
with this problem would be to have a suitable entry in the PIBD Journal.

3. The entry proposed by Canadian officials and submitted to you for approval, read as
follows:

“The Board agreed that the establishment of a ‘Texas Tower’ on Brown’s Bank off the
coast of Nova Scotia was needed as an off-shore extension of the North American Early
Warning System for Air Defence and noted with approval the intention of the U.S. Air
Force to construct such a tower. The Board urged that precautions be taken during the
construction period to avoid undue damage to the fisheries on Brown’s Bank and suggested
that at the appropriate time the necessary data be forwarded to the appropriate authorities
of both governments for inclusion in Notices to Mariners.”

You agreed but suggested insertion of the phrase “on the Canadian continental shelf” after
“Nova Scotia”. This proposed entry was submitted to the United States Section of the
PIBD for its consideration.

4. The United States State Department has objected to the use of the phrase “on the
Canadian continental shelf”. It argues that it would be inappropriate for the United States
to acquiesce in calling Brown’s Bank, at this time, a part of the Canadian continental shelf
— pending, first of all, the assertion of a claim by Canada to the continental shelf and,
secondly, an agreement between the two Governments to define the boundary of the shelf
in the region of Brown’s Bank.

5. By virtue of any proposed or reasonable methods of defining the boundary of the shelf
the site of the Tower would normally be on that part of the continental shelf which would
be under Canadian jurisdiction. Nevertheless it is possible that it might be agreed, in nego-
tiations to define the boundary, that Brown’s Bank is on the United States continental
shelf, if, for instance, a bargain were struck. To this extent, therefore, the United States
opposition to the use of the phrase “on the Canadian continental shelf” is valid.

28 Voir aussi volume 22, le document 444.
See also Volume 22, Document 444,
» Voir/See Volume 21, Document 340.
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6. In an attempt to obtain United States acquiescence in our proposal, we suggested, on a
tentative basis, that a provision be added to our proposed entry to the effect that the use of
the expression “Canadian continental shelf” was not intended to pre-judge the question of
the definition of the boundary.

7. Because of our concern about the inference of the action of the United States in build-
ing the Tower and the procedure which they might adopt for applying United States laws
to the site, we also proposed that these actions should not be construed as pre-judging the
future definition of the boundary.

8. The Legal Adviser recently discussed this proposal with a representative of the State
Department. The State Department is still opposed to the use of the expression “Canadian
continental shelf’ and asked if we would reconsider our stand. The State Department
would prefer a description of the site using the latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates
only.

9. I think we could agree to a “neutral” entry which might simply name the coordinates
of the Texas Tower, without prejudicing the Canadian position. The very fact of there
being an entry concerning this particular tower in the PJBD Journal infers recognition by
the United States of a Canadian interest, no entries having been made in the PJBD Journal
in respect of the other more southerly towers.

10. I do believe, however, that if we agree to such an entry we should seek to have a
clause included to ensure that any possible future formal action by the United States Gov-
ermnment to have United States law apply to the Tower should not be deemed to pre-judge
the future definition of the boundary of the shelf. If you agree, and providing Mr. Campney
concurs, I suggest that the Secretary of the Canadian Section of the PIBD be instructed to
propose the following entry:

“The Board agreed that the establishment of a Texas Tower on Brown’s Bank, latitude
42° 46’N, longitude 66° 12°W was needed as an offshore extension of the North American
Early Warning System for Air Defence and noted with approval the intention of the U.S.
Air Force to construct such a tower. The Board urged that precautions be taken during the
construction period to avoid undue damage to the fisheries on Brown’s Bank and suggested
that at the appropriate time the necessary data be forwarded to the appropriate authorities
of both governments for inclusion in Notices to Mariners.

It is understood that neither the erection, establishment and maintenance of the Texas
Tower on Brown’s Bank nor the application of United States laws thereto is intended to
prejudge the delimitation of the boundary of the continental shelf between Canada and the
United States which may be established at some future time by agreement between the two
Governments.”*

M.W. WERSHOF
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

30 Notes marginales :/Marginal Notes:
OK L.B. Plearson)
Note — I assume that we now go at Nfational} D[efence] for Mr Campney’s OK & then I can tell
Yingling. M. W[ershof] May 11
La Commission permanente mixte de défense a accepté d’inclure ces deux paragraphes sous forme
d’entrée a son Journal pour la réunion qui a eu lieu du 9 au 12 juillet 1956 a East Lansing, au Michigan.
The Permanent Joint Board on Defence agreed to include these two paragraphs as an entry in its Journal
for its meeting of July 9-12, 1956 in East Lansing, Michigan.
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27. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], June 13, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).
(For Items III, IV and V)
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).

The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),

The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),

The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf),

The Chairman, Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),

The Deputy Minister of Welfare (Dr. Davidson),

The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),

The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
Mr. R.G. MacNeill, (Department of Finance).

II. ADDITIONAL REGULAR FORCE AIR DEFENCE SQUADRONS AND BASES

5. The Minister of National Defence recalled that this item had been deferred because it
had anticipated that most of the recurring cost would be met from the saving involved in
the reduction of the NATQ aircrew training plan.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, April 16, 1956 — Document D2-567%).
6. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) Most of the facilities proposed in the programme, except for the hangars, would be
useful if and when some of these bases were converted to missile (BOMARC) installa-
tions. The U.S. had in the planning stage a series of BOMARC installations, running
roughly along the 48th parallel, with the possibility that two of these would be in Canada,
at North Bay and Ottawa. It could be said, however, that both Canadian and U.S. military
authorities felt that for some time to come the air defence would consist of a combination
of manned and unmanned fighters. BOMARC appeared to be a good missile but by its very
nature it was subject to electronic countermeasures.

(b) The planners of both countries had originally envisaged 18 air defence bases in
Canada. The proposal under consideration involved 15. Was there any possibility of the
U.S. accelerating pressure for the establishment of three more to bring the total up to the
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18 originally considered? In reply, it was said that any such proposal would receive the
most searching examination before it was accepted.

(c) The cost of Phase I of the programme could be met from within the scale of present
defence expenditures now contemplated, as the aircraft programme contracting and there
would be a tapering off of construction and savings in NATO aircrew training. The financ-
ing of the programme should be considered in detail with officials of the Department of
Finance.

7. The Committee approved the proposal of the Minister of National Defence for increas-
ing the number of regular air force air defence squadrons and bases, and agreed to
recommend:

(a) that, in principle, the existing five regular force fighter bases and nine fighter squad-
rons be increased to fifteen regular squadrons deployed on fifteen air defence bases, the
plan to be implemented in two phases;

(b) that authority be given to implement the first phase, which would consist of the for-
mation by May, 1958 of three of these additional CF100 squadrons, the improvement of
six existing bases at Bagotville, North Bay, Gimli, Namao, Casey and Val d’Or to bring
them up to operational standards as main or satellite bases and the development of three
new satellite air defence bases at Kapuskasing, Nakina and Sunstrum, at a total capital cost
of $109,752,000 with an annual recurring cost of $36,174,000; it being understood that the
funds for these purposes would be found from within the total defence expenditures now
contemplated; and

(c) that the site surveys, the preliminary design and the planning required for the bases
on which squadrons would be redeployed in phase two of the programme be approved.

III. JOINT SITE SURVEYS FOR THE NORTHWARD EXTENSION OF THE AIR DEFENCE COMBAT ZONE

8. The Minister of National Defence said that with the emergence of the Soviet nuclear
weapons and long range jet bombers, U.S. and Canadian air defence commands had been
participating actively in plans to improve the defence of the continent so that the retaliatory
force of the U.S. Strategic Air Command could be reasonably protected. It was proposed
that part of this defence consist of a line of BOMARC missiles from coast to coast crossing
the U.S. and Eastern Canada at roughly the 48th parallel. To the north of this would be a
line of all-weather interceptor squadrons, the expansion of which had been referred to in
the previous item.

To make interceptions, the defending force were entirely dependent upon the control
provided by ground radars and computing systems. With the increase in speed and range of
possible attackers, the control system should expand beyond the northern fringe of the
Pinetree system. In other words, there was a requirement for more heavy radars, the data
gathering rate must increase and be continuous, and existing radars must be improved and
the means of utilizing information made more automatic. Two courses of action now
appeared necessary. First, the effectiveness of the proposed system should be further evalu-
ated and secondly, if the radars were to be available in time to meet the threat, there should
be a programme of site surveys. It would be natural to await the evaluation before under-
taking the surveys but to do so would mean no progress this summer and the whole project
might be set back one year. It would therefore seem sound to proceed with the surveys at
this time. It was planned that they be joint Canadian-U.S. undertakings with each party
comprising both Canadian and U.S. personnel.

The Minister recommended, on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff, that joint site surveys
be conducted throughout Canada during the coming summer without prejudice to any sub-
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sequent consideration concerning the ultimate approval, construction and operation of the
proposed facilities or the extent of Canadian or U.S. participation in the overall
programme.
An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, June 11, 1956 — Document D6-567).
9. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) If the recommendation were approved it would mean, in effect, a commitment to an
expansion of U.S. facilities in Canada. This general northern movement of continental air
defence facilities was inevitable. The U.S. would be asking Canada to undertake heavier
burdens in this field or ask that they themselves carry them out or assume a large share.
The impact on public opinion of a programme for which the surveys were designed would
be very great. It would be desirable to delay approval of it. On the other hand, it was
argued that this would not decrease the pressure for improving continental defences but
would only shift it in a way which might have more unfortunate effects than otherwise.

(b) The cost of improving detection and control was very great indeed. Canada might do
the job if all our forces were withdrawn from Europe. This, however, would have serious
repercussions on the alliance. On the other hand, the north was a NATO sector and was’
becoming more and more vital in the defensive scheme of things. We should be very care-
ful before rejecting the plan which, as could be seen, raised a number of important issues.

(c) Authority was being sought to survey 26 heavy radar sites and over 60 gap fillers, but
how many might eventually be constructed was impossible to say at this time. If the inves-
tigations could be undertaken under Canadian auspices and if it could be said that they
were being carried out to determine the feasibility of pushing the defences northward, the
plan would be more palatable than that originally suggested. However, there had to be
some U.S. participation, otherwise the U.S. authorities would have no confidence in the
results.

(d) The Chiefs of Staff were not yet convinced of the soundness of the project, the man-
ning of which, if it were implemented in full, would involve 15,000-18,000 personnel. The
project was for the air defence of North America and not purely the U.S., although the
latter would gain most from it since the net overall effect would be to increase the value of
the deterrent. The whole programme might cost as much as $1.5 billion.

(e) This kind of defence would be useless in the age of the intercontinental ballistic
missile which some thought might arrive on the scene as soon as 1960. If this were the case
there would be no point in spending any money on improving detection and control
machinery when those improvements would be available just as the missile was opera-
tional. It was argued, on the other hand, that the missile could not be available in sufficient
quantities until 1965 at the earliest, and a better ground environment system would be
necessary before then.

(f) It would not be too expensive for surveys to be undertaken by Canada. They would be
done under contract and the numbers of personnel involved would not be too great. A good
proportion of the work would consist of the interpretation of aerial photographs already
taken.

10. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on proposals for
the improvement and extension northward of the Air Defence System of this continent and
agreed to recommend that site surveys be authorized, during the 1956 summer season, for
additional heavy radars and gap-fillers; such surveys to be conducted under Canadian aus-
pices and at Canadian expense at a cost of approximately $500,000 with such participation
by as many U.S. personnel as may be necessary, it being understood that this decision
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would not in any way imply approval of the provision of any additional facilities or of the
extent to which Canada or the United States, or both countries jointly, might participate in
the programme.

28. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1721 Washington, September 20, 1956

TOP SECRET

Reference: DL547 Mar 23.1
For Under-Secretary

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

At his request, I called yesterday on Burke Elbrick, Acting Assistant Secretary for
European, Affairs. Air Commodore Cameron and Glazebrook went with me, and Elbrick
had with him General Loper (Assistant to the Secretary of Defence for Atomic Energy),
Farley from the Office of the Adviser on Atomic Energy in the State Department, and
Parsons, the Director of the British Commonwealth and Northern European Office.

2. I found on arrival that Elbrick wished to raise the question I anticipated in my telegram
498 of March 167 and to do so in the informal manner suggested in paragraph 3 of your
telegram DL529 of March 21. The suggestions and the explanation made were virtually
those informally indicated to the CJS in January.

3. The new weapons, Elbrick explained, called for a reconsideration of this aspect of
continental defence. Nuclear weapons for continental defence would soon be available, and
first in the form of air-to-air guided missiles with atomic warheads. These were considered
to be suitable since tests showed a high probability of destruction. (The RCAF will be
aware of the weapons and equipment involved) and papers on this subject have recently
been forwarded to Ottawa by the CJS.

4. It followed, Elbrick suggested, that there should be now consideration of the integra-
tion of these weapons into the continental defence plans. The necessary political “pre-
authority” for use of such weapons over USA territory had been given by the President.
The USA legal authorization would now permit of training of Canadian personnel but
would not, however, extend to custody of atomic weapons on Canadian soil except by
USA personnel, for which amendment to the law would be needed.

5. A period of years is anticipated for the development of a situation in which atomic
weapons would be integrated into continental defence. The first stage would involve air-to-
air missiles, and the overflying of Canadian territory by USA aircraft armed with atomic
weapons. Later it would be necessary to discuss arrangements for ground-to-air missiles
launched from USA soil. It will be necessary, too, to examine the forces required, bases,
training of Canadian personnel, and joint rules of engagement.

6. Having outlined the matters to be examined, Elbrick asked for Canadian views on the
means by which this examination should be made. He mentioned that there were a number
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of bilateral bodies one or more of which could be employed, but preferred that suggestions
on procedure should come from the Canadian Government. I made no comments on this
point except to suggest that whatever machinery is adopted for immediate purposes should
be one suitable for successive stages of atomic questions for air defence.

7. There are obviously some difficult aspects to this proposal, as have already been indi-
cated in the memo prepared by Mr. Bryce (your telegram DL547 March 23). One element
in this situation perhaps is the desirability of relating the various questions concerning
continental defence which have in one manner or another been raised. One of these for
example, is integrated command. However, the immediate subject of this telegram is in
itself difficult enough. I did indicate at our discussion in the State Department that if the
USA administration placed so much emphasis on the importance of employing atomic
weapons in Air Defence, it would seem to be in their interest to adjust their own legal
position so as to avoid restrictions which would at best offer difficulties to the Canadian
Government. The American comments on this were sympathetic but vague.

8. My only suggestion at this stage is that no quick decision should be made on proce-
dure for further discussion. There is obviously an important technical side which could be
discussed only by experts. On the other hand, you may be reluctant to initiate a process
which would perhaps in a year or more bring us up against policy problems which might
perhaps better be solved before the technical studies launched us into an almost set course.
I would welcome your preliminary thinking on this matter, but I would not anticipate a
decision on procedure until the whole question has been examined in Ottawa from the
various points of view involved.

{AD.P.] HEENEY

29. DEA/50210-F-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au secrétaire du Cabinet

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary to Cabinet

ToOP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, September 24, 1956
Dear Mr. Bryce,

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE: USE OF ATOMIC ANTI-AIRCRAFT WEAPONS
OVER CANADA

Attached is a copy of telegram No. 1721 of September 20 from our Ambassador in
Washington. In his message Mr. Heeney reported that the United States authorities had
made the informal approach on the above subject which we have anticipated since last
winter.

This matter has most important political and military implications and I agree with
Mr. Heeney that no quick decision should be made on procedure for further discussion.
Indeed, before putting forward suggestions on procedure and before coming to grips with
the political aspects of the matter, I feel that we should have more details on its military
and technical aspects. While entirely agreeing with Mr. Heeney’s word of caution lest dis-
cussions of the technical side by experts “indicate a process which would perhaps in a year
or more bring us up against policy problems which might perhaps better be solved before
the technical studies launched us into an almost set course”, I feel that there would be



40 UNITED STATES

considerable advantage to be gained by arranging for an ad hoc meeting of experts from
the RCAF and the United States Air Force in order to obtain more technical detail as to
exactly what is involved in the United States proposal.

After the required clarification had been obtained through inter-Air Force channels, we
would be in a better position to make suggestions to the United States authorities regarding
the procedure for further discussion. In this connection, I feel that this problem should not
be treated as an isolated matter but rather as part of the general problem of the air defence
of North America. I am asking General Foulkes, to whom I am sending a copy of the
attached telegram, how he thinks it can best be arranged to obtain through Air Force chan-
nels the information needed.

I think it desirable that you and General Foulkes and I meet before long to discuss the
whole question. I have made a similar suggestion to General Foulkes.

Yours sincerely,
JULES LEGER

30. DEA/50210-F-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToOP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, September 25, 1956
Dear Mr. Léger:

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

With reference to your letter of 24 Septembert and the attached telegram from
Mr. Heeney regarding the United States informal approach on the use of atomic anti-air-
craft weapons over Canada.

In Washington last Thursday I discussed this matter informally with Mr. Heeney, and,
as you are aware, we gave this subject a preliminary examination prior to the Prime
Minister’s visit with the President at White Sulphur Springs last April. I entirely agree with
you that this is a very difficult and complicated political and military problem and all
aspects of it should be carefully studied before we ask the government to take decisions.

As you will realize, this problem is very closely associated with the question of the
control of air defence forces, which is now being studied by a special Study Group set up
by the two Chiefs of Air Staff. My preliminary examination of this problem leads me to
believe that we will not be able to give a firm answer regarding procedure until we have
ascertained the results of this study of command and control.

In your absence, I have had a talk with Mr. Bryce on this subject and we suggest that it
should be placed on the agenda of a Chiefs of Staff meeting to be held at 1000 hours on
Wednesday, 3 October, at which time we could have a preliminary discussion. It is my
intention to circulate to the Chiefs Mr. Heeney’s telegram together with a copy of your
letter and my reply and a copy of the aide mémoire prepared by Mr. Bryce and myself for
the Prime Minister’s information at the meeting at White Sulphur Springs.
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Would you let me know earliest whether you agree to this matter being discussed at the
Chiefs of Staff meeting next Wednesday, and whether you would find it convenient to
attend.

Yours sincerely,

CHARLES FOULKES

31 DEA/50210-F-40

Note du chef de la 1% Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

Topr SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. [Ottawa], October 2, 1956

AGENDA ITEM 4, S97TH MEETING OF CHIEES, 3 OCTOBER 1956

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

In your letter of September 24 to General Foulkes, which is one of the documents to be
considered under this item, you expressed the view that “there would be considerable
advantage to be gained by arranging for an ad hoc meeting of experts from the RCAF and
the United States Air Force in order to obtain more technical details as to exactly what is
involved in the United States proposal”.

2. On reflection, I wonder whether even a technical meeting of this kind should take
place without the approval of the Cabinet Defence Committee, or even the full Cabinet.
I think that, in a matter of this importance, with its many political and military implica-
tions, it is most desirable that no step should be taken by officials, without specific author-
ity from the Government, which might be interpreted as negotiation rather than as fact-
finding or which might later be construed by the U.S. authorities as implying tacit approval
of any aspect of their proposal. Mr. Heeney, in his letter of April 6 to Mr. Pearson, strongly
expressed fears of this kind, with regard both to the inter-service talks which had been
inaugurated on the possible integration of operational control of the continental air
defences, and to the procedure for dealing with any proposals for the use of atomic weap-
ons over or in Canada.

3. A Memorandum to Cabinet might at this stage merely inform the Ministers of the U.S.
approach on the basis of Mr. Heeney’s message of April 6 and request authority for the
RCAF to conduct exploratory conversations at the technical level as suggested in your
letter of September 24 to General Foulkes. When this further information has been
obtained, consideration should be given to preparing another comprehensive brief on
developments in continental air defence of the kind which was given to Ministers when
they considered the CF-105 programme a year ago.

G. IGNATIEFF
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32. DEA/50210-F-40

Proceés-verbal de la réunion du Comité des chefs d’état-major
Minutes of Meeting of Chiefs of Staff Committee

ToP SECRET. LIMITED CIRCULATION. [Ottawa], October 3, 1956

Present
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes)
Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon)
Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham)
Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf)
Acting Chairman, Defence Research Board (Dr. Field)

Also Present
F.R. Miller, Esq., Deputy Minister National Defence.
R.B. Bryce, Esq., Secretary to the Cabinet.
J. Léger, Esq., Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
G. Ignatieff, Esq., Department of External Affairs.
Brigadier Rothschild, Coordinator Joint Staff.

Secretary, Chiefs of Staff (Captain Lucas).

I. CONTINENTAL DEFENCE _

1. The Committee had for consideration correspondence between the Chairman, Chiefs of
Staff and the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, concerning continental defence
and the use of atomic anti-aircraft weapons over Canada.

(CSC:1855.1 of 26 September 1956).

2. The Chairman reported to the Committee that this matter had been raised informally
some months ago by U.S. authorities. During his recent visit to Washington he had had
some further discussion on the subject, with the Chairman, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, who
fully realized the difficult political problem raised for Canada and also the fact that imple-
mentation would require changes in U.S. legislation.

3. General Foulkes stated that he considered this was a problem which needed a most
careful approach and that it would be unwise to place the matter before Cabinet until every
angle had been explored. The present discussions on integrated control of air defence with
their implication of U.S. control over part of the Canadian airspace was inextricably
involved with the problem under discussion. It was his opinion that the Chiefs of Staff had
insufficient information to come to any conclusions on this subject and he suggested that
the Chief of the Air Staff arrange for a briefing of the Chiefs of Staff on all aspects of the
problem to include:

(a) over flights of Canadian territory by the USAF;

(b) the airspace in Canada which at the present time could only be defended by the
USAF;

(c) an outline of the proposals for integrated control of air defence;

(d) the size, range and effect of atomic warheads;

(e) the timing of the introduction of air-to-air missiles into both the RCAF and the
USAF;

(f) the timing of the introduction of ground-to-air missiles;

(g) limitations of both US and Canadian law on the use of atomic weapons.

4. The Chief of the Air Staff reported that the study on integrated control was progressing
satisfactorily although not yet completed. He entirely agreed with the Chairman, Chiefs
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of Staff, that the matter under discussion should be proceeded with great caution and
suggested that any agreement which might be entered into with the United States should
include complete exchange of information on atomic defensive missiles. While there had
been continued improvement in the exchange of operational information concerning such
missiles, technical information which would allow an appreciation of the risks involved in
the use of such weapons was still not available.

5. The Deputy Minister considered that there were two distinct problems involved:

(a) what arrangements should be made with the U.S., who now have atomic weapons of
this category;

(b) whether Canada intends to develop atomic weapons for defensive purposes.

6. Mr. Léger was of the opinion that, especially since discussions with the Americans
would involve a requirement to change the present U.S. law regarding the exchange of
atomic information, certain appropriate Ministers should be briefed on the proposals and
their authority sought before any discussions were arranged with U.S. authorities.

7. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff stated that the present requirement was not so much to
reach agreement with the United States as to decide what were the appropriate channels for
carrying out discussions on this matter.

8. The Committee agreed to request the Chief of the Air Staff to arrange a briefing of the
Chiefs of Staff concerning this subject at an early date.

FW.T. LUCAS
Captain, RCN
Secretary

33. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2044 Washington, November 9, 1956

ToP SECRET
Reference: Our tel 1721 Sep 20.

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

For the Under-Secretary, Begins: Air Commodore Cameron has given me a copy of a tele-
gram he has sent today to Air Force headquarters on the above subject. This telegram reads
as follows:

“You are no doubt aware communication passed from Defense to Canada via State and
External subject introduction atomic capability USA Air Defense Forces. Up until now
was not aware that any urgency attached to negotiations but today informed that ADC will
have atomic capability as from 01 Jan 1957 and USA desirous of making some official
announcement around that time.

. “2. In view of above USAF consider it desirable have matter on agenda next PIBD meet-
ing if this is to be forum for negotiation and meanwhile think it would be profitable make
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informal presentation to any panel in Ottawa whom you think should be informed with
object of facilitating discussions and arriving at interim understanding in PJBD.

“3. As I see it immediate problem is one of permission overfly on operational missions to
be followed by discussions leading to rearmament of USAF aircraft in Canada and
employment by RCAF.

“4, Will have further discussions with Coiner with view isolating problem areas but
meanwhile you might advise your reaction to schedule outlined para two. Also suggest you
advise External of increased priority on problem with view expediting official reply to
State Department.

“5. I have discussed this matter with Ambassador in view contents of his wire 1721 dated
September 20 to External, in particular paragraph 8, and am passing him a copy.”

2. It now appears that we shall be called upon to give more urgent consideration to this
question than first anticipated. Accordingly, I shall be grateful to receive your comments
and any instructions you may consider necessary. Ends.

{A.D.P.) HEENEY

34. DEA/50210-F-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au président du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee

TopP SECRET. NO CIRCULATION. Ottawa, November 12, 1956
Dear General Foulkes,

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

Attached is a copy of a telegram from the Canadian Embassy, Washington, No. 2044 of
November 9, containing the text of a message from Air Commodore Cameron to Air Force
Headquarters on the subject of the introduction of atomic capability in the U.S.A. air
defence forces. I assume this message has reached you through the military channel.

2. However, I take this opportunity of making certain comments and proposals on this
message which obviously has considerable urgency in view of the time factor reported.
First, it is proposed by the USAF that the matter should be considered at the next PJBD
meeting. This question of what might be the most appropriate forum for discussions will
have to be put to Ministers, but I suggest that an immediate decision is not required. What
seems to be most urgent is that all available information about U.S. plans should be availa-
ble to the Canadian Government in advance of the official announcement by the United
States authorities reported to be contemplated for the first of January, 1957.

3. Therefore I hope that you would agree that as the next step arrangements should be
made urgently for the briefing of the Chiefs of Staff which I understand is already contem-
plated. We would see advantages in accepting the U.S. offer and having them make their
“informal presentation” to the Chiefs. Such a briefing would then enable the Chiefs to brief
Ministers on this problem at a meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee.

4. However, having in mind the important political implications of this subject and the
desirability of avoiding the possibility of misunderstanding that the acceptance of such a
briefing might pre-judge the attitude of Ministers to the whole question of the introduction
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of the atomic capability in continental defence, I suggest that further correspondence with
the U.S. authorities, including acceptance of an informal presentation to the Chiefs of Staff
should be conducted through the diplomatic channel, i.e. through Mr. Heeney and the State
Department.

Yours sincerely,

R.M. MACDONNELL
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

35. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DLDL-511 Ottawa, November 16, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Our tel G1444 Nov 15.%

ATOMIC CAPABILITY IN AIR DEFENCE

1. Following for Heeney from Macdonnell: In view of the sensitivity of this subject
Cameron’s instructionst are being sent to him by hand of an officer. He has been
instructed to inform you of the contents of his instructions.

2. The Chiefs of Staff are requesting the USAF to brief them any day during the week
November 19-23 except 22 November (when Gruenther will be here). It is hoped that after
this briefing recommendations can be made to the Government on what further steps
should be taken to reach a decision on the problem.

3. We believe you should keep the State Department informed of developments. As we
suggested in our telegram under reference we believe you should tell the State Department
that we are giving active consideration to the question of what might be the best forum for
the continuing examination of this question but that no decision has been reached as yet on
the point. You should stress as well that the briefing which the USAF will be giving in
Ottawa should in no sense be regarded as negotiations. On the Canadian side we are solely
interested in acquiring the further information which is essential if this subject is to be
carried further.

4. In a sense your approach to the State Department should be treated as an interim
response to the USA approach made on September 19 and which was dealt with in your
telegram 1721 of September 20. Admittedly you cannot carry the subject much further at
this point but its complexity and importance require that it be handled very cautiously. We
are interested as we know you are in having the State Department participate in discussions
of this subject as they progress.

5. In your telegram 1721 of September 20 you relate this question of atomic capability to
that of the problem of integrated command. You should be aware that in the last few days a
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sub-committee of the military study group has completed a study®' and has concluded that
in order to provide the most effective air defence of North America the operational control
of the Air Defence Forces of Canada and the USA should be integrated and should be
delegated to a single commander. The conclusions of this relatively low level body have of
course a good deal of processing before them. Some informal attention was given to this
subject at the special meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Committee held November 15. While
you should be aware of these developments it is clear that the subject has not progressed
far enough to be discussed with the State Department. If in the course of any discussions
you have with the State Department on the subject in hand this matter of integrated control
arises we believe your comments should be non-committal at this stage.

36. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM GG-3 Ottawa, November 21, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your telegram 2118 of November 20.7}

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE
Following from Macdonnell, Begins: Chiefs of Staff with Bryce and myself present were
briefed today.

2. Briefers emphasized:

(a) Extremely limited use of weapon proposed by USAF i.e. engagement of aircraft
which is not merely possibly hostile but is almost certainly hostile. Briefers stated that up
to the present even if USAF had possessed this weapon no occasion has arisen on which
they would have sent up an aircraft armed with it. Proposal is further limited in that it
involves only one sector in Canada north of a base in Michigan.

(b) Numerous and complicated safety features designed to prevent full explosion except
when target engaged. The worst that could happen accidentally (e.g. should there be a
crash or should a weapon fall off) would be a detonation of high explosive. This could
cause slight contamination of a small area where the components landed. Decontamination
measures were described as simple.

3. In putting the question before ministers the following points appear important:

(a) Extremely limited use proposed.

(b) Safe features. USAF will arrange for RCAF team of experts to examine most of the
safety devices with a view to enabling the Chief of the Air Staff to assure ministers that
safety measures are satisfactory.

(c) Adequate arrangements to be made for immediate notification to the Canadian
authorities at a high level if an aircraft thus armed is sent into Canadian Air.

31'La version finale de cette étude a été réimprimée sous le document 41.
The final version of this study is reprinted as Document 41.
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(d) Adequate arrangements to be made for disposal and decontamination in case of acci-
dent. USAF are willing to train RCAF personnel and would remove debris promptly.

(e) Coordination of public statements in the United States and Canada.

4. It was agreed at the meeting (and the U.S. briefers informed) that the quickest way to
present the problem to ministers would be to prepare a draft exchange of notes embodying
minimum United States requirements, stressing limited use and possibly including a refer-
ence to safety features. It was further agreed that this could best be done in Washington by
the Embassy (including Cameron who attended the meeting) with the USAF and the State
Department. It was emphasized to the briefers that this procedure implied no Canadian
commitment at this stage and was simply a rapid technique for submitting a proposal to
ministers in concrete terms. At the same time it was made clear that service chiefs and civil
officials viewed the proposals sympathetically.

5. Would you therefore endeavour as soon as possible to draft and send us an exchange
of notes satisfactory to the USAF and the State Department bearing in mind the considera-
tions in paragraph three above. Ends.

37. DEA/50210-F-40
Note de la 1% Direction de liaison avec la Défense

Memorandum by Defence Liaison (1) Division
ToP SECRET [Ottawa], December 14, 1956

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE ATOMIC CAPABILITY

We learned, only on December 13, that a meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee would
be held on Wednesday, December 19. To our surprise we learned as well that the Depart-
ment of National Defence plan to submit to Cabinet Defence Committee recommendations
on the subject of the introduction of nuclear capability into the continental air defence
system. The memorandum to Cabinet Defence Committee on the subject was not available
at the time of writing this memorandum (December 14). We were promised a copy of it,
however, as soon as it was available.

2. It was our understanding that a submission to Cabinet Defence Committee on this
subject would await developments in Washington where our Embassy was to work out
with United States authorities a draft exchange of notes. The Embassy was to reach agree-
ment as well with United States authorities on the question of timing of the public release
planned by the American authorities of information concerning the introduction of nuclear
capability into the air defence system. We made this point to Colonel Raymont in the office
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff. He informed us, however, that the Deputy Minister of National
Defence believed it essential that a recommendation on the subject should go to Cabinet
Defence Committee next week.

3. Under the circumstances we thought it best to call the Embassy today. We spoke to
Mr. Rae and asked him to let us have by Monday, December 17, a progress report on the
status of the Embassy’s negotiations with the State Department in this field. Mr. Rae said
that the Embassy would sound out the State Department over the weekend, without making
any reference to the possibility that the subject would be considered by Canadian Ministers
in the near future. We stressed the importance of reaching agreement with the Americans,



48 UNITED STATES

so as to prevent a sudden, unexpected public release in Washington before we were pre-
pared for it here.
J.J. MCCARDLE

38. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2314 Washington, December 17, 1956

ToP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our 2305 Dec 14.%
For Macdonnell.

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE
Nugent asked us to call at the State Department this morning to give us the text of the
draft note embodying the Pentagon’s proposals.
2. The following is the text of the draft note (which is classified “Secret”):

“I have the honor to refer to conversations between representatives of our two govern-
ments, which were commenced in the State Department last September, regarding the pro-
posed incorporation of nuclear weapons in USA-Canadian air defense arrangements.
Needless to say, such a move would greatly enhance the joint defense capabilities which
our two countries have been developing over a period of years.

“As has already been indicated to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, the initial
nuclear capability visualized for air defense will be in the form of an air-to-air rocket
(MB-1). This weapon will be issued around January 1/57, to the USA Air Force in small
numbers for use in air-defense activities. In order that this new weapon may be given
maximum scope in defense activities which affect both Canada and the USA, this Govern-
ment wishes to propose that the MB-1 be carried by USA military aircraft over Canada
under the following terms and conditions:

“1) The initial period during which the Canadian Government will authorize the carriage
of MB-1 weapons over Canada will extend for six months from January 1/57 to July 1/57,
by which time it is hoped that a more permanent arrangement will have been worked out
by the two governments. USA airforce planes so armed will enter Canadian air space only
in the event an air defense warning yellow or red is declared. In such an event, the USA
planes will largely confine their activities to Canadian territory bordering on the Great
Lakes and extending northward to about 50 degrees North latitude. USA planes armed
with MB-1 weapons, under air defense warning yellow or red, will be authorized by the
Canadian Government to land at, or take off from, Canadian bases in the territory over
which they have authority to operate.

“2) In the circumstances visualized above, rules of interception and engagement over
Canadian territory shall continue to be those established from time to time by the Canadian
Government for interceptor aircraft of the Royal Canadian Air Force operating over
Canada. Attached for your info is a copy of the USA interception and engagement instruc-
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tions and procedures which have been reviewed for their applicability to the employment
of atomic weapons and which will become applicable on January 1/57.

“3) The USA Government has taken the utmost precaution in designing the weapon, and
will exercise equal precaution in establishing operational procedures, to insure a minimum
possibility of public hazard when employment of the MB-1 is necessary. Representatives
of the Royal Canadian Air Force have been thoroughly informed by the USA Air Force
concerning safety features.

“4) In accordance with current agreed procedures, crashes of aircraft from either country
in the territory of the other are reported on a service-to-service bases. During the term of
this agreement, the USA will take measures to insure that the Canadian Government is
immediately notified of any crash in Canadian territory of a USA aircraft carrying MB-1
rockets.

“S) Detailed arrangements will be made between the USA Air Force and the Royal
Canadian Air Force to provide designated RCAF personnel with training necessary for the
salvage of MB-1 weapons following an accident. In the event salvage is necessary, the US
Air Force is willing to send at any time, upon request, trained personnel to assist in the
operation.

“6) The USA Government is now formulating an info program for use in insuring the
best public relations possible. Any info released jointly or separately by the two govern-
ments concerning this subject will be processed in accordance with the current understand-
ing of March 19/51, which governs the release of publicity relating to joint Canadian-USA
defense plans and operations.

“If these conditions are acceptable to your government, I suggest that this note and your
reply shall constitute an agreement effective from the date of your reply.
“Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurance of my highest consideration.”

3. Our comments, together with comments on question of publicity, follow in a separate
message.

{A.D.P] HEENEY

39. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2319 Washington, December 18, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our tel 2314 Dec 17.

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE
Although we have not had sufficient time to study the draft note carefully, there are one
or two points which occur to us and have no doubt occurred to you.
2. The general line of the draft seems fairly satisfactory although it does not always
reflect the precision of the four points contained in paragraph 3 of your telegram GG3
November 21. Point A concerning the extremely limited use proposed is implicit in the
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second sentence of the first numbered paragraph. Point B is covered in part in numbered
paragraph 3; instead of arranging for an RCAF team of experts to examine most of the
safety devices it states that representatives of the RCAF have been thoroughly informed
concerning them. Point C is referred to in numbered paragraph one but hardly in a satisfac-
tory manner. (See paragraph four below.) Point D is dealt with in numbered paragraphs 4
and 5 and point E in numbered paragraph 6.

3. In numbered paragraph one, where it is stated that “USA airforce planes so armed will
enter Canadian air space only in the event of an air defence warning yellow or red is
declared”, it is not specified by whom such a warning should be declared. We assume that
you would wish this point clarified and your own comments on the draft note will either
suggest alternative language or put forward a proposal to remove doubts on the subject.
The only comment that we would make in this connection is that this points up the neces-
sity of an early agreement on the subject of alerts (our despatch 1748 December 5)%? and
you will no doubt wish to take Murphy’s two letters into consideration when formulating
your own comments on the draft.

4. In the same numbered paragraph it seems to be implicit that USA aircraft, once a
yellow or red warning has been declared, will automatically be authorized by the Canadian
Government to “land at or take off from Canadian bases in the territory over which they
have authority to operate.” No provision is made for prior consultation in the event that
time would allow it as would certainly seem desirable.

5. On publicity, Nugent outlined to us the general thinking at the present moment. The
public announcement to be made would be in very general terms emphasizing capability
and would not refer to any individual country. It would be made after the distribution of
the weapon to USA units had begun to avoid the possibility of press scoops. No date has
yet been set for the announcement but the Air Force still hope to be in a position to com-
mence delivery soon after January 1. The announcement will take the form of a routine
release by an appropriate government agency or a possible combination of agencies. It will
not be made in any speech or press conference, or what Nugent termed a “special oral
pronouncement.” Nugent also said that the present plan calls for us to be given the text of
the announcement “reasonably in advance” and he hopes that this would be as much as two
weeks. The text of the announcement is now being prepared in the Pentagon and although
the intention is that it should receive approval from the White House before being shown
to us, Nugent thought that if we so requested it would be possible to hold working level
consultations before the text becomes “frozen”.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

32 Voir/See Document 84.
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40. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], December 19, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).

The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),

The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),

The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf),

The Chairman, Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),

The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),

The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Board (Mr. R.G. MacNeill),

The Assistant Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Huck).

I. CANADA-UNITED STATES AGREEMENT ON OVERFLIGHTS

1. The Minister of National Defense said that by January 1st next certain United States
Air Force air defence interceptor aircraft would be fitted with air-to-air atomic weapons.
An existing agreement between Canada and the U.S. allowed aircraft of either country near
the border to overfly the other’s territory in making interceptions of suspected enemy air-
craft. The U.S. now sought authority to make such interceptions, under certain conditions,
carrying these weapons. The aircraft so fitted would only be committed to making an inter-
ception when it was definitely established that a hostile aircraft had entered the air defence
system.

A group of Canadian scientists and operational officers had, on the invitation of the
U.S.AF., examined the weapon and reported that the safety devices were adequate to pre-
vent premature or accidental discharge. Furthermore, if an aircraft carrying one of these
weapons crashed, or if a weapon was inadvertently dropped, the maximum hazard would
be the possible detonation of 200 pounds of high explosive which might scatter the nuclear
material over an area about 500 feet square. Only a minor radiation hazard would result
and the U.S.AF. would be willing to decontaminate such an area immediately and were
prepared to train Canadians to carry out similar decontamination.

The Chiefs of Staff recommended that interim arrangements be made to meet the U.S.
request, pending the making of permanent arrangements after the problem had been stud-
ied further. The conditions proposed were that aircraft carrying these weapons would not
be used for initial identification interceptions, that they would be used only when it had
been definitely established that probably hostile aircraft had entered the system, and that
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the weapons would not be fired except at a confirmed hostile aircraft. They also recom-
mended that procedures be worked out with the U.S.A F. for the exchange of information
on these interceptions and for the decontamination of areas should this be necessary. A
press announcement was also suggested.

He concurred in these recommendations as a temporary measure, pending permanent
arrangements after a six-month period.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, Dec. 17, 1956 — Document D18-56;1 Telegram 2314 of
Dec. 17 from Washington was circulated at the meeting).

2. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The U.S. authorities had pointed out that up to the present there had never been an
occasion when these weapons would have been carried over the United States or Canada.

(b) The U.S. proposed to make an announcement early in the new year conceming the
equipment of their interceptors with these atomic weapons and it was thought advisable
that Canada should also issue an announcement describing this new capability and pointing
out that there was very little danger arising from it. It would be desirable to confine the
Canadian announcement to this aspect of the matter and not stress the question of
overflights.

(c) Canada would be arming its forces with the most modern equipment if it were availa-
ble. Since it was not, and since the defence of the continent was integrated, it was only to
be expected that the U.S. should undertake this task. Eventually, if the U.S. law were
changed, the U.S. might offer to sell similar weapons to Canada and R.C.A'F. aircraft
would be equipped with them. Indeed, Canadians would probably be surprised if the
request were refused.

(d) The question was whether an announcement should be made concerning this develop-
ment, or whether the government should wait until questions were asked about it. The
public was aware of the fact that there was an agreement on overflights now and had prob-
ably assumed that the aircraft concerned were carrying atomic weapons anyway. On the
other hand, the U.S. Air Defence Commander had made a statement about a year ago con-
cerning this possibility which had aroused a good deal of interest, and it might be advisable
to issue an official statement when the new development occurred. Perhaps the best thing
to do would be to have a statement prepared and ready to be issued if necessary.

(e) Interceptions by aircraft armed with these rockets would only be initiated on yellow
or red warnings. Yellow warnings could occur almost any time. In fact, one had almost
been declared in Alaska a few days previously.

(f) An announcement should include explanations concerning storage of weapons, the
conditions under which interceptions might take place, precautions, and so forth. The more
difficult question to explain would be why Canada had to rely on the U.S. to defend us
with this type of weapon when they were not prepared to let us have any of them.

(g) If the conventional forces in Europe were reduced in strength, the Europeans would
insist on having the most modern atomic weapons at their disposal. When this occurred,
the very difficult problem of who would decide when these would be used would be raised.

3. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the request of
the United States to make interceptions over Canada with aircraft carrying air-to-air atomic
weapons, and agreed to recommend that:
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‘(a) pending permanent arrangements, the United States Air Force be authorized, for a
six-month period, to fly such aircraft armed with these missiles over Canadian territory,
under the conditions proposed by the Minister of National Defence;

(b) procedures be prepared for the exchange of information on interceptions and for the
decontamination of areas should one of these weapons be accidentally dropped; and

(c) a press announcement on the matter be drafted, but issued only if this was subse-
quently thought to be desirable.?

41. DEA/50309-40

Huitiéme rapport du groupe d’études militaires
du Canada et des Etats-Unis

Eighth Report of the Canada-U.S. Military Study Group

SECRET [Ottawa], December 19, 1956

1. As directed by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff, an Ad Hoc Group within the framework of the Canada-U.S. Military Study Group
undertook a study of the problem of integration of operational control of the continental air
defences of Canada and the United States in peacetime. A copy of the Ad Hoc Group’s
Report is enclosed.

2. The Canada-U.S. Military Study Group has examined this report in detail and supports
the conclusions contained therein. The Canada-U.S. Military Study Group, therefore, rec-
ommends that:

(a) The conclusions contained in the Ad Hoc Group’s Report be approved as the basic
principles on which the integrated operational control of the air defences of Canada, the
Continental United States and Alaska be undertaken; and

(b) The Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff
take action to secure the approval of both governments for the integration of the opera-
tional control of the Canadian and United States air defences in accordance with the con-
cepts contained in the Ad Hoc Group’s Report.

3. No implementing recommendations are being made at this time. If the above recom-
mendations receive approval, further detailed planning will be required. This is particularly
true with regard to the terms of reference of the Commander-in-Chief, Air Defence Canada
and the United States (CINCADCANUS), and the internal organization, including geo-
graphical boundaries. It is the opinion of the MSG that further action in this regard should
await approval, at least in principle, of the above recommendations.

3 Aucun communiqué n’a été publié./No press release was issued.
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

SECRET

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF THE CONTINENTAL AIR
DEFENCES OF CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES IN PEACETIME(S)

The Problem
1. To study and make recommendations concerning the integration of operational control
of the continental air defence of Canada and the United States in peacetime.

Facts Bearing on the Problem

2. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff
have agreed that it is desirable to study methods of integrating in peacetime the operational
control of continental elements of the air defence forces of both countries. They have
agreed that this study be undertaken by an ad hoc group of United States and Canadian
officers of the three Services under the Canada-United States Military Study Group.

3. In the Canada-United States Emergency Defence Plan (MCC 300/8), which supports
the Canada-United States Basic Security Plan, approved by the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, the following planning directive is
set out: “Air defence plans should be based upon the concept that the air defence of Canada
and the United States is a single problem and that plans for the use of air defence resources
of Canada and the United States must be developed on a combined basis so as to provide
the most effective defence possible for agreed vital targets.”

4. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff have suggested that the ad hoc group should limit its
discussions and recommendations to the problems of operational control.

5. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff have concluded that the peacetime continental
air defence arrangement should provide for:

(a) The operational integration of the continental elements of the air defence systems of
both countries including continental portions of the warning systems;

(b) The centralization of authority for operational control of the continental-based forces
of both countries assigned and such augmentation forces which may otherwise be allocated
to continental air defence; and

(c) Ready adaptability to meet conditions imposed in the event of a general war or at
such times as may be mutually agreeable.

(d) The operational control of the air defence forces in Alaska by an Air Defence Force
as a part of an integrated air defence system for the United States and Canada.

(e) Developing and exercising such a system for the integration of operational control of
the continental air defences of Canada and the United States over a period of years in order
to be effective when needed and not require major adjustment in a transition from a peace-
time to a general war status.

6. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff also consider the possibility that a commander
of one nationality may exercise operational control over subordinate combat forces of the
other nation should not be a governing factor in developing combined recommendations
on the optimum arrangement for integrating the operational control of the Canadian and
United States air defences.

7. The United States Continental Air Defense Command is a joint command established
by the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, composed of the USAF Air Defense Command,
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the Army Antiaircraft Command, and Naval Forces CONAD. Operational control of forces
assigned or otherwise made available is exercised through joint subordinate commanders.

8. At present, the USAF Air Defense Command is composed of 63 fighter interceptor
squadrons stationed at 43 bases in the United States. These forces are organized into air
defence divisions assigned to Eastern, Central, and Western Air Defence Forces. Other
USAF combat forces include six fighter interceptor squadrons stationed at two main and
several subsidiary bases in Alaska and three fighter interceptor squadrons in the Northeast
area. These are all under the operational control of the Commander-in-Chief, Continental
Air Defence Command (CINCONAD), with headquarters at Colorado Springs, Colorado,
except those fighter squadrons based in Canada, which come under the operational control
of the Air Officer Commanding, RCAF Air Defence Command, by international
agreement.

9. The United States Army Antiaircraft Command, also under the operational control of
the CINCONAD has 87 antiaircraft battalions (49 NIKE 1, 28 gun and 10 Skysweeper).
These forces are organized into five regional commands and deployed for the defence of
thirty critical localities in the United States and Greenland. There are in addition three gun
and two skysweeper battalions defending installations in Alaska.

10. The combat elements of the United States Naval Forces CONAD consist principally
of air augmentation forces which are made temporarily available to CINCONAD in an
emergency. Their number, composition, and location will vary from time to time depend-
ing on Naval operations.

11. The RCAF Air Defence Command has nine operational squadrons of fighter aircraft
stationed at five bases in Canada, all of which are subordinate to the Air Defence Com-
mand, Royal Canadian Air Force, with headquarters at St. Hubert, Quebec, Canada.

12. The Distant Early Waming Line, backed up by the Mid-Canada Line will constitute
the basic early warning system. The surveillance and control system made up of contigu-
ous radar sites, gap filler radars, and the radar of the extension to seaward of the contigu-
ous radar system (Texas Towers, picket ships, blimps, AEW&C Aircraft) provides the
means by which the air picture is continually assessed and the air defence battle is directed.
This system is currently operating as a manual system with principal dependence on the
human element for the processing and passage of information. The United States has
programmed a Semi-Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE) system to substitute elec-
tronic means for the present manual procedure in passing information and directing air
defence forces. For similar purposes and for use in conjunction with SAGE, the U.S. Army
has programmed an electronic information passing and fire direction means (Mlssﬂe
Master) for the operation of its surface-to-air missile units.

13. United States Air Force plans provide for the modernization of units as new equip-
ment becomes available and for an increase in air defence units as follows:

(a) Fighter Interceptor Squadrons—71 (FY 1960)

(b) BOMARC Squadrons—40 (FY 1961-1965)

(c) TALOS Squadrons—8 (FY 1961-1965)

14. The Royal Canadian Air Force plans to expand its forces to twelve fighter squadrons
by fiscal year 1960 with a possible further expansion of three squadrons or, alternatively,
to add two BOMARC units later. The RCAF also plans to convert to CF 105 type aircraft
commencing fiscal year 1960,
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15. The United States Army plans to expand its antiaircraft forces in Alaska, Northeast
Area, and the Continental United _States to 142 active Army battalions (90 NIKE, 2 Gun,
35 Hawk, and 15 Skysweeper) by the end of fiscal year 1960.

16. At present, emergency operations in air defence of Canada and the United States
would be conducted on the basis of the “Canada-United States Emergency Air Defence
Plan (CANUEADP 2-56)” which was prepared jointly by Headquarters, Continental Air
Defence Command, Air Defence Command (RCAF), the U.S. Alaskan Command, and
U.S. Northeast Command in support of the Canada-United States Emergency Defence
Plan. This plan includes the “Agreed Cross Border Intercept and Engagement Procedures”,
and the “RCAF Air Staff Instructions for Intercept and Engagements.”

Discussions

17. With the advent of high yield nuclear weapons and the rapid improvement in the
means of effecting their delivery, the problems of air defence become more complex. Not
only must a high percentage of enemy delivery vehicles be destroyed because of the lethal-
ity of the nuclear bombs, but also the increased speed of enemy delivery systems has
reduced the time available for interception within a defined distance. To counter this threat,
air defence weapons must be able to commence their attacks as early as possible and to
keep the enemy force under constant attack to achieve maximum destruction of the attack-
ing force before it penetrates the vital areas. This requirement to have defence in depth
necessitates having a contiguous radar control and warning system as far in advance of the
target areas as is practicable and weapons deployed at locations and so controlled as to
ensure that the maximum rate of interception can be applied against an enemy attack
regardless of avenue of approach. As the number of weapons which can be brought to bear
on an attacking force within a given space and time period is restricted by the control
capability of the air defence system and the characteristics of the varied weapons systems,
weapons must be assigned at the optimum rate beginning at the edge of radar cover. To
achieve this optimum rate in many areas, some weapons based in the United States must be
employed over Canadian air space and vice versa. This becomes increasingly more impor-
tant with the introduction of longer range weapons and automatic control systems which, to
be fully effective, cannot be restricted by international boundaries.

18. At present, various agreements between Canada and the United States do provide for
cross border intercepts and rules of engagement, and procedures do exist which would
permit forces from one country to reinforce forces of the other country. However, the high
speed of the enemy threat, the longer range of weapons, and the automaticity of air defence
control systems demand split second decisions to keep pace with the speed and tempo of
future air battles. This demand for split second decisions cannot be accomplished under the
present arrangements of coordinated command which require consultation between
national commanders before implementation. The present arrangements do not, therefore,
provide for the authoritative control of all weapons which can profitably be employed
against a hostile target. Effective use of all available weapons can only be accomplished by
someone who has sufficient information of the over-all air defence situation to make these
split second decisions required to use forces to the best advantage. Therefore, there is a
need for the individual commanders who must actually fight the air battle to have all nec-
essary tactical information and authority to employ effectively all weapons which can be
brought to bear upon a target. Further, at higher echelons, commanders must have the nec-
essary information and authority to effect immediate reinforcements between commanders
at lower levels, regardiess of nationality, and to control the air battle over wide areas.
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19. The flexibility of employment of forces and the split second decisions necessitated by
the tempo of the air battle can only be achieved by decentralization of control under a
single authority responsible for the operational control of all forces available for the air
defence of North America. This principle of collective security through the medium of a
single chain of operational control is well established in the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation where SACEUR, SACLANT, etc., have operational control over all assigned forces.
It is equally important that this same principle should apply to the direction of the air
defence of North America.

20. While it has been agreed in MCC 300/8 that the air defence of both countries must be
considered a single problem, there is neither the authority nor the means for dealing with it
as a single problem. Although the Canada-United States Emergency Air Defence Plan
(CANUSEADP 2-56) is a combined plan which does, in some measure, prescribe the oper-
ational procedures to be used jointly in an emergency, it was not intended to integrate the
operational control of the continental air defence forces, but seeks primarily to coordinate
separate Canadian and United States plans. Also in an attempt to achieve closer coordina-
tion in planning, an RCAF liaison planning group is attached to CONAD HQ, and
although this group has proved invaluable for producing combined air defence studies, the
plans based on these studies are national plans which are seldom coordinated at any time
after the original conception. Thus, the present means for considering the air defence of
both countries as a single problem are inadequate for the following reasons:

(a) Despite the close cooperation between the two governments an authoritative docu-
ment which outlines a desirable pattern for the defence of North America has not been, nor
is likely in the future to be, produced or approved under the existing procedures.

(b) The Canada-United States Emergency Air Defence Plan (CANUSEADP 2-56) only
ensures that operational procedures will be compatible in an emergency.

(c) While combined studies are prepared, detailed planning is conducted on a unilateral
basis by both countries; thus, while the separate national air defence plans may be coordi-
nated in their initial development, they are thereafter processed separately and at times
changed without reference to the other country, even though one nation’s plans are depen-
dent on plans of the other nation. This at best results in poorly coordinated plans which are
neither the most effective nor the most economical and which can result in the uncoordi-
nated and hence wasteful provision of means.

21. If one agency were charged with the responsibility to produce plans for the employ-
ment of forces assigned attached or otherwise made available, and to produce studies on
the desirable air defence posture for Canada and the United States for the revxew and
approval of both governments the following advantages would accrue:

(a) It would ensure that air defence of both countries would be considered as a single
problem;

(b) It would ensure that plans were coordinated at all levels; and

(c) It would expedite approval of such plans and thereby facilitate consideration by gov-
ernment departments of the military operating requirements of one nation in the territory of
another.

22. Because of the possibility of a sudden attack with little or no strategic warning, the
air defence forces must be prepared to fight from the very beginning of hostilities with the
weapons, facilities and command structure in being and deployed at the outset of war.
There will not be time to organize, train, equip, or deploy additional forces to augment
those on hand in time to meet the initial attack. Common procedures and practices must be
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effective from the outset. It is therefore necessary to have in existence in peacetime the
organization which will be required in war.

23. It is, therefore, concluded that the best method of dealing with the air defence of
Canada and the United States is to apply the NATO principle of unified command to North
America by delegating to a single commander the authority to exercise operational control
over all continental elements of the air defence forces made available for the air defence of
both countries. An appropriate title for such a commander would be “Commander-in-
Chief, Air Defence, Canada-United States” (CINCADCANUS). The advantages of having
a single authority responsible for conducting the air defence of both countries are summa-
rized as follows:

(a) A single chain of operational control would exist for the authoritative and timely
employment of weapons and to effect immediate reinforcement between commanders,
regardless of nationality.

(b) One authority would be responsible for ensuring that common operating procedures
and directives were in use and that the deployment and use of the continental elements of
the air defence forces was in accordance with a single plan for the defence of North
America.

(c) The organization required for war would be in existence and exercised during
peacetime.

24. Several basic considerations are involved in the integration of operational control of
the air defence systems of the two countries. They concern:

(a) The mission of the command.

(b) The terms of reference of the Commander-in-Chief, Air Defence, Canada-United
States (CINCADCANUS).

(c) The intergovernmental structure whereby decisions may be reached.

(d) The basic organization.

Throughout this paper guiding principles for establishment of CINCADCANUS have been
considered and it will be necessary to prepare detailed plans for this organization based on
these principles.

25. The mission of the commander should reflect the degree of the commander’s respon-
sibility. CINCADCANUS should therefore be given the mission of defending Canada, the
Continental United States and Alaska against air attack.

26. Regardless of his nationality, CINCADCANUS should be made responsible to both
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff. His
terms of reference should include the following:

(a) CINCADCANUS should exercise operational control over assigned and augmenta-
tion forces made available for the air defence of Canada, the Continental United States and
Alaska. (CINCONAD is now charged by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff with certain air
defence activities in Greenland. If this responsibility is to be placed upon
CINCADCANUS, he should be responsible solely to the U.S. authorities therefor.) Com-
manders making augmentation forces available may place restrictions on their deployment.

(b) CINCADCANUS should produce plans for the employment of forces assigned,
attached or otherwise made available, and should produce studies on the desirable conti-
nental air defence posture, and submit them for approval to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
Committee and the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate.

(c) CINCADCANUS should specify the states of combat readiness. He should establish
procedures and issue directives, within existing national policies, for the operation of the
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air defence forces assigned, attached or otherwise made available. He should cause the
command to engage in training and practice exercises in order to ensure the readiness of
forces and facilities and the appropriateness of the measures in effect.

(d) CINCADCANUS should ensure that provision is made for prompt initiation of war-
time operations in an emergency.

(e) CINCADCANUS should be responsible for advising the responsible military authori-
ties of both countries of the likelihood of air attack.

27. “Operational control”, as used in this paper, is defined as the power of directing,
coordinating and controlling the operational activities of deployed units which may, or
may not, be under the command of the authority exercising operational control. Permanent
changes of station, especially across national boundaries, would be contained in
CINCADCANUS deployment plans and would require approval of higher authority in
peacetime. Temporary reinforcements from one area to another, including crossing the
international boundary to meet operational requirements, would be within the authority of
commanders having operational control.

28. In consonance with the above mission and terms of reference, CINCADCANUS
must be responsible to the military authorities of the governments of both nations. He must
therefore have some means whereby he can secure approval of his plans, procedures, and
directives; these should be formulated and approved in peacetime so that they may be
rapidly implemented in an emergency.

(a) The Commander-in-Chief should formulate plans and procedures and submit them
through the appropriate executive agencies concurrently to both the Canadian Chiefs of
Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval.

(b) In peacetime, governmental approval of certain plans and procedures will fall at least
in part outside the purview of the military authorities of the nations concemned. Such plans
and procedures should be referred by both the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the
United States Joint Chiefs of Staff to the appropriate agencies of their respective govern-
ments and be made the subject of inter-governmental coordination.

29. The organization of the air defence system must be considered in two regards: The
first is the basic command organization and the second is the organization for operational
control.

30. The basic command organization for the air defence forces of the two countries must
take into consideration the differences inherent in two national military organizations and
of the diverse logistic, training, and personnel requirements of air and ground forces of
both nations. Command of forces of one nationality, which include the logistic, training,
and personnel functions, should be exercised by national commanders responsible to their
national authorities for these aspects of their command.

31. The Commander of each Service providing forces should be the principal advisor to
CINCADCANUS in matters of his Service which pertain to ADCANUS. The relationship
between such commanders within the air defence system should be, in general, similar to
that presently existing within the U.S. Continental Air Defence Command. This procedure
is based on principles established during World War 11 for joint and combined commands,
and is that now used in NATO. It provides for the forces of each Service to be assigned to
and commanded by a commander of the same Service although they are under the opera-
tional control of joint commanders.

32. The organization for operational control will differ from that of command. Since the
organization for operational control is designed for the conduct of tactical operations, it
must be organized to meet the threat and to employ the forces available in the most effec-



60 UNITED STATES

tive manner. The authority for operational control should be vested in the
CINCADCANUS and may be exercised through subordinate geographical joint com-
mands. The geographical organization of the command should take into consideration the
following:

(a) The location of the principal targets.

(b) The avenues of approach of enemy attack.

(c) The existing and planned future facilities, organizational structure, and command
boundaries.

(d) The existing and planned weapons systems and their capabilities.

(e) The existing and planned surveillance and control systems.

(f) The span of control.

(g) Defence in depth.

(h) The movement of reserve forces.

33. When considering the requirements for geographical boundaries, the international
boundary should be used whenever operationally and technically feasible.

34. CINCADCANUS and his deputy should not normally be from the same nation. His
staff should be a joint staff composed of officers of both nations.

35. The commander of any particular area should be selected according to the following
principles:

(a) In those geographical areas lying wholly in one country and containing only forces of
that country, the commander and staff should be from that country; and

(b) In those geographical areas including territory of both countries and/or forces of both
countries, the commander and his deputy should normally not be from the same country.
His staff should be a joint staff composed of officers of both nations.
All air defence forces located in one area should be under the operational control of the
area commander.

Conclusions

36. In order to provide the most effective air defence of North America, the operational
control (see paragraph 27 above) of the air defence forces of Canada and the United States
should be integrated.

37. The air defence organization, forces, facilities, and procedures to be used in wartime
should be established and exercised in peacetime.

38. In order to accomplish the above, operational control over all continental elements of
the air defence forces made available for the air defence of Canada, the Continental United
States and Alaska should be delegated to a single commander.

39. The Commander-in-Chief (CINCADCANUS) should be responsible to the Chiefs of
Staff of both countries. His mission should be the air defence of Canada, the Continental
United States and Alaska. His terms of reference should include the matters stated in para-
graph 26 above.

40. Command of forces of one nationality, which includes such matters as logistic sup-
port, administration, discipline, internal organization and unit training, should be exercised
by national commanders responsible to their national authorities for these aspects of their
commands.

41. Each commander providing forces should be the principal advisor to the
CINCADCANUS on matters of his Service which pertain to ADCANUS.
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42. The relationship between commanders within the air defence system should be, in
general, similar to those presently existing within the U.S. Continental Air Defence
Command. :

43. The organization for operational control should be based on geographical subdivi-
sions of the area to be defended and operational control should be exercised through com-
manders of geographical areas.

44. The geographical organization of the integrated command should be based on:

(a) The location of the principal targets.

(b) The avenues of approach of enemy attack.

(c) The existing and planned future facilities, organizational structure, and command
boundaries.

(d) The existing and planned weapons systems and their capabilities.

(e) The existing and planned surveillance and control systems.

(f) The span of control.

(g) Defence in depth.

(h) The movement of reserve forces.

45. When considering the requirements for geographical boundaries, the international
boundary should be used whenever operationally and technically feasible.

46. CINCADCANUS and his deputy should not normally be from the same nation. His
staff should be a joint Staff composed of officers of both nations.

47. The commander of any particular area should be selected according to the following
principles:

(a) In those geographical areas lying wholly in one country and containing only forces of
that country, the commander and staff should be from that country; and

(b) In those geographical areas including territory of both countries and/or forces of both
countries, the commander and his deputy should not normally be from the same country.
His staff should be a joint staff composed of officers of both countries.

All air defence forces located in one area should be under the operational control of the
area commander.

48. Plans prepared by the CINCADCANUS should be reviewed and approved by both
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff.

49. Plans and procedures outside the purview of the military Services should be referred
by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff to
the appropriate agencies of their respective governments and when appropriate be made the
subject of inter-governmental coordination.

50. The plans and procedures to be used in wartime should be formulated and approved
in peacetime and should be capable of rapid implementation in an emergency.

Recommendations
51. It is recommended that:

(a) The conclusions above be approved as the basic principles on which the integrated
operational control of the air defence of Canada, the Continental United States and Alaska
be undertaken; and

(b) The Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff
take action to secure the approval of both governments for the integration of the opera-
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tional control of Canada and the United States air defences in accordance with the forego-
ing concepts.

42. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-1 Ottawa, January 2, 1957

Top SECRET. ROUTINE.
Reference: Your tel 2368 of Dec 22t and previous correspondence

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

National Defence believes, and we agree, that it is not too early to sound out the USA
authorities on their future intentions in this field i.e. after expiration of the six month
period which will be covered by the initial exchange of notes. We are naturally anxious to
be as completely informed as possible on this whole subject; of more immediate interest
perhaps is the fact that USA ideas as to what more permanent arrangements might be desir-
able will have a bearing on the drafting of any statement which we might make here early
this year. We would not wish our statement to be such as to cause embarrassment if say in
six months the USA were to put up a good case for additional facilities.

2. The USA briefers who came to Ottawa in November informed us that in the initial
stages there would only be two airfields on which squadrons would be armed with atomic
weapons. They did not indicate which further squadrons would next be armed as more of
these weapons became available, though they told us that other squadrons would be so
armed. We do not wish to put ideas in the minds of USA authorities which are not there
already, however we believe you should explore with the State Department such specific
questions as the following:

(a) If the Air Defence Squadrons at Goose Bay and in Newfoundland are to be armed
with these weapons eventually would not the question of storage on Canadian territory
arise?

(b) If a USA aircraft armed with one of these weapons is forced to land at a Canadian
airfield because of unserviceability of the aircraft how would the USA authorities expect to
handle the problem of temporary storage of the weapons?

(c) What ideas have the USA authorities in mind concerning the amendments which will
be necessary to the rules of interception and engagement to allow the use of atomic weap-
ons in Canadian air space under conditions of red and yellow warning?

3. The draft USA note (your telegram 2314 of December 17) seems satisfactory in sub-
stance. Some drafting suggestions are included below. You might, as well, seek clarifica-
tion on one point. Numbered paragraph 4 in the USA draft note would seem to differentiate
between the procedures currently in effect in reporting (on a service to service basis)
crashes of aircraft from either country in the territory of the other, and those which would
be employed during the term of the proposed agreement in the event of a crash of a USA
aircraft carrying atomic rockets. It is proposed in the latter case that “the Canadian govern-
ment will be immediately informed”. Is this the USA understanding of this para and is it
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intended, for example, to use the channel now established for -clearance of overflights
when atomic weapons are involved. i.e. the State-External channel?

4. Our drafting suggestions follow:

(a) Paragraph 1 of the preamble to be revised to read: “I have the honour to refer to
conversations between representatives of our two governments regarding the proposed
incorporation of nuclear weapons in the air defence of Canada, the continental USA and
Alaska. Such a move would greatly enhance the joint defence capabilities which our two
countries have been developing over a period of years”.

(b) Numbered paragraph 1-—the date January 1, 1957 will have to be changed to accord
with the date on which our notes are exchanged.

(c) Same paragraph—insert a period after “July 1, 1957 and substitute for the remainder
of the present first sentence a new sentence reading: “More permanent arrangements will
have to be worked out to cover the period after July 1957”.

(d) Same paragraph—make a new paragraph beginning with: “USAF planes so armed
will enter Canadian air space, etc.” and revise the second sentence to read: “In such an
event the USA planes will confine their activities in the main to Canadian territory etc”.

(e) Present numbered paragraph 6—omit first sentence.

5. The points raised in paragraphs 3 and 4 of your telegram 2319 of December 18 have
been considered. We do not believe however that this particular exchange of notes would
be the appropriate vehicles for clarification of the point at issue. We are concerned that
there should be adequate consultation in the period leading up to the calling of an alert and
we shall continue to seek our objective in this regard; the next step will be to send to you
for transmission to the State Department our comments on Murphy’s letter (your despatch
1748 of December 5**) The exchange of notes under consideration however is concerned
with what will happen after an alert has been called, i.e. when it has been definitely estab-
lished that a hostile aircraft has entered the air defence system. Procedures do exist for the
issuance of air defence warning yellow or red. They may eventually require modification
but we see this problem as distinct from that with which we are concerned in this proposed
exchange of notes.

6. On the question of publicity we would find it difficult to draft with any precision a
possible Canadian statement without having a look at what it is proposed should be
released in Washington. We have a number of ideas in mind but which of these should be
given priority in a statement would depend in some measure on what is said on the subject
by the USA authorities. For this reason we would welcome receipt of the USA draft state-
ment as soon as possible.

7. Tt should be borne in mind that there may be no press statement as such in Ottawa but
that release of information on the subject may come by way of answers to questions which
may be asked in the House. While we can attempt to foresee the kind of questions which
might be asked we cannot rule out the possibility of having to answer questions which we
had not contemplated. Questions may be asked for example about storage of the weapons
in Canada and while we can appreciate the USA reasons for wishing to avoid public refer-
ence to the problem we may have to say something. We believe however it would be possi-
ble to omit reference to the storage question in any formal statement which we might
prepare for release to the press.

3 Voir/See Document 84.
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8. You might let Nugent know as well that we would not believe it essential to underline
the fact that there had been an exchange of notes on the subject and that we would avoid
any direct reference to the exchange unless forced by questions in the House to do so. We
had not given thought to drafting any background guidance paper. We would be interested
in anything of this nature which the State Department might think it necessary to have in
hand.

43. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 43 Washington, January 8, 1957

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your tel DL1 Jan 2.

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE

This morning we met with Pentagon and State Department officials concerned with this
question. Among those present were General Coiner and General Loper from the Pentagon,
Parsons (Director, Office of British Commonwealth and Northemn European Affairs),
Nugent (Officer in charge Canadian Affairs), Farley (Office of Atomic Energy Matters),
and Unger (Office of European Regional Affairs) of the State Department; Air
Commodore Cameron was also present.

2. We first endeavoured to explore what ideas the USA authorities had as to the more
permanent arrangements, posing in turn the three questions contained in your paragraph 2.
In reply to the first question it was made clear that other than the base in Northern
Michigan, no additional squadrons which would affect Canada, would be equipped with
the MB1 before July 1/57. By that time production will be sufficient to accelerate the intro-
duction of the MBI to other squadrons some of which would no doubt be in the northern
part of the USA. We gather that priority for reequipment is not firm beyond the first four or
five bases. The USAF have no plans to equip Goose Bay or Newfoundland bases with the
MBI for the next two years and thus the question of storage on Canadian territory would
not arise before it would presumably be resolved in connection with giving the RCAF an
MBI capability. (Our own estimate) with regard to your question (b), it was conceded that
in the event of an aircraft equipped with the MB1 having to make a forced landing in
Canada, a problem of temporary custody would arise, but it would only be “very tempo-
rary”. Under USAF procedures, a pilot having to make such a forced landing must remain
with his aircraft, and as he would constantly be tracked by radar when in flight it would
normally be possible to send quickly another aircraft to remove the weapon and return it to
the USA base. The problem is thus not so much one of temporary storage as of custody
until removed, and no storage facilities as such would be required. With regard to your
question (c) concerning the rules of interception and engagement, we assume that you had
not, before sending your telegram under reference, received from us the USA rules as
amended in the light of introduction of the MB1. General Loper explained that it was their
understanding that USA aircraft operating in Canadian air space do so under Canadian
rules and Canadian aircraft operating in USA air space do so under American rules. The
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USAF assume that we would revise our rules as they have theirs. In addition to the rules of
interception and engagement it was made known that there are CONAD standard operating
procedures (SOP’s) which spell out the circumstance when an MB1 armed aircraft will be
ordered into the air. These SOP’s presumably restrict the scrambling of an MB1 aircraft
until identification either by RCAF or USAF aircraft equipped with conventional arma-
ment of an unknown as hostile is practically certain. We have been promised a copy of the
relevant instructions.

3. We left with the Americans a copy of your drafting suggestions. Except for suggestion
(c), these were all acceptable to them. With regard to suggestion (c), it was thought prefera-
ble to delete from the first sentence of numbered paragraph 1 the words “for six months
from January 1/57” so that the first two sentences of this paragraph would read as follows:
“The initial period during which the Canadian Government will authorize the carriage of
MB1 weapons over Canada will extend to July 1/57. More permanent arrangements will
have to be worked out to cover the period after July 57. USA air force planes so
equipped ...”

4. We then took up the clarification you requested in numbered paragraph 4. It was
explained to us that this paragraph had been worded in the way it stands in the draft to take
care of a request made by General Foulkes during the last session in Ottawa that the Cana-
dian Government should be notified immediately of any crash in Canadian territory of an
aircraft carrying MB1 rockets. Although service authorities of both countries considered
interservice arrangements entirely adequate, the USAF was anxious that because of the
potential hazard involved, General Foulkes’ request should be met. Already procedures
have been worked out and are in effect whereby the air defence command will notify
St. Hubert and St. Hubert will inform the Canadian Government through AFHQ, Ottawa.
In parallel fashion and as promptly as possible, the Pentagon will notify the State Depart-
ment which will inform the Canadian Embassy in Washington. Parsons thought that the
USA Embassy in Ottawa would also have to be informed. In response to our question, we
were assured that this procedure presented no difficulties. Farley pointed out that agree-
ment to this procedure would not affect existing arrangements for handling SAC over-
flights which will stand.

5. We next took up the question of publicity making the points of your paragraphs 7 and
8. You will by now have received the draft press release (our telegram 3 January 271). We
were given to understand that this statement will be discussed at a meeting tomorrow of the
operations coordination board and, if approved, would then go to the President. Once again
it was confirmed to us that no statement would be released until the exchange of notes has
been effected. Additionally, the Pentagon are preparing a question and answer paper,
mainly to enable unit commanders to deal with any questions addressed to them from pub-
lic sources. We will be given a copy of this paper when it is final. In the main it will restate
the points contained in the press release, but enlarge on some where there might be misun-
derstanding. There is one question in the present draft of this paper concerning “deploy-
ment” of the MB1 outside the USA. The suggested answer is in vague terms and to the
effect that the question is under study. We raised the question of your concern with regard
to safety features, and the problem of storage. The questions and answers cover the prob-
lem of safety features, we were told, but there is no reference to the problem of storage
(see paragraph 2 above). The USA representatives again made it clear that they only put in
the last paragraph of their draft release on the assumption that we might wish such a state-
ment to be included, and they will of course delete it if we so wish, or reserve it for dealing
with questions which may be put to USA authorities.
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6. Just before the meeting broke up, General Loper raised the question of future proce-
dure once the exchange of notes has been effected, for continuing or more permanent
arrangements after the six month period. It was for consideration whether this should be
done in the forum of the PIBD, or whether some other arrangement should be made.
Neither the State Department officials nor the two Pentagon representatives expressed any
strong views one way or another. Nor did they have any firm ideas as to whether the more
permanent arrangements to be made would be formalized by exchange of notes, PJBD
recommendation, or by some other method. The State Department would be glad to have
an expression of your views on this general point of future procedure.’

7. The State Department will send us as soon as possible a clear copy of the draft
exchange of notes and any amendments which might be made to the draft press release and
an up to date text of the questions and answers paper, all of which we will pass on to you.
We would naturally appreciate your comments on these as soon as possible.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

44. DEA/50045-A-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Chiefs of Staff Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], February 1, 1957

Present
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes)
Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon)
Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham)
Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf)
Dr. Field (Representing Chairman, Defence Research Board)

Also Present
F.R. Miller, Esq., Deputy Minister National Defence.
R.B. Bryce, Esq., Secretary to the Cabinet.
R.M. Macdonnell, Esq., Députy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
Brigadier Rothschild, Coordinator Joint Staff.

Secretary, Chiefs of Staff, (Captain Lucas).

IV. INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF THE CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCES OF CANADA
AND THE UNITED STATES IN PEACETIME (SECRET)

18. The Committee had for consideration the Eighth Report of the Canada-U.S. Military
Study Group dated 19 Dec 56, together with the report of the Ad Hoc Group which was

35 | e ministére des Affaires extérieures a répondu 2 cette question (dans un télégramme portant principale-

ment sur la formulation d’un communiqué) dans les termes suivants : «You might indicate to the State
Department that we believe that future and more permanent arrangements with respect to this subject
should be made through the diplomatic channel and ... set out in a further exchange of notes.» Ottawa &
Washington, le télégramme DL-124, 1 février 1957, MAE 50210-F-40.
The Department of External Affairs responded to this point (in a telegram dealing primarily with the
wording of a press release) in the following terms: “You might indicate to the State Department that we
believe that future and more permanent arrangements with respect to this subject should be made
through the diplomatic channel and ... set out in a further exchange of notes.” Ottawa to Washington,
Telegram DL-124, 1 February 1957, DEA 50210-F-40.
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appointed to study the integration of operational control of the continental air defences of
Canada and the United States in peacetime.
(CSC:1855.1 TD:3 dated 10 Jan 57)

19. General Foulkes introduced this item and informed the Committee that these propos-
als were being considered by the Chiefs of Staff of both Canada and the United States and
would have to be approved by the governments of both countries. He suggested that this
matter not be placed before the Canadian Cabinet until the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff had
approved the proposals.

20. The Chairman informed the Committee that the Minister of National Defence
intended to mention this matter at the next meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee but
that no specific submission would be made at that time.

21. The Chairman considered that these proposals will bring the control and planning
functions of the air defence of North America into line with similar functions exercised in
other NATO commands. The proposals will have the advantage of placing Canada in a
position to take a more active part in air defence planning and to have a greater control
over planning at the staff level. He suggested that one of the major problems of concern to
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff had been in the field of requirements planning and that these
proposals would go a long way towards making it possible to exercise greater control by
the Chiefs of Staff in this field. He stated that a short paper was being prepared by the Joint
Staff to include the Conclusions and Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee’s report
for submission to CDC at a later date.

22. The Chief of the General Staff commented on the amount of detail which had been
included in the report conceming the method by which operational control would be car-
ried out. He suggested that perhaps the Ad Hoc Committee had exceeded its terms of refer-
ence in this regard.

23. The Chief of the Air Staff replied that the details of integrated control would be of
considerable concern to Ministers and that they should be spelt out in order that there
would be no misapprehension as to the actual meaning of the proposals. These proposals
would enable a degree of restraint in joint air defence planning to be applied at the staff
level before such plans are presented to Chiefs of Staff and the Canadian Government.

24. Vice Admiral DeWolf considered that it would be impossible to avoid extra pressure
on the Chiefs of Staff to implement expensive air defence plans, but that such extra pres-
sure must be accepted. In a command set-up of this type some requirements planning
would be unavoidable.

25. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff considered that now was a suitable time to commence
a long-range study to determine how much more should be invested in the air defence
system. He was concemned with the growing magnitude of expense and the fact that some
of the additional refinements may have diminishing returns.

26. The Committee agreed.:

(a) to approve, in principle, the report of the Ad Hoc Committee for the integration of
operational control of the continental air defences of Canada and the United States in
peacetime;

3% Campney a abordé cette question trés briévement durant une discussion sur la demande des Etats-Unis
concernant I’établissement au Canada d'installations pour les avions-ravitailleurs du commandement
aérien stratégique. Voir le document 107.

Campney mentioned this issue very briefly during a discussion of the American request for Strategic Air
Command tanker facilities in Canada. See Document 107.
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(b) to direct the Joint Staff to prepare a brief paper for Cabinet Defence Committee
which would include the Conclusions and Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee’s
Report and which would be circulated to the Chiefs of Staff for their approval when
completed.

45. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa), February 6 and 7, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister, (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources, (Mr. Lesage) -
for the meeting on February 6th
The Parliamentary Assistant to the Minister of National Defence (Mr. Paul T. Hellyer).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),
The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf),
The Chairman, Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Plumptre),
The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Board (Mr. MacNeill).

The President of the National Research Council (Dr, Steacie)—for the meeting on February 7th.

III. BRIEFING ON AIR DEFENCE PROBLEMS BY THE CHIEF OF THE AIR STAFF

7. The Chief of the Air Staff reviewed the threat posed by the U.S.S.R. to North America
and emphasized the conclusion that the only safe way to assess Russia’s potential was to
assume that it could keep pace with the air offensive capabilities of the U.S. The R.C.A.F.
was convinced that Russian aircraft were capable of attacking North American targets and
could reach an altitude over them as high as 57,000 feet. Knowledge of Russian capabili-
ties in the field of supersonic manned bombers and unmanned air-breathing missiles was
uncertain but their capabilities had to be assessed in terms of U.S. capabilities. A new U.S.
manned bomber known as the “HUSTLER” flew last summer at supersonic speeds. Near
the target it could fly as fast as Mach 2 at a height of 60,000 feet. It seemed that the CF105
presently being developed would be able to cope with this threat and we should try to
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develop it successfully. An important feature of the “HUSTLER” was that it could carry an
air-to-surface missile which could be released 150-200 miles from the target.

In the field of missiles, a project in the U.S. known as “NAVAHO” was proceeding.
This weapon might have a range of over 5,000 miles, travelling at Mach 2.5 and carrying
an atomic warhead in megaton range. Conceivably a similar weapon could be operational
by the U.S.S.R. from about 1962 onwards. It was known that in Russia there had been
regular firings of missiles with a range of up to 700 miles.

The developments in the aircraft and missile fields gave the offensive a significant
advantage and set an extremely difficult defence task. However, the air defence potential
was also being steadily improved and could be expected to provide a real hurdle against all
possible threats except the intercontinental ballistic missile. Nevertheless, even against the
ICBM, it appeared feasible that a warning system, which would give twenty minutes warn-
ing to American targets, could be provided. This was especially significant for the Strate-
gic Air Command. Missiles armed with atomic warheads were showing considerable
promise of increasing the effectiveness of the defence, including missiles launched from
aircraft and from the ground. It would appear, therefore, that these would be logical and
necessary weapons for Canada to adopt in the future.

8. Air Marshal Slemon said that, up to 1965, North America could be attacked by
manned bombers flying at subsonic and supersonic speeds, carrying nuclear weapons;
unmanned air-breathing intercontinental guided missiles, armed with nuclear warheads;
guided missiles with ranges from 150 miles upwards armed with nuclear warheads,
launched from submarines, surface ships and aircraft; and intercontinental ballistic missiles
armed with nuclear warheads. In conjunction with these threats, electronic and mechanical
countermeasures, including decoys, would likely be employed by the enemy. He believed
that some of the long-range missiles, including the ICBM, would have sufficient accuracy
to be effective against large area targets. However, an enemy would have to deliver an
attack with great accuracy on a large number of smaller targets before he could effectively
cripple the U.S.A F. retaliatory force which, so long as it remained relatively intact, consti-
tuted the greatest deterrent to war. It was significant, therefore, that for several years after
the introduction of the ICBM, the manned bomber would likely continue to be the most
effective method of delivering an attack with the degree of accuracy required and would
therefore remain a serious threat.

9. Air Marshal Slemon then referred to the proposals to increase the regular defence
squadrons to 15 in number, deployed on 15 bases across Canada. He recalled that authority
had been provided to implement the first phase of this expansion programme to a total of
12 squadrons on 12 bases. The whole plan had been predicated on an expansion northward
of the existing ground environment, including an additional 26 prime radars and 123 gap
fillers and related communications.

Because of financial and manpower limitations, it now seemed unlikely that the U.S.
would proceed with plans for extending radar coverage in Canada. It was also doubtful, at
this stage at any rate, that the U.S. would provide substantial assistance towards additional
ground environment in this country. This had influenced the R.C.A.F. to hold off imple-
mentation of the base and squadron expansion programme which had been agreed. In other
words, the R.C.A.F. had recommended, and the Minister had agreed, that they would not
go ahead with the programme to expand 12 air defence squadrons deployed on 12 bases.
This deferment took into account the fact that BOMARC missiles were nearing the opera-
tional stage and it was visualized that some of these weapons would be introduced into
Eastern Canada within the next few years.
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The U.S. had planned a line of BOMARC bases along their northern border from coast
to coast and would like to have two such bases in the general vicinity of North Bay and
Ottawa. This would contribute substantially to the defence of Canadian cities southward,
whereas if located south of the border missiles would be engaging targets over the top of
the Canadian industrial heartland. It was possible that the U.S. would be prepared to con-
tribute to these installations, either by providing the missiles or by other cost sharing.
Informal discussions would be held with the U.S. authorities to ascertain what they might
be prepared to do should it be decided to include two BOMARC bases in the North Bay-
Ottawa areas.

10. Air Marshal Slemon referred to the need for the introduction of automatic equipment
for the control of the air defence system and reviewed briefly the progress the U.S.A.F.
was making with the “SAGE” system. Joint Canada-U.S. studies indicated the necessity of
automaticity in the area in Canada lying south of a line roughly from Lake Superior to
Quebec City. The R.C.AF. and the Defence Research Board were now studying a modifi-
cation to SAGE known as CAGE, or combined semi-automatic ground environment. This
would not use as many central computers or such expensive communications as SAGE and
it therefore would be considerably cheaper. Provided the development was a successful
one, proposals for its installation in the area described would be made later on.

11. The Committee noted the briefing of the Chief of the Air Staff on a number of air
defence problems.

1V. IMPROVEMENT TO PRIME RADARS

12. The Minister of National Defence said that in the Pinetree system there were 37
prime radars in Canada, of which Canada financed 12 and the U.S. 25. Each station con-
sisted of search and height finder radars capable of operating effectively up to an altitude
of approximately 40,000 feet. Improvements were now necessary because hostile aircraft
as well as our interceptors had improved their altitude performance beyond the capability
of these radars. A joint Canada-U.S. plan had been devised to carry out these improve-
ments in two stages. The first was to complete improvements in the system to give high
coverage up to 75,000 feet by the autumn of 1960. This involved modifications to 10 of the
12 stations operated in Canada. The second stage would consist of the addition of one
100,000-foot radar at one of the remaining sites. The radar for this second stage had not yet
been selected and authority to implement the second stage would be sought subsequently.
The search and height finders for stage one were the best proven radars available and
would fit into any foreseen plans to introduce automaticity into the system.

The U.S. had budgeted for the improvement of radars which they financed in Canada
and it would be advantageous if both the U.S. and Canadian programmes could be imple-
mented at the same time so that Canadian industry would be in a favourable position to
compete for the production orders for the U.S.-financed radars, as well as those required
by the R.C.A'F.

13. The Minister recommended, on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff, that 10 of the 12
stations in the Pinetree system which Canada financed be improved to provide 75,000 foot
coverage at a cost of $20.8 million; $1 million to be spent in the fiscal year 1957-58;
$9 million in 1958-59; $9.75 million in 1959-60; and $1.05 million in 1960-61.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, January 18th, 1957 — Document D2-571).
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14. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) There was no alternative but to proceed because the system would be ineffective
unless it were so modified. Furthermore, the improvements had to take place at the same
time as the Americans were modifying the radars for which they were responsible, other-
wise there would be gaps in the line. The plan involved no additions in personnel, although
there would be insignificant changes in manpower establishments.

(b) Europeans were coming to understand that the North American warning lines were
one of the most significant factors in the deterrent to war. However, this increasing aware-
ness provided European countries with a rationale to reduce their local defences. Warning
systems in Europe were being steadily pushed ahead and it was possible to envisage radar
coverage extending from Turkey to the north of the British Isles across North America and
to Midway in the Pacific, providing warning to the Western world of a possible attack by
the Soviet Union.

(c) It was argued that, with the intercontinental ballistic missile in sight, there was little
point in improving radar coverage which could give no warning of an attack from that kind
of threat. On the other hand, it would be many years before the ICBM would become the
main offensive weapon exclusive of all others. U.S. and Canadian defence authorities were
of the opinion that even after the advent of the ICBM, the threat would consist of a combi-
nation of missiles and manned aircraft. If there were no warning against attacks by manned
bombers, the enemy would concentrate on that and defence against such a threat would be
materially reduced.

15. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the necessity
to improve radars in the Pinetree system and agreed to recommend that improvements be
made in 10 of the 12 stations financed by Canada to provide, by 1960, high coverage up to
75,000 feet, at a total cost estimated to be $20.8 million, to be spread over the four fiscal
years ending March 31st, 1961.

46. DEA/50045-40

Note de la 1*¢ Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Defence Liaison (1) Division
to Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], February 13, 1957

AGENDA ITEM 6 — 605TH MEETING CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACE-TIME

The proposed submission to Cabinet Defence Committee on this subject is so con-
densed that it fails in some measure to give a complete picture of the problem. This is
perhaps inevitable since the original paper done by the ad hoc group, although lengthy,
was tightly argued. Since condensation is required, the document which goes to Cabinet
Defence Committee should be carefully edited to keep possible misunderstanding to a min-
imum. Certain suggestions for revisions in the proposed memorandum are set out below
with the object of making the submission more understandable.
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(a) The submission should have appended to it the complete report of the ad hoc group so
that Ministers, if they wish, could read the complete case for joint operational control. As
the submission stands all the arguments of the ad hoc committee are summed up in the first
phrase “in recognition of the need for close integration of Canadian-United States air
defences ...”.

(b) Would it not be better to state clearly that the Commander-in-Chief, Air Defence,
Canada-United (CINCADCANUS) will be an American, and that the Deputy Commander-
in-Chief will be a Canadian?

(c) Paragraphs 2 and 3 — A possibility of confusion exists in these two paragraphs.
There is a real difference in the meaning of the military terminology “operational control”
on the one hand and “under command” on the other. The argumentation in these two
paragraphs is so condensed as to blur this distinction.

(d) Paragraph 4(e) — It would be wise to make clear the distinction between the “plans”
which CINCADCANUS will be authorized to produce for the employment of forces
assigned to him for operational purposes and the “studies on the desirable continental air
defence posture” (paragraph 3 — Appendix “A”) which he will also be authorized to
undertake.?” It is our understanding that these terms were carefully chosen to delineate the
powers of the proposed Commander. The latter means long-range objectives which may be
desirable in the eyes of the Commander, but which cannot be thought of as military plans
until approved by Governments.

(e) Paragraph 7 — The purpose of the submission is to gain approval for the appointment
of a single operational commander. There already exists an effective coordinated system
for the air defence of Canada. Some further clarity might be introduced in this paragraph.
The paragraph might also include a sentence indicating that the exact terms of reference of
the single commander when drafted would be submitted to Cabinet Defence Committee for
its approval at a later date. We understand that this in fact is what the Chairman, Chiefs of
Staff intends to do. It might be wise, however, to say so in the memorandum. Our advance
into this new state of affairs should be by controlled stages.

(f) Paragraph 6 of Annex “A” might be clarified. The use of the phrase “likelihood of air
attack” is open to question. The responsibility for such advice clearly lies with the senior
military advisers, i.e. the Chiefs of Staff. The RCAF understand this paragraph to mean
only that CINCADCANUS would be responsible for advising the senior commanders on
the basis of tactical information which might come to him as a result of his concern with
the warning lines, e.g. ferret operations which might be conducted by the Soviet Air
Forces. The paragraph as it stands is open to some misinterpretation, in that it may seem to
assign greater responsibility to this subordinate commander than is, in fact, intended.

2. The text of the submission has been lifted in the main from the ad hoc group’s report.
It is a submission which deals entirely with the military operational requirement. Nowhere
in it does it even reflect the political problems inherent in the control of Canadian forces in
peace-time by an outsider. It can be argued that this aspect of the question will be dealt
with by Ministers when they consider the submission. On the other hand officials cannot
be blind to the political aspects of this question, and the original submission to Cabinet
Defence Committee should reflect some political awareness. Even a single sentence along
the following lines might be enough: the United States authorities should be reminded that
Canadian willingness to agree to joint operational control of the continental air defence

37 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
? [R.M. Macdonnell]
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forces should be met by a corresponding United States recognition of the need for ade-
quate consultation with Canadian authorities on matters which might lead to the alerting of
the air defence system.

3. This Department has constantly stressed the necessity for close United States consulta-
tion with the Canadian Government prior to the taking of decisions which might involve us
and the rest of the world in hostilities. Canadian consent to enter into an agreement with
the United States to set up a single operational commander should certainly provide us
with an opportunity once again to impress upon the United States Government Canada’s
special place among the many countries allied to the United States. It is difficult to con-
ceive of the United States taking any overt action to protect itself which would not imme-
diately affect Canada. It is possible to conceive of action taken by the United States which
would not, for example, involve her allies in the Rio Pact or the SEATO Pact. Geography
and our willingness to cooperate effectively in joint continental defence efforts give us a
special right to demand closer consultation. We should not lose any opportunity to re-assert
this right and especially an opportunity such as this when the Canadian Government is
called on to take a decision without precedent in Canadian history, namely the granting in
peace-time of control to a foreign representative over our security forces.*® If there is merit
in these arguments, it would seem wise that their substance be reflected in this submission
to Cabinet Defence Committee. It would be particularly apt to say something along these
lines at this moment since we are in the process of negotiations with the United States
authorities on alerts procedures.

J.J. MCCARDLE

[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

Projet d’une note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Draft Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

SECRET [Ottawa), February, 1957

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

In recognition of the need for close integration of Canadian and United States air
defence, a study on the control of North American air defence forces has been undertaken
by the Military Study Group at the direction of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee
and the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. (The conclusions and recommendations of the Military
Study Group are attached as Appendix B.t) This study has concluded that the operational
control of Canadian and United States air defence forces should be delegated to a single
commander who would be responsible to the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. Com-
mander-in-Chief, Air Defence, Canada-United States has been suggested as a title for this
commander.

3 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
NATO? [R.M. Macdonneli]
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2. The term “Operational Control” is defined as the power of directing, coordinating and
controlling the operational activities of deployed units which may, or may not, be under
the command of the authority exercising operational control.*

3. This principle of a single commander® in collective security arrangements is well
established in the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation where, for example, the Supreme
Allied Commander Europe and the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic have operational
control over all assigned forces.

4. The establishment of an integrated operational control system for the air defence of
Canada, the Continental United States and Alaska under a single commander, would be
based on the following principles:

(a) national commanders would be responsible to their national authorities for logistics,
administration, discipline, internal organization and unit training for their commands and
would be the principal advisers to the Commander-in-Chief Air Defence Command in air
defence matters of their services;

(b) operational control areas should be on a geographical basis (using international
boundaries whenever feasible) and should be commanded by officers selected as follows:

(i) in areas lying wholly in one country and containing only forces of that country, the

area commander and staff should be from that country and,

(ii) in areas which include territory of both countries and/or forces of both countries the

area commander and his deputy should not normally be from the same country and the

staff should be composed of officers from both countries.

(¢) The Commander-in-Chief Air Defence Command and his deputy should not normally
be from the same nation and should have a staff of officers from both nations;

(d) plans and procedures to be used in wartime should be formulated and approved in
peacetime and should be capable of rapid implementation in an emergency;

(e) plans prepared by the Commander-in-Chief Air Defence Command should be
reviewed and approved by the Chiefs of Staff of both countries and, where these plans are
outside the purview of the military services, they should be forwarded through the Chiefs
of Staff to respective governmental agencies for coordination and approval.*!

5. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff have approved these proposals.

6. The terms of reference for the Commander-in-Chief Air Defence Command would
include the points set out in Appendix “A”.

7. The Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I concur, that approval, in principle, be given for
the establishment of an integrated operational control system* for the air defence of

3 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
expand distinctions (J.J. McCardle]
40 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
probability of confusion [J.). McCardle]}
4 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
distinction (in annex) between “plans” & “studies” [J.J. McCardle]
“2 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
7 {J.J. McCardle]
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Canada, the Continental United States and Alaska under a single commander, based on the
principles set out above.**
{R.O. CAMPNEY]

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]
Appendice A
Appendix A

SECRET

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

Points to be Included in the Proposed Terms of Reference Commander-in-Chief, Air
Defence, Canada-United States

1. The Commander-in-Chief shall be responsible to both the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff for the air defence of Canada, the
Continental United States and Alaska.

2. The Commander-in-Chief shall exercise operational control over assigned and aug-
mentation forces made available for the air defence of Canada, the Continental United
States and Alaska. Commanders making augmentation forces available may place restric-
tions on their deployment.

3. The Commander-in-Chief shall produce plans for the employment of forces assigned,
attached, or otherwise made available, and shall produce studies on the desirable continen-
tal air defence posture, and submit them for approval to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Com-
mittee and the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate.

4. The Commander-in-Chief shall specify the states of combat readiness. He shall estab-
lish procedures and issue directives, within existing national policies, for the operation of
air defence forces assigned, attached, or otherwise made available. He shall cause the com-
mand to engage in training and practice exercises in order to ensure the readiness of forces
and facilities and the appropriateness of the measures in effect.

5. The Commander-in-Chief shall assure that provision is made for prompt initiation of
wartime operations in an emergency.

6. The Commander-in-Chief shall be responsible for advising the responsible military
authorities of both countries of the likelihood of air attack.*

43 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
(1) What is being asked for it seems to me is approval in principle for a single operational com-
mander. We already have (or are said to have) an effective coordinated system. Some further clarity
might be introduced.
(2) It seems to me that Cabinet Defence Committee should be given another opportunity to pass on
the exact terms of reference of the single commander. I believe this is in fact the intention of the
C.C.0.S. It might be wise to say so in this memo. If we are to become serfs then progress to that
state should perhaps be by controlled stages! [J.J. McCardle]

“ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
needs clarification [J.J. McCardle]
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47. DEA/50045-A-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Chiefs of Staff Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], February 15, 1957

Present
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes)
Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon)
Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham)
Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf)

Also Present
F.R. Miller, Esq., Deputy Minister National Defence.
R.B. Bryce, Esq., Secretary to the Cabinet.
R.M. Macdonnell, Esq., Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
Brigadier Rothschild, Coordinator Joint Staff.
Group Captain Gooderham, Commander Porter, Lieutenant-Colonel Finch
(Joint Telecommunications Committee for Item II).

Secretary, Chiefs of Staff, (Captain Lucas).

VI INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES
AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME (SECRET)

19. The Committee had for consideration a draft brief for Cabinet Defence Committee,

together with a proposed amendment} by the Chief of the Air Staff.
(CSC:1855.1 TD:3 of 8 Feb 57)

20. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff briefly reviewed the background of this paper and
stated that now that the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff had approved the proposals in principle,
he would like to place them before CDC at an early date.

21. The Committee considered an amendment to the paper proposed by the Chief of the
Air Staff which had been circulated to the members.

22. General Foulkes considered that this amendment laid too much stress on the need for
integration to fight the air battle and insufficient stress on the importance for integrated
planning in peacetime.

23. Air Marshal Slemon explained the reasons for his proposed amendment and empha-
sized the vital importance of setting up an organization by which very rapid decisions
could be taken by Air Defence Commanders in war. This was of particular importance in
contiguous sectors of control along the Canada-U.S. border. He pointed out that in order to
function effectively in war it was essential to exercise control operations in peacetime.

24. The Chief of the Air Staff then suggested a further additional paragraph which laid
particular emphasis on the necessity for joint coordinated planning.

25. Mr. Macdonnell stated that the Department of External Affairs was in general agree-
ment with the principles outlined in the paper, but suggested that an additional paragraph
should be inserted to read as follows: “The United States authorities should be reminded
that Canadian willingness to agree to joint operational control of the continental air
defence forces should be met by a corresponding United States recognition of the need for
adequate consultation with the Canadian authorities on matters which might lead to the
alerting of the air defence system”.
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26. After further discussion the Committee agreed:

(a) to include the amendment proposed by Mr. Macdonnell as a new paragraph 6;

(b) to delete the last sentence of paragraph 1;

(c) to attach the report of the Ad Hoc Committee in its entirety as Appendix “C”;

(d) to approve the paper as amended for submission to Cabinet Defence Committee.
FW.T. Lucas

48. DEA/50210-F-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 400 Washington, February 20, 1957

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Our 385 Feb 19.1
For information NATO Paris.

CONTINENTAL DEFENCE
Mr. Dulles signed the USA note last night and the formal exchange took place this
morning.
2. The text of the USA note which is dated February 19 reads as follows:
“Excellency:

I have the honor to refer to conversations between representatives of our two govern-
ments regarding the proposed incorporation of nuclear weapons in the air defence of
Canada, the Continental USA and Alaska. Such a move would greatly enhance the joint-
defense capabilities which our two countries have been developing over a period of years.

As has already been indicated to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, the initial
nuclear capability visualized for air defence is in the form of an air-to-air rocket (MB-1).
This weapon was issued around January 1, to the USA Air Force in small numbers for use
in air defence activities. In order that this new weapon may be given maximum scope in
defence activities which affect both Canada and the USA, this government wishes to pro-
pose that the MB-1 be carried by USA military aircraft over Canada under the following
terms and conditions:

(1) The initial period during which the Canadian government will authorize the carriage
of MB-1 weapons over Canada will extend to July 1, 1957. More permanent arrangements
will have to be worked out to cover the period after July 1957,

(2) USA Air Force planes so armed will enter Canadian air space only in the event an air
defense warning yellow or red is declared. In such an event, the USA planes will confine
their activities in the main to Canadian territory bordering on the Great Lakes and
extending northward to about 50 degrees north latitude. USA planes armed with MB-1
weapons, under air defense waming yellow or red, will be authorized by the Canadian
government to land at, or take off from, Canadian bases in the territory over which they
have authority to operate.
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(3) In the circumstances visualized above, rules of interception and engagement over
Canadian territory shall continue to be those established from time to time by the Canadian
govermment for interceptor aircraft of the Royal Canadian Air Force operating over
Canada. Attached for your info is a copy of the USA interception and engagement instruc-
tions and procedures, which have been reviewed for their applicability to the employment
of atomic weapons and which became applicable on January 1, 1957.1

(4) The USA government has taken the utmost precaution in designing the weapon, and
will exercise equal precaution in establishing operational procedures, to insure a minimum
possibility of public hazard when employment of the MB-1 is necessary. Representatives
of the Royal Canadian Air Force have been thoroughly informed by the USA Air Force
concerning safety features.

(5) In accordance with current agreed procedures, crashes of aircraft from either country
in the territory of the other are reported on a service-to-service basis. During the term of
this agreement, the USA will take measures to insure that the Canadian government is
immediately notified or any crash in Canadian territory of a USA aircraft carrying MB-1
rockets.

(6) Detailed arrangements will be made between the USA Air Force and the Royal Cana-
dian Air Force to provide designated RCAF personnel with training necessary for the sal-
vage of MG-1 weapons following an accident. In the event salvage is necessary, the USA
air force is willing to send at any time, upon request, trained personnel to assist in the
operation.

(7) Any info released jointly or separately by the two governments concerning this sub-
ject will be processed in accordance with the current understanding of March 19, 1951,
which governs the release of publicity relating to joint Canadian-USA defense plans and
operations.

If these conditions are acceptable to your government, I suggest that this note and your
reply shall constitute an agreement effective from the date of your reply.

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration. John Foster
Dulles”

3. Our reply which bears the No. 91 and is also dated February 19 reads as follows:
“Sir,

1 have the honour to refer to your note of February 19, 1957, proposing that under

certain terms and conditions the MB-1 air-to-air rocket may be carried by USA military
aircraft over Canadian territory.

The terms and conditions set out in your note under reference are acceptable to my
government which concurs as well with your suggestion that your note and this reply shall
constitute an agreement effective the date of this note, and to extend to July 1, 1957.

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration. A.D.P. Heeney”
4. Both notes are classified secret.
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49. DND/Vol. 21422, CSC 1855-8

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

SECRET [Ottawa], March 11, 1957

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

1. In recognition of the need for close integration of Canadian and United States air
defence, a study on the control of North American air defence forces has been undertaken
by the Military Study Group at the direction of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee
and the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff. (The conclusions and recommendations of the
Military Study Group are attached as Appendix “B”,1 and the report of the ad hoc commit-
tee is attached as Appendix “C”).* This study has concluded that the operational control of
Canadian and United States air defence forces should be completely integrated and under a
United States Commander, with a Canadian Deputy, who would be responsible to the
Chiefs of Staff of both countries.

2. This principle of operational control in collective security arrangements is well estab-
lished in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization where, for example, the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe and the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic have operational control
over all assigned national forces.

3. The establishment of an integrated operational control system for the air defence of
Canada, the Continental United States and Alaska would be based on the following:

(a) The Commander’s responsibilities will be as follows:

(1) In Peacetime. The development of plans and procedures to be used in war. These
plans and procedures to be agreed to in peacetime and be ready for immediate use in an
emergency. They will be reviewed, amended or approved by the Chiefs of Staff of both
countries and Government approval will be sought before any plans are implemented.
He will be responsible for the general pattern of training and the general supervision of
practice exercises in order to ensure the readiness of the forces and facilities in time of
emergency.

(ii) In War. In time of war he will be responsible for the direction of air operations of
the Air Defence Command in accordance with the plans which have been agreed to in
peacetime.

(b) The Canadian and United States commanders will continue to be responsible, in both
peace and war, for logistics, administration, discipline, internal organization and unit train-
ing of their respective national commands.

4. It is considered that there are several advantages to Canada in accepting this form of
integration:

(a) This procedure leaves with the Canadian Commander complete command and admin-
istration over Canadian troops and equipment.

45 Voir/See Document 41.
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(b) Affords the Canadian authorities early and continuing opportunities to influence and
participate in the formulation of joint air defence policy.

(c) Provides early opportunity for joint examination of intelligence and circumstances
which may lead the United States authorities to call an alert.

(d) Will provide a further channel for closer cooperation with the United States Air Force
in the field of development and production of common techniques and equipment, and thus
avoid unnecessary duplication.

(e) Will remove recurring United States criticism that Canada is not cooperating to the
fullest extent in the Joint Air Defence of North America.

(f) Will provide an adequate basis for reaching a high standard of readiness and the least
possible delay in passing from a peacetime to wartime footing.

(g) Will bring the Air Defence Command in North America in line with the other Com-
mands in NATO.

5. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff have approved these proposals.

6. The United States authorities will be reminded that Canadian participation in joint
operational control of the continental air defence forces should be met by a corresponding
United States recognition of the need for adequate consultation with Canadian authorities
on matters which might lead to the alerting of the air defence system.

7. The terms of reference for the Commander, Air Defence Command, would include the
points set out in Appendix “A”.%

8. The Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I concur, that approval in principle be given for
the establishment of an integrated operational control system for the air defence of Canada,
the Continental United States and Alaska under a single commander, based on the provi-
sions set out above.*

[R.O. CAMPNEY)

4 Réimprimé sous forme d’annexe au document 46./Reprinted as appendix to Document 46.

47 Ce document a été approuvé par Campney et envoyé a Bryce en vue d’étre examiné 2 la réunion du
Comité du Cabinet sur la Défense du 15 mars 1957. Cette réunion a par la suite été annulée et reporiée
jusqu’apres I'élection fédérale du 10 juin.

This document was approved by Campney and forwarded to Bryce for discussion at the Cabinet
Defence Committee meeting of March 15, 1957. This meeting was subsequently cancelled and held
over until after the federal election of June 10.
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50. DEA/50046-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], June 12, 1957

114TH MEETING OF THE CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE TO BE HELD
ON JUNE 13, 19574

ITEM [ — INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

The attached brief* on this subject, prepared by the Department of National Defence, is
concerned with a decision of great national importance for which there is no precedent in
recent Canadian history, namely, a decision to grant in peacetime, to a foreign representa-
tive, operational control of an element of Canadian security forces in Canada. There is a
precedent in the NATO structure for the operational control of Canadian units by non-
Canadian commanders, but this, of course, does not apply to forces within the national
boundaries. While this Department has had an opportunity on several occasions to com-
ment on the recommendations of the Military Study Group which are enclosed with the
attached memorandum, it was not consulted on the drafting of the memorandum to the
Cabinet Defence Committee.

2. “Operational control”, in the context of this paper, is defined as “the power of
directing, coordinating and controlling the operational activities of deployment units which
may or may not be under the command of the authority exercising operational control”. (A
more detailed definition is contained in paragraph 27 of the Military Study Group’s
report.) In effect, national commanders would continue to be responsible for logistics,
administration, discipline, internal organization and unit training of their respective
national commands. The proposed commander of the joint forces (who would be an
American) would, in wartime, direct the operation of units from Canada and the United
States. In peacetime he would recommend plans and procedures for the operation of the
Jjoint forces in wartime and he would be responsible for the general supervision of practice
exercises, in order to ensure the readiness of the forces and facilities in time of emergency.

3. The main interest of this Department in this subject centers on paragraph 6 of the
attached submission. We have constantly stressed the necessity for close United States con-
sultation with the Canadian Government prior to the taking of decisions which might
involve us in hostilities. It is difficult to conceive that the United States could take any
overt action to protect itself which would not immediately affect Canada. (It is possible to
conceive of action taken by the United States which would not, for example, involve her
allies in the Rio Pact.) Geography and our willingness to cooperate effectively in joint
continental defence efforts, give us a special right to demand that United States consulta-
tion with Canada be adequate at all times. Canadian consent to enter into an agreement
with the United States to set up a single operational commander of air defence forces

¢ Cette réunion a été annulée./This meeting was cancelled.

4 Aucune pigce jointe n’a été trouvée dans les dossiers du MAE. Vraisemblablement, ceci renvoie au
document précédent.
No attachment was located in DEA files. Presumably, this refers to the preceding document.
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should certainly provide us with an opportunity, which should not be lost, to reassert the
need for close consultation and to impress upon the United States Government Canada’s
special place among the countries allied to the United States. It should be borne in mind
that we are, at the moment, in the process of negotiations with the United States authorities
on alerts procedures.

4, Two other comments concerning the drafting of the attached submission occur to offi-
cials in this Department. With respect to paragraph 4(e) of the submission, we are not
aware that there has been “recurring United States criticism” of any Canadian shortcom-
ings in the development of the joint air defences of North America. Conversely, there have
been a variety of statements by the most senior members of the United States Government
praising, both qualitatively and quantitatively, the Canadian contribution to the continental
air defence system.

5. Finally, we believe that paragraph 8 of the submission might include a sentence indi-
cating that the exact terms of reference of the proposed single command, when drafted,
would be submitted to the Cabinet Defence Committee for its approval. Any move into
this new stage of continental cooperation in defence matters should be by carefully con-
trolled stages.

J. LIEGER]

51. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], June 13, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The President of the Privy Council (Mr. Chevrier),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northemn Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard),
The Associate Minister of National Defence (Mr. Hellyer).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Pelletier), (Mr. Martin).
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CANADA-U.S. AIR COMMANDS; PROPOSED INTEGRATION

20. The Prime Minister said that the proposed integration of the Canadian and U.S. air
defence commands was a most important issue on which a decision should not be taken by
the present administration.

21. The Cabinet agreed that the proposed integration of the operational control Canadian
and U.S. air defence commands, which had been under discussion for some time between
the military authorities of both countries, was a major issue which should be left for deci-
sion by an incoming administration.

SECTION B

ENQUETES DU CONGRES SUR LA SECURITE
CONGRESSIONAL SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS

52. DFAIT/29-7-2-USA-NORMAN

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
& I’ambassadeur en Egypte

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in Egypt

TELEGRAM DS-67 Ottawa, March 15, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat for information Washington (Personal for Ambassador), CONGEN NY (Personal
for Consul General).

Personal for the Ambassador Begins: The Internal Security Subcommittee of the Judicial
Committee of the USA Senate released yesterday to the press extracts of the record of the
executive session at which John K. Emmerson was cross examined.® The allegations and
insinuations made during the course of the session are of the same nature as those which
have been previously made by this Subcommittee in USA and I shall not burden you with
the detailed text.

2. As the result of the allegations Mr. Pearson in answer to a question in the House by
Mr. Diefenbaker this morning made a statement based on the text given in my immediately
following telegram.§5' Such alterations as he made in this text were of a minor nature and
do not affect the substance.

3. As you will see from this statement the Canadian Government intends to lodge a
protest with the USA Government and I shall send you a report on this matter as soon as
the protest has been lodged.

4. T regret personally that these allegations have again been made publicly and I know
how unpleasant they are for you personally. I thought you would like to have as soon as

% Voir/See United States, Senate, Hearings before the Subcommittee o Investigate the Administration of
the Internal Security Act and other Internal Security Laws of the Committee of the Judiciary, 85th
Congress, First Session on Scope of Soviet Activity in the United States, Part 56, March 12 and 21 1957,
Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1957, pp. 3645-3666.

3! Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1957, volume II, pp. 2447 A 2448.

See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957, Volume II, pp. 2349-2350.
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possible a text of the Minister’s remarks in the House and to know of the warm tribute he
has paid to you and in which I join. Léger, Ends.

53. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-69 Ottawa, March 18, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your tel 614 Mar 18.1
Repeat for information CONGENNY (Most Immediate), Cairo (Important).

ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR NORMAN

Please deliver the following note to the State Department: Begins. I am instructed by
my Government to bring to the attention of the USA Government the allegations of disloy-
alty which have been made in the USA against Mr. E.H. Norman, the Canadian Ambassa-
dor to Egypt, a high and trusted representative of the Canadian Government. The
irresponsible allegations to which I refer, and which in any event would concern matters to
be dealt with by the Canadian Government and not by a Subcommittee of the USA Senate,
were contained in the textual record of the Internal Security Subcommittee, of the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary, which was officially released by that body to the press in
Washington at 4.30 p.m. on March 14.

I am instructed to protest in the strongest terms the action taken by an official body of
the legislative branch of the USA Government in making and publishing allegations about
a Canadian official. This procedure is both surprising and disturbing because it was done
without the USA Government consulting or even informing the Canadian Government and
without taking account of relevant public statements made earlier by the Canadian
Government.

The Canadian Government examined similar allegations as long ago as 1951, and as the
result of an exhaustive security enquiry the full confidence of the Canadian Government in
Mr. Norman’s loyalty and integrity has been confirmed in all respects. The conclusions of
the Canadian Government were made public at that time and must have been known to the
Subcommittee particularly as the State Department was requested at the time and again on
December 11, 1952 to draw them to their attention. I am attaching the texts of two state-
ments made by the Canadian Government on this matter in 1951.5

The repetition of such irresponsible allegations in the Subcommittee and the publication
on the authority of this official body of a record containing such allegations is the kind of
action which is inconsistent with the long standing and friendly cooperation characterizing
relations between our two countries. Text of note ends.

2. I understand that you will deliver the above text to the State Department at 5 p.m. this
afternoon. The Minister wishes to make this text public in the House tomorrow around

52 Pour le texte de la note canadienne de 1951 et le communiqué, voir volume 17, documents 769 et 773.
For the text of the Canadian note in 1951 and the press release, see Volume 17, Documents 769 and 773.
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3 p.m. He will include the State Department reply if this is forthcoming in time.” You may
release the text in Washington in response to enquiries.
3. My telegram DS70% contains the texts of the two previous press releases referred to in
the note of protest.
L.B. PEARSON

54. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 624 Washington, March 18, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Telegram No. DS 69 of March 18.

ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. NORMAN
I presented the Note at 5 p.m. this afternoon to Burke Elbrick, Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs. In doing so, I explained that I would wish my representations
regarded as though they had been made to the Secretary of State himself.

2. The text which I gave to Elbrick was that contained in your telegram with the follow-
ing changes which had been agreed to by Crean:

(a) In the next to last paragraph the words “and of the exchange which took place in the
House of Commons of Canada on this subject on March 14, 1957 were deleted, and in
the earlier part of that sentence the word “the” was omitted before “two” and the words
“on this matter” were inserted before “in 1951”.

(b) The press release of August 24, 1951, was replaced by the statement made by you in
your press conference on August 16, 1951, beginning with the words “immediately on
receipt” and ending with “fair and effective”.5

3. I emphasized orally to Elbrick how seriously this matter was regarded by the Canadian
Government. I also indicated that it was your intention to make our Note public in the
House of Commons tomorrow at 3 p.m.

53 Pour le texte de la note canadienne du 18 mars 1957, voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats,
1957, volume III, p. 3517.

For the text of the Canadian note of March 18, 1957, see Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957,
Volume III, p. 3357.

5 Ce texte devrait renvoyer 2 I’échange du 15 mars. Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1957,
volume II, pp. 2447 4 2448.

This should refer to the exchange of March 15. See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957,
Volume II, pp. 2349-2350.

% Pour le texte du communiqué, voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Communiqués, 1951,
N° 39. Pour une description de la conférence de presse du 16 aoit, voir le Globe and Mail du 17 aoiit
1951.

For the text of the Press Release, see Canada, Department of External Affairs, Press Releases, 1951,
No. 39. For a description of the press conference on August 16, see Globe and Mail, August 17, 1951.
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4. Elbrick fully appreciated our concern and the depth of our feeling. He knew we real-
ized how difficult it was to affect the behaviour of committees of the Legislative Branch.
At the same time, he thought it had to be recognized in the U.S. that the conduct of foreign
relations was the responsibility of the Executive. He was confident that the Administration
would be anxious one way or another to impress on the Committee the dangers in the
course which they were apparently following. He was not sure how far the activities of this
particular Sub-Committee would go, although he appeared somewhat disturbed at the indi-
cations that Emmerson had been called to appear again before it this Thursday. Clearly the
State Department is troubled by the effect which all of this may have on their own position
as well as on officials of other Governments whose names might be mentioned during such
hearings.

5. Elbrick said that the State Department would of course be replying to your Note after
it had received the serious attention which it merited. There was not a hope, however, that
such a reply could be given to us tomorrow. They naturally could not object to your plan to
release our Note tomorrow afternoon. )

6. In talking with Elbrick, I recalled a visit which I had made to Washington in connec-
tion with the earlier episode when I was Under-Secretary. At that time I had seen “Doc”
Matthews, who was then Deputy Under Secretary, in order to assure him personally that
we were completely satisfied about Norman’s loyalty and integrity and to secure an assur-
ance from Matthews that the State Department and its representatives abroad would con-
tinue to show the same confidence in Norman as in other accredited representatives of the
Canadian Government. Matthews had given me such an assurance at that time and I would
expect it to continue to apply to Norman in present circumstances.

7. Finally I drew Elbrick’s attention to your exchange in the House of Commons on
March 15, 1957, and gave him extra copies to supplement those already received from this
Embassy and from Merchant in Ottawa.

{A.D.P.] HEENEY

55. DFATT/29-7-2-USA-NORMAN

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 729 Washington, March 29, 1957

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Our tel 718 Mar 28.1
For Under-Secretary.

REFS TO E.H. NORMAN IN HEARINGS OF THE SENATE INTERNAL SECURITY
SUB-COMMITTEE
Despite the efforts which have been made by the State Department, the publication yes-
terday, on the basis of the Sub-Committee’s decision, of further testimony taken in closed
session in the hearings on the case of John Emmerson on March 21 clearly indicates that
the Sub-Committee remains in full control of its own extraordinary procedures, and is
unlikely to drop this case or to acknowledge in any way that its methods are at fault.
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2. In reviewing the unhappy history of this matter, it will be clear that our recent protests
to the State Department, modelled on similar action taken in 1951, while given a receptive
and sympathetic hearing by the State Department have had little or no effect on members
of the Sub-Committee and their supporting counsel.

3. There would seem to be only two possible courses. One, to leave matters where they
now stand, on the basis of your public statement in the House on this case (March 15,
1957) and the earlier public statements of 1951. To this latest statement of the position of
the Canadian Government may be added the public statement issued by the State Depart-
ment on March 16 to the effect that “allegations which may have been made regarding
Mr. Norman in the course of the hearings do not represent opinions of the USA Govern-
ment, and that the USA maintains the friendliest relations with Canada, and has every
confidence in the Canadian Government’s judgement in the selection of its official
representatives.”3¢

4. It is to be expected that our formal note of March 18 to the State Department will
receive a reply in due course, and presumably the question whether this exchange should
be made public will be given careful consideration. We would hope the State Department
reply would cover Morris’ statements (March 21) concerning the State Department, made
public yesterday and referred to in our telegram under reference. You will presumably wish
to examine the transcript carefully.

5. The alternative course would be to restate the position taken in the memo of August
14, 1951, left with the State Department, as to the procedure we would wish followed in
this and any similar cases which might arise. You will recall that that communication con-
tained the following paragraphs.

“...If in evidence before investigating committees in Washington names of Canadian
officials appear, the Canadian Government naturally expects that these names can be sent
in confidence to the Canadian Government so that the allegations made can be investigated
here and the results referred back to the State Department.

“The Canadian Government hopes that the State Department will agree that this is the
course which should have been followed in this case, and will be able to give some assur-
ance that it will be followed in the future.”

6. You will note that in the hearings of March 21 made public yesterday, reference is
again made by Morris, the Subcommittee counsel, to a “security memo” said to be in the
possession of the Subcommittee, on the Norman case, and Morris has said “I understand
that the State Department has now asked the FBI for this particular info, and apparently the
FBI info that they have given them does confirm the security report that we put in the
record.”” In the second course described, we might presumably communicate to the State
Department a request that any alleged security documents bearing on this case which have
not hitherto been transmitted through appropriate channels to the Canadian authorities
should be so communicated at once, for examination by the competent Canadian authori-
ties as part of our own evaluation.

7. Of these two possible courses, we consider that in the light of our own firm determina-
tion in this case, and in view of the record of the Subcommittee, the second would lead

% Voir/See United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XXXVI, No. 927, April 1, 1957, p. 539.

%7 Voir/See United States, Senate, Hearings before the Subcommittee 1o Investigate the Administration of
the Internal Security Act and other Internal Security Laws of the Committee of the Judiciary, 85th Con-
gress, First Session on Scope of Soviet Activity in the United States, Part 56, March 12 and 21 1957,
Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1957, p. 3675.
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only to the production of additional so-called *“evidence” whenever the Committee saw fit
for its own reasons to do so. We are inclined to think that this would not have the effect of
stopping the renewed publication of these charges, and further it might well lead us into an
unproductive exchange with the Subcommittee through the State Department on the evalu-
ation of individual items of alleged “evidence”.

8. This leaves us then with the first course, and although here too the possibility of
further publicity must be expected, we will at least be resting our case on the firm public
statements and official protests that have already been made in this matter. In this event
there is some prospect that the responsible newspapers would not pay undue attention to
the further proceedings of the Subcommittee in this case. (On the publication of yester-
day’s record, the Washington Post carried no reference today, and the New York Times only
a brief and innocuous item from the UP). This does not, of course, mean that we should not
continue and intensify our efforts with the State Department and the Administration to
encourage them to renew their efforts to put these matters on a more rational and orderly
basis, although we need not be too optimistic of the effects of our representations.

56. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], April 4, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).
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DEATH OF CANADIAN AMBASSADOR TO EGYPT;®
SUGGESTION IN HOUSE OF COMMONS TO FLY PEACE TOWER FLAG
AT HALF-MAST

26. The Minister of Public Works said it would be undesirable to follow the suggestion of
the Leader of the Opposition to fly the Peace Tower flag at half-mast for the Canadian
Ambassador to Egypt, who had died in Cairo. This would establish an undesirable prece-
dent, since it had never been done for any civil servant, nor any member of the Armed
Services, even in war, but only for Members of Parliament and Senators. If it were once
started for others it would become extremely difficult to determine where the line should
be drawn.

27. The Cabinet, on the recommendation of the Minister of Public Works, agreed that the
flag on the Peace Tower should not be flown at half-mast because of the death in Cairo of
Mr. Herbert Norman, Canadian Ambassador to Egypt, despite the suggestion to that effect
in Parliament by the Leader of the Opposition, because once exceptions were made to the
present practice there would be no way of deciding when the flag should be flown at half-
mast.

57. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 812 Washington, April 6, 1957
CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. NORMAN — SENATOR WATKINS STATEMENT

Your attention is drawn to AP despatch datelined Washington, April 5, in today’s New
York Times, which quotes Senator Watkins (Rep. Utah), Chairman of Senate Internal Sub-
Committee, as having said that the publication of the Sub-Committee’s first report (hear-
ings of March 13) released on March 14, (see our telegram 602 of March 14) had been
agreed to by him with “serious misgivings”. According to this press report, Senator
Watkins said “his reluctance was overcome to a large extent by the fact” that the State
Department had cleared the first of these two records for publication. The report goes on:
“Mr. Watkins said he had signed an approval for the release, along with other Subcommit-
tee members, only after he had called the State Department and confirmed statements by
the Subcommittee staff that the records had been cleared by the department.” Later,
Mr. Watkins said “I have been advised that only the security officers of the State Depart-
ment had passed on the approval, and it was only after the review of the record in light of
the protest from the Canadian Government that it was realized that the diplomatic section
of the department should also have passed on the matter.” Since the Subcommittee had

%8 Bouleversé par de nouvelles allégations selon lesquelles il aurait €té un agent communiste, Norman
s’est suicidé au Caire le 4 avril 1957.
Distressed by the renewed allegations that he had been a Communist agent, Norman committed suicide
in Cairo on April 4, 1957.
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already released the first hearing record, Mr. Watkins explained, “I felt it was only just to
the witness and to Dr. Norman that the second hearing record should be also made public,
because on the whole, the testimony at the second hearing was very favorable to the wit-
ness and to Dr. Norman.” Mr. Watkins said that he had leamed the release of the second
hearing record was objected to by the Canadian Government but that “this fact was
unknown to me” when he gave his approval.

2. We shall try to obtain the full text of this statement of Senator Watkins as promptly as
possible.

3. According to the same press despatch, the State Department explained “that it was a
case of an Acting Security Chief acting without authority and without consulting higher
officials.” Morris, questioned about the Watkins’ statement is reported as having said that
the testimony was cleared by Robert Cartwright, Acting State Department Security Chief,
in the absence of Scott McLeod. “We deal only with the security people” Mr. Morris said.
“They represent, Mr. Morris added, the State Department as far as we are concerned.”

4. As you are aware, the various senior State Department officials with whom we have
taken up this case from time to time have continually emphasized the fact that the Execu-
tive Branch could not control the actions of the Subcommittee. As the State Department
press release of March 16 points out “the investigation being undertaken by the committee
lies entirely within the control of the committee”.

5. It seems to me clear that in the light of the AP report referred to above, we must
address ourselves at once to the State Department to obtain a full explanation of the proce-
dure which was followed in this case, and of the role reported to have been played by the
Security Section of the State Department in the authorization of the release of the record
on March 14, together with an indication of any part this section might have played in the
subsequent release of March 28 of the hearings held on March 21. At the same time, we
should press for a reply to our note of protest communicated to the State Department fol-
lowing the publication of the first report. This is necessary in any event. But the need for a
reply is increased by the fact that according to Reuters press despatch from Tokyo of April
5, a “formal United States reply to a Japanese Government protest had been received by
the Foreign Office through the Japanese Ambassador in Washington which expressed
regret that the Japanese Professor Shigeto Tsuru (visiting in the U.S.) had been called
before the Senate Investigation Committee”. Finally, I believe we should take up as a mat-
ter of urgency, with the State Department the question of future procedure in similar cases
and insist again (as we did in 1952) on the need for agreed and orderly procedures for
handling any future cases of this kind which may arise. While the tragedy in the Norman
case cannot be undone, it may be that with firmness on our part the individuals involved in
investigations affecting foreign nationals and officials can be brought to a sense of respon-
sibility. It would, I think, be clearly in the interest of future U.S.-Canadian relations to
continue to make the points we had taken up with the State Department before this tragedy
occurred.

6. I spoke to Elbrick of the State Department, this morning on the lines of the three
points mentioned above. He at once confirmed that the State Department Acting Security
Officer had acted on his own initiative and without any other authorization from the State
Department. I told him that I wished to discuss these matters with him on Monday April 8.
If there are any additional points you wish me to take up at that time, I should be glad to
receive them before 10 a.m. on Monday. In the light of our conversation you may wish to
consider incorporating these points in a formal communication to the State Department.
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7. The only other development which has come to our notice is that Senator Neuberger
(Dem.-Oregon) has publicly urged that a bi-partisan group of Senators investigate the Sub-
committee’s actions because of the “serious implications for our foreign relations”.

[A.D.P] HEENEY

58. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 822 Washington, April 8, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel. 812 of April 6.

CASE OF E.H. NORMAN

I called this morning on Elbrick, (with Lister present) to raise the three points men-
tioned in paragraph 5 of my telegram under reference. I emphasized again at the outset the
depth and seriousness of the concern which this case had aroused in Canada, and said that
it had been our hope after the developments of 1951 and 1952 that our two governments
had been of one mind on the impropriety of the publication on the basis of such investiga-
tions of the names of Canadian officials. I stressed the point in our Memorandum of
August 14, 1951, that if, in evidence before investigating committees in Washington,
names of Canadian officials appear, the Canadian Government expects that these names
can be sent in confidence to the Canadian Government, so that the allegations can be
investigated by the responsible Canadian authorities, and the results referred back to the
State Department.

2. It was necessary, therefore, for us to follow up our formal protest of March 18, to
which no reply had yet been received, and to obtain from the State Department a full
explanation of the procedure followed in this case, and of the role reported to have been
played by a security officer of the State Department in allegedly authorizing the release of
the record on March 14. Finally, I said that we would wish to initiate discussions with the
State Department whereby an orderly and agreed procedure would be substituted for the
handling of future cases should they arise.

3. The State Department has not yet completed its enquiries, and Elbrick was not able
today to give us a full account of the communications which have passed between the State
Department and the Sub-Committee, or to indicate with precision the degree of responsi-
bility of the State Department security officer who agreed to the release. We were told that
this particular officer, as is customary, was present with Emmerson at the hearings, and it
would appear that he did in fact either acquiesce in, or give his concurrence to, the release
of at least part of the record, although we gathered that a full report on this aspect is not yet
completed. Elbrick made it clear that the State Department at the highest levels was
strongly opposed to this kind of action on the part of the officer concemned, and agreed
with our view that a full report is required. The Assistant Secretary in charge of Congres-
sional Relations was in direct touch with Morris today and the Senators concerned, and we
would be informed of the results of the enquiry as promptly as possible. Elbrick was at
pains to assure us that the policy of the Executive Branch and of the State Department had
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not changed in any sense, and every effort would be made to guard against any similar
occurrences in the future. He said that the Secretary himself had been deeply distressed by
the recent developments and that both the Under-Secretary and Mr. Murphy had been in
frequent touch with the Sub-Committee.

4. Following the receipt of the Canadian protest on March 18, the State Department had
communicated with Senator Eastland, the Chairman of the Sub-Committee, both in writing
and orally, to urge that further publication in the Norman case would seriously jeopardize
our relations. Senator Eastland had replied on March 22, reiterating the Sub-Committee’s
right to maintain a public record in internal security investigations, and rejecting the sug-
gestion that references to Canadian or other foreign officials should be deleted. The argu-
ment was to the effect that there was an obligation on the Sub-Committee to present to the
Senate the whole picture, and that the presentation of a partial picture would be unfair to
Emmerson and to Norman and to the objectives of the Sub-Committee. We requested, and
hope to obtain, an accurate summary of Senator Eastland’s reply. Both before and after the
receipt of this reply, the State Department at senior levels took up this matter directly with
the Sub-Committee, but to no avail, as was evidenced by the release of the report on March
28 of the hearings on March 21.

5. Elbrick did not deny that this case had been badly handled internally, and that a full
investigation was needed to establish the role of the security officer concerned in giving
clearance for the release of this testimony.

6. With reference to our protest of March 18, he said that a reply would be forthcoming
shortly and after these current investigations are completed. He also agreed that every
effort should be made to establish an agreed procedure for the handling of similar cases in
the future, despite the obstructionist attitude taken to date by certain members of the Inter-
nal Security Sub-Committee.

7. At the conclusion of our meeting, we agreed that the following replyt might be made
to any press enquiries.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

59. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-85 Ottawa, April 8, 1957
CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

E.H. NORMAN

My immediately following telegram contains draft instructions and the draft text of a
proposed letter to the State Department. The Minister is discussing this with the Prime
Minister this morning and would be glad to have your comments on this proposal. In mak-
ing the letter public it will of course be necessary to accompany it with a statement making
it clear that the allegations made by the Subcommittee were not based on Canadian info
and that the action we have taken is based on the necessity of protecting any info in the
future which may be passed to USA agencies, e.g. info bearing on joint investigations and
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info on known communists where they are likely to visit the USA. We shall be drafting a
statement along these lines today.

60. DFAIT/29-7-2-USA-NORMAN

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-86 Ottawa, April 8, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL

In view of the reaction in the House and in the press to Herbert Norman’s death we
have decided that it would be desirable to deliver a letter to the United States Secretary of
State in the following terms. Text begins:

“In the light of the actions taken by the Internal Security Sub-Committee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the US Senate in publishing testimony taken in executive session
concerning the late Mr. E.H. Norman, I am instructed by my Government to inform you
with regret that the Canadian Government will be unable in future to supply any security
information concerning a Canadian citizen to any US Government agency without an
assurance from the US Government that no agency of that government will pass such
information to the legislative branch of the US Government without the express consent of
the Canadian Government. I am requested to express the hope that the US Government
will be able without delay to give such an assurance to the Canadian Government.” Text
ends.

2. Although I realize that most of the information which has been gathered by the Sub-
Committee has come from witnesses called by the Committee who have no doubt repeated
evidence already given to the FBI, nonetheless 1 believe it is desirable to have this on
record. In passing this letter to the State Department will you please inform them that we
have no desire to upset in any way the long standing and friendly relations between the
FBI and the RCM Police. Nor do we wish to upset the new and satisfactory relations
between the US Immigration and Naturalization Service and the RCM Police. I do feel
however under compulsion to ensure that the maximum protection is given to any informa-
tion on any Canadian which may be passed to the US Government for the mutual protec-
tion of our two countries.

3. Would you please inform me of the time that you will deliver the letter to the State
Department to enable Commissioner Nicholson to inform in advance both the FBI and the
US Immigration Service of our intention of doing this and give them an assurance that we
have no desire to upset the present good relations.

4. Would you also inform the State Department at the same time that I intend to inform
the House of Commons of the text of the letter before the House prorogues at the end of
the week.*

(L.B.) PEARSON

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:

Sent as Draft instructions re: E.H. Norman: subsequently approved by P[rime] Minister] [G.G.
Crean}
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61. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-87 Ottawa, April 9, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: My tel DS86 Apr 8.

INTERNAL SECURITY SUB-COMMITTEE — DRAFT LETTER TO USA SECRETARY
OF STATE

We have now redrafted the proposed letter to the USA Secretary of State and my tele-
gram DS88 contains a new proposed text. Following your talk with the Minister and the
previous talk between Rae and Crean you will note that this has been generally altered to
include the question of establishing orderly procedures for dealing with cases like the
Norman case. The Minister has seen this new draft this morning and would like to have
your comments as soon as possible. He has agreed to put off making a statement in the
House at least until tomorrow.

62. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-88 Ottawa, April 9, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: My tel DS87 Apr 9.

DRAFT TEXT OF LETTER TO USA SECRETARY OF STATE

“I am instructed by my Government to take up as a matter of urgency with the USA
Government, the question of the procedures which have been followed intermittently by
the Internal Security Sub-Committee of the Senate Committee on the judiciary in releasing
the names of Canadians who have been mentioned in the testimony taken in executive
session of that Sub-Committee.

As long ago as August 14, 1951 the Canadian Government complained of the methods
employed by that Sub-Committee in releasing the names of Canadians and stated that “if in
evidence before investigating committees in Washington the names of Canadian officials
appear, the Canadian Government naturally expects that these names can be sent in confi-
dence to the Canadian Government so that the allegations can be investigated here and
referred back to the State Department.”

Since that time the Canadian Government has reiterated this request to the USA Gov-
ernment. The procedure requested by the Canadian Government has never been acceded
to, and the SubCommittee has continued either to release partial testimony to the press
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without any reference by the USA Government to the Canadian Government, or alterna-
tively has apparently supplied info obtained in executive session to unofficial USA
sources. Testimony taken in executive session about any Canadian has never been supplied
to the Canadian Government, except through the press. As the USA Government well
knows, the Canadian Government finds the continued activities of the Sub-Committee with
respect to Canadians as difficult to understand, as it is unfair and indeed intolerable with
respect to the Canadians who have been concerned from time to time. The Canadian Gov-
ernment expresses the sincere hope that the USA Government will at long last be able to
acquiesce in the requests which the Canadian Government has made from time to time of
which the memo of August 14, 1951 is but one example.

The USA Government will appreciate that the Canadian Government has a duty to pro-
tect Canadian citizens by all means legally at its disposal. There is little that the Canadian
Government can do to protect Canadian citizens, whose names are produced publicly by
the legislative branch of the USA Government as the result of testimony taken before con-
gressional committees, without the co-operation of the USA Government. However, the
USA Government is aware that the appropriate security agency of the Canadian Govern-
ment has supplied in the past security info on Canadian citizens to appropriate USA Gov-
ernment agencies on a reciprocal basis when such info forms part of an investigation
which is important to the security of our two countries, or where known Canadian commu-
nists apply for entry to either country. This exchange of info has assisted in maintaining
the security of our two countries. Although the Canadian Government knows of no
instance where such info has been improperly used by either government, nonetheless, in
present circumstances the Canadian Government considers that it must take every precau-
tion which lies within its jurisdiction to protect Canadian citizens in the future. Accord-
ingly, I am instructed by my Government to inform you with regret that the Canadian
Government will be unable in future to supply any security info concerning a Canadian
citizen to any USA Government agency without an assurance from the USA Government
that no agency of that Government will pass such info to the legislative branch of the USA
Government without the express consent of the Canadian Government. I am requested to
express the hope that the USA Government will be able without delay to give such an
assurance to the Canadian Government. The Canadian Government for its part assures the
USA Government that any security info on USA citizens supplied by USA agencies to the
Security Agency of the Canadian Government, will be given similar protection in Canada
to that now requested with respect to security info about Canadians from the USA
Government.

63. DEA/27-3-12
Note de ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Memorandum by Ambassador in United States
CONFIDENTIAL [Washington], April 9, 1957

CANADA—U.S. SECURITY RELATIONS; U.S. SENATE INTERNAL
SECURITY SUB-COMMITTEE
Last evening at his request, the Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (Burke
Elbrick) called on me at 7:15 to bring to my attention two developments which he regarded
as very serious in the proceedings of the Senate Sub-Committee. Hill, the Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Congressional Affairs, who had been conferring with the Sub-Committee
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(Morris, the Chief Counsel, I presume) earlier yesterday with regard to the Norman case,
reported that the Sub-Committee were intending to go into the charge made by Elizabeth
Bentley some years ago that “a high Canadian official” (identified in the press at the time
as Mr. Pearson) had leaked American wartime secrets to a known Soviet agent. (This story
had been repeated in the Hearst Press recently {New York Journal American, April 1, 1957,
“Canadian Spy Secret” by David Sentner]). One feature of this story which concemned the
State Department was the reference to the U.S. Foreign Service Officer going to Ottawa to
see the Prime Minister and the Minister to inform them of these charges.

2. Elbrick noted from a ticker report during the late afternoon that the Minister was to
make a statement on security relations with the United States in the House of Commons
the following day (i.e. April 9). It seemed of great importance to the State Department that
these difficult problems should be dealt with objectively and not complicated by the natural
emotional reaction resulting from the recent behaviour of the Senate Sub-Committee and
the Norman tragedy. He suggested that I let Mr. Pearson know at once what the State
Department had learned concemning the Sub-Committee’s intentions.

3. I told Elbrick that, while we agreed that these matters should be dealt with unemotion-
ally and realistically, he could not expect other than a very violent reaction if the Senate
Sub-Committee further confounded their irresponsible behaviour of the past few weeks on
Canadian affairs by dragging out this old story about the Minister. I had myself heard
earlier that afternoon (from Robert McEwan, a Canadian journalist) that Morris was con-
templating an investigation which would involve R.B. Bryce, Secretary of the Canadian
Cabinet. Just how ridiculous could you get? I felt sure the Canadian authorities would
scorn to do anything to prevent such absurd goings on.

4. Subsequently I communicated the sense of my conversation with Elbrick to the Under-
Secretary in Ottawa, Mr. Pearson being unavailable. Léger promised to let the Minister
know what had transpired as soon as possible.

5. This moming Mr. Pearson telephoned me at 9:15. He began by saying that the State
Department should be given no reason to think that the Canadian authorities had any desire
to suppress or have withheld stories involving himself. Canadian opinion, in the event of
the Senate Sub-Committee proceeding, would support him and the Government unani-
mously in condemning the Sub-Committee’s action and would become even more vio-
lently anti-American than it was already. Personally he had never experienced an
atmosphere so critical of the United States on all sides of the House of Commons and
throughout the country. The Norman tragedy and the conduct of the Senate Sub-Commit-
tee in that connection had sparked the fire and the further actions apparently contemplated
by the Sub-Committee could only result in a violent popular explosion. This would not
harm the Government but would indeed benefit them politically.

6. The Minister referred to the statement which he was proposing to make today in the
House of Commons (and which the Opposition were pressing for) upon security coopera-
tion with the United States. Action was being demanded on all sides and Parliament was
on the point of pre-election dissolution. He felt that it was essential to assure the House
that Canadian cooperation in security matters would be withheld without categorical assur-
ances from the U.S. Government.

7. Lurged Mr. Pearson to defer his proposed statement in the House (and his instructions
to present a Note to the State Department) until I had a further opportunity of emphasizing
with U.S. authorities the extreme gravity of the situation in terms of Canadian-American
relations. It seemed to me, I said, that there were three solid reasons for delaying action at
least for twentyfour hours:
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(a) if we confined our statement to information deriving from Canadian sources this
might prejudice our position respecting information from other sources affecting Canadi-
ans (the latter being the Norman case);

(b) there was real risk that the action proposed would imperil the system of security
cooperation between the security agencies of the two Governments which was of great
value to us as well as to the United States; and

(c) the State Department were presently engaged at the top level in trying to limit and
control the actions of Congress in discussions presently being carried on with the Internal
Security Sub-Committee; the tide of Congressional and public opinion against the excesses
of Eastland, Jenner, et al was rising and violent action on our part might prejudice a suc-
cessful issue.

8. The Minister agreed that he would hold his statement for twenty-four hours but he
could delay it no longer than that. Although he was skeptical that the State Department
could (or the Secretary of State would) take any effective action, he agreed that I should
see the State Department at once and inform them of the state of opinion in Parliament and
in the country. Even such a short delay would be difficult because the Opposition would
question him on the opening of the House this morning. (He was trying to persuade
Mr. Alistair Stewart of the CCF not to ask a question on the Orders of the Day whether the
Government intended to withdraw their Ambassador to Washington.) It would be in order
for me to tell U.S. authorities the kind of statement which the Government felt bound to
make with regard to security cooperation with the United States.

9. I have now arranged to see the Acting Secretary of State (Herter) and Elbrick at 11:30
this morning and have undertaken to report by telephone to Mr. Pearson if possible before
1:00 o’clock.

10. Mr. Pearson also told me that he was thinking of referring publicly himself to the
charges made by Bentley in 1952 (?). Later in the morning he told me that he had given
instructions to request permission from the F.B.I. to use the Bentley evidence. At his
request I passed on this information to Elbrick for the Acting Secretary. (The object, of
course, would be to pour ridicule upon the whole Sub-Committee proceedings with regard
to Canadian officials.)

AD.P. H[EENEY]

64. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 835 Washington, April 9, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 829 of April 9.%
Repeat for information London for the High Commissioner.
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CANADA-U.S. SECURITY RELATIONS; U.S. SENATE INTERNAL SECURITY
SUB-COMMITTEE

Following for the Minister and Under-Secretary only. Following our first telephone con-
versation this morning, I decided to request an immediate interview with the Acting Secre-
tary of State, Christian Herter. He received me at 11:30 a.m. Elbrick was with him.

2. I began by referring to the old proceedings in which you yourself feature in connection
with Bentley’s “testimony”. (This was the veiled subject of the Sentner article in the N.Y.
Journal-American of April 1 reported in telegram from Consul-General in New York
No. 9707 of that date.) I also mentioned in confidence what Robert McKeown had told us
yesterday of his conversation with Morris in which the latter had spoken of Bob Bryce as a
next object for the sub-Committee’s attentions. Such fantastic and ridiculous allegations
indicated to us the lengths to which the sub-Committee seemed prepared to go.

3. I conveyed to Herter your appreciation of the temper of the House of Commons, irre-
spective of party, and of Canadian opinion generally, pointing out that it was difficult to
overstate the seriousness of the possible implications for Canadian-American relations,
particularly if the sub-Committee were now contemplating further attacks. I mentioned the
suggestion being made in some quarters (including Parliament) that our Ambassador in
Washington be withdrawn, and your own efforts to prevent extremes of this kind.

4. So far as the references to yourself were concemed, I made it quite clear to Herter that
it was entirely up to the sub-Committee whether or not they went ahead and produced the
so-called “evidence”. You would want it to be understood quite clearly that we were not
making any suggestions whatever that the State Department take any steps or make any
effort to suppress these allegations. However, if such stories continued to be bandied
about, the repercussions in Canada would be very serious indeed. In the present exacer-
bated temper of Canadian opinion, failure to resolve these matters and to deal with them
responsibly could not fail to affect the Canadian attitude not only on the handling of secur-
ity problems between the two countries, but also on other matters where, as both of us will
know, close Canadian-American cooperation was of great importance, not only to our two
countries but to the whole Western alliance.

5. I went on to tell Herter that we would be presenting a further Note, tomorrow (April
10) and that you would be making a statement then in the House on cooperation in the
exchange of security information. I described your views on the lines of paragraph 1 of
your telegram No. DS86 of April 8. You had agreed to defer the presentation of the Note,
and your statement for twenty-four hours, despite Parliamentary pressure, in order to give
us here an opportunity of bringing the gravity of the situation once more to his (Herter’s)
attention for such action as might be open to the Administration.

6. Herter was entirely sympathetic in his reaction. He recognized not only the depth of
feeling in Canada on this whole subject, but its dangers for further deterioration in Cana-
dian-American relations. He feared, however, that Senator Jenner was ready to “strike
back” in reply to your own public references to the sub-Committee. The Administration
were making every effort to restrain Jenner, but Herter was not optimistic that they would
succeed. Private soundings had indicated that even a letter from the President would be
likely only to “spur him on”. Mr. Eisenhower had taken the matter up through Senator
Knowland, and the Administration would do all they could to calm down the extreme
members of the sub-Committee, as a basis for more responsible procedures in the future.
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7. Before leaving, I drew Herter’s attention to the statement which Dulles had made at a
press conference on November 24, 1953, concemning the reports respecting yourself.% It
was, of course, for the Administration to decide, but a high level public statement concern-
ing the proceedings of the sub-Committee might have some effect.

8. It was agreed that I should call on the Acting Secretary again tomorrow morning,
April 10, to present our Note and inform him of your intentions with regard to your Parlia-
mentary statement. At that time he would let me know what he had learned in the interim
concerning the sub-Committee’s intentions.

9. Following our later telephone conversation, I have now told Elbrick that you have
given instructions to request F.B.I. consent for you to make public use of the Bentley testi-
mony if you saw fit. I also urged the importance of a reply to our Note of protest of March
18.

10. Since preparing the above paragraphs, Elbrick telephoned after 6:00 o’clock this
evening to pass on word from Herter that Jenner had “calmed down considerably” and was
now inclined to “remain calm” unless there were some further development (in Canada)
which provoked him to further public reactions. Elbrick added that of course the Senator
was quite unpredictable and that this impression was conveyed to us without any guarantee
that it was correct. It was obvious, however, that the State Department hoped that your
statement in the House of Commons tomorrow would not provide Jenner with an excuse
for violent counter-statement.

11. Elbrick has now just told me their reply to our Note of protest will be ready for us
tomorrow morning and that the Acting Secretary will receive me at 11:15. Please let me
have any further instructions you may have first thing in the morning, including your
wishes concerning publication of the Note of protest and the reply. The State Department’s
reply will not, I judge, be very constructive, or on the other hand very contentious.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

65. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 856 Washington, April 10, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Tel. DS88 of April 9.

% Pour I'échange de notes avec le Canada en 1953, I’échange de lettres entre le secrétaire Dulles et le
sénateur Jenner, et la conférence de presse de Dulles, voir United States, Department of State, Bulletin,
volume XXIX, n° 754, December 7, 1953, pp. 789 4 792.

For the exchange of notes with Canada in 1953, the exchange of letters between Secretary Dulles and

Senator Jenner, and Dulles’ press conference, see United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume
XXIX, No. 754, December 7, 1953, pp. 789-792.
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CANADA-U.S. SECURITY PROCEDURES; NOTE TO ACTING SECRETARY
OF STATE

1. Following our several telephone conversations this morning I called with Rae at the
State Department just before one o’clock where I was received by the Acting Secretary
(Herter), Robert Murphy, the Deputy Under Secretary, and Elbrick, Assistant Secretary
(European Affairs) to present the Note set out in your telegram under reference with the
minor revision in the first paragraph which you authorized by telephone.

2. I read the Note in their presence, and added certain general comments. On the basis of
your telegram DS86 of April 8, para 2, I said that, although we had found it necessary to
take this step, we had no desire to upset the long-standing and friendly relations between
the F.B.I. and the R.C.M.P., nor the new and satisfactory arrangements between the U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service and the R.C.M.P., to both of which we attached
importance. Further, we considered it important in our joint interest to maintain this close
co-operation in the security field, as in other fields. At the same time, in view of recent
events, the Government of Canada was under compulsion to ensure that the maximum
protection was in fact provided to any information which might be passed to the United
States Government concerning any Canadian.

3. 1 then went on to-say that you would be making a statement on this subject in the
House of Commons at 2:30 this afternoon when you would quote the text of the Note I was
then presenting.%!

4. The USA officials listened gravely to my reading of the Note and to my observations.
There is, in my mind, no doubt whatever that they received our communication with seri-
ous concern. Herter remarked that, as we knew, the Administration had been bending their
efforts to reducing the temperature of the Senate sub-Committee. He was afraid that this
communication of ours would re-open the whole issue and send Senatorial blood pressure
soaring; the public reactions of Jenner and Co. would almost certainly be violent. He was
sorry that we had felt bound to raise this general question in the immediate wake of the
Norman case, where information from Canadian sources passed by the executive to the
legislative branch was not involved but rather the conduct of the sub-Committee respecting
the testimony of witnesses and reports originating in the United States. He hoped this dis-
tinction could be made clear in Ottawa.

5. There is no doubt that Herter and Murphy (in particular) were seriously disturbed by
the last paragraph in our Note conceming the possibility of our present security coopera-
tion being suspended. Murphy came back to this at least twice. All that I could do was to
repeat that we had no wish to disturb present arrangements and that we, too, felt continued
cooperation to be of great importance in our joint interest.

6. Herter then drew attention to the substantial point of fact which I discussed with you
by telephone immediately from Herter’s office. This was the assertion in para 3 of the Note
that “this procedure requested by the Canadian Government has never been followed”.
Both Herter and Murphy pointed out that, in the case of the Bonbright visit to Ottawa in
October 1952, at least, the procedure which we wanted had been followed precisely; refer-
ences made to Canadians in proceedings of the sub-Committee had in fact been transmitted
to the Canadian Government in confidence by special messenger. When I drew this to your
attention on the telephone, you at once agreed to a suitable amendment of this para 3 and
subsequently gave me the revised text repeated in the following para of this message.

! Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1957, volume III, p. 3519.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957, Volume IlI, pp. 3358-3359.
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This was then substituted for the former para 3 and a clean amended original of the Note
delivered to the State Department.

7. Text of para 3 begins: “In our view, it is essential that this procedure requested by the
Canadian Government should be followed and that reference made in proceedings of the
sub-Committee to individual Canadians should not first be made known to the Canadian
Government through the press.” Text ends.

8. You also instructed me on the telephone when making the above revision to insert the
word “actually” between the words “procedures” and “adopted” in para 4. This was done.

9. At the same interview today, Herter handed me the text of the U.S.A. Note of April
constituting the State Department’s reply to our earlier Note of March 18.52 He suggested
that if this first exchange were to be made public (as we contemplated), this should be done
at once to avoid confusion with our new Note which you were to read to the House this
afternoon. To this I felt bound to agree (although the U.S.A. reply as you will have noted is
pretty unsatisfactory from our point of view). The text of the U.S.A. Note was repeated to
you in our earlier telegram No. 840 of April 10.

10. Finally I should I think repeat what I said to you when we spoke last on the telephone
before you went into the House this afternoon about the attitude of the State Department in
this unhappy business. From the Secretary down, they have certainly taken our problem
seriously. Herter, Murphy and Elbrick have been particularly understanding of our
problems. All of them were profoundly shocked by Herbert Norman’s death. The most
senior officers have made themselves available to us for consultation immediately and on
short notice. Furthermore, it is my belief that the State Department, in particular Herter and
Murphy, have made genuine efforts directly and through the White House to impress upon
the members of the sub-Committee the serious consequences of their dealing with Cana-
dian affairs as they have done in the Norman case. Although this certainly does not excuse,
at least in Canadian eyes, the unwillingness of the Administration to speak out publicly
against the conduct of members of the sub-Committee and its staff, nor the administrative
bungling which led an official of the State Department to concur or acquiesce in the sub-
Committee’s proceedings being made public, it should be remembered in extenuation that
the State Department itself has a long and baleful history of pursuit by the same Congres-
sional persecutors and is conscious of the severe limitations upon its own influence with
Congress. This, of course, is not to say that the State Department could not have done
better from our point of view. It could have apologized, for example, for the error of its
own officer in permitting publication of the Norman testimony. But it does go some way
toward explaining the Department’s position.

11. As you authorized me to do by telephone, I expressed to Herter, Murphy and Elbrick
(through the last named) your appreciation of their attitude and efforts.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

2 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XXXVI, No. 931, April 29, 1957, p. 694.
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66. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 862 Washington, April 11, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel. 851 of April 10.%

CANADA-UNITED STATES SECURITY RELATIONS; PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S
VIEWS

This moming, as a result of an appointment I had made last week through Governor
Adams, I called on the President just before noon to say goodbye. He was in good vigorous
form and, after a few pleasantries about my mission, introduced the subject of the difficul-
ties between our two countries arising from proceedings in the Senate Sub-Committee on
Internal Security.®?

2. Mr. Eisenhower in effect repeated what he had said in his press conference of yester-
day,%* April 10, the verbatim record of which is contained in our telegram under reference.
He went on to say that he had been very much disturbed by the deterioration in the rela-
tions with Canada and that nothing should be allowed to interfere with our mutual confi-
dence. He hoped that what he had said to the press would help to restore normally good
feeling.

3. I said that, as the President had gathered, Canadian opinion had been very deeply
moved by what had occurred. Herbert Norman’s death had of course intensified the reac-
tions of Canadians but, and apart from this tragedy, Canadians were very angry indeed at
what they regarded as the unjustified interference by the Senate sub-Committee and its
staff (I named Jenner and Morris as particular targets of Canadian criticism) in Canadian
affairs. I of course expressed entire agreement that it would be a great pity for both of us if
recent events led to a breakdown in the traditional cooperation between our two countries
of which Mr. Eisenhower had spoken with enthusiasm.

4. The President expressed understanding of Canadian resentment of the Senate sub-
Committee’s actions. However, under the U.S. system of Government (and some might
well regard this as a bad system from some points of view) the Executive simply did not
control the Congress. If he had openly criticized Senator Jenner (whom he admitted was
“nuts”) this would simply have resulted in blowing up the importance of the Senators in
question and giving them a new lease of life. He had refused to be drawn into the

6 Heeney a quitté son poste 2 Washington le 25 avril 1957 et est retourné & Ottawa pour devenir président
de la Commission de la fonction publique du Canada. Il a été remplacé par Norman Robertson, qui a
présenté ses lettres de créance a Eisenhower le 17 mai 1957.

Heeney was to leave his duties in Washington on April 25, 1957 and return to Ottawa to become
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission of Canada. He was replaced by Norman Robertson, who
presented his credentials to Eisenhower on May 17, 1957.

% Voir/See United States, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower

1957, Washington D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1958, pp. 279-280.
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McCarthy controversy and look what had happened to the Senator from Wisconsin. He
hoped the Prime Minister and Mr. Pearson understood this. .

5. I said that I was quite sure that members of the Canadian Government understood the
distinction and the difficulties involved in such matters through the division of powers.
Nevertheless the Canadian people generally could not be expected to appreciate the USA
constitutional position which was so unlike their own. I felt sure, however, that
Mr. St.Laurent and you would be glad to have this personal explanation from
Mr. Eisenhower (which he had asked me to convey to you).

6. As there were a great many journalists, television and film representatives awaiting my
departure, it was agreed with Hagerty, the President’s Press Officer, that when I left it
would be said by both of us that while the purpose of my call was to take leave of the
President, Mr. Eisenhower had taken the opportunity of expressing once more his regret
concerning the tragedy in Cairo and explaining the U.S.A. position along the lines of his
press conference of yesterday. This in fact was what was done, although what gloss the
press will put upon our chat, which lasted perhaps twenty minutes, remains to be seen.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

67. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 866 Washington, April 11, 1957
CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

STATEMENTS MADE TO THE PRESS BY SENATE INTERNAL SECURITY
SUB-COMMITTEE AND BY STATE DEPT.

We understand that, following publication of Minister’s statement in the House yester-
day, members of the Internal Security Sub-Committee met last night to prepare a press
statement. Urgent efforts were made, mainly through Hill, Assistant Secretary of State for
Congressional Relations, to stop the issue of a statement. The sequence of ensuing events
seems to have been that the statement was telephoned this morning to news offices by the
Sub-Committee, and, according to the A.P. ticker report, “shortly thereafter staff members
had called back to say that Senator Eastland had directed that it be withdrawn.” The Sub-
Committee, however, was not able to (or in any event, did not) stop INS and the Chicago
Tribune from carrying the statement. We have received the text through the good offices of
the State Department.

2. Text Begins:

The State Department did not and could not disclaim the action of the Senate Internal
Security Sub-Committee in releasing the testimony relative to John K. Emmerson (Coun-
selor of the U.S. Embassy in Beirut, Lebanon) and Ambassador Norman.

The truth is, that before the testimony which contains reference to Ambassador Norman
was released the transcript was cleared for publication by the State Department. The
release was then approved by every member of the Sub-Committee except one Senator
who was ill.
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The facts are, further, that shortly thereafter the State Department, which has access to
the security agencies, which we do not have, was asked by us to verify from the Federal
Bureau of Investigation the truth and the accuracy of the Sub-Committee’s information and
evidence concerning Norman.

The State Department informed the Sub-Committee that it had already checked with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and had corroborated the truth and accuracy of the Sub-
Committee’s information and evidence.

The Internal Security Sub-Committee is conscious of its duties and obligations to the
Senate and to the American people. The Sub-Committee shall at all times conduct its
responsibilities in this light. Text Ends.

3. Lincoln White, State Department press officer, was subjected today to a barrage of
questions, and our information on what was said is, at the moment, incomplete. From the
A.P. ticker it appears that the State Department spokesman “replied with an emphatic ‘no’
today when asked whether the Department ever had given the Senate Internal Security
Sub-Committee any Secret security data on Canadian diplomat E. Herbert Norman.” In
addition, White is reported by A.P. ticker to have “said Robert F. Cartwright, the Depart-
ment’s Deputy Security Chief, never approved publication by the Sub-Committee of any
derogatory information about Norman; related that Eastland rejected an appeal from Under
Secretary of State Christian Herter to withhold publicity about the allegations against
Norman.”

4. Lister of the State Department took the initiative in telephoning us to give us the text
of the line taken by White in answering press queries as to the responsibility of the security
officer of the State Department for clearance of the Emmerson testimony. We understand
from Lister that White’s brief on this point was on the following lines: Text Begins:

There is apparently a misunderstanding on this point. The Department’s understanding
of the facts are as follows:

A representative of the State Department’s Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs,
who was present at the hearings, did indicate that the State Department would have no
objections to the public release of the testimony of Mr. Emmerson, a State Department
employee. Mr. Emmerson’s testimony contained no adverse references to any Canadian
official. Apparently the Sub-Committee interpreted this comment as meaning that the State
Department had no objection to the release of the entire transcript which included deroga-
tory information about a Canadian official which had been introduced into the record by
the Sub-Committee itself. Text Ends.

5. As you will be aware, these statements and counter-statements leave open a good
many questions. We think, however, it would be advisable to let the dust settle a bit before
seeking from the State Department the answers to some of these questions, and to see what
is published before making our inquiries.

6. Senator Green has issued a further strong statement about the Sub-Committee’s “inter-
ference in the affairs of a foreign government”, the text of which will be forwarded as soon
as possible.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY
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68. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 829 Washington, April 12, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel. 866 of April 11, 1957.

STATEMENTS MADE TO THE PRESS BY SENATE INTERNAL SECURITY
SUB-COMMITTEE AND BY STATE DEPARTMENT

We called on Lister of the State Department this morning to check on yesterday’s
developments. He referred at the beginning to E.-W. Kenworthy’s story in today’s New
York Times under the heading “Norman Case Data Traced to Army Intelligence Corps”.
The first four paragraphs of this article are repeated in my immediately following
telegram.}

2. We raised in particular the question of the responsibility, of the State Department
security officer who is alleged to have cleared the first hearings. Lister said that, from the
two statements made yesterday on behalf of the Sub-Committee and by the State Depart-
ment (reported in my telegram under reference), the record was clear that despite the Sub-
Committee’s charge that the transcript was cleared for publication by the State Depart-
ment, the facts were that the State Department security officer in question had indicated
only that the State Department would have no objections to the release of the testimony of
Emmerson, and that this was wrongly interpreted by the Sub-Committee as meaning that
the State Department had no objection to the release of the entire transcript. Although this
is the public position of the State Department, it is hardly a satisfactory explanation.

3. The second point which we were anxious to pursue was the statement in the Sub-
Committee’s release of yesterday with reference to the “security report” that the State
Department had informed the Sub-Committee “that it had already checked with the FBI
and had corroborated the truth and accuracy of the Sub-Committee evidence”. Lister said
that the facts were as follows: Immediately after the publication of the first hearing, and
before our protest of March 18th three State Department officials, including himself, had
met informally with Morris and urged again that there should be no publication of material
concerning this Canadian official, stressing the adverse effect on Canadian-American rela-
tions which further action would have. In these discussions, Morris had raised the question
whether the State Department had checked whether the reports available to the Sub-Com-
mittee represented the same kind of evidence available to the State Department through the
FBI. After checking, the State Department security officer was said to have indicated that
the material available to the State Department from its security sources contained allega-
tions and information of a similar type. Lister said this was a far cry from a corroboration
by the State Department of the truth or accuracy of the Sub-Committee’s “evidence”.

4. In dealing with this second aspect through its official spokesman yesterday, the State
Department considered that it would have been difficult to make a long and detailed state-
ment revealing the relationships between the State Department and United States govern-
ment security agencies. In order not to become involved in a public wrangle with the
Committee over points of information and so-called “evidence”, particularly on charges
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made in a Sub-Committee statement which they had sought to withdraw, it had been
decided not to take up this question frontally. White’s briefing was to the effect that on this
point he was to say that it was not appropriate for the State Department to comment pub-
licly on its relationships with security agencies of the government.

5. This, as I am sure you will agree, is a pretty murky field, but you will wish to have
Lister’s indication of what lay behind yesterday’s public statements and counter-
statements.

6. We enquired again about the Tsuru testimony. Lister said that as far as he was aware,
there were two public hearings, and that while the Sub-Committee has produced its own
“internal” working document, the normal practice was to hold up publication until the end
of the year. The State Department hopes to obtain informally, and on a loan basis, the
summary of these two hearings which, he pointed out, might or might not become the final
version.

7. We have told Lister that we have seen partial excerpts from an internal document of
the Sub-Committee relating to the Tsuru hearings (see our tel. no. 838 of April 10t), and
he is making efforts to get full copies for us.

8. One final point which he raised privately, and which you will wish to check with the
records, is the extent to which, following our representations in 1951, an actual and firm
assurance was received from the State Department. His reading of the record was that
although the Executive had been anxious and willing to do everything in its power to meet
our original request, our earlier discussions had been on an oral basis, and the Senate Sub-
Committee had not in the past made it possible for the State Department to give us an
unqualified assurance. From our incomplete records here, it would appear that the final
position of the Sub-Committee was summarized orally for us by the State Department and
reported in our WA3202 of August 24, 1951. Our records, however, are incomplete, and
you may wish to check this point carefully in Ottawa.

9. Finally, we wish to draw your attention to the important problem of how you would
wish us to deal with further press enquiries on this case here. The press corps has shown an
enormous interest in the details of the case, and, for the most part, have based their stories
on the only “evidence” available to them, which is the Sub-Committee’s transcripts. In
search of further background, and often in order to rebut some of the charges against
Norman, they have been pressing us for information and details which we are not here in a
position to give. There have also been requests for information, which we are not meeting,
as to our security procedures in Canada. We are trying to hold the line on the basis of our
own published statements on this case, and without entering into the rebuttal of individual
charges and accusations.

10. This is necessary in any event because of the incompleteness of our records, apart
from other considerations. You will however wish to give serious thought from a policy
point of view to the question of whether it would be possible and useful to prepare in
Ottawa a rebuttal of some of the more obvious allegations concerning Norman, as these
have appeared in the Sub-Committee’s testimony. If you decide that something of this kind
can be done, we would, of course, wish to be kept fully and promptly briefed here, so that
we can be as much help as possible. On the other hand, you may consider that our best
course would be to avoid a continuous public exchange with the Sub-Committee on their
individual charges.

{A.D.P] HEENEY
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69. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 904 Washington, April 16, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.
Reference: Qur Tel. 879 of April 12.

REPERCUSSIONS OF THE NORMAN CASE

Following for Léger. Following the debate in the House of Commons on Friday (April 12),
there are indications that, in relation to opinion in the United States, we are now entering
an even more difficult phase. In the absence of detailed refutation of the charges made in
the sub-Committee and repeated in sections of the USA press, there is now likely to be a
growing tendency here to take the line that they have more substance than has yet been
admitted by Canada. Lawrence’s column in The Washington Star last evening, April 15,
and Sokolsky’s piece in The Washington Post and Times Herald this morning (referred to
in para 3 below) indicate the nature of our apprehensions. Press comments in Canada fol-
lowing the Parliamentary discussion on Friday will tend to stimulate the energetic behind-
the-scenes activities of the sub-Committee Counsel. This development, with the unaggres-
sive position taken by the Executive Branch, is likely to reduce to the vanishing point the
prospect of the Congress itself doing anything to achieve more responsible procedures in
the future.

2. The central issue, between the two governments, is essentially the procedural one, viz.,
that there is an obligation on the Executive and on Congress to use the confidential diplo-
matic channel for communicating to the Canadian Government information which arises in
Congressional hearings about Canadians. At the same time, so far as the case of Herbert
Norman is concemned, we are likely to find a widening area of public doubt and critical
comment which will increase in the absence of specific rebuttal.

3. David Lawrence’s article is headed “Questions on the Norman Case”. In it Lawrence
writes “that it now turns out that there is a great deal of doubt as to what was really cov-
ered by the Canadian Government’s denial as uttered by the Secretary of State for External
Affairs” (the reference is to your statement of April 12), and that “the mystery is as big as
ever”. After repeating in full the exchanges with Mr. Diefenbaker in the House, Lawrence
goes on to repeat a number of old charges. The relevant excerpt from his article is con-
tained in my telegram 905.1 Sokolsky in a less dangerous and looser piece characterizes
the Minister as “anti-American”.

4. In paras. 9 and 10 of my telegram under reference, the question of counter-measures
was raised. In addition to the enquiries from the press and public which we are receiving
here, we have had similar requests from some of the Consular missions for background
information which could be used, if not in contacts with the press, at least in private dis-
cussions. We are also receiving a considerable volume of letters at the Embassy. For the
most part, they are in the nature of expressions of opinion, and our view here is that no
reply is required, but since you will be receiving even a greater volume in Ottawa, it would
be helpful to have an indication of your attitude and practice.
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5. In addition to our present conclusion that the turn may be away from the general
support of the Canadian position evident at the outset of this crisis, there is the possibility
that the Senate consideration of the nomination of Scott McLeod will provide a further
occasion not only for McLeod’s critics to express their views, but for his supporters to
point to the Norman case as a positive achievement in the field of internal security.

6. I thought you should have our assessment of the immediate prospects as a basis for
considering the problems posed in paras 9 and 10 of our telegram 879.

[AD.P.] HEENEY

70. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-96 Ottawa, April 16, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Tel 879 Apr 12.

FURTHER TESTIMONY CONCERNING A CANADIAN OFFICIAL

Since you have now mentioned the possibility of an additional Canadian name being
published directly or indirectly by the Subcommittee I believe it would be wise to
approach the State Department and tell them if there are to be any more names which have
not already been mentioned publicly that the info about them should be passed in confi-
dence to the Canadian Government to be dealt with here in Canada in accordance with the
requests we have made in the past. We would also expect that the Subcommittee would not
publish the name or names although we realize that the so-called “internal” working docu-
ment is already in the hands of the press.

2. We think that an approach of this kind is consistent with the stand we have taken with
the USA Government since 1951 although we have never asked or received as firm an
assurance as we requested in our latest Note Iast week. We should be interested to hear the
results of your approach to the State Department. With reference to your paragraph 9 on
relations with the press you should stand on the statements made by the Minister in the
House including that made last Friday.

{L.B.] PEARSON
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71. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 923 Washington, April 17, 1957

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Tel. DS96 of April 16.

FURTHER TESTIMONY CONCERNING A CANADIAN OFFICIAL

Following for the Minister and Under-Secretary Only: Following our telephone conversa-
tion at noon today, I called on Robert Murphy, Deputy Under Secretary, primarily to deal
with the specific request in the Department’s telegram under reference. Lister of B.N.A.
was also present.

2. I told Murphy (as we had indicated earlier to Lister) that we had heard through indi-
vidual Canadian correspondents of the existence of an “internal” document of the Internal
Security Sub-Committee which, in its sections dealing with the Tsuru hearings, contained
references to a Canadian official. So far as we were aware, these references had not been
made public, but the possibility of their being published directly or indirectly by the Sub-
Committee made it necessary for us to indicate that we would expect that the Sub-Commit-
tee would not publish this name, or the names of any other Canadians, and that if there are
any further names which have not already been mentioned publicly, the information about
them should be passed in confidence to the Canadian Government to be dealt with in
Canada in accordance with the requests which we have made repeatedly. This was the
procedure referred to most recently in paras 2 and 3 of our note of April 10.

3. In making this point with specific reference to the name of the Canadian official men-
tioned in the Tsuru testimony, I made it clear that this request did not affect the view
previously transmitted to the State Department that so far as your own name is concerned,
you would not wish me to take any action to suggest that the State Department should take
any steps or make any effort to suppress these old allegations. In so doing, I drew attention
to the fact that I had made this point earlier (see para 4 of my telegram 835 of April 9).

4. Lister said that on the first assurance requested in our note of April 10, concerning the
general procedure to be followed in future, the moment was not opportune to press the sub-
Committee, and he thought that the chances of obtaining a reasonably satisfactory assur-
ance on this point (which of course affects directly the State Department’s reply to our note
of April 10) would be improved by waiting a few days. Both Murphy and Lister agreed,
however, that our request with reference to the specific case arising out of the Tsuru hear-
ings would be brought by the State Department to the attention of the Sub-Committee as a
matter of urgency.

5. T also took the occasion to suggest that the State Department should send us as soon as
possible at least an interim reply to our note of April 10 in as forthcoming terms as possi-
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ble. Murphy indicated that this was in the mill, and that he hopes to be able to give us
something today or tomorrow.53

6. Both Murphy and Lister were concerned at the possibility of the Norman case and its
repercussions becoming an electoral issue in Canada, with the consequence that the fires of
controversy would be fed down here. I told them frankly that it was already a matter of
serious public controversy in Canada which made it all the more important for the USA
Administration to move as quickly and effectively as possible to obtain a reasonable solu-
tion of their problems with the Senate Sub-Committee.

7. Subsequently I said to Murphy that, if necessary, you wished to be in a position to use
publicly all material made available to the Canadian authorities through security channels
concerning Canadians mentioned in Sub-Committee proceedings. You had already made
this request through the usual route with respect to the Bentley testimony. There may be
difficulty in obtaining compliance with the former more general request.

(A.D.P.] HEENEY

72. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in Unites States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 969 Washington, April 25, 1957
SECRET. PRIORITY.

CANADIAN NOTE OF APRIL 10 RE EXCHANGE OF SECURITY INFORMATION

At the request of Lister, Deputy Director, BNA, we called at the State Department this
afternoon so that he might raise on an informal basis one or two questions which have
arisen in the course of their consultations with other Executive agencies here on the prepa-
ration of a reply to the Canadian Note of April 10 regarding the exchange of security
information.

2. Lister said that in their own minds they had divided the Canadian note into two main
parts: the first dealing with the complaint against the Internal Security Sub-Committee, and
the request that names of Canadians referred to in proceedings should not first be made
known to the Canadian Government through the press, but should be dealt with in confi-
dence between the two Governments. The second part of the Canadian note relates to the
assurances required in connection with the reciprocal exchange of security information, as
set forth in the penultimate part of the Note of April 10.

¢ Le département d’Etat a communiqué une réponse provisoire 2 I’ambassade du Canada le 18 avril 1957.

Cette note a convaincu Heeney que le point de vue du Canada recevait une «serious attention» et qu’il
serait «pursued vigorously». Voir United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XXXVII,
No. 949, September 2, 1957, p. 389.
The State Department delivered an interim reply to the Canadian Embassy on April 18, 1957. This note
assured Heeney that Canadian views were receiving “serious attention” and would be “pursued vigor-
ously”. See United States, Department of State Bulletin, Volume XXXVII, No. 949, September 2, 1957,
p. 389.
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3. Referring to the second part of the Note, Lister said that preliminary consultations with
the security agencies here and with other executive agencies concerned underlined the
wide area covered in the reciprocal exchange of security information between agencies of
the two governments; for example, the Office of Naval Intelligence and the Coast Guard
had some responsibilities in the provision of information affecting Canadian Seamen inter
alia to ship owners. (Immigration exchanges are presumably another field). There was also
the fact that a number of agencies employed a wide definition of “security information” to
include any information of a classified character. Lister said that he assumed that our
request related only to information concerning Canadian citizens provided by the Canadian
Government in which the question of Communist or subversive leanings was actually
involved, and not security information in the wider sense he had mentioned. In this event,
he indicated that the present arrangements, for example between the R.C.M.P. and the
FE.B.L, to the best of his knowledge already made careful provision for the safeguarding of
this information on the lines requested.

4. Secondly, he said that in these preliminary discussions the question had been raised as
to whether by the request that the expressed consent of the Canadian Government should
be given in each case, we intended to modify the existing established security channels for
the exchange of such information, and for the obtaining of any specific clearances with
respect to its use. He thought that any effort to transfer these channels to the State Depart-
ment level would only create unnecessary difficulties, and raise real problems.

5. We said in reply that while we would seek clarification, our understanding was that the
penultimate part of our Note referred to security information in the narrow sense that he
had mentioned. Furthermore, we said that we were sure that you were, as we had indicated
earlier, anxious that the existing close day-to-day co-operation between the security agen-
cies of the two countries continue, and that these would, of course, continue to be the
normal channels for the reciprocal exchange of this information, and for implementing any
safeguards required in its use. Presumably the reply could reaffirm the basic principle.
Lister summed up by saying that in this part of their reply it might not be possible to go
beyond a re-affirmation of what he understood to be the present practice.

6. On the first part of the Note, which we observed was of substantial importance to us,
Lister said that he could not give an indication at this stage of the character of their reply.
He referred again to the constitutional problem, and commented wryly that if the State
Department were to make the flat statement in reply to us that the Sub-Committee would
not be permitted to publish Canadian names, this might only have the unfortunate effect of
stimulating them to stick to their prerogatives. At the same time, we inferred that the State
Department at high levels is pressing its efforts with senior Senators to see that in practice
the recent unfortunate developments do not recur. Therefore, while it may be that no defin-
itive assurances may be forthcoming on this point, the State Department clearly expect that
in practice the Sub-Committee will mend its ways.

7. T am sure you will share Lister’s concern on the exchange of “security information”
that any further steps open to the State Department should retain the present close working
relationships between security agencies of the two governments, and that a satisfactory
reply, particularly on the exchange of security information, can best be made in the light of
the clarifications he has requested. We will meet with him again as soon as your comments
have been received.

[A.D.P] HEENEY
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73. DEA/27-3-12

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-131 Ottawa, April 29, 1957

SECRET
Reference: Your Tel 969 Apr 25.

CANADIAN NOTE OF APR 10 RE EXCHANGE OF SECURITY INFO

1. Your paragraph 3. Would you inform Lister that he is quite right in saying that we are
concerned in the Note only with security info concerning Canadians provided by the Cana-
dian Government or any of its agencies. This type of info is only concerned with persons
about whom there is evidence or suspicion of Communist or subversive leanings. We are
not concerned in the Note with security info in the wider sense, e.g. general intelligence
info or classified material.

2. While we agree in general that the RCMP and FBI are careful about safeguarding this
info the problem of passing such info to the legislative branch arises in our view primarily
from the passing of such info from the FBI or possibly USA immigration with whom the
RCMP have an agreement, to other executive agencies and thence to the legislative branch.
By way of illustration you might point out to Lister as indeed I believe you have done
already that we are now satisfied that the now well publicized February 1950 report in the
Norman case was passed to G-2 and thence by some unknown means to the Subcommittee.
In this respect we are now in some difficulty because it appears that the New York Times
knows more than we do. The New York Times of April 19 in a news report datelined
Washington April 18, which follows on Tania Long’s report, states that on November 1,
1950 Hoover sent a report on Norman to General Bolling, the then Head of G-2, and that
this contained info supplied by the RCMP. It would appear fairly clear that the security
memo from which Morris quoted in the Subcommittee was a G-2 memo containing this
info. This is the type of thing we intend to guard against and about which we wish an
assurance and we should incidentally be glad to have any detailed explanation which Lister
could give us. It would be helpful if they were prepared to give us a copy of the Canadian
info in it or at least let us have sight of the report from which Morris quoted. What we
would like to have is a general assurance that no executive branch of government would
pass info on to the public or to the legislative branch without our specific consent.

3. With respect to the channels through which our consent might be obtained in each case
we suggest tentatively that it might be satisfactory if the question of clearance was first
raised through the agencies with which the RCMP have direct dealings namely the FBI and
the security branch of the Immigration and Naturalization Service. We might give the
Canadian Government’s reply through this channel. On the other hand if the matter were to
be an issue between the two governments, the State Department would have to be brought
in as would you; and indeed even if we agreed to the release of info surely the State
Department would have to know in any event. We would however be glad to meet their
administrative difficulties as best we can, bearing in mind what we are trying to prevent.

4. Will you assure Lister that we have no desire whatsoever to alter the present close
working relationships between the security agencies of the two governments or indeed to
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restrict the legitimate flow of security info which is in both our interests. On the other hand
we have a duty to prevent such info leaking or being given to the Legislative Branch.

5. Your paragraph 6. With respect to the Subcommittee itself publishing Canadian names
we can do no more than impress as we have on the State Department the necessity of
giving us a satisfactory practical answer. We are quite adamant that the practice should
cease. As you know (and this for your info only) the answer to the problem is a political
one. Presidents in the past have many times taken political action within their own party,
which has been effective and has little to do with the constitution, but is often the only way
to make government in the USA reasonably orderly.

6. Your telegram 934 April 18.1 I agree with the line you took with Dulles. We would
prefer a satisfactory reply even in a week or two rather than a hastily prepared one now.

7. So far as the release to Time by the Subcommittee of the Tsuru story is concerned,
I think it advisable not to make a new specific complaint. When you next talk to the State
Department about the substance of this telegram, however, I suggest you use this latest
incident as yet another example of why we must have a satisfactory practical answer to our
Note of April 10 or else we will have to reserve our right to take action in regard to the
release of security info in the future.

74. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1021 Washington, April 30, 1957

SECRET
Reference: Your Telegram DS131 of April 29.

CANADIAN NOTE OF APRIL 10 RE EXCHANGE OF SECURITY INFORMATION

The clarifications and supplementary information in your telegram have been given
orally to Lister. He said that this information will be helpful in their further consultations
with the other executive departments and agencies concerned.

2. During our call on Lister, he remarked that while he thought they would probably be
able to give us a substantial reply within the next week or so dealing fairly satisfactorily
with the second of the two points in our Note, they were having great trouble in attempting
to deal at all formally with the first point (i.e., the publication by Congressional Commit-
tees of Canadian names derived from non-Canadian sources). This latter question had been
discussed with the Congressional Relations people at some length and had been examined
by Secretary Dulles before his departure for Bonn. Lister’s impression from these various
discussions was that the first point in our Note might be omitted entirely from any reply
given to us within the next week or so or might merely be mentioned with an indication
that it would be dealt with in a separate communication at a later date. If, of course, noth-
ing was said about the point in the reply, the State Department would undoubtedly explain
the position to us orally, much as they had done in 1952. Lister asked us for our personal
opinion on the course which should be followed. We said that while the first point was one
about which the Canadian Government was able to do less than it could about the second
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point, it was not for that reason considered by the Canadian authorities to be any less
important. We referred again to the matter mentioned in your para. 7 as an illustration of
the kind of happening in this category which could have serious consequences and which
both of us should be anxious to prevent. We said we thought that the omission from their
reply of any reference to the first point would seem rather strange and would provoke
considerable public criticism in Canada. We also doubted that it would be wise merely to
indicate in the initial reply that the first point would be dealt with later. There might be
some puzzlement as to why the answer on this point was being delayed and an excessive
amount of attention might be drawn to the reply if and when it is eventually made. On
balance, our personal opinion was that it would be best to have the one reply deal as satis-
factorily as possible with both points.

3. Lister appreciated our comments but still foresaw serious obstacles to the course
which we favoured. He indicated that before any reply is made to our Note he will discuss
the matter further with us.

[A.D.P.]) HEENEY

75. DEA/50303-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1226 Washington, May 24, 1957

ToP SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our tel 1216 May 24.t
For Minister and Under-Secretary.

REPLY TO NOTE CONCERNING EXCHANGE OF PERSONNEL SECURITY INFO

We have now been shown privately and confidentially the present text of the draft USA
reply. This text has been pretty thoroughly cleared and was this morning approved by
Under-Secretary Herter. It is not certain whether Secretary Dulles’ formal approval will be
considered necessary as the substance of it has been discussed fully with him by the Under-
Secretary already. The only other step which apparently is planned within the USA Gov-
ernment is to inform certain congressional leaders of the proposed lines of the final reply
in order to lessen the likelihood of their taking umbrage when the text is published.

2. Although we were not given a copy of the Note, our examination of it enables us to
report more exactly on its contents than we were able to do this moming on the basis of the
rather imprecise hints by Murphy and Lister.

3. The opening paragraph of the Note, which deals with our representations concerning
the publication of Canadian names by the Subcommittee, refrains from delivering the
expected lecture on the independence of the legislative branch. It merely refers to our
request and indicates that our views have been communicated to and discussed with those
concerned in the Congress. It adds that in doing so the State Department emphasized the
importance which it attaches to the friendliest relations with Canada. The paragraph con-
cludes with the statement that this appreciation of the importance of relations with Canada
is also “entertained by the Congress”.
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4. The next paragraph refers to our request concerning the handling of info about
Canadians communicated to the Executive Branch by the Canadian authorities. It indicates
that the assurances sought by us are consistent with the present practice. It observes that
among the security agencies of the USA Government the principle is accepted that an
agency receiving info is not free to communicate it to others without the approval of the
“originating agency”. It then remarks that the State Department “understands” that the
same principle applies to the exchange of info between Canadian and USA agencies.

5. The Note concludes with a paragraph on the importance which the continued exchange
of this kind of info has had and will have for the security of both countries. It observes
finally that this is one of the many fields in which friendly cooperation between Canada
and the USA is of great value.

6. When we were shown this text, we were invited to let the State Department have very
informally this afternoon or tomorrow morning any comments which we might wish to
make on:

(a) Contents of the Note (on which we doubt that the State Department would be very
receptive to suggestions at this stage in view of the process through which this text has
gone);

(b) The timing of the reply (on which the State Department officials concerned recognize
that we might or might not think it appropriate for us to offer very definite advice in view
of their own familiarity with the situation both here and in Canada and in view of the
interpretation which might be given to such advice from us); and

(c) The publicity to be given to the Note (by either the USA or Canadian Governments or
by both).

7. The official with whom we talked indicated that in the ordinary course (and especially
in the absence of contrary advice from us), he personally would expect the State Depart-
ment to send its reply to us not later than the first half of next week.

{N.A.] ROBERTSON

76. DEA/27-3-12

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1228 Washington, May 25, 1957

TOP SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our telegram No. 1226 of May 24.
For Minister and Under-Secretary.

REPLY TO NOTE CONCERNING EXCHANGE OF PERSONNEL SECURITY
INFORMATION

It is difficult for me to comment on the substance of the proposed US reply. It would be
easy enough to pick flaws in it since it is not by any means fully responsive to the two
main requests made in our Note. However unsatisfactory we may find this reply, I am
satisfied it is about the best we can get now and it is probably as good as we would be
likely to receive even if it were to be delayed for some time.
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2. In expressing this opinion I have very much in mind what the President said to me
about the difficulties involved in working the political system here. In some circumstances
I suppose it is conceivable that the President might be prepared to engage in a real battle
over the kinds of constitutional questions raised by our requests and particularly by the one
relating to the conduct of Congressional Committees. In the present situation, when rela-
tions between Congress and the Executive are rather strained and when difficulties are
being experienced on major parts of the Administration’s programme (including the
Budget itself) I cannot imagine President Eisenhower joining issue with Congress on these
security and human rights matters, even though he may personally feel quite strongly about
them.

3. In this context I would see little point in our suggesting specific draft changes which
could hardly affect the substance of the US reply or, if they did, could scarcely be accepted
by the Administration. As we have not been consulted on the content of the reply (although
we have been given an informal indication of its contents), any absence of comment from
us could not reasonably be interpreted as meaning that we would be satisfied to receive the
kind of reply contemplated.

4. We have seen the State Department official concerned this morning and have spoken
with him on the following lines:

(a) In the event that the final reply is the same as that which had been shown to us
privately, we personally would not be surprised if it were regarded by the Canadian Gov-
ernment and public as much less than a satisfactory answer to either of the requests we had
made. On the first point, concerning Sub Committee procedure, our views had been consis-
tent, and had been made known on several occasions since 1951. The proposed reply did
not indicate specifically either that our request would be met, or that the Executive branch
agreed with our position (although we understand that they do in fact). On this point, the
conclusion could be drawn that our long-standing requests had not been met.

On the second point concerning the exchange of security information, we regretted that
the assurances we sought had not been couched in unequivocal terms, although it could be
argued that such assurances were implicit in the text.

(b) The absence of any specific comments from us on the basis of this “private showing”
should not be interpreted as meaning that we would be quite happy to receive a reply on
the lines contemplated.

(c) The timing of the US reply must be left to their own judgement.

(d) In transmitting their reply they should realise that it may create a situation in which
the release of the material which has been under discussion between the RCMP and the
FBI would become imperative and presumably the State Department will be working
actively on this problem between now and the date upon which their reply to our Note is
presented.

(e) We would hope that at least 24 hours would be allowed between submission of the
note (which we assumed would not bear a security classification) and its publication in
order to enable us to get the text in advance to the Minister and Prime Minister wherever
they may be in Canada at that time.

5. Although, as indicated above, we were anxious to avoid getting involved in comment-
ing on (and thereby blessing) a text which had merely been shown to us, we did suggest
very personally to the State Department official that:

(a) In the portion of the Note described in paragraph 4 of our telegram 1226 the assur-
ances might be made rather more explicit. For example, after the sentence indicating that
the assurances sought by us concerning material of Canadian origin are consistent with
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present, past and future practice, it might be well to add a sentence to the effect that the US
government is therefore in a position to accede to our request for such assurances; and

(b) some provision might be made for further consultations or discussions on these mat-
ters in order to avoid the impression that the US Note constituted a final and comprehen-
sive reply and nothing else remains to be done. We thought this might be accomplished
without offending the security agencies if after the remark about a similar principle (i.e.,
the “third agency” principle) applying to exchange of information between Canada and the
United States, a sentence were to be inserted to the effect that: as has been the practice in
the past, the appropriate authorities of the two governments will continue to consult
together concerning mutually satisfactory arrangements for the reciprocal exchange of
security information between them.

6. The State Department official seemed willing at least to explore these two possibilities
and it is just possible that one or both of them may get into the final text.

7. Our expectation is that in the circumstances, the US reply will be delivered some time
during the first part of next week.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON

717. DFAIT/29-7-2-USA-NORMAN

Note du ministre de I’ambassade aux Etats-Unis
pour I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Memorandum from Minister, Embassy in United States
to Ambassador in Unites States

SECRET Washington, May 27, 1957

Following your visit to Elbrick, I spoke briefly with Lister earlier this afternoon, to tell
him that we attached real importance to the inclusion of some appropriate sentence in the
reply referring to continuing consultation as a means of turning off the exchange of public
statements in this delicate field of the exchange of security information. Lister at that time
was inclined to think, in view of the attitude previously taken by the security agencies, that
the incorporation of such a change in the draft now agreed might mean that the reply
would be delayed until after the election.

2. Following your discussion with Mr. Léger, I telephoned him to say that the Minister
had been sounded out on the views which we had expressed on a personal basis, and that
his own view was that the inclusion of such a sentence providing for continuing consulta-
tion was a matter to which he attached importance. The Minister thought that this would
assist the reception of the U.S. note in Canada, and would help considerably towards end-
ing the public exchanges. I added that I thought this was true of both countries, and
expressed the hope that this indication of the Minister’s view would help the State Depart-
ment in the preparation of a satisfactory reply.

* 3. I also added personally that I saw no reason why the State Department should not be
able to obtain the concurrence of the security agencies on this point, which was sensible,
and which it was clearly in the common interest to include. Lister expressed his apprecia-

tion for this information and hoped to have a meeting with the people concerned
tomorrow.

SF. RAE
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78. DEA/50303-40
Note du chef de la 2% Direction de liaison avec la Défense
Memorandum by Head, Defence Liaison (2) Division

SECRET [Ottawa], May 29, 1957

Mr. Rae informed me on May 28 that he had again called on the State Department who
had let him know what their reaction was to Mr. Robertson’s suggestions for the revision
of the U.S. reply to our note of April 10. He told me that the U.S. were impressed by the
second point which Mr. Robertson made, namely, that there should be some reference to
further consultation on procedures for the exchange of information and that they thought
this might be worked into their reply. They were more dubious about the first. Mr. Rae told
them that we attached importance to both. Mr. Rae was told that as a result the note would
be revised and would have to be circulated again to interested agencies in Washington and
that, in the light of this, we could not expect to receive it before the middle of June.

2. I reported this conversation to Mr. Léger on the same day. Mr. Léger thought it impor-
tant that no impression should get about that the delay was due to the Canadian request for
revision. He accordingly consulted the Minister who confirmed that it was his view that
the note should not be held up because of our request. It must be made clear to them that it
was up to them and it was their responsibility if they wished to delay the answer further.
Mr. Léger conveyed this view to Mr. Robertson this morning and he was asked to make
this position clear to the State Department; if they continue to hold it up, the State Depart-
ment should be willing to say publicly, if requested, that they are still consulting in
Washington. It should also be made clear to the State Department that it was a matter for
the State Department if they wished to pursue the point which we had made.
Mr. Robertson will be reporting by telegram the results of his further conversation.
Mr. Robertson added that he thinks the United States Embassy in Ottawa has been advis-
ing the State Department to hold up delivery of the reply until after the election. Mr. Léger
commented that this was satisfactory provided it was clear that this was the decision by the
United States Government and not one which had been requested by the Canadian
Government.

3. Mr. Léger suggested that I should prepare a memorandum for the Prime Minister at
the end of this week giving a further report.s

G.G. C[REAN]

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Robertson subsequently reported by phone & stated U.S. authorities clearly understood our
position. G.G. C{rean])
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SECTION C

ALERTES
ALERTS

79. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

ToP SECRET Ottawa, January 3, 1956
Dear Mr. Robertson,

ALERTS PROCEDURES

The purpose of this letter is to bring up-to-date the information which has been sent to
you on the question of alerts procedures.

2. As your know, Mr. Heeney called on the Secretary of State on April 29. His visit
followed shortly after one by the United Kingdom Chargé d’Affaires. He left with
Mr. Dulles an informal memorandum outlining the points in paragraph 5 of telegram
No. EX-743 of April 22 to Washington, which went to you as telegram No. 664.57 These
were that there had been some preliminary discussion of the subject of alerts procedures
between Mr. Pearson and representatives of the U.K. Government at the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers’ meetings; that the Canadian Government attached importance to reaching
tripartite agreement on the matter; that we were aware of the U.K. working paper;*® and
that it seemed to us, from what we knew of it, that it might serve as a point of departure for
further discussion on a tripartite basis.

3. Mr. Dulies raised no objection in principle, and it was left that our Embassy in
Washington would have some further consultation with officers of the State Department
after the question had been examined more fully by them.

4. There the matter rested, officially, until quite recently. Unofficially, we heard from a
variety of sources that the tripartite proposal was being opposed by several interested agen-
cies of the U.S. Government, in particular by some sections of the Pentagon and by the
Intelligence Advisory Committee of the National Security Council.

5. Nevertheless, on November 18 the State Department called in Mr. Glazebrook and
handed him an Aide-Mémoire®® (copy attached), dated the same day, stating that “subject
to certain general and specific comments, the interested United States agencies see no
objection to the procedures outlined in the British Memorandum” and that “the State
Department would be happy to explore further with representatives of the Canadian and
British Embassies the procedures for political consultation.” A similar communication was
made to the British Embassy.

6. While at first sight this reply is more encouraging than we had anticipated, a prelimi-
nary examination of the Aide-Mémoire here has given rise to a number of questions on

7 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 181.
8 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 169.
% Voir/See Volume 21, Document 185.
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which, it seems to me, we shall have to seek clarification. Horsey of the State Department
in fact anticipated this by telling Glazebrook that the Aide-Mémoire was a composite doc-
ument, the meaning of which was not entirely clear even to the State Department.

7. The points which occur to us as needing clarification are as follows:

Paragraph 1 of the General Comments

We are not clear what is meant by the phrase “or that of their treaty partners.” While we
fully expected that the United States Government would reserve its freedom of action to
exercise its right of self defence, this phrase might be taken to mean that it was free to take
action involving its treaty partners without consultation. On the other hand, it may merely
be an indirect reference to the wording of Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty.

Paragraph 2 of the General Comments

The Aide-Mémoire states that the procedures outlined in the U.K. paper should be
regarded as “exceptional”. While we would agree that the proposed procedures are supple-
mentary to existing NATO Alerts Procedures, as the Aide-Mémoire suggests, we think
there may be some difficulty in determining the criterion whereby these special procedures
would come into force, in the light of the next sentence which points out that the proce-
dures would only take effect where “sensitive” information was involved. This may or may
not present a problem but we are inclined to think we should seek further clarification.

Paragraph 4 of the General Comments

While we are not inclined to question the flow of intelligence between Washington and
Ottawa, we are not satisfied that the present channels are either sufficiently clearly estab-
lished or expeditious. Although we receive the United States Watch Committee Reports,
we do not have direct liaison with that body or with the Indications Centre. If this para-
graph means that the United States would exchange no more than current periodic Watch
Committee reports, then we do not think that our principal worry is met. As you know, in a
period of rising international tension we should like to receive the results of any *“crash”
meeting of the Watch Committee or the Intelligence Advisory Committee but I do not
believe there is any assurance at the moment that we should necessarily do so. So far as
speed is concerned, we believe that Ottawa requires a direct line between its J.I.C. organi-
zation and whatever central organization the United States authorities choose to nominate,
whether this be the Indications Centre, or the Watch Committee or the I.A.C. We believe,
therefore, that we should seek clarification as to what the United States authorities would
actually do under the terms of paragraph 4, in the event of information being received in
Washington which, on examination, might lead them to apprehend a state of war. It may be
that the chief problem is a mechanical one but, at the moment, we are a little inclined to
doubt it.

Penultimate Paragraph

You will note from the above that we doubt the validity of the second sentence. As to
further discussions on the procedures for political consultation, although we are not sure
what the United States authorities have in mind, we believe that, in an emergency, some
procedures for more direct consultation than through Embassies might be necessary. In any
event we consider that there is a requirement for the expeditious exchange of information
of a kind which, if examined, might cause any of the three Governments to conclude that
there was a possibility of hostilities occurring within the NATO area. The exchange of
assessments based on such information is, of course, of equal importance and we are not
clear whether the United States Aide-Mémoire envisages procedures between the intelli-
gence authorities which would cover this requirement. If the U.K. authorities agree, we
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might re-open the intelligence problem through the U.S. invitation to discuss procedures
concerning political consultation, on the grounds that political consultation can only work
satisfactorily if a satisfactory system of exchanging intelligence is in being.
8. No doubt further questions will occur to you. I should be most grateful to have the
U.K. comments on the Aide-Mémoire when you have had a chance to discuss it with
Patrick Dean.
9. My own feeling is that we should accept the State Department offer to explore the
procedures for political consultations with representatives of the Canadian and British
Embassies in Washington. Presumably the stage has now been reached where the talks
themselves could be tripartite.
10. The U.K. working paper is, of course, an outline of proposed U.K. procedures, and is
not therefore entirely suitable in its present form for use by all three Governments. It
seems to me that it would be worth exploring the desirability of adopting a general formula
stating the principles for the exchange of intelligence within the context of the stated aim
of the UK. paper and for consequent consultation at all levels including between
Ministers. Detailed procedures could, I think, be more easily worked out if these were
related to some such general formula. The sort of formula I have in mind would be similar
to that mentioned in paragraph 15 below, expanded in the NATO context.
11. Two subjects not dealt with in any detail by the working paper and Aide-Mémoire are
“crash” procedures and procedures for non-NATO areas. On “crash” procedures the work-
ing paper says:
“2. This paper sets out the stages which ought to be completed if time allowed. It is
recognized that time may not be available for this and that a telescoped procedure will
also have to be studied.”

Concerning procedures for non-NATO areas the working paper says:
“Major aggression by the Communist bloc is possible in other areas (than NATO) and
suitable procedures would be required to meet these cases but it would be convenient to
consider them separately.”

And the Aide-Mémoire says:

“5. No decision should be taken at the present time about the possible adaptation of
these procedures to other areas of the world.”

12. The question of “crash” procedures in connection with aggression against the NATO
area would, I should think, come up at a fairly early stage. Whether or not it would be
possible to lead from discussion of procedures for the NATO area to discussion of proce-
dures for non-NATO areas is difficult to judge at present.

13. I should also like to bring you up-to-date on the question of strategic alerts in relation
to the operation of our joint continental air defence system, which we raised in an explora-
tory way at our most recent meeting of consultation with the Americans on December 5.7
Our approach to this question, which we are attempting to keep separate from the questions
of tripartite and NATO alerts, is outlined in paragraphs 7-10 and the Annex of a memoran-
dum for the Minister, dated November 30, of which a copy is attached.” The Americans
present agreed that the formula attached to the Annex might serve as a useful basis for
further discussions.

" Voir/See Volume 21, Document 307.
" Voir/See Volume 21, Document 303.
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14. In telegram No. 2044 of December 157 (copy attached), Mr. Heeney has reported on
action taken since the meeting of consultation. As you will see, our Embassy has informed
the U.K. Embassy of the discussion of continental alerts, in accordance with our normal
practice after a meeting of consultation, of which the State Department is fully aware.

15. We have subsequently learned that our Embassy in Washington has given a copy of
our formula to the U.K. Embassy. You are therefore at liberty to give a copy of it to Dean.

16. We are most concerned to ensure that the British do not get any idea that, by raising
the subject of continental alerts with the Americans, we are attempting to do an “end run”
on the tripartite approach. I hope you will be able to satisfy Dean of this, pointing out to
him that we have a special bilateral problem of alerts with the United States by reason of
our joint air defence arrangements. At the same time, we must be careful to avoid any
possibility of the Americans thinking that we are passing on to the British information
which they should not have on our joint continental defence arrangements.

17. In replying to Mr. Heeney'’s telegram No. 2044 (in telegram No. DL-1 of December
30,1 copy attached), we have agreed with the proposal that bilateral discussions should
commence in Washington in the latter part of January. I do not think that the holding of
these discussions before the tripartite discussions need present any difficulties. The bilat-
eral discussions will be related to the special problems connected with the efficient opera-
tion of the continental air defence system, including the exchange of information which
might lead to political consultation and the alerting of the system.

18. Could you ask Dean whom the U.K. authorities are proposing to send to the tripartite
talks? Our own tentative view is that we would like to have the discussions on a J.I.C. level
but clearly this will depend on whom the Americans name as their representatives. We
would also assume that, if they are on the J.I.C. level, Dean himself would attend, presum-
ably with a service representative.

19. I am inclined to agree with Mr. Heeney’s suggestion that no formal reply need be
made to the U.S. Aide-Mémoire until the situation is a good deal clearer than at present.
I shall keep Mr. Heeney informed of your consultation with the U.K. authorities, and pre-
sume that the Foreign Office will likewise inform the U.K. Embassy in Washington.

20. We are hoping to get ahead with this question in the near future and I should be
grateful to hear from you as soon as convenient.

JULES LEGER

80. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

Le ministre a I’ambassade aux Etats-Unis
au chef de la 2% Direction de liaison avec la Défense

Minister, Embassy in United States,
to Head, Defence Liaison (2) Division

ToP SECRET Washington, January 25, 1956

Dear Bill [Crean],

You may well have wondered at the absence of any word from us on the proposed
arrangements for discussions of bilateral alerts arrangements. We have tried to ease this
subject along but bearing in mind the suggestion in DL-20 of January 81 that we should
not press unduly, we have not made a fuss.
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2. At about the time when the telegram I have mentioned came I had a word with Outer-
bridge Horsey and Robert Miner. They expressed doubts as to the possibility of finding in
the Pentagon a single officer who could in any way represent the Department of Defense.
If, they said, they picked one from one service, the other two services would almost cer-
tainly insist on having representatives too. I found also that they were still puzzled by the
meaning of our four-point formula and wanted to talk the subject over with Park
Armstrong.

3. A few days ago Horsey told me that Armstrong would like to discuss this subject with
me and a meeting was arranged yesterday under the aegis of Burke Elbrick (Deputy Assis-
tant Secretary for European Affairs). Horsey was there and also, of course, Armstrong and
H.E. Fumnas, one of his assistants.

4. Armstrong started off by outlining the present exchange on what he called “alert type”
or “indicator” intelligence. He said there were four categories:

(a) The Watch Committee Reports. Copies of comprehensive, i.e., all source, reports are
made available to Ottawa through Canadian liaison officers as soon as they are printed. He
added that the Watch Committee handles all indicator intelligence. It meets at least once a
week or more often as required. Its staff maintains a twenty-four hour watch.

(b) The Joint Air Defence. The R.C.AF. officers, he said, in Colorado Springs have
access to intelligence. A special telephone line to Canadian Air Defence Command keeps
them in touch.

(c) Alert intelligence arising from the radar screen which, of course, is jointly operated.
(d) Exchange of intelligence between NSA and CB.

5. Armstrong then asked if there were any gaps in this exchange and obviously had the
impression that we were asking for a more complete exchange of intelligence or that if the
exchange was complete our concern was unnecessary. I then attempted to make it clear, as
I had attempted in the past, that our enquiry had nothing to do with the normal exchange of
intelligence. I said that as far as we know this was entirely satisfactory. We appreciated its
extent and had no desire either to criticize it or to suggest that it be more extensive. Obvi-
ously all the people at the meeting had been suffering from this misunderstanding. It had,
I think, a good deal to do with the earlier confusion in the Intelligence Advisory
Committee. '

6. I then attempted to explain the formula, trying it backwards for the sake of variety.
Turning to point (4), I said that where it was necessary for Ministers to consider alerts they
must have the necessary information. That would take you back to point (3) which
assumed that the intelligence authorities had the information necessary and that in turn
went back to point (2). I said that it might or might not be the case that intelligence items
on which the United States intelligence authorities based a recommendation for an alert
were already in possession of the Canadian intelligence authorities. Even if they were —
and there might be the odd immediate one not yet received — they would have to be
identified and put together as a case. Moreover, it was not sufficient to draw attention to
raw intelligence but to give interpretations.

7. 1 then laboured the point which we had discussed in the tripartite context viz., that the
essence of this operation is that in a situation where a crisis is believed to exist X (being
the person or organization in Washington responsible) should by some means be able to
get in touch with Y (the corresponding Canadian person or group) and put his case. The
case would be of little use without there being available to both X and Y the essential
intelligence and there must presumably be allowed some means by which the meaning of
the intelligence case can be mutually examined. I went on to suggest that leaving aside the
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normal exchange of intelligence, there did not exist, in our opinion, a defined arrangement
by which the United States and Canadian intelligence authorities could quickly correspond
on an agreed channel and, where necessary, exchange views.

8. We then begin after this exhaustive and exhausting process to get down to business.
Armstrong drew attention to the distinction between the very brief warning that might arise
from the radar screen and the longer one which would permit examination. I said that we
were well aware of this difference and there might be occasions in which a time interval of
two or three hours or even less would not allow for any discussion and that the Air
Defence channel alone would have to be used. He then went on to argue that in the case of
a longer warning the Watch Committee would meet and appraise the evidence. If it recom-
mended to United States authorities that there should be an alert, this view could at the
same time be passed to Ottawa “by the quickest means”. I pointed out that the “quickest
means” were at the moment uncertain and not necessarily quick. He was talking about “the
Canadian liaison officers” by whom, I presume, he meant Uren. I said that in some cases
this might work but the crisis might arise in the middle of the night or when Uren was
away. Even supposing that he could be found quickly, he had no ready channel of commu-
nication, or at least not one fast enough to meet the problem. Armstrong himself added that
there was also the problem of certain types of intelligence that could not be transmitted
over ordinary channels.

9. The Americans by this time were beginning to see what we were talking about and
I suggested that our object was not to argue in favour of any particular mechanism but to
make sure that there was a mechanism which was not only approved but was workable.
I personally did not believe that the existing bits of machinery could readily be put together
to make the necessary whole. But the main thing was to look at the problem bearing in
mind the kind of exchange which I had already indicated. It began to look as if the
Americans were satisfied to use the IAC (and its creature the Watch Committee) as the
authorized American end of the intelligence channel. They also became aware that the
mysterious “quickest means” about which they had been talking were not readily identifi-
able. Armstrong then suggested that he should have a talk with Allen Dulles on the basis of
the conversation and, I think, is now in a position to stop arguing about whether or not the
exchange of intelligence is adequate and get down to business. Finally, I tossed out the
idea that the channel should not only be authorized and defined, but probably tested in the
same way that we tested the Wiser channel over a year ago, (and I was careful to remind
them that the request for a testing of that channel was made by the Americans who wanted
to be sure that it worked).

10. It is proposed as the next step that Armstrong will inform me that he has had his talks
with the CIA and is ready to get down to business. I suggested that it would be at that stage
that you should appear. However, it seems to be inevitable that the American military be
left out of this and in many ways it is desirable that they should be. To bring them in would
mean endless comings and goings with the Pentagon, whereas, it may be that a conversa-
tion between Park Armstrong and yourself would at least get near an agreed solution. Pre-
sumably it follows that you will not bring a service officer with you, or at least that he
would not take part in the meeting. I will, of course, let you know as soon as I hear from
Armstrong.

11. I am reporting on this in the form of a letter addressed to you partly because of the
informality of the discussions and partly because it was virtually impossible to translate it
into officialese. I gather that George Ignatieff is also involved in this subject and if he or
you have any questions to ask or suggestions to make, I hope you will let me know. I think
we have at least identified the bogey man lying behind the United States Aide Mémoire on
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the tripartite scheme and if now we can get down to earth on the bilateral plan, there may
be some hope of sorting out the tripartite scheme later on.

Yours ever,
G. DE T. GLAZEBROOK

81. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

Note du chef de la 2™ Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (2) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], February 23, 1956

MEMORANDUM CONCERNING THE FORMULA PRESENTED BY THE CANADIAN
DELEGATION AT THE LAST MEETING OF CONSULTATION IN WASHINGTON
CONCERNING THE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION AND CONSULTATION BETWEEN
THE TWO GOVERNMENTS ON THE SUBJECT OF ALERTS

Altogether I saw Mr. Amory of C.LA. three times and Mr. Armstrong of the State
Department twice on the above subject, although at no time did it appear that either of
them had talked to each other, a factor which did not make my discussions any easier.
I have recorded separately and in detail the first two discussions which I had with
Armstrong and Amory on arrival in Washington. These discussions went on much the
same lines as Mr. Glazebrook’s previous talks and which he recorded in his personal letter
to me of January 25. I am attaching the recordf of these discussions in case you wish to
glance at them although I do not think it is necessary.

2. On seeing Amory a second time he said that it would make the problem very much
easier from the Administration’s point of view if we could separate out the problem of
consultation between governments from the problem of exchanging information during a
period of crisis which might lead to a declaration of an Alert by either government. In
addition, he said that the question of establishing an intelligence communications link
between the National Indications Centre in Washington and our new Indications Room in
Ottawa was one which he felt sure could be dealt with by a letter from me as Chairman of
the Joint Intelligence Committee to Mr. Allen Dulles, as Chairman of the United States
Intelligence Advisory Committee. He regarded this particular problem as one of “nuts and
bolts” which should not run into difficulties of principle. I am, accordingly, attaching a
draft} which I prepared and presented to Mr. Amory before I left Washington with the
request that he let me know if this was the kind of letter which, in his opinion, would be
acceptable to the United States intelligence authorities.

3. After further discussions with Mr. Glazebrook, we decided that perhaps it would assist
our negotiations further if we prepared draftst of separate letters dealing with the first two
subjects mentioned above. These might be sent from the Canadian Ambassador on behalf
of the Canadian Government to the United States Secretary of State. These, of course, only
have the status of personal drafts but nonetheless I passed copies to Amory before I left
Washington, stressing that they were purely personal. I asked him to pass both drafts on to
Armstrong of the State Department. Mr. Amory is to let Mr. Glazebrook know his reac-
tions to these drafts but he did volunteer the quick opinion that he could see no difficulty
about the one dealing with the exchange of intelligence.
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4. In the course of my last discussion with Mr. Armstrong, he supported the notion of
separating these two problems because he said he thought the question of government con-
sultation was the more difficult since he did not consider that the United States Govern-
ment would be likely to bind itself under any formula which required it to consult another
government before taking action itself. As you will see, it took no less than three conversa-
tions to bring Armstrong to what now seems to be the main problem.

5. I am attaching the drafts of the separate letters and would be glad to have your initial
reactions to them. If they appear acceptable to you, I should suggest that they be not put to
the Minister at this stage and that we should wait until we have further U.S. reactions to the
drafts. If you agree, however, I shall prepare a letter to General Foulkes enclosing the
drafts and copies of the record of my first two conversations. We should, I think, also send
him the draft of the letter to Mr. Allen Dulles if you approve, concerning the communica-
tions link.

6. For convenience, I am attaching a copy of the “Formula” delivered by the Embassy to
the State Department on December 14, 1955 following the Meeting of Consultation.

G.G. CREAN

82. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], April 19, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),
The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Deutsch),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Plumptre).

[. PROCEDURES FOR CONSULTATION ON ALERTS

1. The Minister of National Defence said that the question of procedures for alerting the
North American air defence system had been under consideration for some time. In order
to ensure that the government would be in a position to decide whether an Alert should be
called and also be consulted by the U.S. government, some exploratory talks had been held
with U.S. officials. It was understood that the U.S. authorities would be likely to view an
official approach on this subject favourably at the present time. He submitted two letters
which it was proposed be sent to the U.S. Secretary of State. The first was designed to
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ensure that both governments would have available all relevant intelligence on a situation
which might lead either to declare an Alert. Only if the two were in possession of the same
set of facts, and an assessment of those facts, could subsequent consultation be conducted
on a realistic basis. The second letter was designed to ensure consultation over the actual
question of calling the Alerts. To ensure efficient working of the indications centre of the
Joint Intelligence Committee in Ottawa there was a requirement for additional facilities
and two or three officers. He recommended, with the concurrence of the Secretary of State
for External Affairs, that the two letters be approved and that the requirement for an addi-
tional small expenditure for the Joint Intelligence Committee be noted.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Memorandum, Minister of National Defence and Secretary of State for External
Affairs, April 16, 1956 — Document D1-561%).

2. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) One of the purposes of the proposed exchanges was to deal with false alarms from the
warning lines, should they occur. Of course the main purpose was to ensure adequate con-
sultation before a recommendation was made in either country for the calling of an Alert,
which would be a most serious matter.

(b) It was impossible to determine in advance how much consultation would be sufficient
before a decision was taken to call an Alert, and it was difficult to work out procedures.
However, there was very little that was more important than the actual calling of an Alert
and everything should be done to ensure that this step was taken only if the necessity was
clearly demonstrated.

(c) The United States proposed to evacuate the principal government activities from
Washington on the calling of an Alert. There were in existence now re-location sites
outside of the capital for the nucleus of various government departments. The matter
related to the whole governmental organization and in no way would the procedure hold up
air defence activity since the Air Defence Commanders in both countries now had the
necessary authority to alert their own forces in the event of wamning of an attack.

3. The Committee approved the joint recommendation of the Minister of National
Defence and the Secretary of State for External Affairs, and:

(a) agreed that the two letters on procedures for consultation with the United States on
Alerts, as submitted, be sent to the U.S. Secretary of State by the Canadian Ambassador in
Washington; and

(b) noted that there would be a requirement for an additional small expenditure to ensure
the efficient working of the indications centre of the Joint Intelligence Committee.
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83. DEA/50028-BX-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH NO. 682 Washington, May 14, 1956

TOP SECRET
Reference: Your Despatch No. DS-493 of May 4, 1956.%

ALERTS

As requested in your Despatch under reference, I took the opportunity of seeing the
Secretary of State on another matter this morning to hand to him copies of the letters on
alerts.

2. In doing so I indicated briefly the reason for the Canadian suggestions and explained
that the substance of the letters had been examined between United States and Canadian
officials. Mr. Dulles did not stop to read the letters at the time, but Mr. Burke Elbrick who
was present and who was familiar with the matter will ensure that my approach is followed
up.

3. As requested, I am attaching copies of the letters I handed to Mr. Dulles this morning.

ADP. HEENEY

[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-Unis

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State of United States

TOP SECRET Washington, May 14, 1956

Dear Mr. Dulles,

Arrangements for consultation, in relation to any requirement for alerting the defences
of North America, between the United States and Canadian Governments are proposed in a
separate letter dated May 14, 1956. To provide a sound basis for such consultation, it is
proposed that the Canadian and United States Governments agree as follows:

(1) The two Governments will keep each other informed on a timely basis when they
receive information of a kind which, if examined, might cause either to conclude that there
was a likelihood of hostilities occurring in which North America would likely be attacked.

(2) The receipt of such information may require rapid executive action on the part of
both Governments. Accordingly, the United States and Canadian intelligence authorities as
represented by the United States Intelligence Advisory Committee and the Canadian Joint
Intelligence Committee will pass to one another automatically and by the most expeditious
means all intelligence information of the kind referred to in paragraph (1) above. They will
also pass to one another all additional intelligence information, including background
information which will make it possible for each intelligence authority to make assessment
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of the situation to which the information referred to in paragraph (1) relates. Any such
assessments will also be exchanged expeditiously between the two intelligence authorities.

(3) The United States Intelligence Advisory Committee and the Canadian Joint Intelli-
gence Committee will make arrangements to ensure that such exchanges can be made by
the most expeditious means possible.

I should be grateful if you would let me know at your early convenience whether these
proposals meet with the approval of your Government.

Yours sincerely,
ADP. HEENEY

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etar des Etats-Unis

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State of United States

TOP SECRET Washington, May 14, 1956

Dear Mr. Dulles,

You will be aware that in an Agreed Minute dated June 14, 1951, our two Governments
agreed that frequent special consultations on mutual defence arrangements and related mat-
ters should take place in Washington “between the Canadian Ambassador and the Secre-
tary of State and such other officers of the United States Government as may be designated
by him”.” Such meetings of consultation have taken place since then as the international
situation and our mutual interests required. At the last meeting in December there was
some discussion on the question of arrangements for the exchange of information and con-
sultation which might lead to the alerting of the North American defence system and an
informal paper on the subject was left with the State Department. Since that time there
have been further talks with officials in Washington. As a result of these consultations, I
am now requested by the Canadian Government to put certain proposals to the United
States Government. These are contained in this letter and a separate letter of even date.

In my letter dated May 14, 1956, I have proposed on behalf of the Canadian Govern-
ment that our two Governments agree to exchange intelligence which might lead to a con-
clusion that operational alert measures would be required to deal with a possible attack on
North America. The Canadian Government proposes that the two Governments should
agree as follows:

(1) In a situation in which either Government concludes that alert measures are necessary
or desirable both in the United States and Canada, the two Governments agree to consuit.

(2) Such consultation to be effective, will be conducted both through the respective
Chiefs of Staff of the two countries and through the diplomatic channel. If either Govern-
ment considers that more detailed arrangements for consultation become necessary, either
Government is free to make further proposals.

™ Voir volume 17, document 699, piece jointe 2.
See Volume 17, Document 699, enclosure 2.
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I should be grateful if you would let me know at your early convenience whether these
proposals meet with the approval of your Government.
Yours sincerely,
ADP. HEENEY

84. DEA/50028-BX-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

DESPATCH NO. 1748 Washington, December 5, 1956

TOP SECRET
Reference: Your Despatch DS-493 of May 4, 1956.7

ALERTS
Since the receipt of your despatch under reference on the subject of alerts, we have been
in frequent touch with the State Department, and through the Canadian Joint Staff with the
Pentagon, to expedite a reply to the two communications which I addressed to the Secre-
tary of State on May 14 dealing with the exchange of intelligence, and with consultation in
connection with bilateral alerts procedures between Canada and the United States.

2. We were called to the State Department today to receive the official replies to my
letters of May 14 and I attach copies of the two letters signed by Mr. Robert Murphy,
Deputy Under-Secretary, dealing with the two aspects of this problem raised in my letters
to Mr. Dulles.

3. In handing us these replies, Mr. Marcelis Parsons, Director of the Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs, who was accompanied by Mr. Julian
Nugent, Officer in Charge of Canadian Affairs, expressed regret for the delay on the
United States side in letting us have their views. Parsons was informed that these commu-
nications would be referred at once to you for study and that we would let him know if we
had any further comments to make when the competent departments in Ottawa have had
the opportunity of examining this correspondence.

4. I am bringing this correspondence to the attention of the Chairman of the Canadian
Joint Staff.

AD.P. HEENEY

[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1)

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant des Etats-Unis
a ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Deputy Under Secretary of State of United States
to Ambassador in United States

ToP SECRET [Washington], December 4, 1956
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Dear Mr. Ambassador:

I have carefully studied your letter of May 14, 1956, in which you propose that Canada
and the United States will consult when either Government concludes that alert measures
are necessary or desirable in both countries. You also propose that, in such an event, this
consultation will be conducted both through the respective Chiefs of Staff of the two coun-
tries and through the diplomatic channel.

I should like to state that our Government has independently been concerned with the
problem of synchronization of alert measures in the face of compelling emergency, partic-
ularly in view of modern developments in warfare. The Canadian Government’s parallel
interest in this regard is, therefore, fully appreciated.

At the same time, it is difficult to visualize how prior consultation could be practicable
under certain circumstances. The United States Government considers it essential that
agreed procedures with respect to institution of alert measures, while providing for consul-
tation and synchronization of governmental actions if time permits, be also designed to
take care of circumstances in which the initiation of separate action by national authorities
might necessarily have to proceed simultaneously with, or even precede, an exchange of
views between governments. The latter type of circumstance must include the possibility
of a failure of communications within or between nations.

By way of illustration, I should like to observe that consultation through the channels
indicated by your letter is regarded entirely feasible and desirable, in the event either Gov-
ernment receives information which, when evaluated, might cause either to conclude that
an attack on North America at some future date was likely and that institution of compara-
ble alert measures in both countries would be desirable or necessary. We cannot imagine,
however, that there would be sufficient time to consult through the channels indicated
when such an attack is considered immediately probable or imminent and timely institution
of emergency alert measures is of paramount importance. In such an emergency, immedi-
acy and immanency of hostile action would have to regulate the action taken by both Gov-
emments. Under present arrangements, we must assume that (in view of the complete
interchange of tactical data between the Air Defense Commands of the two countries) the
decision made by both Governments would probably coincide.

It is hoped that agreement on this matter will result in arrangements that will give
greater assurance of synchronization of alert actions by both governments. Meanwhile, we
are constrained to rely on the probability that both Governments will, in fact, feel impelled
individually to take concurrent measures, when the situation is such as to require alert
measures and there is insufficient opportunity for consultation.

In the light of the foregoing, the United States Government is prepared to agree to your
proposal, modified as follows:

(1) In a situation in which either Government concludes that alert measures are necessary
or desirable both in the United States and Canada, the two Governments agree to consult
through appropriate military and diplomatic channels if the circumstances permit. If cir-
cumstances do not permit prior consultation through both military and diplomatic chan-
nels, consultation may be accomplished through either. However, if, in the opinion of
either Government, extreme circumstances require the taking of separate alert measures by
it before such consultation, each Government shall be free to take such action, informing
the other Government of actions taken, and the two Governments agree to consult as soon
as possible.

(2) In any case, the freedom of action of either Government to take appropriate measures
for its own defense or that of its other Treaty partners shall remain unaffected.
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(3) If either Government considers more detailed arrangements necessary, either Govern-
ment is free to make further proposals.

These arrangements will, of course, support other existing bilateral arrangements
between our two governments and will supplement, not displace, agreed NATO procedures
dealing with alerts and warning of attack.

If this meets with the approval of your Government, I suggest that this letter and your
reply thereto should constitute our present agreement on this subject.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT MURPHY

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant des Etats-Unis
a l’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Deputy Under Secretary of State of United States
to Ambassador in United States

TOP SECRET [Washington], December 4, 1956

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

I refer to your letter of May 14, 1956, containing proposals concerning intelligence
consultation between the United States and Canadian Governments in the event either
Government receives intelligence information that there is a likelihood of hostilities in
which North America might be attacked.

The United States Government is, of course, fully aware of the necessity of close coop-
eration between the authorities of our two governments in connection with indicator intel-
ligence, and agrees to the proposals set forth in your letter. Indeed, I have been informed
that the United States and Canadian intelligence authorities, as represented by the Director
of Central Intelligence and Chairman of the Canadian Joint Intelligence Committee, have
already established liaison arrangements to facilitate this kind of intelligence consultation.

I have also been informed that an agreement was recently reached between our respec-
tive intelligence authorities on a direct communications link between Washington and
Ottawa for rapid handling of indications intelligence. I am sure you would agree, however,
that already existing liaison arrangements are adequate to meet the continuing need for
exchange of the additional and background information referred to in paragraph (2) of your
proposal. Thus we should expect to transmit such information by special methods only in
time of emergency or together with the information described in paragraph (1) of your
proposal.

These arrangements will, of course, supplement, not displace, agreed NATO procedures
dealing with the dissemination of information with respect to indications of attack, alerts
and warning of attack.

Sincerely yours,
{R. MURPHY]
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8s. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-50 Ottawa, January 16, 1957

TOP SECRET
Reference: Your Despatch 1748 Dec 5/56.

ALERTS

The reply to the letter on intelligence procedures is satisfactory from the point of view
of the Canadian Government. Please therefore send the following letter to Mr. Dulles as
soon as possible and report the date by telegram.

Letter begins:

“I refer to Mr. Murphy’s letter of December 4, 1956, in reply to my letter of May 14,
1956, containing proposals concerning intelligence consultation between the United States
and Canadian Governments in the event that either government receives intelligence infor-
mation which might cause either to conclude that there was a likelihood of hostilities in
which North America might be attacked.

I wish to confirm that my government regards these two letters as constituting an agree-
ment between the two governments, effective on the date of Mr. Murphy’s letter, i.e.
December 4, 1956.

I also wish to inform you that Mr. Murphy’s second letter of December 4, 1956, on
consultation between our two governments, is under consideration by my government, and
that I expect to communicate with you further on this subject in due course.””* Letter ends.

2. For your information, we do not think the reply on consultation is entirely satisfactory
for the following reasons: (a) it does not make consultation through the diplomatic channel
mandatory as we should like; (b) it provides for consultation at the service level “through
appropriate military channels”, rather than “through the respective Chiefs of Staff”; (c) it
refers in rather vague terms to the “circumstances” which might prevent consultation prior
to the institution of alerts, whereas it would be preferable to relate any such circumstances
specifically to the time factor. We think that these considerations are of sufficient impor-
tance to merit our initiating another exchange of letters in an effort to gain USA accept-
ance of our position. The draft of the letter which it is proposed you should send to
Mr. Dulles is expected to be considered at the next meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee
in a week or two.

™ Heeney a reformulé cette lettre sous forme de réponse directe 2 Murphy, et ’a envoyée le 18 janvier
1957. Washington a Ottawa, télégramme 146, 19 janvier 1957, MAE 50030-AB-4-40.
Heeney recast this letter as a direct reply to Murphy, and delivered it on January 18, 1957. Washington
to Ottawa, Telegram 146, January 19, 1957, DEA 50030-AB-4-40.
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86. PCO/C-20-9(a)-D

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures et
du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs and
Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT No. D-7-57 ; Ottawa, January 22, 1957
Top SECRET

PROCEDURES FOR CONSULTATION ON ALERTS

The Cabinet Defence Committee, at its 109th Meeting on April 16, 1956, agreed that
two letters on procedures for consultation with the United States in connection with the
possible institution of alerts by either country should be sent to the U.S. Secretary of State
by the Canadian Ambassador in Washington.

2. (It will be recalled that the alerts referred to are the measures both civil and military,
within their own countries, which the two Governments plan to take prior to and upon the
outbreak of hostilities. If a nuclear attack on North America were anticipated and the
United States Government were to declare alerts in the United States without consultation
with the Canadian Government, in a situation where time permitted such consultation, an
unnecessarily chaotic situation could ensue in Canada, particularly with respect to civil
defence and other civilian measures affecting the public. Moreover, because of the
involvement of Canada in the joint continental air defence system, Canada would automat-
ically be implicated in any activation of the system by the United States based on intelli-
gence received from outside the system as, for example, from the Far East. The fact that
Canada could in this way be involved in a war between the United States and, say, Com-
munist China, places this country in a special position with respect to the need for consul-
tation with the United States in which no other country finds itself. The problem of
consultation concerning indications coming from the air defence system itself, such as the
crossing of the radar lines by hostile aircraft, does not arise because the Air Defence Com-
manders of the two countries already have authority to take in co-operation the necessary
measures to deal with such indications.)

3. Copies of the two letters which were went to Mr. Dulles by Mr. Heeney on May 14,
1956, are attached as Annexes “A-1" and “B-1". Annex “A-1” is the letter on intelligence
procedures, and Annex “B-1” is the letter proposing that in certain circumstances there
should be consultation between the respective Chiefs of Staff of the two countries and
through the diplomatic channel.

4. Mr. Heeney recently received two letters in reply from Mr. Robert Murphy, Deputy
Under Secretary of State, dated December 4, 1956; copies are attached as Annexes “A-2”
and “B-2”.

5. The reply to the letter on intelligence procedures appears to be satisfactory from the
point of view of the Canadian Government. The letter at Annex “A-3" was therefore sent
by Mr. Heeney to Mr. Murphy on January 18, 1957, confirming that the exchange of letters
at Annexes “A-1” and “A-2” constitutes an agreement between the U.S. and Canadian
Governments, effective on the date of the second letter (December 4, 1956).
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6. The reply to the letter on consultation is not entirely satisfactory for the following
reasons: a) it does not make consultation through the diplomatic channel mandatory as we
should like; b) it provides for consultation at the Service level “through appropriate mili-
tary channels”, rather than “through the respective Chiefs of Staff”; c) it refers in rather
vague terms to the “circumstances” which might prevent consultation prior to the institu-
tion of alerts, whereas it would be preferable to relate any such circumstances specifically
to the time factor. It would appear desirable, therefore, to obtain the agreement of the U.S.
Government to some modification of the formula which it has proposed. Attached at
Annex “B-3" is the text of a proposed letter which, if approved, would be sent to the U.S.
Secretary of State by the Canadian Ambassador in Washington, in reply to the letter at
Annex “B-2”.

7. It is recommended that Cabinet Defence Committee approved the text of the letter at
Annex “B-3”.74

[L.B. PEARSON]
[R.O. CAMPNEY]

[ANNEXE «B-3»/ANNEX “B-3"]

Projet d’une lettre de I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-Unis

Draft Letter from Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State of United States

TOP SECRET Washington, January __, 1957

Dear Mr. Dulles,

I refer to Mr. Murphy’s letter of December 4, 1956, conceming the proposal that
Canada and the United States should consult when either Government concludes that alert
measures are necessary or desirable in both countries.

2. We are sure you will agree that, because of the special relationship between Canada
and the United States in the joint defence of North America, prior consultation between
our two Governments is essential if at all possible. In particular, the Canadian Government
wishes to ensure that indications of attack against North America originating outside the
continental air defence system can be discussed and assessed fully and that there can be
consultation at the highest levels between the Governments before either declares a
national alert with its widespread implications involving particularly the civilian elements
of our populations. However, the Canadian Government recognizes that an occasion may
arise where time does not permit consultation before the declaration of an alert because the
imminence of attack seems to either Government to be a matter of hours rather than days.
My Government is therefore in agreement with what we understand to be the intent of the
modified formula in Mr. Murphy’s letter, but would prefer, to avoid any doubt in interpre-
tation, to see it expressed as follows:

(1) In a situation in which either Government concludes that alert measures are necessary
or desirable, both in the United States and Canada, the two Governments agree to consult

™ Approuvé par le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense & sa réunion du 6 et 7 février 1957 et par le Cabinet le
14 février 1957.
Approved by the Cabinet Defence Committee at its meeting of February 6 and 7, 1957, and by Cabinet
on February 14, 1957.
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through the diplomatic channel and through the respective Chiefs of Staff of the two coun-
tries. Such consultation will precede the institution of alert measures by either Government
except in the following extreme circumstances: If either Government considers an attack
on North America to be imminent or probable in a matter of hours rather than days, con-
sultation might, of necessity, coincide with or even follow the institution of separate alert
measures by either Government. If either Government is impelled by the time factor to
take alert measures before initiating consultation, it agrees immediately to inform the other
Government of the action taken and to consult with the other Government as soon as
possible.

(2) In any case, the freedom of action of either Government to take appropriate measures
for its own defence or that of its other Treaty partners shall remain unaffected.

(3) If either Government considers more detailed arrangements necessary, either Govern-
ment is free to make further proposals.

3. My Government is in agreement with Mr. Murphy’s statement that these arrangements
will, of course, support other existing bilateral arrangements between our two Govern-
ments and will supplement, not displace, agreed NATO procedures dealing with alerts and
warning of attack.

4. If the formula set forth in sub-paragraphs (1), (2) and (3) of paragraph 2 above meets
with the approval of your Government, I propose that the correspondence consisting of my
letter of May 14, 1956, Mr. Murphy’s letter of December 4, 1956, my present letter and
your reply thereto, should constitute an agreement between our two Governments on this
subject, effective on the date of your reply.

Yours sincerely,
A DP. HEENEY

87. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM DS-25 Ottawa, February 8, 1957

SECRET. IMPORTANT.

Reference: Your tel 30 January 7}
Repeat Washington (Information).

ALERTS

Would you please inform Dean that we are anxious to reopen jointly with the U.S.
authorities the question of reaching agreement on the exchange of intelligence relating to
alerts. However we would first like confirmation from Dean of our information that US-
UK relations in the intelligence field were close during the Middle East crisis despite the
differences at the governmental level; secondly we think it essential initially to make an
informal approach to Allen Dulles to see whether he considers the time right for further
discussion. You will remember that the last official communication on the subject from the
U.S. government was the State Department aide mémoire of November 18, 1955. In gen-
eral the aide mémoire pointed out that intelligence arrangements were satisfactory. We
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think however that they might take a different view as the result of their experience in
negotiating with us for a bilateral agreement.

2. Since we would be reluctant to reopen tripartite discussions without first obtaining
Dulles’ views we hope that Dean will see no objection to Crean sounding out Allen Dulles
informally during a visit to Washington already arranged to deal with other matters during
the last week in February. If Dulles were favourable we might subsequently suggest a
formula along the lines of our bilateral agreement although of course the language would
have to be suitably adapted.

3. Would you meanwhile tell Dean that we are working on a draft formula and will let
him have it as soon as possible.

4. In passing the above information to Dean you might remind him that the U.S. authori-
ties are not yet aware that we have given him copies of our bilateral agreement between
Ottawa and Washington. We would not wish the U.S. authorities to know we have done
this until a suitable opportunity appears and only then providing it would cause no
embarrassment.

5. We would be content, as I understand the U.K. authorities would be, to leave over for
the present the question of tripartite consultation between governments.

6. Would you also inform Dean that we hope to have an answer in the near future on the
U.K. proposal to rent jointly a trans-Atlantic duplex cable circuit.

7. We understand that Dean accompanied Sandys to Washington. If this is correct, would
you let us know whether he had any discussions which bear on the question of tripartite
discussions on intelligence.

88. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 262 London, February 11, 1957

TOP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your tel DS-25 February 8.

ALERTS

We saw Dean this afternoon about alerts. He stressed that he would like to get ahead
with tripartite discussions with the Americans as soon as possible. He quite agrees, how-
ever, that Crean should sound out Allen Dulles informally first. We told him that you
might then suggest a formula along the lines of the bilateral Canadian-American agree-
ment, with suitable adaptations, and he thought this would be useful. He hopes, however,
that the whole thing can be done fairly expeditiously.

2. Dean suggested that after you have sounded out Allen Dulles informally, Amold
Heeney and Caccia might raise the matter formally with Foster Dulles, unless you think it
would be better that the approach be directly from Crean and Dean to CIA. In any case,
Dean suggested that the substantive discussions could conveniently take place in
Washington in March. As Dean has already told Crean in his letter of February 4,1 Air
Vice Marshal MacDonald, Assistant Chief of Air Staff for Intelligence, will be in
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Washington between March 4 and March 20 for the Annual Standing Group Intelligence
Conference. Dean suggested that it would be useful if the Canadian and UK ambassadors
could get things moving by then, and the follow up be done by AVM MacDonald for the
UK, with Bill Crean down from Ottawa on the Canadian side. Dean confirmed that USA-
UK relations in the intelligence field were close during the Middle East crisis, despite the
long hiatus in consultations in formal diplomatic channels. Dean qualified this by saying
that for a very short period, during the actual hostilities, the UK had not been passing all
their intelligence to the Americans, “particularly on Israeli troop dispositions, etc”. He also
mentioned that some material from Singapore had not been exchanged during this period.
But he said that very quickly thereafter the UK had got the focus back onto the Communist
threat and UK-USA intelligence contacts had got back to normal. Indeed he said that the
CIA had recently offered to pass to UK intelligence authorities their information on Latin
America, which they had not previously done.

4. Regarding your paragraph 4, Dean promised not to let the Americans know that we
have given him copies of the bilateral agreement between Ottawa and Washington.

5. Re your paragraph 7, Dean said that he had not discussed the alert question at all with
the Americans during his talks in Washington when he accompanied Sandys. Some matters
which would bear on the question of intelligence discussions did, however, come up during
discussions with the Pentagon about the proposal for the development of missile bases in
the UK, since it was recognized that this would necessarily involve working out appropri-
ate agreements about their use. Dean had pointed out that this would, of course, also imply
appropriate arrangements for the exchange of intelligence, and the Americans had agreed.
Dean told us, however, that nothing was done to follow this aspect up, partly because these
talks were entirely with the Pentagon and did not include CIA and partly because Dean had
not yet briefed Sandys on these intelligence questions.

6. Dean confirmed the understanding, to which you referred in your paragraph 5, that he
would be happy to leave over for the present the question of tripartite consultation between
governments. He pointed out, however, that this question might well come up at a later
stage, and referred again to the discussion about missile bases. He said that no formal
agreement had yet been made for the missile bases, but he expected that the intermediate
range missiles would be coming into production in the near future and their delivery, there-
fore, would not be unduly delayed.

7. Dean was glad to hear that we hoped to have an answer soon on the question of renting
jointly a trans-Atlantic duplex cable circuit. He is, as you know, keen on this, partly
because of its bearing on the alerts question. It is however, not our impression that the UK
attitude on this matter has yet been threshed out with all the departments concemed or that
it could yet be considered a formal UK proposal.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON
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89. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

LETTER DL-206 Ottawa, February 25, 1957

TOP SECRET
Reference: Our telegram DL-50 of January 16, 1957.

ALERTS

The Cabinet has now approved the text of the letter on consultation in reply to
Mr. Murphy’s letter of December 4, 1956. This is contained at Annex “B-3” of the
attached Memorandum to Cabinet Defence Committee.

2. We thought it would be useful for you to have a copy of the Memorandum to Cabinet
Defence Committee since it contains copies of all the letters exchanged to date on both the
intelligence and consultation aspects of this question. In addition, paragraph 2 summarizes
briefly the nature of our interest in the conclusion of a satisfactory agreement on consulta-
tion and paragraph 6 mentions the points in Mr. Murphy’s letter which we found to be not
entirely satisfactory.

3. Would you please deliver to the State Department the reply to Mr. Murphy’s letter,
inform us by telegram and send us a confirmation copy through the bag. As the letter has
been approved in its present form by the Cabinet, no changes should be made in it without
prior consultation with us.

4. For your information we have recommended to Mr. Pearson that, in order to empha-
size the importance which the Canadian Government attaches to the conclusion of a satis-
factory agreement with the U.S. Government on consultation on alerts, he might call in
Mr. Merchant at about the same time as you deliver your letter to the State Department. We
do not know whether the Minister will decide to do this but shall of course keep you
informed. '

5. One point which we have drawn to the Minister’s attention is that the question of the
integration of operational control of the continental air defence system will soon require
consideration by Canadian Ministers. We have suggested to him that the United States
authorities might be reminded, possibly through Mr. Merchant, that Canadian willingness
to agree to joint operational control of the continental air defence forces should be met by a
corresponding United States recognition of the need for adequate consultation with the
Canadian authorities on matters which might lead to the alerting of the air defence system.

R.M. MACDONNELL

for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs
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90. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM DS-50 Ottawa, February 25, 1957

TOP SECRET

Reference: Your tel 262 February 11, 1957.
Repeat Washington (Information).

ALERTS

My immediately following telegram contains a draft text of a formula which might be
used with the United States authorities for an agreement on the exchange of intelligence
related to alerts. I should be glad if you would pass a copy of this to Dean. Would you tell
him that this is largely based on the text of our agreement with the United States and that it
is very much a first draft which has not yet had either inter-departmental approval or
reached Ministers. We thought however that it might be useful for Dean to see the lines of
our thinking at the official level at this stage.

91 DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM DS-51 Ottawa, February 25, 1957

ToP SECRET

Reference: Our tel DS-50 February 25, 1957.
Repeat Washington (Information).

ALERTS

“Draft Formula for Exchanging Intelligence Relating to Alerts in the NATO Area between
the United States, United Kingdom and Canadian Governments

1. The three governments are already exchanging a large volume of intelligence on a
bilateral basis. The three governments agree, however, that where any one of them receives
information which, if examined, might cause it or one of the other governments to con-
clude that there was a likelihood of hostilities occurring in the NATO area, in which the
three countries would be involved, it will keep the others informed.

2. The receipt of such information may require rapid executive action on the part of any
or all three of the governments. Therefore, the United States, United Kingdom and Cana-
dian intelligence authorities as represented by the United States I.A.C., the United
Kingdom J.I.C. and the Canadian J.1.C., will pass to one another automatically and by the
most expeditious means all intelligence information of the kind referred to in paragraph 1
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above. They will also pass to one another all additional intelligence information, including
background information, which will make it possible for each intelligence authority to
make an assessment of the situation to which the information referred to in paragraph 1
relates. Any such assessment will also be exchanged expeditiously between the three intel-
ligence authorities.

3. The United States I.A.C., the United Kingdom J.I.C. and the Canadian J.I.C. will make
arrangements to ensure that such exchanges can be made by the most expeditious means
possible.

4. The foregoing arrangement in no way relieves any of the three governments from
informing NATO authorities in accordance with the terms of SG 166/1, and in no way
affects the requirement for the United States and United Kingdom governments to inform
and consult with the Standing Group.”

92. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 494 Washington, March 1, 1957

ToP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Reference: Your letter DL206 Feb 25.

ALERTS

In accordance with the instructions in your letter under reference, I arranged yesterday
at five pm to deliver to Robert Murphy, Deputy Under Secretary of State, the text of the
letter addressed to Mr. Dulles, as set forth in Annex “B-3” of the memo to Cabinet
Defence Committee which formed the annex to your letter of February 25. In doing so,
I made the three points set forth in paragraph 6 of the memo to Cabinet.

2. T also emphasized the real importance which the Canadian Government attached to the
early and satisfactory conclusion of the agreement on consultation, and took the opportu-
nity to remind Mr. Murphy that if and when the question of joint operational control of the
continental air defence forces should move forward in discussions between our two gov-
ernments, we would have to give careful prior consideration to adequate consultation on
the governmental level on matters which might lead to the alerting of the Air Defence
System.

3. In view of the fact that I had been summoned by Mr. Dulles to an urgent meeting in
connection with Mideast matters, the subsequent discussion with Murphy was carried on
by Rae and Crean who accompanied me. While Murphy could not obviously give a final
view, his comments indicated recognition of the need to tighten up the understanding pro-
posed in Murphy’s letter of December 4. In particular, he recognized that the expression
“circumstances” in his earlier communication was vague, and he seemed to agree that the
consultative process should be mandatory, except where the time factor made this
impossible.

4. We also took the opportunity to emphasize the interest of the Canadian Government in
ensuring that indications of attack against North America originating outside the continen-
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tal air defence system should be discussed and assessed fully between the two governments
at the highest level.

5. Murphy raised the question as to the precise meaning in the first sentence of subpara-
graph (1) of our letter of the phrase “through the respective Chiefs of Staff”. He thought
this might be too restrictive a phrase, and it was to avoid such a phrase that his letter had
used the term “appropriate military channels”. We explained carefully that the Canadian
Government regarded this as too loose. There were many military channels, some of which
would not be acceptable to us for consultation on matters of this importance, e.g., a chan-
nel between commands would not be acceptable. Murphy appeared to accept this point. He
wondered, however, whether our phrase would require a personal communication between
the respective Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff in the two countries, or whether this would
not impose a limitation which might be difficult to accept in practice. We emphasized in
reply that while the precise machinery by which such consultation might have to be elabo-
rated, we attached importance to the principle that consultation, in addition to that con-
ducted through the diplomatic channel, should at the same time be authorized at the level
of the respective Chiefs of Staff.

6. Murphy undertook to communicate with Admiral Radford, and to let us have a reply
as soon as possible, particularly in view of the importance of reaching finality in this
matter.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

93. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

LETTER G-251 Ottawa, March 6, 1957

TOP SECRET
Reference: Your telegram No. 494 of March 1.

ALERTS
Mr. Macdonnell had a conversation on this subject today with Mr. Merchant, the United
States Ambassador. This took the place of the talk between the Minister and Mr. Merchant
which was mentioned in paragraph 4 of our letter No. DL 206 of February 25.

2. It was made clear to the Ambassador that we wanted to emphasize the importance
which the Canadian Government attaches to the problem of alerts and consultation, and not
to interfere in any way with the correspondence and discussions which you are conducting
in Washington. Mr. Macdonnell went over the ground at some length with a view to mak-
ing the point that we were proposing textual changes not from any pedantic desire for
perfection in drafting but because the subject was of the greatest importance to the Cana-
dian Government.

3. The Ambassador recognized fully the importance to Canada of consultation of the
kind which we are seeking. He underlined, in terms perhaps even more explicit than those
used by Mr. Macdonnell, the extreme difficulty of the situation which Canada would face
should North America be attacked because of actions on the part of the United States Gov-
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ernment in areas in which we had no direct concem. He recognized as well that the wis-
dom of such United States actions (for example involving Communist China) might not
commend itself to the Canadian Government or Canadian public opinion and that this
made consultation particularly important.

4. In the opinion of the Department this talk was generally useful in enlisting the sympa-
thetic understanding of the Ambassador. If, as we hope, he sends an account of it to the
State Department, it may do some good there.

R.M. MACDONNELL
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

9%94. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM DS-60 Ottawa, March 6, 1957

ToP SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your tel 364 of February 25, 1957.%

" ALERTS

Allen Dulles told Crean last week that he could see no reason why the present time
would be unsatisfactory for resuming tripartite discussions on the exchange of intelligence
relating to alerts. He would not however commit himself to an opinion on the best means
of re-opening the discussions and was unwilling to give a view until he had raised the
matter with the State Department. Unfortunately Crean was only told this at the end of his
visit and the best he could do was to ask Dulles to let him know as soon as possible the
results of conversations with the State Department. Crean suggested to Dulles that perhaps
the best way of re-opening the discussions would be to have an informal tripartite talk
confined to civilians, for example, Dean, Allen Dulles and himself. Such a meeting might
try to identify the precise problem which concerns us and discuss the best way of putting
forward a formula which would be satisfactory to the three governments. General Cabell,
Dulles’ Deputy, who was present at the meeting thought it would be difficult to omit the
military from such a discussion. This part of the discussion was entirely inconclusive and
I think we should give Allen Dulles a week or so to let us know the results of his talks with
State.

2. In the light of our own experience in dealing with the bilateral negotiations we are
inclined to prefer informal discussion on the civilian side only and are, therefore, dubious
about Dean’s suggestion that Air Vice-Marshal McDonald should deal with this during his
projected visit to Washington.

3. From a discussion Crean had with General Cabell and Sheldon (in Amory’s absence)
it seemed clear that the CIA were very dubious about the desirability or necessity of a
tripartite agreement. Cabell’s argumentation ran along the following lines. The USA and
UK have an agreement which works satisfactorily (I am not at all clear whether there is a
written agreement). The USA and Canada now have an agreement and, therefore, there is
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no necessity to complete the triangle in a single document. Crean told Cabell that he still
saw difficulties in not having an agreement. First, our own bilateral agreement was con-
fined to matters affecting continental defence. Cabell rejoined that the USA did not inter-
pret the agreement restrictively and said that surely we would be anxious to have
information on any part of the world where aggression was likely to take place. Crean said
that we were, of course, happy to have such information and were pleased to know that the
USA did not intend to place a restrictive interpretation on our agreement. The fact
remained, however, that the agreement did not read that way. Secondly, Crean pointed out
that we did not always know when we received intelligence from Washington or London
whether this had also been distributed to the third party. This was particularly important in
relation to any reports which might be disseminated centrally by the USIAC or the UK
JIC. Cabell said there would be no difficulty in waiving the third-party rule so far as intelli-
gence produced centrally was concerned; in other words, he agreed that we should always
be told in future whether a telegram or document produced centrally had been dissemi-
nated to the third party, and normally London and Ottawa would get the same information.
In these circumstances, Cabell could not see what we would put into a tripartite agreement
since we should be exchanging centrally between the three of us intelligence, as well as
assessments, related to possible hostilities. Crean said that he did not know the precise
terms of any agreement between the USA and the UK and considered that there was room
for tripartite talks if for no other reason than to identify the problem which was worrying
us. It might be that we would discover the problem related to mechanics rather substance
but so far as we were concerned we still considered a tripartite agreement would have
merit. When asked what we expected such an agreement to look like, Crean said that an
agreement along the lines of the bilateral agreement with Washington, but placed in a dif-
ferent context, might be suitable. The UK and Canada had originally suggested that this
should be in the NATO context. Cabell countered by saying why should it be confined to
NATO since other areas of the world might produce intelligence related to possible Soviet
aggression. While Crean conceded this point he merely reiterated that this had been the
original, UK-Canadian proposal.

4. Cabell seemed unconvinced that there was need for a tripartite agreement since he
considered that what we all wanted was looked after under present arrangements.

5. As a result of the foregoing we are far from clear whether a written agreement is
essential. Have the UK a written agreement with the USA? We are under the impression
that they do not, although they have of course a number of arrangements with CIA which
could I believe hardly be classed as inter-governmental agreements. If the UK does not
have a bilateral agreement, then are informal arrangements likely to work in a crisis? Cer-
tainly to press for a formal agreement on what in practice is supposed to happen now may
meet with a good deal of opposition in Washington.

6. All this suggests that an early meeting with Dean would be desirable to determine
exactly what we want to put to the USA and why. It is most unlikely that Crean will
accompany the Prime Minister to Bermuda, and it has already been suggested to Dean that
he might come on to Ottawa either during or after the Bermuda conference.

7. Would you pass a copy of this telegram to Dean and seek his comments.
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95. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 439 London, March 12, 1957

ToP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your tel DS-60 March 6 and my tel 413 March 8.1

ALERTS

The subject of alerts was considered this afternoon by UK ministers, who were dis-
turbed, as Dean had been, by some of the American views expressed to Crean. They have
decided to raise the question at the Bermuda meeting, and wish to warn the Americans of
their desire to add the alerts question to the agenda. In this connection they would like to
know if possible not later than tomorrow Wednesday afternoon London time, whether we
have any comment and also whether we would agree to a tripartite meeting in Washington
between Crean, Dean and Allen Dulles immediately after Bermuda that is March 28.

2. The British would also like to refer, in general terms when they raise this question
with Washington tomorrow, to the conversation between Crean and General Cabell. Dean
has asked whether this would embarrass Crean.

3. Dean asked Arnold Smith to pass the following message immediately to Crean. Mes-
sage begins:
We are most grateful to the Department of External Affairs and Crean for giving us this
info.

2. We note that Allen Dulles appears to see no objection to tripartite discussions on the
exchange of intelligence relating to alerts, but we find General Cabell’s views very
disturbing.

3. We agree generally with what Crean said to Cabell and we think that the conversation
shows how necessary it is to have a tripartite discussion on the intelligence level as soon as
possible in order to elucidate exactly what the problem is and the best way of dealing with
1€.

4. We have the following comments. We have a standard alerts procedure dealing with
indicators of Soviet intentions to attack and providing for immediate consultation with the
CIA (and Canadian) representatives in London and the JIC representative in Washington.
The USA IAC have approved this procedure, and this approval was notified to us by Allen
Dulles in February, 1956. As Crean pointed out, however, this is not a formal agreement
and is based on purely bilateral USA/UK and Canada/UK consultation; it will not provide
a three-cornered exchange of information. Moreover, the procedure envisaged is relatively
cumbersome, involving meetings of experts and so on. It is expressly designed to deal with
a period of mounting tension only and is not intended to cover a surprise attack. We are
therefore not satisfied with it and still want something much speedier and three-cornered.

5. We are surprised at Cabell’s criticism that the present proposals were being confined
to NATO, because the original proposal, which originated in a conversation between Foster
Dulles, Pearson and Eden on December 16, 1954, dealt with the threat to the NATO area
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only.” Later we suggested that when an agreed procedure had been worked out it should
be applied on a world-wide basis, but the Americans objected and wished to consider sepa-
rately whether there should be an extension to non-NATO areas. We should however be
content to apply any agreed procedure to non-NATO areas as well.

6. We are now very anxious to get on as fast as possible with establishing an agreed
speedy three-cornered arrangement for exchanging intelligence. It is now well over two
years since this exercise began, largely on the suggestion of Foster Dulles himself. If
Cabell’s views hold the field we shall have made virtually no progress in this time.

7. For all these reasons ministers have decided to say to the Americans at Bermuda:

(a) That although we understand why it has been difficult to press on more quickly with
this exercise up to date, the time has now come to push on and bring it to a conclusion;

(b) That to this end the first step should be to reach an agreed understanding on the best
methods of exchanging intelligence much more quickly and on a three-cornered basis with
a view to meeting a surprise attack.

(c) That we would like to have a very early tripartite meeting for the purposes of estab-
lishing agreement on these intelligence exchanges, since there seems to be some misunder-
standing, in some minds at least, as to what is intended and that we would like to arrange
such a meeting immediately after Bermuda between Allen Dulles, Crean and Dean to give
effect to this.

8. Ministers wish to give warning immediately to the Americans of their intention to
raise this matter at Bermuda. We would like to know at once whether the Canadians have
any comment and whether they would agree to a meeting as suggested above.

96. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM DS-62 Ottawa, March 12, 1957

Top SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your tel 439 March 12.

ALERTS

We certainly have no objection to the UK discussing with the Americans the alerts
question at their talks in Bermuda. We would also agree to a tripartite meeting in
Washington after the Bermuda talks as proposed in paragraph 1 of your telegram on or
about March 28.

2. We have no objection to the UK mentioning the talk Crean had with Cabell on the
understanding, however, that the USA are not taxed with a misunderstanding of the UK-
Canadian position on the intelligence side of alerts. Would you impress on Dean that while
we regard Cabell’s views as possibly indicative of the American attitude we would not
regard what he said to Crean as representing any final American position and we think it
likely that Cabell was speaking informally and perhaps to some extent personally. It is

5 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 168.
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important for our relations with Washington, therefore, that any reference to the Cabell-
Crean talks should not be made in any accusatory way. We agree with Dean’s comments in
paragraph 4 and this confirms what we understood to be the case, namely, that the British
have certain informal arrangements with the Americans which do not amount to an agree-
ment and which in any event, are unlikely to work speedily.

3. Re your paragraph 5. We found it difficult to assess Cabell’s mention of not confining
the exchange of intelligence to the NATO area. His remarks on this subject we regard more
as a point of debate rather than representing a fixed USA view.

4. Our only objection to paragraph 7 relates to sub-paragraph (c). We would prefer that
they omit any reference to possible misunderstanding. We suggest, therefore, that the para-
graph omit the clauses starting with the word “since” and ending with “intended”.

97. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 498 London, March 18, 1957

ToOP SECRET

Reference: Your tel DS-51 February 25 and our tel 364 February 28.7
Repeat Washington (Information).

ALERTS PROCEDURE

We have now received from Pat Dean the UK comments on the draft formula forwarded
in your telegram under reference. These comments are contained in a top secret letter from
Dean to Arnold Smith dated March 15 and reading as follows:

“We have now had an opportunity of examining in detail the draft formula which you
handed to me on February 27 for exchanging intelligence in connection with our proposed
tripartite alerts procedure. ‘

2. We agree with the general line of your draft and are prepared to accept it. We think
however that the following changes would be improvements:

(a) We think that the importance of really speedy exchanges of intelligence should be
emphasized in the first paragraph. We therefore suggest that the second sentence of it
might be amended to read: “The three governments agree however that where any one of
them receives information which if examined, might cause it or one of the other govern-
ments to conclude that there was a likelihood of hostilities occurring in the NATO area, in
which the three countries would be involved, it will take special steps to keep the others
informed with the maximum of rapidity.”

(b) The reference in the second sentence of paragraph 2 to “paragraph 1 above” is rather
too comprehensive; the reference is not really to paragraph 1 as a whole but to the second
sentence of it. We therefore suggest that the conclusion of the second sentence of para-
graph 2 should be amended to read: ... referred to in the second sentence of paragraph 1
above.”

(¢) In view of General Cabell’s criticism of the apparent restriction of our alerts proce-
dure to the NATO area, we suggest that it might be advantageous to add a fifth paragraph
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to your formula: “5. It will be for consideration whether the above procedures should be
applied to other areas in addition to the NATO area”.

98. DEA/50028-BX-40
Procés-verbal d’une réunion

Minutes of Meeting
ToP SECRET [Washington], March 27, 1957

MEETING AT C.LA. ON MARCH 28 TO DISCUSS THE EXCHANGE OF
INTELLIGENCE RELATING TO ALERTS IN THE NATO AREA

Present:

Us.
Mr. Allen Dulles, Mr. Wisner, General Cabell,
Mr. Sheldon, Mr. Park Armstrong, Mr. Furnas.

CANADA
Mr. Crean, Mr. Rae.

UK.

Mr. Dean, Mr. Jones, Mr. Roper.

Mr. Dean began by outlining the reasons for considering further the arrangements
which had grown out of the conversation on this subject between Mr. Foster Dulles,
Mr. Pearson and Sir A. Eden in December 1954. In the first place these arrangements were
not on a fully tripartite basis. Secondly, they were, so far as the U.K. was concerned,
embodied in a letter from Mr. Allen Dulles to Mr. Crick, which though satisfactory so far
as procedure went, was not really adequate for an agreement of such importance on policy.
Finally, it was important that the arrangements should cover expeditious exchanges not
only of information but also of assessments. There was no suggestion that an agreed
assessment should be reached but only that individual assessments should be exchanged.
He therefore invited consideration of the attached draft (Appendix A).

Mr. Crean supported these arguments especially as regards the need for arrangements to
be fully tripartite. Any combination of bilateral agreements tended to leave in the air the
question of who was to inform the third party.

In discussion of existing procedure and methods of improving it was agreed that any
new procedure would supplement, and not replace, existing arrangements such as those
between the C.I.LA. Watch and the Canadian J.I.C. and the U.K. J1.C. and C.I.A. The
existing Canadian/U.S. arrangements included direct line communications from C.I.A. to
the Canadian J.I.C. supplemented by liaison officers in Ottawa and Washington. Mr. Dulles
said it might be of assistance if Her Majesty’s Government had in London a designated
Indications Centre on the lines of those in Washington and Ottawa. Mr. Dean undertook to
look into this.

It was then agreed that, for the purposes in question, radio communications might be
unreliable when most needed. Mr. Crean expressed satisfaction with existing line commu-
nications between Ottawa and Washington which were being used for transmitting the
weekly conclusions of the Watch Committee, and said that he hoped to see similarly relia-
ble communications between Ottawa and London and Washington and London. The basis
of any future procedure should be that any communication on indications intelligence
addressed to one party should automatically and simultaneously be repeated to the other. It
was furthermore important that intelligence should have its own channels and not have to
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compete in time of crisis with service traffic. Mr. Sheldon referred to the existence of a
secure teleprinter line to the U.S. Embassy in London which was jointly owned by C.LA.
and the State Department and at present used largely for F.B.1.S. material. Mr. Dean said
that Her Majesty’s Government might consider renting a channel in the new Transatlantic
cable. This would involve expenditure and for budgetary purposes an early decision would
be required. It would expedite a favourable decision if, as a result of the present talks, a
firm tripartite agreement were concluded. Mr. Crean mentioned that the Canadian Govern-
ment might pay half the cost of an Ottawa/London link. Mr. Dean said that the first task
was to reach agreement on the main principles. Thereafter technical discussions regarding
procedures and communications facilities should follow.

After some discussion on the desirability of entering into a more formal agreement than
that which existed in practice at the present time Mr. Dulles said that the form of agree-
ment was largely a matter for the State Department, and invited Mr. Armstrong’s views.

Mr. Armstrong said that the State Department would be breaking new ground in embod-
ying any arrangements of the kind discussed in a formal tripartite agreement. Moreover,
there was the problem presented by the exclusion of other NATO countries. The State
Department would certainly wish to consider the matter from the political point of view. It
would help if any documents to be exchanged were of a fairly informal nature. On a point
of detail it would be more in keeping with U.S. legislation for any agreement to refer, on
the U.S. side, to the Director of Central Intelligence (on whom statutory responsibility in
such matters rested) rather than to the Intelligence Advisory Committee.

Mr. Dean and Mr. Crean said that it would be sufficient for any agreement to be
recorded in an exchange, or combination of exchanges, of letters between the Canadian
and U.K. Ambassadors and the U.S. Secretary of State.

It was left that Mr. Armstrong would consult his colleagues in the State Department
urgently and get in touch with Mr. Dean and Mr. Crean as soon as possible. If there was no
objection from the State Department as to the form the agreement might take, Mr. Dulles
would then require to obtain the approval of the LA.C., both as to form and substance.
Mr. Dulles undertook to inform the U.K. and Canadian Embassies whether the LA.C. had
any comments to make. If the I.A.C. saw no objection the Canadian authorities would then
seek Government approval. Similar action would be taken by the U.K. authorities.

Mr. Dean said that if the present agreement was concluded, the question of adopting a
similar procedure for areas other than the NATO area should be considered later.

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Appendice A
Appendix A

TOP SECRET

DRAFT FORMULA FOR EXCHANGING INTELLIGENCE RELATING TO ALERTS IN
THE NATO AREA BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES, UNITED KINGDOM
AND CANADIAN GOVERNMENTS
1. The three Governments are already exchanging a large volume of intelligence on a
bilateral basis. The three Governments agree, however, that where any one of them
receives information which, if examined, might cause it or one of the other Governments
to conclude that there was a likelihood of hostilities immediately threatening the NATO



150 UNITED STATES

area, in which the three countries would be involved, it will take special steps to keep the
others informed with the maximum of rapidity.

2. The receipt of such information may require rapid executive action on the part of any
or all three of the Governments. Therefore, the United States, United Kingdom and Cana-
dian intelligence authorities, as represented by the United States Intelligence Advisory
Committee, the United Kingdom Joint Intelligence Committee and the Canadian Joint
Intelligence Committee, will pass to one another automatically and by the most expeditious
means all intelligence information of the kind referred to in the second sentence of para-
graph 1 above. They will also pass to one another all additional intelligence information,
including background information, which will make it possible for each intelligence
authority to make an assessment of the situation to which the information referred to in
paragraph 1 relates. Any such assessment will also be exchanged expeditiously between
the three intelligence authorities.

3. The United States I.A.C., the United Kingdom J.I.C. and the Canadian J.I.C. will make
arrangements to ensure that such exchanges can be made by the most expeditious means
possible.

4. The foregoing arrangement will supplement, and not displace, agreed NATO proce-
dures dealing with the dissemination of information with respect to indications of attack,
alerts, and warning of attack.

99. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au président du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], April 4, 1957
Dear General Foulkes,

TRIPARTITE ALERTS — INTELLIGENCE

I am enclosing the text of a draft lettert to the United States Secretary of State which, if
finally accepted, would comprise our agreement with the United Kingdom and United
States Governments on the exchange of intelligence relating to alerts in the NATO area.
This draft has been approved by the United States Intelligence Advisory Committee. It
appears satisfactory to me and if you and Mr. Bryce are agreeable to it, I suggest that we
obtain the approval of our respective Ministers and the Prime Minister. I do not think it
should be necessary to submit this draft to Cabinet Defence Committee and would be glad
to know if you agree with this proposed procedure. If the Ministers and the Prime Minister
agree to the text I shall then arrange with the United Kingdom Government to have identi-
cal letters sent by our respective Ambassadors in Washington to the United States Secre-
tary of State.

The text of the letter referred to above was arrived at in the following way. I am enclos-
ing a minute, agreed between the United Kingdom and Canadian representatives, of a
meeting which was held with representatives of the Central Intelligence Agency and the
State Department on March 28. Attached to this is the text of the formula which was
agreed to as a working paper (with one minor change) prior to Mr. Crean visiting Bermuda
and Washington. Subsequent to this meeting the State Department examined the formula
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with a view to determining whether there was any political objection to reaching a tripar-
tite agreement and if there were no objection what form the agreement should take. The
State Department subsequently redrafted our formula in the form of a letter to the United
States Secretary of State adding the introductory sentence and the last paragraph. They also
made one or two minor editorial changes. Mr. Allen Dulles then undertook to present this
draft to the Intelligence Advisory Committee on April 2. This was done and I have now
been informed by our Embassy that the Intelligence Advisory Committee approves of the
draft letter subject to two changes in the third sentence of the second paragraph. These
changes are included in the clean draft of the proposed letter which I refer to in paragraph
1 above. The changes do not to my mind alter the substance of the sentence.

I am favourably surprised by the speed and receptiveness of the United States officials
to the United Kingdom/Canadian proposal and no doubt this was assisted by the fact that
the President, according to Mr. Allen Dulles, directed him to review the exchange of intel-
ligence between the United States, United Kingdom and Canada.

It occurs to me that it may be wise, once the exchange of letters has taken place with the
United States Secretary of State, to exchange letters with the United Kingdom Government
and so inform the United States Government. While I am not sure that this is strictly neces-
sary it might avoid any suggestion which might arise in the future that all we have in fact
done is complete two separate bilateral agreements with the United States Government.
While this is unlikely to arise as I read the text of the proposed letter, it may be as well to
complete the triangle in this way.

I should be glad if you would let me have your comments or agreement at your earliest
convenience.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Bryce with the request for his comments.

Yours sincerely,

JULES LEGER

100. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-94 April 16, 1957

TOP SECRET

Reference: Your tel 763 April 2, 1957.
Repeat London (Information).

TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

My telegram No. DS-95 contains the text of identical letters to be sent by the Canadian
and UK ambassadors in Washington to the USA Secretary of State. The text has been
cleared with the Secretary of State for External Affairs, the Minister of Defence and the
Prime Minister here and I understand it has now been cleared by the ministers in the UK.
Would you, therefore, (a) inform the State Department that we have accepted the changes
proposed by the Intelligence Advisory Committee and that identical letters will shortly be
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forthcoming and (b) check the text of the letter with the UK Embassy and coordinate their
delivery to the State Department so that they are dated and delivered on the same day.

2. I am informing the UK High Commissioner here and our High Commissioner in
London accordingly.

3. If the answers from the USA Secretary of State to the UK and Canadian ambassadors
are satisfactory we expect to agree with the UK government that the latter should write to
the Canadian government in the following terms:

“Following on discussions between representatives of the UK and Canadian governments
in Bermuda, and subsequently in Washington the ambassadors of our two countries in the
USA have addressed to the Secretary of State for the United States letters in identical
terms on the subject of exchanging intelligence relating to the possibility of an attack by
Soviet or satellite forces against the NATO area. Copies of the letter dated from
the UK Ambassador in Washington to the USA Secretary of State and his reply thereto are
enclosed. I understand that the exchange of letters in identical terms between the Canadian
Ambassador and the USA Secretary of State took place on the same dates.

I should be grateful for your confirmation that the exchange of identical letters between
the UK and Canadian Ambassadors in Washington and the USA Secretary of State should
be regarded as constituting the present agreement among the governments of the USA, the
UK, and Canada on this subject.”

4. Our reply to such a letter would complete the triangle with respect to the agreement
and avoid any possible future misunderstanding between the three parties. We would
I expect send copies of this latter exchange to the State Department.

For London Action

Would you please pass the text to Dean of the proposed exchange of letters between the
UK and Canadian governments referred to in paragraph 3. Would you also inform Dean
that the ministers concerned have now cleared the text of the proposed letters to the USA
Secretary of State and inform him that we have now sent instructions to our Embassy in
Washington. The UK High Commissioner here has been informed accordingly since he
was present at the Bermuda talks. The UK High Commissioner has raised with us the
question of registering the agreement under Article 102 of the United Nations Charter.
Neither the USA nor ourselves would wish to register the agreement and we have so told
Earnscliffe.

101. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DS-95 Ottawa, April 16, 1957

ToP SECRET

Reference: My tel DS-94 April 16, 1957.
Repeat London (Information).
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TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

Following is the text of identical letters to be sent to the USA Secretary of State by the
Canadian and UK Ambassadors in Washington:

“Dear Mr. Dulles:

1. You will be aware of the conversations among representatives of our two governments
and the government of (the UK) (Canada) on the subject of exchanging intelligence relat-
ing to the possibility of an attack by Soviet or satellite forces against the NATO area. The
three governments are already exchanging intelligence on a bilateral basis. It is now pro-
posed, however, that the three governments agree that where any one of them receives
information which, if examined, might cause it to conclude that there is a likelihood of
hostilities immediately threatening the NATO area, in which the three countries would be
involved, it will keep the other two governments informed with a maximum of rapidity.

2. The receipt of such information may require rapid executive action on the part of any
or all three of the governments. It is proposed, therefore, that it be agreed that the USA,
UK and Canadian intelligence authorities as represented by the USA Director of Central
Intelligence, the UK Joint Intelligence Committee and the Canadian Joint Intelligence
Committee, will pass to each other automatically and by the most expeditious means all
intelligence information of the kind referred to in paragraph 1 above. They will also pass
to each other such pertinent additional intelligence information, as may make it possible
for each government’s intelligence authority to make an assessment of the situation to
which the information referred to above relates. Any such assessment will also be
exchanged expeditiously among the three intelligence authorities. The USA, UK and Cana-
dian intelligence authorities will make arrangements to ensure that such exchanges can be
made by the most expeditious means possible.

3. The foregoing arrangement will supplement, not displace, agreed NATO procedures
dealing with the dissemination of information with respect to indications of attack, alerts,
and warning of attack.

4. I understand that the Ambassador of (Canada) (the UK) on behalf of his government is
addressing an identical letter to you. I should be grateful if you will let me know at your
earliest convenience whether these proposals meet with the approval of your government.
If you approve, I suggest that these letters and your replies thereto should constitute the
present agreement among the governments of the USA, United Kingdom and Canada on
this subject. Ends.”

102. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 932 Washington, April 18, 1957

TOP SECRET. PRIORITY.

Reference: Your telegrams DS-94 and DS-95 April 16.
Repeat London (Information).
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TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

In accordance with the instructions in your telegrams DS-94 and DS-95, and in concert
with the UK Embassy here, arrangements were made to hand to the State Department iden-
tical letters addressed to the Secretary of State, in our case on the basis of the text given in
paragraphs 1 to 4 of your telegram DS-95. The letters were communicated today to Park
Armstrong (Special Assistant-Intelligence). He said that replies would be drafted in the
State Department and that the text of our two letters, together with the proposed State
Department reply, would be submitted for approval to the Intelligence Advisory Commit-
tee. In view of the Easter weekend, he was doubtful whether this could be done before the
committee’s meeting on April 30.

2. Roper of the British Embassy expressed the view, with which we concurred, that it
would be helpful to have an advance indication of the nature of the USA reply before it is
finally communicated to us. Armstrong thought that this would be possible following con-
sideration by the Intelligence Advisory Committee.

3. Amstrong, who did not study the notes carefully, said that he assumed that, providing
they followed the lines previously agreed and incorporated the changes proposed by the
Intelligence Advisory Committee, there should be no difficulty in preparing a satisfactory
reply.

4. A copy of the note addressed to the Secretary of State as communicated through
Armstrong is being forwarded by bag.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

103. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1052 Washington, May 6, 1957

TOP SECRET. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our tel 932 April 18.
Repeat London (Information).

TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

Howard Furnas, in the Office of the Special Assistant-Intelligence, has given us a help-
ful advance indication of the likely nature of the State Department reply to our letter April
18 addressed to the Secretary of State on the subject of a Tripartite Intelligence Agreement.
We understand that the Intelligence Advisory Committee has now considered this matter,
and that the Office of the Special Assistant-Intelligence has recommended (the Secretary of
State returns tomorrow) that replies should be sent to our letter and to the UK letter in the
following terms: Text begins:

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

I refer to your letter April 18, 1957 proposing that our two governments and the govern-
ment of (the UK/Canada) agree that where any one of them receives information which, if
examined, might cause them to conclude that there is a likelihood of hostilities immedi-
ately threatening the NATO area, in which the three countries would be involved, it will



ETATS-UNIS 155

keep the other two governments informed with a maximum of rapidity. The Ambassador
of (the UK/Canada) has addressed an identical letter to the Secretary of State.

My government agrees to the proposal with the understanding that arrangements will
now be made among intelligence authorities of our two governments and the government
of (the UK/Canada) to insure that intelligence exchanges of the kind referred to can be
made in the most expeditious manner possible. In this connection it is also our understand-
ing that watch procedures established as a result of this agreement will be maintained on a
continuous 24-hour basis.

My government agrees that the correspondence consisting of your letter April 18, 1957
and my present letter, together with the letter from the Ambassador of (the UK/Canada)
and my reply to it, should constitute the agreement among our three governments on this
subject, effective today. Text ends.

2. On first reading, a reply on these lines should meet the requirement, and quite properly
leaves the detailed arrangements to be worked out directly between the intelligence author-
ities concerned. We were not, of course, asked to comment, but there seems no reason to
suppose that the final reply will not follow the lines of the above draft.

3. Roper of the British Embassy has referred the proposed reply to London, and also
considers that it meets the case. He understands that discussions between the intelligence
authorities (or their representatives) may be proposed shortly after the final reply has been
sent to us.

(A.D.P.] HEENEY

104. DEA/50030-AB-4-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 964 London, May 7, 1957

TOP SECRET

Reference: Your tel DS-94 April 16 and subsequent correspondence.
Repeat Washington (Information).

TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

As instructed in your telegram DS-94 we passed to Patrick Dean the text of the pro-
posed letters between the UK and Canadian governments to be exchanged after satisfac-
tory replies had been received from Mr. Foster Dulles by our respective ambassadors in
Washington.

2. Patrick Dean has now informed us that the UK authorities have examined our draft for
Garner’s letter to Mr. Pearson and have no objection to it. Similarly they agree that after
the Anglo-Canadian exchange of letters in Ottawa is complete copies of the letters should
be sent to Mr. Foster Dulles by our respective ambassadors in Washington. Finally the UK
agrees that the arrangement should not repeat not be registered with the UN.
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3. In the meantime the UK and we have been shown by the Americans the draft prepared
for Mr. Dulles’ reply to the Canadian and UK ambassadors in Washington. The draft is
now being studied here and Dean hopes to let us have his views on it very soon. He has
told us that at first glance it seems to him personally all right.

105. DEA/50028-BX-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1078 Washington, May §, 1957

TOP SECRET. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our tel 1052 May 6.
Repeat London (Information).

TRIPARTITE INTELLIGENCE AGREEMENT

We have received under date of May 8 a letter addressed to the Ambassador and signed
by Robert Murphy, Deputy Under-Secretary, which follows the exact text given us by
Furnas and repeated in our telegram 1052, with the exception of course, that the bracketed
phrases have been removed and the reference made only to the UK. Text of letter as finally
received goes forward by bag.’

7 Des réception de la lettre des Etats-Unis du 8 mai, les gouvernements canadiens et britanniques ont
échangé leurs propres lettres en conformité avec I'arrangement décrit dans les documents 101 et 104.
Cet échange se trouve consigné dans MAE 50028-BX-40.

Upon receipt of the American letter of May 8, Canadian and British governments exchanged their own
letters according to the arrangement outlined in Documents 101 and 104. The exchange is on
DEA 50028-BX-40.
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SECTION D

INSTALLATIONS DU COMMANDEMENT AERIEN STRATEGIQUE
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND FACILITIES

106. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], June 13, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).

(For Items III, IV and V)

The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),
The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf),
The Chairman, Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of Welfare (Dr. Davidson),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
Mr. R.G. MacNeill, (Department of Finance).

IV. UNITED STATES AIR FORCE REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY SURVEYS FOR STRATEGIC AIR
COMMAND TANKER BASES IN NORTHERN CANADA

11. The Minister of National Defence said that the United States Air Force had requested
permission to examine a number of sites in the north with a view to establishing facilities
for aerial refuelling squadrons from which the tanker aircraft would operate in support of
Strategic Air Command missions originating and terminating in the U.S.

By providing such bases the bomber’s range would be increased, enabling it to com-
plete its passage to target and return and, secondly, the bomber need not be held on the
ground while the slower tanker was proceeding to the refuelling rendezvous. The tanker
aircraft bases at Goose Bay, Harman and Thule were insufficient to satisfy the need now
contemplated.

The stated requirement was for 11 bases to be located about 1500 miles ahead of the
main SAC bases in the U.S. The U.S.AF. had already included in its 1958-59 construction
programme $150 million for the initial funding of the project but it was anticipated that the
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whole project would cost much more than this. To save time and to avoid setting the pro-
gramme back, it was desired to survey sites this summer to develop realistic costs for
future planning. The programme as such would be placed before the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence in due course.

The Minister recommended, with the concurrence of the Chiefs of Staff, that approval
be given for these surveys without prejudice to subsequent consideration and decision by
the government with regard to location and operation of the facilities and to any terms and
conditions required for their control, tenure, etc.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, June 11, 1956, Document D7-56%).

12. Mr. Campney added that probably the principal reason behind the request was the fact
that pressure was being put on the U.S. to leave some of their SAC bases abroad, for
example, in Iceland, North Africa and Okinawa. Each base would require 9,000 foot run-
ways and would be capable of handling 40 tankers in two squadrons.

13. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) SAC’s need for tanker bases would not be so great once it was completely equipped
with B52 bombers. However, this would not happen for a few years yet and meanwhile
SAC would have to continue to operate with B47’s. While the request involved 11 bases
there was a good possibility that this number might be reduced. Any bases that were devel-
oped for this purpose might have some residual value when they were no longer required,
as would be the case when the intercontinental ballistic missile was in operation.

(b) Refusing the request would probably lead to considerable difficulties with the U.S.
authorities. Although SAC had not been assigned to NATO, its deterrent effect was the
most important single element in the defences of the organization. It had been clearly
implied in the past that one of Canada’s roles in NATO was to support the strategic
bombing effort of the U.S.

(c) Some of the bases in which the U.S.A.F. had shown interest included Namao,
Churchill, Coral Harbour and others, depending on their distance from the main bases in
the U.S. If the programme were ultimately refused, the Russian position would be much
improved in that Russian defences could then be concentrated against attacks which could
only come from certain directions whereas now the Russian defensive problem was a very
difficult one because of the existing U.S. bases spread pretty well around the world.
Another problem to be kept in mind was the fact that the Russians had overtaken the U.S.
in the development of long-range bombers. These increased tanker facilities would help to
strengthen U.S. effort in the field.

(d) If tanker facilities were established in Canada it would not be long before requests
were made for bomber bases themselves. It was stated, on the other hand, that no nuclear
bombs could be removed from the U.S. without Presidential approval, hence the chance of
requests which would involve the storing of these weapons in Canada would appear to be
unlikely. Furthermore, they would probably be able to operate more efficiently from
existing bases in the U.S. with refuelling taking place over Canada.

(e) Agreeing to the request meant approval ultimately of the stationing of thousands of
U.S. personnel at various bases in Canada and the present was not the time to embark on
such a course. It was said, on the other hand, that a decision to permit the surveys would
not imply approval at this stage of the overall project. The need for such bases was difficult
to dispute and a decision to refuse the request would be a very serious one.
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(f) SAC bases would continue to be located in Iceland and North Africa for some time,
although there were fairly clear signs that they might have to be removed in the future. The
proposal for bases in Canada was an attempt to visualize the situation some years ahead.

(g) In large measure war had been avoided because the Russians now thought that if they
attacked there would be prompt retaliation by U.S. bombing forces. U.S. authorities were
concerned with the possibility of interference with the maximum effectiveness of the deter-
rent. If SAC were forced to withdraw from some of its existing bases closer to the
U.S.S.R,, the U.S. authorities would want it known publicly that compensating arrange-
ments were being made to maintain the effectiveness of the deterrent. It seemed necessary
to make a choice between maintaining the effectiveness of the deterrent and a serious
domestic political problem arising from a large increase in U.S. facilities and personnel in
Canada. There would be serious consequences if Canada contributed to a lessening of the
free world’s strength.

(h) The problem might be dealt with at the moment, though it would only mean postpon-
ing decisions until later, by confining the surveys to existing airfields and by having them
made a Canadian undertaking in cooperation with U.S.AF. officers concerned. This possi-
bility might be discussed between service authorities of the two countries and the reaction
of the U.S. obtained.

14. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the request of
the United States Air Force to examine potential sites for aerial refuelling bases and agreed
to recommend that the U.S. authorities be informed:

(a) that Canada would be prepared to investigate, in cooperation with the appropriate
U.S.A'F. officers, what existing airfields might be made suitable for this purpose; and

(b) that it would be undesirable to proceed with any preliminary arrangements for new
airfields and related facilities until after the investigation in (a) above had been completed
and a report made thereon.
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107. PCO

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa), February 6 and 7, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent), in the Chair,
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris).
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage)
- for the meeting on February 6th
The Parliamentary Assistant to the Minister of National Defence (Mr. Paul T. Hellyer).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Captain Lucas).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Slemon),
The Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf),
The Chairman, Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Plumptre),
The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Board (Mr. MacNeill).
The President of the National Research Council (Dr. Steacie)
- for the meeting on February 7th.

II. US. AIR FORCE REQUEST FOR TANKER BASE FACILITIES IN CANADA
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE JUNE 13, 1956)

3. The Minister of National Defence said that the investigations of the bases for aerial
refuelling had been made and the requirements estimated. The U.S. had now indicated that
they wished to consider development of only nine locations. In order of priority, these
were at Frobisher Bay, Churchill, Cold Lake, Namao, Coral Harbour, Knob Lake (old site),
Great Whale River, The Pas, and Fort Chimo.

For financial reasons development of the first four only was considered possible by the
U.S.AF. in the immediate future, and authority to expend $40 million for this purpose was
being sought. However, the U.S.A.F. considered it desirable to undertake engineering stud-
ies of the remaining five to prepare realistic construction estimates. Meanwhile, subject to
the approval of Canada and the availability of funds, it was proposed to construct facilities
at the first four during the forthcoming summer season.

The work considered to be necessary would consist of reinforcing and extending one
runway at each site up to 10,000 feet in length and providing fuel storage, parking space,
taxiways, etc. nearby. Communications and navigational aids would also have to be aug-
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mented to meet U.S.A.F. operational requirements. Each base would be prepared to handle
40 tanker aircraft on occasions. One full-scale exercise employing this number would be
held each year on each base and, in addition, six tankers would be staged through such
bases once or twice yearly to rotate the fuel. Refuelling exercises in Canada would be
cleared in advance and scheduled at mutually satisfactory periods. All training manoeuvres
would be conducted in accordance with Canadian regulations and Overflight Agreements.
A small holding detachment composed of servicemen and civilians would be required at
each location continuously. During exercise periods, permanent detachments would be
augmented by a mobile support unit of 310 ground crew and 280 flying personnel. Little, if
any, additional living accommodation would be required at the four bases presently
considered.

The Chiefs of Staff had concluded that the provision of these facilities would considera-
bly increase the effectiveness of the U.S. Strategic Air Force and that, since the support of
SAC was one of the main Canadian responsibilities to NATO, the requests should be met.
The requirement was a limited one in time and was expected to cover the period until
longer range bombers were available. Ultimately the development of these bases would
provide useful facilities for the development of northern Canada.

4. The Minister recommended that the establishment of four tanker bases at Frobisher,
Churchill, Cold Lake and Namao be approved and that the U.S.A.F. be authorized to con-
duct detailed studies for the expansion of facilities, if required, at the remaining five air-
fields at Coral Harbour, Knob Lake, Great Whale River, The Pas and Fort Chimo. The
terms and conditions, including requirements of Canadian procurement and construction,
etc., would, if the programme were authorized, be subsequently negotiated with the U.S.
government and agreed to by an exchange of notes.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, Jan. 28, 1957 — Document D1-577).
S. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) When the proposal had been previously considered, it had been thought desirable to
have these bases established as far away from the main centres of population as possible.
Namao was relatively close to Edmonton, and in the circumstances it would be helpful if
this particular base could be dropped from the list. Cold Lake was quite close to it and
would likely serve the needs envisaged for both it and Namao. It was pointed out, on the
other hand, that the committee had decided originally that so far as possible these facilities
should be established only at existing R.C.A.F. or other government airfields. Namao was
one of these. In addition, to mount an attack as quickly as possible, it was necessary to
limit the number of tankers to 40 per base; otherwise, the total number required would take
too long to get into the air.

(b) It would be desirable to make a condition of meeting the request that procurement
and construction would be undertaken through Canadian departments and agencies
employing Canadian contractors and not leave this to be the subject of later negotiation.

(c) The proposal involved no cost to Canada and contributed materially to the effective-
ness of SAC. It was difficult, therefore, not to agree to it. However, it would mean that
Canada was becoming still more closely associated with what the Russians regarded as the
greatest threat to their security. There was increasing evidence that the Russians were com-
ing to the conclusion that the U.S. would not start a war. Even so, the danger of “brush
fire” wars had if anything increased, and the line between one of them and a full-scale war
was becoming more shadowy.
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(d) The U.S. was anxious to effect greater integration with Canada in fields such as this
and in operational control, for example, but did not appear able to extend integration into
the field of defence production. Canada should press the U.S. authorities to adopt equip-
ment we produced.

(e) Because of financial considerations, there was some doubt that the U.S. would decide
to develop facilities at the remaining five of the airfields mentioned. However, they did
feel that detailed studies would be helpful at this stage. In this connection, the taking of
provincial crown lands, if any were necessary, without consultation with provincial author-
ities, should be avoided. In most of the five cases, the necessary land was available, but
steps should be taken to avoid unfortunate incidents with any province in the event that
more was needed.

6. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the status of the
request of the United States Air Force for tanker base facilities in Canada, and agreed to
recommend:

(a) that the United States Air Force be authorized to establish, for occasional use, four
such bases at the R.C.A.F. airfields at Frobisher, Churchill, Cold Lake and Namao, on the
understanding that procurement and construction would be undertaken through Canadian
Government departments and agencies employing Canadian contractors; and

(b) that, in conjunction with the R.C.A.F., the United States Air Force be authorized to
conduct detailed engineering studies for the possible expansion of facilities at the five air-
fields at Coral Harbour, Knob Lake (old site), Great Whale River, The Pas and Fort
Chimo, on the understanding that no provincial crown lands would be taken for the pur-
pose indicated without prior consultation, as appropriate, with the provincial authorities
concerned.

SECTION E
COMMANDEMENT AERIEN STRATEGIQUE : SURVOLS
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND: OVERFLIGHTS
108. DEA/50195-40

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

Embassy in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WISER-53 Washington, October 1, 1956
WISER TOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Farley asked us to call on him this afternoon to seek permission for five SAC B-47’s
carrying nuclear weapons to overfly Canadian territory on October 5. These aircraft are
returning to the United States from their base at Lakenheath, England. They intend to fly
over Labrador and refuel in mid-air near Sault St. Marie. He told us that a detailed flight
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plan will be filed in accordance with the agreed procedure. He further told us that this is a
“Y™ type flight as defined in Schedule B of Order-in-Council PC2307 of April 17, 1952.7

109. DEA/50195-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a ’ambassade aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Embassy in United States

TELEGRAM 39 Ottawa, October 2, 1956

WISER TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Wiser 53 October 1, 1956.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Overflight programme of five SAC B-47 bombers as outlined in your Wiser 53
approved. We note flight plan will be filed in accordance with agreed procedure.”™

110. DEA/50195-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WISER-54 Washington, October 10, 1956
WISER TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Farley asked us to call on him this afternoon to obtain the concurrence of the Canadian
Government to the overflight of two groups of B-36s late on October 17.

2. The first group, consisting of twelve B-36’s, will be flying to the United Kingdom,
entering Canada over Michipicoten Island, Lake Superior, flying across the southern end
of Hudson’s Bay, and leaving Canada at Lok’s Island, Labrador. This group will be carry-
ing nuclear components and non-nuclear components, packaged separately.

" Les vols de type « Y », mot chiffré « Openhouse », sont définis comme des « routine flights carrying
nuclear components for stockpiling, testing or training and using bases in Canada or overflying Cana-
dian territory. This category covers the case where no strike is contemplated in the immediate future ».
Voir A.D.P. Heeney, note a I’attention de M. Ritchie, 11 mars 1957, ambassade de Washington, Dossier
3-2-2-12, RG 25, volume 3094.

“Y” type flights, codeword “Openhouse”, are defined as “routine flights carrying nuclear components
for stockpiling, testing or training and using bases in Canada or overflying Canadian territory. This
category covers the case where no strike is contemplated in the immediate future.” See A.D.P. Heeney,
Memorandum for Mr. Ritchie, 11 March 1957, Washington Embassy File 3-2-2-12, RG 25, Volume
3094.

8 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Farley informed upon receipt. I asked that they expedite flight plan and he said will do. [F. Tovell]
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3. The second group will consist of thirty-two B-36’s flying directly to Morocco. It will
enter Canada at Presque Isle, Maine, and fly over Argentia, Newfoundland. Of this group,
eighteen are carrying nuclear components and non-nuclear components, packaged sepa-
rately, and fourteen are carrying only nuclear components.

4. Both groups of flights are therefore of “Y” type.

5. Farley assured us that the required flight plans will be filed with the RCAF in sufficient
time.
[A.D.P.] HEENEY

111. DEA/50195-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM 40 Ottawa, October 12, 1956

WISER TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Wiser 54 October 10.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Overflight programmes of twelve B-36’s to UK and thirty-two B-36’s to Morocco on
October 17 as outlined in your Wiser 53 approved.”

112. DEA/50195-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WISER-55 Washington, November 19, 1956

WISER TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Elbrick called me in this afternoon to request the concurrence of the Canadian Govern-
ment to the overflight of a group of 72 B-47’s on November 29 and 30 over an area cover-
ing parts of Ontario, Quebec and the Maritime Provinces; no entry or exit points were
designated. The same aircraft will be returning to their base in the United States between
December 3 and 5 inclusive. Both these flights are of Y-type. Elbrick did not disclose the
ultimate destination of the aircraft, but did say that the proposed flight is not, repeat not,
related to the present emergency. The State Department appeared to have no further details.

 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Farley informed by telephone. (F. Tovell]
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2. 1 was assured that the required flight plans will be filed through Service channels in
sufficient time. Presumably further information can be obtained through these channels.®

[A.DP] HEENEY

113. DEA/50195-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM WISER-56 Washington, May 28, 1957

WISER TOP SECRET. PRIORITY.

REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT
Farley asked us to call on him this afternoon to obtain the concurrence of the Canadian
Government to the overflight of two separate groups of flights of the Y type, as follows:

(1) Operation Sharp Point (USAF code name only), consisting of 12 B-47’s on June 27,
and 12 B-47’s on June 28, both groups flying identical routes to the U.K. They will enter
Canadian air space over Fort Kent, New Brunswick, and leave at Hawke Harbour,
Labrador.

(2) Operation Devil Tail (USAF code name only), in two parts as follows: (a) 15 B-47’s
on July 1, entering Canadian air space at the Washington-Montana-British Columbia
border, and leaving at a point on the Yukon-Alaska border just north of Canyon City. The
final destination of this flight is Eielson Airfield, Alaska.

(b) 15 B-47’s on July 2, entering Canadian air space over Fort Kent, New Brunswick, and
leaving at Jack Lane Bay, Labrador, with the ultimate destination Thule, Greenland.

2. Farley said that all these aircraft will be carrying nuclear components and non-nuclear
components, packaged separately, and the flights are of a routine and rotational nature. He
assured us that the detailed flight plans will be filed through service channels in sufficient
time.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON

114. DEA/50195-40

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

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM WISER-41 Ottawa, May 31, 1957

WISER TOP SECRET. PRIORITY.
Reference: Your Wiser 56 May 28, 1957.

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Nov 23—8 p.m. Barton ‘phoned OK, subject to filing of flight plans.’ Passed OK to Farley.
[F. Tovell]
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REQUEST FOR OVERFLIGHT

Overflight programmes of 24 B-47’s to UK and 30 B-47’s to Alaska and Greenland as
outlined in your referenced telegram have been approved by the Canadian Government.
Please advise USA authorities.®

SECTION F

LE RESEAU D’ALERTE AVANCE
DISTANT EARLY WARNING SYSTEM

115. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], January 11, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

D.E.W. LINE; RE-SUPPLY OF WESTERN ARCTIC

10. The Minister of Transport recalled that in the arrangements made with the United
States on the establishment of the D.E.W. Line, it had been stipulated that Canadian com-
mercial carriers would be given every possible opportunity to participate in the movement
of materials, equipment, etc. during the construction phase. It was understood that the same
situation would apply during the operational period.

Through the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, Canada had been requested to consider
the maximum development of the Mackenzie River route for the distribution of supplies as

8 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Farley informed by telephone 3/6/57 [F. Tovell]
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far to the east and to the west of the river as practicable. The object was to avoid the
necessity of a convoy around Point Barrow — a very dangerous operation performed by
the U.S. in 1955 at high cost. As a result, a plan had been worked out and discussed with
the U.S. authorities involving the supply by Canadian agencies of all western Canadian
Arctic sites and most eastern Alaskan ones. Commencing in 1957, it was proposed that
approximately 5 million gallons of petroleum products and dry cargo for 2 Alaskan and 25
Canadian sites be carried by Canadian commercial operators, and that the barge movement
down the Mackenzie River carried out by the Northern Transportation Company would be
extended. In addition, it was proposed that a number of stations would be serviced by five
U.S.-owned vessels to be entrusted to a Canadian commercial company.

U.S. officials concerned had subsequently suggested that the Canadian government
assume logistic responsibility for re-supplying these D.E.W. sites because it would be ille-
gal for the U.S. government to transfer government-owned vessels to a foreign private
company. Since this type of ship could only be obtained in the U.S., the alternative would
be to have the transportation undertaken by the U.S. government, but this would make that
government the major provider of sea transportation in the Canadian western Arctic. In the
circumstances, it had been concluded that Canada should assume the responsibility for this
sea supply operation.

The Minister recommended at the suggestion of the Advisory Committee on Northern
Development, that Canada undertake the development of the western Arctic sea supply to
the D.E.W. Line bases from Barter Island eastward by way of the Mackenzie River route,
on a reimbursable basis, with five special ships required being provided from U.S. sources.
It was also proposed that the Northern Transportation Company be designated the agency
responsible for the work.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, Jan. 10, 1956 — Cab. Doc. 5-561)

11. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The proposal was a sensible one in that Canadian organizations and personnel would
be working on Canadian territory, and, at the same time, relieving the U.S. of a task which
it did not wish to undertake. It would be a better arrangement still from some points of
view if Canada were to bear the cost of the operation.

(b) It was unfortunate that more and more U.S. forces were being stationed at bases on
Canadian soil. However, there was no alternative to this trend unless Canada undertook the
responsibility for manning and operating all joint defence projects on Canadian territory.
From this point of view the proposal was about as good as could be expected.

(c) Relations between some private transportation companies on the Mackenzie River
and the Northern Transportation Company could be improved. It was thought by some that
the latter maintained high rates in an effort to keep these private firms in business. It would
be helpful if they could have a share of the work of re-supplying the D.E.W. Line stations.

12. The Cabinet approved the recommendation of the Minister of Transport and agreed,

() that the United States be informed that Canada would be prepared to assume respon-
sibility for development and organization of western Arctic sea supply to the D.E.W. Line
from Barter Island eastward by way of the Mackenzie River route on the understanding,

(i) that certain necessary vessels for the lateral movement suitable converted be pro-

vided from U.S. sources;

(i1) that Canada would be re-imbursed by the United States for the costs incurred in the

supply of the D.E.W. Line stations;
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(iii) that the supply of the D.E.W. Line stations would be integrated, on a basis to be
agreed, with the supply of settlements and general civil carriage along the Canadian
portion of the coast; and,

(b) that the Northern Transportation Company be designated as the Canadian agency for
planning and organization of the undertaking on the understanding that, in the operation of
the larger vessels required for the lateral movement from the mouth of the Mackenzie
River, the greatest practicable use would be made of Canadian commercial carriers with
experience in the Arctic.

116. DEA/50210-C-40

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

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

LETTER C-130 Ottawa, February 7, 1956
CONFIDENTIAL

DEW LINE

A completely unauthorized operation in Canadian territory by Alaska Freight Lines,
Inc., to carry freight to DEW Line, has been a matter of concern to Ministers. The attached
copy of a letter of January 251 from Mr. Lesage to Mr. Pearson gives the essential facts.
Briefly, Alaska Freight Lines have — without making any attempt to secure the necessary
authorization — brought men, equipment and fuel from Alaska to Norman Wells. It is their
intention to construct several hundred miles of winter road in order to make deliveries to
DEW Line sites as far east as Boothia Peninsula.

2. An inter-departmental meeting chaired by the Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs
was held on January 30 with representatives of Western Electric and Alaska Freight Lines,
who were told in forthright terms that their failure to give advance information as to the
operation they proposed to conduct and the route they wished to follow, as well as their
apparent failure to comply with federal and territorial laws and regulations (e.g., customs,
immigration, territorial fuel taxes, firearms, and welfare of Indians and Eskimos) could not
be accepted. The Canadian officials who spoke made it clear that this ignoring of the
boundary could, if used by critics of Canadian-United States co-operation, develop into an
incident of some magnitude. The Canadian Government, they were told, is anxious to
extend all possible help in connection with the DEW Line but the law must be observed.

3. The attitude of the officials of Western Electric and Alaska Freight Lines was one of
fairly abject apology. They claimed that they had no intention of ignoring the Canadian
Government or of not complying with Canadian law and the only explanation they could
offer was that Alaska Freight Lines had assumed that in some unexplained manner some-
one else had cleared this operation with the Canadian Government. They undertook to
leave officials in Ottawa to provide the information required by government departments,
and this has been helpful in clearing up misunderstandings and regularizing the activities
of the company.
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4. Since the meeting it has been ascertained that Alaska Freight Lines did apply for a
Northwest Territories business licence in October and, in connection with it, had to estab-
lish satisfactory compliance with the Workmen’s Compensation Ordinance. They have had
a Yukon business licence for some years and for that too have to demonstrate compliance
on workmen’s compensation. They had thus qualified to do business in Canada, and to this
extent paragraphs seven and eight of Mr. Lesage’s letter might be modified slightly, and
also paragraph nine. However, the licences were routine and general, and did not bring up
the question of the particular operation it was proposed to conduct.

5. You are instructed to bring this matter orally to the attention of the State Department
with a view to making clear the serious concern felt by Ministers. Had authority been
sought in advance it would have been granted, due care being taken to see that Alaska
Freight Lines made suitable arrangements to comply with applicable laws and regulations.
The objection is not to the movement of freight this season by Alaska Freight Lines but to
their failure to give adequate recognition to the existence of Canadian law. As things
developed, it was necessary to tell Alaska Freight Lines to stop their operations while their
activities up to that time were examined and, so far as possible, regularized. This was done
as a matter of urgency and the government departments concerned made every effort to
straighten out the tangle quickly. Sufficient progress had been made that the Minister of
Northern Affairs stated on February 2 that he felt authority could be given to continue
operations. There is every recognition here of the importance of supplying the DEW Line.
However the State Department will appreciate, we believe, that an incident of this sort is
not only an embarrassment in itself but could, if exploited, become an irritant in Canada-
United States relations out of all proportion to its size.

R.M. MACDONNELL
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

117. DEA/50210-C-40

Le ministre des Transports
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Minister of Transport
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

Ottawa, March 23, 1956

My dear Colleague:

I believe the attached letter, which I am addressing to the Minister of Defence Produc-
tion regarding supply of the DEW Line in the western Arctic during the operational phase,
speaks for itself. I trust you will be in agreement with the views put forward.

Sincerely yours,
G.C. MARLER
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le ministre des Transports
au ministre de la Production pour la défense

Minister of Transport
to Minister of Defence Production

[Ottawa)], March 26, 1956

My dear Colleague:

This letter, which I am afraid is rather lengthy, deals with a problem that has arisen
regarding the sea supply of the DEW Line in the western Arctic once the construction
phase has ended and the line becomes operational in 1957.

Late last year the United States, which foresees great difficulty in the matter of sea
supply from Seattle around Point Barrow, Alaska, because of difficult weather and ice
conditions and the long route, asked if the Canadian authorities could devise an alternative
system of supply, possibly based upon the MacKenzie River. We felt that this approach
was in conformity with the agreement between Canada and the United States regarding use
of Canadian materials and transportation agencies wherever feasible.

As a result of this request, my officials, in conjunction with other departments and in
particular with the assistance of Northern Transportation Company and Imperial Oil Com-
pany, made a very exhaustive study of the whole problem and submitted a plan based upon
development of the MacKenzie River water route for transportation of supplies and their
distribution from the mouth of the MacKenzie River by lateral movement to the western
Arctic DEW Line sites. Most of the fuel oil would have been provided directly from
Norman Wells with limited additional amounts coming from Edmonton. Northern Trans-
portation Company would have stepped up its activities on the MacKenzie River and
would have constructed oil storage facilities at the mouth of the river for trans-shipment
purposes. My own Department has already initiated a programme for increasing aids to
navigation on the river for this purpose and the Department of Public Works is planning
the construction of a wharf at the mouth of the MacKenzie as well.

In principle the idea seemed to be acceptable to the United States, which was in addi-
tion however requested to provide certain shallow draft tankers and dry-cargo vessels for
use from the mouth of the MacKenzie laterally to the western Arctic DEW Line sites, since
their naval reserve was the only source where vessels of this sort were readily and quickly
available. Northern Transportation Company was to act as the overall co-ordinator and
they agreed to undertake the operation on the basis of cost plus ten percent, as I understand
1t.

My Deputy Minister has received recently a lettert from the United States military
member on the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, indicating that they are not satisfied
with this proposal and wish to defer implementation of any scheme of this sort until at least
1958 (the second year after the DEW Line becomes operational); and that they have some
reservations on the economics of our proposal, suggesting that it might be more costly to
them than use of their own military naval forces for movement around Alaska. This letter
has caused our Department, and I believe a number of other departments who are keenly
interested in the development of the MacKenzie River project, considerable concern. To
begin with, it does not contain any detail as to the economic difficulties the United States
foresees, and we find it hard to believe that on a fully allocated cost basis, our scheme
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could be more expensive than sea convoy from Seattle around Alaska, — although it might
be in terms of direct out-of-pocket expenditures if the United States was relying on using
naval forces for this purpose.

It is the case also that if the sea convoy is used in the first year of regular operation of
the DEW Line, it might be very difficult to return to the project of the MacKenzie River
route the following year. On the other hand, it might also be the case that the United States
could not supply the necessary shallow draft tankers for the Arctic lateral movement in
time for this year’s operation, since they would have to be moved in this year and wintered
in for use in 1957. There is, however, no indication that this is the reason for their request
for delay.

Quite apart from this, we have the feeling that the line of argument advanced by the
United States communication appeared to disregard the general principles which we
thought had been agreed as applicable in the operational phase of the DEW Line just as in
the construction phase, namely, use of Canadian materials and Canadian supply agencies
wherever feasible. The plan we advanced was based upon use of Canadian fuel oil and
gasoline and the use of Canadian transportation agencies. The United States suggestion of
convoy out of Seattle, while the only feasible method during the construction phase, cer-
tainly does not involve any Canadian materials or transportation agencies.

It has occurred to me that on the forthcoming trip which you are making along with
Mr. Campney and Mr. Pearson, as well as senior United States governmental representa-
tives, to some of the DEW Line sites, you might find an opportunity to take this matter up,
since I believe it is one of considerable importance to Canada. If you agree, we should take
the line that we feel quite strongly that the MacKenzie River route plan should be put into
effect in the general interests of Canada and in accordance with the spirit of our under-
standing regarding the operation of the DEW Line.

Sincerely yours,
{G.C. MARLER]



172 UNITED STATES

118. DEA/50197-C-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité consultatif sur le développement du Nord

Extract from Minutes of Meeting
of Advisory Committee on Northern Development

SECRET [Ottawa], April 16, 1956

Present:
Mr. R.G. Robertson, Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Chairman)
Commissioner L.H. Nicholson, Royal Canadian Mounted Police
General A.G.L. McNaughton, Chairman, Canadian Section, P.J.B.D.
Mr. A H. Zimmerman, Chairman, Defence Research Board
Mr. E.A. Golden, Deputy Minister of Defence Production
Mr. J.R. Baldwin, Deputy Minister of Transport.

Mr. R.M. Macdonnell, representing the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
Dr. H.B. Hutcheon, representing the President, National Research Council

Major J. Morrison, representing the Secretary to the Cabinet

Mr. G.W. Stead, representing the Deputy Minister of Finance

Dr. G.S. Hume, representing the Deputy Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys
Brigadier R.P. Rothschild, representing the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff

Dr. P.E. Moore, representing the Deputy Minister of National Health

Mr. G.W. Rowley, Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Secretary)

II. US.AF. D.EEW. LINE LOGISTIC PLAN

19. Mr. Loughead reported that on April 3 a meeting had been held in the office of the
Deputy Minister of National Defence to discuss the latest version of the U.S.A.F. Logistics
Plan. Two aspects of the plan — procurement and transportation — had seemed unsatisfac-
tory from the Canadian point of view. The plan indicated that the south-north movement of
supplies by both sea and air would take place on the eastern and western extremities of the
line through established U.S.AF. channels. It did not mention the possibility of using the
MacKenzie River system, of using Canadian airfields other than Frobisher, or of Canadian
participation in the sea supply of the eastern part of the line except in Foxe Basin. The plan
for procurement of supplies was to employ U.S.A.F. channels, which presumably would
exclude any significant Canadian participation. A meeting had been arranged between the
Department of Defence Production and the U.S.A.F. to discuss procurement; the Depart-
ment of Transport was re-examining the cost of using the MacKenzie River system and
would then discuss the transportation plan with the U.S.AF. The Department of National
Defence had passed to the United States various editorial comments made by Canadian
departments while making it clear that the Plan had not yet been approved in principle.

(Secretary’s memorandum Document ND-169 dated April 12, 19561).

20. Mr. Robertson reported that Mr. Howe and Mr. Lesage had discussed the use of the
MacKenzie River system with Mr. Wilson and Mr. Quarles during their recent D.E.W. line
tour. As a result the U.S.A.F. had been instructed to re-examine the matter, and Canada
had agreed to see if costs for oil at Norman Wells and for distribution to sites could be
reduced. When this information had been assembled a meeting would be held between
U.S. officials and representatives of interested Canadian departments.

21. Mr. Golden reported that Mr. Ruck of the Department of Defence Production would
be discussing the procurement problems with U.S. officials on 18 April.



ETATS-UNIS 173

22. Mr. Baldwin said the Department of Transport had written to the U.S.AF. asking for
more information about the plans for transportation, and particularly about the basis on
which the cost of sea supply to the Western Arctic round Alaska had been calculated.

23. Mr. Macdonnell expressed concern at the postal arrangements indicated in the Logis-
tics Plan. These would result in mail to and from the D.E.W. line being routed through
U.S. Army post offices in the United States. The Department of External Affairs consid-
ered this undesirable and had requested the Department of National Defence to re-examine
these arrangements with the U.S.A.F.

24. Mr. Loughead reported that the Department of National Defence had informed the
U.S.A'F. that the arrangements for postal services would have to be reconsidered in con-
sultation with the Canadian Postal Service.

25. The Committee noted the report on the proposed U.S.A.F. Logistics Plan for the
D.E.W. line.

119. DEA/50210-C-40

Note du secrétaire du Comité consultatif sur le développement du Nord
pour le Comité consultatif sur le développement du Nord

Memorandum from Secretary, Advisory Committee on Northern, Development
to Advisory Committee on Northern Development

DOCUMENT NO. ND-172 [Ottawa], May 22, 1956
CONFIDENTIAL

RE-SUPPLY OF THE D.E.W. LINE

On 17th May a meeting was held between Major-General J.B. Doyle, Director of Trans-
portation, HQ. USAF, other U.S. officers concerned with the logistic support of the
D.E.W. line, and representatives of Canadian government agencies with responsibilities
relating to northern development. The meeting was chaired by the Deputy Minister of
Transport, and had been called to discuss sea and air transportation in the operating phase
of the Distant Early Warning line. The three main subjects considered were:

(a) the use of the Mackenzie River route;

(b) sea supply to the Eastern Arctic;
(c) air supply.

The cost figures for supply by sea through Bering Strait and for the Mackenzie River
route, which had been forwarded to Canada in a letter dated 26th April from the United
States Section of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, were reviewed. The meeting
agreed that the figures for the two routes were not on a common basis and therefore not
comparable. After detailed examination had shown that the differences in cost between the
two routes would not be as great as the figures had indicated, the U.S. representatives,
though expressing some concern at the procurement cost, announced their intention of rec-
ommending the use of the Mackenzie River system for the supply of the Distant Early
Warning line sites in the western Canadian Arctic, subject to annual review. It was agreed
that a letter would be sent to the United States through P.J.B.D. channels, containing
revised figures, on which formal agreement on the use of the Mackenzie River route could
be based.
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The Canadian interest in undertaking the annual sea supply of both the Foxe Basin and
Baffin Island elements in the Eastern Arctic was discussed. The U.S. representatives stated
that they would like this to be undertaken so far as possible by Canadian shipping. The
advantages which might be gained by integrating supply operations in the Canadian north
under Canadian control were discussed. It was agreed that the United States would provide
information on the quantity and types of shipping that they recommended, and that the
Department of Transport would determine how far these might be met from Canadian
sources.

In the logistics plan it had been made clear that the lateral air supply would be carried
out by Canadian commercial operators but there had been some doubt as to the meaning of
the paragraphs relating to periodic and annual air supply. The U.S. representatives
explained that annual supply was an extension of the annual sealift to carry by air the
annual supply to those sites which could not be reached by sea. There were seven such
sites, five of which would probably be served by air from Hall Lake and the other two from
Frobisher. It was indicated that this air movement would be phased over a long period
rather than concentrated immediately after the sea supply. Most of the tonnage would be
diesel fuel, and tanker aircraft might be necessary. With reference to periodic air supply,
the U.S. representatives explained that their technical supply procedures made it essential
that technical equipment for the line be supplied from Alaskan Air Command and North-
east Air Command depots at Ladd Field and either Frobisher, Goose Bay, or Fort
Pepperrell respectively. For this reason the periodic supply would need to include regular
flights to the main stations from these depots. However, a large part of the periodic supply
would consist of food and other non-technical items which would come from the south and
might possibly be procured in Canada, while most of the personnel manning the line would
be recruited in Canada. It appeared likely therefore that the contractor would need to estab-
lish regular flights from the airfields in southern Canada to the main stations, and the
U.S.A'F. would examine this with the intention of adopting it as part of the transportation
pattern if it were practicable. The representative of the Air Transport Board offered the
complete co-operation of the Board, mentioned the possibility of establishing Class II
scheduled services, and pointed out the value of regular north-south services in maintain-
ing the air operators who would be engaged in the lateral communications.

G.W. ROWLEY

120. PCO/C-20-9(a)-D

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT No. D-19-56 [Ottawa], December 12, 1956
TOP SECRET

OPERATION OF THE DISTANT EARLY WARNING SYSTEM IN CANADA

1. It will be recalled that at a meeting of the Cabinet on 6 July, 1955,% it was agreed that
there would be no objection to the United States manning and operating the portion of the

82 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 333.
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Distant Early Warning Line in Canada for the first three years of its operation, on the
understanding that, within that period, Canadian wishes regarding its future participation in
manning and operation of the Line would be made known. As the Distant Early Warning
Line will go into operation in 1957, this three-year period will extend from 1957 to 1960.

2. At the 111th meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee held 13 August 1956, the
committee reviewed a statement in the July 1956 Joumal of the Permanent Joint Board on
Defence as follows: “It was urged that Canadian authorities be encouraged to reach a deci-
sion at the earliest possible time as to the date when they wished to assume responsibility
for the continuing operation of the Distant Early Warning Line in Canada”. The question
was discussed briefly and then deferred to a later meeting.

3. Three considerations may have prompted the United States to take this position at the
meeting of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence:

(a) to re-emphasize that they are not undertaking this task in Canada by preference and
that they would be very happy to have Canada undertake it for them;

(b) the need to develop long-term plans and programmes and for the completion of con-
tractual arrangements with its civilian operating agents. Since these plans must take
account of the Canadian Government’s wishes respecting participation in the manning and
operation of the Distant Early Warning Line after 1960, the United States Air Force feels
that an early decision by the Canadian Government would be desirable; and

(c) the annual operating costs, exclusive of service personnel costs, is estimated to be
approximately $53 million. The United States Air Force has other extremely expensive
programmes for which they are endeavouring to find funds, such as the Strategical Air
Command base expansion programme ($600 million), Inter-Continental Ballistic Missiles,
Semi-Automatic Ground Environment and Distant Early Wamning Line extensions, and
they may hope that Canada will accept a higher proportion of air defence costs in Canada
than in the past.

4. The first warning of attack may come from that portion of the Distant Early Warning
Line in Canada. In any alarm system there is always a possibility of a false alarm. When
the alarm is sounded, true or false, it could initiate the evacuation of many major United
States cities and the launching of the Strategic Air Command retaliatory forces. This bur-
den of responsibility for sounding the first alarm is a heavy one for Canada to carry.

5. The Distant Early Warning system consists of four separate command elements, com-
prising the Pacific seaward extension, the Alaskan segment, the Northeast segment and the
Atlantic seaward extension. For greater operational efficiency, it is considered wise to have
one nation responsible for the manning and operation of the entire system.

6. Canada is now making a substantial contribution to the continental defence system. By
joint agreement the RCAF is manning and operating 17 of the 33 radar stations in the
Pinetree System and, commencing in 1957, it will be responsible for the operation of the
Mid-Canada Line. At present the RCAF is employing 3820 service personnel and 1129
civilians on the Pinetree chain, and will employ 86 service and 878 civilian personnel on
the Mid-Canada Line, plus 260 on back-up. If Canada is to carry a greater share of the
burden of continental air defence there are other areas such as in the expanding ground
environment in the populated areas of the country where this contribution might be better
made.

7. It is estimated that 600 civilian technicians and 24 service personnel will be required
to man and operate the Canadian portion of the Distant Early Waming Line. The annual
operating costs will approximate $53 million. The United States Air Force estimate that
this amount may increase by as much as 25 per cent when more detailed data becomes
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available. Any future capital requirements cannot be forecast at the present time. It is prob-
able that there may be a requirement to improve the detection equipment, for which no
estimate of costs is at present available.

Recommendations

8. It is recommended that in view of the additional costs which would have to be borne
by Canada, and the implications arising out of the factors referred to above, Canada should
indicate to the United States her agreement to the manning and operation by the United
States of the Distant Early Warning Line for an additional three-year period beyond the
initial three-year period on the same basis as has been previously agreed to. Prior to the
conclusion of this additional period, the wishes of the Canadian Government concerning
participation in the manning and operation of the system will be made known.

[R.O. CAMPNEY]

121. DEA/50210-C-40

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

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

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa], January 8, 1957

MANNING AND OPERATION OF THE DISTANT EARLY WARNING LINE

As a result of a submission made by the Minister of National Defence the Cabinet
Defence Committee, you will recall, took certain decisions at its meeting on December 19,
1956 concerning the operation and manning in the period 1960-1963 of that portion of the
Distant Early Warning Line in Canada. It was decided as well that Cabinet Defence Com-
mittee’s decisions should be made known to the United States authorities at the next meet-
ing of the PJBD.

2. There is attached a draft of a statement which might be made by the Chairman of the
Canadian Section, PJBD, at the January meeting. The draft attempts to convey the general
sense of the discussion which took place at Cabinet Defence Committee’s meeting.

3. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, who has seen the attached draft has suggested that the
last sentence of paragraph 3 be deleted. He believes the sentence might give rise to specu-
lation and result in embarrassing enquiries from the United States authorities as to what
other activities we had in mind. The Chairman of the Canadian Section, PJBD, is inclined
to share the views of the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff. Officials in this Department, however,
tend to see merit in leaving this sentence in the statement. We are unwilling to take over
the manning and operation of a part of the DEW Line. We would not, however, wish the
United States Government to get the impression that we are attempting to shirk our respon-
sibilities in continental air defence. It is precisely because we do believe that there may be
other more effective contributions which we can make to continental defence that we are
prepared, for the moment at least, to allow the United States to operate and maintain that
sizeable portion of the DEW Line which is on Canadian territory.
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4. 1 should be grateful if you could indicate whether you believe that this sentence, or
some sentence expressing a similar thought, should be included in the proposed
statement.®?

J. LEGER]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE)
TOP SECRET [Ottawa], January 8, 1957

POSSIBLE STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE CANADIAN SECTION, PJBD

1. I should like to refer to an aspect of the operation of the Distant Early Warning Line
which has been discussed from time to time in the Board, the question of future Canadian
participation. This question was most recently discussed at the meeting held in July 1956
and the Journal includes the following statement:

“It was urged that Canadian authorities be encouraged to reach a decision at the earliest
possible time as to the date when they wish to assume responsibility for the continuing
operation of the Distant Early Warning Line in Canada.”

2. This subject has been carefully reviewed by the departments of Government con-
cerned and has recently been considered by Ministers. As a result of this consideration
I have been asked to communicate the following decision to the United States Section of
the Board.

3. It is the Canadian view that conditions are unlikely to arise which would lead the
Canadian Government to assume responsibility for the Canadian portion of the Distant
Early Warning Line during the period from 1960 to 1963. From the standpoint of efficient
operation it appears wise, for some years at least, to have one nation responsible for the
manning and operation of the entire DEW system. To this factor of efficiency must be
added financial and manpower considerations. Taking into account the substantial contri-
bution which Canada is now making to the continental defence system, notably on the
Pinetree chain and the Mid-Canada Line, it does not appear feasible for Canada to assume
additional responsibility on the DEW Line in the 1960-1963 period. In reaching this deci-
sion the Canadian authorities have been influenced by the view that, should it be concluded
in the future that any additional Canadian contribution should be made to continental
defence, there are other activities which might be more effectively undertaken by Canada
than the operation of the DEW Line.

4. It is of course recognized that there are manifest advantages in having each country
responsible for defence arrangements and installations situated within its territory, when
this proves feasible and consistent with efficient operation. With this thought in mind, the
Canadian Government wishes to keep open the possibility of reconsidering, during the
1960-63 period, its present decision should changing circumstances warrant such reconsid-
eration. In such an eventuality, the Canadian Government would give ample advance noti-
fication of its intentions.

5. Subject to the above considerations it would be understood that the operation of the
Canadian portion of the Distant Early Warning Line during the 1960-63 period be contin-
ued by the United States under the same terms and conditions as it was agreed between our
two Governments should govern the initial three-year period of operation of the Line.

8 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
I am inclined to agree that the deleted sentence should be omitted. L.B. P[earson]
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These conditions were stated in the meetings of the PJBD on July 11, 1955* and January
16, 1956, and were set out as Appendix “A” to the Journal of the January, 1956 meeting.5s

122. PCO/D-28-3-D

Le secrétaire du Conseil du Trésor
au secrétaire du Cabinet

Secretary to Treasury Board
to Secretary to Cabinet

Ottawa, May 9, 1957

Dear Mr. Bryce:

At to-day’s meeting the Treasury Board considered the recommendation of the Minister
of Transport that approval in principle be given for the purchase of lightering equipment
for the sea supply of eastern Arctic DEW Line Stations in the Foxe Basin area, contingent
upon the acceptance by United States authorities of the estimate of cost for the procure-
ment and sealift to commence in 1958, and subject also to the provision of the required
funds by Parliament in the autumn and in the interim by means of the transfer between
allotments procedure within the Marine Service Steamers capital vote. The Board con-
curred in this recommendation, subject to approval by the Cabinet.

Consideration has been given for some time, at the official level, to the Canadian Gov-
ernment taking on the responsibility for the sealift to the DEW Line Stations in the Foxe
Basin area, north of Hudson Bay. This has culminated in the preparation of an estimate of
cost by the Department of Transport for consideration by the United States authorities and
has been put forward to the USAF on the basis of Canada taking over the operation com-
mencing in 1958, on a reimbursable basis. This estimate does not include allowance for
certain features, some of which would be covered by insurance or are the normal responsi-
bilities of the Canadian Government in the north, for example, replacement of vessels in
the event of loss, extraordinary damages, salvage, costs of icebreaking assistance by the
Department of Transport, etc. However, the estimate does involve the acquisition and mod-
ification of certain ship to shore equipment, namely, two LCT8’s and three LCM’s, the
capital cost of which is to be written off over a ten year period as part of the costs to be
reimbursed by the United States.

In the proposal put forward to the United States authorities the urgency of an early reply
was stressed in view of the fact that the Department would have to take action in June to
acquire two additional LCT8’s from United Kingdom sources for this purpose in time to
tow them over during the summer and have them converted in time for next year’s opera-
tion. The Department understands informally that the United States is expected to accept
the proposal, but for usual reasons there may be some little delay before they are heard
from officially. At that time it will be necessary for the Department to act very promptly

8 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 334.

8 McNaughton a Iu une déclaration inspirée de cette ébauche, la derniere phrase du troisieme paragraphe
ayant été effacée, 2 la réunion de la Commission permanente mixte de défense Canada-Etats-Unis qui a
lieu a la Barksdale Air Force Base, 2 Shreveport, en Louisiane, du 22 au 24 janvier 1957.
McNaughton read a statement along the lines of this draft, with the final sentence in the third paragraph
deleted, at the meeting of the PIBD held at Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, Louisiana, January
22-24, 1957.
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and, therefore, advance Treasury Board approval was sought for immediate action at that
time for acquisition of the two LCT8’s.

No funds were included for this purpose in Departmental Estimates and it will be neces-
sary accordingly to make the necessary provision in Estimates in the autumn, but any
expenditures required for this purpose before that time could be met, it is believed, through
a transfer in the vote for construction and acquisition of vessels, given approval of such a
transfer. Insofar as the sealift operating and procurement costs are concerned, the Depart-
ment will discuss with the United States authorities the method of payments necessary to
cover the outlay that will be involved by Transport and Defence Production. Some assur-
ance of prompt availability of funds from United States sources to meet current accounts
will be necessary, and it is thought that, with prompt repayments by the United States,
temporary use could be made of funds now available in the Marine Service Steamers Oper-
ating Vote for purposes of the transportation operating expenses, with reimbursements
credited to that vote.

It might be noted that in January, 1956, Cabinet dealt with the resupply of the western
Arctic DEW Line Stations and approved the recommendation of the Minister of Transport
that Canada would assume responsibility for the sea supply of these stations by the use of
the Mackenzie River system and the designation of the Northern Transportation Company
as the Canadian agency for planning and organization of the undertaking, all on a reim-
bursable basis. While it was expected that the decision in respect of the western Arctic sea
supply would permit the operation to be carried out at a lower cost and under less danger-
ous conditions than the method previously employed, namely, convoy around Pt. Barrow,
the approved arrangement, in addition, applied to the operational period the same principle
which had been followed during the construction phase of the DEW Line, namely, that
Canadian commercial carriers would, to the fullest extent practicable, be afforded the
opportunity to participate in the movement of materials, equipment, etc; moreover, by rea-
son of the supply operation originating in Canada, procurement would, to a much larger
degree, be made in Canada than if the operation were carried out from United States
points.

If this proposal is approved by the Cabinet,® it will mean that the operation will be
carried out directly by the Department of Transport, the annual cost of the operation being
estimated at approximately $1.3 million, based on the following:

Ship to Shore Operation

(Including amortization of purchase
and modification costs of LCT8’s

and LCM’s, without interest) $ 411,000
Transportation Costs
(Charter hire and stevedoring) $ 581,020

Procurement Costs
(Approximately 2.2 million U.S.
gals. Avgas and Diesel oil) $ 322,851
Total $1,314,871

In the future it is hoped to integrate this operation as much as possible with that carried out
in respect of the Mid-Canada Line supply further south in Hudson Bay and there may be

8 Cette proposition a été approuvé par le Cabinet e 9 mai 1957.
This proposal was approved by Cabinet on May 9, 1957.
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resultant savings in the use of equipment which would lower the cost to the United States
of the Foxe Basin operation.

The Department of Transport intends in due course to report to the United States
authorities upon the feasibility of Canadian assumption of responsibility for the sea supply
of the other eastern Arctic DEW Line sites, particularly with regard to Baffin Island, but
would not be in a position to so report until the coming autumn or winter.

Yours truly,
D.M. WATTERS

SECTION G

PIPELINES DE CANOL
CANOL PIPELINES

123. DEA/50197-D-40

Note du secrétaire du Comité consultatif sur le développement du Nord
pour le Comité consultatif sur le développement du Nord

Memorandum from Secretary, Advisory Committee on Northern Development
to Advisory Committee on Northern Development

DOCUMENT ND-209 [Ottawa], May 1, 1957
CONFIDENTIAL

DISPOSITION OF THE CANOL PIPELINES

At the fortieth meeting of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development the dis-
position of the Canol pipelines was discussed. It was agreed that a report on the
Washington meetings to discuss the pipelines should be prepared for distribution to mem-
bers of the Committee.

The attached paper has been prepared by the Department of Northern Affairs and
National Resources.

G.W. ROWLEY

(PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE)
Note du sous-ministre des Affaires du Nord et des Ressources nationales

Memorandum by Deputy Minister, Northern Affairs and National Resources
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], May 1, 1957

DISPOSITION OF THE CANOL PIPELINES
The position taken by the U.S. Army regarding the disposition of the remaining Canol
pipelines has changed materially during the past nine months. The latest changes, which
were of basic importance, have only been made known to us in two documentst which
were received on April 23 and April 25. The following paper will describe the background
of the situation and the course which the negotiations have followed. It will then make
recommendations as to the next step.
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2. During the war a series of agreements was entered into between the Canadian and
United States governments which covered the building and operation by the U.S. Army of
certain pipelines and appurtenant facilities on Canadian soil. The pipelines were:

4-inch line from Norman Wells to Whitehorse;

4-inch line from Skagway to Whitehorse via Carcross;
2-inch line from Carcross to Watson Lake;

3-inch line from Whitehorse to Fairbanks.

3. It was the implicit understanding of the Canadian government that the ownership and
operation of these pipelines by the U.S. Army were wartime arrangements which would be
terminated at the end of hostilities. The pipeline from Norman Wells to Whitehorse was in
fact disposed of by agreement in 1947. In 1954 the U.S. government declared the 2-inch
line from Carcross to Watson Lake to be surplus. The U.S. Army, with no objection from
the Canadian Government, continued to own and operate the 4-inch line from Skagway to
Whitehorse and the 3-inch line from Whitehorse to Fairbanks. The Canadian authorities
assumed, however, that once the 8-inch Haines-Fairbanks pipeline, constructed under an
agreement concluded in 1953, was in operation there would be no need for the U.S. Army
to continue to operate the 4-inch Skagway-Whitehorse pipeline and the 3-inch Whitehorse-
Fairbanks line.

4. In view of the growing need for pipeline facilities to serve the general economic
development of the Yukon, a preliminary meeting between officials of the Governments of
Canada and the United States was held on July 19, 1956 to discuss the conditions under
which these pipelines might be turned over to Canada. The Canadian point of view, as
outlined in the preceding paragraph, was accepted by the American officials without reser-
vation. They pointed out, however, that the 8-inch Haines-Fairbanks pipeline had been
inoperative for several weeks last winter, and therefore it was essential that the 4-inch line
from Skagway to Whitehorse and the 3-inch line from Whitehorse to Fairbanks be availa-
ble to the U.S. government as a standby. They agreed with the Canadian officials that there
seemed to be no reason why these pipelines could not be operated for commercial purposes
by a Canadian entity and at the same time be available for emergency use by the United
States Army. The U.S. officials at the meeting made no reference to Canada paying any
recompense for the 3-inch line, and the Canadians assumed that the Americans regarded
Canada’s assumption of the obligation that the line would be maintained and available as a
standby as sufficient recompense. The meeting agreed that the Department of External
Affairs should give the U.S. Embassy a memorandum outlining the principles, as agreed at
the meeting, which should govern the transfer of the lines, and that further meetings would
be held to discuss the details. A memorandumt was sent to the U.S. Embassy on Septem-
ber 24, 1956. A replyt dated April 24, 1957, was received on April 25.

5. In December, 1956, the Canadian government decided that, subject to the completion
of negotiations for Canada to take over the lines from the United States, and subject also to
certain conditions, the White Pass and Yukon Route would have the right to operate the
4-inch pipeline and Alaska-Yukon Refiners and Distributors (formerly known as Shamrock
Petroleum) would have the right to operate the 3-inch and 2-inch pipelines. In brief, the
conditions were (a) that the pipelines would be kept continuously in operating condition
and the 4-inch and 3-inch lines would be made available for the use of the U.S. govern-
ment in the case of a national emergency or a failure of the 8-inch Haines-Fairbanks pipe-
line, (b) that all the pipelines would be operated as common carriers, (c) that the White
Pass would move the 4-inch line sufficiently far from the tracks that it would be safe for
the transport of gasoline, (d) that Alaska-Yukon Refiners and Distributors would build a
pipeline from Haines to connect with the 3-inch pipeline, (€) that Alaska-Yukon Refiners
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and Distributors would restore the 2-inch pipeline to operating condition, and (f) that the
companies would be given a long-term lease to the pipelines at a rental which would be
nominal for an initial period, the government then having the right to review the situation.

6. The White Pass & Yukon, in replying to this offer, pointed out that the U.S. Army is
under an obligation to remove the pipeline at any place where it is within 5’ of the tracks,
and the Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs replied that the government did not mind who
moved the pipeline as long as it was moved.

7. In February, 1957, a meeting was held in Washington between Canadian and U.S.
government officials to arrange the details for the transfer of title to the pipeline. It became
apparent at this meeting that the U.S. officials had developed, on one or two important
points, very different views to those which had been expressed at the July, 1956, meetings.
Furthermore, there have been further changes in the American viewpoint as expressed in
documents which have subsequently been received.

8. The most important new factor which appeared at the February meeting was the
demand by the U.S. that the pipelines should be appraised and transferred to Canada at
their commercial value. The U.S. representatives presented a Draft Army Proposal of
points which should be included in the ultimate Exchange of Notes, and paragraph 4 reads
as follows:

“The conveyance of that portion of the 4-inch pipeline facility (Canol No. 2) located in

Alaska; the 2-inch pipeline facility (Canol No. 3); and that portion of the 3-inch pipe-

line facility (Canol No. 4) located in Canada will be at the current commercial value in

accordance with Exchange of Notes dated 26 February 1945, the current commercial
value to be determined by two appraisers, of whom one shall be named by the United

States and one by Canada, with power, if they disagree, to appoint an umpire.”

9. The suggestion that there should be an appraisal and that the line should be transferred
to Canada at the appraised commercial value put an entirely new element into the discus-
sions from the Canadian point of view. The Canadian representatives pointed out that the
lines were not being transferred under the circumstances envisaged in the earlier Exchange
of Notes, which contemplated that the U.S. Army would have no further use for them. The
only provision for maintenance was that the pipelines should not be dismantled without the
consent of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence. In the present case, however, the U.S.
government was proposing to turn title of the lines ove