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W. Chairman and members of the Committee, I welcome
the opportunity to outline to you the relationship between
the defenoe policy and the foreign policy of the Canadian
Government

I
and the means whereby the necessary co-ordination

between the two is sought to be accomplished . The very fact
that you have seen fit to invite me to appear before the
Committee is an indication of your awareness that the foreign
and defence policy of this nation are inseparable . Indeed,
in the nuclear age this is true of all -states, since their
foreign and defence policies have but a single objective --
the preservation of peace .

We Pearson, the present Prime Minister, speaking
before the Air Force Veterans' Association in November 1959,
aptly described defence as follows :

" . . .defenoe now means the exercise of wise and far-
sighted diplomacy• reliance not on national strength
alone but on collective poficy and action inside a
ooali,ion like NATO ; keeping our economies strong and
free and healthy; helping those under-developed
countries who are now emerging into the modern age
and who will largely determine by the way they do it,
whether the future on this planet is to be one of
conflict or oo-operation . It means also defence of
the deepest, highest values of our life and civiliza-
tion, against those forces of disruption and debasement
which challenge and threaten them from within . . .

" . . .defenoe now is the preventing of wars through th e
solution of international problems by pacific means~
the atrenghtening of free, democratic society and the
promotion of co-operation and friendship between all
peoples . "

Now Mr. Chairman that description, with its accent on
the preventive nature of Aefence policy, is a far cry from the
role of armed forces in yesteryears . Gone are the days when
there was truth in the maxim that armed forces take over when



diplomacy fails. This once hallowed dogma has ceased to have
validity today for two principal reasons :

In the first place, major military power is no longer
held physically in rear areas to be sent out only when peaceful
negotiation fails . Todayts system of alliances and their
)integrated commands together with long-range striking power at
constant alert have brought military forces to forward positions
on the main fronts of international tension . In the new ciroum-
w stances of more or less permanent confrontation of major military
power, the extent to which co-ordination of foreign and defence
policy becomes imperative is obvious .

Secondly, it is no longer possible to rationalize major
war as an instrument for the attainment of political ends . .,for
the traditional concepts of victor and vanquished have been
(overtaken by technological advances in the art of war . In an
age when the principal military powers each possess many times
,over the destructive power of all the weapons used in all previous
wars, and have the means to deliver it so dispersed and so well
protected that neither could escape unacceptable damage in a
thermonuclear exchange, no matter who should initiate it, the
`principal purpose of the armed forces of all responsible powers
has become one of deterring rather than winning major wars, and
of containing small ones by the graduated application of the
minimum force needed to restore order . The important developments
in recent days which have been taking place in Moscow are evidence
that the major nuclear powers at least are beginning to accept the
essentials of deterrence as I have described it . By the same
token the aims of defence policy become the more clearly identical
with the main purpose of foreign policy -- the preservation of peaae .

There are of course other objectives of foreign policy,--
o promote trade, to protect national interests abroad, to project
i favourable image abroad and the like -- but it is self-evident
that such objectives can be pursued only in a world free of war .

I We saw in the Second World War how all other interests
had to be set aside and subordinated to the one end -- the
restoration of peace . But think how much more imperative is the
need to preserve that peace in an era when meaningful victory
would elude even the strongest powers . My colleague the hiinister
of National Defence in his statement on June 27 stated that defence
policy was an extension of foreign policy, and that is true in the
sense that national external objectives no longer can be determined,
as they were in earlier periods of history, by the degree of military
force that could be brought to bear . I prefer however, to look
üpon foreign and defence policies -- and indeel, foreign economia
Policy as well -- all as inseparable elements in the conduct of
Canada's external relations . Indeed, NATO itself off ers a striking
example of the extent to which the foreign and defence policies of
the entire Western world are indissolubly linked, for it is in the
NATO Council in permanent session (and from time to time in ministe'rial
session) that the defence policies which guide the vast apparatus of
the alliance are continuously harmonized with the f oreign policy
objectives of the alliance itsel,f .
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I I must first outline what I regard as the main factors
which determine the foreign policy of an established middle
power such as Canada, I believe that to be an honest appraisal
of where Canada stands in a world in which there are two super-
powers, a handful of what might be called great powers -- those
that have recognized .world responsibilities or have pretensions
to world influence,--r.and :ât the other end of the scale a vast
array of newly-independent and economically under-developed
oountries .

We have no need to pursue certain aims peculiar to super
and great powers, and others that animate the less fortunate
ocuntries . We do not have to support a vast inetwork of inter-
national alliances or pursue expansioni.st policies in respect of
territory or resources . Our aims are less finite, less tangille
and in some ways more difficult to define .

~ror Foreign Policy Determinant s

our foreign poliey, - like that of most other countries
,i a product of many -f ixedrfaotors which condition our response s

It the shifting international scene -- factors such as our history,
our legal traditions, our resources, our racial composition an d
owr geographical location .

~ Historically, we are a country which evolved non-violently
from colony to nation -- a background which has given us a strong
belief in independence and orderly ending of colonial rule and a
preference foi- evolution over revolution as the method. It has
given us strong ties with two major European powers, Britain and
France, and, as others have followed our constitutional example ,
a belief in the Commonwealth as an institution . our history has
made us internationally-minded from the date of our birth nearly
100 years ago, conscious aiways*of being a member of a world-wide
grouping of peace-loving states .

I In our traditions we have inherited British precept s' of
law and parliamentary government blended with the French system
of;codification, which have made as instinctive and strong
aivooates of the rule of law on an international scale . These
legaoies have affected our attitude towards observance of treaties,
aad other instruments such as the International Court of Justice-
for regulating relations between states in an orderly and civilized
waÿ and, above all, have made us strong advncates of the United
NAlons, the main vehicle through which the international family
ofinations is striving, for the second time, to give expression to
t"e universal .desire for an ordered and peaQeful world ,

In resources, we are well enough blessed that we need have
~o,eaternal territorial ambitions . Indeed, the fact that we have
P"oduotive capaoity in excess of the needs of our population has
Made us world traders with a profound interest in the frees t
Possible international exchange of goods under sensible international
r°gulation of tariff levels and conservation measures . The size of .
t='.e excess of our resources over our needs has enhanced our inter-
Jftational influence as a major world trader .

R
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Our geographical location in the northern and physicalx .y
~ess hospitable half of this continent has probably condemne d
us in perpetuity to a comparatively small population in relation
to territory and perhaps in relation to our neighbour . It has,
at the same time, deprived us of all neighbours but one, and that
one the most powerful nation on earth . While other nations face
problems of relations with a multiplicity of neighbours, often
hostile, we are more fortunate and, in truth, because of the
disparity in size, Canada could not subsist in freedom adjacent
to a hostile United States . Friendly co-operation with our
closest neighbour and largest trading partner is a basic require-
ment of Canadian foreign policy, both for economic and security
reasons . At the same time, we are a political entityO both in
oultural composition and traditions of government . The objective
in our relations with the United States must always be to reconcile
the preservation of those interests which are the essence of our
sovereign individuality with the need for friendly co-operatio n
in an :inter•dependent' continent and world .

I Finally, and perhaps more important our cultural make-up
exerts a profound effect on our foreign policy. With our two
basic cultures-, to which many new influences have been added
through immigration., we have enduring ties of blood and languag e
with Europe which cause us instinctively to look across the .
Atlantic to our cultural origins . Domestically our own bi-
culturalism has given us tolerance and an ability to compromise
and adjust . It is this national experience which has given Canada
ai fundamental belief in the effectiveness of mediation, negotiation
and patient accommodation in the international field .

All of these factors have-éombined to make Canada a law-
a iding international nation, with a strong instinct to see the
relations between states regulated in the sanie orderly way that
our internal affairs are run. Despite an excellent record in war,
we are internationally recognized as a peaceful state . The fact
that others do reeogn .i.ze these qualities in as in part prescribes
our role in international affairs, for we are often sought out to
perform duties where fair mindedness and an absence of international
ambition are the desired criteria .

I
"tansitory Factor s

I These, then, in broad outline, are the factors constantly
affecting our external attitude both politically and militarily .
Fut there are other factors, more transitory in nature, which of
r.ecessity exert great influence upon us, By these I mean those
r-ajor international forces currently at work which determine the
circumstances in which Canada must play out its international role ,

the post-war period, I identify three such dominant factors .

(1) the breakdown of the co-operation of the wartime allies
and the emergence in its place of a power stru~gle
between the conflicting ideologies of internationa l
Communism and Western deraocracyi
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(2) what I would call the nuclear equipoise -- the
development by two powers of the ability to wipe
out civilization (as I have indicated, this
development is in the process of revolutionizing
the role of war as an instrument of policy) ;

(3) what Prime Minister Nehru called "the revolution
of rising expectations" (this embraces not only
the vast movement towards independence which has
marked the decline of the colonial era but also
the ever more insistent demands of less-developed
nations for a higher standard of living) .

It may not be immediately apparent how all of these
factors influence our defence policy, but I believe all the
Members will see how they bear on our foreign policy, from which
our defence posture is inseparable .

I I should like to briefly state, without particular order
of priority, some of the main aspects of Canadian foreign policy
as they have developed over the last 10 to 15 years . I then
propose to describe the inter-departmental machinery used by the
Departments of External Affairs and National Defence to co-operate
in carrying out the policies of the Government .

I In the knowledge that Canada could not alone defend itself
and in face of the Soviet threat that developed after World War II,
Canada has subscribed to the principle of collective security ;
hence we became a charter member of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and we have co-operated with the U .S .A . in the
defence of North Azaerica . Canada has, in addition, been a firm
supporter of the United Nations and, as international peace-keeping
machinery has developed, both inside and outside the UN, we have
taken a full share in providing the necessary forces to carry out
this international responsibility, ~Ve have always believed i n
the vital necessity of reducing and eliminating the means of waging
war and we have become increasingly concerned about the trend
towards an unrestricted arms race ; for this reason, successive
Canadian Governments have played an active part in the search for
meaningful agreements in the fields of disarmament, arms control
and nuclear testing . As a senior member of the Commonwealth, we
have maintained close relations with its newer members and, as part
of our policy of helping these new countries, we have worked out
with certain of them arrangements for technical military training
and aid . This is a formidable list of responsibilities, and I
Would ask you to remember that Canada is not a major power an d
that what we are able to do is necessarily limited by our financial
and manpower resouroes ,i
External Affairs and Defenc e

It is in these areas of U .S .-Canadian defence co-operation,
2'ATO international peace-keeping, disarmament and Commonwealth
aid that there is a close working relationship between the Depart-
rents of National Defence and External Affairs . Before describing
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Low this works, I should like to say a brief word about the
specific responsibility of External Affairs in the defenoe
'field . Ultimate responsibility for defence policy rests with
the Cabinet as the executive authority of government for all
decisions relating to defence questions. There is also the
Cabinet Defence Committee, which considers defence questions and
reports to the Cabinet on major matters of defence polioy . The
Frime Minister acts as Chairman of this Committee, and both the
)Einister of National Defence and myself are members of it . The
Department of External Affairs, through myseli. âs, .Secretaty._.Qf State for
Bxternal Affairs, has general responsibility for advising the
Government and implementing action, where necessary, on the
foreign-policy implications of defence arrangements . Specifically,
the Department of External Affairs ;

(1) co-ordinates and advises on the preparation of
international defence agreements ;

(2) co-ordinates and advises on the implementation
of certain specific defence agreements ;

(3) advises on the effects of Canadian defence policy
generally as it relates to other governments .

To carry out these responsibilities within the Department,
we have Defence Liaison Divisions, which, in consultation with the
political and functional divisions of the Department, deal with
NATO matters~ Canada-U .S . defence problems, co-ordination of
intelligence, international peace-keeping both under UN auspice s
and otherwise and technical military assistance to newly-independent
countries . A separate Disarmament Division is responsible for
liaison with the Department of National Defence and for co-ordination
of instructions to Canada's Disarmament Delegation . These responsi-
bilities are co-ordinated .through an Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs responsible to me through the Under-
Secretary .

I If Canada is to have foreign and defence poliey commensurate
With its national requirements and capabilities, the Governmen t
must be able to work from a given and agreed set of facts, For
the defence department of a country to base policies on one set of
facts and the foreign office of that country to base policies on
aa0ther is bound to lead to utter confusion, and it has been the
practice of Canadian Governments, particularly since the end of
World War II, to ensure that foreign and defence policy are based
olVagreed intelligence . Agreed intelligence and intelligence
policy are the responsibility of inter-departmental committees on
p=dch sit representatives of the armed services, thé Defence
Research Board, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, and the
Department of External Affairs. The chairmanship of thesecom
.mittees is provided by the Department of External Affairs .

Further details on this aspect of co-operation are of necessity
010-ssified but I can tell you that it works well .J
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I turn now to a description of the machinery of inter-
departmental co-operation in the various areas where Canada
has specific defence and foreign policy commitments .

NATO Hierarchy

pnd scientific co-operation and research .

Infrastructure and P.Iilitary Budget Committees . The general rule

The highest authority in NATO is the Council, which is'
Jorganized to meet at the level of ministers or permanent

. 1, representatives. Ministerial meetings occur usually twice a
;yeart the most recent being in Ottawa, but permament representa-
itives usually meet on a regular weekly basis and otherwise as
often as circumstances dictate. The permanent delegates in
!Paris speak for their governments in the NATO Council and the
Canadian NATO delegation is in the charge of a senior member of
the Department of External Affairs with the rank of ambassador,
at present 1,,1r . George Ignatieff . He has serving under him a
senior military adviser, a number of officers from the Department
of External Affairs, as well as representatives from other depart-
ments dealing with such matters as defence production, the financial
aspects of Canadian def ence commitments to NATO, emergency planning

Important matters of military policy that have been
pproved by the Military Committee of NATO come before the Council
from time to time and instructions to our NATO delegation on such
%uestions require close co-ordination between National Defence and
External Affairs . The Council, as the supreme body of the alliance-,
Is itself, concerned with strategic policy and overall defence
tlanning and, in recent years particularly the Council has
Coneerned itself with the problems that arise from operational
planning and control of the nuclear forces available to the alliance .
it the Ottawa meeting the NATO ministers directed the Council in
permanent session to undertake further studies of the Interrelatéd" .
questions of strategy, force requirements and the resource s
available to meet them, and the Council is now beginning this major
review . Canadian views on these politico-military questions are
sent to the NATO delegation regularly in the form of telegraphic
instructions . The instructions themselves are the product of
consultation between the Department of External Affairs and the
Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff, who is responsible in the Department
of National Defence for advising the Minister on policies relatin g
to NATO .

I To carry out the day-to-day work of the alliance, there
âre numerous NATO committees and the provision of instructions to
the Canadian delegates to these committees requires close inter-
departmental co-operation in Ottawa. Examples that.come to mind
out of the 20-odd such committees that exist are the Annual Review
00mmittee, the Armaments Committee, the Science Committee, the

11n Ottawa is that the department or service primarily concerned is
responsible for drafting instructions to the delegation, and the
Department of External Affairs is responsible for co-ordination and
ensuring that the instructions are compatible with Canadian foreign
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policy before despatching them to our delegation . The, r.
foreign policies of the member statesare, of course, harmonized
to the greatest possible extent through continuous consultation'
in the Permanent Council .

Another important aspect of Canadats NATO programme is
mutual aid . Since 1950 Canada has provided over $ 1 .75 billion
Ito member nations of NATO in the form of transfers of equipment
from production or service stocks, aircrew training in Canada,
and financial contributions to NATO common infrastructure and
military budgets. The responsibility for providing the aid
irests with the Department of National Defence and the policy
questions relating to who should get what aid and the negotiation
of the arrangements under which the aid is to be provided are
natters on which the Department of External Affaii;s ladvises .

I Canadian coy-operation with the United States in the
+defence of North America has acquired added significance becaus e
of our unique geographic position, placing on Canada a responsibility
to help to protect the U .S, nuclear-deterrent forces which are the
vinal guarantor of the security of the western alliance . As the
Eouse has been informed, we are now negotiating an agreement with
the United States to make available nuclear warheads to make
effective the weapons systems already acquired by the Canadian
armed forces* The Department of External Affairs has primary
responsibility for negotiating such an agreement althoug h
naturally we rely for expert advice on the Department of National
Defence . In the negotiation of defence agreements and where
tonsultation on the implementation of agreements on policy questions
arise, the normal diplomatie channels between the Department of
External Affairs and the &lbassy in Washington or between the
Department and the U .S . Embassy here are available and are often
heavily engaged in such matters .

I In addition, the Department of External Affairs is
represented on those inter-governmental bodies on defence which
deal with more than the purely military aspects of defence questions .
One such body is the Ministerial Committee on Joint Defence . In
1958, the United States and Canada agreed that the importance and
aomplexity of interdependent def ence relations made it essentia l
to supplement existing channels for consultation and to provide
for a periodic review at the ministerial level . It was envisaged
that this review would include not only military questions but also
the political and economic aspects of joint defence problems* The
Committee consists on the U .S . side of the Secretaries of State,
Defenoe and Treasury and on the Canadian side, of the Minister s
of External Affairs, National Defence and Finance . . The last
meeting of this Committee was held in 1960 but, as the Prime
Anister and President Kennedy announced at Hyannis Port, a meeting
will be held in the latter part of this year probably, but the date
has not been fixed .

I I do hope -•- if I may say by way of parenthesis -- that
tbis Committee -of ministers from both countries in this particular
field would be able to meet some tibe around the early part of
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December. And I might add that the other committee of ministers
from both countries, dealing with economic and trade matters, I
hope would meet sometime between 8 and 25 September or, if no t
then, some . , ;Ume - I would hope -- between September 8 and the
early part of October .

Permanent Toint Board on Defenc e

Supplementing the Ministerial Committee is the Permanent
Joint Board on Defence, which has been in existence since the
pgdensburg Declaration of August 1940 . The Board comprises both
civilian and military_representatives and thus permits open an d
1frank presentation on a thrice-yearly basis of the civilian and
+military viewpoints of both countries on current defence questions .
IThe board comprises a Canadian and a U .S . Section. The Chairman
of the Canadian Sedtion is Mr . Dana L . Wilgress, a distinguished
Canadian public servant who, before he retired from the Department
of External Affairs, was Canada+s Permanent Representative to
NATO . In addition, the Vice-Chiefs of Staff of the three services
are members and there is also a member and secretary provided by
Ithe Department of External Affairs . For some years representatives
of the Departments of Transport and Defence Product~on hav e
attended Board meetings . Where it is desirable, each section may
,have in attendance for particular meetings representatives of other
~government departments . Over its 23 years of existence, practically
,all of the important joint defence measures taken since 1940 were
originally discussed in the Board and many of them resulted from
the Boardts recommendations, and made by the Board .

The Board is a wholly advisory body, and does not have
the authority to enforce decisiohs or to take implementing action
on substantive matters .

I Disarmament and defence are sides of the same coin, in
that they are alternative routes to national security . It Is
ëvident that the requirements of our national defence have an
important bearing on the positions we take in international
discussions on disarmament . In the long•-term, the alternative
to disarmament would be increased competition in armaments and
ever-larger military budgets, without any lasting guarantee of
peace and mutual security . It is for this reason that Canada must
oontinue to work for the adoption of a programme of comprehensive
disarmament under effective international control, We believe that
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee provides a satisfactory
forum for discussing specific disarmament proposals, and that
Oanada --- as a member of that Committee -- can best contribute to
maintaining progress in these discussions by assisting in the
formulation of realistic Western proposals ,

At the same time we have to recognize that until there has
been a substantial degree of actual disarmament -- with a parallel'
inerease in the peace-keeping capabilities of the United Nations --
Canadian security will depend primarily on collective defence within
NATO and under'NORAD . But, just as it is important to ensure that
our national policies on defence and disarmament are compatible
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with one another, it is equally necessary that a similar balance
of aims be achieved in the Western alliance as a whole -- and
Canada can, I believe, help to bring this about in the course of
regular consultations as we do within the North Atlantic Council .

I need hardly point out to Members of the Com.mittees how
important it is for our activities in these two closely-related
fields to be fully and effectively co-ordinated between the
various government departments concerned .

The Disarmament Division of External Affairs ma3ntains
regular contact with the Defence Research Board and the Directorate
of Strategic Studies of the Department of National Defence on
research into the technical aspects of disarmament as well as on
disarmament policy generally . General E .L .M. Burns is the adviser
to the Canadian Government on disarmament and has responsibility
for the direction of general operations and research pro jects ,
as well as being liead of the Canadian delegation to the Eighteen-
Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva, whose session wil l
shortly be resumed . The disarmament delegation under General Burns
consists of officers from the Department of External Affairs and
a military adviser from National Defence . In Ottawa it is the
function of the Disarmament Division and the Directorate of
Strategic Studies to assist General Burns in carrying out his
responsibility as Adviser on Disarmament to the Government .

We have over the years assumed a variety of international
peace-keeping responsibilities . I know that my colleague
Ir. Hellyer, mentioned these in his statement, and I woula like
to, amplify them . We took part in the United Nations action in
Korea and in the United Nations force in West New Guinea and, a s
you will have learned from the Chiefs of Staff, Canadian armed-forces
personnel at this time are serving on the Jordan and Syrian borders,
t:1e Gaza Strip, the Congo, whose operations are soon coming to an
end, the International Commissions in Laos, Vietnam and Cambodiag
8ashmir and the Yemen .

I Co-operation in these operations between the Departments
of External Affairs and National Defence is essential, but formal
advance planning for them is very difficult . We can never know ,
I euppose, when a request will be received from the United Nations
11031 for what type of personnel . My colleague, the Minister of
National Defence, has already mentioned the army battalion which
hçl been earmarked for United Nations service since 1956 . Yet it
hE ~ never been asked for and, instead,•. we have provided a
reaônnaissance squadron, administrative troops and the RCAF personnel
Pcr the United Nations Emergency Force in Gaza, observers for Kashmir,
Pelestine and Indochina# specialized Air Force personnel for th e
~c"Wo and the Yemen and signallers for the Congo . Operations in
Tietnam, Laos and Cambodia are, of course, not United Nations
4erations .
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Let me describe What happens when a request is received
from the Secretary-General of the United Nations, as it recently
was in the case of Yemen, for Canadian help in a peace-kee-p3ng
operation. Because of the experience that has noW, :beèn built
up, the sequest' .itself will be fairly specific for the Secretary-
General and his-military advisers will have discussed what Canada
might be able to provide with the Canadian Delegation in New York
to which is attached a military adviser . On receiving the request,
a joint submission from the Minister of National Defence and
myself may be made to Cabinet asking for Government approval .to
provide the required personnel and equipment for the operation .
If Cabinet agreest the Department of National Defence is responsible
for selecting the appropriate personnel and equipment and sending
them to the area concerned, while External Affairs is responsible
for negotiating conditions of service, making any necessary arrange-
ments with the country or countries to which the service personnel
will be posted and providing any diplomatic assistance that may
be necessary on the spot through the appropriate mission .

In United Vations peace-keeping operations policy direction
is given by the Secretary-General, sometimes assisted, as in the
case of the Congo, by an advisory committee representing the
contributing powers . Canada is represented on the Congo Advisory
Committee by the Canadian Permanent Delegation to the United
Nations . In the case of the Indochina Commissions, which do not
gome under the United Nations, instructions regarding implementation
of the cease-fire agreements are sent from External A ffairs to the
three Canadian Commissioners .

We have always been interested in the evolution of the
various ad hoc UN operations into more permanent peace-keeping
machinery, but we recognize that this is still some years away .
Meanwhile the best we can do is to be adequately prepared and
suffioiently flexible to meet a UN request with the minimum of
delayp . In international peace-keeping, no two cases are the same ,
and close co-operation betweén civilian and military departments
is the only answer• What is the same in all cases, however, is
the calibre of the Canadian service personnel and the excellent
job they do even under extremely difficult circumstances, as is
the case in Laos and in Yemen . One of the prime reasons that
Canada has been asked time and again to help in these problems is
because of the high professional standards and ready adaptability
of the members of the Canadian armed services, and I should like
to Pay my tribute to theme As the Chief of Staff has already told
You, they make excellent ambassadors for Canada . Another reason
for our frequent selection fo'r this task is that by tacit consent ,
i the great _p owe,rs usually do not participate and the UN Secretary-
General looks to the ranks of the broadly respected middle powers
Ito fulfil this function •

The Commonwealth

To assist newer members of the Commonwealth in establishing
+a well-trained nucleus from which they can build their armed forces
to guarantee their own independencei we have undertaken a certain
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amount of military training& This training can take place
here in Canada or in the Commonwealth country concerned . The
most ambitious programme in Canada is the training of Nigerian
army, navy and air-force cadets, as well as some technical
personnel . Nigeria formally asked Canada for training aid in
1961 and the arrangements under which Canadian aid is provided
were formalized in a technical-assistance agreement on military
training signed in Lagos this year, Similar training has been
given to personnel from Trinidad and Tobago and we expect
arrangements to be made in the near future for the training of
cadets from Ghana ; and I have discussed only recently with
representatives of other governments in Africa similar processes
for them .

In Tune -1961, the Canadian Government agreed to a request
from Ghana to dispatch a team of approximately 30 officers and
men to assist the training of the officer corps and technicians
of Ghanats armed forces . This team arrived in late 1961 and now
serves at the military academy and training school, the air-force
training oentre and the air=force flying-training school . The
Canadian Armed Forces Training Team is led by a senior Canadian
officer who acts both as liaison officer between the Team and the
Ghanaian authorities and as military adviser to the Canadian High
Commissioner in Aocra •

The only equipment assistance that has been given to
!Commonwealth countries is the aid that has been provided by Canada
to India to assist that country in meeting the threat that has
developed from China on the northern border . Otherwise, Canadian
iexports of arms are effected by commercial transactions tightly
acontrolled and licensed to ensure that the arms are not sold to
countries .in areas where tension exists .

I have dealt at some length with the machinery of co-
operation between the Department of External Affairs and Department
'of National Defence because I want to make clear to the Oommittee
the close interrelationship that has developed and will continu e
to develop between foreign and defence policy, and to point up
how necessary is close co--operation between our military and
!civilian authorities. A prime example of this interrelationship
,is the National Defence College . This college was established
after World War II to give officers of the Canadian armed services,
tnembers of civilian government departments and from time to time
Tepresentatives from key industries an opportunity to work together
in examining global politicalt military and economic developments .
The students at the National Defence College are expected to hold
senior positions in later years in government departments and in
the armed services, and there is no doubt that the broadening
experience they receive at the National Defence College and the
chance to work together make them more useful in their future
careers . The College has a Commandant drawn from the armed services
and a directing staff made up of representatives from National Defence
and External Affairs. The Department of External Affairs i. responsible
for arranging, through the Canadian diplomatic missions abroad, for
the National Defence College to pay visits to various parts of the
world as part of its course of study .
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I should like to add that, this morning, before coming
here, I spent some time with the members of the NATO Defence
College, who are here in Canada as they have been in other NATO -member countries. This organization is predicated somewhat on
the experience of our own National Defence College . It similarly
hopes to emulate the Imperial Defence College . It is made up of
senior officers who come from all of the NATO countries and who
are in Canada to learn'about Canada, its problems, its foreign
and its defence policy .

Before I conclude my statement I wish to say something
to the Committee about the concern I have had for some time past
about the need to improve the oo-ordination and planning of
government foreign, eoonomic and defence policy . May I remind
you of what I said in another capacity in the House of Commons
last January 24 :

"One striking fact it seems to me in international. affairs
today is the interrelatedness of a nationts defence policy,
its foreign economic policy and its over-all policy. These
three areas, which in the past we have tended to look upon
separately, now must be considered all together . Indeed,
the continued nature of this interrelatedness has major
implications, as I see it, for our own foreign policy,
particularly in the area of planning and co-ordinating of
our own efforts and our own policies . Perhaps we should
be considering some alterations . Do we have over-all
planning and co-ordination of effort in the Government at
the present time which gives its total attention to a
particular problem in external relations and is continually
casting its eye up and down the radar screen looking for
problems in areas where Canada can exert an influence ?
The diplomatic influence and effectiveness of a nation is
a total process, a composite whole, in which our political
conduct, the state of our alliances, the amount of foreign
assistance which we give, our military power, our domestic
economic situation, operate all together . "

The Canadian Government is now oommitted to a national
eview of defence policy and to a NATO defence review which w ill
require the direct collaboration between the Departments of
External Affairs, Finance and National Defence . My colleagues
and I are now examining ways and means of improving inter-departmental--
to-.operation . Neither foreign policy nor defence policy can remain
atatio in the nuclear age and we must always be searching for
4mprovements to the policies and the ways they are carried out .s I said in January :

"We need to be constantly re-examining our foreign-policy
objectives, constantly querying the means by which these
objectives are carried out . Let us not exaggerate our
achievement, but let us bear in mind that in this difficult
period there must be stated goals of foreign policy care-
fully adhered to, respected by all branches of the çovernment,
the Defence Department as well as the Department of Ecternal
Affairs ."
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It has not been difficult throughout most of the post-
.war period to define the main goals of Canadian foreign policy .
we have been living under a massive threat from militan t
Communism in circumstances of Cold War which- robbed the United
Nations of its ability to perform its main peaee-keeping operations
under Article 43 of the Charter . Clearly, our f irst duty has been
to help maintain the peace through collective-security arrangements,
and this we have done through playing our f ull part in NATO and
NORAD consistent with our resources . It represents our contribu-
tion to the deterrent which has successfully kept a precariou s
peace while time and internal developments in the Communist world
could work towards a more stable basis for international relations .

In this same period of dangerous confrontation betwee n
major military alliances, we have worked steadfastly to reduce
and ultimately to bring under firm control the means for waging
annihilating major wars . This we have done through our active
?participation in New York and in Geneva in the work of successive
disarmament conferences, recognizing that there was no ultimate
security in an unrestricted arms race and that balanced, phased
disarmament was an alternative and less costly route to the same
end . Our support for an end of nuclear testing under adequate
safeguards and for limitations on the dissemination of nuclear
weapons should be seen as respectively qualitative and quantitative
controls aimed at reducing war-making capacity .

At the same time, and in this same period, there has been
an urgent need to improve the international means of dealing with
limited wars and regional disputes, and otherwise developing the
means for the peaceful settlement of potentially dangerous confliets .
Here our sapport for the United Nations both in its mediation
functions and in its peace-keeping roles has been the main vehicl e
or Canadian action .

It has been reasonably obvious up to now that the mai n
emphasis in our foreign and defence policies had to be on practical
measures of collective security since it would have been foolhardy
S.ndeed to rely excessively on the fragile international experiment
in international peace-keeping .

But the nature of the threat is in transition . Under the
brella of mutual deterrence, the major nations have been gropin g

towards a move civilized relationship . The contest will go on,
but its arena will be increasingly in the ideological and trade
,spheres, with much attention being paid to winning the support of
less-developed countries . In our anxiety to make our best contribu-
tion to international peace and stability the West-must not overlook
the second major force of instability in the world -- the gap
between the "have" and "have-not" nations, which unhappily is
paralleled also by the division of the world along colour lines .
Here the Commonwealth is a major instrument for peace at our ready
disposal and should be cherished and fostered, particularly through
technicai assistance and aid programmes .
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The new phase on which we may be embarking shortly
may offer new opportunities for developing the international
peace-keeping machinery envisaged in the Charter to replace
efforts in the field which have so far had to be aocomplished
by ad hoc improvisation . The problem for a country like Canada
will- Veo decide how much of our limited military resources to
put into the deterrent forces which will have to be maintained
for a long time to come and how much to devote to developing
international machinery for the preservation of peace, conscious
that such machinery probably represents the character of the
future ,
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