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The Honourable Mitchell Sharp,
Secretary of State for IExternal Affairs,
Interviewed by Charles "asserman
_ for CBC “Jeekend,
Sundav, February 27, 1971.

(The following is a transcript of the complete interview, some
portions of which were ommitted on air to fit the time available.)

Mr. Sharp, on Thursday we had a message from the President of
the United States concerning the state of the world. One

thing I noticed in it was a remark that the President felt

the need to reconcile within the Western alliance the tendency
towards autonomy and towards unity. “There does Canada stand

on this? Does it tend more towards autonomy within the alliance
or unity?

It's very difficult to answer this very precisely. In our
relations with the United States, for example, we ovpt for
autonony in general. And we also believe that it is important
that there should not be confrontation between blocs, that the
*Jest should not deal as a bloc with the Zast. that there should
be enough diversification and autonomy amongst the nmembers

of the alliances that we can deal with individual countries

on the other side of the Iron Curtain. 3Jo we place a good
deal of importance on autonomy. On the other hand, we
recognize that if we are going to pursue successfully a policy
of détente, that we have to act together. For example, in
relation to Germany. The Gerran Ostvolitik is very much in
our interest as Canadians, I believe, and therefore we want

to support the Germans, and therefore we must act together

with them and certainly not contrary to their desires at
the noment. :

Do you think the Ostpolitik of Chancellor Brandt is going in
the right direction as it's going now?

Yes., I was at.the NATO meeting after Tilly Brandt becane

the Chancellor, and there was a trenendous change. Up until
that time one had the impression that we were going to follow

a nolicy of confrontation. "Then "illy Brandt became Chancellor
and he began to talk about having discussions with the

Russians and the Poles and even with the German Democratic
Republic, one began to see the breaking of the old patterns

and sorme hope that the present impasse in Europe would rot
cont.inue indefinitely. So, we in Canada who had been advocating
a policy of détente for sorie time, found ourselves supported
very strongly and in a position in turn to support the Germans.

In studying the mnessage of President llixon, I seem to discover
a certain contradiction in that he also spoke favourably of
the Ostpolitik but at the same time seemed to be worried

that Chancellor Brandt would be forced by some domestic
political events to give away more than the alliance in the
"lest would like. Do you feel that that's a danger?
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I don't mvself share these preoccuvations. It seems to me
that the German CGovernment policy which Chancellor Brandt
has advocated is based firmly upon Germany being a menmber
of the {Jestern alliance. 7You know, Chancellor Brandt has
said many times that he doesn't agree with the old German
policy of ascendency in Europe and so on, that he wants to
be a member of a strong Wlestern alliance and a Western cormunity,
and that that is one very solid part of his policy. The
other is to use this base in orcer to try to promote better
relations with the East and particularly to breal: the old
patterns that seemed to result in an endless round of
hostility and confrontations.

Jould you say that perhaps those contradictory things one
finds in the Nixon message indicate some kind of a concern
in Washington that the initiative in East-'Test relations
might be taken away from there and be taken up in Bonn?

I didn't detect that. lo, I read those sections of the
message that the President put forward, and he seered to ne
to welcome some independence and greater strength in Europe.

At the same time, though...

Yes, he was also a bit concerned that there niight be some
leadership being given in Europe that might be contrary
to the interests of the United States. ;

ell, right...

That is natural enough. The leadership of the United States
in the world has been questioned, just as the leadership of
Germany in Europe was questioned at one time. And it is a
very nice balance that has to be struck. However, ny reading
of recent events is that there is beginning to be a better
balance between Europe and America and...

But there are some people in America, that is in 'Jashington,
who don't seem to like that very nuch.

“lell, maybe there are, but we, as Canadians, rather lile it.
After all, we had ourselves been advocating ruch the same
policy. 'e had said, the time had come for Lurope to tale

a nuch larger share of the burden of defence in Zurope, that

ve still wanted to play a part, and it wasn't that we were
withdrawing but simply that there was reason for a reassessment
of the respective burdens. And this has been the same message
of President llixon.

In this reshuffling, let's cay, of the alliance could you
cay that Canada is tending nore towards Europe?

Yes. It's very difficult to cdefine terns here. As far as
Canada is concerned we recognize that if we are not roing to
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be dominated by the United States culturally, economicallv and
so on, that we must encourage relationships with other countries.
And Europe is an obvious area. DELurope itself is uniting, is
beconing stronger, we have opportunities for trade. our veople
come in general from Lurope, there’s an opportunity for exchange
of culture, information, and so on. So that we loo!r upon

our contacts with Zurope as a means of counterbalancing the
United States. On the other hand, when it comes to the

defence of Europe, we also believe that it is right that

there should be a reassessment of the respective burdens

and that Canada should be able to transfer more of its effort
over to the llorth American wing of the lorth Atlantic Alliance,
rather than on the spot in Europe, althouch our presence

there is very important, as you lnow. The fact that we

decided to stay in Europe was far more inmportant than the
number of troops.

Yet, in talking to some of your counterparts in the NATO
Alliance in Lurope, I gained the impression that at one tine,
perhaps a year and a half ago, the feeling was going around
that Canada was pulling out.

Yes, well I think that has now been corrected. You know, this
Governnient decided they were going to have a fundamental look
at Canadian foreign policy and defence policy. And that we
undertool:. Very few countries are prepared to say: ''Here

is our defence and foreign policy, what do you thin!: about it?”
And we started and we looked at every aspect of it. 'e said:
"Could we be neutral? Could we be non-aligned? Could we

get along just with an alliance with the United States?

Could we get along if we were in the alliance without any
troops in being in Curope?" And we rejected all of those.

And we came out in favour of continuing in an alliance with
the United States in NATO and with troops, although a smaller
number, in Durope. llow, having done that, we were a much
rmore loyal and dependable member of the alliance than if all
these questions were continuing to be raised.

After this reappraisal of Canadian foreign policy--if I asked
vou to surmarize your actual position after the reappraisal,
how would you put it?

I thin!: that the big change that has taken place is in how
we look at our foreign policy. I'm conscious of the fact
that before the review had been made many Canadians were
saying: "Jell, what is Canada's role in the world?" As

a result of the foreign policy review and of the various
assessnents that have been made subsequently, people are now
saying: #llo, how do we best promote Canadian interests in
the world?® If in the course of that we have a role to play,
that's incidental. It isn't the purpose of our foreign policy
to be the linl: between Zurope and America or the conciliator
or the cormpromiser or the fixer....
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It is not...”?

It isn't. No. Right. Our purpose, as is the purpose of

the 'United States, of France, of Britain, of Germany, of

any other country you can think of, to promote the national
objectives of Canadians. That isn‘'t a selfish policy.

That just is what it is. Those national objectives might be
very magnaninmous such as more aid to developing countries,
but that is a national objective. We're not in that in order
to be good fellows in the world, we're in that to promote

what we consider to be one of the objectives that Canadians
share.,

Nlow this involves a continued membership in NATO, though at
a reduced level?

That *s right.

Does this also mean that Canada will nake some kind of an
effort of an association or affiliation with the Zuropean
Corzion lMarket?

I don't think that we will apply, for example, for associate
nembership as some countries have. One of the reasons for
this is that we are very concerned about this growth of
another preferential area around LEurope. ‘e're not so

much concerned about the fact that Britain and Norway and
Denmark and Ireland join the Cormon llarket as full members.
“le are concerned that there are a number of other countries
that haven't taken on all the obligations of membership that
are going to be associated in a preferential arrangement,
not only neutral countries in ZSurope but countries along
the lMediterranean and so on. And what we see energing

is a preferential area that will appear to be directed
against the rest of the world, and in particular against

the United States and ourselves.

So here our interests run rather parallel with the United
States? On this particular question.

They do. On that particular question alrost exactly parallel.

Does that male...?

“Tell perhaps I ought to go on and sav, however, what we have
been saying to both the Europeans and to the Anericans is:
for goodness sakes, don't get into a trade war. Eecause the
Americans don't like the preferential arcas and the Zuropeans
say, well the Americans are going isolationist, or are going
protectionist. ™'e say, you know, there are too manyv common
interests at stake here, in thrc llorth Atlantic wrorld, to
allow that sort of a trade confrontation. It would be very
sterile and very destructive. So that before that begins,
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for goodness' sakes get together and let's have a tall:.
So,l've been...passing on this message wherever I can.

Is there a danger that Canada will get caught in a squeeze?

It could be, and that's one of the reasons--in order to
illustrate my point, the reason that we are taliing an active
role in promoting good trade relaztions between Europe and
America anc trying to avoid a trade war is not only because
that's good for the world, but it's because Canadians have

a very special interest in it, since we woulcd be the country
nost liltely to get caught in the squeeze.

How about a better understanding between Canada and Zastern

Europe--the Soviet Union, on that same basis of better irade
and better relations?

Yes, this is proceeding apace. The trade with Zastern

Europe is building up. 'Je now have trade agreements with
practically allthe Lastern Zuropean countries. I think our
trade is probably developing most quickly with Yugoslavia,
which is an interesting case because that's a country that

is non-aligned but is a Communist country of a particular
¢ind. The Prime llinister is going to the Soviet Union--the
first time that a Prime Illinister has gone to the Soviet Union
from Canada. I was in Yugoslavia and Romania--made the first
trip as a Canadian Foreign ilinister to Romania. "e're building
up our trade with Poland and Czechoslovakia. These relations
would have developed, of course, much more rapidly if it
hadn't been for the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovalia.

Right.
Along with the Poles ancd others.

letve lost the chance of selling the Romanians an atomic
reactor, haven‘t we?

I'm not sure. They have vostporned the decision.

Cne had the feeling there that perhaps the Soviets hacd
applied some pressure.

Maybe. llaybe, butthe Romanians have said, well, this is
Just a postponenent, and we're still hoping that we can.

Mr. Sharp, why do we not have Zmbassies in Bulgaria and
Romania, although these two countries have representations
in Ottawa?

Tell, I've been firhting for a little more rnoney for ny
Departnent. And we have gone through a period of very
serious curtailment of Government expenditures, ancd since
the Department of Zxternal Affairs couldn't escape, and
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nost of our expencitures are on personnel, we had to close

some offices. ™le're gradually, however, beginning to move

out again. "e've established, of course, an Imbassy in

Peking, and I expect there'll be one or two early announcenents.
le have to have a strict order of priority, however. e

don't want to open offices everywhere just for the form,

but I expect that, within the next few years, we will have

to extend our representation in Eastern Europe, and should.

You mentioned establishing an Embassy in China. Uow, does

that generally...can that be interpreted as an increasing
interest in the Far Last?

Yes it does. It represents,of course, first of all, a
diplomatic initiative on Canada's part. 'Te believed that it
is not in the interests of the world to isolate Peking. MNow
I know, and most people know, that Peking to some extent

has isolated itself, but when wre saw an opportunity of moving
to establish relations and to help them get into the United
Nations,we felt we should. It is part of our policy to
recognize governnents not on the basis of whether we agree
with their policies, but on the basis of whether they are

the government of the area, and there could be no question
about it that Peking had a greater claim to be the government
of China than did the government at Taiwan. So, this was

the first reason. The second reason was our growing interest
in the Pacific. You know, Japan is now our third trading
partner, and we're having closer and closer relations with
Southeast Asia and South Asia, but the big gap in between

was China where we were...where we recognized a government
that didn't exercise sovereignty over many of the Chinese
people.

Southeast Asia. ‘That's your reaction to the developments

in this area, particularly as the liinister responsible for

a Department that is involved in this area_in the International
Control Cormission? 'hat do you think of Laos for instance?

As a member of the International Control Commission, we have

been trying for some months to get the cormission to investigate
the complaints that had been made by the Royal Laotian Government
about invasion of Laos. And we've been completely unsuccessful.

As a result of the refusal of the Polish and Indian fovernments
to do anything or...7 -

Yes, ves they would. Yes, they refused to take any action
at all. “Then the South Vietnamese invaded Laos we raisec
the question again, and we said, well now let's investigate
all these complaints, and we're talking vith the Indians

and the Poles, and I can't be very optinistic about it,
however. llevertheless, I believe it is necessary to proceec
with this initiative because if we cannot carry out this
nandate, which is to observe the breaches of the ceasefire,
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then what is it all about? Ioreover, how seriously can you
tale the efforts that are being made to try to protect the
sovereignty of Laos and Carbedia? So, while as I say, e
haven't had very much success so far, we are persisting.

And parallel with this are, of course, the other ideas of
trving to get the CGeneva powers to meet acain. and generally
we're in favour of that, but as a nember of the I.C.C. vre
say we have a primary responsibility. and that is to see

i we can't gct the facts.

Can the Covernment of Canadabring any pressure to bear
on “Jashington not to extend the viar in Indochina?

I don't think any more pressure than anyone else. e

have said publicly, and we've expressed the same views to
the Government of the United States, that every effort
should be made to end the var in Indochina, and I rmust say
that since President Nixon took office there has been a

very substantial reduction in the American involveuent, and
if there is any justification for the invasion of Cambodia
and Laos, not by the Americans in the case of Laos, but by
the South Vietnamese, it is that it's a protection to the
f£lanl: of the Americans as they are withdrawing, because 1'n
satisfied that President Nixon does want to get the Americans
out of Viet Nam if he possibly can.

 But the invasion of Laos as such cannot be approved of, I

don't think. Do you feel that?

o. llo, I don't think that the jinvasion of Laos by the

lNorth Vietnamese or the South Vietnanmese can be. It seemns

to re that the situation there is not improving in the whole

of Indochina. All that is improving is the American participation
which is being reduced, and that is an improverient. But that

area will have to decide its own future, and providing it

ijs left to decide its own future,then I don't think that ve

can complain or that we should try to intervene. 17 outside
powers intervene, that's a different matter.

In the !idddle Zast, Iir. Sharp, things are arain at the point
where an explosion night start any time., If itis to be
oreventecd and if there's to be any lind of United llations
action there would Canada be willing to participate in the
United llations force in the licdle mast?

Yes, in principle we would. "fe are convinced, however,

after our experience in the liiddle Zast and in Indochina,

and in Cyprus and so on, that it is most important that the
terns of reference of any peaceleeping force be very clearly
stated. Otherwise, the peacelieeping force cannot fulfil

its purpose or it beconies not a contribution to peace but
potentially a detriment. That is, it may result in unnecessary
delays in the reaching of a settlement, or on the other hand,
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its presence, being uncertain, results in increased uncertainty .
about the prospects for peace or of a truce. So we believe,

in the interests of the world, not only in our own interests,

that the next time that anv peacekeeping forces are established,
the rules of the game should be very clearly stated in advance--
know exactly what we're to do, how long, uncer what circumstances
we can withdraw, and that that is agreed to by both sides. not
just by one side. : '

If the terms of reference are clear, Canada would participate?

Yes, we would. Yes, we've made this quite clear. And the
same is true in Indochina. WYe would again, providing we
didn't have to go through this farce.

It was a farce?
Oh yes, I think it was.

You're going to Africa at the end of this week. 'hat is
the purpose? '

This is the first visit of a Secretary of State for External
Affairs for Canada to any part of Africa. This is in response
to invitations from the countries that I'm visiting and in
return for visits from their Ministers and Heads of State, in
some cases. I'm visiting both Eastern Africa and "Jestern
Africa. I hope to go to Céte d'Ivoire, Congo (Kinshasa),
Nigeria, Tanzania, and Zambia. e have, as vou know, been
stepping up our aid in Africa quite substantially. Not only
in the Commonwealth Countries of Africa--the former British
colonies--but also in Francophone Africa where our projects

and so on are comparable in importance with those in English-
speaking Africa. So, this is an opportunity to show our
interest in these countries, to observe first-hand what we're
doing, and to make personal contact with some of their leading
people,

Is this part of the foreign policy of self-interest that
Canada has...?

Yes, this is a very jnteresting aspect of it. People say:

Wny Francophone Africa? '’hy this increased interest?

*Tell, it's obviously because there is a very substantial

part of the Canadian people who can associate themselves with
Francoohone Africa more readily than they can with Anglophone
Africa. So this gives a point of contact. It makes foreign
policy ruch more real to French-speaking Canadians than if

we don't have those contacts, and we've joined this Francophone
Agence de coopération and so on. And this shows the very ’
close relationship between dorestic policy, which is directed
to the creation of a genuinelv bilingual country vhere
Fnglish- and-French-speaking people co-operate within a
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single state, and the relation between that and the fact
that our foreign policy and all its projections must also
reflect our interest in French-speaking as well as English-
speaking countries.

Jill you be talking to the people of the countries that
you visit about the British arms sales to South Africa?

Oh, inevitably. I'm sure that it will be probably the first
point of discussion with their Foreign Ministers and other
officials. :

Do you think the Commonwealth Committee will continue to
operate?

I can't be very optimistic at the present time. The other
day when Nigeria indicated that it didn't intend to be there,
T said that we were not withdrawing, but the canvass that

has been made of the other countries doesn't indicate very
much enthusiasm for going ahead. As yet we haven't abanconed
hope, but I can't be very optimistic at the present time.

I think this is a great pity because this cormittee might
have been able to look not just at that particular question
of arms sales by Britain or any other country--other countries -
are supplying arms too--but, not only at that question,
but what happens in Southern Africa. You know, after all,
suppose the British don't send any arms to South Africa.
The problem is still there.

Right.

And as our Prime Minister said one day in Singapore, surely
it's in everyone's interest to avoid creating another Viet
Nam in Southern Africa. DMNow this is a common interest we
all have, as Commonwealth countries. We're a microcosn of
the world, and the great advantage of the Commorwealth is that
we can sit down and talk one to another without having our
speeches reproduced. You know, this is what it's all about,
and if we can't deal with those issues, the Commonwealth
doesn't have the kind of meaning that we think it should have.
So this committee could have, we believe, and perhaps still
can perform some function, but the problem is still there.

- And it won't go away?

It won't go away. And therefore if we can't sit down and
talk rationally about that problem, then we're, you know,
we're missing a great opportunity.

By and large, Mr. Sharp, do you think that Canada's role in
international affairs will increase or remain the same?
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Increase, inevitably, as the world grows smaller, and as

our trade, and our tourism, and our cultural contacts increase.
I think that even though we're not relatively as important

as we were at the end of the Second 'Jorld "Jare when we

emerged as one of the countries that was relatively unscathec,
while our European allies were destroyed and Javan was
destroyed, and so on, we're now absolutely very much more
important than we were then, and we have many, many more
contacts. So I think that foreign policy is going to

become an even more active interest for Canadians than ever
before.

President Nixon's message goes through just about the whole
world, or all the crisis points anyway, but it doesn't include
Canada. How do vou feel about that?

Oh, I thinlk rather relieved. It means thev're rot trving

to push us about. 7"e're being left to make our owm decisions,
and they're not apparently concerned to push us in any
direction or another. I'm not really too concerned about the
fact that he doesn't consider us so worrysome as to have to
nale reference to us. On the whole I believe that we do
better in the development of our policy when we can work
independently of the United States and not under some sort

of general policy that the Americans think is suitable to

us. So our whole...I rather like it, except for one thing,
and that is that in trade the Americans understand the
importance of Canada, and in the sections dealing with trade,
then we get a very prominent part. But in the political
issues, we're apparently not, of course, a source of great
concern to them. On the other hand, they con't seem to feel
it necessary to lay down any general directions for the
pursuit of our policy.

This is not to be read as an indication that they thinl: that
we're the next...the 51lst state?

"o, I don't think so. lio, I never interpret it this way.

I believe that, vou know, after all our nolicy has been

very independent of the United States recently. The fact

that they haven't made any mention of the fact that we have
recognized China can be read either one of two ways. Zither
that they weren't too rnuch concerned about it, or alternatively.
well, that's the Canadians!' .policy and that's up to then to
defend, not for us to say anything about.

So you feel there's a certain respect in "'ashington for
Ottawa and its ways®?

Ch, I think so. A growing respect. Our relations with the
Americans, I think., arc on a very cound footing now. 'le are
recognized as being veople vho speals our mind vhen it's
necessary but not people that go around berating the Americans
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on every occasion, but people who have their own independent
point of view, reasonable but firm people who don't like
being pushed about. So that's the wav I like it.

Fine. Thank you.




