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INTRODUCTION

Les préoccupations suscitées par la guerre froide continuent de dominer la
politique étrangére canadienne en 1959, mais I’année marque aussi un moment de
détente avant la repnse des hostilités en 1960-1962. La démission, en avril, du
secrétaire d’Etat américain, John Foster Dulles, semble marquer le début d’un
assouplissement. Les fonctionnaires du ministere des Affaires extérieures se
réjouissent de la visite aux Etats-Unis, en septembre, du premier secrétaire
soviétique, Nikita Khroushtchev, et de I’ « esprit de Camp David » auquel elle donne
lieu. En effet, les hauts responsables du Ministére craignent surtout que les
Américains n’attachent pas assez d’importance a la nécessité de maintenir le climat
de détente (document 345). C’est aussi en 1959 que les réserves exprimées au sujet
de nombreux aspects de la politique américaine, qui s’amp]iﬁeront au cours des
prochaines années, se manifestent clairement pour la premicre fois. Sur ce point, la
nomination de Howard Green au poste de secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures,
en juin (apres le déces soudain de Sidney Smith en mars) marque un tournant
important. De prime abord, cette nomination revét un caractere inhabituel : bien qu’il
soit un politicien chevronné, bénéficiant de la pleine confiance du premier ministre
John Diefenbaker, Green n’a a peu prés aucune expérience des affaires
internationales. Les journalistes ont d’ailleurs vite fait de souligner que Green n’a pas
quitté I’ Amérique du Nord depuis son service militaire pendant la Premiére Guerre
mondiale. Toutefois, le nouveau ministre se taille rapidement une place sur la scéne
internationale. En septembre, il prononce une allocution a I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies et, en octobre, il se rend en Europe : d’abord a Paris, pour rencontrer le
président Charles de Gaulle et le ministre frangais des Affaires étrangéres, Maurice
Couve de Murville (documents 329-331); puis a Londres, pour s’entretenir avec le
premier ministre britannique, Harold Macmillan.

Deés les premiers mois de son mandat, le ministre Green décide que le
désarmement et les effets des radiations nucléaires doivent figurer en téte des
priorités canadiennes, ce qui conduira aux controverses ultérieures sur I’acquisition
d’armes nucléaires. L’arrivée de Green et les nouvelles orientations qu’il donne a la
politique suscitent des sentiments mitigés parmi les fonctionnaires du ministére des
Affaires extérieures, mais les réactions sont généralement favorables. L’ambassadeur
du Canada a Washington, Arnold Heeney, estime que « Green, homme simple et des
plus ameénes, est un naif dans I’aréne internationale et, qui plus est, un homme
obstiné et enclin 2 une sorte d’isolationnisme pacifique'. » Pour sa part, le
représentant permanent du Canada auprés des Nations Unies, Charles Ritchie, est
d’avis que « ceux qui ne voient dans le nouveau ministre qu’un Canadien charmant et
docile se trompent énormément. Il s’agit d’un politicien trés avisé qui, de plus, fait
preuve d’une détermination admirable dans la poursuite d’objectifs auxquels il croit

' Amnold Heeney, The Things That Are Caesar’s: Memoirs of a Canadian Public Servant, publié sous la
direction de Brian D. Heeney (University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1972), p. 162; italique conforme a
I’original anglais.



INTRODUCTION

Cold War concerns continued to dominate Canadian foreign policy during 1959,
but the year was notable as a temporary thaw before the heightening of hostilities in
1960-62. The resignation of John Foster Dulles as American Secretary of State in
April seemed to mark the beginning of a more relaxed era. Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev’s September visit to the United States and the resulting “spirit of Camp
David” were welcomed by members of the Department of External Affairs. Indeed,
the main concern of senior officials was that the Americans might not attach enough
importance to maintaining détente (Document 345). The reservations about many
aspects of American policy which would become ever more pronounced in the next
few years first clearly manifested themselves in 1959. In this regard, the appointment
of Howard Green as Secretary of State for External Affairs in June (following the
sudden death of Sidney Smith in March) marked an important turning-point. Green at
first appeared an unusual choice for this post: though an extremely experienced
politician who possessed Prime Minister John Diefenbaker’s full confidence, he had
little direct experience of the wider world. As journalists were quick to point out, he
had not travelled outside North America since his service in the First World War.
However, Green lost no time in establishing himself as a presence on the
international scene. He made an address to the United Nations General Assembly in
September, and in October he travelled to Europe, meeting with French President
Charles de Gaulle and Foreign Minister Maurice Couve de Murville in Paris
(Documents 329-331) and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan in London.

In his first few months as minister, Green decided that disarmament and the effects
of nuclear radiation were two issues Canada should make its own, thus setting the
stage for later controversies about the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Responses to
Green and his agenda among members of the Department of External Affairs were
mixed, but on the whole favourable. The Canadian ambassador in Washington,
Amold Heeney, considered that “Green, the most pleasant of good simple men, is an
innocent abroad, and what is more, obstinate and underneath inclined to a sort of
pacific-isolationism.”' On the other hand, Charles Ritchie, Canada’s representative at
the United Nations, observed, "Those who think that they have got a nice tame
Canadian in the new Minister are very much mistaken. He is a very shrewd
politician. He is also admirable in his pursuit of objectives in which he tenaciously
believes, particularly in the field of disarmament.” Basil Robinson, who acted as
liaison between External Affairs and the Prime Minister, conceded that Green was
sometimes “naive” and “stubborn,” but the new minister was also “serious and hard
working and he knew how to make use of his department.” Given the lack of
“creative, resourceful” leadership in foreign policy from Diefenbaker, “the

' Amold Heeney, The Things That Are Caesar's: Memoirs of a Canadian Public Servant, ed. Brian D. Heeney
) (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1972), p. 162. Emphasis in original.
Charles Ritchie, Diplomatic Passport: More Undiplomatic Diaries, 1946-1962 (Toronto: Macmillan, 1981),
pp. 162-63.
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résolument, notamment en ce qui concerne le désarmement’. » Basil Robinson,
chargé de la liaison entre les Affaires extérieures et le premier ministre, concéde,
quant a lui, que Green se montre parfois « naif » et « obstiné », mais le nouveau
ministre est également « sérieux et dur a la tiche » et « sait comment mettre son
ministére A contribution ». Etant donné le manque « de créativité et d’ingéniosité »
des directives venant de Diefenbaker en matiere de politique étranggre, « le Ministére
était d’autant plus dispos€ a adhérer aux orientations de Green, méme si son champs
d’intérét semblait plutdt limité. Au moins, on était ici en présence d’un ministre qui
savait ce qu’il voulait, et ses relations avec le prermer mlmstre étaient assez solides
pour lui permettre de poursuivre le chemin qu’il s’était tracé’.

Lors de la quatorziéme session de 1’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies, la
délégation canadienne lance une initiative importante axée sur la collecte et ’analyse
systématiques de données sur les radiations atomiques afin de mieux en comprendre
les effets. Au terme de longues négociations menées en coulisses, 1a résolution 1376
(XIV) est finalement adoptée. Le Canada joue également un réle important dans
d’autres dossiers, notamment celui des élections au Conseil de sécurité, qui donnent
lieu a des tractations particulierement houleuses. Avant le début de la quatorzieme
session, 1I’Afrique du Sud exerce des pressions pour que le Canada appuie sa
candidature 2 un siege au Conseil de sécurité, en qualité de représentante du
Commonwealth. Conscient du fait que les membres asiatiques et les autres membres
africains du Commonwealth s’opposeront a ce projet, le Canada parvient a
convaincre I’ Afrique du Sud de retirer sa candidature au profit de Ceylan Le Canada
appuie également 1’€lection de la Pologne au Conseil de sécurité, méme si les Etats-
Unis et la Grande-Bretagne penchent fortement pour la Turquie. Au Cabinet, Green
dénonce sans ambages les pressions exercées par les Américains en faveur de la
Turquie, qui constituent, selon lui, une « manceuvre répondant aux impératifs de la
guerre froide (...), contre-indiquée dans la situation actuelle » (document 6). Etant
donné I’impossibilité de s’entendre, méme aprés 52 tours de scrutin, une coalition de
pays, dont le Canada, prend a tiche de négocier un compromis : la Turquie et la
Pologne acceptent de se partager le siége vacant, la Pologne devant ensuite y
renoncer en 1960, en faveur de la Turquie.

La position défendue par Green lors de 1’élection au Conseil de sécurité montre sa
détermination a ce que le Canada ne soit pas percu comme un satellite des Etats-Unis.
Le premier ministre affiche la méme détermination, ce qui meénera ultérieurement a
de profondes divergences, notamment au sujet de la défense et de la question
nucléaire. On peut déja deviner les signes avant-coureurs de 1’orage lorsque le
Cabinet oppose son veto au déploiement de 1’opération Skyhawk, premier grand
exercice de défense aérienne organisé depuis la création du NORAD et résultat d’un
travail de planification trés poussé mené pendant de mombreux mois par les
responsables militaires. Aprés que I’ambassadeur des Etats-Unis au Canada, Richard

E Charles Ritchie, Diplomatic Passport: More Undiplomatic Diaries, 1946-1962 (Macmillan, Toronto, 1981),
pp- 1622 163.
*H. Basil Robinson, Diefenbaker’s World: A Populist in Foreign Affairs (University of Toronto Press,
Toronto, 1989), p. 103.
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department was all the more likely to respond to Green, even if his field of interest
appeared to be narrow. At last here was a minister who knew where he wanted to go,
and whose relationship with the prime minister was solid enough to permit him to
follow the trail he had marked out.™

During the fourteenth session of the General Assembly, the Canadian Delegation
launched an important initiative on atomic radiation, calling for more systematic
collection and analysis of data, in order to better understand the biological effects.
After considerable behind-the-scenes negotiation, resolution 1376 (XIV) was passed.
Among other United Nations issues in which Canada played an important role, the
Security Council elections proved especially contentious. Before the fourteenth
session began, South Africa lobbied Canada to support its candidature for the
Commonwealth seat on the Security Council. Recognizing that the Asian and other
African Commonwealth members would oppose this, Canada successfully convinced
South Africa to withdraw in favour of Ceylon. Canada also supported Poland’s
election to the Council, even though the United States and Britain strongly preferred
Turkey. In Cabinet, Green curtly dismissed American lobbying in favour of Turkey
as a “cold war manoeuvre ... undesirable under present conditions” (Document 6).
After 52 inconclusive ballots, a coalition of nations, including Canada, intervened to
negotiate a compromise: Turkey and Poland agreed to split the seat, with Poland
resigning in 1960 in favour of Turkey.

Green’s stand on the Security Council election showed his determination that
Canada not be perceived as an American satellite. This determination was shared by
the Prime Minister, and it would lead to serious conflicts, particularly on defence and
nuclear issues. A strong hint of future problems came when Cabinet vetoed the
staging of Operation Skyhawk, the first major air defence operation scheduled since
the inception of NORAD and an exercise which had been exhaustively planned by
military officials for many months. After the United States Ambassador, Richard
Wigglesworth, informed Diefenbaker that Washington officials were “mad as hell”
(Document 204) about the Canadian decision, President Dwight Eisenhower
intervened personally in the dispute and asked his Canadian counterpart to authorize
the staging of Skyhawk. Cabinet remained resolute, however, and refused to
reconsider its position.

Trouble also loomed when the United States formally requested that ongoing
negotiations in military channels to allow the storage of nuclear weapons at leased
bases in Canada be swiftly concluded with a formal diplomatic agreement. In
preparation for the second meeting of the Canada-United States Ministerial
Committee on Joint Defence, to be held at camp David in November 1959, Under-
Secretary of State for External Affairs Norman Robertson emphasized the importance

*H. Basil Robinson, Diefenbaker’s World: A Populist in Foreign Affairs (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1989), p. 103.
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Wigglesworth, eut informé Diefenbaker que les dirigeants de Washington sont
« absolument furieux » (document 204) a la suite de la décision du Canada, le
président Dwight Eisenhower intervient personnellement dans le dossier pour
demander a son pendant canadien d’autoriser I’opération Skyhawk. Le Cabinet se
montre toutefois inflexible et refuse de reconsidérer sa décision.

Les relations s’assombrissent encore davantage lorsque les Etats-Unis demandent
formellement que soient accélérées les négociations en cours entre les instances
militaires afin qu’on puisse aboutir & un accord diplomatique officiel autorisant le
stockage d’armes nucléaires dans des bases louées a bail au Canada. En prévision de
la deuxieéme réunion du Comité ministériel Canada-Etats-Unis chargé de la défense
commune, qui doit se tenir 8 Camp David en novembre 1959, le sous-secrétaire
d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures, Norman Robertson, insiste sur 1’ 1mportance de
conclure un tel accord, notamment en raison des « graves répercussions’ » que
I’échec des négociations pourrait avoir sur les relations entre les deux pays. En 1959,
la fourniture d’armes nucl€éaires aux forces armées est au centre du débat nucléaire au
Canada, et cette question jouera ultérieurement un rdle crucial dans la défaite du
gouvernement conservateur. En mai, Washington recommande que les deux
gouvernements procédent a un échange de notes sur les conditions régissant
I’acquisition d’armes nucléaires par le Canada; au début de décembre, les
fonctionnaires canadiens a Ottawa ont déja rédigé un projet d’entente (document
191). Toutefois, au grand dam du ministre de la Défense natlonale, George Pearkes,
le ministre Green n’avait rien fait 2 la fin de I’année 1959". » Dés janvier 1960, les
divergences entre les deux ministres sur cette question se creusent et leurs relations
s’enveniment.

Alors que les relations de défense canado-américaines en 1959 se caractérisent par
des dossiers complexes et de plus en plus controversés, on constate en revanche une
amélioration marquée des rapports économiques cette année-13, et ce, dans plusieurs
domaines. Les fonctionnaires canadiens craignent d’abord que leurs efforts en vue
d’infléchir la politique restrictive de Washington relativement aux importations de
pétrole brut se soldent par un « échec a peu preés total » (document 235), mais les
producteurs canadiens recoivent éventuellement une exemption vis-a-vis les
restrictions a I'importation des Etats-Unis. Par ailleurs, les négociateurs canadiens
parviennent a conclure un nouvel accord sur I'uranium avec la Commission de
I’énergie atomique des Etats-Unis, et les négociations sur le fleuve Colombia, qui
trainent en longueur, franchissent un cap important : au cours de ’année, la
Commission mixte internationale rédige et adopte une déclaration de principe sur la
répartition des bienfaits découlant de I’exploitation du potentiel hydro-€électrique du
Colombia. Enfin, les deux pays réussissent également a s’entendre sur un projet
d’accord relatif au partage des marchés publics en matiére de production de défense.
Comme le programme de fabrication de I’intercepteur CF-105 (Avro Arrow) a été
abandonné en février, le nouvel accord revét une importance cruciale pour le secteur
canadien de la haute technologie.

: Note manuscrite a I’intention du Ministre, 23 octobre 1959, MAE 50309-A-40.
Robinson, Diefenbaker’s World, p. 114.
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of concluding these arrangements by noting the “serious repercussions’ that failure
to secure an agreement would have on Canadian-American relations. The key nuclear
weapons question for Canada in 1959 — which eventually played a pivotal role in
the Conservative government’s downfall — was the provision of nuclear weapons to
Canadian forces. In May, Washington recommended that the two governments
should exchange notes on the conditions governing Canada’s acquisition of nuclear
weapons, and by early December, officials in Ottawa had drafted a proposal
(Document 191). However, to the dismay of National Defence Minister George
Pearkes, Green took no action on it.’ Beginning in January 1960, the disagreements
between the two ministers on this issue would become ever more marked and bitter.

If the Canada-US defence agenda was crowded with an array of complex and
increasingly contentious items, economic relations between the two countries in 1959
showed a remarkable improvement in several fields. Although Canadian officials
initially worried that their attempts to alter Washington’s tough policy on crude oil
imports were a “virtually complete failure” (Document 235), Canadian oil producers
eventually received an exemption from American import restrictions. Canadian
negotiators succeeded in forging a new agreement on uranium with the United States
Atomic Energy Commission, and a significant milestone was reached in the
protracted Columbia River negotiations: by the end of 1959, the International Joint
Commission had hammered out an agreed statement of principles for determining
and apportioning benefits from the cooperative development of power resources
along the Columbia. Finally, a draft agreement on the sharing of defence production
contracts was also produced by the end of the year. This agreement was of critical
importance to the Canadian high technology sector in the wake of the cancellation of
the CF-105 interceptor (Avro Arrow) programme in February.

In relations with the Communist bloc, the major focus was naturally on détente.
Canadians were highly gratified when the brief, unplanned visit of Soviet Deputy
Premier Anastas Mikoyan to Halifax proved to be an occasion of memorable
informality, warmth, and friendliness (Document 351). There was a general readiness
to promote cultural exchanges and visits, although in the case of the Soviet Union
Canada lagged well behind the US and UK in formal cultural relations. Sidney
Smith’s decision to permit a visit by the Peking Opera Company marked a significant
departure in policy. This was the first such visit to North America by performers
from the People’s Republic of China, and Norman Robertson noted that it “could be
considered as part of a policy of proceeding by gradual steps toward eventual
recognition” of the People’s Republic (Document 453). In trade relations, too, the
outlook was generally optimistic. Negotiations for the renewal of the 1956 trade
agreement with the USSR continued throughout the year, and despite controversies
about the application of Canadian anti-dumping regulations to Chinese goods, at the

: Unprinted Memorandum for the Minister, October 23, 1959, DEA 50309-A-40.
Robinson, Diefenbaker's World, 114.
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Dans les relations avec le bloc communiste, on met bien siir I’accent sur la détente.
Les Canadiens se montrent ravis de la visite bréve et imprévue du vice-premier
secrétaire de I’'Union soviétique, Anastase Mikoyan, a Halifax, laquelle s’avere une
rencontre mémorable par son caractére informel, chaleureux et amical (document
351). Les deux pays sont généralement disposés a favoriser les échanges culturels et
les visites, mais le Canada accuse un retard important par rapport aux Etats-Unis et
au Royaume-Uni en ce qui a trait aux relations culturelles officielles avec I’Union
soviétique. La décision de Sydney Smith d’autoriser la venue au Canada de I’Opéra
de Pékin marque a cet égard un changement d’orientation important. Il s’ agit de la
premiére visite du genre, en Amérique du Nord, d’artistes de la République populaire
de Chine (RPC). Pour Norman Robertson, « cette décision s’inscrit dans une
démarche progressive qui doit éventuellement mener 4 la reconnaissance » de la RPC
(document 453). Un vent d’optimisme souffle également sur les relations
commerciales. Les négociations sur la reconduction de I’accord commercial de 1956
avec I’Union soviétique se poursuivent tout au long de I’année. Malgré la controverse
que suscitent les mesures antidumping adoptées par le Canada a ’encontre des
importations chinoises, on peut entrevoir a la fin de 1959 des signes trés prometteurs
quant a I’avenir des relations commerciales entre les deux pays (document 452).

Par ailleurs, les membres de I’Organisation du traité de I’ Atlantique Nord (OTAN)
continuent de faire face a la menace soviétique en Europe. Les dirigeants canadiens
ne jouent toutefois qu’un role négligeable dans la formulation de la politique de
I’OTAN. Berlin continue alors d’étre au cceur des tensions Est-Ouest. Les
responsables du ministere des Affaires extérieures esperent d’abord que le Canada
pourra jouer un role important dans la recherche d’une nouvelle solution occidentale
a la question allemande et demandent aux diplomates canadiens dans les pays de
I’OTAN de déterminer 4 quelle réception pourrait s’attendre une initiative
canadienne sur 1’Allemagne. Bien que les hauts responsables a Ottawa se disent
satisfaits du résultat de ces consultations, ils admettent éventuellement que « le
Canada n’a aucun intérét a présenter ou a appuyer officiellement une solution plutdt
qu’une autre » (document 83) au moment ot les principales puissances de ’OTAN se
préparent en vue de la Conférence des ministres des Affaires étrangéres. Ces
discussions de haut niveau se déroulent alors méme qu’on donne suite aux décisions
prises antérieurement par I’OTAN quant au stockage et a I’emploi d’armes nucléaires
par I’ Alliance en Europe. Les hauts responsables canadiens et le premier ministre,
inquiets des répercussions de ces décisions sur la détente Est-Ouest, seront
impuissants a dissuader I’ Alliance de diffuser un communiqué de presse alarmant sur
les nouveaux armements dont elle dispose.

Cette incapacité du Canada a influencer la politique de I’OTAN sur ces grands
dossiers est imputable en partie 4 la diminution de la contribution financiére et
matérielle d’Ottawa a 1’ Alliance. Malgré la décision du gouvernement Diefenbaker
de renouveler a grands frais les équipements de la Division aérienne du Canada, le
Canada réduit progressivement sa contribution au programme global d’aide mutuelle.
En aoft, le Cabinet approuve I’ affectation de 90 millions de dollars au budget d’aide
mutuelle pour 1959-1960, ce qui représente une baisse sensible par rapport au chiffre
record de 250 millions de dollars enregistré au milieu des années 1950. Du reste, ces
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end of 1959 there were hints of great things to come in trade between Canada and
China (Document 452).

Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization continued to confront the
Soviet threat in Europe. However, Canadian officials played only a peripheral role in
the formation of NATO policy. Berlin remained the flashpoint of East-West tension,
and External Affairs officials hoped initially that Canada might play a prominent role
in crafting a new Western solution to the German problem. Consequently, Canadian
diplomats in NATO capitals were encouraged to determine the level of support for an
initiative on Germany. Although senior officials in Ottawa professed their
satisfaction at the outcome of these consultations, they ultimately saw “no advantage
in Canada formally advancing or endorsing specific proposals” (Document 83) as the
major NATO powers prepared for the Foreign Ministers’ Conference. These high-
level discussions were conducted while earlier NATO decisions on the storage and
use of nuclear weapons by the Alliance in Europe were being implemented. Canadian
officials and the Prime Minister, who were worried about the impact of this
development on East-West détente, proved unable to stop the Alliance from issuing
an alarming press release on NATO’s new armaments.

Canada’s inability to influence the course of NATO policy on these important
matters in part reflected Ottawa’s diminished financial and material contribution to
the Alliance. Although the Diefenbaker government did make the costly decision to
re-equip the Canadian Air Division in Europe, Canada was gradually retreating from
its support of a comprehensive mutual aid programme. In August, Cabinet approved
a mutual aid budget for 1959-60 of $90 million, a sharp decline from the peak of
more than $250 million in the mid-1950s. This projected expenditure, however, also
included Canada’s contribution to the NATO infrastructure program, and Canadian
officials were forced to admit that the provision of military equipment and supplies to
NATO countries could not be continued.

As always, Diefenbaker especially valued consultation with the United Kingdom.
During the visit of Prime Minister Macmillan to Ottawa in March, a wide range of
issues were discussed, including Berlin, German reunification, Macmillan’s recent
visit to the Soviet Union, and preparations for the 1960 conference on the Law of the
Sea. Nevertheless, limitations to the Canada-UK relationship had to be faced: when
Macmillan expressed the hope that Canada would buy more British goods,
Diefenbaker said he could give “no undertaking that the Canadian Government
would feel able to take any fresh steps designed to increase imports from the United
Kingdom” (Document 149).

In Western Europe, 1959 was a year of change. The first steps taken by the new
European Economic Community brought to the forefront Canadian anxieties about
possible disruptions to multilateral trade. External Affairs closely followed
developments as “the Six” decided on their common tariffs, with such commodities
as aluminum and agricultural products being of special concern. The negotiations
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prévisions de dépenses englobent la contribution canadienne au programme
d’infrastructure de I’OTAN, de sorte que les fonctionnaires canadiens se voient
contraints d’admettre 1’'impossibilité de continuer a fournir du matériel et des
équipements militaires aux pays de ’OTAN.

Comme toujours, Diefenbaker attache une importance toute particulieére aux
consultations avec les Britanniques. Lors de la visite du premier ministre Macmillan
a Ottawa en mars, les deux hommes abordent un large éventail de dossiers, y compris
Berlin, la réunification de 1’ Allemagne, la derniére visite de Macmillan en Union
soviétique et les préparatifs de la Conférence de 1960 sur le droit de la mer. Ils
doivent néanmoins reconnaitre que les relations canado-britanniques sont soumises &
certaines limites : lorsque Macmillan exprime I’espoir que le Canada achetera plus de
produits britanniques, Diefenbaker répond qu’il ne peut « promettre que le
gouvernement du Canada se sentira disposé a adopter de nouvelles mesures pour
accroitre les importations en provenance du Royaume-Uni » (document 149).

En Europe de 1’Ouest, I’année 1959 sera placée sous le signe du changement. Les
premieres mesures prises par la Communauté économique européenne, qui vient de
naitre, raniment les inquiétudes du Canada au sujet d’éventuels préjudices au
commerce multilatéral. Les responsables des Affaires extérieures s’intéressent de
prés a I’issue des discussions entre les « Six » sur 1’imposition de droits tarifaires
communs, hotamment en ce qui concerne I’aluminium et les produits agricoles. Les
négociations en vue de la création de la Zone européenne de libre-échange suscitent
elles aussi beaucoup d’intérét, d’autant plus que la Grande-Bretagne fait partie des
« Sept ». Les Canadiens sont déterminés a préserver leurs liens économiques
traditionnels avec le Royaume -Uni, mais leurs démarches dans les dossiers des
produits du porc et du poisson surgelé n’aboutissent guére. Les Etats-Unis partagent
d’ailleurs les inquiétudes canadiennes au sujet de la création de ces nouveaux blocs
commerciaux. A la fin de 1’année, le sous-secrétaire d’Etat américain aux affaires
économiques, Douglas Dillon, demande au Canada d’appuyer la transformation et la
revitalisation de 1’Organisation européenne de coopération économique.

Les relations entre les pays de I’Ouest et le monde en développement préoccupent
de plus en plus le ministere des Affaires extérieures. Si le Canada s’intéresse déja de
trés prés au « nouveau Commonwealth », au Moyen-Orient et & 1'Indochine, les
dirigeants politiques commencent €galement a préter attention a 1’Afrique
(documents 144, 454, 455) et a1’ Amérique latine. Le Commonwealth est alors sur le
point de connaitre une profonde transformation. Au cours de la prochaine décennie,
la décolonisation se traduira par 1’arrivée de 25 nouveaux membres, et Ottawa se
penche déja sur les conséquences de ce changement. Diefenbaker et Green restent
fermement convaincus de 1’ utilité du Commonwealth et s’intéressent vivement a son
développement futur. En outre, Diefenbaker attache une importance toute particuliére
a I’adhésion éventuelle de Chypre. En début d’année, une entente intervient a
Londres sur la question de I’indépendance chypriote; on continue cependant de
débattre de la question de 1’adhésion de Chypre au Commonwealth et de son statut
éventuel au sein de I’organisation. Diefenbaker s’inquiéte tout particulierement de ce
que Chypre soit invitée a devenir membre sur la base de conditions restrictives, c’est-
a-dire avec moins de droits que les autres membres. C’est donc avec prudence qu’il
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leading up to the formation of the European Free Trade Area were of equal interest,
since “the Seven” included Great Britain. Canadians were determined to preserve
their traditional economic ties with the United Kingdom, but representations on pork
products and frozen fish met with little success. Canadian concerns about the impact
of these new trade groupings were shared by the United States. At the end of the
year, American Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Douglas Dillon sought
Canadian support for the transformation and revitalization of the Organization for
European Economic Cooperation.

Relations between the West and the developing world were a focus of increasing
concern for the Department of External Affairs. The “New” Commonwealth, the
Middle East, and Indochina were well established as areas in which Canada took a
deep interest, and in 1959 Canadian policy-makers also began to turn their attention
to Africa (Documents 144, 454, 455) and Latin America. The Commonwealth was on
the eve of dramatic change. Over the next decade, decolonization would result in
twenty-five new members, and the implications of this anticipated growth were
already being contemplated in Ottawa. Both Diefenbaker and Green remained firm
believers in the value of the Commonwealth, and they were keenly interested in its
future development. Cyprus’ potential membership in the Commonwealth was an
issue of particular importance to Diefenbaker. Early in 1959, agreement was reached
in London on Cypriot independence; questions remained, however, on whether an
independent Cyprus would join the Commonwealth and, if it did, what its status
would be within the association. Diefenbaker was especially troubled by suggestions
that Cyprus might be invited to join on a basis of differentiated membership, that is
with fewer rights than existing members. He cautiously agreed to British discussions
with the Cypriots, but warned the UK High Commissioner that “the idea of a special
form of membership seems to me to have serious implications for the future of the
Commonwealth” (Document 117).

Escott Reid, the Ambassador to West Germany and former High Commissioner in
New Delhi, put forward a number of suggestions about the Commonwealth’s role in
the evolving postcolonial world. He wrote to Green that it could become a “firm
bridge between the democracies of the West and the newer democracies of Asia and
Africa” (Document 143). To strengthen this bridge, existing links were reinforced.
Meeting in Jakarta, the Colombo Plan Consultative Committee agreed to extend the
plan for a further five years beyond 1961 (Document 142). Initiatives in education,
including the Commonwealth Scholarship and Fellowship plan first contemplated at
the 1958 Trade and Economic Conference in Montreal, were solidified at the first
Commonwealth Education Conference, held in Oxford. Since the early 1950s,
Commonwealth Finance Ministers had met regularly to discuss economic relations.
In 1959, these meetings were formalized as the Commonwealth Economic
Consultative Council; lesser officials concerned with trade and finance met in the
spring, followed by a meeting of Finance Ministers in September. These concerted
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souscrit a I’ouverture de discussions entre les Britanniques et les Chypriotes, tout en
faisant remarquer au haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni que, selon lui, « ’idée de
créer un statut spécial pourrait entrainer de graves conséquences pour I’avenir du
Commonwealth » (document 117).

L’ambassadeur du Canada en Allemagne de I’Ouest et ancien haut-commissaire
du Canada a New Delhi, Escott Reid, formule un certain nombre de propositions sur
le r6le du Commonwealth dans le monde postcolonial qui se dessine. Dans une lettre
adressée a Green, il affirme que le Commonwealth pourrait servir a « jeter des ponts
solides entre les démocraties occidentales et les nouvelles démocraties d’Asie et
d’ Afrique » (document 143). C’est a cette fin qu’on décide de renforcer les liens
existants. Réuni a Jakarta, le Comité consultatif du Plan Colombo décide de
reconduire ce mécanisme au-dela de 1961 pour une période additionnelle de cing ans
(document 142). A la premiére Conférence sur I’éducation du Commonwealth, tenue
a Oxford, il est également décidé de renforcer diverses initiatives dans le domaine de
I’enseignement, y compris le programme de bourse d’études et de recherche, dont on
avait d’abord envisagé la création lors de la Conférence sur le commerce et
I’économie qui avait eu lieu a Montréal en 1958. Depuis le début des années 1950,
les ministres des Finances du Commonwealth se réunissent a intervalles réguliers
pour discuter des relations économiques. En 1959, il est décidé d’officialiser ces
rencontres et de créer le Conseil économique consultatif du Commonwealth. Les
fonctionnaires chargés des dossiers commerciaux et financiers se réunissent au
printemps, tandis que les ministres des Finances se rencontrent en septembre. Ces
efforts concertés pour accroitre la consultation dans les domaines de I’éducation, de
I’aide au développement et du commerce montrent a quel point le gouvernement
Diefenbaker est déterminé a veiller & ce que le Commonwealth demeure une
organisation internationale vigoureuse et dynamique.

Au Moyen-Orient, le Canada joue tout au long de 1’année 1959 un réle plus actif
et plus important que jamais auparavant sauf au moment de la crise de Suez. Cela
s’explique principalement par la nomination, & I’automne 1958, d’ Arnold Smith au
poste d’ambassadeur du Canada en République arabe unie (RAU). Depuis 1956, ni le
Royaume-Uni ni la France ne sont représentés au Caire, de sorte que le Canada
dispose d’une liberté d’action nettement plus grande qu’a l’accoutumée. Aussi Smith
est-il capable de nouer d’excellentes relations personnelles avec le président Gamal
Abdel Nasser et d’autres membres du gouvernement égyptien, ce qui lui permet
d’exercer une grande influence sur le cours des événements.

L’attention de la communauté internationale se tourne de nouveau vers 1'Egypte
en décembre 1958, lorsque Nasser accepte 1’aide soviétique pour la construction du
barrage d’ Assouan. Certains craignent naturellement que la RAU ne tombe dans le
giron sovié€tique, mais comme le souligne Smith en janvier 1959 (document 363),
Nasser lui-méme amorce un revirement a la suite des événements en Irak. La
révolution de juillet 1958 ayant mené au renversement de la monarchie et du régime
pro-occidental du premier ministre Nuri al Said, il appert de plus en plus que le
nouveau premier ministre iraquien, Abdul Karim Qasim, est li€ d’un peu trop prés
aux €léments communistes présents dans son pays. Soucieux de préserver
I’autonomie de I’Irak, Qasim rejette la prétention de Nasser a se poser en leader du
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efforts at increased consultation in the areas of education, aid, and trade demonstrate
the Diefenbaker government’s determination to ensure that the Commonwealth
remained a vigorous and developing international association.

In the Middle East, Canada’s role during 1959 was more active and important than
at any previous time except the Suez crisis. This was due mainly to Arnold Smith,
who was appointed as Canadian ambassador to the United Arab Republic in the fall
of 1958. Since 1956 neither the United Kingdom nor France had been represented in
Cairo, and Canada’s scope for action was accordingly much greater than it would
otherwise have been. Smith was able to establish excellent personal relations with
President Gamal Abdul Nasser and other members of the Egyptian government, thus
placing himself in a position to significantly influence events.

World attention had focused once more on Egypt in December 1958, when Nasser
accepted Soviet aid for the building of the Aswan High Dam. Fears that the UAR
would be drawn into the Soviet orbit naturally ensued, but as Smith pointed out in
January 1959 (Document 363), Nasser himself was experiencing a change of heart
due to events in Iraq. There the revolution of July 1958 had overthrown the
monarchy and the pro-Western regime of Prime Minister Nuri al-Said. It increasingly
appeared that the new Iraqi Prime Minister, Abdul Karim Qasim, was unduly reliant
on Communist elements in his country. Qasim rejected Nasser’s claims to leadership
in the Arab world, preferring an independent stance for Iraq. In Smith’s view, this
situation presented a valuable opportunity for the West to mend its relations with the
UAR. Early in 1959, the British and Egyptians finally arrived at a settlement of
financial claims arising from the confiscation of British-owned property in 1956.
This opened the way for the resumption of diplomatic relations between the two
countries. Smith was actively involved in facilitating this outcome. He played an
even more important role in the resumption of relations between the UAR and
Australia, since Canada had acted as the protecting power for Australia after relations
were broken off in 1956. Canada’s reputation was accordingly so high in the Arab
world that on a visit to Iraq, Smith was informed of the government’s strong wish for
Canadian representation in Baghdad (Document 372). In contrast, Canada’s relations
with Israel showed little positive development during 1959. In the dispute over
Israel’s right to use the Suez Canal, Canada’s major concern was that the matter
should not hinder better relations between the UAR and the West.

In the Far East, Canadian involvement continued to revolve around the
International Commissions for Supervision and Control. The Laos Commission had
been adjourned sine die in July 1958, but early in 1959 allegations that members of
the ex-Pathet Lao faced persecution by the government of Prime Minister Phoui
Sananikone were followed by border incidents between Laos and North Vietnam.
Reconvening the Commission to deal with this situation was favoured from the outset
by Poland and India, but firmly resisted by Canada. External Affairs officials
generally concurred with the American belief that the North Vietnamese, Chinese,
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monde arabe. Smith estime que cette situation offre aux pays occidentaux une
excellente occasion d’améliorer leurs relations avec la RAU. Au début de 1959, les
Britanniques et les Egyptiens s’entendent enfin sur le réglement des demandes de
compensation qui ont suivi la confiscation des biens britanniques en 1956. Ce
réglement ouvre la voie a une reprise des relations diplomatiques. Smith participe
activement a ces efforts. Il joue un rdle encore plus important dans la reprise des
relations entre la RAU et I’ Australie, du fait que le Canada agit en qualité de
puissance protectrice pour 1’ Australie depuis la rupture des relations en 1956. Le
Canada jouit alors d’une réputation si grande dans le monde arabe que, lors d’une
visite de Smith en Irak, le gouvernement dit souhaiter ardemment I’ouverture d’une
mission canadienne a Bagdad (document 372). Par contre, les relations entre le
Canada et Israél enregistrent peu de progres pendant I’année 1959. Dans le différend
relatif au droit d’Israél a utiliser le canal de Suez, le Canada se soucie surtout de ce
que cette affaire ne nuise pas a I’amélioration des relations entre la RAU et I’Ouest.

En Extréme-Orient, le Canada continue d’exercer son action dans le contexte des
Commissions internationales de surveillance et de contrdle. Les travaux de la
Commission de surveillance au Laos sont suspendus indéfiniment en juillet 1958
mais, au début de 1959, des allégations selon lesquelles des membres de I’ancien
Pathet Lao ont été persécutés par le gouvernement du premier ministre Phoui
Sananikone provoquent des incidents frontaliers entre le Laos et le Nord-Vietnam.
Des le début de la crise, la Pologne et I’Inde réclament que la Commission se
réunisse de nouveau pour tenter d’apporter une solution, mais le Canada s’y oppose
fermement. De fagon générale, les responsables du ministére des Affaires extérieures
conviennent avec le gouvernement américain que le rétablissement de la Commission
demandé par les Nord-Vietnamiens, les Chinois et les Soviétiques n’est qu’un
stratageme destiné a saper I’influence américaine et a renforcer la leur. Soucieux de
préserver la neutralité laotienne, les diplomates canadiens cherchent d’autres pistes
de solution en collaborant activement avec le secrétaire général des Nations Unies,
Dag Hammarskjold.

Les fonctionnaires canadiens estiment également que la Commission de
surveillance au Vietnam doit poursuivre ses activités « jusqu’a ce que reprennent les
relations entre les deux pays ou que les Nations Unies remplacent la Commission
dans son role d’intermédiaire’ ». Le nouveau commissaire canadien, Price Erichsen-
Brown, éprouve parfois de la difficulté a maintenir une apparence de neutralité, en
particulier devant les provocations des Nord-Vietnamiens, dont la propagande
affirme qu’un millier de prisonniers politiques ont été tués a Saigon sur I’ordre des
Etats-Unis. Depuis Ottawa, le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint, John Holmes, le met en
garde contre le risque d’une réaction exagérée dans de telles situations. Holmes lui-
méme est profondément irrité par une note dans laquelle les Américains sollicitent
I’aide du Canada, notamment I’affectation d’effectifs additionnels au sein du MAAG
(groupe consultatif d’aide militaire). Holmes estime qu’ils’agit d’« un document
plutdt inquiétant en raison des tactiques de pression flagrantes qui le caractérisent »
(document 435). Comme le confessent les Américains a Erichsen-Brown, la mission

® Note manuscrite de la Direction de I'Extréme-Orient DL2, le 10 juin 1959, MAE 50052-40.
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and Soviets wished to see the Commission re-established because they considered it
as a way of curbing American influence and of strengthening their own. In the hope
of preserving Laotian neutrality, Canada’s diplomats sought other means of resolving
the situation, working actively with UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold.

External Affairs officials believed that the Vietnam Commission would continue
to be needed “until the two countries resume relations or until the Commission is
replaced by the United Nations in its role as a go-between”.® The new Canadian
commuissioner, Price Erichsen-Brown, at times found it difficult to maintain the
appearance of neutrality, particularly in the face of such provocations as the North
Vietnamese propaganda claim that a thousand political prisoners had been murdered
in Saigon at the behest of the United States. From Ottawa, Assistant Under-Secretary
of State John Holmes warned him against over-reacting on such matters. Holmes
himself was infuriated by an American note soliciting Canadian help in augmenting
the personnel of the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG). Holmes
described this as “a rather disturbing document because of the blatant pressure tactics
it uses.” (Document 435). As the Americans admitted to Erichsen-Brown, they had
used the Temporary Equipment Recovery Mission (TERM) to bring additional
MAAG personnel into South Vietnam. However, the Commission had called for
TERM to end its existence in June 1959. Reluctantly, Ottawa agreed that Erichsen-
Brown should advocate an extension of TERM.

By far the most dramatic events of 1959 in Latin America were the sudden fall of
Cuban dictator Fulgencio Batista on January 1 and the formation of a revolutionary
government dominated by Fidel Castro. Canada was quick to recognize the new
regime, but harsh reprisals against Batista’s supporters soon led to doubts about its
character and potential for stability. When Castro briefly visited Montreal in April, he
was enthusiastically greeted by crowds of well-wishers, but his coming was less
welcome to the Prime Minister and to External Affairs. From Havana, Canadian
Ambassador Hector Allard had warned that “Castro is fast becoming [a] victim of his
own verbosity and also a tool of communist elements surrounding him” (Document
460). Nevertheless, Canada’s attitude to the new government and its leader was far
from being entirely negative. The letter of instruction to Allard’s successor, Allan
Anderson, noted that Castro had come to power not through “a mere change of guard
at the top” but rather through “a deeply popular revolution.” Anderson was instructed
to “display as much patience and understanding as are compatible with your
functions and seek ways to reconcile Canadian political and economic interests with
a revolution which cannot be stabilized until the deep grievances that produced it
have been redressed” (Document 466). Throughout 1959, the Conservative
government’s overriding aim was to maintain Canada’s traditional good relations
with Cuba.

¢ Unprinted Memo to DL2 from Far Eastern Division, June 10 1959, DEA 50052-40.
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provisoire de récupération du matériel (TERM) a permis d’accroitre les effectifs du
MAAG au Sud-Vietnam. Or, la Commission avait déja demandé la dissolution de la
TERM en juin 1959. C’est a contrecceur qu’Ottawa convient qu’Erichsen-Brown
devrait appuyer la reconduction de la TERM.

En Amérique latine, les événements les plus dramatiques de 1’année 1959 sont
sans contredit le renversement soudain du dictateur cubain Fulgencio Batista, le 1%
janvier, et la formation d’un gouvernement révolutionnaire dirigé par Fidel Castro.
Le Canada n’hésite pas a reconnaitre le nouveau régime, mais la répression brutale
dont sont victimes les partisans de Batista fait rapidement douter de sa nature et de
son aptitude & maintenir la stabilité. Lors d’une bréve visite 2 Montréal en avril,
Castro recoit un accueil enthousiaste de nombreux sympathisants, mais le premier
ministre et les responsables des Affaires extérieures se montrent plus réserves.
Depuis La Havane, I’ambassadeur du Canada, Hector Allard, indique que « Castro
devient rapidement victime de sa propre €loquence, ainsi que le jouet des éléments
communistes qui I’entourent » (document 460). 11 s’en faut toutefois de beaucoup
pour que I’attitude du Canada envers le nouveau gouvernement et son leader soit
entierement négative. La lettre d’instructions adressée au successeur d’ Allard, Allan
Anderson, fait observer que Castro a accédé au pouvoir non pas a la suite « d’un
simple remaniement 2 la téte de 1’ Etat » mais bien « d’une révolution profondément
populaire ». De méme, il est demandé 2 Anderson de « faire preuve d’autant de
patience et de compréhension que le permet I’exercice de vos fonctions et de trouver
les moyens de concilier les intéréts politiques et économiques du Canada avec un
mouvement révolutionnaire que ne pourra se stabiliser que lorsque les injustices
profondes qui I’ont engendré auront été redressées » (document 466). Tout au long de
I’année 1959, le gouvernement conservateur s’attache avant tout a2 maintenir les
bonnes relations que le Canada et Cuba entretiennent de longue date.

On assiste au cours de I’année 1959 a plusieurs changements au sein de la
direction du ministére qui se répercutent sur la conduite des relations extérieures du
Canada. Au lendemain du déces de Sidney Smith, le 17 mars, Diefenbaker occupe a
titre intérimaire les fonctions de secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures, jusqu’ala
nomination de Howard Green, le 4 juin. Les titulaires des autres portefeuilles qui ont
un réle a jouer en politique étrangeére restent cependant a leur poste : Donald
Fleming, Gordon Churchill et Ellen Fairclough conservent leurs responsabilités aux
ministéres des Finances, du Commerce et de la Citoyenneté et de I’Immigration,
respectivement. Pendant ses sept premiers mois a la téte des Affaires extérieures,
Howard Green bénéficie grandement des conseils et de I’expérience de Norman
Robertson, qui assume les fonctions de sous-secrétaire tout au long de I’année 1959.
On ne trouve toutefois pas lJa méme continuité aux autres postes de responsabilités du
ministére a Ottawa. C’est ainsi que R.M. Macdonnell, qui exerce la charge de sous-
secrétaire suppléant jusqu’a son départ du ministere, le 20 juillet 1959, ne sera
remplacé qu’un an plus tard. Par ailleurs, deux des quatre sous-secrétaires adjoints
sont remplacés en cours d’année. Douglas LePan quitte le ministére en mars, pour
étre remplacé par A.E Ritchie en septembre. W.D. Matthews, aprés son déces
survenu en mars, est remplacé par EW.T. Gill en avril. Les deux autres sous-
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Several personnel changes affecting the conduct of Canadian external relations
occurred during 1959. After the death of Sidney Smith on March 17, Diefenbaker
served as acting Secretary of State for External Affairs until the appointment of
Howard Green on June 4. Other Cabinet incumbents in portfolios dealing with
foreign policy remained unchanged during 1959: Donald Fleming, Gordon Churchill,
and Ellen Fairclough retained their ministerial positions at Finance, Trade and
Commerce, and Citizenship and Immigration respectively. During his first seven
months in the External Affairs portfolio, Howard Green benefited greatly from the
advice and experience of Norman Robertson, who served as Under-Secretary
throughout 1959. This continuity was not matched, however, in other senior
departmental posts in Ottawa. R.M. Macdonnell served as Deputy Under-Secretary
until he resigned from the Department on 20 July 1959; he was not replaced until
July 1960. Two of the four Assistant Under-Secretaries were replaced during 1959.
Douglas LePan left the Department in March 1959; A.E. Ritchie replaced him in
September. W.D. Matthews, who died in March 1959; was replaced by E-W.T. Gill
in April. The other two Assistant Under-Secretaries — John Holmes and Marcel
Cadieux — remained in their positions throughout the period covered by this volume.

There were no major changes in representation at Canada’s most important
diplomatic posts abroad during 1959. Arnold Heeney was appointed Ambassador in
Washington in January 1959; he replaced Norman Robertson, who had left
Washington in October 1958 to assume his duties as Under-Secretary. George Drew
and Chester Ronning remained in their High Commissioners’ posts in the United
Kingdom and India. Pierre Dupuy retained his ambassadorial post in Paris, as did
Escott Reid in Bonn. Jules Léger continued to be Canada’s Permanent Representative
to the North Atlantic Council and Representative to the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation. In New York, Charles Ritchie continued to serve as the
Permanent Representative to the United Nations. David Johnson was Canada’s
Ambassador in Moscow throughout 1959.

Documents in this volume were selected primarily from the records of the
Department of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. Additional documents
were chosen from the files of the departments of Finance, Trade and Commerce, and
Citizenship and Immigration, and from the private papers of Cabinet ministers and
senior government officials. In preparing the volume, the editors were given
unrestricted access to the files of the Department of External Affairs and generous
access to other collections. A complete list of the archival sources consulted to
prepare this volume is found on page xxxiii.

The selection of documents in Volume 26 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). The series continues to attempt 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
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secrétaires adjoints, John Holmes et Marcel Cadieux, occuperont leurs fonctions
pendant toute la période visée par le présent volume.

Au chapitre de la représentation canadienne a I’étranger, on constate peu de
changements dans les principales missions diplomatiques. Amold Heeney est nommé
ambassadeur du Canada a2 Washington en janvier, succédant ainsi 8 Norman
Robertson, rentré a Ottawa en octobre 1958 pour y exercer les fonctions de sous-
secrétaire. George Drew et Chester Ronning conservent leurs postes de haut-
commissaire au Royaume-Uni et en Inde, respectivement. De méme, Pierre Dupuy
reste A Paris en qualité d’ambassadeur, tout comme son collégue Escott Reid, a Bonn.
Jules Léger, quant a Iui, poursuit son role de représentant permanent du Canada
aupres du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord et de représentant du Canada aupres de
I’Organisation européenne de coopération économique. A New York, Charles Ritchie
continue de diriger la délégation permanente du Canada aupres des Nations Unies.
Enfin, David Johnson est I’ambassadeur du Canada 2 Moscou pendant toute I’année
1959.

Les documents consultés pour le présent volume proviennent principalement des
archives du ministere des Affaires extérieures et du Bureau du conseil privé. D’autres
proviennent des dossiers des ministéres des Finances, du Commerce ainsi que de la
Citoyenneté et de I’Immigration, outre les documents personnels des ministres du
Cabinet et de hauts fonctionnaires. En cours de préparation, les rédacteurs ont
bénéficié d’un accés illimité€ aux dossiers du ministere des Affaires extérieures et
d’un excellent acces a d’autres collections. Une liste compléte des documents figure a
la page xxxiii.

Le choix des documents du volume 26 s’inspire des principes généraux énoncés
dans I'introduction au volume 7 (pp. ix-ix), et modifi€s dans I’introduction du
volume 20 (p. xxiii). Les volumes de cette série visent & rendre compte, dans une
méme collection, des grandes décisions prises par le gouvernement du Canada en
matiére de politique étrangere en mettant I’accent sur les relations bilatérales et
multilatérales les plus importantes ainsi que sur les grands dossiers de la politique
internationale a I’égard desquels les membres du Cabinet et les hauts responsables
ont ét€ amenés a prendre des décisions de fond. Toutefois, pour des raisons d’espace
et d’économie, nous nous sommes attachés a réduire davantage le nombre de
documents reproduits dans le présent volume. Le nombre de conclusions du Cabinet
qu’il renferme est moins €levé que dans les volumes précédents car ces documents
sont maintenant diffusés sur le site Web de Bibliotheque et Archives Canada. Par
ailleurs, certains passages et certains noms ont été omis de facon a respecter les
dispositions de la Loi sur I’acces a I’information et de la Loi sur la protection des
renseignements personnels. Ces suppressions sont signalées dans le texte.

Les signes typographiques sont les mémes que ceux décrits dans I’introduction du
volume 9 (p. xix). Une croix (1) indique un document canadien qui n’est pas
imprimé. Les suppressions €ditoriales sont signalées par une ellipse (...).
L’expression « groupe corrompu » signale des problemes de décryptage dans la
transmission du télégramme original. Les mots et passages barrés par I’auteur, les
notes dans la marge et les listes de destinataires sont indiqués en bas de page
uniquement quand ils sont importants. Sauf indication contraire, on tient pour acquis
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on the major international issues that directly involved Cabinet members and senior
bureaucrats in substantive policy decisions. However, for reasons of space and
economy, additional efforts have been made in this volume to reduce the number of
documents. Fewer Cabinet Conclusions have been printed than in earlier volumes,
since these records are now available on the website of Library and Archives Canada.
Some passages and names have been omitted in accordance with the provisions of the
Access to Information Act and the Privacy Act. These deletions are indicated in the
documents.

The editorial apparatus employed in this volume remains identical to that
described in the Introduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger () indicates a Canadian
document that is not printed. Editorial excisions are shown by an ellipsis (...). 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 intended
recipient. Proper and place names are standardized. The editors have silently
corrected spelling, capitalization, and punctuation, 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 original language.

The research for this volume was carried out by Ted Kelly, John Clearwater and
Janice Cavell, with some assistance in the final stages from Jeff Noakes. As always,
staff at Library and Archives Canada gave invaluable help and advice. The editors
would especially like to thank Julie Attallah, Paulette Dozois, Loretta Barber, and
Dave Smith. Ciuineas Boyle and Herb Barrett facilitated access to Privy Council
Office records. Rob Paul and Jason Caldwell at the Diefenbaker Canada Centre in
Saskatoon did everything they could to make Ted Kelly’s research visit a pleasant
and profitable one. Aline Gélineau typed and formatted the manuscript. Gail
Kirkpatrick Devlin proofread it and produced the list of persons. The Translation
Bureau at Foreign Affairs Canada provided the French versions of footnotes and
other ancillary texts. Ted Kelly supervised the production of the volume, and as this
is his last year with the Historical Section before retirement, the editors would like to
pay tribute to his fine work on the series over the years.

Greg Donaghy, the general editor of the series, read the manuscript in its entirety,
and offered many constructive suggestions. Mary Halloran and Hector Mackenzie
both provided support and advice. The series would not be possible without the
support of René Cremonese, the director of the Outreach Program and E-
Communications Divison. The editors remain solely responsible for the final
selection of documents.
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que les documents ont été lus par leur destinataire. Les noms propres et les noms de
lieu ont €t€ standardisés. Les rédacteurs ont corrigé les fautes d’orthographe, de
majuscule et de ponctuation, ainsi que les erreurs de transcription dont le sens est
clair d’apres le contexte. Tous les autres ajouts rédactionnels sont indiqués par des
crochets. Les documents sont reproduits en anglais ou en frangais, selon la langue
originale.

Ted Kelly, John Clearwater et Janice Cavell ont réalisé les recherches nécessaires
a la publication de ce volume, avec I’aide de Jeff Noakes aux étapes finales. Comme
par le passé, I’aide et les conseils prodigués par le personnel de Bibliothéque et
Archives Canada ont été extrémement précieux. Les rédacteurs souhaitent remercier
tout spécialement Julie Attallah, Paulette Dozois, Loretta Barber et Dave Smith. Par
ailleurs, I’acces aux archives du Bureau du conseil privé a été rendu possible grace a
Ciuineas Boyle et 3 Herb Barrett. Pour leur part, Rob Paul et Jason Caldwell, du
Diefenbaker Canada Centre, & Saskatoon, ont tout mis en ceuvre pour que le séjour
que Ted Kelly y a effectué dans le cadre de ses recherches soit aussi agréable et utile
que possible. Le manuscrit a été dactylographié et format€ par Aline Gélineau. Gail
Kirkpatrick Devlin s’est chargée de la relecture de I’ensemble du manuscrit et a
dressé la Liste des personnalités. Le service de traduction du Bureau de la traduction,
a Affaires étrangeres Canada (AEC), a produit le texte francais des notes de bas de
page, des légendes et des textes secondaires. Ted Kelly a quant & lui supervisé la
production du volume. Comme il en est a sa derni¢re année 2 la Section historique;
avant sa retraite, les rédacteurs souhaitent lui rendre un hommage particulier; pour
I’excellence de sa contribution a cette série au fil des ans.

Greg Donaghy, le rédacteur en chef de la série, a lu ’ensemble du manuscrit, ce
qui lui a permis de formuler de nombreux commentaires constructifs. Mary Halloran
et Hector Mackenzie ont tous deux apporté leur concours et fourni des conseils. La
publication de cette série ne serait pas possible sans le soutien de René Cremonese, a
la téte de la Direction des programmes de sensibilisation et des communications
électroniques. La responsabilité du choix des documents incombe exclusivement aux
rédacteurs.

Enfin, nous souhaitons remercier nos familles de leur patience et de leur soutien :
Alex, Cecily et Ben Cavell; Bina Mehta ainsi que Nikesh et Prem Mehta-Spooner;,
Robbie Stevenson.

Janice Cavell
Chapitres V a XI

Kevin Spooner
Chapitres I et 11

Michael Stevenson
Chapitres Il et IV
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Finally, we would like to thank our families for their patience and support: Alex,
Cecily and Ben Cavell; Bina Mehta and Nikesh and Prem Mehta-Spooner; and
Robbie Stevenson.

Janice Cavell
Chapters V-XI

Kevin Spooner
Chapters I and III

Michael Stevenson
Chapters IT and IV
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MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT

MOUVEMENT REPUBLICAIN POPULAIRE (POPULAR REPUBLICAN MOVEMENT
OF FRANCE)

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION (UNITED STATES)
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CANADIAN UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES
NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICER

NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC PARTY

NATIONAL ENERGY BOARD

NEO LAO HAC XAT, OR SAT (LLAO PATRIOTIC FRONT)

NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE COMMAND

NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL

NATIONAL RESEARCH EXPERIMENTAL

ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION (UNITED STATES)
ORGANISATION EUROPEENNE DE COOPERATION ECONOMIQUE
ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COOPERATION
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ONU
OGL
OTAN
PAC
PAVN
PERMIS
PL

PLS RPT

UNSCEAR

up
US/USA
USAEC
USAF
USDA

XXXVii

ORGANISATION DES NATIONS UNIES

OPEN GENERAL LICENCE

ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ ATLANTIQUE NORD
PAN-AFRICAN CONGRESS

PEOPLE'S ARMY OF VIETNAM

PERMANENT MISSION

PUBLIC LAW

PLEASE REPEAT

PRIME MINISTER

PERIODICAL PRESS ASSOCIATION

POST SCRIPT

QUEENSLAND AND NORTHERN TERRITORY AERIAL SERVICES LIMITED
QUANTITATIVE RESTRICTION

REPUBLIQUE ARABE UNIE

ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

RoOYAL CANADIAN NAVY

ROYAL LAOTIAN GOVERNMENT

REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (US)

SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE (NATO)

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

SOUTHEAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION

SECTION FRANGAISE DE L'INTERNATIONALE QUVRIERE

SUPREME HEADQUARTERS, ALLIED POWERS, EUROPE (NATO)
SENIOR MILITARY ADVISOR

STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE

SPECIAL UNITED NATIONS FUND FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
SERVICE CORRECTION

SOUTH VIETNAMESE MISSION

SOUTH VIETNAM(ESE)

TRADE AND COMMERCE, DEPARTMENT OF

TELEGRAPH AGENCY OF THE SOVIET UNION

TRANS-CANADA AIRLINES

TEMPORARY EQUIPMENT RECOVERY MISSION

TRAINING RELATIONS INSTRUCTION MISSION

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

UNITED ARAB STATES

UNITED KINGDOM

UNITED KINGDOM ATOMIC ENERGY AUTHORITY

UNITED NATIONS

UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION FOR UNIFICATION AND REHABILITATION
OF KOREA

UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION
UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

UNITED NATIONS OBSERVATION GROUP IN LEBANON

UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES IN
THE NEAR EAST

UNITED NATIONS SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE ON THE EFFECTS OF ATOMIC
RADIATION

UNITED PRESS

UNITED STATES (OF AMERICA)

UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
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USS
USSEA
USSR
Ww/C
WHO
WMO

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

UNITED STATES SHIP

UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

WING COMMANDER

‘WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION

‘WORLD METEOROLOGICAL ORGANIZATION



LISTE DES PERSONNALITES
LIST OF PERSONS

ABBAS, Ferhat, président, Gouvernement provisoire
de la République algérienne.

ACHESON, Dean, ancien secrétaire d'Etat des Etats-
Unis.

ADAMS, Francis J., commissaire des Etats-Unis,
Commission mixte internationale.

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

AIKEN, sénateur George D., (R-Vermont), président
du Sénat des Etats-Unis.

ALLARD, Hector, ambassadeur a Cuba (-sept. 1959).

ALLEN, George V., directeur, Agence d’Information
des Etats-Unis.

ANDERSON, Alan C., ambassadeur 2 Cuba

(sept. 1959-).

ANDERSON, Robert B., secrétaire au Trésor des
Etats-Unis.

ANDERSON, sénateur Clinton, (D-Nouveau-
Mexique).

ANDREW, Arthur J., chargé d’ Affaires, 1égation en
Tchécoslovaquie.

ANDREWS, Lt.-Col., G.S., Arpenteur en chef,
Ministere des Terres et des Foréts de la Colombie-
Britannique.

ANSARI, Dr. S.S,, président, CISC, Vietnam.

ARMSTRONG, Willis C., conseiller économique de
l'ambassade des Etats-Unis.

ARON, professeur Raymond, Institut d’Etudes
politiques and Sorbonne, Paris.

AROUTUNIAN, Amasap A., ambassadeur de I'Union
soviétique.

BAL, maj.-gén. Tara Singh, président, CISC, Laos.
BALCER, Léon, procureur-général.

BANDARANAIKE, Solomon, premier ministre du
Ceylan (-26 sept. 1959).

BARALT, Luis, ambassadeur de Cuba (jan. 1960-).

BARCO, James W., délégation des Etats-Unis 2
I' Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

BARTON, W_H., conseiller, légation en Autriche, et
gouverneur suppléant pour le Canada, Agence
internationale de I’énergie atomique (-déc. 1959).

BATISTA, Fulgencio, président de Cuba
(-1 jan. 1959).

ABBAS, Ferhat, President, Provisional Government
of the Algerian Republic.

ACHESON, Dean, former Secretary of State of United
States.

ADAMS, Francis J., United States Commissioner,
ucC.

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal Republic
of Germany.

AIKEN, Senator George D., (R-Vermont), Speaker of
Senate of United States.

ALLARD, Hector, Ambassador in Cuba
(-Sept. 1959).

ALLEN, George V. Director, United States
Information Agency.

ANDERSON, Alan C., Ambassador in Cuba (Sept. 1959-).

ANDERSON, Robert B., Secretary of the Treasury of
United States.

ANDERSON, Senator Clinton, {(D-New Mexico).

ANDREW, Arthur J., Chargé d’ Affaires, Legation in
Czechoslovakia.

ANDREWS, Lt.-Col., G.S., Surveyor-General,
Department of Lands and Forests of British
Columbia.

ANSARI, Dr. S.S., Indian Chairman, ICSC, Vietnam.

ARMSTRONG, Willis C., Economic Counsellor,
Embassy of United States.

ARON, Professosr Raymond, Institut d’Etdes
politiques and Sorbonne, Paris.

AROUTUNIAN, Amasasp A., Ambassador of Soviet
Union.

BAL, Maj.-Gen. Tara Singh, Chairman, ICSC Laos.
BALCER, Léon, Solicitor-General.

BANDARANAIKE, Solomon, Prime Minister of
Ceylon (-Sept. 26, 1959).
BARALT, Luis, Ambassador of Cuba (Jan. 1960-),

BARCO, James W., Delegation of United States to
United Nations General Assembly.

BARTON, W.H., Counsellor, Legation in Austria and
Alternate Governor for Canada of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (-Dec. 1959).

BATISTA, Fulgencio, President of Cuba
(-Jan. 1, 1959).
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BEALE, Thomas, sous-secrétaire adjoint aux Affaires
économiques, département d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

B@CKER, Loftus, conseiller juridique, département
d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

BECK-FRIIS, Johan, représentant personnel du
secrétaire-général des Nations Unies.

BEELEY, Harold, représentant suppléant, délégation
du Royaume-Uni 4 I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

BELANGER, M.F., Direction des Ressources et
Développement, ministére des Finances.

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

BENHABYLES, Cherif, sénateur algérien assassiné
par le FLN a la fin d’aofit 1959.

BENSON, Ezra Taft, secrétaire a ' Agriculture des
Ftats-Unis.

BERNARDES, C.A., président du Conseil
d’administration, Agence internationale de I’énergie
atomique.

BETANCOURT, Romulo, président du Venezuela.

BHABHA, Dr. Homi J., président, Atomic Energy
Commission of India et secrétaire, Ministére de
I’Energie atomique de 1’Inde.

BING, Geoffrey, procureur-général du Ghana.

BISHOP, sir George S., vice-président, Conseil
international sur le blé.

BIZRI, général Afif al-, commandant des forces
armées de Syrie.

BLACK, Eugene, président de 1a Banque
internationale pour la reconstruction et le
développement.

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

BOOTH, Dr. J.F., directeur, Direction économique,
ministere de 1’ Agriculture.

BORISOV, Sergey A., chef de la délégation de
I’Union soviétique a la Commission économique des
Nations Unies pour I’Europe.

BOURGUIBA, Habib, président de 1a Tunisie.

BOWLES, Chester, (D - Connecticut); ancien
ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en Inde.

BOYESEN [BOYSEN], Jens Mogens, représentant
permanent de la Norvége, Conseil de I'Atlantique du
Nord.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

BEALE, Thomas, Deputy Assistant Under Secretary
of State for Economic Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

BECKER, Loftus, Legal Advisor, Department of State
of United States.

BECK-FRIIS, Johan, Personal Representative of
Secretary-General of United Nations.

BEELEY, Harold, Alternate Representative.
Delegation of United Kingdom to United Nations.

BELANGER, MLF., Resources and Development
Division, Department of Finance.

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

BENHABYLES, Cherif, Algerian senator assassinated
by FLN at end of August 1959.

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

BERNARDES, C.A., Chairman of Board of
Govemors, IAEA.

BETANCOURT, Romulo, President of Venezuela.

BHABHA, Dr. Homi J., Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission of India; Secretary, Department of
Atomic Energy of India.

BING, Geoffrey, Attorney-General of Ghana.

BISHOP, Sir George S., Vice Chairman, International
Wheat Council.

BIZRI, General Afif al-, Officer Commanding the
Armed Forces of Syria.

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

BONNER, R.W., Attorney-General of British
Columbia.

BOOTH, Dr. J.F., Director, Economics Division,
Department of Agriculture.

BORISOV, Sergey A. Head, Soviet Delegation,
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe.

BOURGUIBA, Habib, President of Tunisia.

BOWLES, Chester, (D - Conneticut); former
Ambassador of United States in India.

BOYESEN [BOYSEN], Jens Mogens, Permanent
Representative of Norway to North Atlantic Council.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

BRADLEY, général Omar, ancien chef d’état-major
des Etats-Unis.

BRADSHAW, J.P., délégué des Antilles au Conseil
économique consultatif du Commonwealth.

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

BROWN, H. Leslie, sous-ministre adjoint (service des
commissaires commerciaux), ministére du
Commerce.

BROWNE, John F., député ~ (PC - Vancouver-
Kingsway).

BRUCH, Gaspar, chef d’état-major de la marine
cubaine (jan. 1959-).

BRYCE, R.B., greffier du Conseil privé et secrétaire
du Cabinet.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, représentant permanent des
Etats-Unis, Conseil de I'Atlantique Nord.

BURNS, lieut.-gén. E.L.M., commandant, Force
d’urgence des Nations Unies.

BURNS, T.M., premiére secrétaire (commercial),
ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

BURWASH, Dorothy, 1™ Direction économique.

BUTLER, B.C., ministre (commercial), haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

BUTLER, Keith S., premier secrétaire, Foreign Office
du Royaume-Uni.

BUTLER, Michael D., premier secrétaire, Foreign
Office du Royaume-Uni.

BYRNS, Kenneth A., agent responsable des Affaires
canadiennes, Bureau des Affaires du Commonwealth
britannique et d'Europe nord, département d'Etat des
Ftats-Unis.

CADIEUX, Marcel, sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint aux
Affaires extérieures et conseiller juridique.

CAHAN, J.F., secrétaire-général suppléant, OECE.
CAMPBELL, A.G., Direction des Nations Unies.

CAMPBELL, maréchal de I’air H.L., chef d’état-major
de 1a Force aérienne.

CAMPBELL, Ross, adjoint spécial au secrétaire d’Etat
aux Affaires extérieures.

CANELLOPOULOS, Panayiotis, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la Greéce.

CANTILLO PORRAS, général Eulogio A., chef d’état-
major de I’armée du Cuba (-jan. 1959).

CARDONA, Dr. José Miro, premier ministre de Cuba
(jan.- fév. 1959).
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BRADLEY, General Omar, former Chief of Staff of
United States.

BRADSHAW, J.P., Delegate of West Indies to
Commonwealth Economic Consultative Council.

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

BROWN, H. Leslie, Assistant Deputy Minister (Trade
Commissioner Service), Department of Trade and
Commerce.

BROWNE, John F., M.P. (P.C.- Vancouver-
Kingsway).

BRUCH, Gaspar, Chief of Navy of Cuba
(Jan. 1959-).

BRYCE, R.B., Clerk of Privy Council and Secretary
to Cabinet.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, Permanent Representative
of United States to North Atlantic Council.

BURNS, Lt.-Gen. E.L.M., Commander, United
Nations Emergency Force.

BURNS, T.M., First Secretary (Commerical),
Embassy in United States.

BURWASH, Dorothy, Economic (1) Division.

BUTLER, B.C., Minister (Commercial), High
Commission in United Kingdom.

BUTLER, Keith S., First Secretary, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

BUTLER, Michael D., First Secretary, Foreign Office
of the United Kingdom.

BYRNS, Kenneth A, Officer in Charge of Canadian
Affairs, Office of British Commonwealth and
Northern European Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

CADIEUX, Marcel, Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs and Legal Advisor.

CAHAN, J.F., Deputy Secretary-General, OEEC.
CAMPBELL, A.G., United Nations Division.
CAMPBELL, Air Marshal H.L., Chief of Air Staff.

CAMPBELL, Ross, Special Assistant, Office of
Secretary of State for External Affairs.

CANELLOPOULOS, Panayiotis, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Greece.

CANTILLO PORRAS, General Eulogio A., Chief of
Staff of Army of Cuba (-Jan. 1959).

CARDONA, Dr. José Miro, Prime Minister of Cuba
(Jan.- Feb. 1959).
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CARRILLO, Carlos, ambassadeur de Cuba
(-avr. 1959).

CARTER, Thomas LeMesurier, ancien commissaire
canadien, CISC, Vietnam.

CASEY, Richard G., ministre des Affaires extérieures
de 1'Australie.

CASSON, Peter, représentant spécial du haut-
commissaire pour les réfugiés au Canada.

CASTRO, Fidel, premier ministre de Cuba
(fév. 1959-).

CASTRO, Raul, ministre de la Défense de Cuba
(jan. 1959-).

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), haut-commissaire au Ceylan.

CAWTHORN, maj.-gén. sir Walter, haut-commissaire
de I’ Australie.

CHANDERLI, Abdelkadar, représentant 2 New York
du Front de libération nationale de I’ Algérie.

VOIR TCHANG KAI-CHEK.
VOIR TCHOU EN-LAL

CHRISTOFAS, Kenneth C., mission du Royaume-Uni
aupres de la Communauté économique européenne.

CHURCHILL, Gordon M., ministre du Commerce.

CHURCHILL, Randolph, journaliste et homme
politique britannique.

CHUVAHIN, D.S., ancien ambassadeur de I'Union
soviétique.

CLEVELAND, J.H., chef, Direction de I'Amérique.

COCKE, Erle Jr., représentant suppléant, délégation
des Ftats-Unis 2 I’ Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

COLE, Sterling, directeur-général, Agence
internationale de 1’énergie atomique.

COLLINS, R.E., chef, Direction de I’Extréme-Orient.
CONNELL, Ray, ministre des Travaux publiques de
I’Ontario.

COOLIDGE, Charles A., directeur, Group d’étude
mixte sur le désarmement des Etats-Unis.

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

COUILLARD, J. Louis, ambassadeur au Venezuela.

COUVE DE MURVILLE, Maurice, ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de la France.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

CARRILLO, Carlos, Ambassador of Cuba
(-Apr. 1959).

CARTER, Thomas LeMesurier, former
Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam.

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

CASSON, Peter, Special Representative of High
Commissioner on Refugees in Canada.

CASTRO, Fidel, Prime Minister of Cuba
(Feb. 1959-).

CASTRO, Raul, Minister of Defense of Cuba
(Jan. 1959-).

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), High Commissioner in Ceylon.

CAWTHORN, Major-General Sir Walter, High
Commissioner of Australia.

CHANDERLI, Abdelkader, Representative in New
York of FLN, Algeria.

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

CHOU EN-LAL, Prime Minister and Foreign Minister
of People's Republic of China.

CHRISTOFAS, Kenneth C., Mission of United
Kingdom to European Economic Community.

CHURCHILL, Gordon M., Minister of Trade and
Commerce.

CHURCHILL, Randolph, British journalist and
politician.

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

CLEVELAND, J.H., Head, American Division.

COCKE, Erle Jr., Alternate Representative,
Delegation of United States to United Nations
General Assembly.

COLE, Sterling, Director General, IAEA.

COLLINS, R.E., Head, Far East Division.

CONNELL, Ray, Minister of Public Works of
Ontario.

COOLIDGE, Charles A., Director, Joint Disarmament
Study Group of United States.

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

COUILLARD, J.Louis, Ambassador in Venezuela.

COUVE DE MURVILLE, Maurice, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of France.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
CoVEL, T.E., vice-président, Aluminum Sales Ltée.

CRAWFORD, sir John, secrétaire, Ministére du
Commerce de |’ Australie.

CREAN, G.G., ministre, ambassade en France.
CROWE, M.A., chef, 1" Direction é&conomique.

CROWE, Colin, chef, mission du Royaume-Uni en
République arabe unie; chargé d’affaires
(déc. 1959-).

CUMMING-BRUCE, Francis, haut-commissaire
suppléant du Royaume-Uni.

DANSEREAU, J. Lucien, commissaire canadien,
Commission mixte internationale.

DAVIS, Henry F., chef, Direction européenne.

DAY, Archibald, chef, Direction des recherches
historiques.

DE GAULLE, général Charles, président de la France.

DE SILVA, William, ministre de I’Industrie et des
Pécheries du Ceylan (- 18 mai 1959).

DE VAUCELLES, Pierre, représentant suppléant,
délégation de la France 4 I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

DEAN, Arthur H., avocat, Sullivan & Cromwell,
New York et chef de la délégation des Etats-Unis 2
la Conférence sur le droit de la mer.

DEBRE, Michel, premier ministre de ta France.

DEIOIE, Louis, chef, Parti Agricole et Industriel
National — PAIN, d’Haiti.

DELOUVRIER, Paul, délégue-général de la France en
Algérie.
DELWORTH, Thomas, adjoint au secrétaire

parlementaire, Bureau du secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures.

DESAI M.J., secrétaire aux Affaires du
Commowealth, ministere des Affaires extérieures de
I’Inde.

DEWAR, D.B., Bureau du Conseil privé.

DEWOLF, vice-amiral H.G., chef d’état-major de la
marine.

DIEFENBAKER, John G., premier ministre.

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

DILLON, C. Douglas, sous-secrétaire adjoint aux
Affaires économiques, département d'Frat des Etats-
Unis.

xliii
COVEL, T.E., Vice-President of Aluminum Sales

Ltd.

CRAWFORD, Sir John, Secretary, Department of
Trade, Australia.

CREAN, G.G., Minister, Embassy in France.
CROWE, M.A., Head, Economic (1) Division.

CROWE, Colin, Head of United Kingdom Mission in
United Arab Republic; Chargé d’ Affaires
(Dec. 1959-).

CUMMING-BRUCE, Francis, Deputy High
Commissioner of United Kingdom.

DANSEREAU, J. Lucien, Canadian Commissioner,
uc.

DavIs, Henry F., Head, European Division.
DAY, Archibald, Head, Historical Division.

DE GAULLE, General Charles, President of France.

DE SILVA, William, Minister of Industries and
Fisheries of Ceylon (-May 18, 1959).

DE VAUCELLES, Pierre, Alternate Representative,
Delegation of France to the United Nations General
Assembly.

DEAN, Arthur H., Lawyer, Sullivan & Cromwell,
New York and Chairman, Delegation of United
States to Conference on the Law of the Sea.

DEBRE, Michel, Prime Minister of France.

DEIOIE, Louis, leader, National Agricultural
Industrial Party (Parti Agricole et Industriel National
- PAIN) of Haiti.

DELOUVRIER, Paul, Delegate General of France in
Algeria.

DELWORTH, Thomas, Assistant to the Parliamentary
Secretary, Office of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

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

DEWAR, D.B., Privy Council Office.
DEWOLF, Vice-Admiral H.G., Chief of Naval Staff.

DIEFENBAKER, John G., Prime Minister.
DIEM, Ngo Dinh, President of Republic of Vietnam.

DILLON, C. Douglas, Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, Department of State of
United States.
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DIRKSEN, sénateur Everett, (R-Illinois).

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

DOUGLAS, sénateur Paul, (D-Illinois).

DREW, George A., haut-commissaire au Royaume-
Uni.

DRINKALL, John Kenneth, département de 'Ouest,
Foreign Office du Royaume-Uni.

DROUIN, sénateur Mark, R., président du Sénat.

DULLES, John Foster, secrétaire d'Etat des Etats-
Unis (-mai 1959).

DUNLAP, vice-maréchal de ’air Clarence R., adjoint
au chef d’état-major, Grand Quartier général des
Puissances alliées en Europe.

Dupuis, Dr. R. ingénieur en chef, Commission
hydroélectrique de Québec.

DuPUY, Pierre, ambassadeur en France.

DURBROW, Elbridge, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
République du Vietnam.

DUVALIER, Francois, président du Haiti.

EASTWOOD, C.B., sous-secrétaire, Office des
colonies du Royaume-Uni.

ECCLES, sir David, président, chambre de commerce
du Royaume-Uni (-oct. 1959).

EDEN, Anthony, ancien premier ministre du
Royaume-Uni.

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

ENGEN, Hans, ministre des Affaires étrangeres de la
Norvege.

ENGLISH, John, sous-ministre, ministére du
Commerce.

ERHARD, Dr. Ludwig, ministre des Affaires
économiques de la République fédéraie
d’ Allemagne.

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., commissaire canadien,
CISC, Vietnam.

ETZEL, Dr. Franz, ministre des Finances, République
fédérale de I’ Allemagne.

EYTAN, Dr. Walter, directeur général, ministére des
Affaires étrangeres de 1’ Israél.

FAIRCLOUGH, Ellen, ministre de la Citoyenneté et de
I'ITmmigration.

FANFANI, Amintore, premier ministre de 1'Italie.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

DIRKSEN, Senator Everett, (R-Illinois).

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

DOUGLAS, Senator Paul, (D-Illinois).

DREW, George A., High Commissioner in United
Kingdom.

DRINKALL, John Kenneth, Western De;;anment,
Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

DROUIN, Senator Mark R., Speaker of the Senate.

DULLES, John Foster, Secretary of State of United
States (-May 1959).

DUNLAP, Air Vice-Marshal Clarence R., Assistant to
the Chief of Staff, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers Europe.

Duputs, Dr. R, Chief Engineer, Quebec Hydro-
Electric Commission.

DuruY, Pierre, Ambassador in France.

DURBROW, Elbridge, Ambassador of United States
in Republic of Vietnam.

DUVALIER, Frangois, President of Haiti.

EASTWOOD, C.B., Under-Secretary, Colonial Office
of United Kingdom.

ECCLES, Sir David, President, Board of Trade of
United Kingdom (-Oct. 1959).

EDEN, Anthony, former Prime Minister of United
Kingdom.

EISENHOWER, Dwight D., President of United States.

ENGEN, Hans, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Norway.

ENGLISH, John, Deputy Minister, Department of
Trade and Commerce.

ERHARD, Dr. Ludwig, Minister of Economic Affairs,
Federal Republic of Germany.

ERICHSEN-BROWN, J.P., Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam.

ETZEL, Dr. Franz, Minister of Finance, Federal
Republic of Germany.

EYTAN, Dr. Walter, Director General, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Israel.

FAIRCLOUGH, Ellen, Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration.

FANFANI, Amintore, Prime Minister of Italy.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

FARLEY, Philip J., adjoint spécial des Affaires du
désarmement et d'énergie atomique au secrétaire
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

Fauzr, général Muhammad, ministre de Guerre de la
République arabe unie.

Fawzl, Dr. Mahmoud, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la République arabe unie.

FEAVER, H.F., chef, Direction du Protocole.

FERRER, Capt. Eduardo, inspecteur général des
Forces aériennes du Cuba (jan. 1959-).

FIGUERES, José, ancien président du Costa Rica.
FLEMING, Donald, ministre des Finances.

FooT, sir Hugh, gouverneur de la Chypre.
FORD, R.A.D., ambassadeur en Yougoslavie.

FORTHOMME, Pierre A.P., directeur général pour le
Commerce extérieur, ministere des Affaires
étrangeres et du Commerce extérieur de la Belgique.

FORTIER, colonel Laval, sous-ministre de la
Citoyenneté et de 'Tmmigration.

FOSTER, Paul E., directeur général adjoint pour les
Activités internationales, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

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

FROST, Leslie, premier ministre de I'Ontario.
FULTON, E. Davey, ministre de la Justice.

GACHON, Jean, correspondant, Agence France-
Presse.

GALLANT, E., conseiller, ambassade en Belgique.

GARDNER, Richard H., diplomate australien
occupant le post de deuxiéme secrétaire a
I’ambassade du Canada en République arabe unie.

GARNER, sir Joseph John Saville, haut-commissaire
du Royaume-Uni.

GATFS, Thomas S. Jr., sous-secrétaire a la Défense
des Etats-Unis.

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

GEORGES-PICOT, Guillaume, représentant permanent
de la France auprés des Nations Unies.

GHALIB, Mourad, conseiller, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres, République arabe unie.

GIAP, voir VO NGUYEN GIAP.

GILBERT, E. V., Direction de I'excavation maritime,
ministere des Travaux publics.
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FARLEY, Philip J., Special Assistant to Secretary of
State of United States for Disarmament and Atomic
Energy Affairs.

FAuUz1, General Muhammad, Minister of War,
United Arab Republic.

Fawzi, Dr. Mahmoud, Foreign Minister of United
Arab Republic.

FEAVER, H.F., Head, Protocol Division.

FERRER, Capt. Eduardo, Inspector General of Air
Force of Cuba (Jan. 1959-).

FIGUERES, José, former President of Costa Rica.
FLEMING, Donald, Minister of Finance.

FoorT, Sir Hugh, Govemor of Cyprus.

FORD, R.A.D., Ambassador in Yugoslavia.

FORTHOMME, Pierre A.P., Director General for
Foreign Trade, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Foreign Trade, Belgium.

FORTIER, Colonel Laval, Deputy Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration.

FOSTER, Paul E., Assistant General Manager for
International Activities, Department of State of
United States.

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

FROST, Leslie, Premier of Ontario.
FULTON, E. Davey, Minister of Justice.

GACHON, Jean, correspondent, Agence France-
Presse.

GALLANT, E., Counsellor, Embassy in Belgium.

GARDNER, Richard H., Australian diplomat serving
as Second Secretary at Embassy in United Arab
Republic.

GARNER, Sir Joseph John Saville, High
Commissioner of United Kingdom.

GATES, Thomas S. Jr., Deputy Secretary of Defense
of United States.

GAUVIN, Michel, Defence Liaison (1) Division.

GEORGES-PICOT, Guillaume, Permanent
Representative of France to United Nations.

GHALIB, Mourad, Counsellor, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, United Arab Republic.

GIAP, See VO NGUYEN GIAP.

GILBERT, E.V., Marine Excavation Division,
Department of Public Works.
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GILCHRIST, W.M,, président, Eldorado Mining and
Refining Ltée.

GILL, Evan, haut-commissaire au Ghana.
GILMOUR, E.H., Direction des Affaires consulaires.

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

GOMULKA, Wladyslaw, premier secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti des OQuvriers unifiés
(communist) de la Pologne.

GORALSKI, W., commissaire polonais, CISC,
Vietnam.

GOTLIEB, A.E., Direction juridique.

GRANDE, George, conseiller et consul, mission
militaire & Berlin.

GRANDY, J.F., conseiller (finances), haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

GRAY, ].L., président, Energie atomique du Canada
Ltée.

GREEN, Howard, ministre des Travaux publiques;
secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

(juin 1959-).

GREGH, Frangois-Didier, secrétaire général adjoint,
Affaires économiques et financiéres, Secrétariat de
I'OTAN.

GREY, R.Y., chef, 1" Direction économique.

GROMYKO, Andrei, ministre des Affaires étrangeéres
de I’Union soviétique.

GRONDIN, Gilles, représentant canadien, CISC
Hanoi, Vietnam (nov. 1959-).

GUEVARA, Ernesto « Che », Commandant de la
prison forteresse La Cabaifia & Cuba (jan. 1959-).

GUNAWARDENA, Philip, ministre de 1’ Agriculture du
Ceylan (-18 mai 1959).

HADID, Muhammad, ministre des Finances de I'Irak.
HADJ, Messali, chef, Mouvement National Algérien
(MNA).

HALLSTEIN, professeur Walter, président,
Commission de Communauté économique
européenne.

HALSTEAD, John, conseiller, mission permanente
aupres des Nations Unies.

HAMILTON, Alvin, ministre des Affaires du Nord et
des Ressources nationales.

HAMILTON, Thomas, correspondant, The New York
Times.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

GILCHRIST, W .M., President, Eldorado Mining and
Refining Ltd.

GILL, Evan, High Commissioner in Ghana.
GILMOUR, E.H., Consular Division.

GOLDEN, David, Deputy Minister of Defence
Production.

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

GORALSKI, W., Polish Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam.

GOTLIEB, A.E., Legal Division.

GRANDE, George, Counsellor and Consul, Military
Mission in Berlin.

GRANDY, J.F., Counsellor (Finance), High
Commission in United Kingdom.

GRAY, J.L., President, Atomic Energy Canada Ltd.

GREEN, Howard, Minister of Public Works;
Secretary of State for External Affairs (June 1959-).

GREGH, Francois-Didier, Assistant Secretary
General for Economic and Financial Affairs, NATO
Secretariat.

GREY, R.Y., Head, Economic (1) Division.

GROMYKO, Andrei, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Soviet Union.

GRONDIN, Gilles, Canadian Representative, Hanoi
bureau, ICSC, Vietnam (Nov. 1959-).

GUEVARA, Ernesto “Che”, Commander, La Cabana
Fortress prison in Cuba (Jan. 1959-).

GUNAWARDENA, Philip, Minister of Agriculture of
Ceylon (-May 18, 1959).

HADID, Muhammad, Minister of Finance of Iraq.

HADJ, Messali, leader of Mouvement National
Algérien (MNA).

HALLSTEIN, Professor Walter, President of the
Commission of the European Economic Community.

HALSTEAD, John, Counsellor, Permanent Mission to
United Nations.

HAMILTON, Alvin, Minister of Northern Affairs and
National Resources.

HAMILTON, Thomas, correspondent, The New York
Times.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

HAMMARSKIOLD, Dag, secrétaire général des
Nations Unies.

HANNAH, Dr. John A., ancien président, section
américaine, Commission permanente canado-
américaine de défense.

HARDY, C., Direction de I' Amérique.

HARE, Raymond A., ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
République arabe unie.

HARE, John Hugh, ministre de I’ Agriculture du
Royaume-Uni.

HARKNESS, Douglas, ministre d'Agriculture.

HARKORT, Peter G., chef, Direction commerciale,
ministre des Affaires étrangeres de la République
fédérale d’ Allemagne.

HARRIMAN, Averill, ancien ambassadeur des Etats-
Unis en Union soviétique.

HEATHCOAT-AMORY, Derick, chancelier de
1'Echiquier du Royaume-Uni.

HEENEY, A.D.P., ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis.
HEES, George, ministre des Transports.

HENDRICK, vice-maréchal de 1’air M.M., président,
état-major interarmes du Canada aux Etats-Unis.

HEPPEL, Richard P., chef, département de |’ Asie du
Sud-Est, Foreign Office du Royaume Uni.

HERRINGTON, W.C., département d’Etat des Ftats-
Unis; adjoint spécial au sous-secrétaire a la Péche et
a la Faune.

HERTER, Christian A., sous-secrétaire d’Etat et

président, Conseil de coordination des activités,
département d’Etat des Ftats-Unis (-mai 1959);
secrétaire d’Etat.

HILLER, G.F., chef, département de I’Est, Foreign
Office du Royaume-Uni.

HODGSON, Dr. J.S., Bureau du Conseil privé.

HOLDEN, Dr. O., ingénieur en chef, Commission
hydroélectrique de 1'Ontario.

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

HOME, Lord Alexander Frederick Douglas,
secrétaire d'Etat des Relations avec le
Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

HORWOOD, J.A., Direction des Affaires consulaires.

HOURSTON, W. R., chef, Direction générale du
développement de la pisciculture, ministere des
Pécheries.
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HAMMARSKJIOLD, Dag, Secretary General of United
Nations.

HANNAH, Dr. John A., former Chairman, United
States Section, PIBD.

HARDY, C., American Division.

HARE, Raymond A., Ambassador of United States in
United Arab Republic.

HARE, John Hugh, Minister of Agriculture, United
Kingdom.

HARKNESS, Douglas, Minister of Agriculture.
HARKORT, Peter G., Head of Commercial

Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Federal
Republic of Germany.

HARRIMAN, Averill, former Ambassador of United
States in Soviet Union.

HEATHCOAT-AMORY, Derick, Chancellor of the
Exchequer of United Kingdom.

HEENEY, A.D.P., Ambassador in United States.
HEES, George, Minister of Transport.

HENDRICK, Air Vice Marshal M.M., Chairman,
Canadian Joint Staff in United States.

HEPPEL, Richard P., Head, South East Asia
Department, Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

HERRINGTON, W.C., Department of State of United
States, Special Assistant to Under Secretary of
Fisheries and Wildlife.

HERTER, Christian A., Under Secretary of State and
Chairman, Operations Coordinating Board,
Department of State of United States (-May 1959);
Secretary of State of United States.

HILLER, G.F., Head, Eastern Department, Foreign
Office of United Kingdom.

HODGSON, Dr. 1.S., Privy Council Office.

HOLDEN, Dr. O., Chief Engineer, Ontario Hydro
Electric Commission.

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

HoOME, Lord Alexander Frederick Douglas,
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations of
United Kingdom.

HORWOOD, J.A., Consular Division.

HOURSTON, W.R., Chief, Fish Culture Development
Branch, Department of Fisheries.
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HUNT, D.W.S., sous-secrétaire, Office des Relations
avec le Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

HUSSEIN, roi de la Jordanie.
HYNDMAN, J.E., 1** Direction économique.

IRWIN, J.N., secrétaire adjoint a la défense des
Affaires relatives 2 la sécurité internationale des
Etats-Unis.

ISBISTER, C.M., sous-ministre adjoint, ministére du
Commerce.

JAMES, John M.C., haut-commissaire suppléant du
Royaume-Uni en Inde.

JAMES, Dr. F. Cyril, président de I’Université
McGill.

JARVIS, G. M., avocat général, Energie atomique du
Canada Ltée.

JAWAD, Hashim, représentant permanent de I’Irak
aupres des Nations Unies.

JHA, C.S., représentant permanent de I’ Inde auprés
des Nations Unies.

JOHNSON, Daniel, ministre des Ressources
hydrauliques du Québec.

JOHNSON, David, ambassadeur en Union soviétique.

JOHNSTON, Eric, nommé par le président des Etats-
Unis pour contribuer a I’établissement d’un projet
régional d’aménagement des eaux sur le Jourdain
(oct. 1953).

JOXE, Louis, secrétaire général, ministére des
Affaires étrangeres de France.

KASSEM [QASIM], maj-gén Abdul Karim, premier
ministre de I’Irak et ministre de la Défense.

KENNETT, W.A,, adjoint exécutif au sous-ministre
du Commerce.

KERR, sénateur Robert (D-Oklahoma).

KEYSTON, Dr. J.E., vice-président, Conseil de
recherches pour la défense.

KHALIL, Salah, secrétaire-général, ministere des
Affaires étrangeres de la République arabe unie.

KHOMAN, Thanat, représentant de Thatlande auprés
des Nations Unies.

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

KINGSTONE, H.C., Direction juridique.
KIRSTEN, R., haut-commissaire de I’ Afrique du Sud.

KI1sHI, Nobusuke, premier ministre du Japon.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

HuNT, D.W.S., Under-Secretary, Commonwealth
Relations Office of United Kingdom.

HUSSEIN, King of Jordan.
HYNDMAN, J.E., Economic (1) Division.

IRWIN, J.N., Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs of United States.

ISBISTER, C.M. Assistant Deputy Minister,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

JAMES, John M.C., Deputy High Commissioner of
United Kingdom in India.

JAMES, Dr. F. Cyril, Prinicipal, McGill University.

JARVIS, G. M., General Counsel, Atomic Energy of
Canada Ltd.

JAWAD, Hashim, Permanent Representative of Iraq
to United Nations.

JHA, C.S., Permanent Representative of India to
United Nations.

JOHNSON, Daniel, Minister of Hydraulic Reserves of
Quebec.

JOHNSON, David M., Ambassador in Soviet Union.

JOHNSTON, Eric, appointed by President of United
States to help establish regional water development
project based on Jordan River (Oct. 1953).

JOXE, Louis, Secretary General, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of France.

KASSEM [QASIM], Major-General Abdul Karim,
Prime Minister of Iraq and Minister of Defence.

KENNETT, W.A., Executive Assistant to the Deputy
Minister of Trade and Commerce.

KERR, Senator Robert (D-Oklahoma).

KEYSTON, Dr. J.E., Vice Chairman, Defence
Research Board.

KHALIL, Salah, Secretary-General, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, United Arab Republic.

KHOMAN, Thanat, Representative of Thailand to
United Nations.

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

KINGSTONE, H.C., Legal Division.
KIRSTEN, R., High Commissioner of South Africa.
KisHI, Nobusuke, Prime Minister of Japan.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

KOHLER, Foy D., sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint des
Affaires européennes, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

KosLov, Frol R., premier président suppléant,
Conseil des ministres de I'Union soviétique.

KRAG, Jens Otto, ministre des Affaires étrangéres du
Danemark.

KRISTIANSON, K., secrétaire, Comité consultatif de
I'utilisation des eaux, et secrétaire, Comité du
Cabinet chargé des problemes liés au fleuve
Columbia, ministere des Affaires du Nord et des
Ressources nationales.

KUTCHUK, Dr. Fazil, chef de la communauté turque
et vice-président élu de Chypre (14 déc. 1959).

KUTER, général Laurence, S., Commandant des
Etats-Unis, Commandement de la défense
aérospatiale de I'Amérique du Nord.

KUZNETSOV, V.V, premier vice-ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de I'Union soviétique et chef,
délégation a I’ Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

LACOSTE, Francis, ambassadeur de la France.

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

LALOY, Jean, Directeur adjoint des Affaires
politiques, ministere des Affaires étrangéres de la
France.

LAMBERT, Allan, directeur général et vice-président
de la Banque Toronto-Dominion.

LANGE, Halvard M., ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de la Norvege.

LANGLAIS, Henn, sous-directeur des Affaires ouest-
européennes, Direction politique de I’ Administration
centrale de la France.

LANGLEY, J.C., premier secrétaire, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

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

LEGER, Jules, représentant permanent auprés du
Conseil de I'Atlantique Nord et de 'OECE.

LEPAN, D.V., sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint aux
Affaires extérieures.

LE QUESNE, Charles Martin, département de I'Est,
Foreign Office du Royaume-Uni.

LEWANDOWSKI, Bohdan, sous-directeur pour le
Royaume-Uni et I' Amérique, ministere des Affaires
étranggres de la Pologne.
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KOHLER, Foy D., Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

KosLov, Frol R., First Deputy Chairman, Council of
Ministers of Soviet Union.

KRAG, Jens Otto, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Denmark.

KRISTJANSON, K., Secretary, Advisory Committee

on Water Use Policy and of Cabinet Committee on
Columbia River Problems, Department of Northern
Affairs and National Resources.

KUTCHUK, Dr. Fazil, leader of Turkish community
and Vice-President elect of Cyprus (Dec. 14, 1959).

KUTER, General Laurence, S., (US) Commander,
North American Aerospace Command.

KUzZNETSOV, V.V, First Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Soviet Union and Head, Delegation to
United Nations General Assembly.

LACOSTE, Francis, Ambassador of France.

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

LALOY, Jean, Assistant Director, Political Affairs,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of France.

LAMBERT, Allan, General Manager and Vice-
President, Toronto-Dominion Bank.

LANGE, Halvard M., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Norway.

LANGLAIS, Henri, Deputy Director of West
European Affairs, Political Division of the Central
Administration of France.

LANGLEY, J.C,, First Secretary, Embassy in United
States.

LEDDY, John M., Special Assistant to Deputy Under
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, Department
of State of United States.

LEGER, Jules, Permanent Representative to North
Atlantic Council and OEEC.

LEPAN, D.V., Assistant Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

LE QUESNE, Charles Martin, Eastern Department,
Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

LEWANDOWSKI, Bohdan, Deputy Director for
United Kingdom and America, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Poland.



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

LLOYD, John Selwyn, Foreign Secretary du
Royaume-Uni.

LOBATCHEV, Alexandre 1., conseiller commercial,
ambassade de I'Union soviétique.

LORD, Dr. C.S., Géologue en chef, Direction de la
Commission géologique du Canada, ministere des
Mines et des Relevés techniques.

LOURIE, Arthur, ambassadeur de 1'Israél.

Louw, Eric, ministre des Affaires extéricures de
I'Union d'Afrique du Sud.

LUCET, Charles E., Directeur des Affaires politiques
a I’ Administration central de France.

LUBKE, Heinrich, ministre de ' Alimentation, de
I'Agriculture et de la Sylviculture de la République
fédérale d'Allemagne (-sept. 1959); président.

LUNS, Joseph, ministre des Affaires extérieures des
Pays-Bas.

MACAULAY, R.W. ministre du Développement
économique de I’Ontario.

MACCALLUM, J.L., conseiller juridique, section
canadienne, Commission mixte internationale.

MACDERMOT, Dermot F., sous-secrétaire adjoint,
Foreign Office du Royaume-Uni.

MACDONNELL, J.M., ministre sans portefeuille.

MACDONNELL, R.M., sous-secrétaire d'Etat
suppléant aux Affaires extérieures.

MACLEAN, J. Angus, ministre des Pécheries.

MACMILLAN, Harold, premier ministre du Royaume-
Uni.

MACOMBER, William B. Jr., secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
pour les relations avec le Congres, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

MAHDAWI, colonel Fadhil Abbas, chargé par le
premier ministre de 1’Iraq d’instituer le « Tribunal
populaire » pour juger les membres de 1’ancien
gouvernement (juill. 1958).

MAKARIOS, Archbishop, président €lu de la Chypre
(14 déc. 1959).

MALENKOV, Georgi, ancien premier ministre de
I’ Union soviétique.

MANN, Thomas, sous-secrétaire adjoint aux Affaires
économiques, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

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

LLOYD, John Selwyn, Foreign Secretary of United
Kingdom.

LOBATCHEV, Alexandre I., Commercial Counsellor,
Embassy of Soviet Union.

LoRD, Dr. C.S., Chief Geologist, Geological Survey
of Canada Branch, Department of Mines and
Technical Surveys.

LOURIE, Arthur, Ambassador of Israel.

Louw, Eric, Minister of External Affairs of Union of
South Africa.

LUCET, Charles E., Director of Political Affairs,
Central Administration of France.

LUEBKE, Heinrich, Minister of Food, Agriculture
and Forestry, Federal Republic of Germany (-Sept.
1959); President.

LUNS, Joseph, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands.

MACAULAY, R.W. Minister of Economic
Development of Ontario.

MACCALLUM, J.L., Legal Adviser, Canadian
Section, 1JC.

MACDERMOT, Dermot F., Assistant Under-
Secretary, Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

MACDONNELL, J.M., Minister without Portfolio.

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

MACLEAN, J. Angus, Minister of Fisheries.

MACMILLAN, Harold, Prime Minister of United
Kingdom.

MACOMBER, William B. Jr., Assistant Secretary of
State for Congressional Relations of the Department
of State of the United States.

MAHDAWI, Colonel Fadhil Abbas, established the
“People’s Court” under the Prime Minister of Irag
to try members of the former government (July
1958).

MAKARIOS, Archbishop, President-elect of Cyprus
(Dec. 14, 1959).

MALENKOV, Georgi, former Premier of Soviet
Union.

MANN, Thomas, Assistant Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs, Department of State of United
States.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

MANSHOLT, Sicco L., commissaire pour
Iagriculture, Communauté économique européenne.

Mao TsE TOUNG, président du Parti communiste de
la République populaire de Chine.

MARTIN, W.R.. secrétaire adjoint du Cabinet.

MATSUI, Sashichiro, représentant du Japon aupres de
I’ Agence internationale de I’énergie atomique.

MATTHEWS, Dr. T.H., secrétaire, Conférence
nationale des universités et colléges canadiens.

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

MAUDLING, Reginald, trésorier-payeur de
I’Echiquier du Royaume-Uni (-oct. 1959); président,
chambre du Commerce.

MBOYA, Tom, chef, Union africaine du Kenya.

MCCARTHY, John G., directeur, Bureau des Affaires
économiques, Mission des Etats-Unis aupres de
I'Organisation régionale européenne a Paris.

MCCONE, John, président, United States Atomic
Energy Commission.

MCcCORDICK, J.A., Direction des Nations Unies.

MCCULLOUGH, W.B., chargé d’affaires, ambassade
en République dominicaine (-avr 1959).

MCELROY, Neil H., secrétaire a la Défense des
Etats-Unis.

MCEWEN, John, vice-premier ministre et ministre du
Commerce de |’ Australie.

MCGREGOR, K., commissaire commercial principal
et conseiller économique, haut-commissariat du
Royaume-Uni.

McKaY, gouverneur Douglas, président, section
américaine, Commission mixte internationale et
président, section ameéricain, Commission
permanente canado-américaine de défense.

MCLAIN, Marvin, secrétaire adjoint & I’ Agriculture
des Etats-Unis.

MCLAINE, A.P., Direction de I’ Amérique.
MCNAUGHTON, général A.G.L., président, section
canadienne, Commission mixte intermationale et

Commission permanente canado-américaine de
défense.

MEAGHER, Margaret, ambassadrice en Israél.

MEIR, Golda, ministre des Affaires étranggres de
1’Israél.

li

MANSHOLT, Sicco L., Commissioner for
Agriculture, EEC.

MAo0 TsE TUNG, Chairman, Communist Party of the
People’s Republic of China.

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

MATSUL Sashichiro, Representative of Japan at
IAEA.

MATTHEWS, Dr. T.H., Secretary, National
Conference of Canadian Universities and Colleges.

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

MAUDLING, Reginald, Paymaster General of United
Kingdom (-Oct. 1959); President, Board of Trade.

MBOYA, Tom, leader, Kenyan African Union.

MCCARTHY, John G., Director, Office of Economic
Affairs, United States Mission to European Regional
Organizations at Paris.

MCCONE, John, Chairman, Atomic Energy
Commission of United States.

MCCORDICK, J.A., United Nations Division.

MCCULLOUGH, W.B., Chargé d’ Affaires, Embassy
in Dominican Republic (-Apr. 1959).

MCELROY, Neil H., Secretary of Defense of United
States.

MCEWEN, John, Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister for Trade of Australia.

MCGREGOR, K., Senior Trade Commissioner and
Economic Adviser, United Kingdom High
Commission.

MCcKAY, Governor Douglas, Chairman, United
States Section, International Joint Commission and
Chairman, United States Section, PJBD.

MCLAIN, Marvin, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
of United States.

MCLAINE, A.P., American Division.

MCNAUGHTON, General A.G.L., Chairman,
Canadian Section, International Joint Commission
and Chairman, Canadian Section, PIBD.

MEAGHER, Margaret, Ambassador in Israel.
MEIR, Golda, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel.
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MENON, V K. Krishna, ministre de la Défense de
I’Inde, et membre de la délégation a I’ Assemblée
générale des Nations Unies.

MENZIES, J.R., chef, Direction du génie sanitaire,
ministere de la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre
social.

MENZIES, Robert, premier ministre de I’ Australie.

MERCHANT, Livingston, secrétaire d’Erat adjoint aux

Affaires européennes, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

MICHENER, Roland, député (PC- Toronto St. Paul’s),

président de Ja Chambre des communes.

MIKOYAN, A L, premier vice-président, Soviet
supréme de 1’Union soviétique.

MILLER, F.R., sous-ministre de 1a Défense nationale.

MININ, Victor 1., premier secrétaire, ambassade de
I’Union soviétique.

MoCH, Jules, délégué permanent de la France a la
Commission pour le désarmement des Nations
Unies.

MOHAMMED V, roi du Maroc.

MOHEIDDIN, Zakaria, vice-président de la
République arabe unie.

MORLEY, David, Bureau du Conseil privé.

MORRIS, sir Philip, vice-chancelier, Bristol
University, et président, Conférence du
Commonwealth sur I'éducation.

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

NASH, Walter, premier ministre de la Nouvelle-
Zélande.

NASSER, colonel Gamal Abdel, président de la
République arabe unie.

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

NERVO, Luis, voir Padillo Nervo, Luis.

NESBITT, Wallace, député, (CP - Oxford), adjoint
parlementaire au premier ministre.

NEUBERGER, sénateur Richard Lewis (D-Oregon).

NICHOLS, Clarence, sous-directeur, Bureau du
Commerce international et des Ressources,
département d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

NICHOLSON, lan, diplomate australien occupant le
poste du deuxiéme secrétaire a I’ambassade du
Canada en République arabe unie.
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MENON, V K. Krishna, Minister of Defence of India
and member of Delegation to United Nations
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Division, Department of National Health and
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MENZIES, Robert, Prime Minister of Australia.

MERCHANT, Livingston, Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

MICHENER, Roland, M.P. (PC- Toronto St. Paul’s),
Speaker of the House of Commons.

MIKOYAN, A L, First Deputy Chairman, Supreme
Soviet of Soviet Union.

MILLER, F.R., Deputy Minister of National Defence.

MININ, Victor L, First Secretary, Embassy of Soviet
Union.

MocH, Jules, Permanent Delegate of France to
United Nations Disarmament Commission.

MOHAMMED V, King of Morocco.

MOHEIDDIN, Zakaria, Vice President, United Arab
Republic.

MORLEY, David, Privy Council Office.

MORRIS, Sir Philip, Vice-Chancellor, Bristol
University, and Chairman, Commonwealth
Education Conference.

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

NASH, Walter, Prime Minister of New Zealand.

NASSER, Colonel Gamal Abdel, President of United
Arab Republic.

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, Prime Minister of India.

NERVO, Luis, see Padillo Nervo, Luis.

NESBITT, Wallace, M.P. (PC - Oxford),
Parliamentary Assistant to the Prime Minister.
NEUBERGER, Senator Richard Lewis (D-Oregon).

NICHOLS, Clarence, Deputy Director, Office of
International Trade and Resources of United States.

NICHOLSON, Ian, Australian diplomat serving as
Second Secretary at Embassy in United Arab
Republic.
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NIXON, Richard M., vice-président des Etats-Unis.
NKRUMAH, Kwame, premier ministre du Ghana.

NORSTAD, général Lauris, commandant supréme des
Forces alliées en Europe (SACEUR), OTAN.

NOSEK, Jiri, délégation de la Tchécoslovaquie a
I' Assemblée général des Nations Unies.

NOWLAN, George, ministre du Revenu national.

NUTT, D.W.S,, sous-secrétaire adjoint, Bureau des
Relations avec le Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

NUTT, J.S., Direction juridique.

NYERE, Julius, chef, Union Afro-nationale du
Tanganyika.

O’HURLEY, Raymond, ministre de la Production
pour la défense.

OZERE, S.V., sous-ministre adjoint des Pécheries.

PADILLO NERVO, Luis, secrétaire d'Etat des Affaires
étrangeres du Mexique.

PAHUD, Jean-Louis, ambassadeur de la Suisse en
République arabe unie.

PANYA, Khamphan, représentant de Laos aupres des
Nations Unies.

PARKER, James, agent responsable des Affaires
canadiennes, Bureau des Affaires du Commonwealth
britannique et d'Europe du nord, département d'Etat
des Etats-Unis.

PARKINSON, J.F., conseiller économique, ministeére
des Finances.

PARLOUR, R.R., secrétaire commercial, ambassade
au Cuba.

PARSONS, J. Graham, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
des Affaires de I’Extréme-Orient, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-juin 1959); secrétaire adjoint.

PATTERSON, T.M., directeur, Direction des
Ressources hydrauliques, ministére des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationales.

PEARKES, George, ministre de la Défense nationale.
PEARSON, L.B., Chef de I’Opposition.

PELLA, Giuseppe, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de I'Italie.

PEREZ ALFONSO, Dr. Juan Pablo, ministre du Pétrole
du Venezuela.

PHAM VAN DONG, premier ministre et ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de la République démocratique
du Vietnam.

PHOUI SANANIKONE, premier ministre du Laos.
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NIXON, Richard M., Vice-President of United States.
NKRUMAH, Kwame, Prime Minister of Ghana.

NORSTAD, General Lauris, Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe (SACEUR), NATO.

NOSEK, Jiri, Delegation of Czechoslovakia to United
Nations General Assembly.

NoOwLAN, George, Minister of National Revenue.

NUTT, D.W.S., Assistant Under-Secretary,
Commonwealth Relations Office of United
Kingdom.

NUTT, J.S., Legal Division.

NYERE, Julius, Leader, Tanganyika African National
Union.

O'HURLEY, Raymond, Minister of Defence
Production.

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

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

PAHUD, Jean-Louis, Ambassador of Switzerland in
United Arab Republic.

PANYA, Khamphan, Representative of Laos to
United Nations.

PARKER, James, Canadian desk officer, Office of
British Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

PARKINSON, J.F., Economic Adviser, Department of
Finance.

PARLOUR, R.R., Commercial Secretary, Embassy in
Cuba.

PARSONS, J. Graham, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs, Department of State of
United States (-June 1959); Assistant Secretary.

PATTERSON, T.M., Director, Water Resources
Branch, Department of Northern Affairs and
National Resources.

PEARKES, George, Minister of National Defence.
PEARSON, L.B., Leader of the Opposition.

PELLA, Giuseppe, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Italy.

PEREZ ALFONSO, Dr. Juan Pablo, Minister of
Petroleumn of Venezuela.

PHAM VAN DONG, Prime Minister and Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Democratic Republic of Vietnam.

PHOUI SANANIKONE, Prime Minister of Laos.
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PIEDRA, Dr. Carlos, premier magistrat, Cour
supréme de Cuba; président provisoire
(17 jan. 1959).

PIERCE, S.D., ambassadeur en Belgique.

PINAY, Antoine, ministre des Finances et des
Affaires économiques de la France.

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

POLLOCK, Sidney, directeur, Contributions et
programmes internationaux, ministre des Finances.

PROFUMO, John, ministre d'Etat des Affaires
étrangeres du Royaume-Uni.

QASIM [KASSEM], Abdul-Karim, premier ministre de
I'Irak.

QUARLES, Donald A., sous-secrétaire a la Défense
des Etats-Unis (-mai 1959).

RAE, Saul, ministre, ambassade aux Etats-Unis.

RAPACKI, Adam, ministre des Affaires étrangéres de
la Pologne.

RASMINSKY, Louis, sous-gouverneur de la Banque
du Canada et directeur exécutif canadien, FMI.

REID, Escott, ambassadeur en République fédérale
d'Allemagne.

REINHARDT, Frederick, conseiller, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

REISMAN, Sol Simon, directeur, Direction générale
des Relations commerciales internationales,
ministére du Commerce.

RETTIE, Edward, chef, Direction du Moyen-Orient.

REWINKEL, Milton C., conseiller, ambassade des
Etats-Unis.

REY, Jean, membre responsable des relations
éxterieures de la Commission de Communauté
économique européenne.

RHEE, Syngman, président de la République de
Corée.

RICHARDS, Arthur L., adjoint spécial sur les
Questions relatives au droit maritime, Bureau du
sous-secrétaire d’Etat, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

RIDDELL, G.G., Direction du Moyen-Orient.

RIFAAT, Kamal, ministre d’Etat de la République
arabe unie.

RIFFAL Samir, premier ministre de la Jordanie.
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POLLOCK, Sidney, Director, International
Programmes and Contributions, Department of
Finance.

PROFUMO, John, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of United Kingdom.

QASIM [KASSEM], Abdul Karim, Prime Minister of
Iraq.

QUARLES, Donald A., Deputy Secretary of Defense
of United States (- May 1959).

RAE, Saul, Minister, Embassy in United States.

RAPACKI, Adam, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Poland.

RASMINSKY, Louis, Deputy Governor of Bank of
Canada and Canadian Executive Director, IMF.

REID, Escott, Ambassador in Federal Republic of
Germany.

REINHARDT, Frederick, Counsellor, Department of
State of United States.

REISMAN, Sol Simon, Director, International
Economic Relations Division, Department of
Finance.

RETTIE, Edward, Head, Middle East Division.

REWINKEL, Milton C., Counsellor, Embassy of
United States.

REY, Jean, Member of EEC Commission responsible
for Exernal Relations.

RHEE, Syngman, President of Republic of Korea.

RICHARDS, Arthur L., Special Assistant for Law of
the Sea Matters, Office of the Under Secretary of
State, Department of State of United States.

RIDDELL. G.G., Middle Eastern Division.

RIFAAT, Kamal, Minister of State of United Arab
Republic.

RIFFAL, Samir, Prime Minister of Jordan.
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RITCHIE, A.E., ministre, ambassade aux Etats-Unis
(-sept. 1959); sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint des
Affaires extérieures.

RITCHIE, Charles S. A., représentant permanent
aupres des Nations Unies.

ROBERTS, J.A., sous-ministre adjoint du Commerce.

ROBERTS, sir Frank, représentant permanent du
Royaume-Uni, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

ROBERTSON, Norman A., sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extéricures.

ROBERTSON, R.G., sous-ministre des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationales.

ROBERTSON, Walter S., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires de 'Extréme-Orient, département d'Etat
des Etats-Unis.

ROBINSON, H. Basil, adjoint spécial au secrétaire
d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures.

ROBINSON, R.M,, Direction de I’ Amérique.

ROMANIECKI, Leon, commissaire polonais, CISC,
Laos; commissaire polonais par intérim, CISC,
Vietnam.

RONNING, Chester A., haut-commissaire en Inde.

Ross, A.D.M., sous-secrétaire, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

RosTOW, professeur Walter, historien de
I’économie, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Boston.

ROUNTREE, William M., sous-secrétaire d'Etat
adjoint aux Affaires du Proche-Orient, de I'Asie sud
et de I'Afrique, département d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

ROUX, Henri-Paul, ambassadeur de 1a France en
Iran.

RUBAI, Muhammad Najib, président, Conseil de
souveraineté de I’Irak.

RuUBIDO, Col. José Rego, chef de I’ Armée de Cuba
(jan. 1959-).

RUCINSKI, Joseph, directeur, Département des
opérations pour I’ Asie et le Moyen-Orient, Banque
internationale pour la reconstruction et le
développement.

RUTTER, Peter, bureau de I’adjoint spécial au
secrétaire de I’Enérgie atomique des Etats-Unis.

SABRI, Zulficar, sous-ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la République arabe unie.

SABRY, Ali, ministre des Affaires présedentiels de la
République arabe unie.
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RITCHIE, A.E., Minister, Embassy in United States
(-Sept. 1959); Assistant Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

RITCHIE, Charles S. A., Permanent Representative to
United Nations.

ROBERTS, J.A., Associate Deputy Minister of Trade
and Commerce.

ROBERTS, Sir Frank, Permanent Representative of
United Kingdom to North Atlantic Council.

ROBERTSON, Norman A., Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs.

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.

ROBINSON, H. Basil, Special Assistant to Secretary
of State for External Affairs.

ROBINSON, R.M., American Division.

ROMANIECKI, Leon, Polish Commissioner, ICSC,
Laos; Acting Polish Commissioner, ICSC, Vietnam.

RONNING, Chester A., High Commissioner in India.

Ross, A.D.M., Under-Secretary, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

RosTOW, Professor Walter, Economic Historian,
Massachussetts Institute of Technology, Boston.

ROUNTREE, William M., Assistant Secretary of State
for Near Eastern, South Asian and African Affairs,
Department of State of United States.

ROUX, Henri-Paul, Ambassador of France in Iran.

RUBAI, Muhammad Najib, Chairman, Sovereignty
Council of fraq.

RUBIDO, Col. José Rego, Chief of Army of Cuba
(Jan. 1959-).

RUCINSKI, Joseph, Director, Department of
Operations for Asia and the Middle East,
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development.

RUTTER, Peter, Office of Special Assistant to
Secretary on Atomic Energy of United States.

SABRI, Zulficar, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
of United Arab Republic.

SABRY, Ali, Minister for Presidential Affairs of
United Arab Republic.
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SAID, Nuri al-, ancien premier ministre de 1’Irak.

SAMARRAL, Faiq al-, ambassadeur de I’Irak en
République arabe unie.

SAUVE, Paul, premier ministre du Québec.

SCHWARZMANN, Maurice, directeur adjoint,
Direction générale des Relations commerciales
internationales, ministére du Commerce.

SCRIBNER, Fred C., adjoint suppléant au président
des Ftats-Unis.

SEATON, Frederick A., secrétaire a I’Intérieur des
Etats-Unis.

SERGENT, René Edmond, secrétaire-général, OECE.

SHARP, Dudley, secrétaire adjoint (matériel), United
States Air Force.

SIERADZKI, Mieczyslaw, chargé d’affaires,
ambassade de la Pologne.

S1sco, Joseph J., sous-directeur adjoint des Affaires
politiques des Nations Unies et de la securité,
département d'Etat des Etats-Unis.

SMALL, C.J., délégu€ commercial a Hong Kong.

SMITH, Amold, ambassadeur en République arabe
unie.

SMITH, Rufus Z., conseiller, ambassade des Ftats-
Unis (juill. 1959 -).

SMITH, Sidney, secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures (-mars 1959).

SNOY D’OPPUERS, baron Jean-Charles, secrétaire-
général, ministere de I’Economie de la Belgique.

SON SANN, représentant du Cambodge aupres des
Nations Unies.

SONNEMAN, Dr. Theodor H.K.A., secrétaire d’Etat,
ministére de I’ Alimentation, de 1'Agriculture, et de la
Foresterie de la République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

SOUPHANOUVONG, Prince, chef de Neo Lao Haksat
Party, Laos.

SOUTHAM, G.H., chargé d’affaires, légation en
Pologne.

SPAAK, Paul-Henri, secrétaire général de I'OTAN.

SPIERS, Ronald I, agent responsable des Affaires du
désarmement, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

STALIN, Josef, ancien secrétaire général, Parti
communiste de 1'Union sovi€tique.

STANFIELD, Robert, premier ministre de la Nouvelle-
Ecosse.

STEPHENS, D.M., commissaire canadien,
Commission mixte internationale.
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SAID, Nuri al-, former Prime Minister of Iraq.

SAMARRAL, Faiq al-, Ambassador of Iraq in United
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SAUVE, Paul, Premier of Quebec.

SCHWARZMANN, Maurice, Assistant Director,
International Trade Relations Branch, Department of
Trade and Commerce.

SCRIBNER, Fred C., Deputy Assistant to the
President of the United States

SEATON, Frederick A., Secretary of Interior of
United States.

SERGENT, René Edmond, Secretary-General, OEEC.

SHARP, Dudley, Assistant Secretary (Materiel),
United States Air Force.

SIERADZKI, Mieczyslaw, Chargé d’ Affaires,
Embassy of Poland.

S1sC0, Joseph, Acting Director, United Nations
Political and Security Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

SMALL, C.J., Trade Commissioner, Hong Kong.

SMITH, Amold, Ambassador in United Arab
Republic.

SMITH, Rufus Z., Counsellor, Embassy of United
States (July 1959 -).

SMITH, Sidney, Secretary of State for External
Affairs (-Mar. 1959).

SNOY D’OPPUERS, Baron Jean-Charles, Secretary
General, Ministry of the Economy of Belgium.

SON SANN, Representative of Cambodia to United
Nations.

SONNEMAN, Dr. Theodor H.K.A., Secretary of State,
Department of Food, Agriculture and Forests,
Federal Republic of Germany.

SOUPHANOUVONG, Prince, leader of Neo Lao Haksat
Party, Laos.

SOUTHAM, G.H., Chargé d’ Affaires, Legation in
Poland.

SPAAK, Paul-Henn, Secretary-General of NATO.

SPIERS, Ronald 1., Officer in Charge of Disarmament
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

STALIN, Josef, former General Secretary,
Communist Party of Soviet Union.

STANFIELD, Robert, Premier of Nova Scotia.

STEPHENS, D.M., Commissioner, IJC.
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STEVENS, sir Roger, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
des Affaires du Moyen-Orient, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

STIKKER, Dirk, représentant permanent des Pays-
Bas, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

STONER, O.G., chef, I'" Direction économique.

STRAUSS, amiral Lewis L., secrétaire du Commerce
des Etats-Unis.

SUBANDRIO, Dr., ministre des Affaires étrangeres de
I’Indonésie.

SUKARNO [SOEKARNO], président de I’Indonésie.
TAYLOR, J.H., 1™ Direction économique.

TCHANG KAI-CHEK, général, président de la
République de Chine.

TCHOU EN-LAI, premier ministre et ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de la République populaire de
Chine.

THOMPSON, Tyler, ministre, ambassade des Etats-
Unis.

TiTo, maréchal Josip Broz, président de
Yougoslavie.

TOURE, Sékou, président de la République de
Guinée.

TREGASKES, S.G., conseiller commercial, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni.

TREMBLAY, Paul, chef, 1™ Direction de liaison avec
la Défense (-oct. 1959); ambassadeur au Chili.

TREVELYAN, sir Humphrey, ambassadeur du
Royaume-Uni en Irak.

TRUJILLO, Rafael, président de la République
dominicaine.

TRUMAN, Harry S., ancien président des Etats-Unis.

TSARAPKIN, Semyon K., délégué principal de
I’Union soviétique aux pourparlers de Genéve sur la
suspension des essais nucléaires et thermonucléaires
et sur le désarmement.

TUTHILL, John, directeur, Bureau des Affaires
régionales, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

TWINING, général Nathan F_, président du Comité
des chefs d'état-major des Etats-Unis.

ULBRICHT, Walter, premier ministre de la
République démocratique d’ Allemagne.

URRUTIA, Dr. Manuel, président provisoire du Cuba
(jan. 1959-).
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STEVENS, Sir Roger, Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for Mideastern Affairs, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

STIKKER, Dirk, Permanent Representant of the
Netherlands to North Atlantic Council.

STONER, O.G., Head, Economic (1) Division.

STRAUSS, Admiral Lewis L., Secretary of Commerce
of United States.

SUBANDRIO, Dr., Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Indonesia.

SUKARNO [SOEKARNO], President of Indonesia.
TAYLOR, J.H., Economic (1) Division.

SEE CHIANG KAI-SHEK

SEE CHOU EN-LAL

THOMPSON, Tyler, Minister, Embassy of United
States.

TITO, Marshal Josip Broz, President of Yugoslavia.
TOURE, Sékou, President of Republic of Guinea.

TREGASKES, S.G., Counsellor (Commercial), High
Commission in United Kingdom.

TREMBLAY, Paul, Head, Defence Liaison (1)
Division (-Oct. 1959); Ambassador to Chile.

TREVELYAN, Sir Humphrey, Ambassador of United
Kingdom in Iraq.

TRUJILLO, Rafael, President of Dominican Republic.

TRUMAN, Harry S., former President of United
States.

TSARAPKIN, Semyon K., Chief Delegate, Soviet
Union, Geneva talks on the suspension of nuclear
and thermonuclear tests and disarmament.

TUTHILL, John, Director, Office of Regional Affairs,
Department of State of United States.

TWINING, General Nathan F., Chairman, Chiefs of
Staff of United States.

ULBRICHT, Walter, Premier, Democratic Republic of
Germany.

URRUTIA, Dr. Manuel, Provisional President of
Cuba (Jan. 1959-).
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VALERY, Frangois, chef du service de la Coopération
économique, ministére des Affaires étrangeéres de la
France.

VAN OFFELEN, Jacques, ministre du Commerce
extérieur de la Belgique.

VENKATACHAR, C.S., haut-commissaire de I'Inde.

VIGDERMAN, Alfred G., sous-directeur, Bureau des
Affaires allemandes, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

VIVIAN, Dr. R.P., membre, délégation a I’ Assemblée
générale des Nations Unies.

Vo NGUYEN GIAP, général, ministre de la Défense et
vice-premier ministre de la République
démocratique du Vietnam.

VON BRENTANO, Heinrich, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

WARREN, I.H., sous-ministre adjoint du Commerce.

WEBER, Eugene W., commissaire des Etats-Unis,
Commission mixte internationale.

WEEKS, Sinclair, secrétaire au Commerce des Etats-
Unis.

WEIZMANN, Dr. Chaim, ancien président de 1’Israél.

WELENSKY, sir Roy, premier ministre de la
Rhodésie et de 1a Nyasaland

WELLS, Algie A., délégation des Etats-Unis auprés
de I’ Agence internationale de |’énergie atomique.

WERSHOF, M.H., représentant permanent aupres du
Bureau européen des Nations Unies et représentant
aupres de I’ Agence internationale de I’énergie
atomique.

WHEELER, lieut.-gén. Raymond A., chef, Mission de
développement du bassin du Mékong.

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

WHITEHEAD, sir Edgar, premier ministre de la
Rhodésie du Sud.

WIGGLESWORTH, Richard B., ambassadeur des
Etats-Unis.

WIGNY, P., ministre des Affaires étrangeres de la
Belgique.

WILGRESS, L. D., président, section canadienne,
Commission permanente canado-américaine de
défense (juill. 1959-).

WILLIAMS, lieut-gén. Samuel, commandant
américain, MAAG, Vietnam.
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VALERY, Frangois, Chief of Service for Economic
Cooperation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of France.

VAN OFFELEN, Jacques, Minister of Foreign Trade
of Belgium.

VENKATACHAR, C.S., High Commissioner of India.

VIGDERMAN, Alfred G., Deputy Director, Office of
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Affairs, Federal Republic of Germany.
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WEEKS, Sinclair, Secretary of Commerce of United
States.

WEIZMANN, Dr. Chaim, former President of Israel.

WELENSKY, Sir Roy, Prime Minister of Federation
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WELLS, Algie A., Delegation of United States to
TAEA.

WERSHOF, M.H., Permanent Representative to
European Office of United Nations and
Representative to International Atomic Energy
Commission.

WHEELER, Lt.-Gen. Raymond A., Head of Mission
to Develop Mekong River Basin.

WHITE, Ivan B., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

WHITEHEAD, Sir Edgar, Prime Minister of Southern
Rhodesia.

WIGGLESWORTH, Richard B., Ambassador of United
States.

WIGNY, P., Minister of Foreign Affairs of Belgium.

WILGRESS, L. D., Chairman, Canadian Section,
Canada-United States Joint Board on Defence
(July 1959-).

WILLIAMS, Lt.-General Samuel, United States
Commander, MAAG, Vietnam.
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WILLIAMSON, Harry, attaché scientifique,
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Rencontre de M. Harold Macmillan, premier ministre, avec le
premier ministre Diefenbaker et les membres du Cabinet canadien,
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Bibliothéque et Archives Canada C-00389714.

Le premier ministre Diefenbaker accueille le
secrétaire d'Etat américain, M. Christian Herter, au
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General Assembly’s First Committee during the
debate on disarmament, November 2, 1959. Charles
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U.N., is seated behind Nesbitt.
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M. Wallace B. Nesbitt prononce un discours a la
Premiére Commission de I'Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies pendant le débat sur le désarmement, le
2 novembre 1959. M. Charles Ritchie, le représentant
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assis derri¢re M. Nesbitt.
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NATIONS UNIES
UNITED NATIONS

SECTION A

QUESTIONS PRESENTEES ALA QUATORZIEME SESSION
DE L’ASSEMBLEE GENERALE A NEW YORK,
15 SEPTEMBRE AU 13 DECEMBRE 1959
ISSUES BEFORE THE FOURTEENTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
NEW YORK, SEPTEMBER 15 TO DECEMBER 13, 1959

SUBDIVISION I/SUB-SECTION I

INSTRUCTIONS A LA DELEGATION CANADIENNE
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE CANADIAN DELEGATION

L PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 272-59 [Ottawa), September 8, 1959

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

I'have the honour to submit for the approval of Cabinet draft instructions for the Canadian
Delegation to the fourteenth session of the General Assembly of the United Nations.

These instructions broadly follow policies approved for the twelfth and thirteenth sessions
of the General Assembly in 1957 and 1958.

"Le 2 septembre 1959, le Cabinet nommait Howard Green et Wallace Nesbitt président et vice-président
respectivement. Voir la liste compléte des membres de la délégation dans Yearbook of the United Nations
1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 593.

On September 2, 1959, Cabinet appointed Howard Green and Wallace Nesbitt as Chairman and Vice-

Chairman respectively. For a complete list of Delegation members, see Yearbook of the United Nations
1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 593.
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In the event that any departure from established policies appears desirable during the course
of the coming session of the Assembly, the Delegation will make appropriate recommendations
and request further instructions.

H.C. GREEN

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Note

SECRET

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

The fourteenth regular session of the United Nations General Assembly opens on
September 15 with an agenda of some 69 items. This memorandum contains instructions on
certain important items and on the general policies of the Delegation. These will be supple-
mented by instructions to the Delegation on specific questions as they arise.

The Delegation should, as in the past, seek to express Canada’s strong support for the
United Nations and to point out that, despite its defects and limitations, the Organization can
play an essential role in maintaining peace, settling disputes, and furthering the economic and
social well-being of its members. The Delegation in particular should play, whenever it is
judged appropriate, the active role which Canada is well fitted to play in promoting under-
standing between Western countries and the countries of Asia and Africa in order to assist in
bridging possible differences, and in strengthening the United Nations generally.

Elections to Security Council

Poland has announced its candidature for election to succeed Japan on January 1, 1960.
Japan occupies the so-called “Eastern European Seat” on the Security Council. The United
States is opposed to the reversion of this seat to the Soviet bloc. There is, however, much
validity in the Soviet bloc’s claim to the seat, on the basis of Article 23 of the Charter and on
the basis of the 1945 “gentlemen’s agreement” providing that one of the six non-permanent
seats should always go to an “Eastern European” member (the eight eligible members from
the Soviet bloc have thus far occupied the seat for only 2 terms out of 7). Moreover, there
would seem to be some political advantage in having Poland occupy this seat since Poland
is the most important political opposition force within the Soviet bloc and, as a country, it com-
mands a rather special measure of sympathy in United Nations circles. According to a
preliminary sounding of permanent missions in New York from Asia, Africa, Latin America,
Australia, New Zealand as well as the Netherlands mission, there exists a substantial measure
of support for Poland.

Because of the United States attitude, and in order to forestall a possible United States move
to put forward an Asian member of SEATO for the seat, the United Kingdom has put up
Greece as a quasi-Eastern European candidate. A deadlock seems possible though Poland
probably would muster greater support than Greece. For these considerations, the Delegation
may adopt an attitude sympathetic to Poland, unless and until a situation should develop where
the Delegation would consider it politically advisable to recommend another attitude.

Disarmament

This is the first year when it has been possible to report that part of a treaty on one aspect of
disarmament has been drafted by the powers principally involved. Indeed it is the first time it
has been accurate to say that serious negotiations rather than propaganda exchanges have taken
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place. The progress which has been made by the United States, the United Kingdom and the
Soviet Union towards an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests and the actual
establishment of a control system should not be exaggerated. The seventeen agreed treaty
articles are largely formal or concerned with marginal matters. However, the efforts being
made by all three participants to resolve the central difficulties suggest that there are
possibilities of a successful outcome. In order to help maintain a positive atmosphere the
Delegation should adopt an attitude of cautious optimism while acknowledging the continued
existence of major political problems.

Agreement among the four Great Powers on the creation of a ten-member committee is
welcome because it provides once more a negotiating forum of practical proportions. The
Delegation should, however, lose no opportunity of emphasizing that ultimately the res-
ponsibility for disarmament rests with the United Nations.

Because progress in the nuclear test talks and the prospect of broader negotiations next year
can be expected to minimize discussion of these aspects, much attention is likely to be given to
the particular questions which have been raised by Ireland and Morocco. On the Irish item,
which concemns the prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons, the Delegation
should base its substantive position on the Prime Minister’s statement on defence of
February 20, 1959” and should be guided in its tactics by the consideration that almost any draft
resolution is likely to have the appearance of being at variance with the policies of the NATO
countries in general and of France in particular. On the Moroccan item, which concerns French
nuclear tests in the Sahara, the Delegation will have the difficult task of maintaining the
Government’s positive attitude towards the discontinuance of nuclear tests without causing
offence to a major ally.

Hungarian Question

There are indications that the United States delegation may introduce a substantive item on
the question of Hungary, although no action has yet been taken to do this. This would probably
lead to a discussion similar to those at the last two sessions and to a resolution which though
perhaps satisfactory on paper would again be unworkable because the Hungarian Government
would again refuse to cooperate. It is hoped that this can be avoided as it has no practical
value; it gives no relief or satisfaction to the Hungarian people and points up the fruitlessness
of past United Nations efforts on this question.

Hungarian Credentials

In principle Canada would prefer to see the Hungarian credentials accepted on the ground
that the present government is in effective control of Hungary. This is a technical basis for
dealing with the credentials of any member state’s delegation. The compromise resolution
which has been introduced at the past three sessions by the United States delegation and which
“neither accepts nor rejects the credentials,” has received less support each year. In Canada’s
opinion it reflects little credit on the United Nations and is ineffective as it does not prevent the
Hungarian delegation from participating fully in the Assembly.

Canada has found some, but not enough, support for its attitude on this question among its
NATO allies, and it appears unlikely that there will be a majority at the General Assembly in
favour of accepting the Hungarian credentials. If this is so, the Delegation should support a
compromise resolution similar to last year’s, which it is assumed the United States delegation

*Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1959 volume II, pp. 1279 a 1282.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1959 Volume II, pp. 1221-1224.
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will again introduce. If it appears that the vote will be close, the Delegation should seek
supplementary instructions.

Chinese Representation

The problem of Chinese representation has arisen at every session of the General Assembly
since 1950. This year the United States may find it more difficult to carry out its procedural
motion to postpone consideration of the question for the duration of the session. The Dele-
gation should vote in favour of a procedural motion postponing consideration of the issue fora
fixed period of time such as “for the duration of the Fourteenth Session of the General
Assembly.” The Delegation should also vote in favour of accepting the credentials of the
representative of the Republic of China if they are challenged.

Outer Space

The main issue seems likely to be the procedures for continuing the studies begun in the
United Nations ad hoc Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. It continues to be
Canada’s view that international co-operation in this field which excludes the Soviet Union can
conveniently be arranged outside the United Nations on a bilateral, or Commonwealth, or
NATO, or other suitable basis. The central reason for arranging co-operation through the
United Nations is to secure the participation of the Soviet Union. The Delegation should
therefore be guided in general by the desirability of securing such participation.

Algeria

The consequences for North Africa and France of failure by President de Gaulle to find a
solution for the Algerian situation could be grave. Precipitate action and immoderate debate in
the General Assembly which might hinder his efforts should therefore be avoided. Specific
guidance will be sent to the Delegation when President de Gaulle’s plans become known and
the tactics of the sponsors of the Algerian item can be more clearly determined. The Delegation
may, however, vote for inscription of the item on the agenda.

Palestine Refugees

On the question of the renewal of the mandate of the UN Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees (UNRW A), which expires in 1960, the Delegation should of course support
any initiative which seems likely to accelerate progress towards a solution of the refugee
problem. It is improbable, however that any such initiative can be developed at present and the
Assembly will have little alternative but to adopt the indirect approach outlined in the
Secretary-General’s report, which suggests continuation of UNRWA until general economic
development in the area creates conditions for a solution. Accordingly, if the Assembly is not,
as in the past, to entertain unrealistic hopes regarding a solution, it seems advisable to aim ata
resolution which recognizes, explicitly or implicitly, the long-term nature of the problem and
the fact that no quick end to international responsibility is at hand. The Delegation should be
exceedingly cautious, however, with regard to long-term commitments by Canada to UNRWA,
and should not create any impression that Canada itself is contemplating any financial
contribution to Middle East economic development.

The Korean Question

The Soviet Union may this year make an issue of the withdrawal of Chinese troops and call
for the withdrawal of the United Nations Command Forces. It may also propose again that the
United Nations Commission for the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea (UNCURK) be
abolished. Canada would favour a positive and conciliatory resolution which would ensure the
support of uncommitted nations, but it is doubtful whether this will be achieved. Should the
United States propose a resolution, such as that of last year, the Delegation may again vote for
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it. but it should not co-sponsor it. On the question of troop withdrawals, the above resolution
could again include a statement that, “the governments concerned are prepared to withdraw
their forces from Korea when the conditions for a lasting settlement laid down by the General
Assembly have been fulfilled.” While Canada considers that UNCURK has outlived its
usefulness, the Delegation should oppose any proposal by the Soviet bloc to abolish it. The
Delegation should also favour a flexible position on the question of elections leading to
reunification and prefer “international supervision acceptable to the United Nations” rather
than “direct supervision by the United Nations to ensure free elections” because it is felt that
the former could form the basis for negotiations with the other side, whereas the latter probably
never will.

United Nations Emergency Force

The Delegation should, when appropriate, adopt an attitude consistent with Canada’s
established policy of supporting the continued operations of the United Nations Emergency
Force, and the regular application of the principle of collective responsibility as the basis for
financing the Force.

Questions of Dependent Territories

In trusteeship matters it has been the Canadian view that the details of the administration of
trust territories should be left to the Trusteeship Council and the General Assembly should
concemn itself with broad principles. The Delegation should also seek to moderate the
inevitable disagreements between those countries that administer trust territories or colonies
and those that do not and are critical of the administering powers.

International Covenants on Human Rights

In 1954 the Commission on Human Rights submitted draft covenants to the General
Assembly, one relating to political and civil rights, the other to economic, social and cultural
rights. Since 1954, the covenants have been discussed in the Third Committee of the Assembly
but only a small portion of the provisions has been adopted thus far. The discussion has
progressed with difficulty chiefly owing to the different approaches of the political and legal
systems represented. At the fourteenth session, various articles of the Covenant on Political and
Civil Rights are to be discussed. The Delegation will be guided by detailed instructions based
essentially on the following considerations:

(a) in general, Canada believes in the protection of human rights and in promoting and
encouraging respect for the law and for freedom under the law;

(b) as numerous provisions fall within the legislative competence of the provincial
governments, it will not be possible for Canada to adhere to them unless our constitutional
position can be safe-guarded by some special provision;

(c) such covenants after ratification are legally binding instruments requiring the parties to
modify their legislation accordingly.

It is nevertheless anticipated that the Delegation will be able to participate actively in the
debates and to support the majority of the substantive articles discussed in the Committee.
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2. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], September 11, 1959

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Walker).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin), (Mr. Hodgson).

INSTRUCTIONS TO CANADIAN DELEGATION TO THE 14TH SESSION
OF THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 2)

6. The Secretary of State for External Affairs submitted instructions for the delegation to the
14th Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations. These followed broadly the
policies approved for the last two sessions of the General Assembly. In the event that any
departure from established policies appeared to be desirable during the course of the coming
session of the Assembly, further instructions would be requested.

The matters covered in the proposed instructions included Elections to the Security Council,
Disarmament, the Hungarian Question and Hungarian Credentials, Chinese Representation,
Outer Space, Algeria, Palestine Refugees, the Korean Question, the United Nations Emergency
Force, Questions of Dependent Territories and International Covenants of Human Rights.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated, (Minister’s memorandum, Sept. 8 —
Cab. Doc. 272-59)

7. Mr. Green added that he hoped to be able to secure the release of General Burns from
U.N.E.F. so that he could serve as Canada’s representative on the proposed new disarmament
committee. The Algerian problem might be particularly difficult.

8. During the discussion each of the items mentioned was discussed briefly. In the case
of Algeria it was thought advisable not to adopt firm views until the delegation had
an opportunity of sizing up the situation in New York. It would hardly be possible to
vote against inscription of the Algerian question on the Assembly’s agenda. In the end,
however, Canada would have to support France on issues of real substance. South Africa’s
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position would again be difficult, but everything possible should be done to support her. It
would not take much for South Africa to refuse to attend U.N. meetings or to withdraw from
the Commonwealth.

9. The Cabinet,

(a) approved the instructions for the Canadian Delegation to the 14th Session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations as submitted by the Secretary of State for External Affairs,
reserving, however, the position on the Algerian question until the delegation had had an
opportunity of assessing the situation in New York; and

(b) agreed that the Secretary-General of the United Nations be approached to ascertain if
Lieutenant-General E.L.M. Burns could be released from his duties with the United Nations
Emergency Force in order to serve as Canada’s representative on the proposed ten-member
disarmament committee.’

SUBDIVISION II/SUB-SECTION II

ELECTIONS AU CONSEIL DE SECURITE
SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

3. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

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 18, 1959

SOUTH AFRICA AND THE SECURITY COUNCIL
The Union of South Africa has been causing its “old” Commonwealth colleagues some
disquiet over the past few months by its declared intention of seeking the “Commonwealth
seat” on the United Nations Security Council at the forthcoming Assembly session, in suc-
cession to Canada whose term expires this year.

2. South Africa is, as you know, extremely unpopular in the United Nations because of its
racial policies and because of its refusal to take cognizance of views adopted by the United
Nations on those policies and on its disputed position in South West Africa. It was the view of
the “old” Commonwealth members that South Africa could not hope to win election to the
Security Council, that its candidature would be opposed by the “new” Commonwealth
members and that one of them might well stand for election in open opposition to the Union,
and finally that this split in Commonwealth ranks would not only be damaging to the
Commonwealth itself, but might even lead to the loss, in perpetuity, of the Commonwealth’s

’Le secrétaire général a accepté de relever le lieutenant général Burns de ses fonctions a la FUNU, et
I’ Assemblée générale a pris acte de cette décision dans sa résolution 1442 (XIV). Voir Yearbook of the
United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 46.

The Secretary-General agreed to the release of Lieutenant-General Burns from his duties with UNEF, a
decision subsequently noted by the General Assembly in its Resolution 1442 (XIV). See Yearbook of the
United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 46.
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non-permanent seat on the Council. (Commonwealth entitlement to the seat is based on a
“gentlemen’s agreement” reached in San Francisco, which has already been breached in some
respects and has been under increasing pressure from countries which believe their areas to be
under-represented.) In addition to these factors, Canada feared that South Africa, by its
candidature, was courting a rebuff which could only reinforce anti-United Nations and anti-
Commonwealth sentiment in the Union. This point has twice been made to the South Africans,
the first time by the Prime Minister."

3. Until mid-April, however, the South Africans did not discuss their candidature with us.
They did, on several occasions, discuss it with the United Kingdom, although the United
Kingdom, which enjoys a permanent seat on the Security Council, is less involved in the issue
than the other Commonwealth members. On each of these occasions, the United Kingdom
representatives did their best to dissuade the South Africans from running. These urgings had
no apparent effect whatever, and in due course the South Africans extended their campaign for
support to ourselves, the Australians and New Zealanders.

4. By the second week of May, the following position had been reached. Australia was
prepared to support South Africa if all the other Commonwealth members did likewise, and
was willing to have South Affica cite this conditional support to the others if it wished. New
Zealand was prepared to support South Africa if it were the generally agreed candidate. Canada
accepted South Africa’s claim to the seat on rotational grounds (all but the newest members
have had the seat once, and Australia and Canada have had it twice) and was prepared to state
its position to the other Commonwealth members if South Africa wished, but fully reserved its
position on the question of support until the views of all the others were known. The United
Kingdom’s position was the same as New Zealand’s, but it was still urging South Africa to
withdraw its candidature or at least to postpone it to 1961. One argument put to the South
Africans by Lord Home was that after three “old” Commonwealth members (New Zealand,
Australia and Canada) it was now really the turn of an Asian member.

5. At this point (mid-May) the first real indication of possible South African withdrawal came
with an informal enquiry by Mr. Louw to a United Kingdom representative as to whether, if
South Africa postponed its Security Council candidature until 1961, it could count on United
Kingdom support at that time and support for an Assembly vice-presidency this year. The
United Kingdom was unable to meet either proviso, apart from indicating a willingness to
“explore” both possibilities, but nevertheless urged the South Africans, with renewed vigour, to
take this way out.

6. Although the matter was acquiring increasing urgency — slates of candidates for various
United Nations offices were beginning to take shape in New York — no South African reply
was forthcoming for several weeks. Meanwhile, it was learned that the “new” Commonwealth
members had got wind of the South African candidature, and were as strongly opposed to it as
we had expected, and that the Ghanaians were toying with the idea of running in opposition.

4Le 15 avril, au cours de sa visite de présentation au premier ministre, le nouveau haut commissaire
d’ Afrique du Sud a abordé la question de la candidature de I’ Afrique du Sud. Voir le compte rendu de la
rencontre dans MAE 5475-CX-1-40.
On April 15, during his introductory call upon the Prime Minister, the new High Commissioner for
South Africa raised the issue of South Africa’s candidature. For an account of the meeting, see DEA
5475-CX-1-40.
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7. The affair was suddenly brought to a head on June 5 when the South African press ran a
Reuters despatch from New York (apparently based on corridor gossip) revealing South
Africa’s candidature and the possibility of an opposing Ghanaian candidate, and commenting
on the embarrassment which such a contest would cause to the rest of the Commonwealth. (To
be defeated by Ghana, not only a very new Commonwealth member but also a “black” African
one, would of course be the ultimate humiliation for South Africa.) The United Kingdom was
preparing to urge once more that a decision be reached at once when the South Africans
forestalled this latest hastener by announcing their decision to us and to the United Kingdom,
Australia and New Zealand.

8. Mr. Kirsten, the South African High Commissioner, called at the Department on June 11
and said that his Government, after considering the response of the “old” Commonwealth
members, and particularly representations to the effect that the Asian members felt the next
turn in the Security Council seat belonged by right to a candidate of theirs, and that the South
African candidature might cause dissension in the Commonwealth, had decided to withdraw.
At the same time, the Union considered its claim to the seat to be unimpeachable, and therefore
requested Canadian support for 1961, and, in the meantime, support for an Assembly vice-
presidency this year. Mr. Kirsten was told that the Canadian Government would undoubtedly
be grateful to the Union for its statesmanlike gesture in withdrawing, and that the two requests
would be given immediate consideration.

9. Mr. Kirsten then presented the attached Aide Mémoiret which is quite different from his
oral presentation. Instead of announcing withdrawal and making two requests, it states that
South Africa is considering withdrawal but makes two provisos. Furthermore it is couched
in language which would sound like very hard bargaining if the reader were not aware that
the United Kingdom had in fact been urging upon the Union these two alternative courses
to Security Council candidature. The Aide Mémoire, rather than the oral presentation, also
closely approximates the accounts we have received, from Cape Town and Earsncliffe, of
the announcements made to our High Commissioner and to the United Kingdom High
Commissioner there.

10. Nevertheless, Mr. Kirsten left the impression in the Department that his oral presentation
had been in accordance with his instructions, and that the Aide Mémoire represented face-
saving rather than any serious thought of withdrawing the withdrawal. The time factor, indeed,
would make it very difficult for the Union to decide once more to be a candidate — and it
could expect to receive little support if it did.

11. Three problems remain. The first is that an alternative Asian candidate must be found
(and the South Africans have made it clear that they expect an Asian and not Ghana).
Our impression, from what we have learned to date, is that no Asian Commonwealth member
is anxious to run, and that it will prove difficult, although probably not impossible, to draft a
candidate.

12. The vice-presidency presents one difficulty. Supporting South Africa for a vice-
presidency would, of course, mean that no other “old” Commonwealth country, Canada
included, could seek a General Committee (vice-presidency or committee chairmanship)
position this year. As you know, consideration was being given to putting forward Dr. Vivian
as a candidate for Chairman of the Second Committee. There are advantages in having a
Canadian fill this role and sit on the General Committee, but we might, of course, risk
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offending our Commonwealth colleagues if we stood in the way of this aspect of a solution for
the South African dilemma.’

13. Support of the Union’s candidature in 1961 is more difficult. Canada has refused to
commit its vote on such matters even a year in advance, and there is no reason to believe —
unless some agreement can be reached among all the Commonwealth members in the mean-
time — that a South African candidature would present any fewer difficulties two years from
now. I should nevertheless be inclined to recommend that, in these special circumstances, we
go as far as possible in committing our support. (There is always a possibility that South Africa
itself would decide, when the time came, not to rock the boat a second time.)

14. I therefore recommend that we inform South Africa (if you agree) of our support for a
vice-presidency this year. So far as the 1961 candidature is concerned, I recommend that South
Africa be reminded that we conceded the Union’s claim to the seat this year, on rotational
grounds, and could only have this view strengthened by the passage of time; while it would be
impossible to anticipate all contingencies which might arise in two years, Canada would,
subject to unforeseen developments, expect to be in a position itself to vote for South Africa,
and to give the Union its support in seeking the concurrence of the other Commonwealth
members in its candidature for the Security Council in 1961.

15. If you agree® with the foregoing, you may wish to initial the attached memorandumt
for the Prime Minister, which covers the same ground as the latter part of this memorandum.
Mr. Diefenbaker has followed this subject closely, and is unfamiliar only with the develop-
ments of the past few days.

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

4, DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note du Bureau du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour la Direction du Commonwealth

Memorandum from Office of Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Commonwealth Division

SECRET [Ottawa], June 23, 1959

SOUTH AFRICA IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL
REF: YOUR MEMORANDUM, JUNE 18, 1959

The Minister has approved the recommendations contained in para. 14 of the memorandum
under reference. In giving his approval, the Minister said that we should *“go as far as possible”
in committing our support to the South Africans for the presidency in 1961, in line with the
recommendation contained in para. 13. He added, in general terms, that this was a time when
South Africa needed friends and that Canada’s support might exert a useful influence on South
Africa’s policies and its standing in the United Nations.

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
SSEA agrees we should not risk this [Ross Campbell]
Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Initialed by SSEA 23/6
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The Minister did express some misgivings about having to sacrifice Dr. Vivian’s candi-
dature for the chairmanship of the Second Committee, but I think it can be assumed that
since he has endorsed the South African candidature for the Vice-Presidency, he has reluctantly
accepted that this precludes Canada’s running for one of the chairmanships of the Committees.
In response to his question, I have assured him that this will not affect Dr. Vivian’s inclusion in
the delegation.

Ross CAMPBELL
P.S. The Minister has since confirmed that he agrees that Dr. Vivian should not seek the
Chairmanship of the 2nd Committee.

s. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
26t s o . P 7
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
10 Secretary of State for External Affairs’

SECRET [Ottawa], July 15, 1959

COMMONWEALTH SEAT — SECURITY COUNCIL

You will recall that late in June you approved a messaget to the South Africans regarding
their conditions for abandoning their Security Council candidature this year in favour of an
Asian Commonwealth member. This reply was to the effect that Canada would be happy to
support South Africa for the Assembly vice-presidency this year and would expect, subject to
unforeseen circumstances, to be in a position itself to vote for South Africa and to urge other
Commonwealth countries to do likewise should the Union be a candidate for the Common-
wealth seat in 1961.

2. This reply was very well received by Mr. Louw, but he was distressed by the replies of the
other old Commonwealth members, which had been considerably less forthcoming. Sub-
sequently, he requested the old Commonwealth members to agree to two final conditions.
These were that the old Commonwealth members should agree to do their best to secure South
Africa’s selection as the Commonwealth candidate in 1961, and that in immediate approaches
to the new Commonwealth members it should be explained that South Africa had agreed to
stand down this year in favour of an Asian candidate, but would be a candidate in 1961.

3. These conditions presented no difficulties so far as Canada was concerned, and it will be
observed that the first called for somewhat less than Canada had already promised. A difficulty
arose, however, over the question of mentioning the 1961 candidature to the new Common-
wealth members before the 1959 elections were out of the way. We considered this tactically
unwise from South Africa’s own point of view, as did the Australians and New Zealanders.
The United Kingdom, however, took a very strong stand indeed on this point, which runs
counter to an established United Kingdom policy of not entertaining candidatures in the United
Nations for elections beyond those immediately forthcoming. Considerable further time was
lost in an attempt by the C.R.O. to devise a reply to the South Africans with which all four old

"Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Seen by the Prime Minister 7/27/59
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Commonwealth countries could associate themselves. In the end the British gave a unilateral
reply in Pretoria, referring only incidentally to their understanding of the Canadian, Australian
and New Zealand positions, and succeeded in persuading Mr. Louw to agree to a formula
which would avoid immediate mention of the 1961 candidature.

4. Meanwhile a further difficulty had arisen. Ghana had indicated an interest in the Common-
wealth seat and it became known that the Ghanaians were doing some quiet lobbying even
among non-Commonwealth delegations. We sought to impress upon the Ghanaians in Accra
that selection of a Commonwealth candidate was a matter for discussion, and if possible
agreement, within the Commonwealth before being carried to a wider arena. The Ghanian
Foreign Minister fully agreed with this point, and when Ghana’s candidature was firmly
announced and became a matter of public knowledge, a few days ago, he claimed that the
Acting Permanent Representative for Ghana in New York had far exceeded his instructions.
However this might be, the harm was done.

5. The Department is now, in close consultation with the other old Commonwealth members,
addressing itself urgently to the two remaining problems: persuading Ghana to stand down and
finding an alternative Asian candidate.

6. So far as the second of these is concerned, there appears to be general agreement among
the old Commonwealth members that the Commonwealth candidate this year should be an
Asian country and that faute de mieux, Ceylon, as the senior Asian Commonwealth country
that has never served on the Security Council, is probably the best available.” There are
indications that India in particular, which would like to replace Ceylon as a candidate for
ECOSOC, would support this suggested solution. At the same time, it is probable that India
and the other Asian members will none of them move to ease South Africa’s embarrassment by
urging Ghana to postpone its candidature.

7. The South Africaif position appears to be that the Union will still run if Ghana does not
step down, but it is hoped that this will not have to be put to the test.”
N.A. R[OBERTSON]

6. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], October 13, 1959

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),

i Ceylan a accepté de se porter candidat pour le siege au Conseil de sécurité, et le Ghana s’est retiré par la
suite.
Ceylon did agree to stand as a candidate for the Security Council seat, and Ghana subsequently withdrew.
* Notes marginales :/Marginal notes:
SSEA said he would leave it to the USSEA how best to handle this difficult situation R. Clampbell] 20/7.
Seen by the Under-Secretary R.M. M[acDonnell].
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The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),

The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),

The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),

The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),

The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),

The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),

The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),

The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),

The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),

The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),

The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),

The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),

The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Walker).

The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin), (Mr. Hodgson).

UNITED NATIONS, SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS; POLAND
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 28)

15. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported that, as instructed, the Canadian
delegation was supporting Poland’s candidature for the East European seat on the Security
Council. The United States was supporting Turkey and had persuaded a number of other
countries to take the same stand. He felt that, if Turkey were elected, the Commonwealth seat
on the Council would be endangered in the future. Obviously the U.S. was conducting a cold
war manoeuvre which he felt was undesirable under present conditions.

16. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the elections
for the Security Council of the United Nations.

7. DEA/5475-CX-1-40

Note de la Direction du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Middle Eastern Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], October 16, 1959

SECURITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

At the end of Sir Roger Stevens’ interview with the Minister this afternoon, Sir Saville
Garner who had accompanied Sir Roger, raised with the Minister the question of the election
of Turkey or Poland to the Security Council and gave the Minister a paper on the subject. In
response to Sir Saville’s initiative, the Minister restated the Canadian position much as it has
appeared in recent telegrams. He drew attention to

(a) the lateness of the Turkish entry into the field of competition;
(b) Canadian determination not to change position under pressure;

(c) Canadian hope that since Yugoslavia did not appear to stand much chance as a
compromise candidate, the term would be split between Poland and Turkey or that Turkey
should gracefully withdraw;
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(d) the Government’s concern that a switch in the Canadian position now would not be
popular in Canada (the Minister mentioned criticism of their respective Governments by the
Washington Post and the London Times);

(e) the fact that Canada had not given any formal commitment to Poland but that Canada
saw no reason to vote for Turkey in order to improve the voting mathematics in the Security
Council.

2. Other points of interest raised in the course of discussion included the following. The
Minister referred to his concern at the American tendency, which he had noted during his time
at the United Nations, to take a shot at any Russian head that was raised. He conceded that the
position of responsibility for free world defence occupied by the United States might explain
the United States attitude — Canada, if it were in the same position, might think the same way,
but Canada was not. He did not think that the United States was right in always reacting so
adversely to Soviet suggestions: there must be more than one side to most of the issues that
were raised. In the present instance he wondered why Turkey had been brought in at the last
moment. Sir Saville explained that this had related partly to uncertainty as to whether Greece
would have run. The Minister asked why Turkey should run if Greece would not. Sir Roger
Stevens volunteered in answer that the Turks took a somewhat more spirited stand against the
Soviet bloc and that they thought they had strong backing for an attempt to secure election to
the Security Council. Sir Saville Garner, referring to the Minister’s suggestion that the solution
might be for Turkey to withdraw, said that he thought the Turks now considered their prestige
heavily engaged and that it would be unlikely that they would drop out of the competition. The
Minister did not comment directly on this possibility but merely reiterated his belief that a
mistake had been made over this whole issue. He conceded that it might be a Canadian mistake
but he did not think so. He queried Sir Saville on the basis for the United Kingdom’s decision
to support Turkey, implying that perhaps the United Kingdom, which also had a senior role to
play in the Western Alliance, might have found it more difficult than Canada to differ with the
United States on this question. Sir Saville replied that his Government had decided that it
should support Turkey for its own reasons and that the United Kingdom’s decision was not
entirely derived from that of the United States. The minister noted that he had informed the
American Ambassador this morning that the Canadian position would remain unchanged.

E.R. RETTIE

8. DEA/5475- CX-1-40

Le ministre a ’ambassade des Etats-Unis
au premier minister

Minister, Embassy of United States,
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, October 30, 1959

Dear Mr. Prime Minister:

In the absence of the Ambassador, I am taking the liberty of sending you the text of a
personal message from the Secretary of State for the Minister of External Affairs. The United
States Embassy in Paris has been requested to deliver this message to Mr. Green.
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“October 29, 1959.

Dear Mr. Green:

Bob Murphy has told me of his recent conversation with you on the Security Council
election issue. I gather that you believe either a split term similar to the arrangement made
between Yugoslavia and the Philippines in 1955 or a compromise candidate offers the best
solution to the present impasse in the General Assembly. As you know, the United States is
strongly supporting the Turkish candidacy. Turkey has now taken the lead in the balloting and
we believe that Turkey can be elected. Our respective appraisals of the present situation would
therefore appear to differ. This causes us serious concern and I would like to set forth for your
consideration our reasons for attaching such importance to the election of Turkey.

Whatever may have been the original issues in this election, we believe the course of events
has given it great significance. It is apparent that Turkey’s difficulty must be attributed in large
part to the lateness of its candidacy. It is also apparent that a number of members of the
Western world are inclined to be more generous to Poland than to other members of the Soviet
Bloc, perhaps in recognition of Poland’s efforts to attain a greater degree of independence. In
this instance, however, it seems evident that the Soviet Union is capitalizing on Poland’s
relative attractiveness to the non-Communist world. We have noted that the U.S.S.R. is usually
rather meticulous about distributing important United Nations offices among the various
satellites, and there is certainly unusual significance in the fact that Poland was chosen this
year to campaign both for the Economic and Social Council and the Security Council.

We believe that Soviet motives in this situation are based on several factors. As you know,
the U.S.S.R. claims that the seat currently occupied by Japan ‘rightly’ belongs to Eastern
Europe, despite the fact that no member of the Bloc has held the seat since 1949. The U.S.S.R,,
therefore, seeks to take advantage of the currently hopeful international atmosphere to
reestablish a permanent claim to this seat, which it would most certainly assert if Poland were
actually elected. We believe it is important to maintain the concept of the seat as ‘floating,” in
order to meet the minimum requirements for West European, Asian, and African
representation.

We believe the Soviet Bloc is also attempting to demonstrate, at a critical psychological
moment, its ability to exercise a de facto veto within the General Assembly, through a process
of splitting the Western states. The achievement of a split on an important issue, in itself, is
probably a matter of considerable importance to the U.S.S.R. Itis inevitable, of course, that the
sovereign nations of the West will tend to take somewhat different attitudes towards Soviet
policies and tactics, since none of us would ever wish to achieve the monolithic unity that is
imposed upon the members of the Soviet Bloc. Nevertheless, I am disturbed whenever the
Soviet Union finds evidence that its tactics of dividing the Western nations seem to be
succeeding, since any evidence of success is likely to encourage the U.S.S.R. to step up such
tactics in preference to engaging in serious negotiations. In this instance, failure to elect Turkey
would generally be regarded as a rebuff to the West. It would be attributed to a split in Western
solidarity and regarded as an indication of declining influence just when the West is about to
undertake important negotiations with the Soviet Union. All of us would be put at a
psychological disadvantage in our negotiations, and the Soviet Union can be counted upon to
take full advantage of such a situation. These repercussions, in our view, may be expected if
the future course of the balloting at the General Assembly leads to anything short of the
outright election of Turkey.

Turkey, in view of its record of cooperation in the United Nations and as a fellow member
of the free world’s collective security system, can be expected to add dependable strength to
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the Security Council. The election of any Soviet Bloc member, including Poland, would add a
government that will do nothing except parrot the Soviet line. Moreover, while I agree with
you that there is no vast difference between a ten-to-one as against a nine-to-two vote in the
Security Council, there is a very great difference between a ten-to-one as against a seven-to-
four or a seven-two-two vote in the Council. With Ceylon coming on the Council, the latter
situation is one we might face if Poland were to be elected and if a confirmed neutralist is
elected next year to succeed Tunisia, which is likely. In the event there should be any increased
recourse to the Security Council, we cannot believe it would be consonant with free world
interests to have the voting indicate a substantial growth in international support for Soviet
positions.

We are disturbed by the prospect that the return at this time to the Soviet Bloc of a seat that
it has not held since 1949 will be misinterpreted as a reward for Soviet intransigence. It is the
Soviet Union, after all, that has consistently prevented what both you and we have felt to be of
real importance in view of the constantly growing membership of the United Nations, namely,
any enlargement of either the Economic and Social Council or the Security Council. To permit
the Soviet Bloc to improve its voting position on either Council while this condition prevails
would be most undesirable in our view.

It would be equally undesirable, we believe, to have the Soviet leaders or the world in
general interpret the election of Poland as a result of the preliminary efforts that the West has
undertaken to reach a closer understanding with the Soviet Union on important international
issues. If the Soviet Union is encouraged to believe that the mere hope of a détente is sufficient
to obtain concessions from the West, we can hardly expect it to take concrete steps to give
substance to this hope. Real progress toward disarmament, significant political settlements and
lasting peace will be a matter of hard bargaining at best, and there is no reason to believe that
we will improve our position in this bargaining process through gestures of unrequited
generosity. The United States certainly has no desire to intensify the ‘cold war’ on any front,
major or minor, but we are painfully aware that the ‘cold war’ is the result of Soviet initiatives,
and we fervently hope that our friends and allies will stand firmly with us in refusing to
abandon our resistence to basic Soviet ambitions. In brief, I am convinced that premature and
unilateral concessions to the Soviet Union at this time could gravely damage our prospects for
achieving a genuine and mutually satisfactory settlement of important issues at a later date.

The fact that Turkey is now in the lead indicates that a number of countries have already
shifted their vote from Poland. I would hope that you might find the considerations I have
outlined above sufficiently compelling to warrant a similar shift on the part of Canada.

With warmest personal regards,
Most sincerely,
CHRISTIAN A. HERTER.”
The Embassy assumes that the above message will be delivered to Mr. Green in Paris today.
Sincerely yours,

TYLER THOMPSON
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9. DEA/5475-CX-1-40
Extrait du rapport final de la quatorziéeme session de I’Assemblée générale

Extract from Final Report on the Fourteenth Session of the General Assembly
AGENDA ITEM 15
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, n.d.]

ELECTION OF THREE NON-PERMANENT MEMBERS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL
Three of the six non-permanent members of the Security Council are elected each year by
the General Assembly for a two-year term, and retiring members are not eligible for immediate
re-election. A two-thirds majority of the votes of those members present and voting is required
for election. The voting is secret.

2. The non-permanent members of the Security Council during 1959 were: Canada, Japan,
Panama, Italy, Argentina and Tunisia. The term of office of the first three expired on December
31, 1959. In accordance with the conventional distribution of the non-permanent seats under
the “gentleman’s agreement” of 1945, they should have been replaced by members from the
Commonwealth, Eastern Europe and Latin America respectively.

3. In the case of the Eastern European seat the established convention has not been upheld
even formally, in the geographical sense, since 1956. Because of a deadlock at the tenth
session, an agreement was reached under which Yugoslavia (Eastern European candidate)
served for 1956 and the Philippines for 1957. Japan was elected to succeed the Philippines
partly as the result of growing pressure for greater Asian representation and partly because of
wide-spread opposition to a Soviet bloc candidate following the events in Hungary. In fact
Soviet bloc candidates have been successful in only two of the seven elections for the “Eastern
European” seat: Yugoslavia (1950-51), Greece (1952-53), Turkey (1954-55), and Japan
(1958-59) were elected over the opposition of the Soviet bloc. The United States Government
maintains that the “gentleman’s agreement” of 1945 was valid for only the first election. In
fact, however, the convention has always been upheld for the allocation of other seats including
the Commonwealth seat.

4. There were four known candidates for the seats to be vacated on December 31, 1959:
Ceylon (Commonwealth), Ecuador (Latin American); and for the “Eastern European” seat,
Poland and Turkey. Poland had announced its intention as the Soviet bloc candidate well in
advance. Turkey announced its candidature after the beginning of the fourteenth session,
largely at the request of the United States and the United Kingdom, and after Greece had
declined the honour.

5. Ceylon and Ecuador were elected on the first ballot, but there were then 50 further
inconclusive ballots, held at intervals during the session, to try to break the deadlock between
Poland and Turkey. Finally a compromise similar to that of 1955 was reached on the last night
of the session. It was agreed that Turkey would withdraw from the contest on the under-
standing that Poland would resign at the end of 1960 to make way for Turkey’s election for the
second half of the two-year term. In accordance with this agreement, Poland was elected on the
fifty-second ballot on December 12, and announced that it would resign in favour of Turkey
after serving on the Council for one year.
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Canadian Position

6. Canada has upheld the 1945 agreement with one exception. We supported Japan in
preference to the Soviet candidate in the election held in 1957 because of the special circum-
stances noted above. At the fourteenth session we decided to support Ceylon as the agreed
Commonwealth candidate to replace Canada, Ecuador as the agreed Latin American candidate
to replace Panama and Poland as the Soviet bloc candidate for the Eastern European seat.

7. Our position with respect to Poland was contrary to that of the United States, the United
Kingdom and a number of other close friends and allies. However, our position was shared by
a number of “respectable” associates such as New Zealand, Norway, Denmark and the
Netherlands. Representations were made to us in Ottawa, New York, London, Paris, Ankara
and Washington in an (unsuccessful) effort to persuade us to change our minds.

8. The basic arguments put forward on behalf of Turkey were that:

(a) the “gentleman’s agreement” could not be construed to mean that the Eastern European
seat should be held exclusively by a Soviet bloc candidate, and precedent supported this view;

(b) so long as the USSR blocked attempts to enlarge the Security Council to permit a more
equitable geographical representation it was reasonable to support Asian candidates for this
seat from time to time; unwillingness to regard this as a floating seat might place the Common-
wealth seat in jeopardy;

(c) it was unreasonable for one country to be elected to two major councils at the same
session;

(d) the election of Poland this year, together with Ceylon, and the probable replacement of
Tunisia by the UAR in 1961 could mean a serious weakening of Western influence in the
Security Council. Positive action even by means of procedural decisions as in the case of Laos
would require all 7 remaining votes. If, in the meantime, Communist China were to replace
Nationalist China or a “Cuba-like” development took place in one of the 2 Latin American
members of the Security Council, the position could be intolerable for the West;

(e) the Soviet Union was cynically exploiting the Western view that the position of Poland
was unique in the Soviet bloc;

(f) Turkish candidacy was “a service to the West” and therefore its allies should support her;
and

(g) whatever the merits of the case, a Polish victory after so many ballots would be regarded
as a Soviet victory, as a split in Western solidarity, and as evidence of declining Western
influence on the eve of very important negotiations with the Russians.

9. In our view these arguments individually and collectively were not convincing. In the first
place, the lateness of the Turkish “nomination” made it look very much like a “cold war”
exercise. In addition we considered that with only one seat of eleven on the Security Council
the Soviet bloc was under-represented in terms of both geography and power. With regard to
the “gentleman’s agreement” we argued that, even if this was not meant to apply exclusively to
Soviet bloc candidates, the latter still had a particularly strong claim this year since they had
occupied it for only two terms out of seven. At the same time a substantial weakening of the
“gentleman’s agreement” might jeopardize the Commonwealth seat.

10. The basic argument of the supporters of Turkey seemed to be the question of future voting
strength. In this regard we argued that the majority, whether of an order of 10to 1 orof 7 to 4,
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was of less importance than the validity or moral value of the positions adopted on a particular
issue. The election of Poland might in fact re-vitalize the Security Council since the USSR
would feel less isolated. An increase in Soviet bloc representation on the Security Council
might also reduce the pressure for “parity” in other United Nations bodies.

11. For these reasons, Canada decided not to switch its vote when it became clear that a
deadlock had been reached, and concentrated instead on encouraging the parties principally
concerned to reach a compromise. A split term seemed to offer the best possibility of a
resolution of the deadlock, since no other acceptable candidate was prepared to enter the
content, and Canada directed its efforts therefore toward the promotion of this possibility.
There is good reason to believe that these Canadian efforts were responsible, to a very
considerable extent, for the final achievement of a compromise, and this role of ours was
recognized by the fact that Canada was invited to make one of the congratulatory statements in
plenary when the compromise was announced.

Action in Plenary

12. Balloting for the three Security Council seats began on October 12. Ecuador (by 77 votes)
and Ceylon (by 72 votes) were elected on the first ballot while Poland secured 46 votes and
Turkey 36. There were 12 more inconclusive ballots during the same day for the third seat. The
maximum number of votes received by each candidate at different times was 48 for Poland and
38 for Turkey. In accordance with the rules of procedure there were alternate series of 3
unrestricted ballots, and series of three ballots restricted to the two top candidates on the last
unrestricted ballot. Poland retained a comfortable margin throughout the first day’s balloting
but was unable to secure a two-thirds majority. An Argentine motion to postpone the election
after the 13th ballot and move on to other items on the agenda, including the election of 6
members of the Economic and Social Council, was approved by a roll call vote of 43 in favour
(including Canada), 14 against and 24 abstentions. A Soviet amendment to postpone the
elections to both Councils was first rejected by a vote of 22 in favour, 34 against and 25
abstentions (including Canada).

13. In the voting for ECOSOC, Poland was elected on the first ballot — with the support of
the United States, United Kingdom and others opposing its election to the Security Council.
The tactical significance of this was soon made clear by the United States Delegation, which
privately emphasized the undesirability of electing Poland to the Security Council now that it
had been elected to ECOSOC. (The fact that Turkey, Canada and others had held overlapping
terms on both these Councils was not considered relevant since no one had ever been actually
elected to both Councils at the same session!)

14. Balloting for the Security Council was resumed on October 13. There were 12 more
inconclusive ballots. Poland retained the lead throughout with a somewhat reduced majority
and on the 25th ballot the vote was 43 for Poland and 36 for Turkey. During the course of
unrestricted ballots various “dark horses” appeared. In particular Yugoslavia received as
many as 7 votes, but it was clear that no significant change of heart had taken place, and that
no real trend towards Yugoslavia was developing. Balloting was therefore postponed until
October 19.

15. Six more inconclusive ballots were held on October 19. Poland was ahead in four of them
with a reduced majority, and Turkey in two, including one by 42 to 39. Further balloting was
then postponed for two weeks.
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16. Balloting was resumed on November 3 with six more inconclusive attempts. On the first
ballot Poland received 39 votes and Turkey 36 while on the last one of the day Turkey received
42 and Poland 38. Voting was again postponed for two weeks.

17. A further six inconclusive ballots on November 17 saw Poland take the lead again on five
ballots while the sixth was a tie. On the 43rd ballot of the series Poland obtained 42 votes and
Turkey 39. Voting was again postponed for two weeks until December 1.

18. On the eve of the November 17 voting both candidates publicly confirmed their
candidacy. Attempts to secure agreement on a compromise in the intervening two weeks had
failed although at one stage the Turkish Delegation let it be known that they would accept a
split term. When Poland failed to follow suit, the United States and the United Kingdom tried
to exploit this alleged intransigence of Poland to increase support for Turkey, but to no avail.

19. By this time many delegations, although not convinced of the validity of the Turkish
claim to the seat, had become concerned with the effect of the deadlock on the reputation of the
United Nations. In addition, it was not clear whether the Security Council would be able to
function legally if the eleventh member failed to be elected. Efforts on the part of the Canadian
and like-minded delegations to convince the principals of the need to compromise were
therefore redoubled.

20. These efforts continued to be unsuccessful however and on December 1 the General
Assembly conducted six more inconclusive ballots. Poland won three of these and Turkey two,
while the remaining one was a tie. The vote on the final ballot of this series was 42 for Turkey
and 39 for Poland.

21. In view of this continuation of the deadlock, and on the initiative of Canada, fourteen
countries that had been voting for Poland (Canada, Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland,
Ireland, Austria, Panama, Venezuela, Ecuador, Brazil, Argentina, Mexico and Cuba) decided to
make joint representations to the parties concerned with a view to convincing them of the
desirability of agreeing to a split term as the most practical solution of the problem. The Vice-
Chairman of the Canadian Delegation, after prolonged consultations with these countries,
informed the Representatives of Poland, Turkey, the Soviet Union and the United States of the
widespread anxiety that a properly constituted Security Council should be in existence at the
end of the session. Turkey had already expressed its willingness to negotiate a compromise,
and as a result of these representations Poland and the USSR also indicated that they would
consider the possibilities of a split-term. They undoubtedly realized that all fourteen countries
had it in their power, if they so chose to switch their votes and elect Turkey in order to ensure
the continued functioning of the Security Council.

22. In spite of these developments behind the scenes a settlement had not yet been agreed
upon when voting was resumed on December 11. Two further inconclusive ballots, in both of
which Poland received 41 votes and Turkey 37, were held before Canada proposed an
adjournment to give the parties concerned a final opportunity of negotiating an agreement. This
proposal was accepted and negotiations continued throughout the final day of the session.
Finally, the President announced late on the night of December 12 that Turkey would withdraw
from the contest in favour of Poland on the understanding that Poland would resign in its
favour at the end of 1960. In accordance with this agreement, Poland was elected on the fifty-
second ballot by 71 votes. Turkey received 3 votes, and Greece and Yemen 1 each.



NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES 21

23. Although the General Assembly succeeded, therefore, in electing three non-permanent
members of the Security Council, the question of principle underlying the conflict between
Poland and Turkey was not settled. No decision was taken on the validity of the “gentleman’s
agreement” of 1945. Both Poland and the U.S.S.R. emphasized in statements to the Assembly
that their agreement to the compromise did not imply any change in the position of the Soviet
bloc regarding Security Council elections, and especially Eastern European countries. They
expressed the hope that there would be no further discrimination against Eastern Europe.

24. Turkey, on the other hand, asserted that the agreement this year should not be taken as
applying to the allocation of this seat after 1961. The United States position remained unclear.
While the United States Representative said that such a deadlock should be avoided in the
future and that his country had not and would not discriminate against any area or any country,
he did not endorse the “gentleman’s agreement.” Indeed, he said only that Security Council
elections should be conducted in accordance with Article 23 of the Charter. The possibility
remains open, therefore for stalemates of this kind to recur in the future, and the continuation
of this situation can only be prejudicial to the prestige of the United Nations.

Action Required

25. Poland will resign from the Security Council at the end of 1960, and in accordance with
the compromise agreed upon this year, the fifteenth session of the General Assembly will be
called upon to elect Turkey to the vacancy thereby created. There will be no other candidate for
this seat. Canada should, of course, support Turkey next year.

26. Serious consideration should be given before the sixteenth session, when this whole
question of the Eastern European seat in the Council will come up again, to achieving a
generally acceptable application of the principle of equitable geographical representation,
whether by a reassertion of the 1945 “gentleman’s agreement” or by the definition of some new
formula. This consideration should be, of course, in conjunction with that which will be given
to the question of enlarging the Security Council.
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SUBDIVISION ITI/SUB-SECTION III

DESARMEMENT
DISARMAMENT

10. DEA/50271-K-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, August 13, 1959

FUTURE DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS

A few days before the close of the Conference of Foreign Ministers,” they gave
considerable attention to the question of possible arrangements for future disarmament
negotiations. From time to time earlier, views had been exchanged. Mr. Herter had proposed to
Mr. Gromyko a group of eight — the Four Powers plus Canada, Italy, Czechoslovakia and
Poland. Mr. Hammarskjold, while visiting Geneva, had outlined a scheme for a different group
of eight — the Four Powers plus Canada and a Soviet-bloc country, which might be Poland,
and two “uncommitted” individuals who would have been elected Chairman and Rapporteur of
the Disarmament Commission. Mr. Gromyko indicated a preference for a parity formula
similar to that used in the surprise attack discussions, that is, five Western and five Soviet-bloc
participants. Since the Soviet Union was evidently intent upon securing East-West parity and
the exclusion of neutrals, the other three Foreign Ministers concluded that they should accept
the Soviet scheme. They also concluded that, in order to avoid creating the precedent of parity
in the United Nations, it would be preferable to set the group in independently and bring it into
relationship with the United Nations by having it report to the General Assembly or the
Disarmament Commission and by having the United Nations Secretariat handle the
administration of the meetings.

On August 5 the Acting High Commissioner for the United Kingdom asked me whether the
Canadian Government would agree to the arrangements envisaged, i.e., a group of ten
consisting of five Western and five Soviet-bloc members. The United States in Washington and
the French in Paris made parallel approaches to our Embassies. Mr. Green agreed with me that,
although the group proposed by the Soviet Union was by no means ideal, if the Four Powers
were prepared to agree upon it we should not disturb such agreement without strong cause. I
accordingly informed Mr, Cumming-Bruce that the proposed group would be acceptable and
that Canada would be pleased to participate, and sent similar messages to Paris and
Washington. At the same time I urged that further consideration be given to setting up the
group within the Disarmament Commission in order to re-assert the interest of the United
Nations and to have the possibility of a permanent “neutral” chairman who could promote the
orderly conduct of the discussions.

‘“La Conférence des ministres des Affaires étrangeres sur Berlin, qui a eu lieu 3 Genéve du 11 mai au
5 aofit 1959.
The Conference of Foreign Ministers on Berlin, which met in Geneva from May 11, 1959 to
August 5, 1959.
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Mr. Hammarskjold was far from pleased with the Four Power scheme for a group consisting
in equal parts of representatives of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and started a campaign to
secure the acceptance by the Four Powers of measures which would establish a firm link
between the new group and the United Nations. The basic ideas he has been promoting are that,
as a first step, the Disarmament Commission should be convened; that the Four Powers should
make a statement of intention to the Commission, making it clear that negotiations in the Ten-
Power group would be preparatory to the Commission’s consideration of the disarmament
problem and would be reported to the Commission; and that the Commission should report
these developments to the General Assembly, thereby providing the basis for an unrestricted
debate on disarmament.

These suggestions seem to me to represent the kind of action which would be helpful in
asserting the United Nations interest. The United States, the United Kingdom and especially
France are opposed to setting up the new group within the Disarmament Commission (among
other reasons, in order to avoid the introduction of the parity principle into the United Nations).
Indeed, the Secretary-General himself would not wish to see a group composed in the projected
manner represented as a United Nations body. However, the United States, the United
Kingdom and even France at this stage appear prepared to follow procedures which would
meet most of the points raised by the Secretary-General. I have already sent preliminary views
on how the Secretary-General’s ideas might be applied in practice to Washington, London,
Paris and Rome.

The probable course of events is: first, consultations among the five Western members,
followed by a discussion in the NATO Council. Then detailed negotiations with the Soviet
Union would take place, leading to an announcement of the Four Power agreement. Until that
stage is reached, it seems unlikely that there will be any requirement for a Canadian public
statement.

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

11. DEA/50271-K-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1008 New York, August 19, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris, Geneva (Information).
Rome, Bonn, CCOS W/C Mitchell from Ottawa.

DISARMAMENT

In the course of our talk yesterday the Secretary General touched upon the proposal for a
ten-member disarmament body and its relationship to the UN. Mr. Hammarsk;jold said that he
considered that in his memorandum of August 5, he had outlined the correct approach to this
relationship. He was gratified to understand that the UK, USA and ourselves agreed with this
approach although he understood that the French were still making difficulties. He said that he
had told Tom Hamilton of the New York Times (whose news stories as you will recall first
suggested that disarmament was being moved from the UN) that the worse service he could do
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to the cause of UN was to suggest that it was planned from now on to deal with disarmament
“outside” the UN. In this general connection, Mr. Hammarskjold showed me in confidence the
opening paragraph of his annual report to the UN which deals with the general topic of
negotiations on disarmament and other subjects connected with peace and security taking place
outside the organization. In the course of this paragraph Mr. Hammarskjold makes reference to
Articles 33 and 36 of the UN Charter as evidence that it was always contemplated that
solutions to such problems should in the first instance be sought by the parties by peaceful
means of their own choice. The Secretary General then develops this theme to welcome the
continuance of such negotiations and to argue that they are not repeat not in any way in
contradiction with the purposes and principles of the Charter. He told me that he hoped that
this approach coming from him would put a quietus on any attempts in the General Assembly
to protest that the UN was being weakened by proposed negotiations on disarmament and other
subjects which might take place between groups of its members.

2. With regard to the projected ten-member disarmament body Mr. Hammarskjold reiterated
his view that nothing should be done to suggest that such a body was an organ of the UN. It
would be impossible to accept that parity as envisaged in the ten-member body was the correct
basis for a UN organ dealing with a global subject like disarmament as it took no repeat no
account of the principle of geographical distribution. He could imagine some other fields
(which he did not repeat not define) in which a UN organ might be based upon parity but not
disarmament. I asked whether he contemplated that any proposal before the General Assembly
e.g. the Irish resolution on nuclear weapons could be referred to the ten-member body by the
Assembly. He said that this would be impossible as it would involve implicit recognition that
the ten-member body was an organ or sub-organ of the UN.

3. I asked Mr. Hammarskjold how he envisaged the future of the Disarmament Commission
or whether he was thinking of any successor body to it. He said that the election of a successor
body would involve great complications and difficuities. He believed that the only solution was
for the Assembly to continue the existence of the eighty-two member Disarmament
Commission.

4. Mr. Hammarskjold said that it would be very regrettable if the Disarmament Commission
did not repeat not meet before the General Assembly. He was convinced that a meeting at the
permanent representatives level and before the arrival of the Foreign Ministers (in this con-
nection he referred to presumably Krishna Menon) would be much preferable. No repeat no
doubt there would be further discussion of the proposal for the ten-member disarmament body
in the General Assembly but a meeting at the permanent representatives level would
thoroughly canvass the subject and thus would make later emotional debate less probable.

[C.S.A.] RITCHIE
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12. DEA/50271-A-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1137 New York, September 10, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 1121 Sep 9.7

Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris, Geneva (Information).
Rome, Bonn, CCOS (W/C Mitchell) from Ottawa.

DISARMAMENT

The Disarmament Commission met this afternoon and completed its consideration of the
question before it with the unanimous adoption of a resolution, ' the text of which is given in
my telegram 1136.1 Before the meeting, in response to criticisms from a group of
“uncommitted” countries at the psychological effects of the resolution being sponsored by the
Big Four on top of the issuance of the communiqué and the calling of the meeting of the
commission at their request, the Big Four agreed to let the resolution go forward in the names
of Ceylon, Ecuador, India, Indonesia, Ireland, UAR and Yugoslavia. You will note that the
resolution as adopted differs from the draft given in our telegram 11207 in two major respects.
The composition of the new Ten-Power Disarmament Committee is not repeat not given nor
indeed is the committee mentioned anywhere in the resolution. Furthermore the recom-
mendation concerning the continuation of the Disarmament Commission is without time limit.
2. The meeting opened with the Secretary General in the Chair and Padilla Nervo of Mexico
was elected Chairman by acclamation on the nomination of Burma, seconded by Ecuador. It
was notable that not repeat not only did the Soviet Union not repeat not oppose Padilla Nervo
but the representative of the USSR spoke in support of his candidature. No repeat no mention

was made of electing other officers.

3. As agreed, the Big Four spoke first followed by India who presented the draft resolution on
behalf of the co-sponsors the majority of whom also intervened later in the debate. Mr. Ritchie
spoke briefly as did the representative of Italy and the representatives of the four Soviet bloc
members of the Ten-Power body. Text of Mr. Ritchie’s remarks? are going forward by bag
tomorrow. The debate revealed no repeat no opposition except from Cuba to the setting up of
the new body but almost all who spoke laid stress on the ultimate responsibility of the UN for
disarmament matters. The hope was also expressed not repeat not only that the renewed
consultations in the Ten-Power body would bring progress but also that there would be
frequent progress reports to the Disarmament Commission. The only real expression of
uneasiness came from the representative of Greece in connection with the reference in
paragraph 3 of the Four-Power communiqué to the Four-Power conception of the committee as

" Commission du désarmement, 65° séance, DC/146. Voir le texte de la résolution dans Yearbook of the
United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 6.
Disarmament Commission, meeting 65, DC/146. For text of resolution, see Yearbook of the United
Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 6.
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a useful means of exploring avenues of progress towards such agreements, etc. as may be of
particular relevance to the countries participating in the deliberations. This formulation had
possible regional connotations which Greece was uneasy about since they were not repeat not
represented on the committee.

13. DEA/50271-K-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 12, 1959

DISARMAMENT

Since the Four Powers agreed on the broad procedures for resuming general disarmament
negotiations I have been given much thought to the part that Canada might play in the Ten
Power Disarmament Committee and have discussed the matter at some length on a number of
occasions with the officials concerned. I hope to let you have in the course of the next few
weeks a series of papers on various aspects. First of all, I thought it might be useful to draw a
few broad conclusions from our experience.

Canada’s special position in disarmament discussions is based upon our participation
in atomic energy development during the war. You will recall that in November, 1945 Prime
Minister King joined with Prime Minister Attlee and President Truman in a declaration calling
for the international control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use for
peaceful purposes only and for the elimination of atomic weapons from national armaments.
Substantially the same declaration was made by the Four Power attending the Moscow
Conference in December, 1945. With minor changes the same text was incorporated in the first
resolution adopted by the General Assembly in January, 1946 when it established the United
Nations Atomic Energy Commission with Canada as a permanent member.

Since that time Canada has come to be regarded as a normal participant in disarmament
negotiations: when the AEC arrived at a deadlock we participated in negotiations in 1948
and 1949 confined to the permanent members in an attempt to find a basis for agreement; when
the AEC and the Commission for Conventional Armaments had both plainly lost all
momentum we were members of the committee of twelve established by General Assembly
Resolution 496 V of December 13, 1950 to recommend ways of advancing matters; we were
made permanent members of the Disarmament Commission established by Resolution 502 VI
of January 11, 1952; we participated as one of the five “powers principally involved” in the
work of the sub-committee of the Disarmament Commission which met at great length during
the period 1954-1957 (as the sub-committee held most of its sessions in London while I was
High Commissioner there my own most direct contacts with disarmament negotiations were
during this phase); we were one of the four Western participants in the Conference of Experts
on the Detection of Nuclear Explosions in July/August, 1958; we were one of the five Western
participants at the Conference of Experts on Methods of Preventing Surprise Attack in
November/December, 1958; and most recently, of course, we have been included in the Ten
Power Disarmament Committee.

Particularly during the early stages, we tended to consider that we had a certain
“representative” quality and that we should be the medium through which the views of the
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lesser powers might be heard. I think that we do have a sort of responsibility of this kind, but
experience on the whole suggests that the most fruitful way of meeting it usually has been and
probably will be less by way of occasional public exhortation than by continuous and quiet
efforts in private at all levels. Because of our status we have been approached often by
interested governments as a channel for advancing their views, and in several cases we have
developed useful working relationships (I have in mind particularly Norway, Australia, Japan
and Yugoslavia). Such interested governments have recognized, as we have done, the
limitations within which increasingly we have had to work as the lines between East and West
became more and more formally drawn.

The fact of the matter is that no matter how we may try to disguise it there are only two
sides to the disarmament discussion. I think it is fair to say that the influence of even such a
country as India is negligible except when it makes common cause with one or other of the
principals. The result has been that to a surprising extent Canada’s own negotiations have been
for the most part with our allies, and particularly with the United States rather than with the
Russians. Our purpose has been to influence the broad plan of the Western nations and its
presentation because we ourselves have very little to offer in negotiations with the Soviet
Union.

This is no more than recognition of a point which is usually overlooked by those editors and
members of the public who urge Canada to take the lead in disarmament, namely, that most of
the disarming has to be done by the nations which have most of the armaments and armed
forces. Experience has shown that those of our allies who have the most disarming to do (and
on whom, incidentally, we place reliance for our defence and the defence of the Western
world) are not invariably grateful for proposals drawn up by those who do not have to carry
them out. However, I think it is only fair to say that we have always been given a careful and
attentive hearing in Washington and London and often our suggestions have been accepted. 1
might add that some at least of the same suggestions if made publicly might have been difficult
for the United States, the United Kingdom, or France to adopt.

T have little doubt that in the Ten Power Disarmament Committee our most useful role again
will be close collaboration with the United States, United Kingdom, France and Italy in the
development and presentation of common proposals. Nevertheless, in the improved atmosphere
which has made possible the resumption of disarmament negotiations in the Ten Power
Committee and which has set the stage for Mr. Khrushchev’s sweeping proposals in the
General Assembly,"” there would also seem to be a greater opportunity than hitherto for Canada
to exercise a useful influence on the Soviet Union and its four allies at the conference table,
with whom the conference will bring us into daily close contact over long periods. The
prospect of making good use of these contacts suggests that their value will be enhanced if we
normalize our diplomatic relations with Czechoslovakia and Poland. The fact that we have no
diplomatic mission in Bulgaria or Roumania will make it more difficult to derive similar
benefit from our contacts with their delegations, but I should hope that we could also turn these
contacts to advantage in the long run.

** Linitiative de Khrouchtchev et une proposition de désarmement du Royaume-Uni ont été débattues a la
Premigre Commission de 1’ Assemblée générale. Voir le compte rendu du débat dans Yearbook of the
United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 6 a 13.

Khrushchev’s initiative and a United Kingdom disarmament proposal were debated in the First Committee
of the General Assembly. For an account of the debate, see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New
York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 6-13.
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In our working relationship with our partners on the Western side I believe that we should
retain a certain amount of freedom of manoeuvre, especially in procedural matters, and that
correspondingly we should not demand in effect a veto within the Western group, but should
oppose any attempt by France and Italy to impose a rule of unanimity. I feel sure that if the
Western powers are always limited in their exchanges with the Soviet Union to the highest
common factor there will be unnecessary complications introduced. The negotiations promise
at best to require years, and I think that we should make every effort to ensure reasonable
freedom of action for the United States. I am assuming on the basis of recent experience that
we and the United Kingdom will represent the “progressive” wing in the Western group and
will be encouraging the United States to accept minor risks for major gains, while France and
Italy (with the dead hand of Germany behind them) will be the forces of reaction seeking to
whittle down all proposals and to demand unrealistic guarantees.

This kind of role implies that our substantive point of departure will be plans outlined by the
United States. For some weeks now they have had a planning group hard at work. Its report is
not expected to be completed before mid-January. In the interim, I hope that we will be able to
get some useful preparatory work done in collaboration with the Department of National
Defence and perhaps with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited. In a separate memorandum I
have in mind reviewing some of the areas on which it might be appropriate for us to
concentrate during this period.

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

14. DEA/50271-K-40

Extrait d’un télégramme de I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Telegram from Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 3040 Washington, December 9, 1959

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 2858 Nov 137 and your Tel V-454 Dec 4.1
Repeat London, NATO Paris, Paris, Permis New York, Geneva (Priority) (Information).

DISARMAMENT
We saw Spiers (Office of Special Assistant to the Secretary for Disarmament and Atomic
Energy) for a rundown on recent developments in the disarmament field. . . .

2. Spiers believed that USA policy which would emerge for presentation either at the summit
or at the meeting of the Ten Power Committee, whichever came first, would be more liberal
than previous positions adopted by USA. Both the President and the Secretary were keenly
interested and anxious that progress should be made.

3. Spiers said that his own ideas were that there should be three parallel approaches proposed:

(1) The first would urge immediate agreement on specific matters calculated to ease tension
and establish confidence, e.g., exchange of observers at military bases including SAC bases up
to any number which the Russians would match, reciprocal advance notification of troop
movements, closing down Oak Ridge for a two year period and closing down the Soviet
counterpart with appropriate inspection to ensure that substitute plants were not repeat not
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operated. In the meantime, agreement not repeat not to launch outer space vehicles for military
purposes and prior notification and international observation of the launching of all outer space
vehicles.

(2) A plan along the lines of the 1957 disarmament proposal but with accent on missiles and
with a greater flexibility so as to facilitate piecemeal progress under the plan, should that
appear feasible.

(3) Acceptance of complete disarmament in principle with an indication of a willingness to
negotiate towards this end but with a warning of the difficulties involved for effective control
and a stipulation that progress towards this goal would involve parallel progress towards the
establishment of international peace preserving agencies.

4. This outline was given to us in very general terms. It serves perhaps to indicate the lines
along which some officials in the Disarmament Section of the State Department are now
thinking.

5. Spiers said that he thought that such an approach would in principle appeal to us and to the
British. He was afraid, however, that it would meet with opposition from the Italians and the
French. For this reason he believed it was essential if any progress were to be made in the
disarmament field that the “sides concept” which was adopted in the surprise attack talks
should not repeat not be adopted for the forthcoming discussions. Each member of the Western
Five should be free to put forward its own proposal at meetings of the Ten Power Committee;
otherwise any one of the Five could veto a proposal agreeable to the others.

6. Until we know for certain that these views have been discussed with any other members of
the Five they should be treated for Canadian Eyes Only.

15. DEA/50271-K-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 V-474 Ottawa, December 10, 1959

SECRET. ROUTINE.

Reference: Your telegram 3040 of December 9.

Repeat London, NATO Paris, Paris, Permis New York, Geneva, CCOS W/C Mitchell
(Information).

DISARMAMENT
We were very glad to have the interesting outline of official thinking contained in your
reference telegram, of which we find the general trend encouraging.

2. We agree with Spiers’ reservations about the sides concept as used in the surprise attack
talks. Indeed, in recognition of the inadequacy of this technique, because of the rigidity and
lowest common denominator stance which it imposed on the Western side at Geneva last year,
we have recently been discussing how the Western Five might better organize their modus
operandi on the Disarmament Committee. Our tentative thinking has been along lines not
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dissimilar to Spiers’: that the Five Powers should not blend into a monolithic side but should
stand out more as individuals than they did last year, while necessarily continuing to consult
and co-ordinate the Western approach very closely.

[N.A. ROBERTSON]}

16. DEA/50271-K-40

Le représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM MM-35 Paris, December 21, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel MM-34 Dec 21.%

Repeat Permis New York, Washington, Paris, London, Geneva, Rome, Bonn (Information).
Cairo (Gen Burns) deferred from Ottawa.

By Bag Oslo, Copenhagen, Athens, Ankara, Lisbon, Moscow from London.

DISARMAMENT — FIVE POWER FOREIGN MINISTERS MEETING
At this afternoon’s meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the Disarmament Five a com-
muniqué was agreed (our reference telegram) announcing the Western proposal to convene the
Ten Power Disarmament Committee in Geneva on or about March 15 and to begin the Western
preparations in Washington in January.

2. At the suggestion of Mr. Pella and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, it was also agreed (not repeat not for
publication) to have ambassadors of the Five in Washington meet on January 18 in preparation
for the Five Power Disarmament Experts Group which is to convene in Washington January
25. Mr. Pella’s idea was that the ambassadorial discussions of the first week would be political
rather than technical and would discuss directives to be given by governments to their Experts
Working Group. It is not repeat not yet clear who will actually attend the political meeting in
the week of January 18, but it is understood that representatives of governments need not
repeat not be ambassadors in Washington, i.e. General Burns or a Deputy Italian Foreign
Minister, if named by their governments would be equally appropriate.

3. Mr. Herter accepted this timetable although he implied that in the week of January 18 the
USA representative may be somewhat limited in his terms of reference because the Coolidge
Report is not repeat not expected to be available until towards the end of the month.

4. At the suggestion of Mr. Selwyn Lloyd and Mr. Green, it was also agreed that the UN
Secretary General should be officially notified of the Western proposals and the Swiss will be
asked whether the proposed dates for the Geneva Conference are convenient. All this official
correspondence with the Eastern Five, the Swiss and the UN, will be conducted by the French
on behalf of the Western Five, since M. Couve de Murville presided at today’s meeting. We
were assured that official communications would be despatched by telegram today if possible.

5. After the Five Power communiqué had been agreed, Mr. Green proposed for the

consideration of his colleagues a disarmament paragraph for the communiqué of the NATO
ministerial meeting tomorrow. At the same time he explained in greater detail the nature of the
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proposal he had put forward on December 15 in the NATO ministerial meeting. He was able to
set certain doubts at rest, e.g., that we were not repeat not proposing a working group of the
NATO Council and would therefore neither be duplicating the work to be undertaken in
Washington, nor competing with the Five for the services of expert advisers on disarmament.
We are repeating in a separate message the text of his further remarks (our telegram MM-36
December 21).%

6. Mr. Green’s proposal in the NATO ministerial communiqué was quickly supported by Mr.
Pella, and M. Couve de Murville indicated his agreement.

7. Nevertheless Mr. Lloyd wished to avoid any possibility of the Western Five being in the
position of having to wait for protracted military studies to come from NATO. It was therefore
agreed that in view of the limited time which the Western working group would have before
the Ten Power talks begin, the ministers should announce in the NATO communiqué merely
that they were instructing the Permanent Council and the NATO military authorities to
consider what assistance they could give to the consideration of plans for controlled
disarmament. This was Mr. Lloyd’s amendment.

8. In summing up the discussion, M. Couve de Murville said that there was agreement among
the five that the Permanent Council should follow up the Canadian proposal early in the new
year.

9. It was agreed that Mr. Pella should report to the ministerial meeting on the Five Power
meeting this afternoon, since Couve had already agreed to report on the Western Summit
Meeting. Couve proposed that Mr. Green or Mr. Pella should make this report but Mr. Green
replied that if M. Couve de Murville could not repeat not make it himself, Mr. Pella should.

10. At a subsequent meeting of the NATO communiqué drafting group on which we were
represented, the operative part of the Five Power proposal for the NATO communiqué was
redrafted as follows, subject to Italian concurrence (since they were not repeat not on the
drafting group). “To this end the ministers instructed the Permanent Council, calling as it
desires on the NATO military authorities, to consider what further assistance they could give to
the consideration of plans for controlled disarmament.” The purpose of this change was to give
the Council greater freedom to decide to ask for the views of, e.g., SACEUR rather than the
Standing Group. This issue remains to be settled in the Permanent Council if the ministers
approve the communiqué as it now stands.
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17. DEA/50271-K-40

Le représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM MM-36 Paris, December 21, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permis New York, Washington, Paris, London, Geneva, Rome (Information).

DISARMAMENT: FIVE POWER FOREIGN MINISTERS MEETING DECEMBER 21

At this afternoon’s meeting of the Five the Minister explained the Canadian proposal in the
following terms, in support of the language we were proposing for the NATO ministerial
communiqué. Text Begins.

In the communiqué which the Five are about to issue” we speak of consultations between
the Five and NATO. Certainly this is a subject in which all members of NATO consider that
they have an interest and that NATO itself has a stake in it. I think there may however be a
delay of several weeks before the Five have anything ready to report to the Council. How then
should the Council discussion be organized? The Five themselves cannot repeat not take alead
in the early stages. Therefore I suggest that we give priority to studies which the international
staff, SACEUR and perhaps SACLANT could develop for the Council on aspects of the
disarmament problem within their special competence and experience. The international staff
have already sent the Council some useful studies of the disarmament proposals of Mr.
Khrushchev and Mr. Lloyd, analyzed from a political point of view. We have not repeat not yet
drawn on NATO’s military experience, however, with regard to measures which might give the
NATO area greater security against surprise attack, for example. The Western European Union
also have had some experience in verification and inspection techniques which might usefully
be summarized for Council and for the Five, if the Western European Union members were
agreeable.

Such studies would give the Council enough material on which to develop their preliminary
discussions of this question. Any ideas generated in the process would, of course, be com-
municated to the Five-Power Working Group by their respective delegations.

These are some of the ideas which we would suggest that the Permanent Council might
consider in greater detail. I thought it would be better not repeat not to go into specific
suggestions today or in the ministerial meeting tomorrow but to leave that to the Permanent
Council to work out, if our approach is generally satisfactory to other delegations.

In our opinion, judging from past experience, NATO’s consultative role in Western
disarmament preparations is more likely to be a useful and helpful one if the Council and the
military authorities have a sense of participating in all stages of the preparation of the Western
position. Text Ends.

. Voir/See “Decisions of West’s Big 4,” New York Times, December 22, 1959, p. 8.
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SUBDIVISION IV/SUB-SECTION IV

EFFETS DES RADIATIONS ATOMIQUES
EFFECTS OF ATOMIC RADIATION

18. PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 315-59 [Ottawa], October 16, 1959
CONFIDENTIAL

ATOMIC RADIATION

The Canadian Delegation to the 14th Session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations has already taken the initiative of launching a draft resolution on the subject of atomic
radiation. This resolution, which recognizes the universal concern that there be greater
knowledge of the biological effects of radiation and of the extent of the possible hazard from
man-made radiation, is designed to achieve this end through cooperation and consultation on
the part of all states with such agencies as the World Meteorological Organization, the Food
and Agriculture Organization, the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of
Atomic Radiation, and possibly the World Health Organization. It is envisaged that such
cooperation would ensure the collation of world-wide data on fallout and radioactive content of
soil and food products. The most important achievement would be larger scale analysis of
samples with the purpose of studying the uptake of radioactive fission products in food chains
throughout the world and determining the radioactive content of air, rainfall and food products
throughout the world.

It is desirable as a concomitant to these efforts, which have scientific, humanitarian and
political objectives, that Canada contribute its support in the best way it can. The experts
believe that this can best be done in the field of analysis, where Canada could make a valuable
contribution through an offer to analyse samples collected elsewhere in the world. For this
purpose some expansion of Canadian research and laboratory facilities would be required, but
in order to guard against undue expansion of these facilities Canada might make an offer of
specific scope and conditional on the response of other countries. This offer might be made
in the form of the attached draft Aide Mémoire to be circulated to other delegations at the
United Nations.

The cost of carrying out such an offer can only be roughly estimated. The departments con-
cerned have made the following calculations: If 150 collection stations in other countries were
involved and if Canada were to handle 15% of the daily air and monthly rainwater samples
from them, it would appear that capital costs should not exceed $50,000 for additional space
and about $100,000 for equipment. The annual operating costs might approximate $60,000.
These figures are based on the assumption that the volume of work could be handled by one
professional person and four or five technicians. If food and soil samples were also to be
analysed the numbers would be larger. For example, it has been estimated that an offer to
analyse regularly food and soil as well as air and rainwater samples, taken in each case from
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about 20 to 25 sources, would double the above figures for capital outlay and operating costs,
resulting in a gross capital outlay of about $300,000 and annual costs of about $120,000.

Recommendations

(a) That the Canadian Delegation to the United Nations be authorized to make through other
delegations a conditional offer to their governments to conduct analyses in Canada as set forth
in the attached draft Aide Mémoire.

(b) That, depending on the response to the offer, expenditures in connection with the carrying
out of the offer be authorized, not to exceed $100,000 for additional space, $200,000 for equip-
ment and $120,000 for annual operating costs.

(c) That the analytical programme be under the direction of the Department of National
Health and Welfare."

H.C. GREEN
[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Projet d’aide mémoire
Draft Aide-Mémoire
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 15, 1959

The Canadian Delegation recognizes the soundness of the programme of work which the
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation has set itself for the future and
endorses that programme. The Delegation, however, considers that the information on radio-
active fallout which has been made available to the Committee to date could be substantially
enlarged and improved. The Delegation is accordingly proposing that steps be taken to ensure
that information on this matter should be as comprehensive as possible and states members of
the United Nations and of the specialized agencies should cooperate more closely so that
appropriate samples from all parts of the world may be collected and analyzed on a basis which
would ensure the comparability of the results.

As an earnest of its interest in this matter the Canadian Government is prepared to receive
from other states samples of air, water, soil and food collected according to methods
recommended by the Scientific Committee in consultation with the competent specialized
agencies and to analyse such samples in the Canadian Government laboratories which handle
Canada’s domestic sampling programme. Subject to indications from other governments of
their readiness to participate in such a cooperative programme of collection and analysis and as
an initial offer the Canadian Government is prepared to receive and analyse samples of air,
water, soil and food from 20 to 25 sampling stations in each case in other countries on aregular
basis. Such analysis could begin within the space of a few months required to expand existing
Canadian laboratory facilities and analytical staff following the agreement of the United
Nations on such a programme. The Canadian Government further is prepared to undertake that
the analytical procedures will be such as to ensure the comparability of results with those
produced by other governments cooperating in a programme of this nature.

" Approuvé par le Cabinet le 17 octobre 1959, a condition que d’autres gouvernements se déclarent préts a
participer a un tel programme de coopération.
Approved by Cabinet on October 17, 1959 subject to indications from other governments of their
readiness to participate in such a co-operative programme.
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The Canadian Government considers that arrangements of the kind suggested will
materially assist the Scientific Committee in its task and invites other governments to consider
how they might participate in such a programme, either through the collection of samples
according to agreed methods or through providing facilities for analysis.

19. . DEA/6-1959/2

Extrait du rapport final de la quatorzieme session
de I’Assemblée générale

Excerpt from Final Report on the Fourteenth Session
of the General Assembly

AGENDA ITEM 24
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, n.d.]

PROGRESS REPORT OF THE UNITED NATIONS SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE
ON THE EFFECTS OF ATOMIC RADIATION

The Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation which was established at the
tenth session of the General Assembly was requested to make yearly progress reports. It had
prepared a comprehensive report in 1958 which was considered at the thirteenth session of the
General Assembly. A subsequent progress report (A/4119 of June 15, 1959) was prepared in
accordance with resolution 1347 (XIII) and an item was included in the provisional agenda of
the fourteenth session to permit the discussion of that report. The Committee stated its
intention to centre its discussion in the immediately forthcoming session on radioactive fallout
and radiobiological questions, to continue to report progress annually to the General Assembly
and to submit a further comprehensive report in 1962. It also submitted conclusions and recom-
mendations under the following headings: maintenance and stimulation of the flow of
information to the Committee; the pattern of scientific study by the Committee; the reporting
practice of the Committee; the manner and areas in which research may usefully be stimulated,
the pattern of meetings of the Committee; the organization of work and staff needs of the
Committee; relations of the Committee with other bodies; and the immediate programme of
work for 1959-60.

2. Other things being equal there would have been very little discussion of the Committee’s
progress report beyond that necessary to give support to and authorization for its recom-
mendations and proposed programme of work. However, the Canadian Delegation, convinced
that there were serious gaps in existing knowledge of the nature and extent of atomic radiation,
took the initiative to secure adoption of a resolution which would not only give formal approval
to the Committee’s progress report and immediate programme of work but would also serve to
stimulate the flow of information to the Committee relevant to its work and provide a basis for
a more comprehensive sampling and analysis programme of broad geographical scope. Such a
resolution (Resolution 1376 of November 21 attached as Annex I)T was drafted after protracted
consultations with other delegations and agencies and was introduced by the Canadian
Delegation together with Argentina, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Japan,
Mexico, New Zealand, and Norway. It was adopted unanimously by the General Assembly.

Canadian Position

3. For some time before the opening of the fourteenth session of the General Assembly the
Canadian authorities were giving consideration to the preparation of an initiative which would
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be directed towards securing more widely representative and standardized data on radioactive
fallout. Consideration was also given to the possibility of establishing a conventional obli-
gation for United Nations members to measure and report fallout data to a central body. Dis-
cussions in Ottawa, New York, Geneva and Washington led to the conclusion that the idea of
a conventional obligation had many political pitfalls, (particularly in relation to the attitudes of
the Soviet bloc and some neutral states) and should not be pursued; but that there would
nevertheless be value in taking some steps to stimulate the measurement and reporting of
fallout data on a worldwide basis. Since the United Nations Scientific Committee on the
Effects of Atomic Radiation was already charged with wide responsibilities in this connection
its report to the General Assembly offered the most promising opportunity to launch such
an initiative.

4. Accordingly at an early stage during the fourteenth session of the Assembly the Delegation
began a series of consultations, first with the Secretariat of the United Nations Scientific
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (referred to below as UNSCEAR), and subse-
quently with interested delegations and with other U.N. agencies concerned, with a view to
drafting an appropriate resolution. Preliminary reference to this resolution was made by the
Minister in his statement in the general debate on September 24"° when he said “At this session
the Canadian Delegation intends to submit a proposal which we sincerely hope will encourage
the worldwide collection of more accurate data on radiation and will provide for its central
collation.” (Text of that part of Mr. Green’s statement dealing with atomic radiation is attached
as Annex IL.)T

5. One of the considerations we had in mind was that a mere exhortation to other
governments to provide data on fallout in accordance with the requests submitted by
UNSCEAR would be unlikely to achieve any more widespread response than had earlier
requests, and that in many cases member states would require assistance either in the collection
of samples or in the radiochemical analysis of the samples if a significant increase in
information were to be forthcoming. It was therefore considered desirable to include in the
resolution an invitation to member states with facilities for radiochemical analysis to consider
what assistance they could make available in this connection. In the light of this intention the
Minister decided that Canada should make an offer of such facilities prior to consideration of
the resolution by the General Assembly. Cabinet approval was subsequently obtained for
circulation to members of the United Nations and the specialized agencies of an offer to make
Canadian laboratory facilities available for analysis of samples of air, water, soil and food
collected by other countries according to methods recommended by UNSCEAR." The text
of the Canadian offer subsequently circulated in document A/AC82/Inf.6 is attached as
Annex IIIL.t

Preparatory Negotiations

6. As a preliminary basis for discussion with other delegations and with the Secretariat a draft
resolution was developed by the Delegation in New York in consultation with officials in
Ottawa. This draft, dated October 5, which is attached as Annex IV,T was discussed with the

= Voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et discours 1959-60, N’ 59/30.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches 1959-60, No. 59/30.
16 . .
Voir le document précédent./See the preceding document.
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Secretariat of UNSCEAR and with several delegations which we thought might be interested in
co-sponsoring.

7. Following these consultations a considerably revised text was produced. This text, dated
October 12, is attached as Annex V.1 The principal changes between the October 5 draft and
the October 12 draft were as follows: an operative paragraph was added specifically approving
the plans and suggested activities contained in the Scientific Committee’s report, in order to
avoid any impression that the only thing being approved was the pattern of scientific study and
also to make it clear that the measures included in the operative sections that followed were
intended to reinforce the work being done in some of the principal fields covered by the
Scientific Committee’s report. Another reason for the inclusion of this operative paragraph was
to provide authority for carrying out any of the activities suggested in the UNSCEAR report
which had financial implications; otherwise specific approval of each of these proposals might
have been required. Another important difference between the two drafts was that in each of
the operative sections the invitation to “recommend arrangements” was addressed to the
Scientific Committee, in consultation with the specialized agency concerned, whereas in the
earlier draft the invitation had been addressed to the specialized agency concerned, in
consultation with the Scientific Committee.

8. In addition a further section was added designed to ensure that the important work being
done in the biological and radiobiological fields, in which the WHO had an interest, was not
ignored. A preambular paragraph was also added noting with satisfaction the increasingly close
co-operation between the Scientific Committee and the IAEA. This was included partly
because it was desirable in itself and partly as a holding operation against suggestions from
other delegations that the JAEA be assigned a specific role in the implementation of the
measures envisaged in the various operative sections.

9. This revised draft was discussed at a meeting of prospective co-sponsors which was
attended by representatives of Argentina, Australia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan,
Mexico, Norway, Poland, Sweden, U.A.R. and Yugoslavia. The group consulted was intended
to be broadly representative of all areas of opinion in the United Nations. Copies of the draft
were also given to the UK., the U.S.A,, the U.S.S.R. and France but for information only,
since the Delegation considered that, although it would not be desirable to have the Great
Powers included in the list of co-sponsors, the resolution would have to be acceptable to them
if it was to gain the broad general support necessary to achieve its purpose.

10. Following that meeting the Representative of Poland informed us that he understood that
Czechoslovakia was considering putting forward a resolution on atomic radiation which he
thought would not be incompatible with our draft. Earlier we had heard rumours that the
Czechs had something in mind but had been unable to track anything down. Mr. Nesbitt took
an early opportunity to speak to Nosek of the Czech Delegation, who confirmed that they were
thinking of putting forward a resolution on radiation but said that as far as he knew they did not
yet have a text. However, later in the day he informed us that the Czechs did in fact have a
draft and that it had already been put in the hands of the Secretariat for publication. Their
resolution was therefore circulated in document A/L..263 (copy attached as Annex VI)t before
we were able to initiate discussions with them.

11. We nevertheless persisted in our effort to explore thoroughly the possibility of reaching
agreement with the Soviet bloc on a single compromise resolution since we anticipated (rightly
as it turned out) that the extent of support for our initiative among the middle and smaller
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powers would depend largely on whether they were satisfied that we had done our best to be
reasonable on this score. In our preliminary discussions with the Czech Delegation we
indicated surprise and regret that they had tabled their resolution without prior consultation
with us. It soon became clear that the primary Czech aim at that stage was to obtain acceptance
of the Czech draft as the basis for discussion, and therefore for the eventual compromise. This
we refused to agree to, saying that the situation was not of our making since we had consulted
a representative group of delegations, including members of the Soviet bloc, with a view to
developing a generally acceptable resolution. We received widespread sympathy and support
for our position, so much so that the Czechs found it politic to agree to negotiate on the basis of
our draft rather than to risk the unpopularity to which their too-clever tactics had exposed them.

12. Then began a long period of negotiations, first with the Czech Delegation and later
directly with the U.S.S.R. Delegation, in an attempt to devise a compromise text which would
enable the Czechs to withdraw their own resolution and co-sponsor ours. In the course of these
negotiations the Soviet bloc put forward arguments (none very convincing) against operative
sections (A), (B) and (C) of the Canadian draft. We had the distinct impression that, while the
Soviets were anxious to pay lip service to the idea that fallout was a problem of great and
pressing concern, they were not willing to see anything specific done to obtain the kind of
information required to determine scientifically the extent of the hazards and its effects; nor
were they prepared to see either UNSCEAR or the Secretariat play an active role in
coordinating or even stimulating efforts in this field. Indeed on one occasion a member of the
Soviet Delegation expressed the view that UNSCEAR had been set up primarily to establish
that nuclear fallout had dangerous effects and that, since it had already done this, its main task
was already completed.

13. During each stage of the protracted negotiations, as changes were made in an attempt to
reach a compromise with the Soviet side, the Canadian Delegation had to check back with its
original group of potential co-sponsors in order to ensure that the proposed changes were
acceptable to them. We also continued our consultations with other delegations in addition to
the prospective co-sponsors, including the U.K., U.S.A. and Netherlands, and with the IAEA,
WHO, FAO and WMO. A further revision of our draft, dated October 19, which attempted to
take account of the comments and suggestions received from these quarters, is attached as
Annex VIL¥

14. Subsequently the U.S.A. in particular made a number of suggestions for further revision
which we attempted to accommodate without sacrificing any of the substance of our proposals.
Both the U.S.A. and the U.K. were in fact lukewarm about our initiative and would have
preferred a resolution that did not go beyond mere approval of the UNSCEAR report. They
were, however, prepared to go along reluctantly with our resolution provided we left
UNSCEAR itself with full discretion as to how it should undertake its study of the measures
we were recommending.

15. Meanwhile we had received firm promises of co-sponsorship from Austria, Ghana, Japan
and Norway, with sympathetic indications from other delegations including Ireland, New
Zealand, Brazil, Italy and Mexico. India, the U.A.R. and Yugoslavia were also sympathetic to
our resolution and promised to support it, but deferred any decision on co-sponsorship pending
the outcome of our negotiations with the Soviet bloc.

16. By this time (October 24) we had decided that our negotiations with the Czechs had gone
as far as they could and that it was time to approach the U.S.S.R. direct. Mr. Nesbitt had
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spoken to Mr. Kuznetsov and it had been agreed that we should negotiate jointly with the
Czechs and the U.S.S.R. on the basis of our draft resolution with a view to examining the
possibility of reaching an agreed text. A detailed examination of our October 19 text (Annex
VIt subsequently revealed agreement on most of the preambular paragraphs but disagreement
on operative paragraphs 3 to 10 inclusive. One of the arguments which the Czechs had put to
us earlier was that our text departed too far from the agreed terms of reference of the Scientific
Committee and from the programme of work which it had set for itself in accordance with its
terms of reference. Consequently the Delegation prepared a revision of the operative sections
which attempted to cover the essential substance of the operative paragraphs of our earlier
drafts with briefer wording more closely tied to the Scientific Committee’s reports and
documents. Our discussions with Czechoslovakia and the U.S.S.R. on the basis of this revised
text were unsuccessful. They continued to reject our principal operative paragraphs dealing
with the questions of sample collection and sample analysis but did not reveal their real
objections or suggest alternative language, evidently being prepared to see the negotiations
break down at that point.

17. We received the impression that the U.S.S.R. had felt their own position strengthened by
reservations about our resolution that they had heard from the IAEA and the United Nations
Secretariat. Accordingly we set about clearing up these reservations and at the same time
intensified our efforts to obtain co-sponsors. To meet Secretariat reservations we made some
drafting changes designed to make it clear beyond any doubt that the Assembly was not telling
the Scientific Committee what to do and that the Committee would be left full discretion to
accomplish the purposes of the resolution in the way it considered most appropriate. We also
made revisions, at the suggestion of the Austrian Delegation, to satisfy points made concerning
the role to be played by the IAEA in the programme of sample analysis. The local repre-
sentatives of the WHO and the FAO were also consulted to ensure that they were satisfied with
those parts of the resolution involving those agencies.

18. Discussion with Kuznetsov (U.S.S.R.) and Nosek (Czechoslovakia) on the basis of this
revised text also failed to produce agreement and it was decided to table the resolution as it
stood with as many co-sponsors as we were then able to obtain. Accordingly the revised text
was introduced on November 2 in the names of the Delegations of Argentina, Austria, Canada,
Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, (India, the U.A.R. and
Yugoslavia, which were also asked to co-sponsor, declined to do so at that stage because the
text was not acceptable to the Soviet bloc). This draft, which was circulated in document
A/L.266, is attached as Annex VIIL+

19. Formal submission of this draft resolution evidently strengthened our bargaining position
with the Soviet bloc. In this we were assisted considerably by the attitude taken by the U.K.
and the U.S.A. at this stage. Although they were unenthusiastic about our resolution and
although it was by this time abundantly clear to the U.S.S.R. that we were not acting on behalf
of the Western nuclear powers, the U.S.A. and the U.K. apparently let it be understood that
they would support our new draft as tabled, in preference to the Czech draft which had been
circulated earlier.

20. After the Soviet bloc had had an opportunity to sound out other delegations and had found
that support for our resolution was widespread and solid Kuznetsov approached Mr. Nesbitt
and suggested resumption of negotiations, with a view to producing a joint text. Those
negotiations, which were difficult and lasted several days, finally ended late on November 13
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in agreement on a compromise text which it was agreed that Czechoslovakia would co-sponsor
and the U.S.S.R. would support. We put to the Soviet side the suggestion that other interested
delegations with which we had kept in close touch but which had so far not co-sponsored (e.g.
India, U.A R. and Yugoslavia) might be invited to do so, but the Soviet side was unwilling to
open the hard-won resolution to additional co-sponsors.

21. The new text, which was tabled on November 14, preserved the main purpose and
the essential elements of our previous draft but was considerably less precise and less direct in
its presentation in order to make it more acceptable to the Soviet bloc. In particular all re-
ferences to the provision of technical assistance were dropped; reference to sample collection
was made indirect (by reference to the type of information contained in the Scientific
Committee’s previous reports); and the role of the Scientific Committee on correlating offers
of analytical facilities with offers of samples was left very vague, the only provision remaining
for this being the phrase “and to keep the Committee currently informed.”

22. A last-minute hitch occurred after agreement was reached with the Soviet bloc but before
the agreed resolution could be tabled. The U.K. Delegation entered serious reservations
concerning the timing of the report and the programme of work of UNSCEAR during 1960,
and asked for deletion of the words “at the fifteenth session” in the last paragraph of our
resolution. It was only when we were able to secure a reasonably firm undertaking from the
U.K. not to submit such an amendment in plenary that the U.S.S.R. agreed to let the resolution
be tabled as planned. The Russians seemed to fear, with some justification, that the intro-
duction of an amendment of this sort might precipitate other amendments which could upset
the delicate balance of views reflected in the compromise text.

Consideration in Plenary

23. On the recommendation of the General Commiittee this item of the agenda was assigned
for consideration in plenary without prior reference to a committee. Following agreement be-
tween the Canadian Delegation and the U.S.S.R. and Czechoslovak Delegations, as described
above, on a compromise text, the item was taken up on November 17. Mr. Green introduced
the draft resolution on behalf of the co-sponsors. The text of Mr. Green’s statement is attached
as Annex IX." Statements were then made by the Representatives of Czechoslovakia, Japan,
New Zealand, the Netherlands, U.S.A., U.S.S.R,, Italy, South Africa, U.K., France, Australia,
Austria, Costa Rica and Norway.

24. All speakers paid tribute to the work of the Scientific Committee and expressed approval
of its programme. All indicated that they would vote for the resolution although some indicated
reservations. The main reservation concerned the effect of the provisions of the resolution on
the terms of reference of the Scientific Committee. The Czechoslovak Representative made it
clear that in his view it was not the intention of the co-sponsors to expand the functions of the
Committee or to burden it with tasks of an organizational or operational nature. This point was
discussed directly or indirectly by several representatives. The U.S.S.R. Representative echoed
the views expressed by Czechoslovakia. The Representative of the Netherlands emphasized the
importance of co-ordination in this field and warned that his government would not favour
developments leading to a future role for the Scientific Committee as an operating agency

Y Voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et discours 1959-60, N° 59/42.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches 1959-60, No. 59/42.
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within the Secretariat. Others however supported our view that the resolution did not go
beyond the existing terms of reference of the Committee but was designed, as the New Zealand
Delegation put it, to “help the Committee to carry out the specific task which this Assembly
had laid on it.”

25. As expected, the U.K. Representative qualified his support for the resolution with an
understanding that the additional work to be given to UNSCEAR would not take priority over
its existing programme and would not require an additional meeting during 1960. He also
suggested that, if the report called for in the resolution could not be completed in time for
presentation at the fifteenth session without detriment to the other activities of the Committee,
then only an interim report would be required to cover the arrangements made for stimulating
studies and the supply of information. He suggested that the actual results of those studies
could be covered in the comprehensive report planned for 1962.

26. Many speakers emphasized the importance of utilizing the resources and knowledge of
the IAEA to the fullest extent and also welcomed the emphasis in the Committee’s report and
in the resolution on co-operation between UNSCEAR, the IAEA and the Specialized Agencies.
In this connection the references to UNESCO contained in Sections II and III of the resolution
as adopted were added at the last minute at the request of the Costa Rican Representative, who
made this suggestion in his statement in plenary, evidently at the urging of the UNESCO
Representative, without having consulted any of the co-sponsors in advance.

27. Both Japan and Norway announced their willingness to analyse samples submitted by
other countries, as Canada had done. (The Canadian offer which Mr. Green formally announ-
ced in his statement introducing the resolution had previously been circulated informally to
friendly delegations. It was subsequently circulated to all members of the United Nations and
the Specialized Agencies as document A/AC82/Inf.6 of December 9, 1959. Subsequently
similar offers were made by Argentina, Italy, U.S.S.R., the IAEA and the U.K. in addition to
the offers of Japan and Norway and the long-standing offer of the U.S.A. made in June 1956).

28. The Representative of Italy served notice that his country wished the Assembly to
consider at its next session the possibility of an expansion in the membership of the Scientific
Committee, possibly by the election of three members to be replaced annually. He also drew
attention to the importance of the problem of disposal of radioactive waste, as did the
Representative of the Union of South Africa.

29. In summary, the limited number of statements made during the discussion suggested that
there was general agreement on the importance of: (a) the work of the U.N. Scientific
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation and of providing it with maximum support; (b)
co-ordinating the work of UNSCEAR with all other interested international bodies, particularly
the IAEA; and (c) avoiding any extension of the Scientific Committee’s functions or powers.

30. The draft resolution, which is attached as Annex I,¥ was adopted unanimously by 78
votes in favour, none against, with no abstentions.'®

* Voir le texte de la résolution 1376 (XIV) dans Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), pp. 32 a 33.
For the text of resolution 1376 (XIV), see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), 1959, pp. 32-33.
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SUBDIVISION V/SUB-SECTION V

ESSAIS NUCLEAIRES FRANCAIS DANS LE SAHARA
FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTS IN THE SAHARA

20. DEA/50271-L-40

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

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

[Ottawa], November 2, 1959

FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTS:
MOROCCAN ITEM AT THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

The French Ambassador called on me this afternoon and presented the attached memo-
randum? containing his Government’s views on the discussion at the General Assembly of the
French atomic bomb test in the Sahara. He supplemented his memorandum with an oral
argument along the same lines. There is, I think, nothing new in this presentation, which is in
accordance with the views already expressed by the French Government. Mr. Lacoste said that
he wished, however, to put these views before us on the eve of the debate in New York.

2. The French argument repeats the view that it would be discriminatory against France to ask
her to abstain from making a test before the other nuclear powers have reached an agreement
on cessation with control as part of a general disarmament programme. It also argues that the
French bomb, which would be atomic rather than hydrogen, would be far less dangerous than
those exploded by other countries and that the testing place in the Sahara is far more isolated
than those used by the other atomic powers. Mr. Lacoste was anxious to know whether or not
we would support France in the debate and how we would vote. I told him that it was difficult
to say how we would vote as we did not know what form the resolution would take.
Furthermore, I would not wish to make any firm statement on our intentions pending your
return. However, basing myself on the general instructions on this item to the Delegation which
you approved, I said that I was sure that we would not vote in favour of a harsh resolution
directed against France. The Canadian Government’s view was that it did want a cessation of
nuclear tests but under an adequate system of control. I did not think that we would be
seriously concerned over the possible radiation effects of the French bomb. If we had any
reservations on the subject, it would be rather in connection with our anxiety to limit the spread
of nuclear weapons. When Mr. Lacoste pressed to find out whether we would abstain or vote
against a resolution on the subject, I repeated that it was difficult to foresee the nature of the
resolution. I was sure that you would not want to join in a hostile stand against the French. It
was possible, however, that a resolution might emerge in the Assembly which was not directed
against France but merely expressed general uneasiness over the spread of nuclear weapons. It
might be difficult for the Canadian Delegation to vote against such a resolution.

3. In conclusion, Mr. Lacoste said that a number of NATO countries including Belgium, the
Netherlands, Portugal and Turkey had promised to vote against any resolution on the subject.
He thought it would be unfortunate if all NATO countries did not take a unified stand on this
subject in support of a NATO member. He did hope that in our voting we would bear in mind
our responsibility to an ally. I said that the interest of our NATO allies was always a primary
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interest in determining our votes in the United Nations. However, there was a difference, I

thought, between supporting an agreed NATO policy and supporting the policy of a member

state which was not the result of a NATO decision. In response to his specific request I said

that we would ask the Delegation in New York to keep in close touch with the French

Delegation although I assured him that this was something they would do as a matter of course.
J.W. H[OLMES]

21. DEA/50271-4-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 6, 1959

The French Ambassador called this morning to enquire what position the Canadian
Delegation would take on the resolutions before the Assembly regarding the French atomic
bomb test in the Sahara. I told him that the Government was anxious to see the earliest possible
end to atomic test explosions and that it took a serious view of the whole question of radiation
effects. For these reasons, I thought the Delegation would be instructed to vote for the most
moderately worded of the resolutions on this subject now before the Assembly.

Mr. Lacoste read to me a telegram he had sent to his Government reporting a conversation
he had with you on this subject on October 19, in which you had expressed your opposition to
the continuation of atomic weapons tests. He said he would remind his Government of this part
of your conversation in explaining the attitude the Canadian Delegation would find it necessary
to take on the resolutions before the Assembly.

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

22. DEA/50271-4-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

[Ottawa], November 12, 1959

Mr. Robertson:

Mr. Holmes asked me to tell you that Mr. Lacoste had advised him that he had received
“stringent” instruction to make strong representations to the P.M. regarding the vote on the
Sahara test. Because of the urgency he got in touch with Basil Robmson for an appointment
which is to take plaee shortly.

Mr. Lacoste wanted you to know of his action and his regret in approaching the
P.M. directly.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]
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23. H.B.R/MG31/E-83 2-14

Projet de note de ’adjoint spécial du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Draft Memorandum from Special Assistant to Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 16, 1959

FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTS IN THE SAHARA

On Thursday, November 12, the French Ambassador telephoned at 11:30 a.m. to request an
immediate interview with the Prime Minister on this subject. The Prime Minister agreed to
come out of Cabinet to see the Ambassador as soon as he arrived.

Before Mr. Lacoste saw the Prime Minister and following consultation with Mr. Holmes
and Mr. A.G. Campbell, I reported to the Prime Minister the stage which had been reached in
the First Committee’s discussion of the item on French bomb tests. I showed him the text of
the Afro-Asian draft resolution as given in telegram No. 1622 of November 51 from the
Delegation, and added that a Latin-American amendment making the draft resolution milder
and an Afro-Asian sub-amendment seeking to restore the stiffness, had been tabled but that the
texts of these were not yet available to us. I also gave the Prime Minister a copy of the U.K.-
Italian draft resolution, explaining that this had been tabled later than the Afro-Asian Draft and
would therefore probably be voted on in the same order.

I also reported to the Prime Minister on the basis of a telephone conversation with Mr. Ross
Campbell in New York, that the Minister had given instructions that the Delegation’s voting on
these various drafts should be as follows:

(a) The Delegation should vote in favour of the Afro-Asian sub-amendment, abstaining only
on one of the preambular clauses which read as follows: “Bearing in mind that in creating
conditions of danger in Africa, France cannot assume the responsibility for the protection of the
threatened sovereign states;”

(b) If the sub-amendment were defeated, the Delegation should vote in favour of the Latin-
American amendment;

(c) If the Latin-American amendment were defeated the Delegation should vote in favour of
the original Afro-Asian draft resolution as a whole, abstaining on the preambular clause noted
in (a) above.

I informed the Prime Minister, again on the basis of what I had been told by Ross Campbell,
that the Minister took the view that these intended votes were consistent with the position taken
by the Delegation with regard to the question of radiation, and further with the position taken
by the Minister in discussions with the French authorities in Paris. With regard to the U.K.-
Italian draft resolution, I said that I understood the Minister was prepared to support it if it
came to a vote.

I should add at this point that at this time I was not aware and therefore did not mention to
the Prime Minister (a) that Mr. Lacoste had spoken to the Minister on this subject before the
Minister left for Paris, (b) that the subject had arisen in the Minister’s conversation with
President de Gaulle or (c) that Lacoste had spoken to you on November 11. [ did, however, say
that the French had been disturbed about what they understood were Canadian intentions and
that other means of influencing our vote having failed, they were now hoping by a last minute
appeal to the Prime Minister to alter the Canadian vote.
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Before seeing Lacoste the Prime Minister telephoned the Minister in New York and
discussed briefly with him the instructions which Mr. Green had given. Following that
conversation the Prime Minister saw Lacoste and informed him that it was too late to make any
change in the Canadian position. Mr. Green had informed the French authorities in Paris that
Canada would vote in favour of a resolution such as that now before the Political Committee
and, in the circumstances, nothing could be done at this late stage. The Ambassador questioned
whether it was in fact too late to make a change. Could Canada not vote in favour of the U.K.
Resolution, perhaps abstaining on the Afro-Asian draft. The Prime Minister then said that he
did not feel that he could intervene further “at the eleventh hour.” He had not been aware that
the French had felt so strongly on the matter. If similar representations had been made at an
earlier stage, he implied, reconsideration, though not necessarily a change of position, might
have been possible. The Ambassador interjected that he himself had made repeated
representations, both to the Minister and to you, during the past three weeks. The Prime
Minister maintained that he was not aware of these representations and said that he understood
from Mr. Green that it was not until yesterday that the French Delegation in New York had
taken the matter up, and then with Mr. Ritchie, not direct with Mr. Green himself. Mr. Lacoste
again said that he wished to put it on record that both in Ottawa and in New York there had
been repeated approaches to the Canadian authorities. He also said that he was not aware that
Mr. Green had raised the matter in Paris and received no adverse reaction. The Prime Minister
closed this part of the conversation by remarking on the strength of public opinion in Canada
on the question of nuclear weapons. He said that this had been illustrated in the past day or two
by public reaction to ministerial references to the storage of nuclear weapons for American
forces in Canada.

Before leaving, Mr. Lacoste alluded to the importance of NATO solidarity in this matter,
but he dropped this argument in the face of a sharp reaction from the Prime Minister. Lacoste
then said that he could only add that a Canadian vote in favour of the Afro-Asian draft
resolution would be deeply upsetting to the French, more particularly since Canada was
associating itself with a collection of African and Asian countries whose motives in sponsoring
the Resolution were purely political in the sense that they were anti-French and anti-Western.
Canada had a great influence in the Assembly and quite a large number of Delegations would
follow the Canadian lead.

When the Prime Minister again signified that no change would be possible, Lacoste said
that he realized that his representations had failed. He hoped, however, that the Canadian
Delegation would, in their explanation of vote, advance reasons of principle for the position
taken and dissociate themselves from the aggressive anti-French theme of the draft resolution.
The Prime Minister immediately agreed to this and asked me to speak accordingly to the
Delegation. I later conveyed this message to Ross Campbell.

I should also record that in the afternoon of November 12, the Prime Minister called me to
his office to summarize the morning’s developments for Messrs. Fulton, Pearkes, Churchill and
O’Hurley, who were meeting on another matter. After a short discussion, the Prime Minister
asked Mr. Fulton to speak on the telephone with Mr. Green. This, however, proved impossible
as Mr. Green was not available. Later in the evening I reported to the Prime Minister that Mr.
Fulton had not spoken to Mr. Green and that the Afro-Asian draft had been adopted with
Canada voting in favour.”

® Voir le résumé du débat et le texte de la résolution 1379 (X1V) dans Yearbook of the United Nations 1959
(New York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 13 a 17.
For a summary of the debate and text of Resolution 1379 (XIV), see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959
(New York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 13-17.
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On November 13 the French Ambassador called and asked me to convey to the Prime
Minister the “intense indignation” of the French Delegation in New York at the position taken
by the Canadian Delegation. The effect, he thought, had been “disastrous” and he knew that it
would be the same in Paris. He also said, but asked me not to say to the Prime Minister, that
the French Delegation had resented the explanation of vote given by the Canadian Delegation,
on the ground that “the Canadians say that they love us but they vote against us.” I conveyed
Mr. Lacoste’s message to the Prime Minister and said that Lacoste thought there was a
possibility that he would be asked to make further representations over the weekend with a
view to the voting in plenary. The Prime Minister said that he would be quite willing to see Mr.
Lacoste on his return from Halifax on Sunday.

H.B. R[OBINSON]

24. DEA/50271-4-40

L’ambassadeur en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1244 Paris, November 26, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE (PERSONAL FOR ROBERTSONZO)

Reference: My Tel 1240 Nov 267 and your Tel V-441 Nov 20.7}
Repeat NATO Paris (For Léger only) (Information).

SAHARA TESTS
In paragraph 3 of my reference telegram I mentioned that Lucet raised the matter of our vote
on the Sahara test. Although he made it clear that the French Government had no repeat no
intention of making a démarche to the Canadian Government on the matter, he clearly showed
his concern as to whether it reflected a change of policy in other fields.

2. After asking whether the French could still expect our support (on Algeria), he went on as
follows. Speaking personally, although he understood the logic of our vote on the Sahara tests,
Lucet wondered why we had found it so necessary, after all these years of large explosions
caused by the British, Americans and Russians, to choose this occasion to vote with the Afro-
Asians, censoring a “little French explosion.” We explained our position in accordance with
exchanges of telegrams between New York and External. Lucet went on to say however that
when he looked at it from an objective point of view he could understand our vote; the fact
remained that it was open to political interpretation unrelated to the question at issue. While he
had really nothing to go on he was personally concerned whether the vote might not repeat not
affect the question of the visit of General de Gaulle to Canada.

3. We asked whether Lucet meant that General de Gaulle might in the circumstances be
considering whether he should come to Canada when he visited Washington. Lucet confirmed
that this was what he did mean, but went on very carefully to point out that he has thought it

% Notes marginales :/Marginal notes:
Mr. Robertson: Do you wish to have this telegram distributed? R.M. M[acdonnell].
File [N.A. Robertson?]
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would be a great pity, because of a vote which the Canadian Government had taken on the
merits of the case, if that vote were taken up in quite different sense. Our vote had not repeat
not been a vote against France but a vote on the question of the continuance of tests by France
or anyone else.

4. The conversation then continued on the Algerian item, but toward the end of the interview,
Lucet asked whether I knew when it was that Mr. Green, during his visit to Paris, made our
position clear to members of the French Government in relation to nuclear tests. Lucet said he
had not repeat not been able to find any record on the French side. We confessed that we had
been unable to find a record in the Embassy and presumed that discussions had taken place
when no repeat no member of the Embassy was present, reminding Lucet that there were
several opportunities for this. Lucet agreed, saying that, of course, he had not repeat not been
present either on all occasions. While Lucet did not repeat not question that our position had
been made clear during the Minister’s visit to Paris, I am puzzled by the reference to
discussions by the Minister with the French Government on this topic, and especially in the
light of Lucet’s remarks, I should be glad to have clarification.

5. Quite apart from Lucet’s remarks, Laloy in the course of a conversation over lunch the day
before said that, while he thought our principles in relation to tests could have been preserved
by an abstention, he was less worried about the vote itself than about its possible effect on
members of the Government and, more particularly, on General de Gaulle. He said that
General de Gaulle’s advisers, including the Chiefs of Staff, Couve de Murville and Joxe, have
been continuously trying to persuade the General of actions vis-a-vis NATO with which you
are very well acquainted. Despite these actions members of the government and officials have
been moderately optimistic that the General’s “méfiance” toward NATO might be assumed and
that problems relating to integration of forces, the fleet, etc. would soon be overcome.
Although he did not repeat not wish to over-estimate the effect of our vote on the Sahara tests it
was in Laloy’s opinion just another item which General de Gaulle would put in the balance
against the acceptance of the full implications of the NATO alliance.

6. While I do not repeat not wish to over-estimate the worries expressed by Lucet and Laloy,
I believe it well to assume, however much they stressed the personal nature of their worries,
that the effect of our vote may be felt in unrelated fields. I hope it will not repeat not affect
the prospects for de Gaulle’s visit to Canada, but knowing the man, I would not repeat not
rule it out.

7. Itis difficult to advise you how best to deflect the impact of our vote, and for the moment I
can think of nothing better than instructing me on the Algerian item, in accordance with the
suggestion in paragraph 5 of my 1242,1 as well as following in New York the tenor of the
instructions contained in your S-501,7 to the delegation.

8. You will I am sure understand that I and my staff are doing all we can to defend our voting
position on Sahara tests, but at the same time I am sure you will agree that we must smother
the impact on Franco-Canadian relations in other fields where we have much at stake.

[P.] DupUY
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25. DEA/50271-4-40

L’ambassadeur en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1246 Paris, November 26, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 1244 Nov 26.
Repeat NATO Paris (Information).

SAHARA TESTS AND FRANCO-CANADIAN RELATIONS

Subsequent to information on reference telegram, we were handed by Jean Gachon of AFP
the following despatch which was sent at 1856 yesterday, to Canada: “Mauriac Special Canada
seulement Paris 25 novembre. Les informations selon lesquelles le général de Gaulle aurait
décidé de ne pas se rendre au Canada 4 I’occasion de sa prochaine visite aux Etats-Unis n’ont
suscité aucun commentaires a Paris. On se refuse catégoriquement dans les milieux autorisés a
“réagir” de quelque fagon que ce soit & ces informations qui précisaient que I’attitude du chef
de I’Etat aurait été décidée par la position du Canada lors des débats de I’ONU sur le projet
francais de faire exploser une bombe atomique au Sahara.

Dans ces milieux, on se borne a rappeler:

1. Que la date de la visite aux Etats-Unis au général de Gaulle n’est pas encore fixée. L invi-
tation certes est imminente mais le président de la République ne connait pas encore les dates
que lui proposera le président Eisenhower.

2. Qu’a fortiori, la visite au Canada qui dépendra de celle aux Etats-Unis, ne I’est pas. Le
principe d’un voyage au Canada, seul, est retenu. Mais aucune invitation officielle n’est encore
parvenue a Paris.

Ceci étant dit, il semble que le vote canadien de la résolution priant la France de ne pas faire
exploser une bombe atomique au Sahara, a ét€ mal accueilli & Paris. Il apparait probable aux
yeux de certains observateurs diplomatiques que si le Canada, dans des [...]

2. This evening France-soir has carried following item. “Des dépéches d’agence ont indiqué
hier que le général de Gaulle aurait renoncé 2 se rendre au Canada apres sa visite aux Etats-
Unis I’année prochaine. Le motif en aurait été le vote du Canada contre la France lors du débat
2 1’ONU dans les expériences nucléaires au Sahara. En réalité aucun programme n’est encore
établi pour le voyage du président de la République en Amérique du Nord. La date de sa visite
4 Washington n’est pas encore fixée. D’autre part, aucune invitation officielle du Canada n’a
encore été€ adressée au général de Gaulle.

Le premier canadien M. Diefenbaker a seulement invité officieusement le chef de I'Etat. 11
est cependant raisonnable de penser que si le Canada devait, aprés son vote sur la bombe a
récidiver a propos, par exemple, de I’ Algérie, le général de Gaulle n’hésiterait pas 4 aban-
donner la tradition qui veut que tout visiteur officiel frangais 2 Washington se rende €galement
a Ottawa.”

3. We are informed by Gachon that the story was first launched in Paris by UP and are endea-
vouring to tract down their source and inspiration. We shall also try to see Lucet again
tomorrow.
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4. In meantime, we would observe that it is not repeat not unusual for General de Gaulle to
take a very protocolaire attitude. Our Prime Minister’s original invitation to him to visit
Canada had been extended when de Gaulle was Prime Minister and not repeat not when he was
President. It is conceivable therefore that the description of the invitation which was renewed
by Mr. Green in Paris to President de Gaulle as “officieuse” (unofficial) is how the Elysée
would in fact currently regard it rather than there being the implication of any slight or an
attempt to find excuses not repeat not to come to Ottawa next year because of our vote on
Sahara testing.

5. Since above was drafted, Gachon has informed the Embassy that according to the latest
information he has received from the Quai, General de Gaulle will not repeat not let the Sahara
vote influence his decision on the visit to Canada.

[P.] Duruy

26. DEA/50271-4-40

L’ambassadeur en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1254 Paris, November 27, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: My Tel 1246 Nov 26.
Repeat Candel New York, NATO Paris (Opimmediate) (Information).

SAHARA TESTS AND FRANCO-CANADIAN RELATIONS

We saw Lucet this afternoon. On assumption that reference in France-Soir (paragraph 2 my
reference telegram) might have been in some way inspired, I decided that Lucet should be told
that on the same day when Crean was talking to him, i.e. Wednesday November 25, govemn-
ment’s instructions has been sent to our delegation which would insure general support for
France on Algerian item. I thought this desirable in order to avoid the possibility of French
deducing that our instructions to support them had only been forthcoming as a result of the
press suggestion that General de Gaulle might not repeat not go to Canada.

2. In opening the conversation with Lucet, we said that we had gained the impression from
our conversation on Wednesday that French Government was still concerned about what our
attitude was going to be on Algeria even though we had given him our assurances in the course
of that conversation. Lucet interposed to say that of course he had not repeat not doubted that
we intended to support France in light of Mr. Green’s assurance to M. Couve de Murville. We
said that however that might be, we thought Lucet would wish to know that our government’s
instructions had been sent to our delegation in New York the day of our conversation with him.
These instructions had confirmed what we had told Lucet, namely that we intended to give the
French our general support on Algerian item and that our tactics would depend in considerable
measure on our liaison with French delegation in New York. Lucet thanked us for this
information, stressing again that he had had no repeat no real doubt about our intentions. We
gained the impression that Lucet was happy to know that French instructions had been issued.
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3. Lucet said he would be in touch with our delegation soon after his arrival and that he
would contact Mr. Ritchie.

4. We then asked Lucet whether he could throw any light on the press reports referred to in
our reference telegram, as well as a reference in similar terms which we subsequently found
had been made in L’Aurore on Monday November 23. We also showed him the text dated
November 26 of a CBC script which you will no doubt now have heard. Lucet said at once he
hoped we did not repeat not think he had anything to do with it. He showed in our opinion
sufficient concern and indeed surprise at the France-soir text (which appeared after we had
talked to Lucet on Wednesday) to convince us that he in fact knew nothing about it. He said he
did not repeat not deal personally with the press and that it had been his own idea to express
the views he had (my telegram 1244 November 26 to Robertson only). Lucet said he was quite
sure that Quai had said nothing to the press about the General’s visit being affected by Sahara
vote, and when we asked him whether it might have been inspired by the Elysée, or possibly
the Matignon, he said that he would try to find out. He himself was sceptical about the
likelihood of the Elysée starting such a story. He said he would try to let us know before he left
for New York. We could not repeat not resist remarking that perhaps these views had been put
out by an officer overzealous to serve his master.

5. We also made the point that we hoped that no repeat no such story had been inspired.
Whatever the merits of our vote on Sahara test might be, that was one subject. It would not
repeat not help matters if disagreement over the merits of that vote was reflected in other
unrelated fields.

6. Finally we asked Lucet whether he thought there could be anything in the press story to the
effect that there remained some protocol difficulty in the way of General de Gaulle coming to
Canada because he had not repeat not received a written invitation addressed to him in his
capacity as President of the Republic. Lucet said he did not repeat not believe there could be
such a difficulty; the invitation which was long standing had been well understood by the
General. To be sure however he promised to check with Chief of Protocol and to let us know.”'

[P.] Dupuy

= De Gaulle a visité le Canada en avril 1960./De Gaulle visited Canada in April 1960.



NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES 51

SUBDIVISION VI/SUB-SECTION VI

ALGERIE
ALGERIA

27. DEA/12177-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l’ambassadeur en France

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in France

TELEGRAM S-303 Ottawa, July 21, 1959

SECRET. FOR CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your Tels 489, 498,1 613,1 649, 650,1 6901 of May 19, May 22, June 24, Jul
7, Jul 18; our Tels S-285% Jul 9 and S-305+ Jul 21.

Repeat London, Bonn, Washington, Permis New York, NATO Paris (Opimmediate), Cairo
(Priority) (Information).

ALGERIA
In our opinion the Algerian problem has to be dealt with on two levels in preparing for the
probable debate on this question in the forthcoming UN General Assembly.

2. On the one hand we have to weigh certain practical considerations, including the legal
nature of the case, the balance between our friendship for France and for the Afro-Asian
countries supporting the rebels, and the contribution which any UN decision might make to a
settlement of the war.

3. On the other hand, there is the broader issue of France’s relations with Canada and with
other members of the Western Alliance. We agree with you that the USA seems to relate the
Algerian problem very closely to the difficulties which the French are creating within the
framework of Western defence arrangements. This was evident again in Herter’s remarks
during his recent Ottawa conversations. Although there is clear evidence, however, that
de Gaulle’s decision to withdraw the French Mediterranean fleet from NATO command in
time of war was motivated, in timing at least, by the USA abstention in the last General
Assembly vote on Algeria, we think it is also clear that Algeria is not repeat not the only burr
under the French saddle. De Gaulle has not given up his idea of a Western triumvirate and he
still smarts from his “atomic isolation,” and particularly from the USA refusal to provide a
nuclear reactor for a French submarine, even though the UK had obtained one. It seems to us
that all these factors are more closely related to de Gaulle’s desire to reestablish France’s
grandeur than to other countries attitudes towards Algeria.

4. With this in mind, therefore, we think that for the time being we should try as much as
possible to deal with the Algerian question in the UN as one problem and France’s relations
with her allies as another, of which Algeria is merely one of several facets.

5. Itis impossible to predict at this stage whether definite progress towards a settlement of the
Algerian war will have been made by the time the question is debated in the UN, but for the
purpose of developing a Canadian policy we think that we should assume that the situationina
few months’ time will not repeat not have changed significantly in these circumstances,
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although we continue to think that French actions during the past year have been such as to
make it easier for us to oppose a resolution hostile to France in the UN, we are not repeat not
convinced at the moment that we should do much more than simply vote against such a motion.
In any event, we concur in your recommendation that Canada should not repeat not try to play
a leading role at the General Assembly either in the debate or in the corridors.

6. We agree with you that in a sense at least France is less likely than ever to be swayed by a
UN resolution. We think, however, that it could be argued that concern voiced outside of
France about the situation in Algeria can, if properly expressed, bolster the case of those forces
in both France and Algeria which are pressing for a liberal solution. There is always the
possibility, of course, that “outside interference” would have the opposite effect, but we doubt
if moderate and reasoned concern should.

7. The FLN has failed to increase significantly its international recognition and there may
well be less sympathy among African and Asian countries for the FLN’s tactics, although no
less for the principle of independence for which they are fighting. However this may be, we do
not repeat not think, there is evidence at this stage to suggest that the public positions of these
countries will change to any great extent. It seems very probable that until the FLN itself
agrees to negotiate for limited objectives, countries which have supported it in the past will not
repeat not withdraw their support whatever their inner misgivings might be. We think it safe to
assume that few, if any of the African and Asian countries have any illusions about French
tenacity or the ability of France’s Western friends to bring effective pressure to bear on France
in connection with the Algerian problem, much as they may urge action in this direction. Their
public positions in all probability are determined not repeat not by a misunderstanding of the
situation but rather by political necessity.

8. We are not repeat not happy with the situation as it exists since we face embarrassment
every time the question arises in the UN in trying to justify our support of France, but we do
not repeat not see much point in complaining to the French about their policy unless we have a
clear idea of what we think they should do to solve the problem. Struggles for national self-
determination do attract sympathy and we doubt whether any of France’s friends would argue
that Algeria nationalists (whether or not repeat not they belong to the FLN) should be
repressed. On the other hand, France also deserves sympathy. A viable solution probably lies
somewhere between the stand adopted by the ultras and that of the FLN extremists and we
think that there is evidence to indicate that de Gaulle is working towards that solution. We
hope that the moderates within the FLN, other Algerian nationalists and countries such as
Tunisia and Morocco are also working in the right direction.

9. Herter’s discussion with Adenauer in May” would seem to indicate that the State Depart-
ment is in the process of reexamining its conscience, but we do not repeat not understand his
statement that the USA cannot repeat not go on supporting the French stand since we have
assumed that the USA absentation at the last Assembly marked the end of USA support of
France if not repeat not actually the beginning of opposition to the French position. We shall
probably be discussing the question with the State Department if only to find out what the USA
has in mind as a solution to the Algerian problem, and whether George Allen’s recent avowal
of USA support for France was a reflection of a change in USA policy.

 Voir télégramme 498, Paris a Ottawa, 22 mai 1959,1 MAE/7839-40.
See Telegram 498, Paris to Ottawa, May 22, 1959, DEA/7839-40.
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10. If France’s friends could come up with a possible solution, we think that Adenauer would
probably be in a good position to raise the question with de Gaulle, both because the French
view the Germans with somewhat less irritation than they do the “Anglo-Saxon countries” and
also because de Gaulle has taken a public position on the specifically German question of the
Oder-Neisse boundary line. Adenauer, however, is not repeat not only unwilling to attempt to
reason with the French about Algeria, but he is actively canvassing other members of the
Western Alliance including Canada seeking to line up a solid pro-French front in the General
Assembly. This is no repeat no doubt a further effort on his part to strengthen the present
Franco-German relationship which he was spent so much of his life in establishing. In any case
we doubt that Germany could make any more acceptable suggestions to France with regard to
her Algerian policy than Canada or France’s other friends unless the French adopt a more
moderate attitude towards the discussion of Algeria with their friends and allies.

11. This is one course of action which we consider the French might well weigh at this stage
— an exercise in the field of public relations which would complement the development of
their Algerian policy. A reasoned, moderate exposition of the French position and accom-
plishments in Algeria would, we think, make it easier for France’s friends to support her. We
agree with what you said to Langlais along this line, and we think that it would be worthwhile
when you call on him at the Quai to develop this argument further against the background of
this telegram.

12. Moreover, we think that this same attitude would be valuable not repeat not only in
private discussions between France and her friends, but also in the wider forum of the UN.
This would mean, of course, abandoning the rigid line of the past, but such a statement, even if
prefaced by a reiteration of the French claim that the problem is purely an internal one, might
well have a salutary effect in clearing the air. Most of all, it would provide a rallying point in
the General Assembly for France’s friends and a pretext for any waverers who might not repeat
not be wholeheartedly behind a pro-FLN resolution.

13. Although the French refused to participate in last year’s UN debate on Algeria they did
state their position on the question as a matter of grace at both the Eleventh and Twelfth
Sessions of the General Assembly, and it would be a relatively minor concession on their part,
therefore, to do so again. The difficulty is, of course, that it presupposes the adoption of the
more moderate attitude which I mentioned above, and it is only in the content of a free and
frank discussion of the Algerian problem that such a modification of tactical policy could be
suggested to de Gaulle. For the time being, therefore, we must content ourselves with pointing
out to the French that we have supported them in every UN vote on the Algerian question. We
have proven our friendship and such instances as appearances by Algerian rebels on the CBC
are of very minor importance against this background. We should not repeat not be treated as
though our policy is unfriendly to France when our record is so clearly one of support for the
French position. Only, however, if France is willing to take us into her confidence can we be
expected to support her so wholeheartedly in the future, let alone contemplate attempting to
justify her position to other less friendly countries.
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28. DEA/6938-40

L’ambassadeur en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 924 Paris, September 19, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 912 Sep 16.1

Repeat London, New York, Washington, NATO Paris, Brussels, Bonn, Hague, Rome,
Cairo from Rome (Information).

By Bag Stockholm, Copenhagen, Oslo, Vienna, Belgrade, Ankara, Athens, Accra from
London.

DE GAULLE’S POLICY STATEMENT ON ALGERIA

Our telegram under reference contained the official English version issued by the French
Ministry of Information of de Gaulle’s statement. Although the Ministry admits that it is not
repeat not an entirely satisfactory translation they do not repeat not intend to issue any
revisions. Essentially de Gaulle has promised a free choice to the people of Algeria within four
years of the effective re-establishment of peace beginning with the extreme of secession
(independence) at one end of the scale and ending with complete “francisation” at the other end
(an alternative description for assimilation or integration). A middle course is also offered to
Algeria based on a federal system of local autonomy, associated closely with France which
would have reserved to it competency in matters relating to economic questions, education,
defence and foreign affairs.

2. Looking at it from a purely internal point of view, the General’s statement can only be
regarded as a courageous one, more liberal in its conception than policies of previous French
governments, and more liberal than many officials and perhaps even members of the present
government anticipated. The statement is in keeping with the General’s expressed views, since
coming to power in June 1958, which have contemplated the political evolution of Algeria,
through the exercise of a “true universal suffrage,” constructed on the two-fold foundation of
its own personality and a common sense realization of the advantages of close association with
France. “Self-determination” within the extreme parameters now outlined can be said to repre-
sent an elaboration of the General’s thesis made possible fundamentally by the attainment of an
appreciable degree of political and economic stability at home and, in his view, substantial
progress in the army’s task of pacification in Algeria and its confidence in him as a leader who
will not repeat not for the sake of political expediency leave it in the lurch, plus his conviction
that France will not repeat not, of the inhabitants’ free will, be voted out of Algeria. Whether
external influences such as the views of members of the community, the Monrovia Conference,
USA policy toward Africa and the heretofore bleak prospects for France’s position in the
Algerian debate at the then forthcoming UNGA played a part in advancing his personal
timetable it is difficult to deduce with any assurance. It seems likely, however, that he had
made up his mind to take a further positive step from the time he invited Mr. Hammarskjold to
Paris this summer.
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3. The balance of argumentation in his statement with respect to the three choices which will
be offered to the Algerians is interesting. He clearly regards secesston as an outside possibility
and clearly hopes, as he did with the referendum in Black Africa, that the Algerians will turn it
down. He has dwelt at length on the consequences of secession and has bound himself to pro-
tect, physically and economically, all Algerians who in such an event prefer to remain French.
He has also stressed that he would protect French interest in the Sahara oil and its transmission
facilities. Some observers have taken this remark to mean that secession in de Gaulle’s mind
means partition. We do not repeat not think this is necessarily so, although the use of the term
“regroupement” might be thought to suggest it. On the other hand, the General’s words might
envisage the sort of solution advocated by Raymond Aron for a long time, i.e. repatriation of
Frenchmen to the Metropole. The protection of the Sahara oil facilities need not necessarily
mean physical possession by France, but rather an arrangement with a new Algerian state.

4. The alternative of “francisation” which is oddly translated by the Ministry of Information
as “out and out identification with France,” is described by the General essentially in terms of
assimilation of the Algerian population to metropolitan France. In describing its effects he
seems to have had in mind shocking the integrationists into the full realization of the logical
conclusion of their avowed policy (although not repeat not necessarily of their practice), and of
putting them on notice that the time would inevitably come when French affairs under this
solution would be fundamentally governed and radically altered by the demographic
composition of the French Republic.

5. The third possibility, which from the internal evidence alone appears to be his own choice,
the General treats in the briefest outline thus perhaps indicating his desire to ensure that full
play is given in the time ahead to the elaboration of what he describes as an internal federal
structure with the help of the indigenous authorities thus perhaps ensuring the most viable
solution acceptable to the Algerian population at large. The General’s statement “on peut
maintenant envisager le jour ou les hommes et les femmes qui habitent I’ Algérie seront en
mesure de décider de leur destin, une fois pour toutes, librement, en connaissance de cause”
does not repeat not exclude his private view (our telegram 785 September 5)7 that eventually
Algeria might evolve to independence. He regards Algeria, as he does the community to be a
living organism. What he seems to have done is to look as far ahead into the future as he can
with realism at this time. He has accordingly been careful to refer to the term of four years as a
period which roughly coincides with his own term of office.

6. If the General has made his own preference for a solution clear it should in no repeat no
way be regarded as detracting from the offer of secession. We suggest that he has purposely
left the terms in which the referendum or new election should be held vague, although on past
performance he has shown a preference for referenda. The statement places the FLN in a
difficult position and more especially the self-styled provisional Algerian Government, not
repeat not to mention its foreign supporters. The army can hardly object to the statement for
there is no repeat no criticism of their policy of pacification which they are indeed encouraged
to get on with, and there is an unambiguous undertaking not repeat not to negotiate a political
settlement with the GPRA. It will be noted from the statement that there is a distinction
between the politicians of the FLN and the members of the ALN. The return to French
jurisdiction is guaranteed although rather vaguely. The latter however must clearly make
their peace with the “authorities” who in the present circumstances are obviously the army
in the field.
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7. There are obviously a number of points which require further definition, e.g.

(a) The re-establishment of peace is described as depending on a maximum death rate of 200
per annum, a very precise figure which, if strictly maintained, could prolong the preliminary
stage ad infinitum. The present official figures in the first eight months of this year for civilians
alone stand at 1,613.

(b) The General refers to “asking the Algerians in their 12 departments to choose their
future.” Does this mean that one department could secede while another stayed in.

(c) Does the General in fact have legal power to offer secession?

(d) Can the people of Algeria be constitutionally consulted separately from the citizens of the
Metropole and in what way would the French electorate be called upon to endorse the
Algerians’ choice? All these points will require definition in due course and would have led to
endless political disagreements under the Fourth Republic.

8. Initial reaction to de Gaulle’s declaration of policy appears to have been preponderantly
favourable in metropolitan France, only the communists being fundamentally critical on the
grounds that it is a manoeuvre to gain time, deceive the UN and secure by guile what has been
impossible to impose by force. Although as of the 18th only the M.R.P. and left Gaulists have
given their approval without reserve, the criticism of S.F.1.O. for example takes issue only with
the lack of a more positive and precise offer of a cease-fire. Other parties — with the exception
of the bulk of the independents and the U.N.R. which as a group has not repeat not yet been
heard from — direct their doubts or disappointments to secondary factors.

9. Algerian comment is mixed and follows the lines which have now become traditional. The
great mass of the Muslims of course have not been heard from. The activists, nationalists and
anciens combattants in Algeria plus the conservative group of Algerian parliamentarians, while
welcoming the firmness of the General in not repeat not negotiating with the enemies of
France, are deeply disturbed at even the theoretical possibility of the people opting for
independence. The liberal element is favourable. There is a consensus, however, that peace
seems still to be a long way off, a prospect which is not repeat not pleasing to anyone. The
army, without whose aid the ultras are at worst a nuisance, had so far remained generally calm
and non-political. Earlier in the week a statement had been issued by General Challes
headquarters to the effect that the armed forces were “outside any movement and no repeat no
association can pretend to express its feelings. The army is entirely united behind its chief,
General de Gaulle.” This was reinforced on 17 September by an article in the Bulletin
d’information de la Défense nationale expressing satisfaction with de Gaulle’s policy although
deliberately playing down the possibility of secession. That some elements of the army
nevertheless retain their vision of Algérie frangaise is becoming evident in Algiers where after
the curfew posters proclaiming “Algérie frangaise toujours” have appeared on the streets. In
this regard it might be noted that General Zeller, the retiring Chief of the General Staff, has just
concluded a visit to Algiers where allegedly against the wishes of Delouvrier’s office he placed
a wreath on the war memorial with the inscription “to those who fell for Algérie frangaise.”

10. The GPRA which has been meeting in Tunis since Wednesday had not repeat not yet
made any authoritative comment. They are known to be awaiting the return of Mohammid
Yazid from Washington DC and New York, to be consulting the ALN in the field and to have
had conversations with Bourguiba (the latter is assumed to have counselled them not repeat not
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to reject the General’s plan outright and to be playing his own hand at trying to insert a
Mahgrebian choice into the scheme).

11. In the course of this apparent reassessment of the situation an attempt was made on the
life of Messali Hadj, leader of the MNA who had expressed his personal agreement with the
General’s policy. It is assumed that the attacker, as in the case of Senator Bouhabyles at the
end of August, was a member of the FLN.

29. DEA/12177-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 1780 New York, November 20, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: My Tel 1779 Nov 20.t
Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO Paris (Opimmediate), Geneva (Information).

ITEM 59 — ALGERIA
Our reference telegram contains text of a communiqué issued by the FLN? which has been
circulating in the corridors at the UN today. As you will see it offers negotiations with the
French provided the negotiations are not repeat not restricted to the military questions of a
cease-fire.
2. Roux of French delegation indicated to us that they would like to keep in close touch with
us on this item, which may come up for discussion in First Committee towards end of next
week (i.e., after discussion of Korean item which will begin on Monday November 23).

3. Roux informed us that they have not repeat not yet had any official reaction from Paris but
that the preliminary reaction of the delegation here is that this communiqué represents a purely
tactical move by the FLN designed to place French at a disadvantage in the debate. Roux added
that French delegation would expect Arab members to point to communiqué as proof that FLN
is extending hand of conciliation. If French Government found it necessary to turn down the
offer or found it difficult to accept in its present terms, French delegation would expect Arab
members to call on UN to bring pressure on France to be more reasonable.

4. Roux asked for our estimate on the significance of this FLN communiqué. We have not
repeat not had a chance to discuss it with other delegations but would in the meantime appre-
ciate your comments.

5. There is a general expectation that the debate on Algeria will be fairly short (perhaps about
a week) and that the resolution to be introduced will be relatively mild. However, it is still
early to foresee clearly how the consideration of this item will develop. We should like to
know therefore whether there has been any further development of Canadian policy on this
question since our commentary was drafted. Should we consider, for example, actively
recommending moderation to African and Asian delegations in the light of what we consider to

* Voir/See “Statement by Algerians,” New York Times, November 21, 1959, p. 2.
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be increasingly hopeful signs that a solution acceptable to both the French and rebels may be
achieved in the foreseeable future? If a very mild resolution expressing the General Assembly’s
hope that these encouraging developments will result in a solution is introduced, could we
support it despite France’s insistence that this is a question outside the competence of the UN?
Would the French accept our support of such a resolution as an effort to be helpful or would
they perhaps regard it as another unfriendly action? Your views on such questions would be
appreciated.

30. DEA/12177-40

Note du bureau du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour la Direction européenne

Memorandum from Office of Secretary of State for External Affairs
to European Division

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 23, 1959
Reference: Candel New York telegram 1780 of November 20, 1959.

ITEM 59 — ALGERIA
In preparing a reply to the above-mentioned telegram, you may find helpful the following
oral comments made by the Minister after reading the Delegation’s telegram.

2. On our general attitude towards the Algerian item, he is anxious to take the opportunity, on
an issue in which we are in fundamental sympathy with the French position, to off-set the
strain that was imposed on our relations with France by our vote on the Sahara tests. He would
like a telegram sent to the Delegation would instruct them to go out of their way to be of help
to France over the Algerian item.

3. With regard to the questions asked in the final paragraph of the telegram, the Minister
would be in favour of our lobbying with African and Asian delegates only if that were
acceptable to the French Delegation. He would not favour our supporting even a mild
resolution if France were opposed to our doing so. Finally, he would prefer that the French
attitude on these questions be left to our Delegation in New York to ascertain from their French
colleagues rather than having our Embassy in Paris make any approaches to the Quai d’Orsay.

Ross CAMPBELL
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31. DEA/12177-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l’ambassadeur en France

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in France

TELEGRAM S-505 Ottawa, November 27, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your Tels 1240, 1242+ and 1243.%

Repeat Candel New York, London, Washington, NATO Paris, Geneva, Rome, Brussel,
Hague, Bonn, Cairo (Information).

ALGERIA

We are grateful for your telegrams 1240, 1242 and 1243 on the subject of the Algerian item
in the United Nations. We agree that it would be useful for you to inform the Quai on
instructions of the position which Canada will adopt on this item before the United Nations.
We hope that you will get this message in time to do so before Lucet leaves Paris for New
York. We shall be informing the French Ambassador here late this afternoon. When explaining
our position at the Quai you might say that the Head of European Division is going down
to New York to be there for this item and that he will look forward to keeping in close touch
with Lucet.

2. When describing the position which Canada will adopt you should refer to our consistent
support of the French in succeeding assemblies, to the conversations which we have had both
in Paris and in Ottawa on this subject during recent months and specifically to the Minister’s
conversation with Mr. Couve de Murville® in which he assured the French of our continued
support this year. You might also find it appropriate to refer to the Prime Minister’s statement
to the press welcoming General de Gaulle’s announcement of September 16 as evidence that
our position is based on an objective assessment of the situation. We consider it desirable to
make these points in order to avoid as far as possible any tendency to consider that the support
that we shall be giving to the French on the Algerian item is designed simply to counterfact the
effects of our vote on the Sahara test resolution. It is our hope that that issue is now closed and
we would not wish the unfavourable French reaction which we can understand and which we
regret to have consequences in other spheres. We have particularly in mind the effect it might
have on the General’s plans to visit Canada to which reference has been made several times in
the press and radio and which has been raised with you personally and confidentially by French
officials.” We shall be sending you a separate message on this subject.

* Voir/See document 331.
 Voir/See La Presse de Montréal, le 17 septembre 1959, p. 1.
% Voir les documents 24 4 26./See Documents 24-26.
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32. DEA/6-1959/2

Extrait du rapport final de la quatorziéme session
de I’Assemblée générale

Extract from Final Report on the Fourteenth Session
of the General Assembly

AGENDA ITEM 59
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, n.d.]

QUESTION OF ALGERIA

This was the fifth consecutive session of the General Assembly at which the question of
Algeria was inscribed on the agenda and the fourth at which it was discussed in detail. As in
past years, the item was inscribed at the request of a group of African and Asian members. In
an explanatory memorandum attached to their request the Permanent Representatives of these
countries, noting that despite the appeals in previous resolutions there had been no indication of
improvement in the Algerian situation, declared that the attainment of a solution in conformity
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations had become increasingly
difficult.

2. Between the time when this request was submitted to the Secretary-General in July 1959
and November 30, 1959 when consideration of the item was begun in the First Committee,
however, developments occurred which were generally recognized to constitute a significant
indication of improvement in the Algerian situation. On September 16, the President of France,
General de Gaulle, issued a declaration in which he recognized the right of the Algerian people
to self-determination and in which, in the name of France, he promised to offer them a free
choice — within four years after the cessation of hostilities in Algeria — between secession
from France, integration with France and a middle course of what might be termed federation
with France. The so-called Provisional Government of the Algerian Republic (GPRA), the
political directorate of the Algerian nationalist movement, announced on September 28 its
acceptance of the principle of self-determination as the basis for resolution of the conflict in
Algeria, and its willingness to negotiate a cease-fire with the French Government. Both sides
subsequently introduced certain qualifications and complications into these basic positions, but
the situation by the end of November was nevertheless more hopeful than ever before. Against
this encouraging background the Assembly’s consideration of the item was conducted in a
more moderate manner than ever before.

3. A resolution similar to but milder than last year’s (A/C.1/L.246 attached as Annex II)T was
adopted by the First Committee but was not voted upon in plenary. The co-sponsors, fearing
that it would fail to obtain the necessary two-thirds majority in plenary unless it was revised,
arranged for the introduction of a much milder resolution under Pakistan’s name. (A/L.276,
attached as Annex III).T However, the General Assembly rejected it by a vote of 39 in favour,
22 against (including Canada) and 20 abstentions. The Assembly, therefore, decided to take no
action on Algeria at this session.

Canadian Position

4. Even before General de Gaulle’s declaration of September 16, it was the Canadian view
that the complexity of the Algerian problem and the absence of any clear line to a completely
satisfactory solution made it extremely doubtful that the United Nations was the best agency to
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devise a formula for its settlement. Taking into account the military, political and economic
progress which had been achieved in Algeria during the preceding year, which seemed to hold
the promise of at least the beginning of a viable political solution, Canada considered it to be
important that the more moderate elements in France and among the Algerian nationalists
should be given an opportunity to take advantage of this promise. For this reason, it was
Canada’s hope that the General Assembly could avoid adopting a resolution hostile to France.

5. By the time the question came up for consideration by the United Nations, of course, both
the French Government and the leaders of the Algerian rebels had accepted the principle of
self-determination as providing the basis for an ultimate solution acceptable to all concerned.
Canada was more than ever convinced by this encouraging development that a United Nations
resolution could do nothing to facilitate a settlement in Algeria, and might actually hinder the
achievement of a solution. It was decided, therefore, to support France in its opposition to the
adoption by the General Assembly of any resolution, and the French Government was so
informed. A subsidiary consideration in doing so was the strain imposed on Franco-Canadian
relations by the Canadian vote on the resolution on the proposed French nuclear tests in the
Sahara (see the Final Report on Item 68 - Chapter IV - 6). The Canadian Delegation was
accordingly instructed to oppose any action by the United Nations which could hamper the
chances of a peaceful solution based on President de Gaulle’s declaration of September 16.

6. While Canada was thus committed to a clear course of action, it considered that it would
be difficult for the Canadian Delegation, or other like-minded delegations, to campaign acti-
vely for its acceptance by the General Assembly unless France itself played a similarly active
role. Canada, as well as others of France’s friends, therefore urged the French to participate in
the deliberations, if only to restate the position it had already clearly enunciated. As was the
case at the thirteenth session, however, France took the view that this question was outside the
competence of the United Nations as defined by Article 2 (7) of its Charter, and boycotted all
meetings of the First Committee and the General Assembly at which the item was discussed.

7. In view of this refusal by France to participate in the debate, the Canadian Delegation
refrained from actually lobbying against any United Nations action at this hopeful stage of
developments. It did, however, take advantage of opportunities that offered to explain the
Canadian attitude to African and Asian delegates, and it intervened twice in the debate in
committee to urge the restraint which it considered necessary if the General Assembly was to
facilitate rather than hamper the achievement of a solution.

8. In his statement in the First Committee” (see Canadian Delegation Press Release No. 26 of
December 2, 1959) the Canadian Representative argued that since September 16 of this year
the character of the Algerian question had been completely changed and a totally new point of
departure for its solution had been provided. Canada, he said, had every confidence in
President de Gaulle’s intention and his ability to carry the policy he had enunciated on that date
through to completion, and believed that the way was open for the achievement of the
legitimate aspirations of the Algerian people. For this reason, Canada was concerned lest some
action, no matter how well-intentioned, might be taken which might hamper achievement of
the peaceful solution which was now in prospect. Mr. Nesbitt recognized the sincere desire of
all delegations to facilitate a solution, but doubted that specific action by the United Nations at

 Voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et discours 1959-60, N° 59/45.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches 1959-60, No. 59/45.
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this stage would do this. He suggested that the best contribution which the United Nations
could make to a settlement might be found in the general expressions of concern and
encouragement which had been voiced from all sides during the debate, and recommended that
the United Nations, recognizing the indirect but very powerful influence which flowed from its
discussions, should refrain from intervening with a formal resolution at this delicate stage.

9. When it became clear that the majority in the Committee did not accept this Canadian
thests, and a draft resolution was introduced by 22 Asian and African delegations (Annex II),
the Canadian Representative intervened again briefly (See Canadian Delegation Press Release
No. 29 of December 7, 1959) to restate his Delegation’s position in opposition to the proposed
resolution. Canada did not speak in the debate in plenary, but for the same reasons which had
guided its action in committee, voted against the modified resolution submitted by Pakistan
(Annex III).t

Procedure in Committee

10. The First Committee devoted twelve meetings from November 30 to December 7 to
consideration of the question of Algeria, and some 53 countries participated in the debate. The
Rapporteur’s report is appended to this report as Annex L1

11. The debate began with a statement by the Representative of Tunisia, who introduced the
case which was later supported and elaborated by most Asian and African delegations, and
which had presumably been approved by the Algerian Front of National Liberation (FLN) and
the Provisional Government of the Algerian Republic (GPRA). The Tunisian Representative
considered that new prospects had been opened for the return of peace by a democratic solution
in conformity with the principles and spirit of the Charter of the United Nations as a result of
President de Gaulle’s recognition of the right of the Algerian people to determine freely their
own destiny and the GPRA’s acceptance of the application of the principle of self-determina-
tion as a solution of the conflict. He thought that no disagreement of substance remained
between the two parties, but regretted that France was not participating in the debate to clear up
certain remaining doubts. Because of declarations made by French leaders other than de Gaulle
which had distorted the sense of the principle of self-determination, it was reasonable to ask
that guarantees of a political character be discussed directly between the two parties. He
appealed for personal contacts to work out an outline of a solution which could be accepted by
both sides without ambiguity. He also supported the demand of the Algerian nationalists that
these discussions should entail the political conditions necessary for a free referendum in
Algeria as well as the military conditions for a preliminary cease-fire.

11. He went on to welcome the GPRA’s nomination on November 20 of five Algerians to
conduct negotiations with the French Government on its behalf as a manifestation of goodwill
and a serious step towards solution. It did not matter that the proposed negotiators were all
prisoners of France, for the British had released Nkrumah to negotiate Ghana’s future and the
French themselves had brought Mohammed V back from Madagascar to help settle the dispute
in Morocco. Moreover, the composition of the GPRA delegation was not definitive; the way
was open for the addition of other names. It was necessary only for France to accept the
November 20 communiqué for the first direct contact to be effected and discussions opened. In
conclusion, he stated that the debate in the United Nations would contribute to a settlement.

12. In general the line of this Tunisian statement was followed by the other African and Asian
delegations which intervened in the debate, although some of them notably Saudi Arabia,
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Lebanon and Morocco, presented it a good deal less moderately. The principal points stressed
by the Asian and African Representatives were the necessity, in view of what they termed the
inconsistencies and conditions surrounding the French recognition of self-determination for
Algeria, of negotiated guarantees that the application of the principle of self-determination
would be free and complete, and the duty and responsibility of the United Nations to take
action which would facilitate negotiations between the parties concerned and the ultimate
achievement of a just and peaceful solution of the Algerian conflict.

13. A number of other delegations adopted more or less the same point of view as Canada,
arguing that since September 16 the possibilities of a final resolution of the Algerian problem
had been greater than ever before, and that nothing should be done which might hinder the
achievement of the resolution. Nothing the United Nations could do at this stage of develop-
ments, they maintained, could effectively facilitate a solution, and indeed action by the United
Nations might well be more of a hindrance than a help. They recommended, therefore, that the
committee should conclude its debate on the Algerian question without adopting a resolution.
Among the delegations who took this approach were those of the United Kingdom, the United
States, Australia, Peru, Belgium and Spain. Belgium also supported the French contention that
this question was outside the competence of the United Nations.

14. Between these two positions, there were several other delegations that were prepared to
support the adoption of a resolution on Algeria, but found objections in the draft submitted by
the Representative of Burma on behalf of 22 Asian-African co-sponsors (A/C.1/L.246 and
Add. 1) on December 1. Foremost among these was the Delegation of Argentina, whose Repre-
sentative stated that his country agreed that the General Assembly should adopt a resolution on
Algeria and that a constructive resolution would encourage the achievement of a solution. He
objected, however, to the references in the draft to “two parties” and indicated that unless these
were deleted Argentina would have to abstain on the draft resolution as a whole.

15. At one point during the debate, consideration was given by some delegations, including
those of the United Kingdom, Norway, Japan, Austria, Sweden and Venezuela to the possibi-
lity of proposing an alternative resolution designed to be as unobjectionable to the French as
possible, simply referring to the debate and viewing with satisfaction progress towards a
solution. When France indicated, however, that it preferred to rely on the possibility of
producing a blocking third against the African-Asian draft, this idea was dropped.

16. In the end, therefore, only one draft resolution was presented to the committee, and it was
adopted by a vote of 38 in favour, 26 against and 17 abstentions. The detailed record of the
voting, paragraph by paragraph, is given in the Rapporteur’s report (Annex I).T Canada
abstained on the first six preambular paragraphs, but voted against the seventh, on the grounds
that the Algerian situation did not constitute a clear threat to international peace, as well as
against the eighth and the single operative paragraph because of their references to “two
parties” and the implied prejudgment of the objective of pourparlers. We also, of course, voted
against the resolution as a whole. :

Action in Plenary

17. Although the African-Asian draft resolution had been adopted in committee, it had not
received the two-thirds majority which would be required for its adoption in plenary and its
sponsors realized that it was unlikely that it would do so. They made strenuous efforts therefore
to devise a more moderate text which would have a better chance of acceptance by the General
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Assembly. To enable them to conduct these deliberations, the General Assembly postponed
three times its consideration of the First Committee Rapporteur’s report, and as a result this
item did not come up in plenary until December 12, the final day of the session. Canada
abstained on each vote for postponement. On December 11 an alternative draft (A/L.276,
attached as Annex III)T was circulated by Pakistan. This draft deleted both the references to
“two parties” and the assertion that the Algerian situation constituted a threat to international
peace. In its operative section, it merely recognized the right of the Algerian people to self-
determination and urged the holding of pourparlers with a view to arriving at a peaceful
solution on the basis of this right and in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the
United Nations.

18. When the item finally did come before the General Assembly, a U.A.R. proposal to
reopen the debate was adopted by a vote of 44 in favour, 4 against and 19 abstentions
(including Canada). The Representatives of Pakistan, Burma, Jordan, Ceylon, India and Guinea
reiterated the African-Asian view that it was the duty of the United Nations to express a formal
opinion on this question and that a resolution would help, not hinder, the achievement of a
solution. They commended the new draft to the Assembly, stating that it was not intended to
favour one party or the other and that it was the least the United Nations could do to contribute
to a settlement. Belgium, Peru, Spain, Ecuador and the United Kingdom repeated their view,
which was shared by Canada, that no resolution would be a positive contribution at this
delicate stage of developments, and declared their intention to vote against the new draft as
they had voted against the earlier draft in committee. Argentina announced, however, that since
the elements in the earlier draft resolution to which it had objected had been deleted in the new
draft, it would vote in favour.

19. When the Pakistani draft resolution was put to the vote it was rejected by a vote of 39 in
favour, 22 against and 20 abstentions. Canada voted against the resolution in accordance with
its conviction that no resolution should be adopted, and also against the second operative
paragraph which, in the Canadian view, constituted United Nations interference in the process
of achieving a solution. A number of other delegations (including Australia, Ecuador and
Norway) which shared the Canadian view about the undesirability of adopting a resolution
feared, however, that if this second operative paragraph were defeated it would be very
difficult to reject the truncated resolution as a whole. They therefore abstained on this
paragraph and it was retained.

20. The record of the voting, paragraph by paragraph, on the Pakistani draft resolution is
given in Annex IV.T

Action Required

21. While Canada’s position at the fourteenth session was vindicated by the General
Assembly’s final action on this item, the situation may be more difficult next year should
Algeria again be on the agenda. If it is generally accepted that further definite progress towards
a solution has been achieved by the time of the fifteenth session, we will presumably maintain
our position. If, however, no such progress has been achieved, and if the African and Asian
members try to push the Assembly into taking a definite stand on the side of the Algerian
nationalists, it may become increasingly difficult to avoid some gesture toward the view that
the United Nations might offer positive encouragement to a settlement.
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SUBDIVISION VII/SUB-SECTION VII

TIBET

33. DEA/50077-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], March 24, 1959

POLITICAL UNREST IN TIBET

Reports in Monday’s press appear to confirm that serious disturbances have been going on
in Lhasa since last Thursday. Information is meagre and in large part unreliable. The Indian
Consul-General in Lhasa, however, has apparently reported that street fighting in Lhasa broke
out when the rumour spread that the Tibetan spiritual and temporal ruler, the Dalai Lama, was
about to be arrested by the Chinese Communist representative and would be removed from
Lhasa to Peking. Whether or not this rumour was well founded, crowds of people assembled
near the Dalai Lama’s residence and small arms fire broke out. Subsequent reports indicate that
the situation in Lhasa is now quieter but there is no word as to the whereabouts or well-being
of the Dalai Lama. It seems quite possible that renewed violence could occur.

Tibet, with a population of about 4,000,000, is one of the most isolated regions of the world.
Normal means of communication are almost completely lacking, and India is the only non-
Communist country with any representation in Tibet. The Tibetans are deeply religious
Buddhists who revere the Dalai Lama. Consequently the Chinese Communists have been
attempting to control the population through the Dalai Lama. The latter, however, has given
evidence of resistance to Communist indoctrination.

There has been a history of intermittent strife and guerilla warfare in Tibet ever since the
Chinese Communist invasion in 1950. Throughout the past year in particular there have been
repeated reports of a guerilla campaign led by Khamba tribesmen of Southern and Southeastern
Tibet. Some press reports have indicated that large portions of Tibet were controlled by the
Tibetan guerillas who ranged to within 40 miles of Lhasa. Private Indian comment prior to the
new outbreak suggested that the reports were exaggerated.

We are not aware of any position having been taken by Canada in recent years on the
question of Tibet’s relationship with China. Historically the status of Tibet in international law
has been uncertain and ill-defined. At times Tibet has given evidence of a considerable degree
of independence. In recent times, however, there seems to have been a wide measure of
agreement to the effect that Tibet was vaguely under nominal Chinese suzerainty. After the
Communist invasion of 1950 the Chinese sought to establish physical control of the country,
and a general agreement signed in 1951 by representatives of Tibet and the Peking régime gave
control of Tibet’s foreign relations to Communist China, while permitting the stationing of
Communist Chinese troops at various points within Tibet. Control over Tibet’s internal affairs,
however, was left to the Tibetan Government.

Despite the promise of internal autonomy, the Chinese Government apparently began
preparations to exert full sovereignty over Tibet. In face of considerable Tibetan resistance,
together with a certain amount of Indian diplomatic pressure, these plans were, in part at least,
suspended. The events of the past week may indicate a renewed Communist effort to impose a
firmer internal control.
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India, for political and strategic reasons, has an obvious special interest in neighbouring
Tibet. It seems clear that India acknowledges the right of Communist China to control the
foreign affairs of Tibet. This is demonstrated by the signing of a Sino-Indian agreement in 1954
which confirmed India’s commercial rights in Tibet. It is also indicated by the remarks of
Prime Minister Nehru in the Indian Parliament on August 20, 1958 in which he said (as
reported by the Times of India) “I submit that Tibet, long long before the Communist régime
there, was always looked upon and considered by the world community as being under the
suzerainty of China ... It is completely true that there had been periods in Tibetan history that,
when Tibet was strong, she (Tibet) did not acknowledge that position. But I am talking about
our position in the matter. We took up a certain position and messages have been exchanged
and published. We could not possibly interfere, neither in law nor in fact.” This cautious
attitude was repeated by Mr. Nehru in the Indian Parliament on March 23, 1959 when, in
commenting on the Tibetan disturbances, he contented himself with expressing hope for the
safety of the Dalai Lama and for the peaceful resolution of the present troubles. The United
Kingdom Government has also in the past recognized Chinese suzerainty over Tibet.

I attach for your consideration a possible statement} which you might wish to make in case
the matter is referred to in the House.

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

34. DEA/50077-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM Y-70 Ottawa, April 7, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington, New Delhi, NATO Paris, London, Canberra (Priority) (Information).
By Bag Kuala Lumpur, Hong Kong, Tokyo, Paris, Moscow.

TIBET

We are concerned at speculation that the Chinese Communist repression of the Tibetan
revolt may be brought before the United Nations. The Chinese reaction to the Tibetan revolt
has undoubtedly been an embarrassing experience for Mr. Nehru and his position has been
rendered even more delicate by the arrival in India of the Dalai Lama. The useful lesson in
Communist imperialism may well be lost on the Asians if the Western Powers show too much
eagerness to exploit it for what will seem to the Asians western cold war purposes. It would be
a grave tactical error to bring the question to the Security Council in such a way as to put Mr.
Nehru on the spot. He is only too well aware that nothing will be accomplished for the Tibetans
by rousing denunciation in the Security Council or the Assembly and that if India were forced
to join in the denunciation, it would lose whatever diplomatic influence it might have on China.
Any successful move in the U.N. must have Indian support, and this is not likely to be
forthcoming so long as Mr. Nehru holds firmly that what happens in Tibet is an internal
Chinese matter. The Indians might well think, furthermore, that they, as the most interested
party, should be allowed to take any initiative that might be undertaken.
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2. While we have no indication of United States’ thinking on the question, there is the danger
that a country such as Nationalist China might, by referring the problem to the United Nations,
virtually force the United States to back the play. Nothing could be worse, of course, than to
have Tibet’s case sponsored by the Nationalist Chinese, as this would drive India and the other
leading Asian countries into opposition.

3. We would be grateful if you would discuss the question with the Americans in New York.
We realize, of course, that it would not be easy to argue publicly against a reference of Tibet to
the U.N. and it is for this reason that we believe it best to take preventive measures. Perhaps
the French would see the argument against UN actions as Tibet is probably, in the eyes of most
UN members, as much a part of China as Algeria is of France.

3s. DEA/50077-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 1276 New York, October 1, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 1265 Sept 30.7
Repeat Washington, London, NATO Paris, Paris, Delhi from Ottawa (Priority)
(Information).

TIBET

During talks the Minister had yesterday with Dixon (UK) the latter mentioned the concern
the UK felt about USA intentions with respect to the Tibetan item, emphasizing that the UK
and others who had planned to support inscription of this item did so on the understanding that
1t would not repeat not be handled as a political issue with cold war implications. The Minister
expressed sympathy with this concern and said he intended to let the Americans know. On the
Minister’s instructions Ritchie has since told Barco (USA) that Canada would be very
distressed if the Tibetan item were discussed in the First Committee and if the Dalai Lama
were invited to attend. Barco took note of this view and said he would report it to Washington.
He argued, without too much personal conviction it seemed, in favour of the course proposed
by the USA. He said in particular that it would cause great embarrassment to the USA, and he
thought to other countries as well, if the Dalai Lama wanted to come to New York but was told
that he could not repeat not be heard. We replied that we would hope that the Dalai LLama’s
friends would dissuade him from coming.
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36. DEA/50077-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 1328 New York, October 7, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 1290 Oct 2.%

Repeat Washington (Opimmediate), London, NATO Paris, Paris, Delhi from Ottawa
(Priority) (Information).

TIBET
General Committee Meeting scheduled for October 5 was postponed to Friday, October 9
apparently to permit additional discussions re tactics. According to Irish delegate yesterday
they are now reasonably satisfied that no repeat no one will insist on reference to a committee.
Assuming General Committee recommends and Assembly approves inscription it seems likely
effort will be made to consider item urgently in plenary and debate may take place next week.

2. Thondop, brother and representative of Dalai Lama arrived New York October 5. Irish and
Malayan delegates have seen him and have received impression that he will act in discreet
manner and will not repeat not seek to present views publicly to UN.

3. Norwegian delegate is promoting idea that subject should be discussed without a
resolution. We do not repeat not know how much support this idea has but the Irish delegate is
opposed on grounds that it would be inconsistent for Assembly to consider this matter urgently
and then just have debate peter out without a conclusion.

4. Our telegram 1329 contains text of latest draft Irish-Malayan resolution. You will note that
changes have been made in the following articles as compared with the previous draft referred
to you in our telegram 1266 September 30:1 Article (1) Reference to specific articles of Charter
removed. Article (2) Addition of phrase re Tibetan people. Article (3) Rewritten to remove
reference to political autonomy and international recognition. Article (4) Revision of wording
with no repeat no real change in substance. Article (6) Editorial charges. Article (7) Removal
of reference to restoration of their civil liberties.

5. You will note that Article 5 still retains reference to “increasing international tension”
despite our ecarlier understanding that this had been changed. However the net effect of the
changes to the whole resolution seems to increase emphasis on the human rights character of
the resolution.

6. It seems unlikely that additional substantial changes will be made to this resolution before
its introduction and our preliminary view is that we could vote for its adoption. However
despite the character of the resolution and the intentions of the authors it seems clear that the
debate is likely to develop along cold war lines and our inclination therefore is that we should
not repeat not speak.

7. The following extract from the statement of the USSR representative in the general debate
yesterday indicates line to be taken by Soviet bloc: “... The attempts to impose upon the current
session questions such as the so called Tibetan question testify to the fact that certain quarters
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are seeking to hinder the creation of a businesslike and sober atmosphere in the UN. It is clear
to everybody that those who call the tune behind the backs of Ireland and Malaya wish to
maintain by all possible means the atmosphere of the “cold war”. At the same time, the
principles of the UN are being grossly flouted, and this seriously undermines the prestige of
the organization. This session of the Assembly should rebuff the attempts to use the UN for
the purpose of aggravating relations among states. It is our duty to contribute in every way to
the invigoration of the international atmosphere and to the maintenance and consolidation of
world peace.”

8. Please confirm our view that we should vote for inscription of item and also for its
immediate consideration if this is procedure proposed. Would also appreciate your views on
acceptability of draft resolution in its present form as well as our disinclination to speak during
the debate.

37. DEA/50077-40

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

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

TELEGRAM 1329 New York, October 7, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our Tel 1328 Oct 7.

Repeat Washington (Opimmediate), London, Paris, NATO Paris, Delhi from Ottawa
(Priority) (Information).

TIBET

Following is text of revised Irish-Malayan draft resolution on Tibet dated October 5:
Begins:

FEDERATION OF MALAYA AND IRELAND
DRAFT RESOLUTION — QUESTION OF TIBET

The General Assembly

1. Recalling the principles regarding fundamental human rights and freedoms set out in the
Charter of the UN and in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the General
Assembly on the 10 December 1948,

2. Considering that the fundamental human rights and freedoms to which the Tibetan
people, like all others, are entitled include the right to civil and religious liberty for all without
distinction,

3. Mindful also of the distinctive cultural and religious heritage of the people of Tibet and of
the autonomy which they have traditionally enjoyed,

4. Gravely concerned at reports and information that the fundamental human rights and
freedoms of the people of Tibet have been forcibly denied them,
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5. Deploring the effect of these events in increasing international tension and embittering the
relations between peoples at a time when earnest and positive efforts are being made by
responsible leaders to reduce tension and improve international relations,

6. Reaffirms the right of all peoples to respect for their culture, to just treatment and to
protection against abuses,

7. Calls for respect for the fundamental human rights of the Tibetan people and for their
distinctive cultural and religious life. Ends.

38. DEA/50077-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 8, 1959

TIBET
This is to record that the Prime Minister has seen this morning’s telegrams 1328 and 1329
on Tibet and that he concurs in the recommendation of the Delegation as to inscription of the
item and support for the draft resolution in its present form.” The Prime Minister also agrees
that it would be as well for the Delegation not to speak in the debate.”

H.B. ROBINSON

% Ce texte a servi de base a la résolution 1353 (X1V) de I’ Assemblée géncrale, adoptée le 21 octobre 1959

par 45 voix (Canada) contre 9 et 26 abstentions. Voir le texte définitif dans Yearbook of the United
Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), p. 69.
This draft was the basis for General Assembly Resolution 1353 (XIV), adopted October 21, 1959 by a vote
of 45 (Canada) to 9, with 26 abstentions. For the final text, see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New
York: United Nations, 1960), p. 69.

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:

Mr. Robinson gave the P.M.’s views to Mr. R. Campbell by telephone Oct. 8. J.W. H[olmes]
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SUBDIVISION VIII/SUB-SECTION VIII

AFRIQUE DU SUD
SOUTH AFRICA

39. DEA/6-1959/2

Extrait du rapport final de la quatorziéme session
de I’Assemblée générale

Extract from Final Report on the Fourteenth Session
of the General Assembly

AGENDA ITEM 61 [Ottawa, n.d.]

CONFIDENTIAL

QUESTION OF RACE CONFLICT IN SOUTH AFRICA RESULTING FROM THE POLICIES
OF APARTHEID OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA

Canadian Position

3. Asin previous sessions, the Delegation was prepared to abstain if a vote were taken on the
inscription of the item. Our view was that the Assembly had the right to discuss the item but
that we doubted the value of continuing United Nations discussion on this subject in the
absence of any fundamentally new approach to the question. However, in the event, there was
no vote either in the General Committee or the General Assembly on the inclusion of this item
in the agenda of the fourteenth session.

4. Canada has never made any secret of its dislike of the discriminatory racial policies
followed by South Africa but recognizes that the problem is an extremely difficult and complex
one and has always been prepared to abstain on any resolution which was either immoderate in
terms or called for any action which amounted to intervention in the Union’s internal affairs.
During the thirteenth session the main sponsors of past resolutions on the subject decided to
abandon the strongly condemnatory type of resolution introduced in previous sessions and
instead made an effort to-meet the views of countries such as Canada, New Zealand and the
United States which had been unwilling to join in recriminations. In informal conversations
with the sponsors the Canadian and other delegations were able to influence materially the
terms of the resolution finally submitted. This re-affirmed the obligation of all states under the
Charter to follow policies promoting the observance of human rights and only in its concluding
paragraph expressed “regret and concern” that South Africa had not yet responded to Assembly
appeals to reconsider its racial policies. Last year the Canadian Delegation abstained on the
preamble which recalled earlier resolutions but supported the operative paragraphs and in view
of the moderation of the resolution voted in favour of the resolution as a whole. Only 5
delegations (Australia, Belgium, France, Portugal and the United Kingdom) voted against and
4 abstained (Dominican Republic, Luxembourg, Netherlands and Spain). Strong opponents of
apartheid such as India regarded the outcome, with more delegations supporting the resolution
than ever before, as a signal victory.
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5. With the experience of the thirteenth session in mind, a large group of African-Asian
delegations led by India this year introduced a similar resolution in the hope that they would be
able to win the support of an equal or greater number of delegations. The Indians and
Ceylonese told us (and it may well be true) that the African members of the African-Asian
caucus were pressing for a much stronger resolution (and indeed Liberia threatened publicly in
comimittee to introduce a resolution warning the Unton of possible expulsion from the UN).
However, our informants say the Asians persuaded the Africans that by sticking with the
present relatively mild resolution, a sweeping majority vote could be obtained. When it came to
be known that Australia and Belgium might switch from a negative vote to an abstention this
year, the elated sponsors were anxious not to lose Canada’s vote and the Indians went so far as
to make formal representations in Ottawa to this effect. However, the Canadian position as set
forth by the Minister was that the tone of the resolution was stiffer than in 1958 and not
calculated to promote agreement between South Africa and the majority of members of the
United Nations. Furthermore, in conversations with the Delegation, the Minister made it clear
that he did not wish to support a resolution that might affect the attitude of South Africa toward
the Commonwealth.

6. Concerning the specific wording of the resolution, the Delegation had reservations about
preambular paragraph 4, which criticized the past policies of South Africa in particular, rather
than (as last year) setting forth the ideal way in which harmony and respect for human rights
might best be assured in any multiracial society. Similarly, there were misgivings about the
ambiguous last operative paragraph which “appeals to all member states to use their best
endeavours as appropriate to achieve the purposes of the present resolution.” This was
considered capable of being interpreted as sanctioning an intolerably wide interference in the
domestic affairs of a sovereign country. The addition of the adjective “deep” before the words
“regret and concern” in operative paragraph 3 were also thought questionable. On instructions
the Delegation did not discuss possible revisions to the text with representatives of other
countries since this might have implied a readiness on our part to compromise.

7. Our votes in Committee were as follows:

Preambular paragraph 1: Abstain
Preambular paragraph 2: Yes
Preambular paragraph 3: Abstain
Preambular paragraph 4: Abstain
Operative paragraph 1: Yes
Operative paragraph 2: Yes
Operative paragraph 3: Abstain
Operative paragraph 4: Abstain
The Resolution as a whole: Abstain
In plenary also we abstained on the resolution as a whole.

Procedure in Committee

9. The most telling points made against South Africa were: (1) the fact that it was the only
country in the world that openly and formally made racial discrimination a part of government
policy; and (2) the indications that the Union’s discriminatory policies had been given even
wider application during the past year as evidenced especially by the complete ban on non-
white students in existing institutions of higher learning.
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10. Canada did not speak at any point in the debate, although the Delegation had contem-
plated making a brief explanation in advance of the vote. The statement which had been
prepared was designed to explain that we neither desired nor intended to vote against a resolu-
tion whose general aim was that very laudable one of promoting the observance of human
rights, but that we were unable to vote affirmatively for something which, taken in its entirety,
was unlikely to contribute to the end it sought. Canada therefore intended to abstain on the
resolution as a whole and vote for those three parts which we considered constructive and
general reaffirmations of the human rights mentioned in the Charter. In response to a last-
minute Indian appeal we agreed not to commit ourselves before the vote in order to allow time
for the matter to be considered once again by the Minister in Ottawa. After Ottawa had been
consulted that evening and we finally registered our vote the next morning there seemed little
point in re-opening this sensitive issue by explaining our vote, especially at a time when the
Committee was clearly anxious to press on to the next item.

11. On the resolution as a whole the vote was 67 to 3 (France, Portugal, United Kingdom)
with 7 abstentions (Australia, Belgium, Canada, Dominican Republic, Finland, Netherlands,
Spain). The only changes as compared with last year’s vote in committee was that Australia
and Belgium shifted from a negative vote to an abstention, while Canada moved in the opposite
direction from an affirmative vote to an abstention.

Action in Plenary

12. There were no substantive statements, explanations of vote or votes by paragraphs in
plenary. The draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 63 votes to 3 (France, Portugal and the
United Kingdom) with 7 abstentions (Belgium, Canada, Dominican Republic, Finland,
Luxembourg, Netherlands and Italy).” The differences between committee and plenary were
caused by the fact that the vote was called earlier than expected and Australia and Spain, who
had intended to abstain, did not arrive in time to record their positions. Luxembourg, absent in
committee, abstained in plenary. The Representative of Italy later informed the Secretariat
that he wished to be recorded as having voted in favour of the draft resolution rather than
as abstaining.

Action Required

13. No specific action is called for by the Department as a result of the decision taken by the
General Assembly on this subject this year. In dealing with this item next year, however, one
of the most important considerations may be the attitude of South Africa towards remaining in
the Commonwealth. Our vote will probably depend on the Government’s estimate of this
situation as much as on the terms of the resolution itself.

Note: The Rapporteur’s report on this item (Doc. No. A/4271) is printed as Annex 1.t

* Pour le texte de la Resolution 1375 (XIV), voir Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), p. 59.

For the text of Resolution 1375 (XIV), see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), p. 59.



74 UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

40. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 25, 1959

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean)
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Walker),
The Associate Minister of National Defence (Mr. Sévigny).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin), (Dr. Hodgson).

UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTIONS ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION
IN THE UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA

12. The Prime Minister expressed concern about the action of the Canadian delegation to the
United Nations in abstaining from voting on the recent resolution condemning the apartheid
policy of the Union of South Africa. By abstaining from voting this year, after having voted for
a similar resolution in 1958, the delegation had laid itself open to the possible charge of
inconsistency. Furthermore, the Cabinet should be consulted on such matters and should have
an opportunity to discuss in advance the course to be taken by the Canadian delegation.

A second resolution on a related subject was soon to be voted upon at the United Nations,
and this should be discussed by the Cabinet within the next few days.

13. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that, in 1958, the Canadian delegation had
participated in the framing of the resolution on apartheid, and had therefore been under a
special obligation to support it. The 1959 resolution was more far-reaching, and could be
construed as involving possible sanctions against South Africa. He had scrupulously consulted
the Cabinet on policy questions, but in some instances a vote was taken with little advance
notice. He believed the Cabinet had had an opportunity to consider the policy to be followed on
the apartheid issue when the instructions to Canada’s delegation were reviewed and approved.
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Fundamentally the delegation had abstained from voting on the resolution in order to assist
in Commonwealth relations. The Union of South Africa might be expected before long to seek
the status of a republic or even to withdraw from the Commonwealth, particularly if its policies
were condemned by other members of the Commonwealth. Canada could have more influence
in promoting racial tolerance by a friendly than by a hostile attitude. The Acting High
Commissioner for South Africa had indicated that many persons in South Africa opposed the
apartheid policy, and that he believed that tolerance would finally prevail.

The U.N. representatives of the Union of South Africa had privately expressed their
gratitude for Canada’s abstention, and the Ghana representatives had said that they fully under-
stood Canada’s position.

The second resolution related to the treatment of Indians in South Africa. It had been
mischievously initiated by the Indian representatives. Mr. Green urged that Canada should
abstain from voting in this case. He had stated at the United Nations that Canada would
abstain, and a change of position would be weak and inconsistent.

14. The Cabiner agreed that further consideration be given at an early meeting to the attitude
to be taken by the Canadian delegation to the United Nations on a draft resolution on the
treatment of Indians in South Africa.

R.B. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet

41. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), December 1, 1959

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean)
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamllton),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Walker),
The Associate Minister of National Defence (Mr. Sévigny).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin), (Dr. Hodgson).
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UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION ON TREATMENT OF INDIANS IN SOUTH AFRICA
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE NOV. 25)

26. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported how Canada had voted at past
meetings of the United Nations when resolutions concerning the treatment of Indians in the
Union of South Africa had been introduced. He noted that the draft of the present resolution
differed from that of the preceding year in that the operative clauses did not contain an express
declaration that negotiations between the government of India and Pakistan, on the one hand,
and the Union of South Africa, on the other, would not prejudice their own position or the
position taken by the government of South Africa regarding their respective juridical stands in
the disputes. He recommended that Canada abstain on this resolution and said that Canada
would make no statement when the resolution was introduced.

27. During the brief discussion there was general agreement that, in view of the fact
that Canada had abstained on the Apartheid resolution recently, and in order to follow a con-
sistent course in its relations with various parts of the Commonwealth, Canada should abstain.

28. The Cabinet agreed with the recommendation of the Secretary of State for External
Affairs that the Canadian delegation to the United Nations General Assembly abstain from
voting on the U.N. resolution on treatment of Indians in South Africa.

42, DEA/6-1959/2

Extrait du rapport final de la quatorziéme session
de I’Assemblée générale

Extract from Final Report on the Fourteenth Session
of the General Assembly

AGENDA ITEM 60
CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, n.d.]

TREATMENT OF PEOPLE OF INDIAN ORIGIN
IN THE UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA

Canadian Position

6. As in the case of the question of race conflict in South Africa, Canada has shared the
majority opinion that the Assembly had the right to discuss this subject and to invite the
interested parties to negotiate, but not to pass resolutions calling for other action. A further
Canadian view, held also by some other delegations, has been that resolutions calling for
reports at subsequent sessions of the Assembly were objectionable in that they implied
automatic re-inscription.

7. While recognizing the magnitude and complexity of the racial problems faced by the Union
Government, Canada has never hidden its disagreement with the South African Government’s
approach to them. We have been prepared to tell South African Representatives privately
(though the opportunity did not arise at the fourteenth session) that, while we would oppose
any condemnatory resolutions or ones which would constitute interference in a domestic issue,
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our task would be easier if the Union would show some readiness to take cognizance of the
views of the majority of the U.N.

9. During the thirteenth session, Canada and some other moderate delegations were able to
support a resolution on this subject for the first time because the sponsors modified the text
considerably to make it less recriminatory and to avoid the appearance of automatic re-inscrip-
tion. As a result of the moderate tone of the Resolution, there were only 10 abstentions as
compared with 15 in 1957, With this background in mind, the Canadian Delegation to the
fourteenth session was wary lest the sponsors be tempted by their success to bring forward a
more strongly worded resolution. However, we were under instructions from Ottawa not to
discuss the text with them lest they be given the impression we were prepared to compromise.

10. At the fourteenth session Canada was prepared to abstain again on inscription of the item,
as we had in 1957, but it was done without a vote. The 10-power draft resolution was referred
to Ottawa, where Cabinet decided that Canada should vote for the preamble and operative
paras 1, 5 and 6, and should abstain on operative paras 2, 3 and 4 and on the resolution as a
whole™ (for this purpose Canada asked for separate votes by paragraph in Committee). No
explanation was given to the Delegation but it was assumed that the resolution was considered
stiffer than in 1958 and not calculated to promote agreement between South Africa and the
majority of members of the United Nations. It was also assumed that, as on the apartheid
resolution, the Canadian vote was affected by the present attitude of South Africa toward its
membership in the Commonwealth. On instructions, the Canadian Delegation did not speak in
the debate.

Procedure in Committee

11. Before the item came up for debate, the Indian Delegation handed us a draft resolution
with an urgent request for our support. Undoubtedly worried by the fact that we had switched
from an affirmative vote to an abstention earlier in the session on the Apartheid item, the
Indians pressed us to suggest any amendments that would make the resolution more satisfac-
tory to us. The draft was very similar (paragraphs 1 and 6 were identical) to the resolution
adopted at its thirteenth session but was sterner in places: especially in paragraph 2 the
substitution of “deeply regrets” for “regrets” and the addition of the word “even” in the
phrase “has not even replied;” the addition of the new paragraph 3; and in paragraph 4 the
addition of the words “once again” and the omission of the words “without prejudice to the
position taken by the Union of South Africa regarding its juridical stand on the issue” at the
end of the paragraph.

17. At the conclusion of the debate we asked for a vote by paragraphs (the results are listed in
paragraph 7 of the Rapporteur’s report A/4345). There was no roll call. As instructed, we
abstained on operative paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 and supported the remaining paragraphs. Fifty-
eight members supported the resolution as a whole, as usual no one opposed it, and we were
joined in abstention by the nine countries who abstained in committee last year (Australia,
Belgium, China, Finland, France, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and United Kingdom).

* Voir le document précédent./See the preceding document.
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18. After the vote the South African Permanent Representative spoke to us and expressed his
thanks for our vote, saying he knew how difficult a decision this must have been for us. An
Indian advisor politely expressed his regret at our inability to support the resolution.

Action in Plenary

19. On December 10, this item went through plenary without debate. The vote by roll call
was 66-0-12, namely Canada, China, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom, Australia, Belgium and Luxembourg (the latter having been
absent in committee).” The Indian Representative expressed appreciation of the “nearly
unanimous” support of the Assembly and civilly regretted the absence of South Africa.

Action Required

20. No specific action is required as a result of the Assembly’s action unless Canada wishes
to keep in mind the invitation in operative paragraph 9 and the appeal of the Indian Represen-
tative to use our good offices in such a manner as may be appropriate to bring about negotia-
tions between the Union of South Africa on the one hand and India and Pakistan on the other
without prejudice to their respective juridical stands in the dispute.

21. The Pakistanis informed us privately that they have told the Indians that they see little
point in continuing to bring forward this matter as a separate item in the future and they have
suggested that it either be merged with the apartheid item or even dropped altogether. The
Indians have not yet decided on their course of action next year but the Pakistanis think that the
Indians will be reluctant to omit the item entirely. It might be useful to ascertain Indian and
Pakistani thinking on this point before the next session.

* Pour le texte de la Resolution 1460 (XIV), voir Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), p. 61.
For the text of the Resolution 1460 (XIV), see Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United
Nations, 1960), p. 61.
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SUBDIVISION [X/SUB-SECTION IX

ANNEE MONDIALE DES REFUGIES ET NOYAU RESIDUEL DE REFUGIES
WORLD REFUGEE YEAR AND HARD-CORE REFUGEES

43. PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 273-59 [Ottawa], September 10, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL

SPECIAL CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION
TO THE WORLD REFUGEE YEAR

The World Refugee Year is a project under United Nations auspices which assigns the
highest priority to final clearance of the refugee camps which have existed in some Western
European countries since the end of the Second World War. The population of these camps has
now largely been reduced to “hard core cases,” that is, people who are inadmissible to
countries of immigration because they do not meet normal standards. The closing of these
camps is to be brought near completion through a special international programme lasting one
year under which governments and private individuals are being asked to make contributions
over and above their normal contributions to various international refugee projects. These
special contributions are generally in the form of funds or the admission by countries of
immigration of a number of “hard core cases” for permanent settlement.

Canadian support for World Refugee Year was announced by the Prime Minister on June 28
and by the Secretary of State for External Affairs in the House of Commons on June 22 and
July 9. So far no decision has been taken on the exact scope of the special Canadian con-
tribution, although the basis for interdepartmental discussion has been a scheme under which
perhaps 100 tuberculous refugees with their dependents would be admitted to Canada. The
tuberculous cases would be treated in provincial sanatoria, many of which have ample empty
bed-space, and the provincial governments have been asked to indicate whether they would be
prepared to bear part of the cost of the scheme. If the Federal Government were to subsidize
the total cost of treatment, it is estimated that a maximum amount of $750,000 for the first year
would be required. This would include cost of hospitalization, maintenance of any dependants,
and transportation to and within Canada. It is expected that the annual cost of the plan will be
substantially reduced after the initial year. Indications of interest or support have been received
from six provincial governments so far. This evidence suggests that the Federal Government
may have to bear only a fraction of the hospitalization costs. In addition, it is possible that the
privately sponsored Canadian Committee for World Refugee Year may contribute to this
project if their national appeal for funds is successful. It should be borne in mind, however, that
whatever fraction of the $750,000 the Canadian Government may be called upon to pay, this
special contribution would be in addition to regular normal contributions to the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees, the Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration,
and the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees, which in recent years
have totalled between $750,000 and $1,000,000.
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A decision in principle on the general scope of the special Canadian contribution is now
sought because other countries have either announced their special contributions or will be
likely to announce them at the session of the United Nations General Assembly which begins
next week. A scheme for admitting 100 tuberculous refugees would be an appropriate under-
taking for Canada, since it would be proportionate to what other countries are doing. Other
national contributions announced so far include: New Zealand has accepted 42 refugees who
are described as difficult to re-settle cases, Australia has agreed to take 50 “hard-core” families
which could total up to 150 persons, the United Kingdom has made a commitment to accept
200 normally unacceptable refugees, of whom 50 may be tuberculous cases. Belgium has
undertaken final responsibility for the resettlement of 3000 refugees (about 12 per cent of the
total remaining in European camps) either in Belgium or in the country of first asylum or
elsewhere, depending on available opportunities and the refugees’ own preference. Sweden,
which has already accepted some 600 tuberculous, blind or mentally ill cases, has announced a
plan to admit about 200 refugees who would be primarily disabled or diseased persons along
with the members of their immediate families. Many of these governments have also
announced substantial special grants in cash to the World Refugee Year international pro-
gramme, in addition to their domestic programmes for the rehabilitation of refugees.

Recommendation

That the Secretary of State for External Affairs be authorized to announce in the opening
debate at the forthcoming session of the United Nations General Assembly that Canada’s
special contribution to the World Refugee Year will be the admission of about 100 tuberculous
refugees along with their dependants, the tuberculous patients to be treated at the public
expense; the details of the plan to be worked out by the Secretary of State for External Affairs
in consultation with the Ministers of Citizenship and Immigration, National Health and
Welfare, and Finance and with the provincial governments, on the understanding that the
provincial governments and the Canadian Committee for World Refugee Year be encouraged
to contribute as much of the total cost as possible, and that the total cost of the scheme to the
Federal Government during the first year shall not in any event exceed $600,000.”

H.C. GREEN

4, DEA/5475-EA-8-40

Extrait d’une note de la Direction des Nations Unies
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Extract from Memorandum from United Nations Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 24, 1959

VISIT OF THE HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES TO OTTAWA

On November 17 Dr. A.R. Lindt, United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, made a
one day visit to Ottawa during the course of which he had discussions with officials of this
Department and with the Departments of Finance and Citizenship and Immigration. We have
set out in this memorandum, for your information, a summary of the results (so far as we now
know them) of Dr. Lindt’s visit.

. Approuvé par le Cabinet le 11 septembre 1959./Approved by Cabinet on September 11, 1959.
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7. After leaving the large conference room, Dr. Lindt went straight to a luncheon of the
Canadian Club at the Chateau Laurier. In his address to the Canadian Club (which appeared to
be very well received by the members present), Dr. Lindt had some kind words for the
Canadian Government. While he stressed that the serious problems which his office faced were
by no means overcome by present offers of assistance received from various governments, he
did stress his gratitude to the Canadian Government for its special project for the admission of
tuberculous refugees. He stressed the renewed hope which this gave to “hard-core” refugees in
European camps and he mentioned that the Canadian programme would probably encourage
other governments to consider undertaking similar projects. (In his remarks to officers of this
Department, Dr. Lindt stated specifically that the Australian Government was now actively
considering the admission of refugees suffering from tuberculosis and that they had been
moved to do so by reports of the Canadian programme.)

9. Dr. Lindt’s final official conversation was with the Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration. The Deputy Minister, Colonel Fortier, was also present. This meeting lasted close
to two hours and afterwards Colonel Fortier had a further discussion with Dr. Lindt for more
than half an hour. We attach a report which Colonel Fortier has prepared on these conver-
sations. (The passage of greatest interest to this Department is the section on pages 1 and 2 on
the special tuberculous refugee project.) In addition it may be of interest to report several
impressions of the discussion which were passed to us by Peter Casson, Dr. Lindt’s special
representative in Canada, who also attended the meeting. Mr. Casson stated that both he and
Dr. Lindt were surprised by the frequency with which Mrs. Fairclough stated that matters
which appeared on the surface to be immigration problems would have to be decided by
External Affairs. (We assume these were questions relating to the special tuberculous refugee
project. When Dr. Lindt raised with our officers the same questions concerning this project
which he had raised with the Minister in New York, we informed him that we were considering
his requests but that we would have to clear any decision with the immigration authorities.)

10. Mr. Casson stated that on several occasions Mrs. Fairclough appeared prepared to give
favourable consideration to requests made by Dr. Lindt, but that on each occasion Colonel
Fortier intervened and advised extreme caution before making any commitments. After the
meeting with Mrs. Fairclough, Colonel Fortier took Dr. Lindt and Mr. Casson to his own
office and, according to Mr. Casson, proceeded to retrace the ground covered in the conver-
sation with Mrs. Fairclough and to emphasize, in connection with each point, that Dr. Lindt
could expect very little in the way of concessions from the immigration authorities. Mr. Casson
quoted Colonel Fortier as saying, “Let me tell you, Dr. Lindt, that we are looking forward to
the end of this World Refugee Year. We have only one date in mind and that is the end of June
1960.” Mr. Casson stated that Dr. Lindt was rather shocked by this revelation of Colonel
Fortier’s attitude.

11. It may also be worth mentioning that Mr. Casson found Mrs. Fairclough to be quite
friendly despite the recent difficulties concerning the statements Casson made to the press in
Montreal. Mr. Casson apparently expected Mrs. Fairclough to be rather cool toward him, but
she discussed without any evident reserve his activities on behalf of the Canadian Committee
for World Refugee Year and offered her assistance in his efforts to establish a local committee
for World Refugee Year in Hamilton.
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12. You may be interested to know that Mr. Casson addressed an organizational meeting of
the Ottawa Committee for World Refugee Year on the evening of November 17 at which it was
decided that the Ottawa Committee would raise $30,000 to clear a small refugee camp (Camp
Wegscheid in Austria) and it was tentatively suggested that the overall Ottawa objective could
be $50,000. Mr. Casson spoke for close to an hour and clearly made a strong impression on his
audience. In his remarks he said nothing which could be considered objectionable to the
Government and in fact made several complimentary references to the support for World
Refugee Year given by the Government (although on the other hand he made no attempt to be
kinder to the Canadian Government than he was to the governments of Norway, Belgium, the
United Kingdom and several other countries.)

13. Mr. Casson remarked to an officer of this Division at the end of the meeting that he felt
certain that private Canadian contributions would be responsible for the closing down of a
dozen or more European refugee camps at a cost of about $1 million. He also expected
additional contributions of close to $1 million which would be used for other aspects of the
refugee problem, such as the provision of technical training and medical services for Palestine
refugees and Chinese refugees in Hong Kong.

J.A. McCORDICK

45. DEA/5475-EA-8-40

La ministre de la Citoyenneté et de I’ Immigration
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

Ottawa, December 10, 1959

My dear Colleague,

Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum which I have received from my Deputy Minister
reporting on the progress to date with reference to the reception of TB refugee families, which
is self-explanatory.

Yours sincerely,

ELLEN L. FAIRCLOUGH
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Note du sous-ministre de la Citoyenneté et de I'Immigration
pour la ministre de la Citoyenneté et de I’ Immigration

Memorandum from Deputy Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
to Minister of Citizenship and Immigration

Ottawa, December 9, 1959

TB REFUGEE FAMILIES
The first flight will arrive at Malton, on December 16th. On board there will be 19 families
making a total of 70 persons, of whom 19 are TB.

Two other flights are scheduled for this month and are due to arrive in Canada, on
December 24 and December 30.

We have concluded agreement for the care of these TB refugees with Ontario, Quebec,
Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. Ontario has indicated that they would take between 30 and
40 TB cases, Quebec 15, Nova Scotia 5, New Brunswick 15, making a total of 65 or 75,
depending if we take the largest number indicated by Ontario.

Ontario, Nova Scotia and Quebec have agreed to pay the cost of hospitalization for the TB
patients they are willing to accept, and the Federal Government would be responsible for the
cost of transportation, welfare, subsistence, etc.

Dr. Arthur Leclerc, Minister of Health for the province of Quebec, in a telephone
conversation with me, has requested that no publicity be given to the agreement reached
between Quebec and this Department.

In the case of New Brunswick, the cost of hospitalization will be shared 50-50 and the
Federal Government, in addition, will be responsible for the cost of transportation, welfare,
subsistence, etc.

In the case of Manitoba, I have just received a telegram from the Deputy Minister of Health
advising as follows: “Manitoba will accept six TB refugee families on arrangements similar to
Ontario, letter follows.”

In the case of Saskatchewan, I have been advised confidentially this morning, that the
provincial Cabinet has under consideration the acceptance of ten TB cases on conditions
similar to Ontario.

In the case of Alberta, you will recall that we met with the Hon. J.D. Ross, Minister of
Public Health, on November 18th, and that he had said that his province would be willing to
accept 20 TB cases, but that the whole cost should be paid by the Federal Government. At the
time, he was told of the agreement concluded with Ontario and Nova Scotia, and it was
suggested to him that the Provincial government might wish to reconsider its offer. Since then,
we have not heard from Dr. Ross or any other officials of the province of Alberta.

As far as I am aware, no reply has been received to the Prime Minister’s letter from British
Columbia, Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island.

LAVAL FORTIER
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SECTION B

DROIT DE LA MER
LAW OF THE SEA

46. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

Note du chef du Comité du Cabinet sur les eaux territoriales
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Chairman, Cabinet Committee on Territorial Waters,
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], March 4, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA
I thought you might like to have a very brief report of developments on this subject.

2. A short while ago the United Kingdom sent a team of experts to Ottawa to discuss with
Canadian officials the prospects for agreement being reached at the 1960 Conference on the
Law of the Sea. The United Kingdom team requested Canadian Ministers to consider a
suggestion designed to increase the saleability of the United States formula at the Geneva
Conference, which, as you will recall, provided for recognition of “traditional fishery rights” in
the outer 6 miles of the contiguous zone. The United Kingdom idea was that, these rights,
instead of being unlimited as to amount — as was the case in the United States formula, could
be subject to a quota or ceiling, based on an average annual catch over 5 years. The United
Kingdom view was that if Canada were to campaign for this proposal, it might be able to
succeed at the next Conference. (They were ready to admit that the United States formula at
Geneva had little or no chance of winning at the 1960 Conference.)

3. The Cabinet Committee on Territorial Waters examined this proposal yesterday, in the
light of various developments since the Geneva Conference — such as the United Kingdom-
Iceland dispute, the unsatisfactory General Assembly debate and the number of states which
have taken unilateral action — all of which seem to have led to a general hardening of the
situation and a possible weakening of the general disposition to reach agreement. In the
circumstances, my colleagues and I have come to the conclusion that the circumstances would
not warrant our recommending to Cabinet that any change be made in the Canadian position.

4.1 have asked Mr. Drew in London to inform the United Kingdom authorities of
our decision.

SIDNEY SMITH
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47. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

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

SECRET London, March 13, 1959

My dear Marcel [Cadieux}]:

I am sending this letter to you directly in view of the fact that you are still handling the
details of the various discussions connected with the Law of the Sea.

I enclose herewith a copy of the Aide Mémoire which I left with Mr. Hare when I saw him
the day before yesterday. I might explain that this was the first appointment I could make with
him as he had been away from London.

You will see that I have transposed the points made in the telegram requesting me to present
the decisions of the Cabinet Committee to the Government here. I did so because I find that the
Ministers like to follow an Aide Mémoire of that kind and I was anxious to put forward the
definite arguments as to why Canada could not accept the proposals which had been put
forward. I find that if one gets into a speculative discussion as to impressions regarding the
psychological situation and the attitude of other countries, there is a great likelihood of getting
into an argument as to the correct interpretation of the situation and delaying the possibility of
presenting in a definite form the decision which has actually been made. I hope that the order
in which they have been placed and the form is satisfactory.

I did emphasize my own belief that the thing which would now be most helpful would be
for the United Kingdom Government to decide that the best way to establish a six-mile
territorial sea and a twelve-mile overall fishing zone, is to adopt the Canadian proposal. I
pointed out that at Geneva and since then, we have emphasized our belief that there are
arrangements which can be made which would be far more satisfactory than any general
arrangement which could under no circumstances deal with every situation. I pointed out their
own success in the negotiations with Russia in 1956 and with Denmark over the Faroese
Islands this year. When the question was raised about Iceland, I pointed out that Iceland had
supported our proposal at Geneva and that if that had been adopted then the ground would have
been laid for negotiations for an agreement similar to the agreement which they now have
regarding fishing around the Faroe Islands.

I have already wired to you in regard to the statement made by the Minister as to the
percentage of fishing within our twelve-mile limit which is done by foreign fishermen™ and am
awaiting the reply. I am anxious to have this figure exactly from our most recent records
because Mr. Hare did attach a good deal of importance to this in maintaining that it does not

* Dans une conversation antérieure avec Drew, Hare avait exprimé sa conviction que les pécheurs étrangers

prenaient seulement un pour cent des captures annuelles totales 3 moins de douze milles de la cote
canadienne. En fait, ce chiffre concemait seulement les captures de morue. Voir télégramme 756, Londres a
Ottawa, 11 mars 1959+ et télégramme L-49, Ottawa 4 Londres, 16 mars 1959,7 MAE/9456-RW-4-40.
In an earlier conversation with Drew, Hare had stated his belief that foreign fishermen took only one per cent
of the total annual catch within twelve miles of the Canadian coastline. The figure in fact referred only to the
catch of cod. See London to Ottawa Telegram 756, March 11, 1959,1 and Ottawa to London Telegram L-49,
March 16, 1959,% DEA/9456-RW-4-40.
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make so much practical difference to us what formula is adopted. I pointed out that it could not
be reduced to as simple terms as he suggested, but nevertheless I would like to be able to
correct the impression he has gained if, as I believe, the figures are entirely different to those
which he has used.

Without commenting in detail on it at the moment, I might say that I have read with
disappointment the report by the Staff Officers of the Department of National Defence. It does
not yet attempt to deal in explicit terms with a perfectly clear situation.

Warmest personal regards.

Yours ever,

GEORGE DREW

[PIEECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Aide-Mémoire
SECRET London, March 11, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA

Canadian Ministers dealing with this subject have examined the proposals put forward in
Ottawa on February 4th and 5th, 1959, by officials of the United Kingdom Government for a
new formula to provide for the measurement of the territorial sea and the width and conditions
affecting a wider fishing zone, which will be discussed at the Conference at Geneva which is to
deal with these subjects.

They express their regret that they are unable to support the proposals put forward by the
United Kingdom officials for a revised formula dealing with fishing rights, for the following
reasons in particular:

(a) Such a formula might give rise to more disputes than it would solve. It would be
extremely difficult, if not virtually impossible, to determine whether the quota obligations were
or were not being violated. A system of compulsory arbitration, such as was suggested, would
be cumbersome and could not possibly protect the line fishermen of the coastal States in view
of their difficulty in proving a breach of the obligations of visiting trawlers to limit their catch.
In any event, it would be quite impossible for individual trawlers to know at any time the
extent of the total catch of all trawlers which would be the determining factor.

(b) It is thought unwise and unsatisfactory to attempt to write into the rule of law itself
provisions which are designed to meet special situations which can be more suitably dealt with
in bilateral agreements such as those negotiated by the United Kingdom Government to deal
with fishing around the Faroese Islands and the northern coast of Russia.

(c) Economic, sociological and local considerations affect our fishing population just as
heavily as similar considerations affect the fishermen of the United Kingdom.

(d) The recent spate of unilateral claims to a 12-mile limit, in most cases adopted for the
declared purpose of protecting domestic fishing rights, suggests that the new proposals put
forward by the United Kingdom officials would not deal with the situation which has
developed.

(e) The background of the situation under consideration has changed considerably since the
last Conference and has deteriorated psychologically, as was revealed in the unsatisfactory
General Assembly debates on the convening of a new Conference.
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(f) It seems unlikely that those States already possessing territorial limits of 12 miles or
beyond will be prepared to depart from those limits — a fact which, at the next Conference,
will probably add encouragement to other advocates of extreme solutions and help to create
something in the nature of a veto power.

(g) The Icelandic dispute has had an adverse effect on the solution of the problems related to
the territorial sea and fishing zones. It seems probable that unless the Iceland Government is
prepared to renounce its 12-mile territorial sea, they would not be prepared to accept the new
proposal now suggested by the United Kingdom, whereas they have already declared their
support for the Canadian proposal put forward at Geneva last year.

It is therefore the opinion of the Canadian Ministers that under all the circumstances, no
formula less favourable to the coastal fishing States would be likely to gain acceptance of a
sufficient majority at the next Conference. Having regard to the evidence the United Kingdom
Government has already furnished of the practical possibilities of bilateral arrangements to deal
with particular problems, the Canadian Ministers believe that the greatest hope of obtaining
legal status for a 6-mile territorial sea and a 12-mile fishing zone is to support the Canadian
proposal.

48. DEA/9456-RW-4-40
Note

Memorandum
SECRET Ottawa, April, 17, 1959

PERSONAL MESSAGE FROM THE RT. HON. HAROLD MACMILLAN,
PRIME MINISTER OF THE UNITED KINGDOM,
TO THE
RT. HON. JOHN G. DIEFENBAKER, PRIME MINISTER OF CANADA

At our recent meeting in Ottawa we touched on the problem of the Law of the Sea. I
expressed the hope that your Government and mine might agree on a common line before the
next Geneva Conference and I suggested that I might send a Minister from here to discus the
whole matter with your Government. Garner has now been instructed to deliver our detailed
reply to your Aide-Mémoire of the 11th of March and I am taking this opportunity to suggest
that an appropriate time for a visit from one of my colleagues would be as soon as your
Government have studied our reply.

We hope and believe that the arguments it contains are cogent enough to enable you in due
course to give active support to the solution we favour. But they are by no means the whole
story: we should wish to discuss with you also the strategic implications of the various
alternatives, which are of such great and obvious importance throughout the Commonwealth.

If you are not at present able to give us active support I still trust that, without prejudice
to your ultimate decision, you will be sufficiently impressed by the merits of “6 + 6 subject
to limited historic rights” to study it with interest and so to inform any enquiries while, in
order not to lose valuable time we seek the views of other countries about it. We should,
I assure you, bring back a fair and frank account of their reactions for discussion with you
as soon as possible. I feel that it is most important that those of us who agree on the need
to limit the territorial sea to 6 miles should not approach the next Conference divided on the
fishery question.
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Aide-Mémoire
SECRET Ottawa, April 17, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA
Having studied the Aide Mémoire of March 11th containing the Canadian Government’s
objections to the United Kingdom proposals of February 4th-5th, the United Kingdom
Government welcome the opportunity both to answer those objections and to make
further explanations.

2. They would like first to state their views on points (d) to (g) of the Canadian Aide
Meémoire, namely the prospects at the Second Geneva Conference, and to emphasise very
strongly their fear that the acceptance of an unqualified 12-mile fishery jurisdiction coupled
with the existing 12-mile jurisdiction, for customs, fiscal, immigration and sanitary purposes,
would create an irresistible movement towards a 12-mile territorial sea. The risk of merging
territorial waters and fishery limits would be materially reduced, however, if there were some
recognition of historic fishing rights within the 12 miles, as in the United Kingdom proposal.
Regarding the prospects for 1960, the United Kingdom Government do not feel there has been
such a serious deterioration in the world situation over the past year as the Aide Mémoire
suggests. There was after all a very decisive majority in the General Assembly for a renewed
attempt at a settlement of the territorial waters and fishery limits question through the medium
of a second specialist Conference instead of leaving the matter to the General Assembly itself;
and this surely indicates a readiness to seek a solution that has regard to considerations of merit
rather than politics. While a few further unilateral claims to a 12-mile limit have recently been
made, they hardly amount to a spate of claims; and there is evidence that some States would be
ready to reconsider their territorial limits if a sufficient measure of world agreement on a more
restricted jurisdiction were obtained. Admittedly there are States, above all those of the Soviet
Bloc and many of the Arab countries, which cannot be expected to recede in any circumstances
from their support of the 12-mile limit. They cannot be won over for the Canadian solution in
its territorial water aspect. Equally, there are many European States which cannot afford to
support the Canadian solution in its fishery aspect. Nor can it be supposed that Iceland will find
the 12-mile fishery limit acceptable without additional provision for her special circumstances.
(The Icelandic aim is exclusive jurisdiction over the fisheries of the continental shelf and the
Canadian and the United Kingdom solutions alike fall a long way short of that extreme aim).
Yet as explained in paragraph 4 below, the fishing States of Europe could hardly be expected to
show practical sympathy for Icelandic claims outside 12 miles if the whole of their fishing
within 12 miles were to be lost. In these circumstances the United Kingdom Government fail to
see how the Canadian solution could assemble the two-thirds majority required.

3. Turning to point (b) in the Canadian Aide Mémoire and to the contentious question of
fishing, the United Kingdom Government would indeed propose to distinguish the general
formula concerning fishing rights, which would be the basic rule of law, from provisions that
might be made to deal with special situations. At the First Geneva Conference, special
situations were understood to embrace on the one hand the very few countries whose
economies are overwhelmingly dependent upon the coastal fisheries and on the other hand the
more numerous and under-developed countries with coastal communities dependent primarily
on the coastal fisheries for the protein of their diet; and there was almost unanimous support for
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dealing with them in a broad way by granting preference for the “special situation™ country
which would be related to the fishery as a whole and not merely to a certain breadth of coastal
water. The United Kingdom Government have already explored such preferential treatment
without regard to a uniform limit of fishery jurisdiction with Iceland in 1958 and have
negotiated in respect of the Faroes an agreement which contains similar elements.

4. Yet the adoption of an unqualified 12-mile fishery limit as the general rule of law would
wreck this Faroes Agreement and destroy the hope of any like arrangement with Iceland. Just
as the “special situations” countries would feel constrained to adopt the 12-mile limit, so the
fishing States affected thereby would be bound to feel that that must be the limit of their losses.
(The Anglo-Soviet Fisheries Agreement would also be lost since that Agreement while not
dealing with a “special situation,” is a compromise between the 3-mile and the 12-mile fishery
positions and may indeed be said to contain in embryo the historic rights concept).

5. If the rule of law established a 12-mile fishery limit with no rights reserved for any fishing
States within that limit and none given to any coastal States outside the 12 miles, the United
Kingdom Government think this would suit no one. The unqualified 12-mile fishery limit
would extensively damage the economic activities of many fishing States without resolving the
real problem of the fisheries. This is the overall intensity of the fishing effort both within and
without the arbitrary 12-mile line, and it exists especially in such areas as the North Atlantic
where the intensity of fishing is rapidly growing, not least on the western side. The United
Kingdom Government cannot but feel that an unqualified 12-mile fishery limit will quite fail to
meet the real problem of the coastal fishing communities whether of Canada or of any of the
other North Atlantic countries. Movements of the stocks of fish are independent of fishery
limits, and increased fishing effort on a stock outside 12 miles will affect the state of the stock
within that limit.

6. If the many fishing States are to be persuaded to co-operate in tackling the real problem,
their present interests need to be reasonably safeguarded at the same time as the coastal
fishermen are given reasonable security in their local waters. The United Kingdom proposals
aim to secure these balanced objectives. The coastal fishermen would have to themselves a
6-mile belt which would itself give them a wider exclusive area than at present. They would
have to themselves a second 6-mile belt subject only to the continuance at recent levels of
foreign fishing within that outer belt. There would be a greater prospect of the adoption of
sensible policies for the avoidance of overfishing outside 12 miles; and the “special situations”
countries would have the prospect of some measure of preferential treatment where that
was justified.

7. With reference to point (c) in the Canadian memorandum, if the United Kingdom
proposals were adopted it is believed that the economic and other effects upon Canadian
fishermen could not be at all serious; for it is understood that only a very small part of the
present catch within the 12-mile belt is taken by foreign fishermen, and they would not be
allowed to increase the amount of fishing they carried on there. The fishery loss to the United
Kingdom under its own proposals would be substantial. The fishing between 3 and 6 miles
would be entirely lost and the limitation to recent levels between 6 and 12 miles would be very
detrimental to the operational flexibility of the United Kingdom fleets. However, these losses
should stop just short — as they would not under the Canadian proposal — of being
insupportable by the fishing fleets or of disastrously reducing the supply of an important
foodstuff which counts in economic terms as home-produced.
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8. As regards the feasibility of limiting the exercise of historic rights to recent fishing levels,
the Canadian memorandum (in point (a)) indicates some misunderstanding of the United
Kingdom position. There are certainly ways and means to be worked out, but with a measu-
rable criterion such as “fishing effort” the problems of administration and control should be
soluble by means of inter-Governmental agreements based on the general rule of law embody-
ing this criterion. Defeat cannot be admitted on this score: otherwise how would it be possible
to apply the limitation of the amount of fishing effort on the high seas outside 12 miles which
the growing intensity of fishing is bringing nearer? That problem has to be mastered sooner or
later if the welfare of the fishermen is to be ensured; and tackling the problem now inside 12
miles is likely to be of future help.

9. What is above all required at the Second Geneva Conference is the unity of the free world
on a solution which would safeguard the 6-mile territorial sea and which all its members could
support as representing a reasonable balance between divergent fishing interests, at the same
time as it opens the way both to the recognition of special fishery situations and to a co-
operative attitude when the larger problem of the amount of fishing on the high seas outside 12
miles has to be faced. The United Kingdom Government believe that their new proposal can
form the basis of such a solution; whereas the Canadian solution will continue to be
unacceptable to those States for whom it involves heavy loss and without whose support it
failed at the First Geneva Conference. The United Kingdom proposal is an advance from the
United States proposal, which most nearly approached a two-thirds majority at the 1958
Geneva Conference, and is strongly believed to be the best means of success in 1960 if
Canadian support is given. In order to avoid open division among supporters of the 6-mile
territorial sea, the United Kingdom Government would ask the Canadian Government to
reconsider their position in the light of the foregoing arguments.

49. DEA/9456-RW-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 L-87 Ottawa, May 5, 1959

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington, DND (JAG) (DNPO) (Information).
By Bag Oslo from London.

LAW OF THE SEA

Following for Drew: Pursuant to our discussions held on May 2 and May 4 concemning the
UK request for a Minister to visit Ottawa, I would be grateful if, at your very earliest
convenience you approach Prime Minister Macmillan in order to inform him of our general
thinking with regard to the matters raised in his personal message and aide-mémoire of
April 17, 1959.

2. In your discussions with Mr. Macmillan you might wish to emphasize that while the
Canadian Government would naturally welcome the visit of a UK Minister in order to discuss
the Law of the Sea, it is a matter of regret to us that we are unable to see what particular
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purpose the suggested visit would serve at this time, having regard to the fact that quite
recently a team of UK experts visited Ottawa in order to present the UK views which were
carefully considered by the Canadian Government and communicated to the UK Government
in an aide-mémoire of March 11, 1959. Moreover, since that time no repeat no new elements
affecting the situation would seem to have arisen.

3. You might then wish to emphasize the fact that both Canada and the UK are in basic
agreement as to the great importance on reaching a common line on the questions on territorial-
sea and fishery limits, if the next conference is to avoid the same fate as the first on these two
questions. You might also wish to explain that the Canadian Government has been giving this
problem a great deal of thought and that this is the principal reason for the delay in replying to
Mr. Macmillan’s message of April 17, 1959.

4. You could outline that what we had in mind was whether the UK could possibly envisage
the holding of discussions in London at an early date between representatives of our two
countries and Norway as well — if that would be agreeable to the UK the purpose of such a
meeting would be to explore together whether some way could not repeat not be found to
resolve the difficulties which have developed in the Icelandic fisheries dispute. As the UK
experts had made clear to Canadian officials in their talks in Ottawa last February, Iceland is
the very crux of the problem for UK fishery industry having regard to the fact that a very
substantial portion of the UK’s distant water fishing catch comes from the Icelandic 12 mile
zone. You might wish to explain that the Icelandic fisheries dispute has, of course, implications
for Canada, inasmuch as whatever formula may be evolved for resolving it may have a direct
bearing on our own fishing questions with the USA. If it could be possible to work out some
sort of bilateral or multilateral solution to the Icelandic dispute perhaps the UK could then see
its way clear to supporting the Canadian proposal which we continue to believe is the only
formula likely to prove an acceptable alternative to the failure of the Conference and at the
same time preventing a general extension of the territorial sea beyond 6 miles. On the basis of
these discussions and if it proves possible to come to some understanding with respect to a
method of approach for dealing with the Icelandic problem it might then be possible for the
UK, Canada and Norway to discuss the question of appropriate tactics for obtaining two-thirds
majority agreement at the next Conference.

5.1 think that we are agreed that if Canada puts forward some new idea to the UK for
application to Iceland — whether or not repeat not it proves to be acceptable to UK or Iceland
and whether it should relate to an adjustment period or to the notions of reciprocity or
conservation — we shall have to expect that this will have a significant bearing on our position
vis-a-vis the USA and would have to be taken into account in considering the substantive
aspects of any understanding we may reach with the USA. It is also possible that a wider
context might have to be given at a later date to some formula that would take into account the
traditional fishing interests of many European countries. This could be done on a regional basis
within the legal framework of the Canadian proposal. These lines of approach appear to us to
be much more hopeful for the achievement of two thirds support than the plan that would make
traditional rights a part of the basic legal provision.
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6. I think we are also agreed that it might be preferable for us not repeat not to provide a reply
to the UK aide-mémoire of April 17 in order that we might avoid further argument on some of
the specific points they have raised and accordingly be able to bring about a somewhat better
atmosphere for the talks.

JOHN DIEFENBAKER
For Oslo and Washington.

7. This telegram is being sent to you for your own information only; you will appreciate that
the contents should not repeat not be discussed with the authorities of the country to which you
are accredited.

50. DEA/9456-RW-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 1481 London, May 11, 1959
Top SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.
To Prime Minister for Immediate delivery.

LAW OF THE SEA
I called on Mr. Macmillan by appointment this afternoon and placed before him the views
expressed in your telegram L-87 of May 5. Also present were the Right Honourable John Hare
and Lord Home.
2. As evidence of the importance attached to this subject Mr. Macmillan devoted an hour to
our discussion and raised a number of points to which I gave replies in keeping with our
discussions in Ottawa.

3. Mr. Macmillan indicated some disappointment but was very conciliatory in his approach to
the problems raised. He did however point out that the right to continue fishing inside the 12-
mile limit in Icelandic waters is vital to them and said that it would be intolerable to the fine
fishing people of Scotland and Northern England if they did not repeat not assure their historic
rights in that area. I took the liberty of saying that while I knew that you fully recognize this
problem from Mr. Macmillan’s point of view, it would be equally unacceptable to the people
living in the hundreds of fishing villages along our coasts if there were not repeat not some
assurance that we could control fishing rights for the inshore fishing 12 miles out as we have
done with our own trawlers for about 50 years. I also pointed out that while fishing is of great
economic importance to the UK it is of relatively greater economic importance to Canada and
that with less than a third of the population we actually have a larger total commercial catch
each year. I explained that I was merely pointing this out to emphasize that while the crux of
their problem is the solution of the situation in Icelandic waters the crux of our problem is the
protection of our own inshore fishing and of the breeding grounds upon which we are spending
considerable money.
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4. I put forward the views in the above telegram in regard to extension of traditional rights by
mutual agreement. I said that it was our belief that if the Canadian proposal were supported the
atmosphere might be cleared for satisfactory agreement with Iceland and that we had little
doubt about our ability to arrange satisfactory agreements with the USA.

5. Mr. Macmillan indicated that they would not repeat not be prepared to consider a situation
which meant that their earlier fishing rights in Icelandic waters would not repeat not be
preserved. I asked the question if the UK Government thought that the Government of Iceland
would recede from the 12-mile limit in any event in view of the very firm statements made
recently as a result of the unfortunate incidents which have occurred. This question was not
repeat not answered and I had the feeling that they do recognize that even a majority decision
at Geneva is not repeat not going to be accepted by Iceland if it contains a reservation of
traditional fishing rights.

6. I then explained why it was not repeat not thought advisable that Mr. Hare should go to
Ottawa at this time for further discussions of this subject and I suggested the possibility of
further discussions in London with the possible inclusion of representation from Norway.

7. There was a favourable response to the suggestion of further discussions in London with
Canada but they were all very firm in their objection to the idea of bringing Norway into the
discussions. They said that apart from any other consideration this might be regarded by West
Germany, France, Belgium, Holland and other European associates as going behind their
backs. I suggested reasons why Norway might be helpful in considering the Icelandic situation
in view of the similarity of their own position in many ways. They were definite however that
this would not repeat not be acceptable.

8. Mr. Macmillan did indicate that he thought they might like to meet Canadian officials
informally in London but that before making this definite they would like to consider the
question further amongst themselves. He told me he would write to me within the next few
days. I then left and I noticed that Mr. Hare and Lord Home remained with him so that it seems
likely they continued the discussion immediately on this subject and that we should have an
early answer.

9. Mr. Macmillan expressed regret that the two oldest partners in the Commonwealth should
not repeat not be able to find common ground in a case of this kind. I said that I knew that you
shared this sentiment but that as a result of enquiries it was the belief of the Canadian
Government that the Canadian proposal would have the greatest chance of success at Geneva
and that we hoped they might see their way clear to declare their support for it.

10. I shall report further as soon as I hear from Mr. Macmillan.
[GEORGE] DREW
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51 DEA/9456-RW-4-40

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

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

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa), May 26, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA: DISCUSSIONS IN LONDON

On May 15 Prime Minister Macmillan informed you that the United Kingdom Government
was agreeable to discussions in London with Canadian officials on the law of the sea, “as early
as can be managed in June.” A copy of Mr. Macmillan’s personal message of May 15 is
attached.t

Attached for your approval, if you agree, is a memorandumt to the Cabinet Committee on
Territorial Waters and draft Instructions for the guidance of the Canadian team participating in
the proposed talks. The Ministers of Northern Affairs and National Resources and Fisheries
have concurred in the attached memorandum and Instructions.

The memorandum to the Cabinet Committee recommends:

(a) that approval be given to the draft Instructions;

(b) that talks be held in Oslo immediately after the conclusion of the discussions in London;
and

(c) that the Cabinet Committee approve, in principle, the holding of talks with the
United States.

It is suggested that the following officials be sent from Ottawa to assist Mr. Drew in the
talks in London and to visit Oslo immediately afterwards:

Mr. M. Cadieux, Legal Adviser of this Department,
Mr. S.V. Ozere, Assistant Deputy Minister of Fisheries, and
Mr. A.E. Gotlieb of our Legal Division.
The draft Instructions, which are submitted for your approval, make it clear that:
(a) the proposed discussions should be held on a confidential basis;
(b) they should be without prejudice to the respective position of the participants; and
(c) the talks should be ad referendum as to any specific suggestions or proposals put forward.

The Instructions to the Canadian team then suggest that they might explore with the United
Kingdom officials a number of possibilities on which a United Kingdom-Iceland bilateral
settlement could be based. These would involve limiting the exercise of traditional fishing
rights with respect to: the length of time during which fishing rights can be exercised before
termination, the area of fishing, the amount or volume of fishing, the method of fishing and the
type or species of fish caught. It is envisaged that some bilateral understanding could
conceivably be reached between the United Kingdom and Iceland which would involve the
recognition by the United Kingdom of Iceland’s exclusive fishing zone, subject to the United
Kingdom being allowed an interim period of adjustment (perhaps ten years), during which
period the United Kingdom trawlers could continue to fish in the Icelandic zone, but with
limitations also as to the amount of fishing by the United Kingdom trawlers and possibly also
as to the area and method of fishing. Such an agreement might also involve the application of
the conservation principle inside the Icelandic territorial sea and fishing zone, the principle of



NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES 95

reciprocity and perhaps also the granting by the United Kingdom of tariff concessions for
Icelandic fish.

If you approve the attached memorandum and Instructions, you may wish to send a personal
message to Mr. Macmillan in reply to his message of May 15. A telegram to Mr. Drew in
London, containing the text of the suggested message to Mr. Macmillan, is attached for
signature, if you approve. If you agree, I shall immediately provide Sir Saville Garner with a
copy of this message.”

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

52. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

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. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], June 23, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA — SUGGESTED REVISION OF THE CANADIAN PROPOSAL

I attach for your signature, if you approve, a memorandum to the Prime Minister outlining
the developments in London concerning the law of the sea and requesting his approval of the
suggested revision of the Canadian proposal which was put forward by the Canadian team
during the London talks (subject to certain conditions which are listed in paragraph 6 of the
attached memorandum) and recommending that the Canadian team which visited London and
Oslo be authorized to go to Washington in order to determine the United States reaction to the
revised formula put forward in London.

2. The attached memorandum is being submitted to your colleagues on the Cabinet
Committee on Territorial Waters (the Ministers of Fisheries and Northern Affairs and National
Resources) and you will be informed of their concurrence as soon as it has been received.”

3. You will note from the attached memorandum that it is hoped that if approval is received
of the revised Canadian formula, the suggested talks in Washington might take place as soon as
possible and preferably prior to the arrival of a United States team in London which is expected
on July Ist.”

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

* Notes marginales :/Marginal notes:

Msg to Mr. Macmillan sent May 29/59 with PM’s approval H.B. R[obinson].

Memo to Cabinet Committee and Instructions approved June 1, 1959 H.B. R[obinson].
* Note marginale :/Marginal note:

Concurrence received June 24 H.B. R[obinson]
7 Note marginale :/Marginal note:

OK Go ahead
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], June 23, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA — SUGGESTED REVISION OF THE CANADIAN PROPOSAL
As you know, talks on the law of the sea were held last week in London and Oslo. A report
on the London talks by Mr. Drew, who headed the Canadian team, is contained in telegram
1974% of June 18 (copy attached). Telegram 2010+ of June 21 from London (also attached)
contains a summary of the discussions between Canadian officials and Norwegian authorities
in Oslo.

2. You will note from the report of the London talks that Mr. Drew, after having made it clear
that (a) it was most unlikely that any formula recognizing traditional fishing rights could win at
the Second Conference and (b) such a formula would be entirely unacceptable to Canadian
interests, sought the reaction of the United Kingdom representatives to a suggestion made at
the Geneva Conference that there might be a five year period of adjustment before traditional
fishing rights were cut off. The United Kingdom reaction to this suggestion was entirely
negative.

3. In order to avoid an impasse and to find a common line between Canada and the United
Kingdom without altering the essential elements of the Canadian proposal, Mr. Drew then
submitted a draft proposal which, in addition to allowing a five year period of adjustment,
contained a clause calling for (1) negotiation of disputes within the 5 year period, and (2) a
limited form of arbitration (confined to the facts of the dispute). This draft proposal (which was
submitted on an informal basis only and without the approval of the Canadian Government) is
contained in telegram 1975 of June 187 a copy of which is attached: paragraphs 3(b) (providing
for negotiation of disputes) and 4 (arbitration as to facts of the dispute) are clearly limited in
scope; in their present form, they do little more than “dress up” the idea of a § year period so as
to serve as something in the nature of “face-saving” device for distant water fishing states. For
example, in the case of the United Kingdom, this revision might enable them to support a
proposal for a 12-mile exclusive fishing zone without the implication that this would be
inconsistent with their policy with respect to Iceland.

4. From the point of view of Canadian national interests, it seems that this suggestion for
revising the Canadian formula would not in any way be prejudicial to Canadian fishing
interests vis-a-vis the United States (the only country carrying on substantial fishing within a
12-mile zone off our coasts). Inasmuch as the United States possesses treaty right to fish in
parts of our territorial waters, Canada would accordingly be bound to negotiate with the
United States after the Conference, even if the Canadian formula was approved in its straight 6
plus 6 form.

5. As reported in Mr. Drew’s account of the talks in London, the United Kingdom reaction to
this revised formula was, on the whole, quite favourable and is now being submitted to the
United Kingdom Government for approval, on the understanding that it would also be
submitted to the Canadian Government for this purpose. The United Kingdom representatives
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intimated, however, that they might wish to suggest that the scope of arbitration mentioned in
paragraph 4 be widened and that paragraph 3(b) be reworded so as to suggest that fishing states
could continue to have rights after the termination of the 5 year period. The Canadian team
made it clear that these suggestions could not be acceptable to Canada and would, moreover,
seriously prejudice the success of the next Conference. Shortly after the conclusion of the talks,
Lord Home (the Head of the United Kingdom team) informed Mr. Drew that, as a United
States team would visit London on July 1st, he thought it would be desirable that, if the revised
formula is approved by the Canadian Government, the Canadian team explain these
developments to the United States authorities in Washington before that time. Mr. Drew
expressed his agreement with this suggestion.

6. In the light of the Norwegian reaction (reported in telegram 2010 of June 21)+ and of their
fear that this new formula might be whittled away and lose its potentiality of being a successful
compromise if it should be disclosed prior to the next Conference, and bearing in mind that it
would be difficult, from the Canadian point of view, to indicate any departure from our
position before the next Conference is actually under way, I recommend, with the concurrence
of the Ministers of Northern Affairs and National Resources and Fisheries, that:

(1) approval be given by the Canadian Government to the revised formula put forward by the
Canadian team in London, subject to the following:

(a) the United Kingdom and United States Governments indicate their willingness to
support it;
(b) the Canadian proposal in its unrevised form be adhered to until the Conference itself and
the revised formula be brought forward by Canada during the Conference as a “last minute”
compromise, on the understanding that the United States, United Kingdom and Western
States would support it;
(c) this understanding with the United States and United Kingdom be kept entirely
confidential and disclosure limited to a few selected countries until the Conference is under
way;
(d) while changes may be made in the wording of the revised proposal designed to improve
its appeal, no changes be accepted which would have the effect of recognizing traditional
fishing rights or widening the notion of compulsory arbitration.

(2) pursuant to the suggestion made in London, the Canadian team which visited London and
Oslo be authorized to visit Washington at once in order to explore the reaction of the United
States Government to the formula put forward in the London talks; and

(3) the Norwegian Government be informed of the conditional approval of the Canadian

Government of this revised formula.®
H.C. GREEN

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Approved by the Prime Minister H.B. R[obinson]
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53. DEA/9456-RW-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 1629 Washington, June 27, 1959

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat London (OpImmediate) (Information).
By Bag Oslo from London.

LAW OF THE SEA — DISCUSSIONS IN WASHINGTON
Discussions on the law of the sea took place in Washington today. The USA team was
headed by Loftus Becker, Legal Adviser to the State Department; W.C. Herrington, Special
Assistant to the Under Secretary of Fisheries and Wildlife and officials from the State
Department (Pender, Wright, Brandin and Reis).

2. The meeting opened with a brief summary by the Canadian team of the discussions in
Ottawa with the UK authorities in February 1959. After explaining the reasons why Canada
could not support the UK suggested revision of the USA proposal, a report was given of the
general tenor of the talks held in London on June 15-17, 1959; it was pointed out that after a
full exchange of views concerning the prospects for the 1960 Conference and our mutual
difficulties, Lord Home had indicated that while a five-year period of adjustment would not be
acceptable to the UK Government, the UK might find it possible to support some formula
which contained some procedure for avoiding the abrupt termination of traditional fishing
rights after the expiration of given period.

3. The USA authorities were then informed that after a brief adjournment the Canadian team
submitted to the UK authorities an informal suggestion for revising the Canadian six plus six
formula (which had not been approved by the Canadian Government), the essential elements of
which were as follows:

(a) There should be a five-year period of adjustment in which period the states claiming
traditional fishing rights would be allowed to fish at the same level as obtained during the
preceding period of five years.

(b) During this five-year period, coastal and fishing states would be called upon to negotiate
with each other with a view to reaching some agreement.

(c) There should be arbitration as to whether traditional fishing rights were being exercised in
the outer six-mile zone and as to the extent of losses arising from the implementation of the
Canadian proposal.

4. It was pointed out by the Canadian team that it was clearly understood at London that
Canada could agree to support a formula recognizing these principles on the specific
understanding:

(a) that the revised formula would have the support of the UK and the USA, (b) that Canada
would maintain the straight six plus six position until the Conference on the understanding that
the revised formula would be introduced at the Conference as a “last minute” compromise. (c)



NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES 99

that this understanding would be kept entirely confidential and disclosure limited to a few
select countries.

5. The Canadian team indicated that the UK initial and tentative reaction to this formula
appeared on the whole to be quite favorable and that we understood that it was now being
given consideration by the UK Government. The text of this suggested revision was then
circulated to the USA team for their examination and comments. It was emphasized that the
proposal which was being circulated was the same as that which had been originally submitted
to the UK authorities in London and that we had indicated agreement in London to several
suggested changes, e.g. (a) that the date for the coming into force of the five-year period should
be the date of signature of the convention, (b) and that the latter part of paragraph 3(b) be
revised to read as follows: “With a view to agreeing on any adjustments which may be
necessary as a result of application of the provisions of paragraph 2 of this article.”

6. The Canadian team also stressed that an integral part of this proposal was the question of
what tactics should be followed to bring about its maximum support. It was pointed out that if
the UK and the USA reaction was favorable, discussions would have to take place as to a
number of tactical questions such as to what countries should disclosure be made and what
would be the best way to bring about the support of countries such as Mexico and India (it was
intimated perhaps some study should be given to ways in which the six-mile territorial sea
proposal could be made more acceptable to countries such as Mexico).

7. Becker indicated at once that he regarded this as perhaps one of the most important
developments since the first Geneva Conference and one which gave him some hope for the
success of the second conference; he was convinced that unity between Canada and the USA
was essential if the next conference were to succeed. He explained that the basic reason why
the USA position shifted at the first conference from their support of the Canadian position was
because the European bloc were not prepared to go along with that formula. The USA had been
prepared to resist the demands of their fishing industry, but when it became clear that the
Canadian proposal could not succeed because of the opposition of the Western European
States, they shifted their support to the proposal recognizing traditional fishing rights. He now
felt that anything likely to bring about a united Canadian-USA position deserved the most
serious consideration.

8. Becker agreed entirely that if this revised proposal should be acceptable to the USA, the
question of tactics would be all-important; for example, he thought that if it were to leak out
that this were now the position of the USA and the UK, some of the Asians and Latin
American States might regard this as a further move in their own direction and would seek to
whittle away this position as much as possible prior to the second conference.

9. On the whole the preliminary reaction of the State Department officials seemed not
unfavourable. However, Herrington, Special Assistant for Fisheries adopted a rather critical
stand; he thought that the fishing state would find itself in a disadvantageous position after the
conclusion of the five-year period and that the undertaking to negotiate would have little real
meaning for the fishing state. Mr. Cadieux emphasized that the clausé calling for negotiations
created both a legal and moral obligation and was a provision which had tangible and concrete
meaning for the fishing state. While it was true that the value of the obligation depended
largely on the good faith of the countries concerned, this was a fact which was generally true
for all obligations; on the whole it seemed to Canada that agreement on such a provision could
be of real value and assistance to the fishing states.
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10. Herrington then stated that he could not share Canadian pessimism about the chances for
success of a quota system formula nor our doubts as to its workability. With respect to the
suggested revision of the Canadian proposal, he thought that it did not involve more than a
relatively slight departure from the Canadian position. In any case he thought that a necessary
prerequisite for USA support might be that a bilateral agreement should be reached between
Canada and the USA, or at least the principles of such agreement should be worked out prior to
the second conference. Mr. Cadieux pointed out that Canada and the USA have a number of
bilateral problems in this field which have been outstanding for many years and there did not
seem to be sufficient time prior to the conference to work out any bilateral solution to these
problems; it seemed clear that our chief concern at the present time should be, if the suggested
formula was acceptable to the USA, to work out the most appropriate tactics to bring about the
success of the second conference. Mr. Cadieux also emphasized that this proposal involved a
very substantial concession on the part of the Canadian Government, and it was made only on
the assumption that the USA and the UK would be willing to support it, but it could not be
expected (and the UK authorities were now reconciled to this) that we would support any
proposal for recognizing traditional fishing rights in a permanent form.

11. No other substantive comments were offered by the USA authorities on the terms of the
proposal itself. Herrington’s views were not taken up by the group as a whole. The other State
Department officials indicated that they would withhold comments until they had an
opportunity to study the proposal carefully. Becker repeated that he thought the suggested
revision was a helpful move and on the whole our impression was that the USA preliminary
reaction was not unsympathetic.

12. A brief discussion then took place on the procedural aspects of voting upon the suggested
proposal at the second Conference. The USA authorities felt that (assuming USA-UK support
for this proposal) every attempt should be made to avoid a divided vote on the separate
provisions of the proposal.

13. It was agreed that the USA authorities would inform the USA team now arriving in
London of the tenor of our discussions and of the terms of our revised proposal. USA officials
would let us have their preliminary views in early July. It was agreed that if the USA and UK
reaction was favorable a meeting should be held by early August in order to work out tactics.
The USA authorities seemed somewhat anxious to carry out an early discussion regarding
tactics, and in any case at a time well in advance of the next session of the General Assembly.
(They appeared to anticipate that at the next session a move might be made to enlarge the
scope of the agenda of the conference to include such subjects as right of innocent passage,
historical bays and archipelagos.)

54. C.EW. Vol. 3175
Note de I’ambassade aux Erats-Unis

Memorandum by Embassy in United States
CONFIDENTIAL [Washington], August 13, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA

On June 27 Canadian and United States officials discussed an informal Canadian suggestion
for an amendment of the Canadian six plus six formula. This suggestion was embodied in an
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Aide Mémoire of July 10, 1959, which made it clear that the Canadian Government’s approval
of the suggestion was conditional on several factors, including the support of the United States
and United Kingdom Governments.

We have now been informed that the United Kingdom authorities are not able to support the
Canadian suggestion. They have instead made a counter proposal which is unacceptable to us.
Canada has accordingly decided to withdraw its suggested amendment and to stand on its
previous six plus six formula.

Canada is willing to continue discussions on the Law of the Sea and hopes that it may be
possible to reach a common position with other interested countries. Time is, however, of the
essence if the next Conference is to succeed in agreeing on a rule of law for the questions of
territorial sea and fishing limits.

Canada will wish (as will no doubt the United Kingdom) to maintain its separate position
and carry on exchanges of views and discussions with other countries as it has done in the past.
It would not, however, wish any other States to be informed of the nature of the discussions
recently held on this matter in London and Washington.”

585. JGD/XI1/A/232

Le président des Etats-Unis
au premier ministre

President of United States
to Prime Minister

{Washington], September 10, 1959

Dear John [Diefenbaker]:

We have been giving much thought to the Conference on the Law of the Sea to be convened
at Geneva next spring because the issues before the Conference are of especial importance. In
our view every effort should be made to assure that the Conference achieves general agreement
on a narrow territorial sea. A simultaneous solution must also be found to the complex and
important problems of fishery jurisdiction in a contiguous zone.

I believe that our two countries recognize the importance of agreement on a narrow
territorial sea to our common defenses, to the security of the Western Hemisphere and to the
entire free world. We both realize that failure of the Conference to achieve agreement will
encourage various countries to claim wider territorial seas by unilateral acts. This would be
contrary to our common interests.

In the area of fisheries, however, our two countries have so far not seen eye to eye. The fact
that Canada and the United States advocated different proposals at the first Conference
contributed to a voting division of the free world and to the resulting failure to achieve the
majority required for success. Clearly the prospects of agreement would be improved were
Canada and the United States to approach the next Conference with an agreed position. We
therefore welcome the approach made through your Embassy suggesting certain language to
amend the Canadian proposal as put forward at the Geneva Conference in 1958. However,
before seeking to work out specific language at the technical level I thought it would be helpful

39 . .
Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Rae spoke to Loftus Becker along these lines, but did not leave a copy 15/8. [auteur inconnuw/author
unknown]
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to have further discussion regarding both the security considerations and the possibilities of
finding some acceptable compromise on fishery problems. Such discussion should facilitate the
search for precise language.

Accordingly, I have asked Mr. Dillon, the Under Secretary of State, to go to Ottawa to
discuss this matter with you and your associates in an attempt to find the outlines of a common
ground on which we can develop a mutually agreed proposal that could lead to the success of
the Conference which we both desire.

If you agree, a mere note of assent would suffice.
With warm personal regard,
Sincerely,
IKE [D. EISENHOWER]

56. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

Procés-verbal de la réunion du Comité du Cabinet
sur les eaux territoriales

Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Committee on Territorial Waters

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. Ottawa, October 23, 1959

Present
Hon. H.C. Green, Secretary of State for External Affairs (Chairman)
Hon. J. Angus MacLean, Minister of Fisheries

Also Present

Canada

Mr. R.G. Robertson, Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources
Mr. G.M. Carty, Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources
Mr. Marcel Cadieux, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
Mr. J.E.G. Hardy, Department of External Affairs (London)

Mr. 1.S. Nutt, Department of External Affairs (Washington)

Mr. A.E. Gotlieb, Department of External Affairs

Vice-Admiral H.G. DeWolf, Royal Canadian Navy, Chief of the Naval Staff
Lt. Commander E.M. Jones, Royal Canadian Navy

Mr. S.V. Ozere, Assistant Deputy Minister of Fisheries

Mr. S.W. Cunningham, Privy Council Office (Secretary)

United States

Mr. Robert Murphy, Under-Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Hon. Richard B. Wigglesworth, U.S. Ambassador to Canada

Mr. A.L. Richards, State Department

Mr. Raymond Yingling, State Department

Mr. Hayward Isham, State Department

Mr. William Herrington, State Department

Mr. Rufus Z. Smith, U.S. Embassy, Ottawa

LAW OF THE SEA — DISCUSSIONS IN OTTAWA WITH U.S. GROUP HEADED
BY MR. ROBERT MURPHY, UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Murphy explained that the U.S. wished to discuss certain matters and gain some idea of
Canadian thinking regarding Law of the Sea problems, with particular emphasis on the
forthcoming Conference in Geneva in the Spring of 1960. He reviewed the background and the
developments to date.
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In the discussion during the meeting, the following points emerged:

(a) The U.S. thought that, from the strategic and political points of view, it was important for
western maritime nations to make a common effort to block the move towards a 12-mile
territorial sea and to work towards adoption of a general rule calling for a narrow territorial sea
at the 1960 Conference. Mr. Murphy recapitulated the military arguments for a narrow
territorial sea. More important still, in the broader field of international politics, it was vital that
the NATO Alliance should stand firm on this question, which was part of the pattern of
defence against the Communist bloc. It was significant, also, that NATO was going through a
time of transition on the economic side. The 3-mile territorial sea had gone by the board, and
the U.S. assumed Canada shared its interest in and desire for the 6-mile limit. The situation had
deteriorated since the 1958 Conference. The U.S. had hopes for the success of the Canadian
formula in 1960, but a number of understandings prior to the Conference in respect of historic
fishing rights of the U.S. and some European countries were required. The unqualified ‘6-plus-
6’ formula could be satisfactory, but it would not be successful without widespread support,
much of which would be won through such understandings. There would be in mid-November
ameeting of U.S. and certain western European countries, at which the U.S. would attempt to
further the cause of agreement on the unqualified ‘6-plus-6’ formula and encourage arrange-
ments that would lead to its success.

(b) As far as the U.S. was concerned, its interest in fishing in Canadian waters was relatively
small and lay principally on the west coast. The main concern of the U.S. was over its fishing
interests off the coasts of Mexico. The U.S. had the impression that it was the only foreign
nation fishing close to the Canadian shore on the Pacific, but that there were certain historic
rights problems with France, Spain and Portugal, as well as the U.S., on the Canadian east
coast. France and Spain had made much of the importance to them of these fisheries and their
possible loss. Mr. MacLean explained the Canadian view was that the importance of this
fishery on the Canadian east coast was relatively insignificant, but that France and Spain might
be inclined to magnify its importance because of its indirect bearing on problems elsewhere.
Admittedly, Canadian statistics on foreign fishing were not too complete. It would be
necessary for Canada to get in touch at an early date with European states having fishing
interests close to its shores. That situation on the east coast whereby foreign trawlers were
allowed to fish up to the 3-mile limit but the larger Canadian trawlers were obliged to stay 12
miles out, gave rise to contention among Canadian fishermen, and the U.S. recognized this.
The U.S. expressed the view that agreements regarding fishing by vessels of the factory boat
type could likely be made the subject of an agreement as far as the U.S. and European
countries were concerned. The U.S., likewise, was interested in conservation agreements.

(c) The U.S. suggested one reason it sought perpetual fishing rights in Canadian waters was
that, indirectly, this had a bearing on what would satisfy European fishermen and it had been
thought they would not settle for anything less. The Canadians emphasized that we could not
agree to perpetual rights, and explained there would be a major political problem in Canada if,
having worked towards a ‘6-plus-6’ general rule and achieved it, we failed to curtail them. A
tapering off period had been suggested as a possible answer, and a 5 year term had been
mentioned in discussions in London and Washington during the past summer. This had later
been withdrawn by Canada. The U.S. pointed out that Europe had the reverse problem with its
own people. Although those having rights were reluctant to lose them, other arrangements
than those involving a perpetual guarantee might possibly be made to work. All concerned
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would have to make concessions. Perhaps the time limit formula might be connected with
obsolescence of fishing vessels. It would be desirable to have Canadian and U.S. experts
get together at an early date on the possible details of an understanding, particularly in the
fishing field.

(d) The U.S. expressed the view that, although there had been problems between Canada and
the U.S. for many years and the period for negotiation was short, if a great effort were made
something likely could be done in time to help solve the present problem. Mr. Green suggested
that while the fishing factors were being considered, possibly a number of other outstanding
Canada - U.S. waters problems might come up for consideration, e.g. Hecate Strait and Dixon
Entrance, U.S. treaty rights in respect of the Convention of 1818, the Gulf of St. Lawrence,
waters of the Arctic Archipelago, and Hudson’s Bay and Strait. Although one U.S. view was
that the urgency would not permit such other matters to be brought in, Mr. Murphy explained
that the U.S. was willing to discuss all such matters, but that because of the time element, there
would likely be a question of priority.

(e) U.S. and Canadian officials exchanged information on the likely position of Ghana at the
1960 Conference. Mr. Bing, the Attorney General, had spoken to officials of both countries. On
the Canadian side there was some reason to believe that Ghana would support the Canadian
formula. The U.S. view was that Ghana’s first choice would likely be the 12-mile territorial
sea. Both sides had indications of a Ghana approach regarding a high seas corridor in
international straits. This was apparently being considered by Ghana as a possible fall-back
formula which could make the 12-mile territorial sea more palatable.

(f) Mr. Herrington gave a resumé of the U.S. assessment on the prospects of the 1960
Conference. There were 22 states that could be regarded as the hard core of the extremist
countries on the territorial sea which would vote against any solution other than one
recognizing a 12-mile territorial sea. These were 9 Soviet states, 9 Arab states, and Panama,
Indonesia, Yugoslavia and Mexico. Probably Chile, Ecuador and Peru would also be in this
group, making a total of 25. About 27 or 29 states could veto proposals not recognizing the 12-
mile territorial sea. There was a hard core of countries which would take their positions at the
next Conference because of fisheries interests. There were 5 countries for whom the Canadian
formula would be better than the U.K. formula — Peru, Iceland, Ecuador, Norway and Canada.
If Canada switched positions, Norway and Ecuador might follow. For 14 countries the U.K.
formula would be better than the Canadian formula. These were the U.S., U.K., 9 western
European countries, Pakistan, Israel and Cuba. If the U.S. switched, 8, or possibly more, would
follow, leaving about 6 in the opposition. Regional considerations governed the voting of
another bloc, e.g. Austria, Switzerland, San Marino, Monaco and Luxembourg. If the major
western European countries were solid in their position, these countries would support them. In
a split probably 2 or 3 could be won over to the Canadian - U.S. position. This made a total of
28 hard core states hostile to the U.K. revision of the U.S. formula, of which about 6 could be
won over. About 42 states were opposed to the Canadian formula, of which perhaps 13 could
be won over. Mr. Cadieux indicated the Canadian assessment generally corresponded with that
of the U.S. However, the Canadian view was that the chances for success were improved if the
U.S. and U.K. swung over to Canada as opposed to having Canada move to support them.

(g) Canada suggested that Iceland presented a somewhat difficult and unique problem. It had
come to occupy a rather special place in the international community in that it was considered
by some to be an example of a small country that was at a considerable disadvantage in a
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disagreement with a more powerful country. Iceland’s demands might set one of the limits
beyond which we could not go in developing a general formula. The U.S. view was that
Iceland might support any formula that gave it as much as or more than it now claimed, but the
indications were it considered itself to be a special case that was deserving of the general
treatment accorded to other states plus something on top of that.

(h) Regarding the giving out of information on the discussions between Canada and the U.S.,
Mr. Murphy said the U.S. was not averse to people knowing about them, but was not inclined
to volunteer information. If questions were asked, perhaps the line could be taken that it was
just a matter of following the normal practice for countries to hold discussions before such a
Conference. In the U.S. the fishing industry was approved from time to time on such matters
and the advisory committee of the industry had been inclined to keep the information it had
received confidential. It seemed better to have discussions with the industry in fairly general
terms rather than to risk the chance of getting bogged down in too much detail. Mr. Green
indicated he thought the Government would want to have some consultation with the
fishermen, but this was a personal observation. There might possibly be difficulties with some
of the fishermen’s unions on the west coast.

The Secretary of State for External Affairs put forward the following summary of
conclusions reached at the meeting, and it was concurred in by Mr. Murphy:

(1) Canada and the U.S. would enter into bilateral discussions in November, 1959. These
discussions would be designed to achieve a bilateral agreement on a tapering off period for the
exercise of traditional fishing rights. The entering into such agreement would be conditional on
the straight (unqualified) ‘6-plus-6’ formula being adopted by the Conference.

(2) The U.S. would attempt to gain the support of the European countries on November 16th
for a straight ‘6-plus-6’ formula to be supplemented by bilateral agreements — conditional on
the straight ‘6-plus-6’ formula being approved by the Conference.

(3) Canada would approach Norway, Denmark, Ireland, and possibly Iceland, in order to
determine whether they would accept this plan.

(4) On a broad basis an informal network of undertakings would be established — all
conditional on the straight ‘6-plus-6° position being adopted at the 1960 Conference.

M.W. CUNNINGHAM,
Secretary

57. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], October 24, 1959

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
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The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),

The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean)

The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),

The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),

The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),

The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),

The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche),

The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Walker),

The Associate Minister of National Defence (Mr. Sévigny).

The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin), (Dr. Hodgson).

LAW OF THE SEA, TERRITORIAL WATERS

36. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that the U.S. Under-Secretary of State had
stated that the United States was now willing to support the Canadian proposal that waters
within six miles of a country’s seacoast be recognized as territorial waters, and that fishing
rights be recognized in waters over six but less than twelve miles from a country’s seacoast.
Doubtless, the U.S. authorities felt that, unless this proposal were supported, the nations might
decide to establish a twelve-mile territorial limit. They had expressed a desire to negotiate a
bilateral treaty with Canada on fishing rights in territorial waters. The Minister believed it
would prove possible to settle outstanding differences with the U.S. government fairly quickly.

37. The Cabinet noted the statement of the Secretary of State for External Affairs that the
U.S. authorities were prepared to support the Canadian proposal that the breadth of a country’s
territorial sea be six miles, and that a country have exclusive fishing rights for an additional
six miles.

JEAN FOURNIER,
Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet

58. DEA/9456-RW-4-40
Résumé des discussions sur le droit de la mer

Summary of Discussions on Law of the Sea

SECRET [Ottawa], October 27, 1959

Present:
Mr. R.G. Robertson, Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources
Mr. S.V. Ozere, Department of Fisheries
Mr. M.C. Cadieux, Department of External Affairs
Mr. J.S. Nutt, Department of External Affairs
Mr. J.E.G. Hardy, Department of External Affairs
Mr. A.E. Gotlieb, Department of External Affairs
Mr. M.W. Cunningham, Privy Council Office
Lieutenant Commander E. Jones, Department of National Defence
Mr. Arthur L. Richards, State Department
Mr. W. Herrington, State Department
Mr. Raymond Yingling, State Department
Mr. H. Eisham, State Department

The following are the main headings of the discussions:

(I)  Time of the forthcoming meeting to work out agreement on a tapering-off period for
the exercise of traditional fishing rights.
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(1) Place of meeting.
(1) Composition of delegations attending the meeting.

(V) Consideration of summary of the conclusions reached at the meeting with Mr.
Murphy on the morning of October 23.

(V) Tactics to be followed between now and the Conference.
(VI) Comments on the United States assessment on the prospects of the 1960 Conference.

I. Time of Meeting

No agreement could be reached on the time of the meeting, but it was tentatively agreed that
United States officials would make every effort to be available during the second week in
November. The most likely dates for the discussions would be November 12 and 13. While
Canadian officials were prepared to begin bilateral discussions at any time, United States
fisheries officials were engaged in a series of meetings between now and the middle of
November and were departing for London on November 16 to discuss the law of the sea with
Western European countries. It was agreed that the United States would inform us when they
would be able to arrange for the talks.

II. Place of Meeting
It was agreed that the place of the forthcoming meeting should be Washington.

L. Composition of the Delegation to the Meeting

The United States officials thought that the emphasis in the discussions would be on
obtaining agreement on traditional fishing rights and that because of the urgency of obtaining
agreement on this matter there would be little time to deal with other related bilateral questions
with the possible exception of those which were directly related to the fisheries problem, e.g.
Hecate Strait and treaty rights. Consequently, the United States delegation would probably be
composed chiefly of persons interested in fisheries together with representatives of Defence
and the Interior, and with a ‘legal’ expert in attendance.

At this point, Mr. Herrington of the United States team suggested that Canadian authorities
might wish to give consideration before the meeting to the special question of the effects of a
12-mile exclusive fishing zone on halibut fishing around the Goose Island Banks in Hecate
Strait. One of the difficulties which the United States had to face was that Canada and United
States together had built up halibut stocks and that United States fishermen could feel that
Canadian fishermen, by the device of a 12-mile exclusive fishing zone, would be obtaining a
larger stock of halibut. Mr. Herrington wondered if it would be possible for Canada to make
some suggestions for dealing with this problem. Mr. Ozere pointed out that, in fact, Canadian
fishermen take more halibut within the 12-mile zone off Alaska than United States fishermen
take from the 12-mile zone off British Columbia. Mr. Ozere also mentioned that he would like
the United States authorities to consider, prior to the November meeting, the question of United
States trawler operations on the east coast. He reminded the United States officials that, by
statute, Canadian trawlers are forbidden to fish off Canada’s east coast; (in order to protect the
gear of Canadian fishermen). The fact that United States fishermen operated in this area was a
source of difficulty for Canada.

1V. Summary of Conclusions Reached at the Meeting with Mr. Murphy on October 23.
Canadian authorities distributed the following provisional summary of the conclusions
reached at this morning’s meeting, as put forward by the Minister during the meeting and
concurred in by Mr. Murphy.
(1) Canada and the United States will enter into bilateral discussions in November 1959,
These discussions will be designed to achieve a bilateral agreement on a tapering-off period for
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the exercise of traditional fishing rights. The entering into such an agreement would be condi-
tional on the straight (unqualified) ‘6-plus-6’ formula being adopted by the Conference;

(2) the United States will attempt to gain the support of the European countries on November
16 for a straight ‘6—plus-6’ formula to be supplemented by bilateral agreements — conditional
on the straight ‘6-plus-6’ formula being approved by the Conference;

(3) Canada will approach Norway, Denmark, Ireland and possibly Iceland in order to
determine whether they would accept this plan;

(4) on a broad basis an informal net work of undertakings would be established — all con-
ditional on the straight ‘6-plus-6’ position being adopted at the 1960 Conference.

Mr. Arthur L. Richards, who was leading the United States group at this meeting, expressed
his concurrence in this summary. Mr. Herrington, Special Assistant for Fisheries, indicated that
he had reservations but Mr. Richards did not agree to his expressing them on the grounds that
the summary was in his view, concurred in by Mr. Murphy in this form. Mr. Richards informed
us that he would submit a copy of the above summary to Mr. Murphy for confirmation.

V. Tactics

Mr. Cadieux pointed out that assuming that agreement is reached between Canada and the
United States on a common formula, an important question of tactics would arise. In essence,
the problem was, should our tactics now be to create a new “Western” position or would it be
preferable to allow the present position of the United States to appear to stand until the
Conference itself at which time the United States would come to the Canadian position. The
advantage in the second alternative was that the Canadian formula would retain its character as
a “compromise” formula. Another measure which might help to improve the chances of
success of the Second Conference would be the withdrawal of United Kingdom patrol vessels
from the 3-to-12 mile zone. Mr. Herrington pointed out that United Kingdom patrol operations
in the Icelandic zone in March or April 1960 could, indeed, create a problem for the western
position in that March or April is the active fishing season in these waters and the likelihood of
incidents would be increased.

Mr. Cadieux mentioned that the problem was really in the nature of dilemma. If it was
necessary to influence the position of certain countries at the next Conference and to change
their votes, it would be necessary to convince them that our position was the best one. On the
other hand, if we were to campaign now for an agreed “western” position, the result might be
that there might be what could be regarded on an agreed “NATO” position; a fact which could
stimulate further “compromises” on the part of the so-called “neutralist” countries.

Mr. Yingling mentioned that, if the creation of an agreed western position before the
Conference was to be avoided, there must be secrecy about the fact that a common position had
been reached, but it would be difficult to maintain secrecy about this fact other than on a purely
temporary basis. As there would be only a very narrow margin for agreement on the Canadian
formula at the next Conference — S or 6 countries could affect the outcome of the Conference
— it would be important to ensure that countries made up their mind in advance. Unlike at the
First Conference, many countries had given a great deal of thought to the questions of the
breadth of the territorial sea and fishing zones and would be likely to come to the Conference
with a set position. The time for changing their position was before the Conference itself.

Mr. Cadieux summarized the problems facing us as follows: (a) to obtain the support of the
NATO countries for the unqualified ‘6-plus-6’ formula; (b) to attract a number (at least 6 or 7)
of countries with territorial-sea limits beyond 6 miles to the straight ‘6-plus-6’ position; and (c)
to obtain the support of the large bloc of “neutral” countries (African-Asian and Latin-
American) for the unqualified ‘6-plus-6’ position.
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Mr. Yingling mentioned that the United States had no desire to appear to take the initiative;
in so far as they were concerned, they would let Canada “carry the ball.” Discussions with
other countries must begin very soon; in effect, countries must be urged to be flexible about the
fall-back position which they would be willing to accept at the Conference. A large number of
“neutral” and “extremist” countries would be likely, first of all, to put forward extreme
solutions, at the Conference, more or less because they were obliged to do so for domestic
reasons. When these extreme solutions fail, they would then have to consider fall-back
positions. We must persuade these countries that the ‘6-plus-6’ is the best fall-back position.

In conclusion it was agreed that communications between Washington and Ottawa on this
subject should be made simultaneously, i.e., in both capitals at the same time.

NOTE

During the course of the afternoon meeting, Mr. Herrington, at Mr. Cadieux’s request, gave
a resumé of the assessment on the prospects of the 1960 Conference which he gave at the
morning meeting. He pointed out that there were 22 states which could be regarded as the hard-
core of the extremist countries on the territorial sea which would vote against any solution
other than one recognizing a 12-mile territorial sea. These consisted of 9 Soviet states, 9 Arab
states and 4 others — Panama, Indonesia, Yugoslavia and Mexico. In addition, Chile, Ecuador
and Peru would probably have to be counted among this group making about 25 in all. It could
be expected that about 27 or 29 states (depending on the number of states attending the
Conference and the number of abstentions) could veto any proposal at the next Conference
which did not recognize the 12-mile territorial-sea limit.

There was also a hard-core of countries which would take their positions at the next
Conference because of fisheries interests. There would be 5 countries for whom the Canadian
formula would be better than the United Kingdom formula — Peru, Iceland, Ecuador, Norway
and Canada. Of these, if Canada switched positions, Norway and Ecuador might do so as well.
There were 14 countries for which the United Kingdom formula would be better than the
Canadian formula. It included the United States, United Kingdom, 9 Western European
countries, Pakistan, Israel and Cuba. If the United States swings to the Canadian position, § or
possibly more of these would follow the Canadian position, leaving about 6 countries in the
hard-core of opposition.

There was a third category of states whose vote would be affected principally by regional
considerations. This group included Austria, Switzerland, San Marino, Monaco and
Luxembourg. If the major Western European countries were solid in their position these
countries would go along with them. In the event of a split, it could be expected that about two
of these smaller countries could be won over to the Canadian-United States position.

If these categories are added together, there are a hard-core of about 28 states which are
hostile to the United Kingdom revision of the United States formula. Of these about 6 could be
won over. Against the Canadian formula there were about 42 states opposed; of these perhaps
about 13 votes could probably be swung over.

Mr. Cadieux mentioned that the Canadian formula would seem more likely to appeal to the
large number of countries not counted in the ‘extremist’ group, i.e., the African-Asian and
Latin-American countries. It was clear that these “neutral” countries would have to vote solidly
for the winning formula, if the veto-power of the “extremist” states was to be avoided.
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59. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

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. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], November 20, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA
I am attaching three messages concerning the London talks which have just been completed:
(a) Telegram No. 4192 of November 20 from Mr. Drew in Londont
(b) Telegram No. 2906 of November 19 from Washingtont
(c) A letter from Earmnscliffe briefly summarizing the talks. ¥

As you will note from Mr. Drew’s message the Western European countries unanimously
rejected the “Ottawa plan.” It appears also that, in the light of this development, the United
States is changing its position and now favours a 6-plus-6 formula together with a period of
adjustment for a given number of years; this “tapering-off period” would be written in the rule
of law itself. This is a suggestion which is similar, in principle, to our own June formula. It
appears, however, that the number of years which the Europeans have in mind is 25. Thus it
would appear that a number of the European countries might be willing to accept in principle a
tapering-off of “traditional” fishing rights provided that such recognition is written into the rule
of law itself. This might not be an unauspicious beginning for bringing them around to
accepting a shorter “tapering-off period” which would be adopted by countries on a bilateral
basis.

As you will note from the attached telegram from Washington, the State Department has
suggested a postponement of the Washington talks on a “tapering-off period” which, as you
know, were to begin on Tuesday next. They have also suggested that Mr. Dean visit Ottawa
next week for “high-level discussions,” if this would be agreeable to Canada (it seems,
however, that this latter suggestion has not been put forward on a formal basis).

Would you be willing to see Mr. Dean, if he wishes to come here for discussions some time
during the course of next week?”

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes on Friday afternoon. We should now tell Norway & the others the position H.C. G[reen]
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60. DEA/9456-RW-4-40

Note du chef du Comité interministériel sur les eaux territoriales
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur les eaux territoriales

Memorandum from Chairman, Interdepartmental Committee on Territorial Waters,
to Cabinet Committee on Territorial Waters

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], December 3, 1959

LAW OF THE SEA: CANADIAN TACTICS

L. United States Approach

1. As members of the Cabinet Committee on Territorial Waters are aware, the United States
are now supporting a 6-plus-6 formula incorporating a phasing-out period in the rule of law.
Unless the United States should once again change their approach, it seems that their strategy
is to attempt to obtain the support of the Western European group as a whole for this approach
(they expect to have the reaction of the United Kingdom Government this week and of other
Western European governments sometime later this month); then to work out what length of
time would be the maximum period which would be acceptable to other countries and to the
Conference as a whole. It seems that a major part of their tactics is also to attempt to obtain
Canadian support for the idea of a phasing-out period, presumably because they recognize that
the support of other countries for this formula — such as Norway and India — may be related
to our own willingness to go along with it. The adoption by the Conference of a phasing-out
formula would seem to fit in well with the United States’ own fishing interests. While it is true
that Canada stands willing to negotiate a tapering-off period bilaterally with the United States,
they may not be in as good a position to negotiate with Mexico, Ecuador, Peru and any other
countries within whose 6-to-12 mile zones they now fish. Since Mr. Dean has now been
acquainted with our intention to hold firm in support of the unqualified 6-plus-6 formula, it is
probable that the United States will be reviewing the situation over the next few weeks on
the basis of the reaction they receive from the Western European nations and in the light of
our position.

II. Canadian Approach

2. Since the Canadian plan is to allow phasing-out periods bilaterally, it seems clear the
difference between the United States and Canadian positions is less one of substance than of
procedure, i.e., concerning the most appropriate manner for obtaining a Conference agreement
on the 6-plus-6 formula. In the Canadian assessment, “compulsory phasing-out,” i.e., phasing-
out written into the rule of law itself, seems likely to be opposed by Iceland and therefore
unable to command two-thirds majority support at the Conference. Accordingly, our best
strategy would be to attempt to strengthen as much as possible support for the unqualified 6-
plus-6 formula and to continue to emphasize the desirability of the bilateral or multilateral
approach (outside the rule of law) among countries with particular difficulties. To date,
Canadian missions in 36 countries have been asked to seek the support of the country to which
they are accredited for the Canadian proposal and to present aide mémoires towards this end. In
addition, aide mémoires are being presented to representatives of 16 countries to which we are
not accredited (through our missions in London, Washington and Paris). The Canadian
pamphlet on the law of the sea is now in the printing stage, and it is expected that the English-
language version will be in the hands of missions in approximately two weeks’ time. It is
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intended, in the first instance, that the pamphlet will be given limited distribution in the
countries in which the aide mémoires are being presented, and, on an information basis, in
countries not being approached; in the second stage, which it is expected will take place in
January, the pamphlet will be given a wider distribution abroad and in Canada as well.

III. Obtaining Support of Western European States

3. The possibility of gaining Conference support for the unqualified 6-plus-6 formula at
the Second Conference depends largely on preventing the extremists from wielding a veto
power. If the Soviet bloc and the Arab group and a few other states with more extreme
positions, e.g., Indonesia, Ecuador, Chile and Peru, vote against the Canadian proposal, they
will come close to constituting a “blocking third” at the Conference. In the event that several of
the Western European countries should also be added to this group, the unqualified 6-plus-6
formula will not be able to succeed. A number of Western European countries are now being
approached by our missions; it is possible that some, e.g., West Germany, Denmark and
Holland, might ultimately come round to accepting the Canadian formula as a fall-back
position at the Conference.

4. In the likely event that a number of the Western European countries remain unwilling to
support the unqualified 6-plus-6 formula, the Cabinet Committee might wish to consider the
desirability of the Canadian Delegation being authorized, either at the Conference itself or
immediately before, to make known to those countries which fish in our 6-to-12 mile zone
(France, Spain and Portugal) and are unwilling to support our formula, that Canada is willing to
allow a brief phasing-out period, on a bilateral basis, for their fishing operations.

5. If this is acceptable to Canada, it could be done in two forms:

(a) by suggesting a formula similar to that put forward by the Canadian authorities in London
in June, 1959, but on a bilateral or multilateral basis only, i.e., a short period of time could be
allowed — perhaps three years instead of five — before the exclusive 12-mile fishing zone
takes effect. During this period, countries could negotiate bilateral agreements which might
involve a further period for tapering-off.

(b) a straight tapering-off period could be offered which provides for the complete extinction
of these rights after a given length of time. This alternative would presumably be more
acceptable to fishing countries if the tapering-off period were slightly longer, i.e., five or seven
years. If, in addition, other coastal states could be persuaded to adopt a similar approach, e.g.,
Norway and Ireland, this might help to encourage those Western European states which might
be thinking in terms of the failure of the Conference to support the Canadian proposal as a final
alternative.

6. While the suggestion for bilateral agreements could, of course, be made to countries such
as France, Spain and Portugal at an earlier date, it is possible that these countries might not be
willing to give serious consideration to a short, bilaterally-implemented, phasing-out period
virtually until the Conference is under way, when the choices facing the countries may be more
clearly apparent. As Ministers will recall, at the London meeting on November 16, these
countries, and other European countries as well, unanimously rejected the Ottawa Plan which
called for the negotiation of bilateral agreements prior to the Conference. Two principal
reasons were the absence of adequate time between now and the Conference for the negotiation
of networks of bilateral agreements, and the political difficulties involved for the Western
European states in agreeing to the extinction of these rights prior to the Conference, and to the
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rejection of an “historic fishing rights” formula. Furthermore, as long as the United States
rejects the bilateral approach and works for the adoption of a general phasing-out period at the
Conference, it seems unlikely that the Western European countries will give any more serious
consideration to a suggestion for bilateral agreements than the United States itself.

IV. Possible Developments at the Conference

7. It is possible that at the Conference itself, or somewhat prior to it, the United States and
Western European countries might find that a short period of time (e.g. five years) is the
maximum phasing-out period which the Conference may be expected to approve. In the event
that a brief period of this nature is agreed upon by the United States, United Kingdom and
Western European nations, and if it appears that (and this seems unlikely) it will be accepted
by Iceland, such a formula might prove acceptable to two-thirds of the countries attending the
Conference. Under such circumstances, and in view of Canada’s willingness to agree to
phasing-out bilaterally, it would be clear that the formula might be a satisfactory alternative to
our own formula and would merit serious Canadian consideration. However, these
developments are not likely to take shape much before the Conference itself, and may occur
only if and when the Western European nations become convinced that a Conference
agreement can be obtained only if a short period of time is provided for, and only if such a
period is acceptable to coastal states such as Iceland and Norway. Recent reports from Oslo
and London seem to suggest that Norway may be prepared to agree, at the Conference, to a
short phasing-out period — probably in circumstances where it is clear that the straight 6-plus-
6 will not succeed. The Canadian Ambassador in Oslo is being asked to clarify the Norwegian
position and to report on their views as to the possibility of Iceland going along at the
Conference with an article providing for a compulsory phasing-out period of, say, five years.

V. Recommendations

8. It is accordingly recommended that Canada pursue the campaign on behalf of the Canadian
formula as previously charted and, in addition, hold in reserve, for the time being, the
suggestion that phasing-out periods be suggested by Canada to the countries concerned at the
outset of the Conference itself. If this latter approach commends itself, it is also recommended
that Canadian representatives should, at some appropriate time, as we come closer to the
Conference, determine, in strict confidence, whether Norway, and perhaps other countries as
well, such as Ireland, would be willing to consider an approach of this sort at the Conference, if
other countries concerned are prepared to do so. (While it may not prove possible to succeed in
keeping such discussions confidential, it would nevertheless seem that this risk might be
Jjustified in order to ensure that other coastal states concerned give consideration, in advance of
the Conference, to such a plan.) However, should it develop, at the Conference itself, that a 6-
plus-6 formula recognizing a short phasing-out period (e.g., five years) seems likely to be able
to win (for this Icelandic and Norwegian support will be necessary), it would then appear to
merit careful consideration by Canada.

H.C. GREEN
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2° PARTIE/PART 2

ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALE DE DEVELOPPEMENT
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

61. PCO

Note du ministre des Finances
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of Finance
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 278-59 [Ottawa], September 14, 1959
CONFIDENTIAL

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
PROPOSED CANADIAN POSITION
The establishment of an International Development Association, (I.D.A.), as an affiliate of

the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, has been proposed by the United
States and will be discussed at the following meetings:

(a) The meeting of the Commonwealth Economic Consultative Council in London on
September 22-23;

(b) The annual meeting of the Governors of the International Bank in Washington from
September 28 to October 2.

2. On July 10 Cabinet gave preliminary consideration to a memorandum on this subject dated
July 7 (copy attached).} At that time the decision was as follows:
“The Cabinet agreed that Canada would be represented at a meeting of Commonwealth
officials in London, in July, to consider the proposal for an Intermational Development
Association; the Canadian officials attending to ascertain the views of other Commonwealth
countries on the proposal but to make no commitments on the part of the Canadian
government.”

3. Since that time the following developments have occurred.

Meeting of Commonwealth Officials in London

4. At the meeting in London in July Canadian officials gained the strong impression that,
following the lead of the United Kingdom, most Commonwealth Governments would be
prepared to give conditional support to the U.S. proposals. It was agreed that these proposals
were far from complete especially in regard to the nature of the operations (as opposed to the
constitutional arrangements) of the proposed Association. Nevertheless most Commonwealth
representatives indicated a sympathetic approach. The Canadian and Australian representatives
were in the position of resisting proposals of other representatives for a report which, by
making positive recommendations on many particular points, would have seemed, by
implication, to accept the U.S. proposal as a whole and might have impaired the negotiating
flexibility of Canada and other individual Commonwealth countries.
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5. The same group of Commonwealth officials reviewed proposals for a Commonwealth
financial institution. On this subject the final paragraph of their report read as follows:

“The Group were agreed that, having regard to the recent augmentation of the resources of
the International Bank, the Commonwealth Development Finance Company, and
the Colonial Development Corporation, and the proposed establishment of an International
Development Association, the less developed Commonwealth countries might reasonably
count on an increased flow of capital for development from these sources. In regard to the
proposal for a new Commonwealth financial institution, different representatives naturally
attached different weights to the considerations advanced. There was a strong
preponderance of view that the creation of such an institution is unlikely to increase the
amount of finance available to Commonwealth countries for development, and that in
present circumstances the Commonwealth should not proceed with it.”

6. The “strong preponderance of view” was made up as follows. The following represent-
tatives were definitely against establishment of a Commonwealth financial institution: United
Kingdom, Colonies, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, Rhodesia-Nyasaland. The follow-
ing were against it, at any rate pending experience with the .D.A.: India, Pakistan and Ceylon.
The following was definitely in favour: Malaya. The position of Ghana was not quite as
positive as that of Malaya but rather more so than India, Pakistan and Ceylon.

Visit of Canadian Officials to Washington

7. The Canadian officials who attended the meetings in London subsequently went to
Washington in response to the U.S. invitation for informal bilateral talks on the subject of
I.D.A. They had discussions both in the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (which according to the U.S. proposal would manage the I.D.A.) and also in the
U.S. Treasury.

8. In all their discussions our officials emphasized that the Canadian Government had not yet
formed a view on the U.S. proposal.

9. Secretary Anderson of the U.S. Treasury spent some three-quarters of an hour expounding
to our officials his very strong support of the .D.A. proposal. It is clear that he takes a deep
personal interest in it. He warned that, if something like I.D.A. is not established under the
Bank’s management, it will become impossible to resist pressures to set up SUNFED under
U.N. auspices and that the USSR will use SUNFED as a propaganda machine. He urged
international coordination of non-Communist aid operations. An important purpose of L.D.A.
is to enlist European contributions; if European countries do not play their proper part in the
provision of aid, the U.S. could not continue. Secretary Anderson went on to emphasize that, in
his view, I.D.A. should receive contributions which might not be fully usable. “Counterpart
funds,” generated in connection with U.S. surplus disposal operations, should also be
contributed to I.D.A.; political pressures in U.S.A. were such that, despite the best efforts of the
Administration, agricultural surpluses would continue to accumulate and these “could not be
thrown into the ocean.” Soft loans (“repayable” in local currency) were the answer, although he
could not see the end of the continuous accumulation of local blocked currencies. The
administration of local currency loans by the U.S. Government has not been too satisfactory to
Congress; he hoped that his friend Eugene Black, President of the International Bank, would be
more successful.

10. From this and other discussions in the Treasury our officials gained the impression that, as
far as that branch of the U.S. Government is concerned, the main preoccupations are with the
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following Congressional attitudes: concern over competition between U.S.A. and the USSR for
the support of underdeveloped countries; dissatisfaction with the amount of aid provided by
other Western countries, particularly Germany; and a desire to accelerate disposal of farm
surpluses in a manner which appears to avoid gifts. Our officials did not call on State
Department. However in discussions in the International Bank they found a much greater
preoccupation with the positive economic values to be obtained from the accelerated economic
development which I.D.A. might permit. Bank officials have given a good deal of thought to
the ways in which .D.A. funds may usefully supplement International Bank loans and also to
the difficulties and dangers involved in massive accumulations of local currencies — whether
from the initial contributions of some member countries, or from repayment of “soft loans,” or
from contributions of counterpart funds by the U.S.A. and possibly other countries.

11. While in the Treasury our officials confirmed that Germany, like the U.K., was taking a
positive position in support of I.D.A., probably with some qualifications or reservations (which
are not known). There are indications that France may be taking a similar position.

Communication from the International Bank

12. As Canadian Governor of the International Bank I have received a communication from
the President, Mr. Black, dated August 3, forwarding, with general approval but without
specific commitments, a communication which he has received from Secretary Anderson. This
communication includes a new outline of the U.S. proposal which is, however, in all material
respects the same as the earlier outline received last May (and attached to my memorandum to
Cabinet of July 7).

13. Secretary Anderson’s communication states that, at the meeting of the International Bank
later this month, he intends to invite the Governors to approve a resolution requesting the
Executive Directors “to study carefully the question of establishing an International
Development Association and, if feasible, to formulate articles of agreement for appropriate
submission to the member governments.” He further expresses the hope that the matter can be
acted on by member governments early in 1960 allowing for action by the United States
Congress during its 1960 Session.

Meeting of Commonwealth Ministers in London

14. Commonwealth Ministers are to meet in London on September 22-23. This will constitute
the first meeting, at the ministerial level, of the “Commonwealth Economic Consultative
Council.” The Agenda is to include discussion of the proposed International Development
Association, and also of the report by Commonwealth officials on the proposal for a
Commonwealth financial institution.

Conclusions

15. Guidance is accordingly required regarding the Canadian position. I would propose that
Cabinet should now accept the recommendations put forward in paragraph 22 of my
memorandum of July 7 reading as follows:

“While the form of aid involved in the U.S. proposals for IDA does not conform closely to
the pattern which Canadian aid has, for good reasons, followed in the past, the Canadian
Government would nevertheless be willing, subject to Parliamentary approval, to agree to
participate in arrangements along the lines proposed, provided that:

(1) an appropriate degree of support is forthcoming from the United States and also from
other “creditor” countries including the United Kingdom and Germany;
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(ii) the “underdeveloped” countries of the Commonwealth indicate that they would, in all
the circumstances, give priority at this time to the establishment of IDA as a channel
through which to receive aid;

(iii) the detailed arrangements for IDA provide for efficient administration and effective use
of the funds for purposes of economic development;

(iv) an initial subscription by Canada to IDA should not be taken to imply any commitment
to contribute to subsequent replenishments.”

[DONALD FLEMING]

62. DEA/11423-J-40

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

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

TELEGRAM EA-1205 Ottawa, November 6, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris (Information).
By Bag Oslo, Stockholm, Copenhagen, Delhi, Karachi, Colombo, Kuala Lumpur, Canberra,
Wellington, Djakarta, Tokyo, Brussels, Hague.

SECOND COMMITTEE — ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF UNDER-DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

1. We have been considering the Canadian position in the Second Committee debates on
development of underdeveloped countries in the light of your reports on trends at the General
Assembly. The following paragraphs are intended to supplement the guidance you already have
in the commentary on this subject:

(a) We recognize that multilateral programmes have an important part to play in aid to
underdeveloped countries and that there is a need on the part of those countries for much
greater amounts of capital than are now available. We are therefore participating in the
discussions on a new multilateral capital assistance institution — the IDA.

(b) The major contributors of capital are still not prepared to participate in SUNFED, which
therefore has little or no chance of acceptance, but they are supporting the proposed IDA.

(c) We feel it is desirable to reserve judgment for perhaps several years on other forms of
multilateral capital aid until we have had sufficient experience of the new machinery of IDA to
judge its effectiveness.

(d) An IDA substantially different from the present proposals would not be likely to secure
the support of the major contributors.

(e) While we would be compelled to vote in the General Assembly against proposals to set up
a SUNFED type of institution* or against proposals to alter IDA into something which would

“ Approuvé par le Cabinet le 17 septembre 1959./Approved by Cabinet on September 17, 1959.

“ Voir volume 24, chapitre premier, premiére partie, subdivision E./See Volume 24, Chapter I, Part 1, Sub-
section E.
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not get the required support, we would like to avoid as far as possible the necessity of casting
such negative votes.

2. We have taken as a starting point the Yugoslav draft resolution on a United Nations capital
development fund contained in your telegram 1465 October 21.1 Despite our sympathy with
the desire of underdeveloped countries to obtain greater amounts of capital, we cannot con-
template contributing to any such fund at the present time. We would hope that the Yugoslavs
and others with similar ideas can be discouraged from putting forward such a resolution. It
would be unfortunate if a resolution on these lines comes to a vote and we are compelled to line
up with other Western countries against a group of underdeveloped countries who may be
supported by the USSR for tactical reasons. Every effort should therefore be made to head off
this eventuality by discussion behind the scenes.

3. The Yugoslav draft proposes that members allocate a part of current expenditures on
armaments to development through the UN without waiting for world wide internationally con-
trolled disarmament. Although there are hopeful aspects to the current disarmament discus-
sions, we do not think any country is in a position now to anticipate a reduction in defence
expenditures which could be reallocated to international development.

4. The main argument we think should be used in attempts to dissuade prospective sponsors
of a resolution on a SUNFED type of institution runs as follows: discussions are now under
way in the IBRD on the setting up of an International Development Association and this
association will, if it comes into being, provide a source of additional capital for underdeve-
loped countries. Canada has always viewed with sympathy the need for capital assistance to
underdeveloped countries and we are participating in the discussions regarding establishment
of the IDA because it could make a substantial contribution to that need. The proposed IDA
offers promise of being an effective organization for economic development and, most
important, one which will have the support of the major potential donors. The major donors
have not been prepared to participate in a UN capital development fund of the SUNFED type in
the past and are evidently not prepared to do so now but they are apparently willing to
contribute to an IDA which will assist in meeting the capital requirements of the underdeve-
loped countries. Incidentally it will have several times the total resources proposed earlier for
SUNFED. As far as Canada is concerned, we feel we must reserve our position on any other
new capital assistance organization until there has been sufficient experience with the operation
of IDA to judge its effectiveness and determine whether any additional machinery is needed.
We believe those who, like ourselves, are concerned to maximize the amount of assistance
being made available in an effective and efficient manner to underdeveloped countries should
refrain from pressing at the current session of the General Assembly other schemes which have
little or no chance of acceptance at the present time.

5. In the discussion at New York we think it would not be wise to get involved in a discussion
whether the IDA is a substitute for SUNFED. In our view it is better to confine ourselves to
stressing the fact that IDA could provide substantial additional capital for underdeveloped
countries.

6. We think you might try to suggest to those delegations that are still enthusiastic about
SUNEFED that it would be unwise to do anything at the present stage which might prejudice the
chances of the IDA being established. You could emphasize in informal discussions that the
United States Government has made a major advance in taking the initiative for the IDA at a
time when the atmosphere in the United States (reflecting particularly their budgetary and
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general balance of payments difficulties) is not very propitious for additional aid to
underdeveloped countries.

7. We have been passing on to you information from Rasminsky’s reports about the
discussions on IDA by the IBRD Board of Directors and you will have some idea from them of
the way things are shaping. You will note that there was no significant support for the Swedish
proposal on broadening the membership of IDA. Whatever the merits of broadening the
membership of IDA there does not seem much chance of opening up the membership more
widely at this stage without jeopardizing the prospects for the IDA.

8. You will also have seen that the question of IDA’s relationship to the UN has been
discussed by the IBRD directors. While we understand and appreciate the interest of the
General Assembly in the operations of IDA, if the IDA is to have the relationship to the IBRD
that is presently envisaged it appears neither desirable nor practical to try to set up special
arrangements for liaison with the UN that go beyond the existing connections of the IBRD with
UN organs. Black has explained the present official and personal arrangements for liaison.
ECOSOC has the opportunity to review the work of IBRD and will have the same opportunity
for the IDA.

9. You have raised the question whether the Canadian Delegation might say in New York that
Canada’s representatives in the IBRD discussions will take into account the views expressed in
the General Assembly. The IBRD directors have made arrangements to be kept informed of the
discussions in the General Assembly. We do not think, however, that we can make a statement
implying that our representatives in particular will be influenced by the discussions at the
General Assembly. You should not, therefore, go beyond a general statement that we are sure
the Executive Directors of the IBRD will take note of what has been said in the UN debates. As
the commentary suggests we could accept a UN resolution which invites the IBRD to take
note of the views expressed in the General Assembly, but we could not accept a resolution
which would have the effect of influencing the development of IDA in the direction of a
SUNFED type of institution. We wish to maintain the position, however, that the IBRD is a
more appropriate place than the General Assembly for a detailed discussion of the structure
of the IDA.

10. We hope that this telegram with the instructions you already have will give you sufficient
material both for informal discussions with other delegations and for any statement that is
necessary in the debate on this subject. The delegation should of course play a useful part in the
Second Committee’s consideration of the economic development item. Canada has had a
significant role in the formulation of aid programmes in the past and we hope to exercise a
constructive influence in the current discussions. Since you will be arguing that SUNFED
should not be pressed at this time you should take every opportunity to stress our recognition of
the need of underdeveloped countries for economic assistance and our support for sound and
practical aid programmes. You should point out the very substantial contributions we have
always made to UN programmes, our support for the Special Fund and our more than propor-
tionate increase in subscriptions to the IBRD and IMF as well as our greatly expanded bilateral
programmes. Our prime objective is naturally to support a course of action that will produce
the maximum effective contribution to economic development. We should do all we can
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therefore to avoid prejudicing the chances for the one new agency that is likely to make
substantial additional resources available in an effective manner.”

3" PARTIE/PART 3

ACCORD GENERAL SUR LES TARIFS DOUANIERS ET LE COMMERCE
GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE

SECTION A

QUATORZIEME SESSION DES PARTIES CONTRACTANTES
FOURTEENTH SESSION OF THE CONTRACTING PARTIES

63. PCO

Note du secrétaire d’Etat par intérim des Affaires extérieures,
du ministre du Commerce, et du ministre des Finances
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs,
Minister of Trade and Commerce, and Minister of Finance
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 137-59 [Ottawa}, April 30, 1959
CONFIDENTIAL

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE CANADIAN DELEGATION
TO THE FOURTEENTH SESSION OF GATT

A. GENERAL COMMENTS AND REPRESENTATION

1. The Fourteenth Session will open on May 11 and will last approximately three weeks. This
Spring session marks a change in the administration of the GATT whereby two short sessions
of the Contracting Parties each year will take the place of a single annual session lasting longer.
The next session will be held in Tokyo at the end of October when a ministerial meeting will be
held. No plans have been made for a meeting of Ministers at the Fourteenth Session.

2. As in the past, the main task of the Contracting Parties will be to administer the General
Agreement and to seek solutions to problems which arise from its application. The Canadian
delegation should look for general guidance to the policy positions developed at the
Commonwealth Trade and Economic Conference last Fall** and to the instructions for previous
GATT Sessions and should participate in the forthcoming discussions with a view generally
to safeguarding Canada’s trade interests and maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of
the GATT.

* Voir le résumé du débat de I Assemblée générale sur I’ Association internationale de développement dans
Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 137 a2 139,
For a summary of the General Assembly discussion of the International Development Association, see
Yearbook of the United Nations 1959 (New York: United Nations, 1960), pp. 137-139.

* Voir volume 24, chapitre 3, 3° partie./See Volume 24, Chapter 3, Part 3.
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3. At this session a number of items will arise which are of particular concern to Canada.
Amongst the most important are the Canadian request for authority to renegotiate bound items
in the textile schedules and a number of issues involving discrimination and restrictions against
Canadian exports. The Montreal Commonwealth Conference set in motion new initiatives
towards the removal of trade restrictions and discrimination. At the IMF and IBRD meetings in
New Delhi proposals were adopted to provide for an increase in international liquidity and in
the resources available for economic development and thus to provide a more secure basis for
expanding world trade. At the end of last year the United Kingdom and other Western
European countries formally introduced external convertibility for their currencies, thus in the
Canadian view, removing the financial basis for discrimination in their import systems. This
will be the first GATT Session held in the new circumstances of external convertibility for the
major trading currencies and it is important that progress towards the removal of restrictions
and discrimination should be accelerated in the trade field. A position has been reached in
many countries where the restrictions against Canadian exports should disappear shortly or be
substantially reduced. There are, however, strong pressures in Europe, particularly as a result of
the formation of the European Common Market, for the maintenance of discriminatory
restrictions and for the setting up of new discriminatory quota arrangements, and efforts are
likely to be made by many countries to obtain GATT approval for such arrangements. Many of
the issues being considered at the GATT Session, such as the question of German import
restrictions, the balance of payments consultations; and the implementation of the Rome
Treaty, bear directly or indirectly on the question of discrimination and the manner in which
these issues are dealt with in the GATT could set important precedents for our future trade.

4, It is recommended:

That a Canadian Delegation should attend the Fourteenth Session; that Mr. M.
Schwarzmann, Department of Trade and Commerce, should be Chairman of the Canadian
Delegation; that the following officials should be included in the Delegation:

J.F. Grandy Department of Finance

M. G. Clark Department of Finance

W. Lavoie Department of Trade and Commerce

C.J. Dobson Department of Agriculture

JE. Hyndman  Department of External Affairs

W.F. Stone Permanent Mission to the European Office of the United Nations

and that an officer from the Department of National Revenue should be included in the
Delegation if required.”
B. AGENDA: QUESTIONS OF PARTICULAR INTEREST TO CANADA

(a) Expansion of International Trade

5. Atthe last GATT Session, in response to demands by the primary producing countries and

against the background of the Commonwealth Conference, the Contracting Parties decided to
initiate a programme for the expansion of trade under three broad headings:

(i) Projects for future reduction of tariff barriers, in the light of a U.S. proposal for a new
round of tariff negotiations to take place in 1960; '

“ Approuvé par le Cabinet le 7 mai 1959, sous réserve de I'inclusion d’un agent du ministere du Revenu
national dans la délégation du Canada.
Approved by Cabinet on May 7, 1959, subject to the inclusion of an officer from the Department of
National Revenue in the Canadian delegation.



122 UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

(i1) Reduction of agricultural protectionism;

(iii) The possibilities of encouraging the export trade of under-developed countries.

Three special committees were set up to implement this programme and each of them held
initial meetings in February and March. They are to submit their reports and recommendations
to the forthcoming Session of the GATT. Canada is a member of all three committees.

6. It is recommended that with reference to tariffs, the Canadian Delegation should be guided
by the decision of the Canadian Government to participate in a new round of multilateral tariff
negotiations as proposed by the U.S. The Canadian Delegation should also seek the most
appropriate methods for the examination and negotiation of the common tariff of the European
Common Market with a view to safeguarding the terms of access for Canadian exports to the
European community. As regards agriculture, the proposed consultation procedures should be
directed to the reduction of unnecessary agricultural protectionism and the limitation of
surplus disposals which impair normal commercial trade. On the problems affecting trade of
under-developed countries the Canadian delegation should consider sympathetically in concern
with other Contracting Parties the possibilities which exist to improve the trade prospects of
these countries.

(b) Consultations on Quantitative Import Restrictions

7. Consultations are scheduled at this Session on the restrictions being maintained for balance
of payments reasons by France, the United Kingdom, New Zealand and South Africa. These
consultations will be of particular importance in the new circumstances of external converti-
bility of major trading currencies in Europe.

8. In view of the importance of securing the freest access possible for Canadian exports,
Canadian representatives should participate actively in the balance of payments consultations
and should press for substantial and rapid progress in the removal of quantitative restrictions
where these no longer appear to be justifiable. Where restrictions are still applied in a discri-
minatory manner, the Canadian delegation should seek to have it clearly recognized that in the
new circumstances of external convertibility for all the major trading currencies discrimination
is no longer justified and should accordingly be speedily eliminated.

9. The Netherlands has recently advised the GATT that it has taken steps to eliminate all
import restrictions applied for balance of payments reasons. However, the Netherlands has
retained restrictions on a number of agricultural products and on a few basic materials. This
poses a problem for the Contracting Parties similar to those experienced with Germany. The
Canadian delegation should cooperate with other delegations in seeking the early removal of
these restrictions and should in no way agree to arrangements providing for the retention of
discrimination.

(c) German Import Restrictions

10. Germany has been maintaining import restrictions in contravention of GATT since 1957,
although no longer in balance of payments difficulties. This raises critical issues for other
Contracting Parties as it disturbs the balance of rights and obligations under the Agreement and
sets a dangerous precedent in international trade. No satisfactory solution has yet been offered
by Germany.

11. There are indications that for various political and economic reasons, the Germans are
anxious to achieve a settlement at the Fourteenth Session and they have shown a disposition to
move in the direction of meeting the concerns of GATT countries. The chances of achieving an
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acceptable settlement seem better than at any time in the past or perhaps than they are likely to
be in the future. The Germans are reported to be prepared to remove at an early date their
restrictions on most items other than agricultural and related products. However, Germany does
not seem to be prepared to reduce the general level of her extensive import restrictions on
major agricultural commodities, not to take real measures to remove the discrimination now in
effect in favour of other European countries.

12. The Canadian delegation should cooperate in working out a settlement of this important
issue providing for the early removal of most German restrictions. If necessary the delegation
should be prepared to agree to a waiver of short duration for a limited list of agricultural
products which would provide for increasing access to the German market and the removal of
discrimination. If it appears that a settlement cannot be reached on this basis a report should be
made and further instructions requested.

(d) The European Common Market

13. The issues raised by the establishment of the European Common Market continue to be
subject to detailed appraisal and examination by the Contracting Parties in the light of the terms
and objectives of the GATT. The GATT provides the only world-wide forum where concerted
pressure can be brought to bear on the Common Market with a view to influencing the
development of its commercial policies in an outward-looking and non-restrictive direction.

14. A number of important developments in the European Common Market have taken place
in recent months. The Common Market countries proceeded on January 1 of this year to the
first reduction of tariffs (most but not all of which were extended on a MFN basis) and
enlargement of quotas as among themselves. The six countries are now engaged in working out
the level of their common external tariff for a number of products of importance to Canada
such as aluminum, lumber, synthetic rubber and salt cod. The first long-term agricultural
contract pursuant to the provisions of the Rome Treaty was recently concluded between
France and Germany covering the delivery of French wheat and other grains to Germany over
the next three years. In addition, consultations took place with the Six during and since the
Thirteenth Session with respect to trade in certain commodities where the interests of certain
countries could be damaged by the arrangements for the association of the French and Belgian
overseas territories with the European Common Market. Canada participated in the
consultations on tobacco.

15. It is recommended that the Canadian delegation, in cooperation with other interested
countries, while indicating its sympathies with the political objectives of the Rome Treaty,
should continue to press for safeguards and assurances concerning access to the Common
Market for our exports and seek arrangements within GATT for continuing scrutiny of
Common Market developments.

(e) Canadian Tariff Negotiations Regarding Textiles

16. In September 1957 the Minister of Finance referred the whole of the textile schedule to
the Tariff Board for study and recommendations. To date the Board has submitted reports on
woolen yarns and fabrics, cotton yarns and fabrics, cotton manufactured products and textile
wastes. The Board has also held hearings on synthetic fibres and fabrics and its report is
expected shortly. The Board still has to hold hearings on hosiery and knit goods, manufactures
of wool, narrow fabrics, hats and caps and a number of miscellaneous items.



124 UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

17. When presenting the Budget for 1959, the Minister of Finance explained that it was the
Government’s policy to initiate action on individual groups of items as soon as practicable after
receiving the Board’s recommendations. He went on to say that we are, however, bound to act
within the framework of our trade agreements. The Textile Reference contains 200 tariff items
of which 140 are bound in our GATT Schedule.

18. Under the GATT tariff rates are bound against increase for firm periods — usually three
years. At the end of each bound period contracting parties have an opportunity to renegotiate
items. However, Article XXVIII of the Agreement provides that “in special circumstances” a
member may be authorized to enter into negotiations for the modification of tariff concessions
during a bound period. Since the present bound period does not expire until the end of 1960,
implementation of the policy of initiating action on the Tariff Board recommendations on
textiles as soon as practicable will involve securing authority to enter negotiations before the
present bound period ends.

19. An item has been placed on the Agenda of the Fourteenth Session requesting authority to
renegotiate these textile items. The Delegation should make every effort to secure this autho-
rity. This would clear the way for the negotiations to proceed.

() Lead and Zinc

20. The U.S.A. claim that their lead and zinc restrictions are in accordance with the escape
clause provisions of GATT (Article XIX), which in certain carefully defined circumstances,
permit a country to take temporary emergency measures against imports which threaten serious
injury to domestic industries. These GATT procedures provide for consultation with the
countries affected by such emergency action and, if satisfactory agreement is not reached,
authorize the countries adversely affected to take compensatory measures within a ninety-day
period to restore the balance of the agreement (e.g. by increasing their tariff rates in a dis-
criminatory manner against selected goods from the U.S.A.)

21. At the last GATT Session Canada and certain other countries expressed their serious
concern about U.S.A. import quotas on lead and zinc. The Canadian Delegation expressed the
view that these restrictions are unjustifiable and constitute an impairment of rights under the
GATT. On Canadian initiative, the Contracting Parties at the last Session passed a resolution
extending until the Fourteenth Session the period during which any such compensatory action
might be taken by affected countries or parties.

22. In order to retain the right under GATT to seek compensation from the United States or to
take compensatory measures at some later stage, the Canadian Delegation should seek to
extend for a further period the time limit under Article XIX of the GATT during which
such steps may be taken. In addition, the Canadian Delegation may in concert with delegations
of other interested countries initiate GATT consultations with the United States with a view to
maintain pressure for the removal of these restrictions and to counteract the possibility of
their intensification.

(g) Canadian Restrictions on Turkeys and Frozen Peas

23. The United States has on repeated occasions expressed serious concern about the
Canadian import restrictions on turkeys and the special customs values imposed on imports of
frozen peas. There is a possibility that the United States may decide to raise formal complaints
against Canada in the GATT on these issues unless satisfactory assurances are given as to
modification of Canadian policy in this respect. Open discussion of these matters in the GATT
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could prove embarrassing and could prejudice the Canadian Delegation’s effectiveness in
dealing with other much more important issues. The present restrictions on turkeys appear to be
inconsistent with Canada’s obligations under the GATT and have not been notified to the
GATT under any of the relevant procedures. The continued need for special values on frozen
peas are also open to challenge under the GATT.

24. The Canadian Delegation should seek to dissuade the United States from instituting
formal complaints against Canada with respect to turkeys and frozen peas and should inform
the U.S. Delegation that the need for these special measures is currently being reviewed by the
Canadian Government. (The Department of Trade and Commerce is currently inquiring of
other interested Departments about the possibility of doing away with these restrictions and
depending on the outcome of these consultations, may be submitting a draft Memorandum to
Cabinet for consideration by the Ministers concerned.)

(h) French Restrictions on Synthetic Rubber

25. About a year and a half ago France established a new system of priority import quotas for
synthetic rubber which gave certain U.S. suppliers a preferred position relative to the Canadian
supplier and limited Canadian access to the important French market. These priority quotas
gave preferred treatment to U.S. suppliers who were prepared to use part of their proceeds from
French sales to help finance a French synthetic rubber plant. At the urgent request of Polymer
Corporation, the Canadian Government made strong formal protests to France expressing
serious concern about this type of discrimination, urging that it was contrary to the GATT and
warning that if the situation was not resolved satisfactorily Canada would consider taking
compensatory measures against France in accordance with GATT procedures. The French
Government formally rejected Canada’s protest, claiming that their system of restrictions on
synthetic rubber was fully consistent with the balance of payments provisions of the GATT and
that in practice no real damage had been done to the Canadian supplier. In spite of this stand,
and doubtless as a result of the pressures exerted by Canada, the French authorities have in
recent months entered into negotiations with Polymer Corporation and agreement has now been
reached whereby Polymer is assured of obtaining licences for at least their normal level of sales
in the French market. As part of this arrangement Polymer is prepared to leave a portion of its
earnings for use in France. It is understood that Polymer consider this to be a satisfactory
solution to their problem.

26. While these arrangements would appear to remove Canada’s complaint of damage to
her trade, they do not of course resolve the issue of principle raised by the use of import
restrictions for the purpose of inducing investment. This could assume great importance for
Canada in concrete trade terms, as the Common Market develops, for Canadian firms could not
compete with the larger U.S.A. firms in investing in Europe and could as a result be faced with
trade restrictions.

27. This issue would raise complex legal issues in the GATT and a clear cut legal finding
against France might not be easy to obtain. In circumstances where the damage has been
remedied it would seem unnecessary for Canada to institute formal GATT proceedings against
France at this time. It is recommended that the Canadian Delegation should inform the French
Delegation at the GATT Session privately that the Canadian Government continues to be
concerned over this issue of principle but that in view of the arrangements that have now been
made to safeguard Canada’s supplier position to the French market, it has been decided not to
proceed with the institution of compensatory measures. The Canadian Delegation should also
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use the opportunity provided by the Consultations on French balance of payments restrictions
to register its view on the issue and to urge the elimination of discrimination in the French
restrictive system and the removal of restrictions so far as these are no longer needed to safe-
guard the French balance of payments.

(i) Yugoslavia and Poland

28. Yugoslavia and Poland have both applied for association with GATT. The accession of
state trading countries to GATT poses numerous and complex problems in the establishment of
a satisfactory and meaningful exchange of rights and obligations with other Contracting Parties.
However, there are advantages in encouraging a closer association of those countries with
Western oriented institutions such as the GATT. Commercially, any meaningful steps towards
multilateral non-discriminatory trading arrangements on the part of Poland and Yugoslavia
would provide increased access to these markets for Canadian exports. Canada already accords
MFN treatment to Yugoslavia and Poland. Their association with GATT would not require
Canada to give them more favourable treatment than they now receive.

29. The Canadian Delegation should as in the past respond to these requests in a positive way
and should make constructive efforts to achieve arrangements for association as approximate to
full membership as possible. It is unlikely that a majority of Contracting Parties will be
prepared to move very far in this direction at the present time. The Canadian Delegation should
be prepared to support and accept at this Session formulas of association for Yugoslavia and
Poland which are acceptable to a majority of the Contracting Parties, which are as meaningful
as possible, involve an equitable balance of rights and obligations, and which do not prejudice
the possibility of full membership at a later date should the trading systems of these countries
make this possible.

(j) Restrictive Business Practices in International Trade

30. At the last Session of the GATT it was decided to appoint a group of experts to study and
recommend whether, and if so how, the GATT should deal with restrictive business practices in
international trade. This group of experts is scheduled to meet next June and to report to the
GATT by the end of the year. It would appear desirable for Canada, without commitments at
this stage, to participate in the work of this study group, since by so doing Canada will indicate
her continuing interest in the principle of curbing restrictive business practices in international
trade, and will have a hand in shaping any recommendations that may emerge. The Canadian
Delegation should, accordingly, indicate that Canada is prepared to make available an
appropriate official for participation in this group of experts.

[JOHN G. DIEFENBAKER]
Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs
[GORDON CHURCHILL]
Minister of Trade and Commerce
[DONALD FLEMING]
Minister of Finance
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64. DEA/14057-3-14

La délégation a la Conférence sur le GATT
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to GATT Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 435 Geneva, June 1, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.
Reference: Your Tel ET-718 May 28.t

Repeat T&C, Finance, Agriculture, Bank of Canada, Bonn, Washington, NATO Paris,
russels, London (Information).

GATT — GERMAN IMPORT RESTRICTIONS
On final day of Session, Contracting Parties granted Germany a waiver along the lines
reported in our telegrams 378 May 261 and 408 May 281 by a vote of 30 for and none against
with two abstentions (New Zealand and Czechoslovakia). Canada voted in favour. The terms of
the waiver and the report are contained in document L/1004, Corr.1 and Add.1.
2. The main points in this waiver are as follows:
(a) duration of waiver is for three years effective immediately;

(b) Contracting Parties take note of German commitments to liberalize a range of industrial
and agricultural items over this period;

(c) Contracting Parties waive Germany’s obligations under Article XI of GATT with respect
to main marketing law commodities and list of other agricultural items (e.g. canned fruit and
apples) but there are no firm commitments either for increased access or for liberalization of
these products. Germany is obligated to apply its restrictions in conformity with Article XIII
and to consult with interested supplying countries with respect to the establishment of country
quotas;

(d) Germany undertakes to initiate consultations with respect to restricted Asian goods but
there are no firm commitments for liberalization of these goods;

(e) the waiver incorporates provisions for annual review and consultations.

3. USA played key-role in the negotiation of this waiver. From the beginning it was clear they
were determined to reach settlement during session. Nevertheless, for most of session USA
pressed for meaningful commitments and conditions on all important points and Beale perso-
nally played an active part in the discussions. However as time ran out and Germany continued
to refuse to give ground USA concentrated its efforts on finding formulation of terms which
would meet German viewpoint and make it more palatable to certain other Contracting Parties.
Beale told us privately that in USA view settlement of German problem in GATT was essential
at this time in view of current political situation and he urged us not to press our views to the
point of making settleraent impossible.

4. The position of other important Contracting Parties was as follows: UK had conflicting
considerations in mind. In terms of their direct trade interests they felt this was a marginal
problem (e.g. jams and marmalade, Hong Kong goods). At the same time UK were anxious to
keep in line with leading Commonwealth countries and sought to give us general support.
However UK were also concerned not to prejudice their position vis-a-vis other European
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countries both in terms of their bilateral agreements, in terms of little Free Trade Agreement,
and in terms of their own future position on restrictions. Thus the UK role in these negotiations
was on the whole unhelpful and in the last few days USA, Australia and ourselves felt it
unnecessary to exclude UK in our private discussions with the Germans.

5. Australians and ourselves were the two delegations which most actively and consistently
pressed for GATT-like solutions embodying firm commitments on the important points (e.g.
the terms agreed at London). Sir John Crawford was particularly effective. Most other Con-
tracting Parties were either passive or, as in the case of New Zealand, Denmark, India and
Japan, pressed strongly on particular points of direct interest to them (e.g. New Zealand and
Denmark pressed for increased access and India and Japan for consultations and ultimate
liberalization for Asian goods). The Australians developed and pressed the two-stage concept
(final approval of the waiver at Tokyo session following consultations on country quotas) as
only means they could find to obtain assurances about Germany’s application of non-
discriminatory obligations. Germany partly met this pressure by bringing Gebhard (German
wheat expert) to Geneva to discuss a satisfactory wheat quota for Australia. We understand
Australians are reasonably satisfied but have been unable to learn details.

6. One of the points which came out was the fact that the Six became concerned lest the terms
of the waiver might interfere with Germany’s participation in working out a common
agricultural policy in the EEC and they sought to make specific provision in the waiver to
permit Germany to have discriminatory Quantitative Restrictions in favour of Six under cover
of Article XXIV. While we succeeded in avoiding any specific reference to Article XXIV in
the waiver, the Germans made it clear that they would interpret the waiver as leaving them free
to comply with their Rome Treaty obligations.

7. It became clear on the final day that there would not be a representative group of countries
abstaining from the vote on the German waiver. Further the terms of the waiver while
unsatisfactory were not substantially weaker than we had anticipated and reported in our
message 408 May 28. Therefore in the light of your instructions we voted in favour. We
accompanied our vote by a strong statement which briefly stressed our concerns about the
German problem, explained our doubts about the terms of the waiver but went on to stress the
importance of Germany making substantial progress within the framework of the waiver to
meet its obligations under GATT. The USA and particularly Australia also made strong
statements. We are summarizing main points of these statements in a separate message.
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68. DEA/14057-3-14

La délégation a la Conférence sur le GATT
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to GATT Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 437 Geneva, June 1, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Repeat T&C, Finance, Agriculture, National Revenue, Bank of Canada, Washington,
London, NATO Paris, Paris, Brussels, Bonn, Rome, Hague, Permis New York
(Information).

By Bag Canberra, Tokyo, Wellington, Berne from London.

GATT — 14TH SESSION — FINAL WEEK
Fourteenth Session ended Saturday, May 30. Decision on German restrictions, reports on
review of balance of payments restrictions and on consultations with South Africa, UK, France
and New Zealand were major items considered. We are reporting separately by telegram on
question of venue and administrative arrangements for 1960-61 Tariff Conference and by

letter on programme of GATT meetings approved by Contracting Parties for period June-
December 1959.

2. German Import Restrictions - Contracting Parties granted Germany a waiver along lines
reported in our telegrams 378 May 26+ and 408 May 28,1 by a vote of 30 for to none against
with two abstentions (New Zealand and Czechoslovakia). Canada voted in favour. We are
reporting on these developments in more details in a separate message.

3. Rome Treaty: Article XXII Consultations — A series of meetings took place at which
agreement was finally reached on the minutes of the consultations with the Six which took
place last February on products affected by the Association of Overseas Territories with the
Common Market. In plenary discussions the representative of the EEC made an intransigent
statement along familiar lines, but indicated willingness to resume consultations on products
already considered, and to consult on further products. Australia at same meeting proposed
consultations on lead, zinc and aluminum. They envisage these to take place about next
September. You will no doubt wish to consider joining in these.

Notion of a package deal with Six on mitigation of damage to trade of outsiders in affected
products has been shelved after Commonwealth discussions here indicated complexity of
project. UK delegation produced several papers on matter, looking forward to possible joint
efforts next year to obtain mitigation of damage from Six. Latest UK paper will be circulated to
Commonwealth governments for consideration through usual channels.

UK delegation were accompanied by Colonial advisers including West Indies. We partici-
pated actively in discussions on AOT’s and have suggested item be on agenda for Tokyo
session. USA sought to tone down nature of discussion of this subject.

Following debate on whether the Rome Treaty should appear on the agenda of GATT
session, Contracting Parties agreed on conclusions as stated by Chairman. Whenever Six
decide to present a report on developments in the EEC, question will be included on agenda at
their request. Contracting Parties are to be informed well in advance of Six’s intentions so that
if no report is to be made by them, any Contracting Parties can decide to ask for inclusion of
this matter on agenda.
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4. Membership — (a) Yugoslavia. Working Party report, declaration and decision contained
in Document L/986 were approved by Contracting Parties on May 25, with 32 votes in favour.
Main features of formula adopted are (i) commitment by Yugoslavia to apply GATT to extent
trading system permits and to move towards situation where full compliance with GATT can
be effective; (ii) commitment by Contracting Parties to apply GATT to extent that Yugoslavia
applies it in relations with them; (iii) provisions for consultations on complaint; and (iv) annual
review of progress. Declaration is now open for signature.

(b) Israel. Working Party report, declaration and decision contained in Document L/992 were
approved by Contracting Parties May 29 by vote 32-0. Instruments provide for provisional
accession of Israel with almost full rights of Contracting Party and status comparable to that of
Switzerland. Full accession will follow tariff negotiations under Article XXXIII, which will
take place at beginning of 1961. Pakistan and Indonesia abstained. Declaration now open for
signature. We assume you will wish to give early consideration to signing of two declarations
on Yugoslavia and Israel.

(c) Poland. Working Party was established to consider Polish application, composed of 14
countries including USA, UK, Canada and also Czechoslovakia. Working Party will hold its
first meeting in Geneva August 31 to September 4. UK propose to convene informal meeting of
interested Western countries in London, in advance of Working Party meeting probably early
August. Timetable and failure to have meeting of Working Party during session are explained
by USA attitude. USA delegate was not authorized to discuss substance. USA policy on this
matter which is highly controversial among USA departments concerned is unlikely to be given
much consideration in Washington until August or September. UK were likewise lukewarm to
early action, and on other side, Australia was unwilling to settle now for glorified observer
status, lacking any meaningful obligations on part of Poland. Question for Canadian considera-
tions will be best way to influence USA to reach positive decision at early date, so that
Contracting Parties can decide on Polish application at 15th Session.

5. Expansion of Trade — (a) Committee I (Tariffs). The Committee is scheduled to meet
again from August 31 to September 9. We will report on the progress of this committee and the
problems still facing it in a separate telegram.

(b) Committee Il (Agricultural Protectionism). Report of Committee II was approved and
Secretariat prepared further details of plans for consultation (Com.ll/4). First group of
consultations will be held in last half of September 1959 and will include Australia, France,
Netherlands and UK. Asian countries will consult during Tokyo session. Further consultations
will be held last half of January and on March 1960. Canada will be included in March group.
Progress report will be submitted at Tokyo session.

(c) Committee III. Further meeting of Committee III was held and agreed on a first list of
about ten products on which the Secretariat will prepare papers based on memos to be
submitted by less developed countries, indicating main trading difficulties encountered, as well
as information to be provided by all Contracting Parties, indicating treatment given these
products. You can therefore expect to receive soon questionnaires (Reference Annex to
Com.III) for these products. Secretariat studies will be considered at next meeting of committee
to take place Geneva September 28-October 6.
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6. Balance of Payments Consultations — Consultations under new procedures were
conducted continuously throughout session. They were very satisfactory and reports underline
effectively main points in import licensing systems on which action on part of consulting
countries may be expected. General point that external convertibility has removed payments
distinction between currencies and hence ground for trade discrimination is repeatedly empha-
sized. Netherlands delegation undertook to report further on remaining QR’s at 15th Session.
USA delegation and ourselves warmly welcomed new UK liberalization moves.

7. Miscellaneous — (a) Chilean and Nicaraguan Import Charges. Chilean request for
imposing surcharges on bound products was approved unanimously in short-term waiver
calling for their complete elimination before January 1, 1961. Loop surcharges which are being
imposed to replace present prior deposit system and import prohibitions are expected to be
absorbed at that time in new Chilean tariff. Request by Nicaragua to increase bound duties has
been deferred to 15th Session. (L/983).

(b) Freedom of Contract in Transport Insurance. Recommendation to the effect that
Contracting Parties should endeavour to avoid measures that would have a restricted effect on
international trade was approved after lengthy debate in which some 25 representatives took
part. Recommendation is weaker than one originally proposed. We supported recommendation
and deplored fact that countries could not accept a stronger one. India supported by six other
under-developed countries opposed recommendation, claiming that they need national
insurance institutions in order to save foreign exchange, and provide employment. Other under-
developed countries such as Greece, Turkey and Peru voted in favour. (L/923).

(c) South Africa, Rhodesia and Nyasaland Tariff Preferences. As trade agreement between
the two countries comes to an end June 30, 1960, Rhodesia and Nyasaland and South Africa
asked Contracting Parties for ruling confirming their understanding that under GATT decision
of December 3, 1955 they were free to increase margin of preference on unbound products for
protective and fiscal reasons. Contracting Parties in their conclusions recorded in SR.14/2
expressed serious doubt as to validity of this interpretation and indicated that question could at
request of countries concerned be examined at 15th Session.

(d) Discrimination in QR’s. During consultations with South Africa on balance of payment
restrictions, it was brought out that goods imported from Federation of Rhodesia and
Nyasaland were free of all import restrictions while same goods from other countries were
subject to restrictions. South Africa claimed that this discrimination in favour of Rhodesia and
Nyasaland arose from their trade agreement with this country and had been sanctioned by
Contracting Parties in decision of December 3, 1955. We contended with support of USA, that
this decision included no indication of (express) approval of such discrimination (L./1001).

(e) Japan - Article XXXV. Japanese representative once again denounced application of
Article XXXV vis-a-vis Japan by thirteen countries. He stressed what he called “misunder-
standing” of Japanese trading policies and of serious Japanese efforts to ensure orderly
marketing. It was agreed, at his request, that item would be placed again on agenda of 15th
Session. We strongly supported Japanese statement.

(f) USA Import Restrictions on Lead and Zinc. Atrequest of Canada, further extension to end
of 15th Session of time-limit was approved without dissenting voice whereby Contracting
Parties may take compensatory action. We stated for record our view that consultations
envisaged in Article XIX with a view to seeking solution have not actually started between
Canada and USA. Our remarks were supported by Australia and Peru. (W.14/22).
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8. Tokyo Session. Fifteenth Session is scheduled for October 26-November 21 in Tokyo, on
understanding ministerial meeting will occupy first week of session. Many delegations,
including USA delegation, indicated their ministers were already planning to attend or that
their ministers would be urged to do so. Wyndham White suggested ministerial agenda might
include (a) current trends in international trade in light of recent European convertibility moves
and related developments; (b) progress on GATT programme of expansion of trade; and (c)
major items of Fifteenth Session agenda such as Rome Treaty.

SECTION B

QUINZIEME SESSION DES PARTIES CONTRACTANTES
FIFTEENTH SESSION OF THE CONTRACTING PARTIES

66. PCO

Note du ministre du Commerce, du ministre des Finances
et du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of Trade and Commerce,
Minister of Finance, and Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT NoO. 303-59 [Ottawa], October 13, 1959
CONFIDENTIAL

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE CANADIAN DELEGATION
TO THE FIFTEENTH SESSION OF GATT

A. GENERAL COMMENTS AND REPRESENTATION

1. The Fifteenth Session of the Contracting Parties to the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade will open on October 26th in Tokyo and will last four weeks. It will be one of the regular
Sessions of the Contracting Parties to administer the Agreement and seek solutions to general
and particular trade problems. Another task of the Contracting Parties at this Session will be to
review the progress made in the implementation of the programme for expansion of trade
launched by the Contracting Parties following the Ministerial meeting held last October.

2. In conjunction with this Session, a meeting of Trade Ministers is to be held October 27th to
29th. A number of countries will have a Ministerial Representative. The United States will be
represented by Mr. Douglas Dillon, the Under Secretary of State, a position which is regarded
as Ministerial level in their system. Cabinet has decided that Canada will be represented by the
Hon. Leon Balcer, Solicitor General of Canada. Because of the proximity of elections, it is
understood that the United Kingdom will not be represented by a Minister.

3. Tt is recommended: That a Canadian Delegation should attend the regular Session; that Mr.
J.H. Warren, Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of Trade and Commerce, should be
Chairman of the Canadian Delegation; that Mr. S.S. Reisman, Director, International Economic
Relations, Department of Finance, should be Alternate Chairman; that Mr. L.D. Wilgress
should be a Special Adviser and that the following officials should also be included in the
Delegation: C.A. Annis, Department of Finance, O.G. Stoner, Department of External Affairs;
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A.E. Richards, Department of Agriculture; V.L. Chapin and W. Lavoie, Department of Trade
and Commerce; L.C. Howey, Department of National Revenue. Also included in the Delega-
tion will be a member from the Canadian Permanent Mission in Geneva and one from the
Canadian Embassy in Tokyo, who will act as Secretary to the Delegation. Other officers of the
Embassy will be included in the Delegation, as required. In addition to serving on the
Delegation, officers of the Departments of Trade and Commerce, National Revenue and
Finance will be expected to take advantage of being in Japan to deal with a number of matters
connected with the activities of their respective departments.”

B. MINISTERIAL MEETING

4. The Ministerial meeting will give Ministers an opportunity for a general exchange of views
on current trends and problems in international trade and trade relations, including the forth-
coming general round of tariff negotiations. Particular attention will be given to the question of
discriminatory import restrictions still maintained by various GATT countries; to problems in
agricultural trade and the implications of regional trade arrangements. In addition, Ministers
statements will deal with certain of the main agenda items.

C. AGENDA: QUESTIONS OF PARTICULAR INTEREST TO CANADA
(a) Quota Restrictions and Discrimination

5. 1t is almost a year since the introduction of external convertibility by the major trading
currencies. There has since been substantial improvement in the financial position of most
GATT members, particularly the United Kingdom and other European countries, and it is
important that these new circumstances should be recognized in the trade field through the
speedy elimination of discrimination and the further relaxation of non-discriminatory
restrictions, in accordance with improvements in balance of payments positions. Progress has
been made in this direction but a good deal remains to be done. The United States Government
have initiated a major drive against trade discrimination and quota restrictions. High-level
representations have been made by the United States in all important European capitals
and London and Tokyo, urging these countries to end dollar discrimination. We are informed
that the United States delegation at the Tokyo Session will follow up these representations
vigorously. Moreover, prior to the 15th Session, the International Monetary Fund is expected
to reach an important general decision that balance of payments justification of discrimination
has disappeared.

6. It is recommended that the Canadian Delegation join with like-minded countries to press
strongly for the speedy elimination of discrimination and the further reduction of quantitative
restrictions generally, in accordance with the international obligations of the GATT and IMF.
Many of the issues being considered at the GATT Session, such as the question of German
import restrictions, the balance of payments consultations, trade in agricultural products and the
implementation of the Rome Treaty, involve the question of discrimination. In all these
deliberations the Delegation should oppose discrimination, particularly, of course, against
Canadian goods. '

7. Consultations are to be held in Tokyo on the restrictions still being maintained for balance
of payments reasons by Norway, Sweden, Australia, the Federation of Rhodesia and
Nyasaland, Malaya and Japan. Canadian representatives should participate actively in these

46 Approuvé par le Cabinet le 17 octobre 1959./Approved by Cabinet on October 17, 1959.
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consultations, should press for substantial and rapid progress in the removal of quantitative
restrictions and the elimination of discrimination against Canadian goods.

(b) German Import Restrictions

8. At the last Session, Germany was granted a special dispensation from GATT obligations
for the continued maintenance of certain import restrictions, mainly in the agricultural field.
This waiver was granted for a period of three years and included an undertaking by Germany
to make further progress in the relaxation of many of its restrictions and to consult with
countries regarding their interests in the German market for the products affected. This Session
will provide the first opportunity to scrutinize the measures taken by Germany under the terms
of the waiver. The continued maintenance of these restrictions by Germany involves an
important point of principle and could set the pattern for developments in other countries
emerging from balance of payments difficulties. The German case may also constitute a
dangerous precedent for the maintenance of restrictions by Common Market countries,
particularly in the field of agriculture. Canada has a direct interest in a number of items
affected, among which are wheat, canned fruits and vegetables, frozen and canned pork and
fresh apples.

9. It is recommended that the Canadian Delegation, in concert with other Contracting Parties,
should participate actively in the examination of German compliance with the terms and
conditions of the waiver. In particular, the Delegation should review closely the progress made
by Germany in implementing its undertaking to remove restrictions on a wide range of listed
items and the measures taken by Germany to provide increased access to the German market
on a non-discriminatory basis. The Canadian Delegation should be further authorized to enter
into consultations with the German delegation with a view to obtaining improved access for
Canadian goods affected. In these discussions and consultations, the Canadian Delegation
should keep in mind the importance of safeguarding Canada’s interest in the German market
for wheat.

(c) Arrangements for Tariff Negotiations

10. At the last Session it was decided to hold another round of general tariff negotiations to
commence September 1960. These negotiations will embrace the following:

(1) Negotiations for new concessions;
(2) Re-negotiations by countries who wish to modify existing concessions;

(3) Negotiations with members of the European Economic Community related to the esta-
blishment of their common tariff;

(4) Negotiations with new members of the GATT (Israel).

The Canadian Government has recently announced that it will participate in this tariff
conference.

11. At the forthcoming Session the Contracting Parties will consider rules for the conduct of
the tariff negotiations. These rules deal with such matters as the objective, scope and methods
for the negotiations and how the tariff conference is to be administered. The proposed rules
are for the most part non-controversial and similar to those used in past negotiations, with
certain additions to cover re-negotiations with the European Economic Community. These
rules are satisfactory from the Canadian point of view and the Canadian Delegation should
support them.
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12. The Contracting Parties will also consider an Australian proposal that the negotiating
rules be expanded to provide for the negotiation of tariff concessions against non-tariff barriers,
i.e. subsidies, certain quotas and internal taxes. Australia believes that if trade measures of this
kind were made negotiable, efficient agricultural producers could secure better access to
markets of the industrial countries. While the Australian objectives are commendable, it is
doubtful that the Australian proposal would contribute to their achievement, or be acceptable to
the C.P.’s.

(i) Quotas:

The GATT allows import restrictions on farm products if they are necessary to enforce
governmental measures which operate to restrict domestic production or to remove a
temporary domestic surplus. The Australian proposal is that such quotas should be made
negotiable. If such quotas became negotiable, it is feared that an incentive would be created
to establish or maintain them for bargaining purposes. Accordingly, the Canadian
Delegation should oppose this proposal.

(i) Subsidies:

If a country wishes to negotiate the level of its subsidies there is nothing in the GATT to
prevent this. However, there is at present no obligation to do so. The Australian proposal is
that the rules should provide explicitly for negotiations respecting subsidies. Adoption of
this proposal would mean that a country could make negotiations on subsidies a condition
for concluding a tariff agreement. United States laws prevent it from negotiating subsidies.
The United Kingdom is unlikely to support the proposal. The main European countries are
also likely to oppose it. In these circumstances, it does not appear necessary for Canada to
decide now its policy on the substance of this difficult issue. Canada could support the
continuation of the present situation described above.

(ii1) Internal Taxes:

The less developed countries are concerned over the very high internal taxes imposed by
West European countries on primary tropical products such as coffee, cocoa and tea.
Australia has proposed that the negotiating rules make such internal taxes negotiable.
Canada does not impose internal taxes on coffee, tea or cocoa, so that this proposal would
not appear to raise difficulties. The Canadian Delegation should support this proposal,
provided it is clear that it would not involve Canada in negotiating concessions with respect
to traditional revenue taxes on wines, spirits and tobacco.

13. A related Australian proposal is to introduce a new obligation requiring that a country
wishing to apply any trade measure which impairs a tariff concession should first negotiate
compensation under the existing GATT provisions relating to the withdrawal or modification of
tariff concessions. This is a far-reaching proposal for the amendment of the Agreement, and
will be opposed by many countries. Moreover, it is doubtful if it can be applied in practice. The
Canadian Delegation should not support this proposal.

(d) The European Common Market

14. The issues raised by the establishment of the European Common Market continue to be
subject to detailed appraisal and examination by the Contracting Parties in the light of the terms
and objectives of the GATT. Important developments are expected to take place in the next few
months. The Common Market countries have undertaken to announce most of the rates of duty
proposed for their Common External Tariff by the end of the year. The countries concerned are
currently working out the rates to be established on a number of items of major interest to
Canada, such as aluminum, lumber, synthetic rubber, lead and zinc, pulp and salt cod. The



136 UNITED NATIONS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Canadian Delegation will be pressing for the lowest Common Market tariff on these items. The
Canadian Delegation will cooperate with other like-minded delegations to this end. With
respect to the problems raised by the preferential arrangements in favour of the French and
Belgian Overseas Territories with the European Common Market, joint consultations with the
Six are now proceeding with a view to finding satisfactory solutions to these problems. Canada
will be participating in the consultations on aluminum, lead and zinc which are due to take
place in December.

15. The major area of uncertainty remains the Common Market agricultural arrangements.
The countries of the Community are at present working out proposals for a common agricul-
tural policy based on principles provided for in the Rome Treaty, and decisions and
recommendations in this field may be made before the end of the year. It is expected that these
proposals will include long-term marketing arrangements to govern the trade in wheat and
other grains among the Six, and an extensive system of minimum prices for other products
which could be seriously restrictive of trade. Canada has a great interest in European
agricultural policy since more than 35 per cent of Canada’s sales to the Six comprised farm
products, including wheat, coarse grains, seeds, tobacco and vegetable oils.

16. It is recommended that the Canadian Delegation, in cooperation with other interested
countries, should indicate Canadian sympathies with the political objectives of the Rome
Treaty but should continue to press for safeguards and assurances concerning access to the
Common Market for our exports. The Canadian Delegation should make clear Canada’s
interests in agricultural policies of the Six and should urge the Six to avoid policies which
could adversely affect the trade of Canada and other outside countries. The Delegation should
press for a general review of the proposed agricultural arrangement of the Common Market
immediately that their plans have been worked out.

(e) European Free Trade Association

17. While this item is not on the Agenda, it will probably give rise to some discussion during
the Tokyo meetings. In this event, the Canadian Delegation should be guided by the instruct-
tions to the Canadian Delegation to the recent meeting of the Commonwealth Economic
Consultative Committee, as appropriate to the GATT forum.

(f) Brazilian Market for Codfish

18. In the context of recent negotiations under GATT arrangements were made for the sale of
Canadian codfish to Brazil. However, it was not possible to obtain a firm Brazilian undertaking
to provide continuing access for this commodity. It is recommended, therefore, that the
Canadian Delegation should explore with the Brazilian Delegation at this Session the question
of further sales of Canadian codfish in the Brazilian market.

(g) Lead and Zinc

19. The United States continues to maintain restrictions against imports of lead and zinc. Last
year Canada reserved its right under the GATT with respect to these commodities. It is recom-
mended that these rights be further reserved at the 15th Session.

(h) Other Items
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20. There are many other items on the Agenda not dealt with in these instructions. For these
items, the Canadian Delegation should be guided by the instructions for recent GATT Sessions,
and, more generally, should seek to safeguard and promote Canada’s trade interests.

[GORDON CHURCHILL]
Minister of Trade and Commerce
[DONALD FLEMING]

Minister of Finance
[H.C. GREEN]

Secretary of State for External Affairs

67. DEA/6000-P-40

La délégation a la Conférence sur le GATT
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to GATT Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM GT-23 Tokyo, November 20, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.
Reference: Our GT-13 Nov. 9.F

Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO Paris, Geneva, Brussels, Bonn from Ottawa,
Finance, Bank of Canada, PCO, Agriculture, National Revenue (Information).

APPRAISAL OF GATT 15TH SESSION
The Tokyo Session marked the end of the long period when the maintenance of dollar
restrictions was the main issue in GATT. Some dollar discrimination remains to be eliminated
but the Contracting Parties have accepted the proposition advanced by the USA and Canada
that such residual discrimination should now be quickly removed. They have also called for
dismantlement of QR’s generally as balance of payments positions improve.

2. Now that the cover of balance of payments difficulties is being withdrawn for many
countries, attention is being directed to some basic and long standing problems previously
masked by restrictions maintained for payments reasons. Of these, the question of agricultural
protectionism and of low-cost manufactured imports are of particular importance for GATT. At
Tokyo Session the problem of low-cost imports was in the forefront.

3. The issue which emerged is whether the industrialized countries are prepared to accept a
reasonable measure of competition from low-cost imports of manufactured goods. Two con-
trasting views were advanced. India and Japan, as might be expected, argue that any compe-
titive advantage they enjoy arising from low wages is not repeat not essentially different from
competitive advantages others enjoy arising from different cost factors such as technical
efficiency or capital and resource availability. They recognize that large sudden and
concentrated inflows or particular products may disrupt established markets in importing
countries and create serious social and political difficulties. They contend, however, that
provisions of GATT offer a framework within which these difficulties can be resolved. The
European Six, on the other hand, and particularly France and Germany, while alleging that they
are prepared to accept a gradual increase in imports of low wage products, insist that GATT
rules should be changed to provide them with legal cover to restrain imports from low-wage
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countries. The USA took the initiative at this Session in placing the problem of low cost
imports before the Contracting Parties, but seemed uncertain in which of the above directions a
solution should be tilted. We have been unable to ascertain whether this was merely the result
of unwieldiness of the Washington machine, or arose from genuine puzzlement as to the appro-
priate policy. The Contracting Parties were unable to find an agreed approach and the question
will be taken up again at the next session.

4. As at all recent sessions, problems arising from agricultural protection occupied a good
deal of attention. However, apart from a carefully hedged indication by the USA delegate that
the USA might be able to rely less on QR’s in the future, no repeat no significant new
developments can be reported. The Australians finally succeeded in including subsidies and
Article XI(2)(c) quantitative restrictions among items which may be regarded as negotiable at
the next Tariff Conference, but all the major importers have made it clear they would not repeat
not be prepared to negotiate in these fields.

5. An interesting feature of the Session was the display of unity and confidence by the Six.
The virtually unqualified support which the USA is now according the Common Market
showed itself on a number of issues and is of course a factor of considerable importance in the
balance of power in the GATT. The discussion of the Common Market again revealed the
concern that exists over a number of issue (e.g. agriculture, the tariff level on list G items, and
the AOT arrangements). However, as these issues were not repeat not ripe for detailed
consideration the debate was not repeat not extensive.

6. Discussion of EFTA was in a very low key. Intersessional procedures have been agreed
which will permit a full examination of the EFT A Convention at the Sixteenth Session. Sweden
acted as spokesman for the Seven.

7. The Session have indicated that the less developed members increasingly regard GATT as
a useful instrument for advancing their trade and economic interests. However, the fact that
there were few other issues of importance at the Session may have given undue prominence to
the contentions and problems of the underdeveloped countries. Most of the industrialized
countries have paid lip service to the need to extend special treatment to exports from
underdeveloped countries. On specific issues, however, they have shown little willingness to
give ground.

8. It is of interest that the underdeveloped countries as a group insisted that exports of their
manufactured goods should not repeat not be subject to discriminatory restrictions, although in
practice only a few (e.g. India and Hong Kong) are at present able to export such goods. In this,
the underdeveloped countries and Japan made common cause even though Japan must be
regarded as an industrialized country. Japan had hoped that holding the session in Tokyo would
increase pressure on other countries to accord them full GATT treatment. In this they must
have been disappointed. Visiting delegations found that Japanese industry was not repeat not
only low wage, but was also highly efficient and technically advanced. Apprehensions about
Japanese competition seem to have increased rather than decreased. Also, there was a marked
reaction by GATT members generally to the highly restrictive Japanese import policy, and
much pressure has been exerted on Japan, especially by the USA, to open its market.

9. Although the arrangement for Polish relations with GATT were approved and the Yugoslav
association has now been signed by the necessary two thirds of Contracting Parties, the basic
problems of relations with state trading countries were not repeat not taken up at this session.



NATIONS UNIES ET AUTRES ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES 139

10. The UK delegation played a conspicuously ineffective role. Its delegation was weakly
manned, and it appeared that as a matter of tactics the UK was anxious to lie low, offend no
repeat no one and do nothing that might prejudice their priority objectives in Europe.

11. Apart from the decision to include certain internal taxes and subsidies in the negotiating
rules, which is unlikely to have a practical impact on the negotiations, there were no repeat no
new developments regarding next year’s Tariff Conference. The scope of the negotiations
therefore remains unclear. We may expect that the submission of the common external EEC
tariff and the completion of the EFTA agreement will help to clarify the uncertainties by next
spring.

12. The next Session seems likely to have a heavily agenda, including consideration of the
EFTA treaty, EEC agricultural plans and tariff levels, the scope of the Tariff Conference, the
low cost imports issue, the possibility of negotiations with Poland, and some important
organizational questions.
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4° PARTIE/PART 4

ACCORD INTERNATIONAL SUR LE BLE
INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT

68. DEA/4171-D-40

Note des instructions
a la délégation canadienne

Memorandum of Instructions
to Canadian Delegation

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, January 19, 1959

CANADIAN OBJECTIVES IN A NEW INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT
TO BE NEGOTIATED AT THE SECOND SESSION OF U.N. WHEAT CONFERENCE"

The principal purpose of the International Wheat Agreement is the assurance of markets to
exporting countries and of supplies to importing countries at prices fair to both producers and
consumers. From the stand-point of the exporting countries the Agreement should provide for
an effective assurance of markets through the commitment of importing countries to purchase
the maximum of their import requirements from exporting member countries within a price
range acceptable to both exporting and importing countries. This is the most important
objective to Canada. The . W.A. should afford an assurance to Canada to sell commercially
about 250 million bushels (7 million metric tons). In this connection, it is very important that
the Canadian Delegation should endeavour to collaborate with representatives of the United
Kingdom in arriving at a common approach towards an International Wheat Agreement which
will ensure the participation of the United Kingdom. Having regard to these objectives, the
Canadian Delegation should proceed along the following lines:

(a) Quantities

(1) Importing countries should undertake to obtain, so far as possible, all their import needs
from exporting member countries. It should be recognized, however, that certain importing
countries have contracted, or are likely to enter, into arrangements whereby they would be
commmitted to import part of their requirements from exporting non-member countries, and
that the currency of these arrangements may overlap with the term of the LW.A. To ensure
protection for the exporting countries’ interest, therefore, importing countries should -

“Le19 juin 1958, le Cabinet a autorisé la délégation du Canada au Conseil international du blé a exprimer

la volonté du Canada de participer a une conférence internationale pour renégocier I’ Accord international
sur le blé. En octobre de la méme année a eu lieu une bréve conférence ol I’on a surtout discuté de
principes et de questions concernant les accords existants et les accords proposés. Des instructions ont
alors été rédigées en vue de la deuxieme session, qui allait s’ouvrir en janvier 1959. Le Cabinet n’a pas eu
le temps de délibérer sur ce mémoire avant le début de la conférence; le ministre du Commerce a proposé
que la délégation suive les instructions des ministres concernés plus particulierement.
On June 19, 1958, Cabinet authorized the Canadian Delegation to the International Wheat Council to
indicate Canada’s willingness to participate in an international wheat conference to renegotiate the
International Wheat Agreement. In October of that year, a short conference was held primarily to discuss
principles and questions relating to the existing and proposed agreements. Instructions were then prepared
for the second session, which began in January 1959. Cabinet did not have time to consider this
memorandum before the conference began; instead, the Minister of Trade and Commerce proposed that the
Delegation act on instructions from the Ministers particularly concerned.
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either

on the lines of paragraph 1(i) of Article VII of the International Sugar Agreement, specify in
an Annex (A) to the Agreement, the total quantities which they are committed to import
from non-member exporting countries and also to undertake not to exceed these specified
quantities during the currency of the Agreement. In the determination of these specified
quantities account should be taken of, inter alia, the total quantities imported over a
representative period;

or

as an alternative, consideration might be given to an undertaking by the importing countries
to purchase the highest possible percentage of their import requirements from the exporting
countries. While this alternative has the merit of setting out obligations in a positive
manner, it would be less desirable for the following reasons: first, the obligations are not
clear and specific: the percentage would not be uniform and would be related to undefined
quantities within and outside the Agreement; secondly, it is difficult to establish whether
these obligations have been fulfilled until well after the end of a crop year, which, in the
case of the final crop year, would be after the Agreement has expired; lastly, in order to
determine whether obligations have been fulfilled vis-a-vis the percentage of purchases
outside the Agreement, it would be necessary for each importing country to report all its
purchases which might be impracticable from an administrative point of view: indeed, the
United Kingdom may have difficulties in requesting its trade to report all its transactions to
the government authorities which would in turn report these to the Council.

In the case of either of these alternatives, importing countries would notify the Council at
the beginning of each crop year of their total commercial requirements from the exporting
countries for that crop year. If these commercial requirements are realistically estimated
they should not fall below a total of 750 million bushels (20 million metric tons).

(ii) Obligations of Importing and Exporting Countries. The obligations of importing
countries should take effect when prices are below the maximum price; when prices are at
the maximum, the obligations of the exporting countries would be limited to the average of
total commercial purchases of the importing countries from the exporting countries during
the previous three crop years and would be divided on a pro rata basis.

(iii) In the event of any importing country being prevented by the necessity to safeguard its
balance of payments or monetary reserves from carrying out its undertaking in a particular
crop year, it may apply to the Council for relief from the whole or a part of this undertaking
on the submission of all the relevant facts and any other additional information which may
be required by the Council. In dealing with such applications the Council shall seek and
take into account, together with all the facts which it considers relevant, the opinion of the
International Monetary Fund, as far as the matter concerns a country which is a member of
the Fund.

(b) Price
Importing countries have been critical in the course of discussions at the First Session of
current export pricing policies. As evidence indicating inadequate price flexibility, importing
countries pointed to the fact that in the face of very heavy stocks, prices at which international
transactions take place were not allowed to fall to the minimum. As a safeguard against price

maintenance by exporting countries, importing countries will seek, therefore, either to secure a
lower price range or some provision which would provide for greater price flexibility.

It should be pointed out that from Canada’s standpoint export prices have not been
inflexible: for instance, the average price of No. 1 Manitoba Northern wheat fell from (U.S.)
$1.91 in 1953/54 to about (U.S.) $1.66 in the first half of 1958/59; in the same period the
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spread between No. 3 and No. 1 Manitoba Northern widened from 8 cents to 13 cents, and the
spread between No. 4 and No. 1 Manitoba Northern widened even further from 13 cents to
24 cents.

The price question should be considered in its two aspects: first, the price range; and,
secondly, the movement of prices within the range.

(i) On the Price Range; There should be no change from the present, namely maximum
price $2.00, minimum price of $1.50 Canadian currency per bushel at the parity established
by the IMF on March 1, 1959. It should be noted that with appreciable increases in costs
and the prices of other goods and services, the current price range is at a lower level than in
1956 and should represent a concession to importing countries.

During the course of the discussions on prices with reference to the Report of the Technical
Committee on Price Equivalents, consideration might be given to No. 3 Manitoba Northern
as the basic grade and to the implications of its use.

(i) On the Level of Prices Within the Range; As the obligations of importing countries in a
new Agreement would apply below the maximum price, importing countries may argue that
they should be protected against price maintenance by the exporting countries and insist, as
they did at the First Session and in the meetings of the Preparatory Committee, on a
provision to ensure adequate flexibility of prices. To meet this point a provision could be
included whereby a complaint may be submitted to the Executive Committee of the
Council. The Executive Committee may then refer the complaint to the technical compe-
tence of the Committee on Price Equivalents which in such cases may be authorized to
examine the supporting evidence and call for any other additional information. On the basis
of the report and recommendations of the Committee on Price Equivalents, the Executive
Committee shall, at the request of any of the parties concerned, report on the matter and, if
necessary, make recommendations to the Council. The Council shall then review the case,
hear any further evidence and hold consultations between the importing and exporting
countries concerned.

If no agreement with the importing countries can be reached on the basis of the above, a
further provision may be inserted whereby, if consultations fail, an importing country could
apply to the Council for relief from part or the whole of its obligations in respect of its
purchases under the Agreement in a crop year, and the Council shall decide on such
application. In view of the insistence of the importing countries at the Preparatory
Committee meetings in London for the right of withdrawal, as a last resort consideration
may have to be given to the inclusion of a further provision to this effect after all other
possibilities have been exhausted.

(c) The Recording of Transactions.

On the assumption that the importing countries undertake to transact the highest proportion
of their import requirements under the Agreement, member countries should undertake to
notify the Secretariat of all transactions relating to the export or import of wheat and flour.
Transactions recorded to the Secretariat might be registered in four principal categories as
follows:

(i) Commercial transactions between exporting and importing member countries;

(ii) Non-commercial, or “special” transactions or arrangements entered into between
exporting and importing member countries;
(iii) Commercial transactions between exporting member countries and importing non-

member countries and between importing member countries and exporting non-member
countries; and
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(iv) Non-commercial, or “special” transactions or arrangements entered into between
exporting member countries and importing non-member countries, and between importing
member countries and exporting non-member countries.

(d) Assurance of the Highest Possible Level of Trade on Commercial Terms

In order to safeguard the stability of the commercial sector of the international trade in
wheat,

(i) Participating countries should undertake as part of their obligations that any non-
commercial transactions in wheat and flour shall be made without harmful interference with
normal commercial patterns of international trade.

(ii) Exporting countries will undertake to export as much as possible of their supplies each
crop year, and importing countries will endeavour so far as possible to purchase the
maximum of their annual requirements, on a freely competitive commercial basis.

(iii) If the obligations of importing countries are in any way expressed in terms of
guaranteed quantities, the fusion of commercial with non-commercial transactions should be
opposed on the grounds that the distinction between normal commercial and non-
commercial transactions be preserved in order to safeguard the commercial sector of the
international wheat trade and ensure that non-commercial transactions represent a net
addition to normal commercial purchases of importing countries.

(e) Safeguards Against “Unfair” Practices and the Restrictive Effects of Bilateral
Arrangements

It is important that the interest of exporting countries be protected against “unfair” practices
and limitations placed on free competition. Such practices would include the resale by
importing countries of imported wheat as flour at concessional prices, and the sale by exporting
member countries of wheat and flour at prices below the minimum, both of which are likely to
pre-empt normal commercial sales of wheat and flour. This protection may be ensured by the
inclusion of provisions whereby:

(1) All countries undertake not to enter knowingly in any transaction with member countries
which may be inconsistent with the minimum price or detrimental to the purposes and
objectives of the Agreement except in the case of gifts or donations in the event of famine,
critical food shortages or any similar emergency.

(i1) Exporting and importing member countries parties to bilateral agreements or “special”
arrangements concluded prior to the entry into force or during the currency of this
Agreement shall specify in an Annex (B) to this Agreement the individual quantities to
which they are committed for each year during the period of this Agreement.

(iii) Consideration may be given to the desirability of exporting countries foregoing any
predetermined sharing of the commercial sector of the market. Any exporting country
entering into bilateral arrangements shall thereby forfeit its right to compete in the
uncommitted and freely competitive residual part of the market to the extent of those
quantities that are committed under such arrangements.

(iv) Gifts and Donations — Any exporting country wishing to extend on an individual basis
any gifts or donations to any participating country shall ensure that such gifts or donations
would represent nei addition to normal commercial marketings.

(f) Irregular Exporting/Importing Countries

(i) Member countries should state in the Agreement whether they will be exporting or
importing countries for the whole duration of the Agreement and for the purpose of its
administration.
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(ii) Any country which has declared itself an importing country for the period of this

Agreement and which wishes to sell wheat and/or flour to either member or non-member

countries in any crop year during the life of this Agreement should undertake not to transact

any such sale at prices which are inconsistent with the price range.

(iii) Any country which has declared itself an exporting country for the period of this

Agreement and which wishes to purchase wheat and/or flour in any crop year during the life

of this Agreement should undertake to purchase all its requirements from exporting member

countries within the price range and on a freely competitive commercial basis.

(g) Annual Review of National Wheat Policies

The inclusion of a provision authorizing the Council to hold an annual review of national
policies as affecting production, prices, stocks and trade should be strongly supported. It should
be recognized, however, that both exporting and importing countries are apt to be politically
sensitive to national wheat policies and are likely to resist any exposure to criticism in, or by,
an international body. The annual review will, therefore, lack authority to recommend changes
but should nonetheless afford opportunities for exchanging views on national or regional
measures and developments, (e.g., uneconomic production in importing countries, regional
restrictive practices in the European Common Market), which may have adverse effects on the
operation of the Agreement or on the commercial sector of the international trade in wheat and
flour. In this context, it would be appropriate for the Council to review the relative proportions
of trade transacted on commercial and “special” terms between member countries as well as
between member and non-member countries.

(h) Duration

The duration of a new Agreement should be not less than, and no longer than, three years.

69. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 35 Geneva, February 2, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Repeat T&C, Finance, Agriculture, Bank of Canada, PM’s Office for Menzies,
Washington, London, T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris, Bonn, Brussels, Rome, Hague
(Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Buenos Aires, Berne from London.

UN WHEAT CONFERENCE — FIRST WEEK
The producer advisers strongly support the objectives set out in the memorandum of
instructions and are attracted to the idea of a broad comprehensive and more flexible
agreement.

2. Following private discussions with main exporting countries and the UK we decided to
place the essence of our proposals before the Conference without delay to the end that a
scheme which would bring substantially all the trade in wheat within the scope of the
agreement should be considered along with the less comprehensive plans included in the
Preparatory Committee report. The Canadian statementt which concentrated on our ideas
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concerning rights and obligations was made on Thursday and copies were airmailed to Ottawa
and Winnipeg the same day. Copies are also being airmailed to missions receiving this
telegram.

3. Following the Canadian presentation a number of statements were made expressing
appreciation for our constructive initiative. The UK delegation with whom we have been
working closely made a particularly helpful rejoinder. Bishop explained the unwillingness of
the UK Government to limit the freedom of the UK trade but said it would be possible to
consider the Canadian proposal which would only require an overall limitation. On imports
from non-member countries, along the lines of the Sugar Agreement, Japan, Germany,
Netherlands, India and UAR in varying degrees saw difficulties in accepting a ceiling on
imports from non-member exporting countries and wished to retain greater freedom to purchase
wheat from any source than our scheme might provide. Japan, with some support from
Switzerland, expressed preference for the Preparatory Committee’s proposal “A” which would
provide an option between the old system of guaranteed quantities and new procedures which
might be adapted to accommodate the UK and others. South Africa, Switzerland and Ireland
expressed some concern about the assurance of adequate supplies at the maximum. While
many questions were asked and some basic reservations expressed it was agreed that the
Canadian proposal merited priority consideration and a small group of representative importers
and exporters has been set up for this purpose. Its first task is to examine our plan with respect
to rights and obligations, together with those in the Preparatory Committee Report, and to
develop a proposal which can be recommended to the Conference as a whole. It will be given
other important tasks as our work develops.

4. The Committee began its work on Friday afternoon when attention was directed primarily
to the problem of defining the non-member quantities to be included in the annex. There are a
number of problems to be resolved. For example the appropriate margin of tolerance and
whether the quantities should relate to actual trade which has taken place or should take
account of the larger amounts usually inscribed as permitted imports or trade objectives in bila-
teral agreements (Japan, Germany). In general the importers were anxious to achieve some
degree of flexibility as regards permitted imports from non-members.

5. The Australian and French delegations were concerned with the possibility of the basic
grade of No. 1 Manitoba Northern reaching the maximum before other wheats at which time,
under our proposal, member importing countries would be released from their obligation with
respect to the amounts purchasable from non-members. These and other questions are being
studied and will be pursued further on Monday.

6. For the most part importing countries including the EEC countries are for the time being
reserving their position regarding the basic acceptability of the Canadian proposal. A clearer
indication of their views cannot be expected until all possibilities have been examined, but for
the moment they are co-operating in a fair examination of the plan we have put forward.

7. As agreed in advance, the USA and Australian delegations have not created difficulties for
us in the meetings, and have indicated willingness to take the Canadian plan as a basis for
initial discussion. Privately, the USA delegation has expressed a preference for some
obligations at the floor and at the ceiling without the specific “put and call” procedure. They
are worried about the possible pressure on prices which might arise in the context of the
continuous obligation implicit in our scheme. They have, however, publicly come out in favour
of the differentiation and separate recording of “commercial” and “special” transactions. The
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Australians who are showing increased concern about the effects of the USA surplus disposal
activities and French competition, do not see sufficient protection for their exports under our
proposal and remain attached to the notion of guaranteed quantities. McCarthy has not yet
arrived.

8. The question of the price range and of price flexibility has come up for discussion privately
and briefly in Committee early in the Session. As a partial assurance concerning flexibility the
UK are adamant that the new Agreement should contain provisions for ultimate withdrawal.
They state that the inclusion of such a safety-valve in the Agreement would be needed for
purposes of presentation in the UK, Japan, Netherlands, Indonesia and the UAR have indicated
they will be pressing for a lower price range. We have so far opposed the idea of withdrawal
provisions, and have urged that the UK problem be met through provisions for consultation and
adjustment within the framework of the Agreement. We have firmly resisted any notion of a
lower price range and are endeavouring to leave the impression that such a proposition could
not be regarded seriously.

9. Because of lack of accommodation, the Conference has been set to end on February 27, but
there remains the likelihood of some carry-over into March. It is too early to suggest whether or
not our proposals will survive in any thing like their present form, but at least they are being
given a good run.

10. T&C please pass to Wheat Board Winnipeg.

70. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 67 Geneva, February 9, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 35 Feb. 4.[sic]

Repeat T&C, Finance, Agriculture, Bank of Canada, PM’s Office for Menzies, London,
T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris, Bonn, Brussels, Rome, Hague, Washington
(Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Buenos Aires, Berne from London.

WHEAT CONFERENCE — SECOND WEEK

It became evident early in the week that the Canadian proposals concerning the form of a
new Agreement would have to be reshaped. In particular the provision that importing countries
should limit their purchases from non-members to amounts specifically listed in an annex and
based on previous trade was considered by many importers to be too rigid and restrictive. More
important, many countries including the USA, thought this way of defining the quantities to be
brought within the Agreement would appear rather negative and involve avoidable presenta-
tional difficulties.

2. A Working Party of the Economic Committee (Canada, Germany, USA and UK) which
was set up to examine the plan and possible alterations worked out a reformulation of the
Canadian proposal in which the obligations of importers were stated in a positive form. Under
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the revised scheme, Annex 1 would specify the percentages of total commercial imports which
importing countries would be obliged to take from member exporting countries. The percentage
would vary country by country and would be based on its past and prospective pattern of trade.
In fact the percentages will have to be negotiated at the Conference. We have made it clear that
the acceptability of the so-called “positive formulation” will depend, so far as we are concer-
ned, on the willingness of importers to put in realistic percentages which will reflect the quanti-
ties they actually take commercially from member exporters.

3. Since it is not possible to oblige importers or exporters to take or provide concessional
wheat it was agreed that “special transactions” should be excluded from the percentages and
treated separately. Under the revised proposal these transactions are to be brought within the
framework of the Agreement by reporting and separate recording. A special working party has
been set up to define what is a “special transaction” and what is not.

4. As in our original proposal, exporters would be obliged at the maximum to supply the
needs of importers up to the average of their commercial purchases from member exporters
during a preceding period. Some of the small importers (Ireland, Spain) have objected that in
the event of an unusually low domestic crop previous history of commercial imports would not
provide a fair base for calculating entitlements in such a year. It is probable that a special
provision will be developed to meet this difficulty.

5. The revised proposal was presented to the Executive Committee on Friday and was
accepted as the basis for further work. Its final acceptability will, however, depend on the
views of governments and on prices and it is too early to say that the problem of rights and
obligations has been finally resolved. The working party is now proceeding to formulate the
revised scheme in detailed terms and to find solutions to a number of technical problems which
have been brought out. Answers are in sight for most of these questions, but the Germans are
being difficult about agreeing to observe the price range for their exports of flour.

6. The Japanese delegation told the Executive Committee at Friday meeting that acceptance
by importers of the rights and obligations involved in the new scheme could not be disasso-
ciated from the question of price. It was agreed that discussion of the price range should begin
next Tuesday and the importer and exporter groups are meeting privately on Monday.

71. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 90 Geneva, February 16, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 67 Feb. 9.

Repeat T&C (T&C Ottawa Pls Rpt to Wheat Board), Finance, Agriculture, Bank of
Canada, PM’s Office for Menzies, Washington, London, T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris,
Bonn, Brussels, Rome, Hague (Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Berne from London, Buenos Aires from Ottawa.
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WHEAT CONFERENCE — THIRD WEEK

1. The proposed rights and obligations as described in previous messages are now being
drafted in legal form for presentation to the Economic and Executive Committees next week.
The production of a clear understandable document in an acceptable legal form is proving to be
a formidable task particularly as regards the definition of collective and individual rights and
obligations when prices have reached the maximum. There is some danger that the possible
complexities at the maximum will reduce support for the scheme as a whole. Next week should
tell the tale, as most representatives will by then have had definite reactions from their capitals
as to whether they can accept the continuous obligations involved.

2. A working group is preparing a proposed new section of the Agreement relating to the
Annual Review and a broad measure of agreement has been reached.

3. We are encountering some difficulty with the Americans concerning the inclusion in the
agreement of an effective section on rules or principles for surplus disposal. Palmby who has
just arrived from Washington seems to have retreated from the position he took in Ottawa and
is reluctant to accept any provision which would lay down obligations concerning the
protection of the commercial sector. He is afraid that a treaty obligation of this kind would
offend Senate opinion and imperil ratification, and argues that the necessary guarantees are
already inserted in USA legislation. I have informed him that our instructions are firm and that
our point will have to be covered in the new Agreement. It may be that the magic words can be
worked into the Annual Review section or into the revised objectives, if their inclusion as an
obligation finally proves unacceptable.

4. As regards irregular importers/exporters, after consultations in Bonn Haeffner (Germany)
stated that his government could not accept a provision requiring Germany to abide by the price
range in its exports of wheat and flour. In view of the present delicate political situation and
Germany’s trade relations with Soviet bloc and other non-member countries Germany finds
difficulty in accepting the new concept of the agreement and in subscribing to a high percent-
tage. An additional obligation to police flour export prices could mean nonacceptance or a
change in the percentage of high quality wheat used in Germany. McCarthy whose country is
most severely affected by German flour sales said that the inclusion of our paragraph relating to
exports by an importing country was fair and reasonable, but he would not wish to see
Germany outside of the Agreement. He would continue to protest through GATT and on a
direct government to government basis. I am now working with the Germans in the working
group with a view to obtaining their acceptance of a best endeavour type of undertaking to meet
this problem.

5. The Economic Committee has given provisional approval to a definition of special or non-
commercial sales which would include all but normal cash transactions. It is proposed that
separate registers be maintained by Council for the following transactions which include
special features involving government intervention: (a) sales on long-term credit would include
Canadian sales to Israel; (b) sales under tied government loans (Canada-India and Ceylon); (c)
sales for local inconvertible currency; (d) Barter; and (e) special bilateral trading agreements at
artificial prices (Argentina-Brazil); (f) gifts.

6. We are reporting separately on the discussions in the Technical Committee and on the
initial debates on prices.
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72. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 110 Geneva, February 23, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 90 Feb. 16.

Repeat T&C, Cdn Wheat Board, Agriculture, Bank of Canada, Finance, Menzies of PM’s
Office, Washington, London, T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris, Bonn, Brussels, Hague
(Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Berne from London, Buenos Aires from Ottawa.

WHEAT CONFERENCE — FOURTH WEEK
A draft of the new Agreement is now being worked out by the working groups and the
various articles are gradually taking shape. The key questions of maximum and minimum
prices and of establishing the percentage obligations of importers remain to be settled, but some
progress in this direction is being made (our telegram 108 February 22+ — Prices).

2. A basic understanding has been reached by exporters with the major importers on an
equitable definition of collective and individual rights and obligations through the range and
when prices reach the maximum. Certain presentational problems remain and it will be
necessary to reduce our understandings to a simple, clear, and legally sound text.

3. Agreement has been pretty well reached on satisfactory texts for articles on the Annual
Review, and on objectives. A paragraph meeting our points on surplus disposal and
incorporating the substance of the more important FAO principles will be included in the
Annual Review article. The objectives will be stated in a much broader and more
comprehensive way than in the present Agreement.

4. Recommendations concerning the definition and registration of special transactions,
described in our last week’s report, have been approved by the Executive Committee. There is
likely to be some difficulty, however, in dealing with wheat traded between the Six under
bilateral arrangements where prices may or may not fall within the price range.

5. Statistics are now available indicating for each importing country imports from member
and non-member countries during recent years. These figures will provide the basis for the
negotiations which will commence next week on the percentages of total commercial imports
which importers will undertake to purchase each crop year from member exporters.

6. We cannot yet be sure that an agreement along the lines we desire is in the bag. It is our
feeling, however, that if agreement can be reached on the price range and on the percentage
obligations of importers, the other elements of the Agreement can be resolved in a reasonably
satisfactory way. Although doubts remain in some quarters. The general framework we
suggested for the new Agreement seems now to have general acceptance. No serious
alternative has been put before the Conference, and as the days pass this eventually becomes
less and less likely.
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73. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 123 Geneva, March 2, 1959

SECRET. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 110 Feb. 23.

Repeat T&C, Cdn Wheat Board, Agriculture, Finance, Bank of Canada, Menzies of PM’s
Office, London, T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris, Washington, Rome, Bonn, Hague,
Brussels (Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Berne from London, Buenos Aires from Ottawa.

WHEAT CONFERENCE — FIFTH WEEK

There is now a good possibility that the main work of the Conference will be completed by
next weekend, although the preparation of final texts and translations will no doubt carry over
into the following week. The price range of $1.50 - $1.90 having been settled, there remains the
negotiation of percentage obligation of each importing country, the distribution of votes and the
approval of the various articles which have been drafted. There is also the problem of dealing
with sales under bilateral agreements, especially among the ‘Six,’ at prices which may fall
above the agreed price range.

2. On Wednesday, Bishop advised me of UK acceptance of the settlement on prices which we
had recommended. Friday the price range of $1.50 minimum and $1.90 maximum was
announced at a meeting of the prices working group. Exporters and importers then held private
meetings. On the exporters’ side the settlement was within Australia’s instructions (McCarthy
could have gone to $1.45) and the USA announced clearance from Washington. Other
exporters expressed personal satisfaction and indicated that their governments would no doubt
agree to the new range. The French representative, however, withheld his government’s
approval pending a solution to the problem of recording transactions between the ‘Six.” I have
been advised that Bishop had a rough time at the importers’ meeting. While the new price
range is acceptable to the ‘Six’ and Switzerland, a number of importers, led by Japan, are of the
view that it would have been possible to negotiate a lower minimum price. The Japanese
representative continues to maintain that his government will commit a token quantity.
However, considerable pressure is being brought to bear on him to seek new instructions.

3. I made it perfectly clear to the prices group as I will at the next meeting of the Executive
Comnmittee, that the acceptability to Canada of the price range remains dependent on importers
submitting reasonably satisfactory percentages.

4. Negotiations are only beginning on the percentage obligations of importers. Bishop under
instructions has submitted 80 percent. I have already told him informally of our disappointment
and he is in touch with London. McCarthy is tackling him tonight and I shall speak to him
formally tomorrow. Japan has not yet suggested any figure. Many other importers have
suggested initial percentages which cannot be regarded as satisfactory; others seem reasonable.
It is too early to predict to what extent we and other exporters will succeed in obtaining
satisfactory percentage commitments from importers, but we shall certainly be pressing them
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hard over the next few days. It may be that I shall be asking you to make a high level approach
to London within the next couple of days in an effort to move the UK commitment at least to
85 percent.

5. The Six countries are pressing for the recording under their agreement of wheat purchased
under Rome Treaty bilateral arrangements with Italy and France, even if prices are above the
range. There is, as you know, the possibility that because of escalator clauses in these bilateral
contracts the price at which wheat is sold within the Common Market in the third year of the
Wheat Agreement may exceed the agreed maximum. The Six insist that unless this trade is
recordable it will be necessary for the importing countries among the Six to exclude purchases
from France and Italy from their percentage obligations under the L W.A. The Six have made it
clear that their interest is at the maximum [and not] at the minimum which would, of course,
[cause] us greater [concern] to meet the problem {the French] [original torn] that bilateral
transactions concluded in fulfilment of treaty obligations entered into prior to the Conference
should be recordable. We and other exporters opposed this on the grounds it would permit
breaches of the ceiling by the ‘Six’ alone and such a clause would amount to an indirect
endorsement of the agricultural arrangements under the Rome Treaty. After a great deal of
thought we are now examining the possibility of including a sentence in the Agreement, or in
the rules of procedure, which would permit the Council in special circumstances to record
transactions entered into at prices in excess of the maximum, provided the buyer and seller
agree. In this way the right to record certain transactions above the maximum price would be
generalized to all exporters (providing the buyer and seller agree) and there would be no
reference, direct or indirect, to the Rome Treaty arrangements. It remains to be seen whether a
solution of this kind would be acceptable to the UK and other importers.

74. DEA/4171-D-40

La délégation a la Conférence internationale sur le blé
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to International Wheat Conference
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 140 Geneva, March 9, 1959

CONFIDENTIAL. PRIORITY.

Reference: Our Tel 123 Mar. 2.

Repeat Dept. T&C, Cdn Wheat Board, Agriculture, Finance, Bank of Canada, Menzies
PM’s Office, Washington, London, T&C London, NATO Paris, Paris, Rome, Bonn, Hague,
Brussels (Information).

By Bag Copenhagen, Tokyo, Canberra, Berne from London, Buenos Aires from Ottawa.

WHEAT CONFERENCE — SIXTH WEEK

The Conference has now completed third reading of all but a few of the articles of the new
Agreement. The Executive Committee has still to deal with the percentage obligations of
importers and to formalize the settlement on prices at the maximum and minimum.

2. Subject to final confirmation from the French delegation a satisfactory compromise has
been reached on the question of recordings above the maximum price should the exporting and
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importing countries concerned agree. The compromise follows the lines outlined in paragraph
6 of our message 123 March 2.

3. Spain which throughout the Conference has been pressing for special provisions to cover
her position as an exporting and importing country with an irregular harvest pattern (except for
durums) is now insisting on joining the Agreement as an exporter. Attempts to dissuade the
Spanish delegation from this course have so far failed and the probability is that the
Conference will in the end support the Spanish application.

4. The Conference is likely to terminate Tuesday. A resolution will be passed commending
the new Agreement to governments and inviting them to sign it in Washington between April
6th and April 24th. A separate resolution will invite a number of smaller member countries
who have not been represented in Geneva to join by way of negotiation and accession and for
this purpose to attend the first meeting of the signatory governments to be held after the mid of
July.

5. The final percentages of the importing countries will be available on Monday. The total
commitment is disappointing and works out on a weighted basis at just over 71 percent of
average commercial imports from all sources in the base period. Preliminary Secretariat
calculations indicated that something over 440 million bushels will be committed. This is about
160 million bushels more than the total guaranteed quantities under the present Agreement and
about 260 million bushels more than recorded purchases under the IW A for the 1957-58 crop-
year. Allowing for the percentages which may be put in by acceding countries, it would appear
that the amount committed will approximate the guaranteed quantities of the present IWA plus
the quantity represented by the UK’s 80 percent. The weighted average is adversely affected by
the UK’s 80 percent, Germany’s 70 percent and Japan’s 50 percent. The Japanese percentage
reflects the dissatisfaction of the Japanese Government with the proposed new price range. It
was only with the greatest difficulty that the Japanese delegation was able to convince their
authorities to go as high as 50 percent. The German figure reflects the expectation of the
German authorities that their total imports will be smaller in the future because of a withering
away of their flour exports. Moreover, in their percentage, full allowance has been made for
possible commitments under bilateral trade agreements with the Eastern bloc countries and
Turkey. While the percentage commitments are a good deal lower than we had hoped they
represent the maximum the importers are prepared to do in present circumstances. They will,
of course, be buying a good deal more wheat from the member exporters than is represented by
their formal commitments. We may expect that at the next International Wheat Conference
when importing countries have become accustomed to the new Agreement they will be willing
to subscribe to more realistic percentages. It is unlikely, however, that the major importing
countries will ever commit themselves to percentages which would not give them reasonable
leeway to adjust somewhat their pattern of trade with members and non-members.

6. In my final statement, I propose to indicate our disappointment that importing countries
have not gone further and to express the hope that in the light of experience their percentages
will be revised upwards.

7. We shall be sending you on Monday a draft text of the proposed UN release which may be
helpful in the preparation of any concurrent announcement in Ottawa. For what it may be worth
we are also sending along a draft of a possible statement for use by the Minister in the House.
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75. PCO

Note du ministre du Commerce
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of Trade and Commerce
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT No. 113-59 [Ottawa], April 14, 1959

INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT — 1959

A new International Wheat Agreement was negotiated at the final session of the United
Nations Wheat Conference held in Geneva from January 26th to March 10th, 1959. This
Agreement is much broader in scope than any of the previous wheat agreements and has been
approved by members of the Canadian Wheat Board Advisory Committee who were also
members of the Canadian Delegation to the Wheat Conference. Its main provisions are
summarized in the Appendix to this Memorandum.

Of particular importance to Canada is the United Kingdom’s intention to rejoin the new
Agreement after six years in which she has remained outside the L W.A.

The following features of the new Agreement are significant from the Canadian point of
view:

(a) The strengthening of the obligations. The replacement of rights and obligations at the
extremes of the price range by a continuous obligation of individual importing countries to
purchase from the exporting countries at prices throughout the price range, excluding the
maximum, a specified minimum percentage of their total commercial requirements. Thus, the
ineffective quantity guarantee at the minimum of previous agreements has been changed to a
firm annual importers’ obligation. At the maximum, importers’ entitlements are no longer
specified by guaranteed quantities but are calculated on the basis of average purchases from
exporting countries in preceding years. Thus, there is a built-in incentive to purchase from the
exporting countries.

(b) An internationally agreed price range. The new Agreement provides for a price range with
a maximum of $1.90 as compared with $2.00 in the current Agreement and a minimum of
$1.50, for No. 1 Manitoba Northern wheat, basis in store Fort William/Port Arthur. In the face
of heavy pressure for a reduction in the price range, it was necessary to agree to some reduction
in the maximum price, but it proved possible to maintain the minimum unchanged.

(c) The strengthening of minimum price provisions. All exporters have agreed to make wheat
available to importers up to their total commercial requirements at prices within the price
range. Whereas a commercial sale below the minimum was possible outside the terms of the
previous agreements, under the new Agreement such sales would be a breach of the exporters’
undertaking. In addition, provisions have been included which call for Council action should a
situation arise which appears to jeopardize the objectives of the Agreement in regard to the
minimum price. '

(d) A “Best endeavour” article was incorporated into the new Agreement which requires
importing countries that also export or resell wheat or flour to endeavour to do so at prices
consistent with the price range and to avoid any action which would be prejudicial to the
operation of the agreement. On the basis of previous experience this article will have particular
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application to those importing countries that sell flour and employ subsidies or other means to
facilitate their exports.

This new article also provides that exporting countries, which import wheat during the
period of the Agreement, endeavour to purchase their requirements from other member
exporting countries at prices within the price range and to avoid taking any action which would
be prejudicial to the operation of the Agreement.

(e) The reporting of all non-commercials as well as the recording of commercial transactions
is provided for, thereby permitting a detailed examination of international trade in wheat as a
whole. An annual review is to be instituted of production, stocks, prices and all developments
affecting world trade in wheat. In this connection member countries have undertaken to inform
the Wheat Council of the measures taken by them to secure compliance with principles laid
down in the Agreement for the disposal of surpluses on special terms, including the avoidance
of harmful interference with normal patterns of production and commercial trade.

The new Agreement which covers the three-year period ending July 31, 1962, is open for
signature in Washington from April 6th to April 24th and instruments of acceptance are to be
deposited with the Government of the United States not later than July 11th, 1959.

I believe that the new Wheat Agreement will prove an effective and realistic framework for
international trade and cooperation in wheat.

I RECOMMEND that the Canadian Ambassador in Washington be authorized to sign, subject
to ratification, on behalf of the Government of Canada the International Wheat Agreement -
1959 and that both Houses of Parliament be asked at the present session to approve by
resolution Canada’s ratification of the Agreement.*

[GORDON CHURCHILL]

* Approuvé par le Cabinet le 17 avril 1959. Voir Canada, Recueil des traités, 1959, N° 17.
Approved by Cabinet on April 17, 1959. See Canada, Treaty Series, 1959, No. 17.
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ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ ATLANTIQUE NORD
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

ETAT DE L’ALLIANCE
STATE OF THE ALLIANCE

76. DEA/50030-AG-1-40

Le représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I'Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET Paris, July 15, 1959

Dear Mr. Minister:

You have taken over the portfolio of Secretary of State for External Affairs at a time when
NATO has to face some very grave problems. Some observers describe these problems as
growing pains but others think that the Alliance is no longer growing and may even be losing
strength. In view of the importance we have attached to the development of NATO ever since
its creation, I thought that you might be interested in receiving a report from this Delegation.
This may be an appropriate time for such stocktaking since the problems with which we are
faced at this mission are also fairty acute on the economic front which we are expected to cover
through our associate membership in the OEEC. Our comments have been made under the
following general headings:

I -NATO defence

IT - Atomic policy of the Alliance
IH - Political consultation

IV - Economic developments

V - Conclusions

I - NATO DEFENCE

General

1. The NATO defence concept is based on the prevention of war, by creating the greatest
possible deterrent to war and by maintaining the means of defending this deterrent. The
deterrent consists of the nuclear deterrent and the shield forces, now armed partly with tactical
nuclear weapons as well as with conventional arms.

2. At the present time the nuclear deterrent is made up of the United States Strategic Air
Force, supplemented by the United Kingdom Bomber Force and IRBM sites in the United
Kingdom and Italy. The two bomber forces are under the control of their respective govern-
ments. The IRBMs in the United Kingdom are under joint United States-United Kingdom
control. The IRBMs in Italy are under the joint control of SACEUR (General Norstad) and the
United States and Italian Governments.
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3. The shield forces, which consist of both army and air force units and which are under the
command of SACEUR, have been established in Europe for the purpose of ensuring the
integrity of the NATO area. They also have as their object the deterring of war by forcing a
potential aggressor to realize that a probing action or an accidental encounter, if followed up,
must lead to hostilities. The shield forces are supplemented by the NATO naval forces, needed
for protection of lines of communications in the North Atlantic, for denying, to Soviet
submarines, access to the North Atlantic, for protection of the North American area against
guided-missile submarines, and for other naval tasks in the NATO area.

4. In late 1957 the Supreme Allied Commanders introduced MC 70, their Minimum Essential
Force Requirements Study.” The total force requirements defined in this study for the period
up to the end of 1963 have been approved by the North Atlantic Council for planning purposes.
At the same time the Council has recognized that the force requirements currently envisaged
for 1962 and 1963 would require further review in the light of new capabilities of both the
West and the Soviets.

5. During the 1958 Annual Review it became obvious that countries, in general, had not been
able to make a detailed assessment of the implications of the new force requirements and
consequently they could not yet forecast future military planning with much precision.
However, it was apparent that full implementation of MC 70 over the 1959-63 period would
require considerably greater expenditures on defence than NATO countries are making at
present. With regard to the years immediately ahead, this was also true. At the same time the
Military Authorities were able to derive from countries’ replies sufficient information about
planning in the fields of forces and equipment to enable them to arrive at a preliminary
judgment of the situation and to indicate the major problems to be solved and the scope of
effort required to overcome them. Document MC 39/10, a report by the Military Committee on
the Military Implications of the 1958 Annual Review, brought to the attention of all NATO
countries the serious impact of the shortfall of forces reflected in the 1958 Annual Review on
the capability of the major NATO Commanders to carry out their assigned tasks and missions
during the period through 1961. MC 39/10 gives a comprehensive analysis of the present
military posture of the Alliance and it is only possible in this brief to touch on the main
deficiencies which have been noted.

6. There are shortfalls in M-day and 1st Echelon units as well as low manning levels in the
M-day units; there are delays in the build-up of nuclear capable units; there is a lack of
adequate support units; much of the conventional material with which major Army units are
equipped no longer corresponds to present-day requirements; naval forces are seriously lacking
in anti-submarine and anti-mine capability; construction of new ships, modernization of
equipment and refitting of older ships is imperative; in the air forces there are serious delays in
the formation of surface-to-air missile units and all weather fighter squadrons; there is
insufficient dispersal of airfields and units; there is an inadequate strike reconnaissance
capability; and there is a serious deficiency in anti-submarine-warning aircraft.

Canadian Participation in NATO Defence

7. As far as Canada is concerned, our present forces in Europe are roughly as follows. The
RCAF is represented in Europe by our Air Division, which comprises eight squadrons of F-86

* Voir le volume 24, les documents 181 a 204./See Volume 24, Documents 181-204.
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day fighters and four squadrons of CF-100 all-weather fighters, a total of 272 aircraft.
Personnel strength in Europe is about 6500.

8. The Army’s contribution in Europe is a Brigade Group consisting of three infantry
battalions and supporting arms and an armoured regiment. The Canadian Government has also
taken the decision to provide two Lacrosse Launchers, associated fire control equipment and
six missiles for use by the Brigade Group in Europe; this equipment, however, has not yet been
procured. Personnel strength in Europe is about 5500.

9. A further Army commitment is the build-up of the Brigade Group in Europe to a full
division as soon after the outbreak of hostilities as possible. It is understood that this
commitment is now under review in the Department of National Defence but that no decision
with respect to withdrawing from it has yet been taken.”

10. The R.C.N. has undertaken to provide to SACLANT, in the event of hostilities, an aircraft
carrier and 42 other surface vessels of various types. In addition to these surface vessels and
associated carrier-borne aircraft, the RCAF is committed to provide to the Maritime theatre of
operations 48 maritime patrol aircraft.

11. While the naval vessels and naval aircraft to be assigned to SACLANT would clearly play
a part in the defence of Canada in the event of war, the above contributions to NATO defence
are, in the main, in addition to Canada’s contribution to the defence of the Canada-United
States region of NATO, our principal role in which is our participation in NORAD.

12. From the NATO viewpoint, the two most effective categories of the Canadian Mutual Air
Programme since its inception in 1950/51 have been transfers of equipment and NATO aircrew
training. Transfers of equipment have contributed by far the largest part of the programme. In
the years since 1950/51, Canada has supplied her NATO partners with military equipment
totalling more than $1,000 million in value and, though most of this has been equipment
surplus to the requirements of Canadian forces, it has been of real value to our allies. Recently
it has become increasingly difficult to find an adequate supply of useful up-to-date equipment
in service stocks.

13. Canada has only undertaken specific production for Mutual Aid when there has also been
a requirement for the item in question on the part of the Canadian Services. This was done
in instances when the Canadian Services’ requirements alone did not permit of economic
production runs. The Staff have implied from time to time that Canada could use part of
its production potential for mutual aid without relation to Canadian Service needs. Canada has
consistently endeavoured to provide spares for equipment given away, either from Service
stocks or from production. This is in contrast to the United States. The latter in the main do
not now furnish follow-on spares for United States conventional type equipment already
transferred.

NATO Attitude Toward Canadian Part in NATO Defence

14. Canada’s contribution to NATO defence has always been highly regarded by NATO itself
and by member governments, both because of the quality of our forces and because of the
relatively satisfactory level of our defence expenditures. In present circumstances, when all
NATO countries are faced with re-equipment problems and with rising defence costs, our
defence effort is being scrutinized both from the point of view of our readiness to re-equip our

& Voir/See Document 102.
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forces to keep pace with modern weapons developments and from the point of view of our
readiness to spend money on defence at a rate which will make this possible and also enable us
to continue mutual aid to our partners. While the concept of relating defence expenditures to
gross national product has never been accepted by the Canadian Government, the NATO staff
tends to think in these terms and to try to apply this criterion to Canada and other countries.
Apart from this, there is a fairly ingrained tendency to regard Canada as a country which,
broadly speaking, can afford to spend more than at present on defence if necessary.

15. Itis the function of the NATO Annual Review to assess the state of NATO defence and to
stimulate member countries to make such further efforts as seem appropriate to increase the
scope and effectiveness of their contributions and thus to enable the alliance collectively to
meet more fully the requirements of the NATO military authorities. Within this general
context, Canada, like other countries, receives recommendations from NATO each year.

16. The following resumé is based on the recommendations addressed to Canada at the
conclusion of the 1958 Annual Review and contains my present appreciation of some of the
important points to which we will probably have to address ourselves at this year’s Annual
Review examination next October. It has been written before receipt of our replies to the 1959
Annual Review Questionnaire and before the Parliamentary debate on the defence estimates.
The reply to the 1959 Questionnaire will, of course, form the basis of our presentation at the
NATO examination; however, my present resumé takes account of the main outlines of
Canadian defence policy as outlined, for example, in the Defence White Paper.

17. On defence finance it has been recommended that Canada raise defence expenditures
during the period 1959-63 as may be necessary to meet the qualitative and quantitative
requirements of MC 70. Present indications are that the level of our defence expenditures in the
current fiscal year will be about the same as last year; no forecast of expenditures beyond the
1959-60 fiscal year has been made. Since our 1960-61 defence estimates will be under
preparation at about the time of our Annual Review examination in October, we will doubtless
be questioned closely at that time regarding the expected level of defence expenditures in
1960-61.

18. The NATO recommendation on the air division is to reach an early decision on its future
role in order to decide on modernization at the earliest possible date, emphasis to be placed on
an increase in all-weather capability during the period covered by the 1958 Annual Review
(i.e., 1959-61).

19. The recent decision to re-equip the eight F-86 squadrons will be welcomed in NATO. The
reduction in the number of aircraft from 24 to 18 will be understood if the type of aircraft
procured is such as to provide at least equivalent fighting power per squadron. At the same
time, to avoid any impression that we intend to cut the effective size of our air division, it
would seem desirable not to rule out now the possibility of the four CF-100 squadrons being re-
equipped in due course. Also, in view of the latter part of the recommendation on the air
division, it is further hoped that it will prove possible to maintain the CF-100 squadrons in
Europe during the 1959-61 period or thereabouts; this would not increase the all-weather
capability of the air division but it would maintain its present capability.

20. The NATO recommendations with respect to the Canadian Army contribution to the
NATO Shield are as follows:
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(a) accelerate the provision of suitable ground nuclear delivery systems for the Canadian
Army Brigade Group in Germany;

(b) complete arrangements to move the balance of the 1st Canadian Division to Europe
promptly after M-Day;

(c) provide balanced non-divisional combat support for the Canadian contribution to ACE;
and

(d) continue to build up the manning level of M-Day forces in Europe at least to minimum
SHAPE standards.

21. On (a) it is to be hoped that we will be able to say that a definite order for Lacrosse
missiles for the Brigade has been placed, and that we will be able to forecast an approximate
delivery date. We are asked in MC 70 to provide tactical nuclear weapons beginning in 1959.
Since we have chosen the Lacrosse, which will not be available for some time, we cannot meet
this date; but it would be desirable to indicate how soon we expect to provide the equipment. If
this cannot be done, it would be advisable to make clear (if this is the case) that the
indefiniteness arises only from inability on the part of the United States suppliers to give a
delivery date.

22. SACEUR continues to attach considerable importance to recommendation (b) on
arrangements for moving the balance of the 1st Canadian Division promptly to Europe after M-
Day. This being the case, it is to be hoped that, if the United States Maritime Commission has
indicated that it can move the balance of the Division, information to this effect can be given at
our examination.

23. We have never felt any obligation to accept recommendation (c), and we understand that
the Minister of National Defence is opposed to (d).

24. The NATO military authorities have been anxious to obtain a more firm commitment
from Canada with regard to the number of Category A escort vessels which, in an emergency,
would be made available to SACLANT by 1963. While the difficulties of making a more firm
commitment are appreciated, any further precision we can be given on this score would be
salutary.

25. The NATO recommendation to Canada on mutual aid is to maintain at least the present
level of mutual aid by increasing, to the extent possible, deliveries to its allies of equipment of
recent manufacture. This contrasts with the present state of affairs. There has been a very heavy
shortfall in deliveries under our 1958-59 mutual aid programme; the 1959-60 vote for mutual
aid equipment is $60,000,000 as compared with $90,000,000 in 1958-59; for 1960-61 there is
very little suitable equipment in service stocks, and there has so far been no disposition to
provide mutual aid equipment from direct production. If, for these reasons or for financial
reasons, it should be decided to eliminate our mutual aid equipment programme as of 1960-61,
we would be left only with the relatively small part which consists mainly of contributions to
NATO common infrastructure and NATO budgets. These payments are made by all NATO
countries on a cost-sharing basis, and the United States does not include them in its mutual
aid programme.

26. The downward trend in Canadian mutual aid occurs at a time when the United States is
maintaining its mutual aid to NATO countries at a high level. While Congress did not agree to
the Administration’s request for an increase in its total mutual aid programme, reports indicate
that the amount going to NATO countries will be at least as large as previously. At the same
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time, because United States mutual aid is more and more concentrated on the new weapons of
which it is virtually the only supplier, there is a tendency in NATO to look to Canada for
continued provision of modern weapons of conventional types.

27. A new approach to the future of Canadian mutual aid might be developed from the idea
that Canada is able to produce certain modern equipment — e.g. Caribou transport aircraft,
Bobcat armoured personnel carriers — which are of value to her allies, and that she is willing
to supply such equipment on a payment basis, or to facilitate its manufacture under licence in
other member countries. Within the spirit of interdependence certain fields might be recognized
as being strictly appropriate for Canadian equipment, thus avoiding duplication and
competition with our Allies. As an adjunct to this strictly business programme, we might
include a relatively small mutual aid content. This might range from substantial in the case of
the poorer NATO countries to nil in the case of the more prosperous. This approach, while
recognizing that there are a few NATO countries that still need mutual aid, would take the
emphasis away from aid and would make use of the aid concept to make it more and more
possible for Canada to supply equipment of real quality to her partners while assisting in the
maintenance of the Canadian defence production base.

28. In concluding these paragraphs on NATO defence I should mention that, at the Ministerial
meeting last December, a resolution on defence was adopted.” Its object was to find some
means whereby the Secretary-General might take special steps to improve the state of NATO
defence. This resolution is now being implemented by means of a process whereby the NATO
military authorities have direct discussions with national military authorities with the object of
assessing, inter alia, the cost to the country in question of meeting the military authorities’
requirements and the readiness of the country in question to do this. While this procedure does
not differ essentially from the long-standing practice of bilateral talks between NATO and
national military authorities, the scope and depth of the present enquiry is much greater and the
current talks are held at the highest level — i.e., Ministerial. On the NATO side, the Interna-
tional Staff, for the first time, is associated with them. However, NATO is concentrating first in
this connection on the European countries, and we do not expect this type of discussion with
Canada to be proposed by NATO in the near future.

29. 1 should also add that a number of new ideas regarding the manner in which NATO
defence might be planned and directed, ranging from proposals to give national governments
acting collectively a greater share in responsibility for NATO defence policy, to proposals to
revise or replace the Annual Review, are being mooted in NATO circles; however, none of
these ideas is yet sufficiently advanced to warrant further comment here. So far as the Annual
Review is concerned, while some consider it is now ineffectual and too automatic, Canada has
always strongly supported this NATO procedure.

30. My final observation relates to this year’s Annual Review examination. It has been
decided that, instead of covering a large range of fairly detailed questions, it should concentrate
on a few main issues affecting a particular country. It is impossible to predict the issues on
which the NATO Staff and the examining countries will wish to concentrate in the case of
Canada. We think, however, that, now that the future of the air division seems assured, the
NATO enquiry this year will be directed principally (though not exclusively) at the level of our
defence expenditures and our ability to maintain our contribution to NATO defence at an

o Voir le volume 24, les documents 321 a 324./See Volume 24, Documents 321-324.
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effective standard in relation to modermn weapons requirements and in relation to the NATO
asserted need for a continuing Canadian mutual aid contribution of at least the present size. We
think that, even though we continue to reject the concept of relating defence expenditures to
G.N.P., we (like all countries) will have to be prepared for a NATO effort to make a fairly
searching examination of Canadian economic and financial policies as they relate to our
capacity to increase defence expenditures.

31. We fully recognize here the cogency of official views in Ottawa on mutual aid, and we
understand the desire of the Government not to increase defence expenditures. The above
analysis is intended chiefly to provide as accurate an appreciation as is possible at this stage of
the probable NATO attitude toward the Canadian defence effort in the course of this year’s
Annual Review.

II - ATOMIC POLICY OF THE ALLIANCE
(The information under this heading is taken from memoranda already submitted to you by
the Department.)

1. The policy on atomic weapons could be summarized as follows:

Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles

2. The United States offer of IRBMs was made at the 1957 December Ministerial Meeting™
in the following terms:

3. “The United States is prepared to make available to other NATO countries IRBMs for
deployment in accordance with the plans of SACEUR. Nuclear warheads for these intermediate
missiles would become part of the NATO atomic stockpile system. Such intermediate missiles
deployment would be subject to agreement between SACEUR and the countries concerned and
to agreement between each such country and the United States with respect to materiel, training
and other necessary arrangements.”

4. According to the information available, the IRBM delivery systems and missiles, minus
warheads, are supplied by the United States to the host country in the first instance. They are
then assigned on the basis of a bilateral agreement negotiated by SACEUR with the host
country, to those forces of the host country which come under SACEUR’s operational
command with SACEUR retaining full and direct operational command over the weapons in
both peacetime and wartime. SACEUR maintains that he must exercise such control in peace
and war because it is the type of weapon which must react quickly in the event of an all-out
nuclear assault on the NATO area — and partly because the weapons themselves would be
prime targets.

5. The United States offer to provide stockpiles of nuclear warheads for IRBMs is
conditioned by their reservation of custodial rights. A further condition is that, in the event of
an emergency, the warheads would, on the authorization of the President of the United States,
be released to the custody of the appropriate NATO Supreme Allied Commander for employ-
ment by the NATO IRBM units under his command (and not to European Governments or
national forces directly). '

* Voir le volume 24, les documents 243 2 256./See Volume 24, Documents 243-256.
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6. Although no NATO pattern has been clearly established, the agreements concluded in
the case of Italy are relevant.” According to the information available, an agreement was
concluded between SACEUR and the Italian Minister of Defence and a second agreement
between the United States and Italian Governments. The former would appear to be what
SACEUR has described as “a special command arrangement.” The significant passages in this
agreement provided:

1. “the decision to launch the missiles will be taken by SACEUR upon agreement with the
Governments of Italy and the United States” and

2. the nuclear warheads would remain in the custody of the United States.

The second agreement contained the same important provisions, but included much greater
detail regarding the provision of the missiles to Italy.

Tactical Nuclear Weapons

7. (a) Delivery Systems (e.g. Honest Johns, Lacrosse, etc.)

There is no evidence that there are specific conditions attached to the United States offer to
supply NATO governments with ground-to-ground, ground-to-air, and air-to-air missile
delivery systems. It is clear that the United States is willing to turn over these delivery systems
to national governments for deployment with their forces under either national or NATO
command. SACEUR has said that these systems normally are offered by the United States
under military assistance programmes, and become the property of the recipient nation. He
does not consider it necessary to control directly in peacetime these delivery systems which
have a more limited range and which would be used in a supporting role.

(b) Nuclear Stockpiles for Tactical Weapons

The stockpiles of nuclear warheads remain under United States custody in peacetime
wherever they are located. In the event of hostilities they are released, on the authorization of
the President, to the appropriate NATO commander for employment by the forces under his
command. They are not provided to the European governments or the national forces directly.

Separate bilateral arrangements are negotiated between the United States and the NATO
nations concerned regarding the storing of such warheads on national territories.

The storage facilities (as opposed to the warheads) are to be financed as part of the NATO
common infrastructure programme.

8. The situation described in the preceding paragraphs has proved to be generally acceptable
to most members of NATO until recently; now, however, that several members of the Alliance
are being provided with nuclear weapons, practical difficulties, particularly over the use of the
warheads, are bound to arise. The Government of General de Gaulle is giving us a foretaste of
things to come.™ It is not unlikely and it may even be necessary that the atomic policy of the
Alliance will have to undergo fairly substantial changes in the years ahead if some cohesion in
that most important field is to be maintained. It is too early to suggest what solution may be
found. It can be said however that until a solution has been found the Alliance will be unable
fully to co-ordinate its atomic policy.

* Voir le document 95, note 63./See Document 95, footnote 63.
* Voir le volume 24, les documents 286 & 289./See Volume 24, Documents 286-289.
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III - POLITICAL CONSULTATIONS

1. A few years ago it was frequently said, often without much conviction, that NATO was
more than a military alliance. These statements were defensive. It was realized that the political
side of the alliance was under-developed and that the whole field of non-military co-operation
needed to be re-examined. The exigencies of the Korean war and the recurrent crises in Europe
had given the military side of NATO preeminence; and indeed the very idea that a military
alliance could at the same time serve non-military purposes of an emerging community was
new and needed time to take root.

2. The growth of political consultation in NATO was forced by two rather different
circumstances. In the first place Mr. Dulles and a number of other Western leaders realized by
the spring of 1956 that in the more relaxed atmosphere which followed the two Geneva confe-
rences of 1955, the Western alliance would have to prepare itself for competition with the
Soviet-Chinese bloc primarily in the political and economic field, and not merely in the
Atlantic area but on a global basis.

3. A Committee of Three (the Foreign Ministers of Canada, Norway and Italy) had already
largely completed their study of non-military co-operation in NATO® when the Suez crisis
broke. The shock of such a blatant failure to consult on this Middle East issue at first divided
the alliance deeply but later compelled the December Ministerial Meeting to adopt the
recommendations of the “three wise men” and to give the Permanent Council of NATO the
impetus to carry out political consultations which have become increasingly more important in
each successive year.

4. At the Spring Ministerial Meeting in Washington this year, Mr. Spaak reported that
although progress in political consultation had undoubtedly been made, the development of this
side of the alliance was not proceeding sufficiently rapidly to keep pace with the expansion of
the Soviet threat. The co-ordination of a Western position, for example in preparation for the
present Geneva conference, was a laborious procedure that put the NATO countries at a
disadvantage in competing with rapid Soviet manoeuvres, which could be executed without
fear of ructions either in public opinion or among the other governments of the Warsaw Pact.

5. Nevertheless the progress made in the field of political consultation in NATO is real
and solid. Mr. Spaak’s criticisms of the procedures, while valid, reflect the difference of
procedure necessary in an alliance of free countries, as compared with the Soviet organization
of Eastern Europe.

6. To measure the progress, it is only necessary to compare political consultation in NATO
during the Geneva conferences of 1955 with what has been happening before and during the
present Geneva conference. Without going into detail, it is broadly true to say that in 1955
there were no advance consultations, the Council was kept informed in a rather general way of
the progress of negotiations and after it was all over there was a little discussion with one of the
senior participating French officials. This time, there have been discussions in the NATO
Council almost every week since the Berlin crisis broke in November. The Council has not
been given detailed information on Western fall-back positions but in other respects there
has been ample opportunity for the views of all members of the alliance to be made known to
the participants and taken into account. During the actual negotiations, there has been less

* Voir le volume 22, les documents 520 a 543./See Volume 22, Documents 520-543.



164 NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

discussion in the Council (since only those on the spot could take responsibility for negotiating
tactics), but the Council has been kept fully informed on the proceedings in Geneva, including
a fair summary of the private soundings and negotiations.

7. In return for views exchanged, the only specific obligation which NATO governments
have implicitly accepted in the field of consultations on East-West negotiations is to give
the NATO Council at least 48 hours’ notice, before delivery, of the text of any official
government notes to the USSR or satellite governments on such general questions as Germany,
European Security, Berlin or Disarmament. This gives the other NATO governments a chance
to comment.

8. Political consultation in NATO, however, cannot be judged solely on conclusions in one
sector — East-West relations. In other sectors, where the problems have either been more
delicate or where the NATO interest was less direct, the results have been less satisfactory.

9. Under Mr. Spaak’s chairmanship, the Council has come to accept — and expect —
political consultations on any question anywhere in the world which one of the members of
NATO wished to raise for discussion. Thus the Netherlands have brought up Indonesia
(especially arms exports from NATO countries), the United States have raised Quemoy and the
off-shore islands, the British and Italians have raised the Middle East, and the Germans Africa.
There also have been discussions during the last two years over the development of restricted
links, chiefly in the field of exchange of information, with other regional alliances and this
evolution has given rise to some discussion of political objections (Canadian and Norwegian)
to such links.

10. It is now fairly well accepted in NATO that neither exchanges with other regional
alliances (Baghdad Pact and SEATO), nor discussions in the NATO Council of problems
beyond the treaty area, can in any way extend the responsibilities and commitments which
member governments have assumed under the North Atlantic Treaty. The incipient attempt to
establish real links between regional alliances seems to have been abandoned and exchanges of
views on, for example, Middle-East and African problems are explicitly on the basis that no
attempt be made to develop a common NATO policy in these areas. The Council’s object is
rather to discuss questions of common concern in other areas of the world so that NATO
governments will not (as has happened in the past) “trip each other up,” to use Sir Frank
Robert’s phrase, in ignorance of one another’s policies. Indeed, in a recent study of Africa,
there is specific acceptance of the doctrine that some diversity in the policies of NATO
governments is not only inevitable but desirable, since in the under-developed areas the
colonial powers can obviously not play the same role as is open to those members of the
alliance that are not (in the eyes of the under-developed countries) tarred with this brush.

11. At the same time, there are problems even within the treaty area with which the Council
has never had the courage (or the imprudence) to grapple, and there are other problems of the
same order where the Council has either failed or been only partially successful. The prime
example in the first category is Algeria, and in the second Icelandic territorial waters
and Cyprus.

12. Although Mr. Spaak has, from the viewpoint of some delegations, been pushing political
consultation in NATO almost too fast and too far, he has been among the most emphatic in
resisting French efforts to develop an inner circle, or political standing group, where world
strategy in both the political and military fields could be discussed and correlated in a manner
impracticable in a Council of 15. General de Gaulle never explicitly suggested that USA-UK-
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French consultations should be developed within NATO and he has indeed sought to do so
outside of NATO. His shock tactics, in apparently making French co-operation on a number of
military questions contingent on closer political consultation, have not commended themselves
to the alliance as a whole. French suggestions that the Algerian policy of France should be
supported in the United Nations by the members of the alliance in return for French co-
operation have also been ill-received.

13. The Canadian approach to political consultation in NATO seems to have varied somewhat
with the expansion of consultation itself. In theory we have always favoured as intense
consultation as possible in the NATO Council; in practice, of late, we have been less
forthcoming than some other members of the alliance in exchanging views or have shown some
reticence in agreeing that certain subjects be discussed, mostly because we have feared that
consultation might in due course lead to additional commitments. This cautious approach on
our part has been the more noticeable since two of the great powers in the alliance, the United
States and the United Kingdom, and some of the smaller powers such as the Netherlands and
Italy, not to mention Iceland, have used the NATO forum more and more frequently to raise
issues which either were not in the Treaty area, or not ripe for discussion, or were being
discussed in another forum. On the other hand, the same caution has also applied in reverse in
accepting the situation whereby the question of Algeria, for example, be not raised in Council.
This Canadian attitude has over the last few months, it seems to us, gained fairly general
acceptance in Council and, in a sense, some of our past worries have become obsolete. In any
case, on the record of the past two years — and we should bear in mind that political consulta-
tion in its present form only really began two years ago — there would seem to us to have been
a reasonable give and take between the larger and the smaller members of the alliance, and it
would be difficult for us to say whether the process of political consultation has tended to
increase the support for Big Power policies in other areas, or has on the contrary tended to
modify those policies in a way which could not have been achieved through bilateral diplomacy
alone. Both judgments may be true. In any event, Canadians (who have had a much longer
experience of such consultations through our Commonwealth Association) have little to fear
from political consultation in NATO now that the guide-lines have been fairly well established.
Indeed our experience so far, from the point of view of this delegation, has been that we can
have more influence by stating our point of view positively and participating in such
consultations that we can by taking rear-guard actions to limit their scope.

14. A further important consideration, particularly from our point of view, is worth recording
here; it was mentioned earlier that over the last few months the United States and the United
Kingdom have shown an increased tendency to raise in Council for discussion more and more
problems — even of a peripheral interest to NATO — such as Quemoy, the Middle East and
Africa generally, etc. It would seem in the Canadian interest that such exchanges should
continue to take place, thus affording London and Washington a further opportunity to co-
ordinate their policies and at least reduce to a minimum the possibilities of frictions which were
so acute at the time of Suez. Seen from here, at the rate political consultation is developing,
another “Suez” seems to be most improbable. This in itself is a major achievement and should
not be overlooked.

15. There is the related advantage that in the Council North American and Western European
countries get a better understanding of each other’s views with the possibility that in due course
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their policies will be more and more co-ordinated. This is particularly important at a time when
centrifugal tendencies are rapidly developing in Europe.

16. The habit of political consultation is growing but is not growing wild. Its growth is
inhibited by four controlling factors:

(a) The power of decision rests entirely with member governments;

(b) The security of NATO consultations is only relatively good, though press leaks more
often come from national capitals than from the Council;

(c) Issues that are delicate as between NATO governments can be exacerbated by premature
discussion; and

(d) No government will consult on a matter of national interest to which it knows its allies
will be opposed (e.g. the French decision to withdraw part of their Mediterranean Fleet from
NATO control in wartime).

17. These inhibitions apply to consultations in Council. They apply less to informal contacts
between delegations and to private initiatives of the Secretary-General which help to bridge
what would otherwise be a dangerous gap.

IV - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS

1. As I mentioned in the introduction to this letter, our associate membership in the OEEC
and the accreditation of this mission to the Organization brings us into close contact with the
difficulties which the European countries are encountering in their attempts to develop a
broader basis for European economic co-operation. Thus, to complete the picture, 1 shall
attempt in the following paragraphs to outline the broad framework within which these
problems are being considered.

2. As you know, the Organization for European Economic Co-operation was formed
following the initiative of the then U.S. Secretary of State, George Marshall, who on June 5,
1947, suggested that European countries should co-operate in carrying out a joint programme
for economic recovery with the help of the United States. As a result a Convention was signed
on April 16, 1948, under which the seventeen member countries pledged themselves to
promote production, remove obstacles to trade and to strive for financial stability with full
employment.

3. In June, 1950, Canada and the United States accepted an invitation to associate themselves
with the work of the Organization. Thus, while not contributing to the general budget of the
Organization, both countries have been given a special status permitting their representatives to
attend all meetings of OEEC bodies and to take part in discussions without being legally
associated with the decisions taken.

4. For ten years following its inception in 1948 the Organization was vigorous and dynamic
but at the end of last year two important developments cast a shadow over its future activities:
(a) The Breakdown of the Negotiations for a European Free Trade Area

Between October, 1957, and the end of 1958 work on trade questions, which are the most
important aspect of the Organization’s activities, was concentrated on negotiations for an
agreement to associate with the European Economic Community (created by the Treaty of
Rome) the other eleven OEEC countries which are not members of the Community.”

2 Voir le volume 24, les documents 471 a 491/See Volume 24, Documents 471-491.
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Agreement was reached after a year of negotiations on a reasonably large number of points but
it was found impossible to overcome deep-rooted differences resulting from the absence of a
common tariff. There is, I think, general agreement that the basic cause of the breakdown in the
Free Trade Area negotiations sprang from the absence of the political will in France to
negotiate a wider economic association which would subject French industry to further
significant competition.

(b) The Achievement of External Convertibility

In large part as a reflection of their financial strength, in December, 1958, all member
countries (except Greece, Iceland and Turkey) declared their currencies convertible on external
account and automatically removed any financial advantage there might have been in importing
from one source rather than from another. The result is that subsequent discussions on intra-
European trade and payments liberalization were bound to contain a large element of artificial-
ity. Western European countries are now more than ever directly accountable to the GATT for
a removal of discriminatory trade controls. And it is for the International Monetary Fund to
determine when the position of each individual country will permit to proceed with the
complete elimination of all quantitative restrictions.

5. As a result of these developments a new situation had come into being and consideration
had to be given to the next steps.

6. So far as the Free Trade Area negotiations are concerned, French intransigence seemed to
make impossible their resumption in the foreseeable future. As a consequence the United
Kingdom in a desire to compensate for the loss of actual and potential opportunities in the
markets of the Six and to seek a broader seventeen-country Free Trade Area through a different
route decided to open negotiations looking toward an industrial Free Trade Area among
suitable members of the non-Six (Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Switzerland, Austria and
Portugal). If such a Free Trade Area is negotiated by the end of 1959 the United Kingdom
would see in it the possibility of a bridge to resumption of negotiations of a broader Free Trade
Area presumably under the aegis of the OEEC. On the other hand, if, contrary to U.K.
expectations, the little FTA does not lead to the resumption of successful negotiations for the
broader Free Trade Area, it will, U.K. authorities argue, form a viable economic unit which
will in part at least compensate the United Kingdom for any loss of its export opportunities in
the common market.

7. It is perhaps not for me from this limited vantage point to attempt a judgment as to the
efficacy of the little Free Trade Area, either with respect to its influence in bringing about the
all-European Free Trade Area or in achieving a degree of viability which would in itself justify
its creation. On both these counts, however, 1 share the scepticism of those more directly
concerned in Ottawa. Even if a little Free Trade Area of a “liberal and outward-looking
character” were developed, in the short run Canadian commercial interests would be affected to
some degree; and as there are legitimate doubts that the limited FTA would stimulate an
accelerated rate of economic growth in the markets of its participants, it is at least doubtful that
we could expect to find adequate compensation in the longer run. Even if the little FTA were to
be fully in accord with the relevant provisions of the GATT, I would have some concern about
its effect on the development of a truly multilateral trading system.

8. It is probably true that in the economic sphere as well as in the political the difficulties
and uncertainties centre around French intransigence. The broader Free Trade Area does
not commend itself to French industry; France has nothing to gain and something to lose in
the short run if it were to participate in a wider area of vigorous competition. While future
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prospects are uncertain, there remains of course a possibility that decisions will be made at
the highest political level in France to push ahead with the broader FTA negotiations. At the
same time it must be recognized that whatever would be likely to emerge in the foreseeable
future would probably be difficult for us to accept. While one could argue that the achievement
of external convertibility in Europe and the financing strength on which it is based would
make European countries, including France, less inclined to negotiate in an inward-looking
Free Trade Area, the history of the negotiations to date must leave one at best somewhat
disenchanted.

9. So far as the OEEC itself is concerned, it has faced the prospect of looking backward and
attempting to deal with present problems using older techniques no longer appropriate under
present circumstances or of finding new fields to explore (or old ones to exploit more
vigorously) in order to supplement what might be called its residual activities in the field of
productivity and nuclear energy.

10. Last April the OEEC Council passed a resolution establishing an Economic Policy
Committee which would meet two or three times a year and whose membership would
normally be Deputies to Ministers of Finance or Economy. While the establishment of this
Committee is in part a reflection of the emotional need to continue co-operation, it also reflects
to some extent the conviction that in conditions of convertibility closer economic co-operation
or co-ordination among member countries of the Organization is required. An attempt was
made when the Committee was formed to persuade the United States and Canada to become
full members of the Committee and to bind the two countries, “to co-ordinate their economic
policies” with those of the European full members. While no precision has been given to the
work of the Committee or to the meaning of the “co-ordination” which its terms of reference
imply, full membership would involve the possibility of recommendations to the Governments
of Canada and the United States. Both the United States and ourselves, while welcoming the
establishment of the new Committee and agreeing to participate in its meetings, have declined
the obligations of full membership.

11. In present fluid circumstances the future work of the Organization and even its continued
existence are unclear. Its lifeblood, measures for trade co-operation, has ebbed away; trade co-
operation is now no longer fully appropriate for discussions in a regional forum. But the
Organization will not die (if at all) slowly and the desire to co-ordinate economic policies in
conditions of convertibility are to some extent susceptible to discussion in a regional forum,
particularly with the participation at least in the discussion of the United States and Canada.

12. T have tried to present above in capsule (and I hope digestible form) a historical survey of
the work of the Organization. I have mentioned its difficulties in adapting itself to its new
environment and have referred to certain possible fields in which its future activity might be
concentrated. I have indicated that “co-ordination of economic policies” is an ill-defined
objective even in the European sense. I should add also that there is no disposition on the part
of the United States to do much more than tolerate this European exercise and there will
certainly be no disposition to accept European judgments as to the efficacy of monetary, fiscal
or commercial policy in the United States. As I think it is true that OEEC activities in the field
of agriculture and in relation to under-developed countries would run a serious danger of
overlapping or duplicating work which has already been initiated under the aegis of the GATT,
the so-called residual functions of the OEEC in the field of European nuclear energy,
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productivity and scientific and technical manpower would scarcely by themselves justify the
continued existence of the Organization in its present form.

13. Despite, therefore, its useful past the Organization’s future is at best uncertain and it
seems unlikely that it will be possible in the coming years for it to emulate its previous
dynamism. Nevertheless Canadian and United States association with the work of the OEEC
must, for political reasons, be continued. The withdrawal of the association of the North
American countries would without doubt cause the collapse of the Organization or, still worse,
tend to make its discussions and decisions much more inward-looking and restrictive. To a
large extent I suppose it is true that our own attitude with respect to the Organization and its
work must be conditioned by the attitude of the United States. And the United States which
continues to give its full support to the smaller European regional grouping created by the
Rome Treaty seems anxious to keep the Organization alive while, at the same time, avoiding
increased commitments on its part. One can also see the possibility that the Organization will
provide the framework within which economic agreement could be reached between the
industrial Free Trade Area and the Seven (if it comes into existence) and the six members of
the European Economic Community.

14. In NATO a Committee of Economic Advisers has been set up. While its establishment is
often considered as tangible evidence of the desire of member governments to pursue the non-
military aspect of the North Atlantic Treaty, its work has been limited by the difficulties
involved in regional economic co-operation and the existence of other competent international
organizations to deal with economic and financial problems. A major study which the
Committee of Economic Advisers has undertaken relates to the Sino-Soviet economic offensive
and its effect particularly in the under-developed countries. It could be argued that taking into
account the membership of NATO and the relative secrecy of its deliberations, this is probably
the only forum in which the Soviet economic offensive and its ramifications could profitably be
discussed. At the same time there is little evidence to suggest that the United States will be
prepared to consult with its NATO partners on a multilateral basis with respect to such
international economic problems of mutual concern. Rather the United States regards the
Committee of Economic Advisers as a forum in which ad hoc problems can be raised and ad
hoc solutions devised.

15. In assessing the relative efficacy of the Committee of Economic Advisers it is well to bear
in mind that it is a new and relatively untried Committee. It is fair to note that the calibre of
representation on the Committee as well as that of the International Staff which is devoted to
its work is not such as to give much hope for a significant future. But more basically the
effectiveness of its operations will depend on the extent to which the United States is prepared
to consult on dnd discuss in this forum problems of mutual concemn such as the Soviet
economic offensive which are not wholly susceptible of review in other international agencies.

16. With respect to the prospects for European or, for that matter, North Atlantic economic
co-operation, I am afraid that I have painted a rather gloomy picture. I have mentioned my
doubts, which 1 believe are shared by those directly concerned in Ottawa, regarding the
desirability of a limited Free Trade Area among the seven European countries. I suspect too
that despite our earlier endorsement of the principles of the broader all-European Free Trade
Area (which would now probably include Spain — a very recent member of the OEEC), there
are some who feel as I do that the likelihood in the near future of a liberal outward-looking
Free Trade Area being formed is not particularly good. Certainly a seventeen- or eighteen-
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nation trading arrangement in Europe would have a preponderance of the voting and vote-
getting power in the GATT. And while one would not expect irresponsible action, the fact
remains that the European nations concerned are by no means as enamoured by the General
Agreement as we and the Americans are. At a time when less orthodox proposals are being put
forward in the context of the Sino-Soviet economic offensive, perhaps we should piace
somewhat more emphasis on the efficacy of conventional methods which, if properly and
vigorously employed, would be adequate to meet most, if not all, of the problems involved. So
far as trade is concerned existing international institutions such as the GATT provide the most
appropriate framework for healthy and mutually beneficial intercourse among the nations of the
free world. What may be required therefore is a new dedication to and a vigorous pursuance of
the principles of GATT as offering the best method of meeting the Sino-Soviet economic
challenge. The NATO study to which I have referred to above could conceivably result in new
decisions being taken at the highest possible level reaffirming the adherence of all NATO
countries to the principles of the GATT.

V - CONCLUSIONS

1. NATO has celebrated its 10th anniversary this year. It was launched under the pressure of
the Soviet military and ideological challenge in Europe. The challenge has been met: not one
inch of European territory has fallen under Soviet domination during the last ten years;
Communist parties throughout Western Europe have had their ups and downs during the same
period but generally are on the decline. The threat from the Soviet Union continues to exist,
however, at present in an acute form in Berlin. It is therefore necessary for the Alliance to
maintain its defensive position with a view to neutralizing Soviet conventional and nuclear
forces, and for countries of the Alliance economically and politically to be healthy enough to
resist Communist inroads.

2. While Soviet military power and, to a lesser extent, Communist ideology still threaten the
European members of NATO, new forces have come to play either within or without the area
covered by the Treaty, some of which may be as noxious now as the possibilities of Soviet
invasion or Communist subversion were in 1949. The dangers from within are mostly due to
the fact that some members of the Alliance — France politically, West Germany economically
and soon militarily — have acquired a fresh vitality which creates new and at times awkward
situations for NATO as a whole, but particularly for United States leadership. The main outside
developments are the emergence of independent states in Africa and the Middle East — most
of which were colonies of NATO countries — and technological developments in the Soviet
Union which have created an atomic stalemate between the United States and the USSR.

3. Some argue that NATO has been late in facing up to these new developments while others
say that the Alliance was not meant to cope with issues such as the emergence of new
nationality and the Soviet economic offensive. Strong arguments can be found in support of
either thesis. In the end, however, the internal contradictions of NATO are the result of the
nature of the Soviet challenge and of its interpretations. The basic question is whether NATO
governments, once seized of the magnitude and the urgency of these new developments, will
decide that NATO is to continue to operate with its present terms of reference and develop “a
Maginot line complex,” to use Mr. Spaak’s expression, or whether it should expand its
activities in new fields and areas to meet the expanding and changing Soviet challenge.

4. Most of the stresses and strains that shake the fabric of NATO today can be found in the
positions taken by the Great Powers on this basic issue:
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The United States, the natural leader of NATO, over the last two or three years have not
given the sort of inspired leadership which would have knit the Alliance more closely together.
There is however an aimless eagerness in Washington vis-a-vis NATO which, if properly
directed, could be rewarding;

The United Kingdom seem to have decided to use NATO as a forum for consultation on
political issues while retaining at the same time their full freedom of action in the economic
field, a relative freedom in this atomic field, and maintaining a special relationship with the
Commonwealth.

France under General de Gaulle is deliberately playing down the importance of NATO. It
wishes to assume the leading role in Continental Europe and thus join in the Councils of
Washington and London. Its contribution to NATO is subordinated to Algeria and national
developments in the atomic field;

West Germany and Italy hesitate between fairly full integration in the Europe of the Six and
wider Atlantic concepts.

5. Itis in this context that the Canadian position has to be seen; in summary, as outlined in the
preceding paragraphs, it is as follows. As regards defence, the decision taken by the
Government to re-equip the Air Division will place us in good stead with our Allies and
particularly with the NATO military authorities. This will strengthen the hands of the Canadian
Government in NATO generally with the consequent ability to influence NATO policies. In the
atomic field Canada may have a role to play in trying to formulate a more generally acceptable
control system. There is one important specific Canadian interest here since the two Canadian
wings still stationed on French soil may in due course have to be provided with atomic
stockpiles which have been refused by the French Government to U.S. squadrons.”” This
problem will require careful scrutiny. On political consultation we have been alert to its
importance as well as to its limitations, and have shown a caution which is now more or less
generally shared by most of our partners. In the process however the United Kingdom and the
United States have been fairly forthcoming in this field and this trend should be encouraged
since it is most valuable from our point of view. In economic matters we find ourselves unable
to support the different regional organizations which are or may be set up unless they are of a
“liberal and forward-looking character,” although we support developments leading to closer
European co-operation.

6. On the whole, therefore, it can easily be demonstrated that “there is no weakening in our
support of NATO,” as the Prime Minister said at the Michigan State University on June 7,
1959. A word or two of caution, however, should be recorded. Progress towards economic
integration in Europe, if it is to be pursued vigorously by the Six, will normally lead to more
intense political co-operation. There are already straws in the wind. It is likely that so long as
France and West Germany remain as closely united as they are under the leadership of General
de Gaulle and Chancellor Adenauer, the trend towards European integration will continue. If
during the same period the Alliance remains static, the end result is likely to be a serious
cleavage between Continental Europe on the one hand and North America on the other. This
has never been in our interest. Nor for that matter would it be in our interest that the relations
between West Germany and France be weakened. We are therefore confronted with a dilemma

% Voir les documents 95 a 98./See Documents 95-98.

* Voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Déclarations et Discours, 1959, N° 22.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Statements and Speeches, 1959, No. 22.



172 NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

which in the end can only be solved in bringing Continental Europe and North America even
closer together. The lead can only come from Washington if such a venture is to be successful.
The future of NATO in non-military fields rests with Washington as heavily as does its future
as a military Alliance. The question therefore for us in the final instance — if it is thought that
a serious cleavage between Continental Europe and North America should be avoided — is
whether we wish to use whatever influence we have with the U.S. administration to bring them
to a better appreciation of the new dangers and potentialities of the Alliance. This is not a new
role for Canada to play; it has acquired a new dimension and a new urgency in the nuclear age.
Yours sincerely,
JULES LEGER

2° PARTIE/PART 2
BERLIN

71. DEA/50234-40

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

[Ottawa}, January 12, 1959

SOVIET DRAFT PEACE TREATY WITH GERMANY

I attach for your information a copy of the text of the latest Soviet draft peace treaty with
Germany.59 This was submitted to the USA, UK, and France on January 10, 1959, under cover
of Notes which were in reply to their Notes of December 31, 1958,” on the Berlin situation.
(These, in turn, had been in response to the Soviet Notes of November 27 proposing a free-city
status for West Berlin.)"

The Canadian Ambassador in Moscow has informed us that he was called in by the Soviet
Foreign Minister on January 10 and was given a copy of this draft treaty and also a covering
notet of six pages addressed to the Canadian government. Mr. Gromyko said similar notes
were being sent to other countries which had fought against Germany and that the text of these
notes would be published on January 11. We expect to obtain the text of the Soviet note to the
USA by telegram from Washington shortly, and we believe this will provide an indication of
the contents of the Note to the Canadian government. Our ambassador has reported that the
Note proposes a conference in Warsaw or Prague to be attended on the one side by the two
Germanys and on the other by the countries which fought against Germany.

Apart from the clause declaring that the state of war is ended and that Germany is to have
full sovereignty, the main features of the draft treaty are as follows:

* Voir le texte du projet de traité dans Department of State Bulletin, vol. XL, No. 1028 (March 9, 1959),
pp. 337 2 343.
For the text of the draft treaty, see Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL. No. 1028 (March 9, 1959),
pp. 337-343.

* Voir/See Volume 24, Document 319.

i Voir/See Volume 24, Document 304.
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Participants: The list of participants in the Soviet Note is the same as the list of proposed
signatories for the draft treaty. There are 29 names given in this list (including Canada). On
the Communist side it is significant that the name of the People’s Republic of China has
been included, thus bringing the question of recognition of China into the German problem
— something the Soviet Union has avoided doing in the past. Also, following the precedent
established at UN, it is proposed that the Ukraine and Byelorussia participate as separate
entities. Provision is made for both the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and the
Federal Republic of Germany to be represented; in the event a German Confederation is set
up in time, it too would be represented. There would therefore be at least two German
delegations, and possibly three.

Reunification: It is stipulated in the proposed treaty that the term “Germany” in the text is
taken to mean the two existing German states and that all obligations will be equally
binding on both. (Article 2) A suggested promise of support to the two German states in
achieving a rapprochement is included (Article 22) and it is stated that the peace treaty can
be regarded as a contribution to reunification.

Berlin: Under the terms of this draft treaty, West Berlin would have the status of a
demilitarized free-city pending the restoration of Germany’s unity and the establishment of
a united German state. (Article 25) There is no change on this issue from the original
proposals put forward by the Soviet Union on November 27 despite the intervening
rejection of them by the three Western occupying powers.

Frontiers: It is proposed that by means of this treaty Germany will renounce its claims to
territory beyond the Oder-Neisse boundary and that its future frontiers will be those existing
on January 1, 1959. Various other boundary questions would be tidied up: including
recognition of the Sudeten region as part of Czechoslovakia and acceptance of the indepen-
dence of Austria.

Military Alliances: The treaty proposes that Germany should be neutral, not taking part in
any military alliance which does not include the USSR, USA, UK, and France. (Article 5)
The German Democratic Republic would withdraw from the Warsaw Treaty and West
Germany from NATO. Germany would participate in a security system in Europe and its
admittance to the UN would be supported.

Defence Preparedness: Such armed forces as were necessary for the defence of the country
would be permitted to Germany, but these must not possess nuclear weapons, missiles,
bombers or submarines, nor an arms industry beyond Germany’s own needs.

Troop Withdrawal: All foreign troops and foreign bases would be removed from Germany
within a year of adoption of the treaty (alternatively troops would be withdrawn on a
schedule whereby a one-third reduction would be achieved by the end of six months.
Article 29)

Political Parties: In a general section on political parties, the Soviet Union has attempted to
attack the situation over which it has often shown irritation — the existence on German soil
of emigré groups of Russian and East European nationais. Germany would be required
to dissolve such bodies and to refuse to grant asylum to any persons affiliated with them.
(Article 18)

Prisoners of War: As a gesture to West German sentiment the Soviet government has
included a stipulation that German nationals on the territory of allied powers as a result of
the war would be repatriated and it specifically mentioned the German specialists forcibly
removed at the end of the war. (Article 21)

The picture of a neutral and largely demilitarized Germany in which the two German states
would be joined by confederation is not new. The main features have been advanced on various
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occasions in the past by the Soviet Union and just as often have been rejected by the Bonn
government and the Western Powers. The proposals are similar to those put forward by the
USSR at the Berlin Conference in 1954.% One point of change, however, is that the USSR has
now combined its proposals for a free-city status for Berlin with its long standing demand for a
German peace treaty; in November it asked that the Berlin question be treated by itself. The
proposals for withdrawal of foreign troops are also somewhat more definite than the general
suggestions made by the Soviet Union in the recent past.

It is too early to have received comment from Bonn and indeed from other capitals but
early press reactions indicate that the West German government will not find attractive the
idea of the two Germanys sharing equally in the conclusion of a peace treaty, with a new accent
on confederation, and that it will find equally unpalatable the proposal that it share with
the GDR a neutral and largely demilitarized existence. There is likely to be less real concern at
the suggestion that the Oder-Neisse boundary be regarded as the fixed eastern frontier of
German territory.

We think it would be well if Canada were to urge, in the course of discussions in NATO,
and in direct dealings with the countries concerned, that, while not accepting the Soviet draft as
the only basis of negotiation, it should not be rejected forthwith. Both in regard to the Berlin
situation, which gave rise to the current bout of exchanges, and in the larger question of
German reunification, it seems to us important that the avenues of discussion and possible
negotiation be kept open. We would welcome an indication of whether you approve of this line
as an initial policy to be followed.”

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

@ Voir le volume 20, les documents 282 & 306./See Volume 20, Documents 282-306.

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Yes! S.E. S[mith]



ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ ATLANTIQUE NORD 175

78. DEA/50234-40

Note du secrétaire d’Ftat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary of State Jor External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], January 23, 1959

GERMANY AND BERLIN

Although Deputy Premier Mikoyan’s talks with President Eisenhower and Secretary of
State Dulles” gave no precise indication that the Soviet Union is prepared to modify its
proposals about Berlin and Germany, Mr. Mikoyan left the impression that the Soviet position
is not necessarily inflexible, that his government are seriously interested in negotiations and
that they would welcome Western counter-proposals. For their part, President Eisenhower and
Secretary of State Dulles gave some grounds for belief that the United States is also prepared to
negotiate on Germany and Berlin and may even be considering a reassessment of the U.S.
approach to these problems. There have as yet been no specific proposals for East-West
meetings and the Notes which have been exchanged so far show a wide gap between the Soviet
and Western ideas of what might be discussed.” However, talks in the near future at the
Foreign Minister level, or even at the summit, now seem more likely.

The Mikoyan visit and the Soviet proposals on Berlin and Germany are before the NATO
Council, where a number of voices have been raised for a positive and imaginative Western
response to the Soviet initiative. At the same time, there have been no specific proposals about
the form of Western replies and, in particular, about the points on which negotiations with the
Soviets might be based.

At a meeting on January 19, the NATO Secretary-General urged NATO members to come
forward with substantive ideas which could be discussed in Council before the four members
most directly concerned — the United States, the United Kingdom, France and Western

* La note manuscrite suivante était Jjointe a ce mémoire :/The following handwritten note was attached to
this memorandum:
Dear Mr Prime Minister
In this Department, we have recently been seeking for a role for Canada in the Berlin situation
— arole that could be helpful and constructive. The deliberations during the past few weeks in the
NATO Council have not been encouraging. I do like little the possibility of the U.S.A., France, the
United Kingdom and West Germany taking the view that they should decide what should be done.
Mr Macmillan, from reports, would not be happy in that context.
Herewith is a memorandum into which we have put much thought.
Yours,
Sidney [Smith]
Jan. 24, 1959
* Mikoyan a effectué une visite non officielle aux Etats-Unis du 4 au 20 janvier 1959.
Mikoyan visited the United States in an unofficial capacity from January 4 to 20, 1959.

“ Les Etats-Unis, le Royaume-Uni et la France ont présenté des réponses a la note soviétique du 10 janvier,
le 16 février 1959. Voir le texte de la note des Etats-Unis dans Department of State Bulletin, vol. XL,
No. 1028 (March 9, 1959), p. 333.

The United States, the United Kingdom, and France submitted replies to the Soviet note of January 10 on
February 16, 1959. For the text of the United States note, see Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL,
No. 1028 (March 9, 1959), p. 333.
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Germany — meet to frame their replies to the recent Soviet Notes. (Canada has also received a
Note from the Soviet Union, but it is suggested that our answer be withheld until the replies of
the three powers with garrisons in Berlin have been prepared.)”

I agree with Mr. Spaak that the time has come for the Western powers to show initiative and
imagination and for the NATO Council to try to formulate proposals which, without
prejudicing the Western strategic position, might bring up to date the classical Western
approach to the German question and European security, and might perhaps form the basis of a
positive and flexible Western attitude in negotiations with the USSR. Our thoughts on the type
of proposals which might be explored in NATO are sketched out below. I would suggest that
our representatives in certain NATO countries be asked to determine whether the examination
of these questions was likely to reveal common ground for a new presentation of Western
ideas. These discussions would, of course, be essentially exploratory and we would not be
committed to support any specific proposal.

The following lines of enquiry are suggested:

(a) Whether increased Western contacts with East Germany even amounting to de facto
recognition might not have positive advantages for the West. In view of the robust health of the
Federal Republic’s institutions and economy, and its firm Western alignment, there would
appear to be little risk to the West in increased contact between the Federal Republic and the
German Democratic Republic (GDR). Indeed, there might be positive and far-reaching political
advantages if the diplomatic barrier created by the Western policy of non-recognition were to
be lowered and functional cooperation between the two Germanys encouraged. Such
cooperation now exists to a degree in trade, traffic control and crime detection; expanded, it
might evolve into the loose confederation which is the only avenue to German reunification
which now seems to offer hope of progress. In the long run, this could result in a form of
unification in which West Germany would almost certainly be predominant. Such an idea
would initially meet strong government opposition in Bonn. On the other hand, some of
Chancellor Adenauer’s senior advisers have indicated that they favour recognizing the GDR,
provided a satisfactory quid pro quo is forthcoming.

(b) Whether proposals for a separate solution of the Berlin problem might be developed if it
proves impossible to reach agreement with the USSR on the broader question of German
reunification. There is some urgency about the Berlin issue, since the Russians have declared
that on May 27 they will turn over their responsibilities to the East Germans, and the Western
Powers have asserted that they will not deal with the East German puppet régime. The situation
could deteriorate to the point where the Western Powers might try to force their way into Berlin
with tanks as a means of provisioning the Western garrisons there rather than using an airlift.
The best single solution might be for the West to obtain a corridor from West Germany to West
Berlin, and it is appropriate to consider at this juncture what concessions might have to be
made to the USSR in order to obtain guaranteed access to the city in this form.

% Voir la réponse canadienne dans « Réponse canadienne 2 la note soviétique, » Affaires Extérieures,
vol. 11, N° 3 (mars 1959). pp. 48 2 49.
For the Canadian reply, see “Canadian Reply to Soviet Note,” External Affairs, Vol. 11, No. 3
(March 1959), p. 48.
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(c) Whether modification is warranted in the basic Western position that the first step in any
settlement of the German problem must be free all-German elections. Mr. Dulles said last week
that, although free elections seemed to be the natural method of achieving reunification, he
would agree that it was not the only method.” We believe he had in mind a shift in the timing
of these elections. As the West has always recognized the Soviet right to European security
guarantees, the West might derive important political and propaganda advantages by modifying
its position on elections to the extent that such guarantees might be made before and not after
free elections, and by announcing readiness to negotiate at once a general European security
pact.

(d) Whether the West should re-examine its present opposition to proposals for disengage-
ment and troop withdrawals in Europe. There has been strong support in the West, and
particularly in West Germany and the U.K., and in neutral countries like India, for a more
positive approach to proposals such as the Rapacki Plan® and the ideas advanced by George
Kennan for a neutralized area in Central Europe.” There are strong arguments for limited
arrangements of this type which, while not materially affecting the military balance of power,
could relax international tensions.

(e) Whether, in view of the legitimate Soviet concern over German re-armament, and in the
light of technological advances, a new appraisal might be made of the military need to arm
West German forces with nuclear weapons. The feasibility of delaying this process while
political solutions are being sought might also be considered.

If you agree, we might, as a first step, seek reactions to these ideas in other capitals, first in
London, since the United Kingdom representative in NATO has said his Government would be
receptive to new ideas, then in Washington, Bonn and perhaps other capitals. In any approach
to Bonn, we would have very much in mind the desirability of the West Germans taking the
initiative in proposing modifications of the Western position.

I am worried by force meeting force on the road from the West into Berlin if the control of it is
handed over to East Germany. So I ask if you would approve my sending the attached
exploratory telegram to London, Washington and Paris.

We have to do everything possible to prevent an outbreak of fighting on the autobahn that
could develop readily into a titanic nuclear war. The Berlin and German problems are
singularly charged with explosive emotion. I can understand the Soviet’s concern about a
unified Germany which, for the third time in this century, might “strike out” in Europe.”

SIDNEY SMITH

® Voir/See Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1023 (February 2, 1959), p. 157.

@ Le 2 octobre 1957, Rapacki a réclamé la création d’une zone dénucléarisée en Pologne, en Tchécoslovaquie,
en Allemagne de 1’Ouest et en Allemagne de 1’Est. Voir le volume 25, le document 507, note 21.
On October 2, 1957, Rapacki called for the creation of a nuclear free zone in Poland, Czechoslovakia, West
Germany, and East Germany. See Volume 25, Document 507, footnote 21.

" Voir/See George Kennan, Russia, the Atom, and the West (London: Oxford University Press, 1958),
pp. 62-63.

" Note marginale :/Marginal note:

See attached memo on P.M.’s reaction. H.B. R{obinson]
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79. DEA/50234-40

Note de I’adjoint spécial au secrétaire d *Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Special Assistant to Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], January 26, 1959

GERMANY AND BERLIN

The Prime Minister took a short time this morning to examine the attached memorandum,”
together with the telegram on contingency planning for Berlin. He approved the telegram
without change, but was hesitant about one aspect of the memorandum.

While not raising objection to the recommendation that bilateral consultations be held with
some of our NATO allies, the Prime Minister said that we should be particularly careful about
the way in which our ideas are presented. He thought there was a danger that if our exploratory
enquiries followed closely the questions and the argumentation in the memorandum, other
governments might infer that the direction of thought implied therein had become, or was on
the point of becoming, Canadian policy. I emphasized that the memorandum did no more than
suggest lines of enquiry and discussion which might be helpful in contributing to the re-
thinking process now going on. I also pointed out that there would be no question of our being
committed to any particular proposal.

The Prime Minister indicated that he understood the purpose of the proposed enquiries
but said that he would still prefer to see the questions re-phrased in language which did not
itself indicate what we thought the answers to be. Thus, as an example, he said he would not
object to our asking our friends how far they thought the West might consider going in the
direction of de facto recognition of East Germany (c.f. sub-para (a) on page 3 of the memoran-
dum). It is my impression that the Prime Minister, apart from wishing the questions to be
couched in somewhat more “neutral” terms, would also prefer the supporting material to be
formulated as the ba51s for an exchange of views rather than as the means to buttress particular
lines of argument.”

When I asked if we might go ahead with the contemplated enquiries by putting them into
less suggestive language, the Prime Minister replied in the affirmative. I do not believe that he
expects to be consulted on the actual wording of the instructions to be sent to our missions.

On the basis of the Prime Minister’s comments and general reaction, I believe that his
position may be summarized as follows:

(a) that he recognizes the significance of the memorandum in terms of our German policy;

(b) that he is agreeable to our engaging in diplomatic discussions with selected governments
on the basis of the memorandum, subject to the comments in paragraph 2 and 3 above;

(c) that the Government’s position is not to be prejudiced in any such discussions; and

(d) that the Prime Minister cannot yet be considered to l}ave taken a position on the substance
of the particular ideas put forward in the memorandum.

H.B. R[OBINSON]

” Voir le document précédent./See the previous document.
73 . .
Note marginale :/Marginal note:
PM did not raise this with SSEA R. C[ampbell]
™ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Should be (a) brief (b) interrogatory R. C[ampbell]
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80. DEA/50341-40

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 S-29 Ottawa, January 26, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Bonn Tel of Jan 20/591 and London Tel 226 of Jan 23/59.F

Repeat London (OpImmediate), Paris (OpImmediate), Permis New York, NATO Paris,
Bonn, Rome, Hague, Brussels (Information).

By Bag from London: Moscow, Belgrade, Warsaw, Prague, Berlin, Oslo, Copenhagen,
Athens, Ankara.

BERLIN: CONTINGENCY PLANNING

According to an AP report from Berlin of January 21 the East German Communist Leader,
Walter Ulbricht, said recently that the East German Government was preparing to take over the
functions of the Russians on control of allied military traffic into West Berlin. He is quoted as
saying that a blockade would not be imposed providing the Western Powers were willing to
negotiate with the GDR Government on access to the city.

2. This is the latest in a series of statements, including those of Khrushchev and Mikoyan,
reaffirming the Soviet intention announced November 27 of transferring control responsi-
bilities to the GDR. (Although Mikoyan said no ultimatum was involved.) These various
assertions add urgency, therefore, to consideration of the action that is to be taken to continue
the flow of supplies to Western garrisons in Berlin, at such time as this transfer takes place and
East German guards appear at the check points unaccompanied by their Russian comrades.

3. In the Three Powers Notes of December 31 to the Soviet Union the right of free access was
reaffirmed, and it was stated that the Three Powers would not accept substitution of East
German for Russian authority. According to London telegram 131 of January 15, 1959, this
has led to revision of previous allied instructions and official allied travellers are now under
orders to turn back rather than submit to East German control.

4. If the Three Powers are determined not to have any dealings with the East Germans, they
will presumably find it necessary either to institute a limited airlift to supply the Western
garrisons or to try to use armed force as a means of getting convoys through to West Berlin.
We are aware that much can happen between now and May 27 and that a lot will depend on
whether the Soviet Union shows any sign of delaying its relinquishment of control respon-
sibilities. We share the concern expressed in Bonn telegram 34 of January 20, however, about
the dangers inherent in any attempt to use military force in seeking to maintain access to
Berlin. While we know it would be costly, we think a limited airlift is greatly to be preferred
since the resoluteness of communist intentions would be tested by this means and any war-like
action would then have to be initiated by the communist side.

5. We hope the situation will not be such as to make a choice necessary, but of the two, we
think a limited airlift is greatly to be preferred to a thrust by an armed convoy on the ground.
An airlift would demonstrate Western determination to maintain its access to Berlin, and would
also test the resoluteness of communist intentions, but if shooting occurred it would place
responsibility on the communist side for the first war-like action.
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6. Please examine this question at a senior level in London, Washington and Paris. In so
doing you could refer to the discussion which took place in the NATO Council on this subject
on January 21 (NATO telegram 158, January 227) and also to the formal action of the French
Foreign Ministry of denying that France was committed to the use of force to break an eventual
Soviet blockade. (Paris Embassy telegram 77, January 22+). Officials concerned may not wish
to provide much information (and in fact may not have much to provide), but you should
inform them that this is a situation that is understandably a source of concern for all NATO
members and that the Canadian Government would be greatly disturbed if plans were
developed to force a way into Berlin before the implications of such action had been fully
explored with NATO members.

7. We shall be commenting in a later telegram on the report contained in London telegram
226 of January 23 on conversations at the UK Foreign Office. Meanwhile Washington and
Paris should proceed as suggested in the present telegram.

81. DEA/50341-40

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 S-40 Ottawa, January 28, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat Washington (OpImmediate), Moscow, Belgrade, Warsaw, Prague, Berlin, Oslo,
Permis New York, Paris, Rome, Hague, Brussels (Routine), Bonn, NATO Paris
(Oplmmediate), (Information).

GERMANY AND BERLIN
As you know, we have been considering what lines of enquiry we might usefully explore
with some of our NATO allies as part of the re-thinking of the Western position on Germany
and Berlin which is now going on in NATO capitals. We have as yet only very tentative views
at the official level on the merits of the various proposals which have already been put forward
and which might be studied, preferably in NATO, when a Western negotiating position is being
prepared.

2. Roberts in the NATO Council, Drinkall at the Foreign Office and Vigderdam at the State
Department have asked for new ideas from Ottawa. We welcome these invitations and think an
exchange of views with the Foreign Office and State Department on specific questions would
be most useful at this stage particularly since the Four-Power Working Group on Germany is to
meet in Washington early next week.” We would, therefore, wish you to seek at a senior level

" Le groupe de travail des quatre puissances, composé des Etats-Unis, de la France, du Royaume-Uni et de
I’ Allemagne de 1'Ouest, s’est réuni le 4 février pour coordonner la réponse occidentale a I'initiative
soviétique concernant Berlin et I’ Allemagne.

The Four-Power Working Group, composed of the United States, France, the United Kingdom, and West
Germany, first met on February 4 to coordinate the Western response to the Soviet initiative concerning
Berlin and Germany.
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the reactions of the Foreign Office and State Department to our preliminary thinking as
outlined below on ideas which might usefully be studied by the West. We would wish you to
emphasize that we are only proposing possible lines of enquiry, that no Canadian policy on any
one of the specific questions discussed below has been or is on the point of being formulated,
and that, consequently there is no question of our being committed in any way to a specific
proposal. We are primarily interested in finding out whether the examination of these questions
would reveal common ground for a revision of the classical Western position on Germany and
European security.

3. Following are the lines of enquiry we have in mind:

(a) Would increased West German contacts with East Germany, perhaps amounting to a loose
confederation and even implying de facto recognition, have positive advantages for the West?
In view of the robust health of the Federal Republic’s institutions and economy, and its firm
Western alignment, we should perhaps re-assess the risk for the West in increased contacts
between the Federal Republic and the German Democratic Republic (GDR). Would there be
positive and far-reaching political advantages if the diplomatic barrier, maintained by the
Western policy of non-recognition, were to be lowered and functional cooperation between the
two Germanys encouraged? Such cooperation now exists to a degree on such matters as trade,
traffic control and crime prevention; expanded, it might evolve into the loose confederation
which may now be the only practical avenue to German reunification. We might consider
whether this would result in a form of reunification in which West Germany would be
predominant. It might not be necessary to establish a formal confederation as advocated by
Ulbricht. Could there be an approach to confederation which would not, at least in the early
stages, necessitate a change in West Germany’s relationship to NATO or East Germany’s to
the Warsaw Pact? The two halves of Germany might be brought together by an approach
similar to that being followed by the six members of the European Economic Community. It
would be distasteful, especially for Bonn, to have to recognize the pretensions of the Pankow
régime. However, if the members of that régime were granted at least de facto recognition, and
thereby a degree of security of tenure, might there be revealed and unieashed any important
East German “Titoism?” Could such Titoism be exploited easily because of the long common
frontier with West Germany, the common language, and economic interest, and because
historic tradition disposes most East and West Germans to seek national unity?

(b) Might it be profitable to develop a separate solution of the Berlin problem if it proves
impossible to reach agreement with the USSR on the broader question of German reunification.
There is some urgency about the Berlin issue, since the Russians have declared that on May 27
they will turn over their responsibilities to the East Germans, and the Western Powers have
asserted that they- will not deal with the East German puppet régime. The situation could
deteriorate dangerously. One solution might be for the West to obtain a corridor from West
Germany to West Berlin — not just right of passage but a strip with road and rail lines that
could be controlled. Are there any conceivable concessions which might be made to the USSR
— perhaps replacement of Western garrisons with West German troops — in order to obtain
guaranteed access to the city in this form? Is there any useful role the U.N. might play?

(c) Would it be in our interest to modify the Western priorities which have until now insisted
that the first step in any settlement of the German problem must be free, all-German elections?
Mr. Dulles has said that, although free elections are the natural and agreed method of achieving
reunification, he would concede that it was not the only method. Subsequently, Mr. Macmillan
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endorsed this statement. We believe Dulles may have had in mind a shift in the timing of the
free, all-German elections until after the Soviets had received adequate security guarantees,
and, perhaps, a period of confederation which might minimize, for the Soviets, the loss of face
and dangers inherent in a withdrawal from East Germany. The West has always recognized the
Soviet right to European security guarantees. Might there be important political and
propaganda advantages for the West in a modification of its position to the extent that such
guarantees might be made before, and not after, free elections, and by announcing readiness to
negotiate at once a general European security pact?

(d) Recognizing the understandable Soviet concem over German rearmament and their
frequently expressed demands for security measures, could there be examined specific
proposals which might be operative particularly in the event a reunited Germany elected to join
NATO? If we consider that the approach developed by M. Spaak in his memorandum
document PO (59) 116 has a good deal of merit particularly from a tactical point of view, it is
important that careful thought be given-to possible adjustments concerning European defensive
arrangements which might be offered to the USSR particularly in the event a reunited Germany
chose to join NATO. We would consequently welcome any comments on this aspect of the
Spaak memorandum, particularly insofar as it mentions specifically the possibility of a
demilitarized zone, some disengagement, control of armaments and a security agreement
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. For your own information we do not consider it
advisable to be more specific in this respect at the moment, but if your inquiries indicate a
degree of flexibility on the part of the Foreign Office, we might be prepared to explore the
matter in more detail.

For Washington Only: We were interested to note from your report of Mr. Dulles’ news
conference on Berlin and Germany™® (your telegram 217 of January 27t) that he apparently is
prepared to discuss the Rapacki Plan during any discussion of European security in general if
the USSR wanted to bring it up under that heading during any East-West talks.

82. DEA/50234-40

Note de I’adjoint spécial au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Special Assistant to Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], February 5, 1959

PRIME MINISTER'S CONVERSATION WITH SOVIET AMBASSADOR, FEBRUARY 4.

Trade

After complimenting the Ambassador on the way in which he had begun his mission in
Ottawa, the Prime Minister asked him what matters he would like to take up. The Ambassador
said that the first matter was trade, and he started to speak in terms similar to his remarks to
you on February 2. The Prime Minister said that he was aware of the Ambassador’s
conversation with you and understood the interest of the Soviet Government in increasing its
exports to Canada. He referred to the Alberta group of businessmen who had visited the Soviet

" Voir/See Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1025 (February 16, 1959), pp. 223-230.
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Union last year and said that they had been very much impressed with what they found in their
inspection of Soviet industry. For its part, the Canadian Government was now prepared, as one
step in the direction of expanding two-way trade with the Soviet Government, to appoint a
Canadian Trade Commissioner to Moscow. This official would be prepared to assist the Soviet
Government in trying to increase its exports to Canada by giving them information about the
Canadian market. In this regard the Soviet Government would have available the same type and
degree of assistance as was offered in other countries where Canadian trade offices were
maintained. It would be up to the Soviet authorities to exploit this assistance.

The Ambassador said that the appointment of a Trade Commissioner would help, but there
were other less formal ways in which the Canadian Government could assist the Soviet
Government to find new markets in Canada. He knew that there was no Government control of
Canadian trade but he also knew that the Government could, if it wished, exert influence on
patterns of trade, and he hoped that the Government might see its way clear to diverting to
Soviet sources of supply a small proportion of Canada’s imports. The Ambassador went on to
disclaim on behalf of his Government any intention of trying to dump low-priced goods on
world markets. The Prime Minister said that he was glad to hear this. He had formed the view
on his recent tour that both Japan and Mainland China were engaging in a trade offensive in
Southeast Asia;77 he was sure that the Soviet Government could not compete with Japanese,
and particularly Chinese, prices.

The Ambassador went on to say that the USSR’s economy was not, except for furs,
dependent on export markets. Soviet trade was designed to earn the amount of foreign currency
required to pay for goods needed from abroad. The trouble with Soviet trade with Canada was
that the Soviet Union bought ten times as much from Canada as vice versa and this presented a
currency difficulty. The Ambassador did not refer specifically to the current negotiations
regarding the Trade Agreement and it was not possible to detect in his remarks any hint of
impatience with the progress of the negotiations. On the other hand, his reaction to the news
about the appointment of a Trade Commissioner to Moscow was unenthusiastic.

During the conversation, the Prime Minister telephoned Mr. Churchill and asked him to see
the Ambassador by arrangement as soon as possible.

Germany

The Ambassador said that the second main topic he wished to discuss was the “Soviet
project for a German peace treaty.” He wondered what the Prime Minister’s views were on
this. The Prime Minister said that this was a subject which he would prefer the Ambassador to
take up with you and the Department since he had not had an opportunity to examine in any
detail the Soviet Note or the draft treaty. The Ambassador then said that he had the impression
that the Canadian position was somewhat closer to the Soviet position than was that of the
United States or even the United Kingdom. He had only the press sources to rely on, but if they
were to be believed, the Canadian view was that the time is ripe for a new approach to the
German problem. It was his impression that the Canadian Government welcomed indications
that the United States Government no longer insisted on free elections as the only avenue
toward reunification. He thought that Canada also favoured the idea of a withdrawal of foreign
forces from Berlin, and even Germany, and of the creation of a nuclear free zone on the
Rapacki plan model. ~

The Prime Minister, after listening for some minutes, said that the Canadian Government

was certainly in agreement on the aim of genuine negotiations. He could not, however, allow
the Ambassador to go away with the impression that what he had seen in the press represented

" Voir le volume 24, les documents 387 2 402./See Volume 24, Documents 387-402.
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the Canadian Government’s viewpoint. The Ambassador said “I think I may be right,” to which
the Prime Minister rejoined: “But I am not saying you are.”

The Ambassador then wondered whether there were not ways in which Canada might play
more of a role in bringing West and East together. Asked to elaborate, the Ambassador said as
an example that Canada might use its influence with its allies in encouraging such ideas as the
withdrawal of forces from Germany (he clearly had in mind the various disengagement
proposals). The Prime Minister then asked what sort of guarantees might be possible. The
Ambassador said that the exact form of guarantees was something to be worked out in the
negotiations. He was sure that the Soviet Government would be ready to sit down and work out
guarantees among all the powers concerned and with the participation of the United Nations. In
reply to the Prime Minister’s further question, the Ambassador was not able to specify exactly
what role the United Nations might play but did not exclude the participation of the Secretary
General in negotiations on the German problem. The Ambassador’s references to the United
Nations were made in the context of Germany as a whole and not specifically of Berlin.

The conversation lasted just under one hour. Nothing was said about a further meeting.”
H.B. R[OBINSON]

83. DEA/50234-40

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], February 19, 1959

GERMANY AND BERLIN

The lines of enquiry which we have discussed in certain NATO capitals over the past
fortnight appear to have served a useful purpose. They were taken up by the four-power
working position, which is considering the Western negotiating position, and were incorporated
by it into the questionnaire which is being referred to the Foreign Ministers of the United
States, the United Kingdom, France and Germany. The comments we have received on the
lines of enquiry from London, Paris and Bonn, together with reports of Mr. Dulles’ recent
conversations, have given us a better appreciation of the prospects for fruitful negotiations on
the German problem.

The public position maintained by the Western allies shows little change. This is
understandable since it would be folly, in view of Soviet threats, to show anything but firm
determination to protect the freedom of Berlin. Nor would the Allies, by premature discussion
of possible concessions, wish to enable the USSR to discount such concessions in advance.
However, the Western powers have underlined their willingness to enter serious negotiations

" Note marginale :/Marginal note:

This memo seen by Prime Minister. H.B. R[obinson]

" Le secrétaire d’Etat Dulles s’est rendu en Europe au début février et y a discuté la situation & Berlin avec le
premier ministre Macmillan (4 février), le président de Gaulle (6 février), et le chancelier Adenauer
(7 février).

Secretary of State Dulles travelled to Europe in early February and discussed the Berlin situation with
Prime Minister Macmillan (February 4), President de Gaulle (February 6), and Chancellor Adenauer
(February 7).



ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ ATLANTIQUE NORD 185

on the German problem by indicating a preparedness to adjust the priority of the steps leading
to reunification which the West, up until now, has insisted should begin with free elections,
and to accept the presence of both East and West German advisers at the four-power confe-
rence table.

In some leading NATO capitals, most notably London, Washington and Bonn, there is
serious private thinking about possible changes in the classical Western position in order to
bring it up to date and to improve prospects for fruitful negotiations. We have received some
indications of the trend of this thinking from our Missions in London and Bonn, but most of our
information concerns the somewhat different positions which the Western allies have taken up
for the purpose of the confidential negotiations which are going on among themselves. In these
talks the main participants all say that they see little or no prospect for agreement with the
USSR in the foreseeable future; some even admit to being reluctant to seek reunification under
present circumstances.

Nevertheless, all the Western powers immediately concerned have agreed among
themselves on the necessity for a more flexible posture, if only to convince public opinion that
any prolongation of the stalemate would not be their responsibility. The principal way in which
this flexibility is likely to be shown is by proposing the thinning out of troops on both sides of
the Iron Curtain. Little precision has been given to such proposals, but the general idea was
approved in all key NATO capitals; Mr. Dulles and General de Gaulle even agreed that the
latest Rapacki proposals might have to be seriously considered.

Although the French and Germans tend to react strongly against suggestions for
confederation between the two Germanys or de facto recognition of the GDR, there is general
agreement that increased technical co-operation between Bonn and Pankow is desirable and
that the greater strength and stability of the Federal Republic mean that such co-operation
involves little risk for the West. The Germans took the initiative in proposing that experts from
both East and West Germany be invited to any future four-power talks on the German problem.
However, they stress that the development of contacts between the two Germanys should be
under the auspices and supervision of the four former occupying powers.

Most German authorities oppose any separate solution for Berlin and, supported by the
French, believe that the replacement of the Western garrisons in Berlin by West Germans
would increase the dangers in this situation. However, both the United Kingdom and the
NATO Secretariat are considering fall-back plans for a separate solution for Berlin in the event
that a larger agreement proves impossible.

With regard to German reunification, the “free elections first” formula appears to have been
dead even before we made our enquiry. However, the fact has not yet been spelled out
explicitly and the West could do more to reap propaganda advantage from having adopted a
more realistic position.

Conclusions

I see no advantage in Canada formally advancing or endorsing specific proposals at this
stage. However, I believe Canada should continue to advocate in general terms an imaginative
re-assessment of the Western position.

In particular, since there seems a good prospect the proposals for the thinning out of troops
will form an important part of Western negotiating position, I recommend that officials give
renewed thought to the advantages and disadvantages of troop reductions and withdrawals.
They might also re-examine the possibility of bargaining with an offer of a standstill on the
extension of provision of nuclear weapons to NATO forces which do not now possess them.

While it would be tactically unsound to advertise the fact to the USSR, I think Canada
should give further consideration to plans for a separate Berlin solution in the event four-power
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negotiations fail to reach a more general agreement. I think further exploratory conversations
with the United Kingdom Government and the NATO Secretariat might offer some promise.

The West German Government has proposed that a four-power continuing commission on
Germany be established and that East and West German advisers be appointed to it. This could
enable “Germany” to be kept in a four-power context and, as with Austria, it is possible that
progress might be achieved in prolonged unpublicized negotiations. Furthermore, while such a
commission was operating the possibility of precipitate and provocative Soviet moves in
Germany would be reduced. I recommend that Canada support this West German suggestion if
and when the opportunity occurs.

I think Canada might also encourage the alliance to give more thought to the propaganda
aspects of its position. The West should not hesitate to advance reasonable new proposals or to
revive old ones on the assumption that the Russians will be certain to reject them. Rather, it
would seem useful to put the Russians in the position of having to say “no” to suggestions with
popular appeal.

Since there is general agreement that increased technical co-operation between Bonn and
Pankow would be desirable I think it would be helpful if we were to assure the West Germans,
whenever the opportunity presents itself, that the Canadian Government favours this
development. We might similarly promote their disposition to establish diplomatic relations
with Poland and Czechoslovakia. Both these steps would help to reduce tension and to mitigate
the ill effects of refusing to recognize the GDR.

In any discussions with our allies on the German problem, it would seem advisable to bear
certain susceptibilities in mind: One is the West German and French objection to the
recognition of the GDR, confederation of the two Germanys and the use of the term
“disengagement.” Another is the West German reluctance to contemplate, at least at this stage,
a separate solution for Berlin. A third is the general reluctance to admit that there are basic
shortcomings to the classical Western position in Germany which was laid down four years
ago. Even making full allowance for these limiting factors, however, it seems to me that there
is a useful role for Canada in encouraging quietly the modest beginnings of a thaw which, in
themselves, should remove some of the dangers of the German situation.”

S.E. S[MITH]

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Note P.M. agreed that Conclusions (pp 4-6) might serve as basis for our next round of diplomatic
consultations. H.B. R[obinson] Feb 21/59.
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84. DEA/50412-40

Note des conversations entre le premier minister
et le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
et le Foreign Secretary du Royaume-Uni

Memorandum of Prime Minister’s Conversations
with Prime Minister of United Kingdom
and Foreign Secretary of United Kingdom

ToP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY [Ottawa], March 18, 1959

DISCUSSIONS ON GERMANY, BERLIN AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

The Prime Minister’s conversations with Prime Minister Macmillan and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd
took place from 10:00 a.m. to noon and from 3:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. on March 18. The Prime
Minister was accompanied by the Minister of Public Works, Mr. Green. In addition to these
private conversations, Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Lloyd met with the members of the Cabinet for
approximately one hour.

This memorandum summarizes those parts of the private discussions which dealt with
European questions.

Introductory

In welcoming Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Lloyd, the Prime Minister said that he looked forward
to hearing their views, not only because of the Canadian Government’s interest in the problems
confronting the NATO alliance, but also because the United Kingdom Ministers would be
going to Washington at a time when there had arisen in the United States a considerable
intensification of “nationalistic” feeling. Judging from recent pronouncements of United States
leaders, Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Lloyd might encounter a tough mood in Washington.

Mr. Macmillan said that there was a dilemma. On the one hand, it was necessary to conduct
the affairs of the alliance “firmly and fairly, but with a view to negotiation with the Soviet
Union.” On the other hand, the life of Europe depended on maintaining close United States
friendship and interest. It was as important not to drive the United States back into isolationism
as it was to prevent the United States from adopting foolish courses of action. He had had these
thoughts in mind in his visit to the Soviet Union. He was hopeful that any differences which
might exist or arise would turn out to be differences of method rather than purpose.

At Mr. Macmillan’s suggestion, Mr. Lloyd spoke at some length on their visit to the Soviet
Union. He followed generally the lines of reports which we have already received from United
Kingdom sources.

Disengagement and Related Problems

On the conclusion of Mr. Lloyd’s remarks, Mr. Diefenbaker said that disengagement was
the one aspect of Mr. Macmillan’s visit to the Soviet Union which had caused some public
concern in North America. He was afraid that unless public doubts as to the implications of
disengagement could be cleared up, a trend toward isolationism might emerge in North
America, manifested in public pressure for the return of American and Canadian forces
stationed in Europe.

This question led to an exposition, mostly by Mr. Macmillan, of the distinction made by the

United Kingdom between disengagement (physical drawing apart of forces and weapons) and
thinning out or limitation. The former term had never been mentioned by the United Kingdom
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side in Moscow and, he pointed out, the word “disengagement” had not been used in the
communiqué.” The United Kingdom Government was fully aware of the dangers and
disadvantages involved in the creation of a demilitarized zone. (Here Mr. Diefenbaker signified
assent.) On the other hand, they saw possible advantages in a system of limitation or thinning
out, by which he meant that forces and types of weapons in an agreed area would be fixed and
inspected and that no addition could be made without agreement. Mr. Khrushchev, Mr.
Macmillan said, had shown considerable interest in this idea, and more than once senior Soviet
officials had attempted to probe for further detail. The United Kingdom Ministers had,
however, been careful, in deference to the known susceptibilities of the French, the Germans,
and the Americans, not to go too far in defining this idea.

Arguing the merits of some such arrangement, Mr. Macmillan said that apart from its value
as a potential basis for negotiation with the Soviet Government, it would enable an experiment
to be made in inspection and control, at first in a limited area which could later be expanded.
Moreover, the United Kingdom Government was convinced that it was necessary to counter the
pressure for a Rapacki-type of solution by producing a constructive alternative; a flat negative
was not sufficient.

The French and the Germans, Mr. Macmillan said, had accepted his assurance that, in his
talks with Mr. Khrushchev, he had not indulged in discussion of disengagement proper. Mr.
Diefenbaker said that he thought the United Kingdom Government might have quite a difficult
time in explaining their position in Washington. Mr. Macmillan did not demur but professed
mild confidence in the outcome of his talks with the President.

At the afternoon meeting the United Kingdom Ministers enlarged on (a) the dangers
inherent in the pursuit of disengagement (in the sense of a drawing back of forces) and (b) what
they had in mind to implement a plan of limitation. Disengagement led naturally to a
neutralized zone from which Western and Soviet forces would be withdrawn and this, in turn,
might lead to the departure of United States and Canadian troops from Europe, which was the
last thing the United Kingdom and other Western European governments wanted. The concepts
of disengagement and neutralization were thus both unacceptable to the United Kingdom.

Mr. Diefenbaker pressed for a precise indication of the size and location of the area of
limitation which the United Kingdom had in mind. Mr. Lloyd said that the important thing was
1o get the principle accepted. The area could be small (100 kilometres on either side of the zone
boundary in Germany), or large (Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia), or again it might
eventually become of even wider extent. To Mr. Diefenbaker’s remark that the United
Kingdom Government must surely have a concrete area in mind, Mr. Macmillan, emphasizing
the danger of putting forward any definite plan at the present stage, indicated that the United
Kingdom are considering the feasibility of an area including all of East Germany and at least a
large part of West Germany. Earlier in the conversation Mr. Macmillan had said that if a zone
of limitation were connected with a new arrangement for Berlin it must, to be of value as a
bargaining counter with the Russians, include at least the whole of Germany. Mr. Lloyd
thought it possible to envisage a smaller zone for limitation and a larger one for inspection.
Again, zones for air inspection need not coincide with those used on the ground.

In reply to the question whether the United Kingdom Government had given up thought of
finding a form of “discriminating demilitarization,” Mr. Lloyd recalled that Gromyko had
revealed some interest in the idea of distinguishing between tactical and strategic nuclear
weapons in a given area.

2 Pour le texte du communiqué, voir The Times, March 4, 1959, p. 8.
For the text of the communiqué, see The Times, March 4, 1959, p. 8.
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Speaking of the Soviet position on a German settlement, Mr. Lloyd referred to two points
which he thought indicated that some plan along the lines now being considered by the United
Kingdom might have appeal for the Soviet Government:

(a) The Russians had never mentioned neutralization or demilitarization of Germany, but
seemed ready to accept a continuation of the existing division and also of the existing
relationships of East and West Germany with the Warsaw Pact and NATO for some years to
come;

(b) Towards the end of the visit Mr. Khrushchev had said that he did not expect the West to
recognize East Germany de jure or West Germany to recognize East Germany’s frontiers de
Jure. Even de facto, East Germany’s frontiers might be *“recognized” (guaranteed) through a
third party. Mr. Lloyd did not know whether by “third party” Khrushchev had meant the United
Nations or the Soviet Union or “some agency.” This was a point worth following up, perhaps at
the Foreign Ministers’ or summit meeting.

Steps to the Summit

Turning to what he referred to as the immediate problem of Berlin and Germany,
Mr. Macmillan said that he believed that the largest single achievement of his visit to Moscow
had been the disappearance of the Soviet ultimatum (as indicated by the Soviet Note of March
2)* and the opportunity and time thus gained for negotiation. It was essential to take advantage
of this gain by fixing with as little delay as possible the date of a summit meeting, possibly in
early August. Khrushchev was the boss and no one but he could be expected to agree to
significant compromises at a conference. Unless a date were soon set, the Russians would use
the Foreign Ministers’ meeting to force the West into hurried acceptance of a summit
conference, whereas if it was established promptly that a summit meeting was definitely to take
place, a Foreign Ministers’ meeting might turn out to be quite useful by way of preparation.
Finally, Mr. Macmillan said, there was the danger that if a Foreign Ministers’ meeting broke up
in complete failure, the Russians might be tempted to hand over to the East Germans in Berlin,
thereby sharpening the crisis. He did not “propose to commit the United Kingdom to this kind
of situation without having had a summit meeting.” Mr. Diefenbaker signified his agreement
with this position.

With regard to the procedure leading to a summit meeting, Mr. Macmillan said with some
hesitation that he thought that “in their hearts” the French agreed with the United Kingdom; the
Germans certainly did. In addition, Chancellor Adenauer had said that if a summit meeting
were to some extent successful on Berlin and Germany, the participants should agree to resume
their meeting in perhaps four months’ time to tackle other outstanding questions. Mr.
Macmillan evidently favoured this idea.

Speaking of the United States position, Mr. Macmillan indicated that he hoped to be able to
persuade the President of the wisdom of agreeing at once to fixing the date of the summit
meeting. The United Kingdom Government had withheld their agreement from the draft reply
to the Soviet Note of March 2, inter alia because of the importance they attached to Western
unanimity on this point. Mr. Macmillan did not think that the United States authorities had
really considered the military situation which might have to be accepted if the present
opportunity for negotiation were to be foregone.

* Voir « Note du Kremlin, 2 mars 1959, » Affaires extérieures, vol. 11, N° 5 (mai 1959), pp. 102 2 105.
See “Soviet Note to Canada,” External Affairs, Vol. 11, No. 5 (May 1959), pp. 104-107.
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Berlin

Mr. Macmillan referred approvingly to a remark which Mr. Spaak had made to him on his
visit to Paris, that the important thing for the Western governments was to agree among
themselves what they were determined to hold on to in respect of Berlin. It was no use talking
big now on issues for which the West was not prepared to take a stand later. The difficulty
about the American position was that they were so far refusing to accept a distinction between
a blockade and an East German stamp mark. Mr. Lloyd remarked that the position might be
different if the legal case of the Western powers were stronger. Unfortunately it was beginning
to lose its conviction 14 years after the war, especially in view of the agreements reached with
West Germany in the Bonn Conventions. Mr. Macmillan said that he was convinced that the
“sub-contracting” of Soviet to East German control of access to Berlin would not be a
justifiable casus belli. Hostile military action by the Russians would be a different thing, and so
might a blockade, but the aim must be to prevent such a situation from arising.

Both in the morning and afternoon meetings Mr. Diefenbaker emphasized the importance of
guarding against any ill-considered move, such as the placing of the Strategic Air Command on
an increased state of readiness at a time of tension, which might lead the Soviet Government to
conclude that the West was contemplating large-scale military action. At the afternoon meeting
Mr. Diefenbaker asked the United Kingdom Ministers to ensure that the Canadian
Government’s misgivings on this score were understood in Washington.

Mr. Macmillan described the United Kingdom position on the substance of the Berlin
problem in the following terms. The United Kingdom would hope for an agreed system
whereby a “small and symbolic” presence of British, American, and French troops, or possibly
neutral forces, would be maintained, and whereby some form of United Nations presence
would be introduced. He thought that a new title of this kind, guaranteed by the Great Powers
and registered with the United Nations, could be a satisfactory means of assuring right of
access to Berlin and would provide a firmer base from which to defend the Western position in
Berlin before world opinion. Mr. Macmillan seemed to think that the Russians might be
prepared to negotiate an arrangement of this kind. (He made no mention of recognition of East
Germany as an element in such an arrangement.)

In reply to a question from Mr. Green as to the probable West German reaction, Mr. Lloyd
said that he was not sure. Referring, however, to conversations with Brentano and senior
German officials, he added that the Germans were realists and appreciated the importance of
finding a negotiated settlement. He was sure that “all Europeans know that they aren’t going to
fight over the ticket.” President de Gaulle had made it clear to him that what he meant by
“blockade” (i.e., as a possible justification for military action by the West) was “physical
obstruction,” not a change of nationality at the control posts. European governments would
have to satisfy public opinion that there was a cause worth fighting for. Mr. Macmillan
associated himself emphatically with this view.

German Reunification

Mr. Diefenbaker asked whether there had been a change in United Kingdom thinking on the
reunification of Germany. He had had indications that the United Kingdom Government was
now prepared to contemplate Germany’s continued division, allegedly because of
apprehensions that a reunified Germany would become too strong.

Before replying directly, Mr. Macmillan said that the French held the view outlined by Mr.
Diefenbaker; that the Russians, to his surprise, had indicated that they desired the status quo in
Germany; and that Chancellor Adenauer had last week indicated quite clearly his opinion that
Germany could not be reunited without war. The United Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan said,
recognized that the Western position of 1955 on reunification was now unrealistic. On the other
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hand, the West could not publicly admit the impossibility of reunifying Germany on
satisfactory terms, and some hope of reunification, perhaps through the encouragement of more
contacts between East and West Germany or even by some form of confederation, must be held
out. In the United Kingdom view the worst possible solution was a reunited and neutral
Germany. Such a solution would be very dangerous as it would enable the Russians to draw
Germany into the Soviet orbit, e.g., by selling out Poland and restoring the Eastern provinces to
Germany.

Mr. Diefenbaker said that as recently as last November, Chancellor Adenauer had indicated
to him that he was not prepared to give up the aim of reunification.” Mr. Dulles’ statement at a
press conference that free elections were not the only avenue to reunification must have had an
impact on the Chancellor. Mr. Macmillan replied that Adenauer was aware that a reunified
Germany would not be a Germany nominated by “civilized elements.” Control would pass to
the Prussians and the Socialists and Germany would be dragged more and more to the left.
Nevertheless, Mr. Macmillan concluded, it was important for public purposes to feed the latent
German longing for reunification.

85. DEA/50341-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL {Ottawa], April 13, 1959

DRAFT REPLY TO SOVIET NOTE OF MARCH 2ND

On March 2nd the Soviet Government transmitted through the Canadian Embassy in
Moscow the attached Note to the Canadian Government dealing with questions relating to
Germany and Berlin. It reaffirmed in this Note the arguments it advanced at the same time in
Notes to the USA, UK and France. In all these Notes the Soviet Union urged the need for a
German peace treaty, asserted that this would settle the question of Berlin and proposed that
these matters be considered at a Summit Meeting. The Note said that if the Western powers
were not ready for a Summit Meeting, the USSR was prepared to accept a conference of
foreign ministers, including those of Poland and Czechoslovakia.

Through a further series of Notes sent by the Western powers on March 26* and replies
from the Soviet Union on March 30,” arrangements for a meeting of France, UK, USA and
USSR at the foreign ministers level in Geneva were made definite.

The Nato Council on March 25 briefly considered the question of whether replies to the
Soviet Notes of March 2nd should be sent by Nato governments other than the four Western
powers directly involved. It was decided then to postpone consideration of this until after the
Nato Ministerial meeting. The Danish delegation now expects to raise this matter at the next
Council meeting. When this question comes up in the Nato Council on April 22, I think the

* Voir/See Volume 24, Document 395.
* Voir le texte de la note des Etats-Unis dans Department of State Bulletin, vol. XL, No. 1033 (April 13,
1959), pp. 507 a 508.

For the text of the United States note, see Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1033 (April 13,
1959), pp. 507-508.

* Voir/See The New York Times, March 31, 1959, p. 10.
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Canadian representative might appropriately express the opinion that it is desirable for Nato
members to reply to these Notes so as to counter in this way any attempts by the Soviet Union
to divide the Alliance. Such replies, while not dealing with the substance of the issues at stake,
could make it clear that the views of other Nato Governments are in harmony with those of the
four powers immediately concerned. I believe we should preserve our individuality be replying
to Notes addressed to us when to do so would suit our purposes, and particularly when the
possibility of attendance of others at the summit meeting remains open. In the present instance,
because of the impending negotiations, I would not suggest that the Canadian reply go into
matters of substance.

A telegramt instructing our Permanent Representative in Paris to put the draft reply before
Council on Wednesday is attached for your approval.*® We would propose that it should be
transmitted to the Soviet Union immediately after the Nato Council has considered it.”

N.A. R[OBERTSON]

% Le Canadaa répondu 2 la note soviétique du 2 mars le 24 avril 1959. Voir « Note du Canada a I'URSS, 24
avril 1959, » Affaires extérieures, vol. 11, N°. 5 (Mai 1959), p. 106.
Canada replied to the March 2 Soviet note on April 24, 1959. See “Canada Note to the USSR, April 24,
1959,” External Affairs, Vol. 11, No. 5 (May 1959), pp. 107-108.

¥ La conférence de Geneve des ministres des affaires étrangeres a eu lieu du 11 mai au 20 juin et du
13 juillet au 5 aofit 1959. Les fonctionnaires des Affaires extérieures a Ottawa ont regu des rapports
détaillés sur le déroulement des assises 2 Genéve, mais le Canada n’a joué aucun réle a la conférence.
Voir le résumé détaillé de la Conférence de Geneve et de la position du Canada aux négociations de
Geneve au sujet de Berlin dans « Conférence sur I’ Allemagne et Berlin, » Affaires extérieures, vol. 11,
N’ 9, pp. 257 2 261.
The Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Geneva was held from May 11 to June 20 and July 13 to August 5,
1959. Although External Affairs officials in Ottawa were provided with detailed reports about the progress
of the Geneva meetings, Canada had no role to play in the Conference. For a detailed summary of the
Geneva Conference and Canada’s position on the Geneva negotiations concerning Berlin, see “Foreign
Ministers’ Conference on Germany and Berlin,” External Affairs, Vol. 11, No. 9, pp. 261-265.
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3° PARTIE/PART 3

REUNION MINISTERIELLE DU CONSEIL DE L’ATLANTIQUE NORD,
WASHINGTON, 2-4 AVRIL 1959
MINISTERIAL MEETING OF NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL,
WASHINGTON, APRIL 2-4, 1959

86. DEA/50102-W-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 805 Washington, April 3, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Repeat NATO Paris, Paris, London, Permis New York (Priority) (Information).

Bonn (Priority) from Ottawa.

By Bag Berlin, Ankara, Brussels, Copenhagen, Moscow, Prague, Warsaw, Belgrade, Oslo,
Rome, Athens, Lisbon from London.

MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE’S STATEMENT

The following is the text of a statement delivered this morning to NATO Ministerial
Meeting by Minister of National Defence:” Begins: Mr. Chairman,

We are faced with what is undoubtedly the most serious challenge that has yet confronted
the Alliance, as a result of the USSR’s declared intentions concerning Berlin and Germany.

Canada considers it imperative that it should not be interpreted primarily as a challenge to
our military capabilities, as a challenge to seek a solution by force. War can no longer be
regarded as an extension of policy by other means, when the chapter which it opens may be so
apocalyptic as to be a negation of policy. Now that war has become something which could
mean the end of the race or even the end of life itself, the old axioms which regarded war and
peace as a not intolerable alternation are worthless. We need a new set of principles, and I
suggest that we can not do better than to begin with the axiom so forcibly enunciated by
President Eisenhower a few years ago: “There is no alternative to peace.” This is the new
doctrine which has made Clausewitz obsolete.

If there is no alternative to peace, it follows that we must try to settle our quarrel with the
USSR by negotiation. I am under no illusion about the difficulty and complexity of that task.
But I believe it can be done. I have already quoted President Eisenhower. Perhaps you will
allow me as well to quote from an address made here in Washington a year or so ago by his old
comrade in arms, General Omar Bradley: “It may be,” General Bradley said, “that the problems
of accommodation in a world split by rival ideologies are more difficult than those with which
we have struggled in the construction of ballistic missiles. But I believe, too, that if we apply to
these human problems, the energy, creativity, and the perseverance we have devoted to
science, even problems of accommodation will yield to reason. Admittedly, the problem of

* Le ministre de la Défense nationale a représenté le Canada apres la mort de Smith en mars 1959.
The Minister of National Defence represented Canada following Smith’s death in March, 1959.
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peaceful accommodation in the world is infinitely more difficult than the conquest of space,
infinitely more complex than a trip to the moon. But if we will only come to the realization that
it must be worked out — whatever it may mean even to such sacred traditions as absolute
national sovereignty — I believe that we can somehow, somewhere, and perhaps through some
as yet undiscovered world thinker and leader find a workable solution.””

If negotiations with the USSR are to be successful, we must try beforehand to know the
minds of our adversaries and to know our own minds. As a result of the reconnaissance which
Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd so ably conducted in Moscow,” we now have a clearer
idea, I think than we had before of what is in minds of the leaders of the USSR. I shall not try
to sift in any detailed way what is now known about Soviet intentions and the Soviet
appreciation of their own interests. At the very least, however, it seems clear that while the
Soviets are anxious to advance various interests which are antagonistic to ours, they are also
anxious not to precipitate a thermonuclear war. Our continuing effort must be to try to engage
them on that deeper ground of national interest which they share with us and which alone can
serve as the fundamental basis for acceptable solutions, rather than to indulge in a more
superficial checker-board contest of conflicting positions which, in the heat of the moment,
could lead to forgetfulness of the grim logic that underlies the argument on both sides. One
moment of forgetfulness, one unconsidered move, and we could all be involved in mutual
destruction.

If negotiations are to be successful, it is also necessary that we try to know our own minds.
That is the process, I take it, in which we are now engaged. We in Canada take it for granted
that no agreement can be acceptable to the West which places in jeopardy the security of West
Berlin or the freedom of its citizens. We also assume that the NATO countries could not accept
a solution which might endanger the ties between the Federal Republic and other countries in
Western Europe. Moreover, we could not accept arrangements which would have the effect of
finally foreclosing the prospect of reunification. On all these points [ imagine the governments
of NATO countries are agreed.

We do not know how far the negotiations will range in the search for agreement. It may be
that in the course of negotiations we may be forced into fairly narrow bargaining over the
status of Berlin. In that case, it is important that we be clear about our own views on its present
status. The Canadian Government has no doubt whatsoever of the juridical basis for the
stationing in West Berlin of troops from the USA, the UK and France. On the other hand, we
are conscious of some political shortcomings in the present situation which are exposed by any
emergency and which need to be privately admitted. In the first place, the integrity and
freedom of West Berlin are not guaranteed by any formal and conspicuous international
instrument to which most nations subscribe and to which a ready appeal can be made. It would
be an advantage if there were a wider and more formal international guarantee of the security
and freedom of West Berlin and of access to that city. Secondly, Western rights in Berlin
essentially flow from the right of conquest. As the years go by it increasingly takes on a rather
far away look which may not carry great conviction even to our own people. Finally, there are
some aspects of Western claims over Berlin which, although entirely consonant with the right
of conquest on which they are based, may also seem rather strange to our own people. For

* Bradley a fait cette déclaration le 5 novembre 1957. Voir les extraits de son discours dans The New York
Times, November 6, 1957, p. 12.
Bradley made this statement on November 5, 1957. For extracts from this speech, see The New York Times,
November 6, 1957, p. 12.

* Voir/See Document 145.
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these reasons, we do not think that it should be assumed at the outset of negotiations that any
change in the present status of Berlin would necessarily be to the disadvantage of the West.

We in Canada have therefore been anxious that consideration be given to ways in which the
present agreements over Berlin could be strengthened by either supplementary or substitute
arrangements. Speaking in the House of Commons on the 19th of March, our Prime Minister
expressed the belief that “the UN might play some significant role in the solution of the Berlin
problem and that this phase deserves further and more careful study.”' That is a possibility to
which I should like to direct your attention. I would not argue that in principle a solution
involving the UN would be necessarily preferable to an agreement solely between the
occupying powers. Indeed, I would doubt if the UN could play a useful role unless a four
power agreement had first been reached. I would suggest, however, that a settlement involving
the UN need be no weaker, and conceivably would be more stable, than the present position.
Although the effective introduction of the UN into the Berlin situation could probably be
accomplished only through the agreement of the Four Powers, it could serve to engage the
interest of other governments in the freedom and independence of Berlin in a way which no
agreement solely between the occupying powers could do. Accordingly, I suggest that it would
be worthwhile for the Permanent Council to study the possibilities of a role for the UN in the
application of a solution for the Berlin problem, and I offer the following three points as a
possible basis for discussion.

First: The basic role of the UN might be to verify that all parties were abiding by the terms of
the agreement.

Second: An essential part of the agreement would be a Soviet pledge binding itself and its
associates to permit full freedom of access to West Berlin and the acceptance of a UN presence
on the lines of communication.

Third: Tt should be understood that any UN responsibility for West Berlin would be
complementary to the present rights and obligations of the four occupying powers.

So far I have spoken only of Berlin. But it may be that the negotiations may take in much
more territory in an effort to reach a mutually acceptable accommodation. In that case, I should
like to offer a few further suggestions. I have already stressed that we in the West could not
countenance an agreement finally foreclosing the prospects for German reunification. A sense
of realism, however, compels me to add that the prospects for early reunification do not seem
bright; and it may be that we will have to approach this long term objective by more indirect
means than we had previously insisted upon. If that proves to be the case, we would hope that
over the years there would be increasing cooperation at the technical level between the Federal
Republic and the Pankow régime. It might also be useful if the proposal originally advanced by
the Federal Republic were put into effect and a continuing commission for Germany were
instituted, and charged with responsibility for supervising and promoting progress towards
reunification.

Should it turn out that the approach to reunification must be more partial and indirect than
we in the West have consistently proposed, we may find as a consequence that we will also
have to revise the views we have previously held about European security. It has long been
agreed among us that if the USSR would agree to the reunification of Germany, some security
arrangements should be worked out in Europe to provide them with-a measure of assurance.
Partial progress in one direction may entail partial progress in the other. For that reason, it
seems to me that it would be unwise for the Western powers to enter the negotiations that are

2 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1959, volume II, p. 2143./ See Canada, House of Commons,
Debates, 1959, Volume II, p. 2049.
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now contemplated with their minds closed against the possibility of accepting some measure of
arms limitation or redeployment in a European area to include some territory now within the
NATO area and some territory now behind the Iron Curtain.

I would suggest that while our security in the West over the last decade has deepened on
drawing lines, on giving pledges, in short on a widespread policy of containment, the strategic
situation may now be altering in such a way as to leave scope for some mutually profitable
measure of redeployment. As we move into the missile era, when the time scale for charting
military action will be plotted in terms of minutes rather than of hours, we will be under a stern
necessity to do everything we can to prevent the weapons systems on both sides from
responding almost automatically to doubtful intelligence. An area in Europe in which there was
some arms limitation, together with some system of inspection and control, might be the start
of a process which would have a wholesome and calming effect. However that may be, I would
urge that the Western negotiators should not reject out of hand the possibility that some
measure of arms limitation or redeployment might conceivably form a useful part of an
accommodation with the USSR in the forthcoming negotiations.

In putting forward these various suggestions, we in Canada would not want the Western
negotiators to feel that we are trying to place them under constraint. On the contrary, we would
want them to feel that they can exercise the widest latitude within the limit of agreed positions
and that in so doing they can rely on the trust and understanding of their allies. But let them not
forget that our fortunes, as well as theirs, are at stake. Twice in my lifetime, Canada has
suffered cruelly from wars originating in Europe. We have an air division of fighter planes and
a brigade of ground troops stationed in Europe as part of the NATO shield. We know that, if
the worst comes to the worst, such a conflict could as easily mean nuclear destruction of our
cities in Canada as of those in Europe. Knowing the responsibilities they will have in their
hands, we hope that the Western negotiators will take counsel from the knowledge that a
thermonuclear war might destroy us all; from the instinct for survival which should be altered
by that knowledge; and from the intellectual and diplomatic resourcefulness which should in
this way be instinctively quickened. We fully expect that in skill and strength and subtlety they
will prove equal to the task. Ends.
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87. DEA/50234-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
aux missions a l'étranger

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Missions Abroad

DESPATCH NO. 50234-40 [Ottawa], April 28, 1959

SECRET

References: Moscow, Belgrade, Warsaw, Prague, Berlin, Washington, Permis New York,
London, Paris, Nato Paris, Bonn, Rome, Hague, Brussels, Oslo, Copenhagen, Athens, Ankara,
Lisbon, New Delhi.

NATO MINISTERIAL MEETING — APRIL 2-4, 1959

The major part of the attention of the meeting of the NATO Ministerial Council, which was
held in Washington from April 2 to April 4, 1959, to mark the tenth anniversary of the alliance,
was occupied with the Berlin crisis and with the forthcoming Foreign Ministers’ and Summit
conference at which the problems of Berlin, Germany, and European security will be
considered. There was little debate on these problems during the Council’s sessions. They were
devoted for the most part to the presentation by the representatives of the member countries of
prepared statements setting forth their countries’ views on the questions under consideration.
These statements of national positions are summarized below.

United States

Mr. Herter’s presentation of the United States position was a classic statement of the “firm
but flexible” doctrine. A policy of firmness, he said, had been vindicated in last year’s Taiwan
Straits crisis,” and a similar firmness in the present Berlin crisis would force the Soviet Union
to back down. The West should not be misled by a soft Soviet line; while communist tactics
and moods fluctuate, events in the Middle East, Far East and in Europe demonstrated that there
has been no basic change in Soviet policy. Western firmness, however, should be matched by a
willingness to negotiate whenever and wherever a reasonable basis for negotiation exists.

United Kingdom

Selwyn Lloyd also stressed the need for firmness on essential points, but his emphasis was
far more on the “flexible” side of the doctrine. The United Kingdom, he said, is convinced of
the necessity of negotiations at the summit, and it considers that the West should have a
stronger bargaining position in these negotiations. The Western rights of occupation, though
they are legally sound, are not the ideal grounds on which to appeal to world opinion. “We
should not abandon our present title in any way,” Lloyd suggested, “but we should see whether
the present position can be improved and whether, by some new agreement, which would not
invalidate our existing rights, we could in fact give greater security to our position and to that
of the West Berliners.” The Foreign Secretary also devoted some time to a repetition of the
now familiar explanation that the British proposal for a system of inspection and limitation of
armaments in an agreed area is not a proposal for disengagement.

* Voir le volume 25, les documents 423 4 457./See Volume 25, Documents 423-457.
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France

Taking up Lloyd’s remark “If Berlin goes, who goes next?” M. Couve de Murville devoted
himself to the need for absolute firmness in the present crisis. He stressed the inappropriateness
of giving the Council the details of the Western negotiating position, but emphasized the
necessity of maintaining Western troops in Berlin, and of withholding recognition of “la soi
disant République démocratique allemande.” He attempted also to counter Lloyd’s suggestion
that the present basis for the Western position in Berlin is frail and obsolete. France considers it
to be based on a factual right of conquest, whereas any new arrangement would be based on
agreement with the USSR, and would, therefore be more precarious.

Germany

Von Brentano also emphasized firmness. He based his statement, which was directed
largely against the United Kingdom position, on the belief that progress at the forthcoming
negotiations is unlikely. He called for real solidarity without reserve, agreement on the limits
beyond which the West will not retreat, and acceptance of the fact that while a world war
would be catastrophic, a policy of firmness carries the least risk. Referring to the juridical basis
of the Western position in Berlin, von Brentano said that any inclination to question it might
have grave consequences not only for Berlin, but for Europe. Negotiations to establish a new
juridical basis, he said, are inconceivable. Both a German peace treaty and European security
arrangements, he considered, should be viewed in the broader perspective of real progress
towards German reunification.

Italy

While echoing the French and German insistence on refusing to give way to questions of
principle, the Italian Foreign Minister suggested that the West should study all means of
reaching a satisfactory solution of the present crisis, including the possibility of a role for the
United Nations in such a solution. Reunification by free elections must always be the ultimate
goal, Signor Pella said, but the idea of a Comité Panallemand, which could study an all-
German electoral law and facilitate technical, commercial and cultural contacts between the
two Germanys, ought to be pursued. Italy considers that European security measures should
only be envisaged if their application is to be gradual, if they are considered in a broad political
context, and if an adequate system of control is instituted. Pella cautioned that we should bear
in mind in any security arrangements the disproportion of Western forces in Europe with those
of the Soviet bloc.

Canada

The Canadian statement by Mr. Pearkes was a clear call for flexibility beyond the
preservation of the West’s essential interests. While the Western juridical position in Berlin is
clearly valid, Mr. Pearkes said, it has political shortcomings, and Canada favours the
consideration of ways in which the present agreements could be strengthened either by
supplementary or by substitute arrangements. The United Nations must play a useful role in
these arrangements, with the agreement of the four occupying powers. Mr. Pearkes also
favoured an indirect approach to German reunification through increasing co-operation at the
technical level between the two Germanys, perhaps through the agency of a continuing
commission. Such progress towards reunification, he said, should permit progress towards the
achievement of European security, and the West should be prepared to accept some measure of
arms limitation or redeployment in Europe.
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Denmark

The Danish Foreign Minister said that Mr. Lloyd had put the situation in a nutshell when
he said, “If Berlin goes, who goes next?” The West could not accept a development which
involved United States troops leaving Europe or recognition of East Germany. Mr. Krag,
however, agreed with Lloyd’s idea of a European security zone, and he thought that it would be
wise to take up the idea of creating a body of experts from the four occupying powers and
the two Germanys, and to entrust it with the task of continuing, on a technical level, examina-
tions of ways and means to render possible further negotiations for reunification on a govern-
mental level.

Belgium

Belgium also came down on the side of flexibility. Mr. Wigny considered that the Western
juridical position was becoming less convincing, and that there was a need to reinforce it. He
suggested this might best be done by declaring the principle that it is impossible to establish a
durable peace in the world by imposing on a great nation a political status which that nation has
not accepted. He rejected the idea of a German peace treaty as no longer justifiable, and he
though that if the Soviet Union accepted the principle of eventual reunification by free
elections, the West could have practical dealings with East Germany, without implying either
de facto or de jure recognition. Wigny entertained little hope for useful negotiations on partial
or regional disarmament, but he thought that some “thinning-out” scheme which would not
alter the present equilibrium of force might be workable, and might be valuable psychologi-
cally. He concluded his remarks with a suggestion that thought should be given to what the
Western position would be if the forthcoming negotiations fail. Wigny was specially concerned
with the role the United Nations might be called upon to play in such an eventuality.

Norway

Mr. Lange agreed with Lloyd that failing agreement on reunification on terms acceptable to
the West, limited security arrangements should be feasible and, indeed, in NATO’s interest,
provided that they did not upset the present military balance, jeopardize Western security,
discriminate against any nation, or be of a character to create new obstacles to reunification. He
considered that it would be reasonable and worthwhile to seek supplementary arrangements
which would guarantee the freedom of West Berlin, the continued presence of Western forces
there and Western access to the city. Norway joined Canada in stressing that the possibility of
some United Nations role in Berlin as the guarantor of any new arrangements agreed upon with
the Soviet Union should be considered, but Lange warned that it would be dangerous to the
United Nations to provide a solution.

Greece

The Greek statement was essentially a rejection of any degree of flexibility in the forth-
coming negotiations. Any important concession to communism, Mr. Canellopoulas said, is a
defeat of democracy.

The Netherlands

Mr. Luns also favoured an inflexible approach. He considered “all forms of disengagement”
to be “dangerous questions,” and he fully agreed, he said, with his French and German collea-
gues that there are great dangers indeed in trying to give another legal justification to our
presence in Berlin. To approach the coming talks in the spirit that these must succeed might
lead the West into a much weakened position, and the correct policy, therefore, would be an
absolute determination to stand fast on our basic rights.
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Turkey

Mr. Zorlu echoed the Greek statement in rejecting any regional security arrangements, or,
indeed, any form of compromise by the West. Firmness, he said, will force the Soviet Union to
back down.

At the conclusion of the presentation of these statements of national positions, Mr. Spaak
reminded the Council that all members of NATO are involved in the present crisis, and that it
is important therefore, that they should have a common policy for dealing with it. He
complained that while there had been a number of able set speeches there had so far been little
interplay of ideas, and that the discussion had not progressed to the point of reconciling
conflicting views. It was important, Mr. Spaak said, that if the negotiations with the Soviet
Union failed, no one should be able to say that he had been consulted insufficiently or that he
had been dragged into a policy with which he did not agree. Beyond the point on which there
was general agreement, there were divergences of opinion which should be clarified.

Was the approach to the negotiations, he asked, to be dominated by the idea of German
reunification by free elections? He himself was convinced that the USSR would never accept
the principle of free elections, and that if the West insisted on its acceptance, the negotiations
would not succeed. Could the Berlin problem be solved only in the context of a solution of the
wider German problem? Mr. Spaak thought it important to recognize that if no solution to the
German problem could be found, the negotiators would have to consider Berlin in isolation.
Did the references which had been made to a “packaged deal” mean that questions of security
were to be indissolubly linked with reunification? Was a German peace treaty necessary? He
thought that this was an obsolete idea, and one which could be of no real benefit for the West to
pursue. Speaking of the possibility of a United Nations role in solving the Berlin crisis, Mr.
Spaak said that if an agreement is concluded with the Soviet Union, it could be guaranteed by
the United Nations, but he did not believe that a solution which would flow from United
Nations consideration of the problem would be the best one. At the same time, he pointed out,
the day may come when the West may have to plead its case before the United Nations, and the
case must, therefore, be a good one; it should be based on something beyond the right of
conquest.

Although he drew attention to these divergences of opinion, Mr. Spaak did not think that the
West needed to fear them, and he did not think that the members of the Alliance were as far
apart as they might appear to be. He appealed to the delegates to consider what should be
included in the communiqué, and what direction should be suggested by the Council for the
negotiators and the group of experts whose work would be continuing.

Despite Mr. Spaak’s words of encouragement, the Washington meeting revealed that
important differences still persist within the alliance about the Western approach to the
negotiations with the Soviet Union and to the problems of Berlin, Germany and European
security. Even though the discussions gave little indication of the development of the
substantive positions of the four major powers in preparing for the coming negotiations, it was
obvious that there was basic disagreement between the United Kingdom on the one hand and
France and Germany on the other, with the United States somewhere between, but close to the
latter. Moreover, it was apparent that the other members of the alliance were also divided into
two camps which can be roughly characterized as “firm” and “flexible.” In the first category
would be those who do not believe that genuine negotiations with the Russians offer real
prospects for improving the situation. The second group is made up of those who are convinced
that negotiations must be approached with a full understanding of the need to make them
effective since “firmness” implies acceptance of a possible resort to force, which today means
thermonuclear weapons. All members agreed that there are certain essential points on which
the alliance must remain absolutely firm, and which must be preserved at all costs, but there
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were significant differences of opinion about how these should be preserved, and about the
interpretation which should be given to “firmness.” What seemed to be firm to some countries
was far too flexible to others and vice versa.

Berlin

The basis of the disagreement over the Western approach to the Berlin crisis was the
question of whether the right of conquest remains a strong enough justification for Western
military presence in Berlin in the eyes of world public opinion, particularly as it is represented
in the United Nations. France, Germany and the Netherlands insisted that there was no need to
seek further justification, and, indeed, that it would be dangerous to do so because such an
action might weaken the present juridical position. The United Kingdom, Canada, Belgium,
and Norway, however, maintained that an effort should be made to improve the present
position by some supplementary agreement with the Soviet Union.

Belgium proposed that it could be reinforced by a declaration of the principle that it is
impossible to establish a durable peace in the world by imposing on a great nation a political
status which that nation has not accepted, and suggested that the Soviet Union would find it
difficult to deny this principle. Canada proposed that it would be useful to bring in the United
Nations as a guarantor of any new arrangements for Berlin emphasizing that the United Nations
responsibility would be merely complementary to the present rights and obligations of the four
occupying powers. Norway joined Canada in presenting this proposal, and Italy also suggested
that there might be a role for the United Nations in a solution of the Berlin crisis. Both Norway
and Belgium warned, however, that it would be dangerous to Western interests to allow the
Berlin dispute to be taken out of the hands of the occupying powers and carried to the United
Nations for solution.

German Reunification

There was, of course, no disagreement about the desirability of an eventual reunification of
East and West Germany by free elections into one political entity with Berlin as its capital.
There was disagreement, however, about the position it should occupy in the West’s catalogue
of goals. France and Germany insisted that the West should put forward reunification as a first
aim on which there could be no compromise, even though they realize that it is unattainable in
the foreseeable future. Italy, Canada, Denmark and Belgium, on the other hand, were prepared
to acknowledge that a more pragmatic approach might have to be adopted. If the Soviet Union
agreed to the principle of eventual reunification by free elections, they suggested, the West
could even have practical dealings with the East Germany, and the idea of co-operation
between the two Germanys as a prelude to reunification might be implemented, perhaps
through the agency of a continuing commission which would foster technical, commercial and
cultural contacts.

European Security

On this problem too there was a division of opinion within the alliance. The United
Kingdom, while disclaiming any desire to promote disengagement, proposed that a system of
inspection and limitation of armament within an agreed area would be a positive step towards
the resolution of differences between East and West. France and Germany, supported by
Turkey, Greece and the Netherlands, favoured the rejection of any proposal for security
arrangements which was not conditioned on the achievement of German reunification, and the
British plan was, therefore, unacceptable to them. Italy thought that it was dangerous in view of
the existing disposition in the military positions in Europe of East and West, and inststed that
the essential basis of any security system must be efficient control. Denmark and Norway,
however, agreed with the United Kingdom that limited security arrangements were not only
feasible, but in NATO’s interests so long as they did not upset the present military balance or
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jeopardize Western security, and Belgium also supported the idea of a “thinning-out” of
military forces in Europe as a gesture of faith and good intentions which would be psycholo-
gically valuable. Similarly, Canada considered that the West should be prepared to accept some
measures of arms limitation or redeployment in Europe, particularly if there was some progress
towards the solution of political problems.

The need for a united Western stand in the face of Soviet threats was a constant theme of the
Washington discussions, and, despite the divergences outlined above, the members of NATO
were genuinely united on a number of significant points. They were unanimously agreed on the
necessity of preserving the West’s essential interests in Berlin and Germany, including the free
existence of West Berlin and the freedom of its people, the maintenance of Western military
presence in Berlin, the ultimate reunification of Germany by free elections, and the
maintenance of Western military security. Perhaps because they were not as yet clearly
defined, the various national policies for preserving these essential interests were not well co-
ordinated in Washington. In deciding to provide appropriate opportunities for consultation in
the coming weeks, however, the meeting offered the hope that this coordination will be
achieved before the negotiations with the Soviet Union begin. The timetable for consultation
adopted by the Council is designed to ensure that the views of the “non-four” members of
NATO will be taken into account by the Four Power Working Group in its preparation of the
West’s bargaining position in the forthcoming Foreign Ministers’ and Summit Conferences,
and for this reason the Washington meeting marked a significant strengthening of the collective
responsibility of the alliance.

[GEORGE PEARKES]
4° PARTIE/PART 4
ARMES NUCLEAIRES
NUCLEAR WEAPONS
88. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Le représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 891 Paris, May 1, 1959

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Repeat London, Washington, Bonn, Paris (OpImmediate) (Information).

PROPOSED NATO PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS
NATO Council was called into private session yesterday afternoon to consider a proposal
from Secretary General that NATO issue a press release on arrangements being made for
provision of nuclear weapons to NATO forces.
2. Secretary General advanced two reasons for this proposal. First was recent Soviet move in
notes to USA, Germany and Italy, to represent provision of nuclear weapons to NATO forces
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as an attempt to place before Geneva Conference a fait accompli.* Second was complication
that agreements between USA and four or five NATO countries regarding establishment in
these countries of stockpiles of nuclear warheads are about to be concluded. Final acceptance
of these agreements by USA involves usual procedure of having them placed before Congress
for a period of sixty days. To ensure that this can be done during current session of Congress
USA Government wishes to place agreements before Congress on May 15. It is also anticipated
that agreements would be discussed in parliaments of at least some of the other countries
involved during the same period.

3. Object of proposed press release would be to place NATO position clearly on record and in
proper perspective in light of recent Soviet Notes and any further public criticisms to which
NATO or its members might be subjected by Soviets when negotiation of agreements becomes
public knowledge.

4. Following discussion, on which we are reporting in separate telegrams, Secretary General
undertook to circulate a revised draft press release for consideration by governments. It is
desired that agreement be reached by Wednesday May 6 although there may be some further
discussion tomorrow May 2 when Council meets to hear a report on recent meeting of the four
Western Foreign Ministers on Germany.” It seems likely that a few countries may be in a
position to state their views fairly definitely tomorrow.

5. Following is text of revised draft press release. Parts in square brackets at end of paragraph
2 are alternatives. Text Begins: “Council today considered recent Soviet Notes addressed to
several NATO governments, in which it was represented that current programmes of NATO
powers for introduction of modern weapons were an attempt to torpedo in advance the
negotiations which will begin in Geneva May 11. Same allegations are to be found in commu-
niqué issued after Warsaw Pact Meeting of April 28.%

Council have reviewed, in consultation with NATO military authorities, progress made in
equipping and training of forces of the alliance with modern arms including arrangements
concluded and under negotiation with certain NATO countries [for the establishment of stocks
of nuclear warheads and for the necessary training] (in this field].

Council noted that these programmes for improving NATO defences are the consequence of
long-established NATO policies which were arrived at through joint decisions of NATO
countries. They have been in process of implementation for over two years, as is shown by
statement issued after Heads of Government Meeting December 1957, reaffirming decision
previously taken to equip NATO forces with modern weapons. This disposes of any suggestion
that these measures have an aggressive purpose or that they are designed, as alleged in Soviet
Notes, to prejudice the success of forthcoming meeting in Geneva.

* Voir le texte de la note soviétique du 22 avril 1959 aux Etats-Unis dans The New York Times, April 23,
1959, p. 4. .
For the text of the April 22, 1959 Soviet note to the United States, see The New York Times, April 23,
1959, p. 4.

* Voir le rapport sur cette conférence dans Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-1960, volume VIII,
(Washington: United States Government Printing office, 1993) pp. 655 2 672.
For a report of this meeting, see Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-1960, Volume VIII,
(Washington: United States Government Printing office, 1993) pp. 655-672.

* Voir/See The New York Times, April 29, 1959, pp. 1-2.
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Councﬂ agreed that considerations expressed in its communiqués of May and December
1957 are still valid today. In December 1957 NATO Heads of Government stated that “The
Soviet leaders, while preventing a general disarmament agreement, have made it clear that the
most modern and destructive weapons, including missiles of all kinds, are being introduced in
Soviet armed forces. In Soviet view, all European nations except USSR should, without
waiting for general disarmament, renounce nuclear weapons and missiles and rely on arms of
the preatomic age. As long as USSR persists in this attitude, we have no repeat no alternative
but to remain vigilant and to look to our defences. We are therefore resolved to achieve the
most effective pattern of NATO military defensive strength, taking into account the most recent
developments in weapons and techniques.”

Council recalls and emphasizes particularly the following statement which was included in
the communiqué of May 1957, which constitutes essential basis of NATO policy in this matter:
“Pending an acceptable agreement on disarmament, no repeat no power can claim the right to
deny to the alliance the possession of the modern arms needed for its defence. If however the
fears professed by USSR are sincere, they could be readily dissipated. All that is needed is for
USSR to accept a general disarmament agreement embodying effective measures of control
and inspection within framework of the proposals made on numerous occasions by the Western
powers, which remain an essential basis of their policy.” Text Ends.

89. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], May 4, 1959

PROPOSED NATO PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The Secretary General, with the support of the United States, the United Kingdom, France,
Germany, the Netherlands, Turkey and Greece, proposed on April 30 the early issuance of a
NATO press release concerning the arrangements being made for the provision of nuclear
weapons to NATO forces. These arrangements include bilateral agreements which would
permit nuclear weapon training and the exchange of nuclear information (the Canada-U.S.A.
agreement can be included in this group but it will not be tabled before Congress until approval
has been given by Canadian Ministers). It was argued that such action was necessary before the
opening of the Geneva Conference (which will roughly coincide with the tabling of the
agreements) as a means of effectively dealing with present and possible future Soviet charges
that the Western powers concerned are pressing ahead their efforts to install nuclear armaments
in NATO countries in order to torpedo the East-West meetings; the proponents of the release
contended that it was essential to present the agreements in the proper NATO context and to
reaffirm continuing NATO support for the decisions taken at the Heads of Government meeting
in December 1957.

2. Although a number of the supporters of this proposal recognize that the timing of the
presentation to Congress and the public of these agreements is unfortunate, they accepted the
U.S. argument that the agreements must be placed before Congress before May 15 if they were

7 Voir le volume 22, document 625, note 86, et le volume 24, document 256, note 55.
See Volume 22, Document 625, footnote 86, and Volume 24, Document 256, footnote 55.
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to receive approval this Session. To postpone action in this respect would (in the U.S. view)
mean allowing the U.S.S.R. to force a delay of at least six months in NATO efforts to
modernize its defence forces in accordance with an orderly plan agreed upon in 1957.

3. The proposal for a NATO press release can be regarded as a manoeuvre by the Four
Powers to arrange a show of firmness on the eve of the Geneva talks. Tied as it is to the Soviet
notes, the proposal appears to us to bear the earmarks of a cold war exercise. We find it diffi-
cult to understand why it was not possible to introduce this delicate problem of presentation of
the bilateral agreements at the Washington Council meeting early in April. The Soviet notes,
which have so far received little publicity, and are similar to others presented in the past, would
not seem to us to offer grounds for organizing rapidly a NATO display of solidarity. Moreover,
a release at this time on a subject which has been given little publicity since December 1957
may suggest to the world that special attention is being given to nuclear armament on the eve of
the Geneva talks when this, in fact, is not the case.

4. We also have reservations about the clear implication in the release that, if the Soviet
Union would only agree to Western proposals “for general disarmament embodying effective
measures of control and inspection” then the West would not find it necessary to implement its
earlier decision for modernizing NATO’s forces. When the Western powers have since 1957
obviously adopted a more limited approach to disarmament (e.g. nuclear tests and surprise
attack) this line strikes us as unconvincing.

5. Having said this, however, it must be recognized that we would probably find ourselves
isolated if we attempted to veto the issuance of some such press release as that proposed by the
Four Powers through Mr. Spaak. We must, moreover, bear in mind the necessity for preserving
NATO solidarity on an issue which concerns the orderly re-equipment of NATO forces.

6. In the circumstances, I would recommend that we in the first instance register our reluct-
ance to the issuance of the press release for the reasons stated above, but authorize Mr. Léger to
move to a second position if our first becomes untenable in the light of the views of other
Council members, i.e., a determined attempt to amend the draft press release along the follow-
ing lines;

(a) emphasis on need for a factual report of the progress of NATO nuclear armament
programme in order to eliminate any misunderstandings, such as evidenced in recent Soviet
notes, of NATO governments intentions with respect to forthcoming East-West talks;

(b) avoidance of polemical tone in the release;

(c) redrafting of references in release to disarmament to suggest hope for future agreement
rather than to hark back to past differences.

7. You will wish as well to consider the relationship of the proposed NATO press release to
our own pending bilateral atomic agreement with the United States.” It has been proposed by
the United States that soon after the agreement goes to Congress, the text be made public (as
will be the case with similar bilateral agreements which the United States will be making with
Germany, Greece, Turkey and the Netherlands). If this procedure is acceptable to the Canadian
Government the agreement will be available for public discussions during the course of the
East-West meetings at Geneva. Any lengthy delay in submission of the agreement to Congress

& Voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1959, N° 16.
See Canada, Treaty Series, 1959, No. 16.
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could mean that Canada would not be able to take advantage of its provisions until next year.
You may consider that a general NATO reference to agreements of this kind in advance of their
being made public would have certain advantages for us.
8. There is attached for your signature, if you concur, a telegram of instructions to our NATO
delegation for use at tomorrow’s Council meeting.”
N.A. R[OBERTSON]

90. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council

TELEGRAM DL-370 Ottawa, May 5, 1959

SECRET. EMERGENCY.
Reference: Your Tels 8931 and 8941 of May 1 and 8987 of May 4, and our DL-3647} of May 1.
Repeat Washington, CCOS, DM/National Defence, London, Paris (Information).

PROPOSED NATO PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS
We have carefully considered in this Department the draft press release in the light of your
reports and the information received from our Embassy in Washington. We have noted that the
majority of members in the Council favour the Secretary-General’s proposal in principle but
that there is still a divergence of views regarding the wording of the draft.

2. The explanations offered and the manner in which this proposal has been presented leave
the impression that it may be a manoeuvre by the Four Powers to arrange a show of firmness
on the eve of the Geneva talks.

3. Tied as it is to the Soviet notes, the press release bears the earmarks of a cold-war exercise.
We find it difficult to understand why it was not possible to introduce at the Washington
Ministerial Meeting the problem of public presentation of the bilateral agreements.

4. The Soviet notes, which have so far received little publicity, and are similar to others
presented in the past, do not seem to us to require the hasty organizing of a NATO display of
solidarity.

5. We appreciate that the agreements will undoubtedly provoke some public discussion when
they are presented to Congress and to the parliaments of other countries. We are inclined to
think however that a release on the eve of the Geneva talks on a subject which has been given
little publicity since December 1957 may serve to focus public attention on the agreements and
suggest that special attention is being given to the NATO nuclear programme at this time when,
in fact, this is not the case.

6. We also agree with the reservations you have expressed in the Council concerning
the references to general disarmament. (The Germans may be the main proponents of this line

9 . -
Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Telegram approved by P.M. subject to two textual amendments, and one general instruction recorded
separately. H.B. R[obinson] May 5.
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as a means of demonstrating that the Western powers are not prepared to contemplate any
regional disarmament measures.) When the West has since 1957 obviously adopted a more
limited approach to disarmament, the proposed reference to general disarmament strikes us as
unconvincing.

7. While we do not believe'” that a draft press release is either necessary or desirable at this
time, we do not consider that an attempt on our part to veto this proposal would serve any
useful purpose. Moreover we must bear in mind the necessity of preserving NATO solidarity
on an issue which concerns the orderly re-equipment of NATO forces. Consequently, you
should, in the first instance, register strongly™ our reservations along the lines of paragraphs 3
to 6 above. In the event it is clear that there is no support for our views, you should endeavour
to press for amendments to the press release along the following lines:

(a) Emphasis on the need for a factual report of the progress of the NATO nuclear armament
programme in order to eliminate any misunderstandings, such as are evident in the recent
Soviet notes, of intentions of Western Governments with respect to the forthcoming East-West
talks. This aim might be served by indicating in the opening paragraphs that on the eve of the
East-West talks there would appear to be a serious misunderstanding in the minds of the
leaders of the Soviet Bloc regarding Western intentions in proceeding with an orderly
development of their programme for modernizing the forces of the NATO alliance. The
Western powers attach importance to maintaining a favourable climate for the forthcoming
meetings with the Soviet Union. Since any misunderstanding on the part of the Soviet Bloc
could worsen the prospects for fruitful negotiations, the NATO powers concerned feel that it is
important to make clear the routine nature of their efforts to implement decisions which were
taken nearly two years ago. At this point the release could review the progress made and
perhaps make reference to the expected parliamentary discussions in several of the NATO
countries.

(b) The sections relating to disarmament, if required, should be redrafted to suggest hope for
future agreement rather than to hark back to past differences. This could be accomplished by
deletion of the section on disarmament as contained in the NATO communiqué of May 1957
and its replacement by a passage along the lines of the Prime Minister’s statement on defence
in the House of Commons on February 20. On that occasion he expressed the view that even
though the Western countries must reluctantly admit the need in present circumstances for
nuclear weapons of a defensive character they are determined to leave no avenue unexplored in
the search for an acceptable disarmament agreement with the Soviet Union.

While the passage from the December 1957 communiqué is acceptable we would favour its
insertion at the beginning rather than the end of the sections dealing with the progress achieved
in implementing the decisions of the Heads of Government meeting in 1957. This would place
the subject in better perspective and would carry less suggestion that we are using disarmament
as a propaganda stick with which to beat the Soviet Union.

" Diefenbaker a remplacé « are not persuaded » par « do not believe ».
o Diefenbaker replaced “are not persuaded” with “do not believe”.
Diefenbaker a remplacé « again » par « strongly ».
Diefenbaker replaced “again™ with “strongly”.
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91. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council

TELEGRAM DL-373 Ottawa, May 5, 1959

SECRET. EMERGENCY.

Reference; Our telegram DL-370 of May 5.
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, CCOS, DM/National Defence (Information).

PROPOSED NATO PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Following from Robertson to Léger:

I thought I should let you know that the Prime Minister, in approving the instructions
contained in our telegram under reference, expressed real concern at the effect which the
issuance of such a NATO press release as that proposed could have on the Geneva discussions.
He remains unconvinced that the issuance of such a press release serves important enough
purposes to justify the risk of its possible deleterious effect on the Geneva talks. He believes
that our concern in this respect is soundly based and worthy of further consideration by the
Council.

2. For that reason, if there seems to be overwhelming support in the Council for issuance of a
press release, he hopes that you will urge strongly upon the Council the desirability of drafting
changes along the lines suggested in our telegram with the object of making the statement as
modest and realistic as possible in the circumstances.

3. We have been able to give only the most preliminary consideration to the substance of the
draft United States reply to the Soviet note of April 21 ‘” which was dealt with in your telegram
905.1 In general terms this draft seems to be somewhat more combative in tone than the United
States Note of March 26.'” As a matter of detail we find the wording in the first paragraph
somewhat puzzling since specific mention is not made in the United States note of Soviet
threats concerning Berlin and a separate German Peace Treaty. We recognize however that the
heart of the United States draft is the NATO press release and you may therefore wish to
concentrate your remarks mainly on that subject. I do, however, feel that you should do all you
can to prevent the NATO press release if it is issued from assuming the proportions of a
“declaration,” a term which we see has now crept into the correspondence.

4. T have just seen the Minister of the United States Embassy in Ottawa. I indicated that we
were not happy with the proposed NATO press release. 1 said that I believed that neither the
press release nor the proposed United States reply to the Soviet note struck me as being
adequate. The Soviet note of April 21 was too plausible in tone to be answered in this fashion. I
said that, had we had more time to consider the question, we might well have suggested
deferring our own atomic agreement with the United States in order to contribute to the best
possible background for the East-West meetings. I said finally that the references to general

"2 Voir/See Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1039 (May 25, 1959), pp. 741-742.
Voir le document 85, note 84./See Document 85, footnote 84.
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disarmament in terms of our 1957 decision struck us as unrealistic and did not appear to us to
be good diplomatic stance for entering the Geneva negotiations.

5. Thope these comments will be of some value to you as an indication of the real worries we
have in Ottawa over the soundness of the proposal.

92. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Le représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 911 Paris, May 6, 1959

SECRET. EMERGENCY.

Reference: Your Tels DL-370 and DL-373 May S.
Repeat DM/DND, Paris (Emergency), London, Washington (OpImmediate).

PROPOSED NATO PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS
The position, following this morning’s Council meeting, is that, except for one or two

outstanding points of detail, all other delegates are prepared to agree to the issuance of a NATO
press release and would like this done with the least possible delay. Our attitude has been made
clear in accordance with your reference telegrams, and a drafting group composed of the
Secretary General, the Permanent Representatives of the Western Four and myself is to meet at
3 p.m. this afternoon to consider what amendments, in addition to those already proposed,
might be made in an effort to obtain Canadian agreement.

2. The following amendments to the text contained in our telegram 891 have already been
proposed or accepted:

(a) In paragraph 1 “today” would be replaced by “on May 6;"

(b) In paragraph 2 “and” would be replaced by “or” before “under negotiation;”

(c) In paragraph 1 all after “certain NATO countries” would read “for the necessary training

of personnel and exchange of information in this field [and for the establishment of stocks].”
(Deletion of the phrase in square brackets is subject to a USA reserve.)

(d) The words “which constitutes the essential basis of NATO policy in this matter” might be
deleted from the introductory part of the last paragraph (this suggestion was made by Stikker
of the Netherlands in the hope it would assist us, and Burgess thought is would probably be
acceptable in Washington.)

(e) There would be added at the end of the text the following sentence quoted from the
December 1957 communiqué, presumably with some suitable introductory language: “We are
also prepared to examine any proposal, from whatever source, for general or partial disarma-
ment, and any propdsal enabling agreement to be reached on the controlled reduction of
armaments of all types.” (This was proposed by Stikker and Boyesen in the hope that it would
assist us and Burgess thought it would be acceptable in Washington).
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3. I'recalled that on May 2 I had stressed the following points:

(1) We thought it was preferable if the issue of a formal press release could be avoided
because

(a) it would attract undue public attention to a Soviet note of a propaganda nature that NATO
had ignored in the past; and

(b) national statements, if necessary cleared in Council, might be more effective.

(2) We saw danger in having NATO issue a communiqué implying NATO’s determination
to support nuclear armament of Western Europe until the USSR accepts “proposals made
on numerous occasions by the Western Powers” regarding generally-controlled and inspect-
ed disarmament. We thought that at this time this would hardly be conducive to fruitful
negotiations.

4. I reiterated that these comments were not addressed to the substance of the matter under
consideration. At no time did we suggest that the bilaterals about special weapons should be
delayed, nor that replies should not be made to the Soviet notes by those countries having
received them. In this respect, I said, the Canadian position should be very clear. Indeed the
time will come when we will have to conclude with Washington bilateral negotiations of our
own about special weapons.

5. I suggested that, in quoting extensively from the December 1957 ministerial communiqué,
the present draft in its last paragraph can be interpreted to mean that the nuclear policy of
the alliance must be considered in the light of “a general disarmament agreement embodying
effective measures of control and inspection.” If this interpretation is correct, I thought
the Council should be clear in its own mind that this is what it wants. If so, it would be
restating a position that has been turned down by the USSR on several occasions and that, I
suggested, is unrealistic.

6. I said the Council would recall that strenuous efforts have been made since 1957 to get
Moscow to agree on a resumption of negotiations on general disarmament within the context of
the UN. This has been to no avail. Meantime, however, some of the Western Powers have been
conducting negotiations with the Soviets on partial issues, such as those of surprise attack and
the suspension of nuclear tests.'” It is therefore with the greatest of caution that we should
inject at this particular time, on the eve of the opening of negotiations with the USSR, the issue
of general disarmament as contemplated in 1957.

7. At the same time, I cautioned that this should not be interpreted to mean that the Canadian
Government is opposed to the proposal that an effort be made at Geneva to relaunch discus-
sions on disarmament. On the whole and under certain circumstances we think this would be
a good thing but we must know the basis on which it is done since most, if not all, of our
countries would be involved. Indeed the problem is of such magnitude that no progress can be
made in Geneva within the framework of the powers represented there unless consultations are
held with other countries. Hence, I said, it seems to us that as progress is made in Geneva on
this score the Council must be kept informed.

' Voir/See Volume 24, Document 140.
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8. Stating that the new instructions I had received confirm this stand, I read the substance of
paragraphs 3 and 5 of your telegram DL-370 and added that, for the sake of NATO solidarity
on an issue such as this, I would be prepared to co-operate in a redraft of the press release and
would have comments to make if a working group were set up for this purpose.

9. All other permanent representatives supported the issuance of a press release and any
reservations expressed were of a secondary nature. Some presented arguments which they
hoped would carry weight with the Canadian Government and others, as indicated above, made
suggestions which they hoped would assist us.

10. The main arguments put forward were as follows. If there is no NATO press release, the
Russians will renew their propaganda campaign on nuclear weapons as soon as the agreements
are made public. This will take place shortly after the Geneva Conference opens and would, if
not forestalled, give the Russians an extraordinary opportunity to launch attacks on the Western
countries concerned, using the Geneva Conference itself as a sounding board. This would tend
to have a disruptive effect on the conference and would also tend to create divisions among
Western countries.

11. This point of view was put forward by the Belgian representative, who said his country
would soon be concluding a bilateral on nuclear weapons, and was strongly supported by the
USA, UK and Turkish representatives. Roberts said that his government now considered the
press release even more important than it had previously and that Mr. Lioyd feels he would be
handicapped at Geneva if it were not issued. He added that his government regards the question
at issue as essentially a problem in propaganda rather than one essentially touching the
substance of East-West relations. He also made clear that his government now regards the press
release as useful vis-a-vis critical elements of the UK population.

12. The other main argument was that, on an issue of this kind, it would be unwise for
individual NATO countries to let the USA and the countries presently negotiating agreements
stand alone. It was felt that, without stating any new NATO doctrine, it is desirable to have a
common re-statement of the NATO attitude. This point of view was expressed by Belgium,
Netherlands, Germany, USA, UK and Turkey.

13. The Norwegian representative praised the political wisdom in our point of view but said
that his government, in the light of the general opinion in NATO, are prepared to agree to a
press release, they feel that the real harm is done by the timing of the publication of the
agreements and that the press release would not, in itself, be damaging. On general disarma-
ment Boyesen agreed with our analysis but suggested that, since the press release is above all a
propaganda document addressed to our own publics, it need not and should not be regarded as
placing a formal limitation on the scope of the forthcoming negotiations. His government does
not regard the press release as meaning that the West now turns its back on advances and
changes in its disarmament positions since 1957, and they could not accept it on this basis. Nor,
in the Norwegian view, should the press release be interpreted as meaning that there is no hope
in the disarmament talks which have been going on in Geneva or may go on elsewhere.
Boyesen thought that if misunderstandings on these scores should arise, they could be disposed
of in some suitable manner. Boyesen was instructed to say that if, as a result of the press
release, any misunderstanding should arise to the effect that decisions have been taken to esta-
blish IRBMs in Western Germany, these misunderstandings would have to be corrected and
this should be done by NATO itself. The Secretary General undertook that, in this event, the
NATO Press Officer would be authorized to take the necessary action.
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14. The French representative, in supporting the press release, suggested that the quotations
from the 1957 communiqués should be boiled down into brief references. He seemed to regard
this as particularly ponderous, bearing in mind that the text of the press release is itself to be
reproduced in the USA note. He said he regretted that the Canadian Government could not
agree to the press release.

15. The Danish representative said his government had had doubts about the press release but
was prepared to accept it in view of the general wish of the Council.

16. One or two possible compromises were suggested, for example, that NATO should agree
on a common line which would be used by individual governments as they saw fit. A variant
was that this common line might be expressed in a Council resolution. The idea itself did not
attract much support and the UK and USA were opposed to a resolution, the UK on the
grounds that this would amount to a re-formulation of NATO policy rather than a re-statement
of common accepted policy. The Secretary General hinted that he had a possible alternative
solution up his sleeve but he did not state it and clearly regarded it as a course which would not
be very likely to have a strong appeal for the countries advocating a press release. In short,
moves of this kind proved abortive and, with the Secretary General in the lead and the USA
representative fully in agreement, it was decided to take the action described in the beginning
of this message. I acquiesced in this because, in the circumstances, it is in accordance with your
instructions.

17. The German representative made a last-minute effort to persuade the Council that,
because of the difficulty which would exist in obtaining the agreement of individual
governments to an amended text, it would be preferable if I would attempt to persuade my
government to accept the press release as so far amended. The Secretary General firmly
opposed this and suggested further that any text agreed by the drafting group should simply be
circulated to other delegates in the hope that it would be acceptable to their governments. He
thought that, since it could be assumed to be acceptable to the Western Four and to Canada, the
other governments might find it easy to accept.

18. The crux of the question still is whether the Canadian Government can agree to the press
release in the form in which it emerges from the drafting group. We will telegraph this to you
with the least possible delay. Two factors impose a certain obligation on us to do our utmost to
meet an extremely tight time schedule. The major factor is that is seems to be generally felt that
it would be desirable to minimize the impression of calculation which may be given by the
inclusion of the text of the press release in the USA note, by allowing as much time as possible
between the issuance of the release and the transmittal of the note. We would also want to have
both documents out of the way as far as possible in advance of May 11. The minor
consideration is that Thursday, Friday and Saturday are holidays for the NATO staff and most
delegates.

19. In these circumstances, the Secretary General has stated that, if Canadian agreement to a
revised text is received by 11 a.m. Thursday, it will be hoped that all governments can accept it
so that it can be released forthwith. If, on the other hand, the Secretary General is informed
before 11 a.m. that the Canadian Government cannot agree, he will call another Council
meeting. The effect of this is that, after 11 a.m. Thursday, neither the staff not delegates will be
geared so that a meeting could easily be called. Of course this could be done if necessary, but it
would be most desirable if your answer could be in my hands at the opening of business
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Thursday morning. Burgess requested that any comments on the proposed USA note (our
telegram 905) be made available by noon Thursday, if possible.

20. T would add that, although few delegates shared our point of view, we were treated with
thoughtful consideration both by the Secretary General and by the Council as a whole.
J. LEGER

93. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Note de I'adjoint spécial au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Special Assistant to Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], May 6, 1959

Mr. Léger needs instructions first thing tomorrow morning regarding the NATO press
release on nuclear weapons. Mr. Robertson considers that Mr. Léger has carried out the
instructions he received and has had a serous hearing by the Council, and that the Canadian
point of view has had some impact although we were not able to prevail on the other NATO
countries to abandon the whole idea of the press release. In these circumstances, Mr. Robertson
would like to have a telegram sent to Mr. Léger saying that the Government leaves it to his
discretion, as a member of the group drafting the press release, to ensure that the Canadian
position is protected'® in the wording of the release.

The reason for the urgency is that the NATO Council hopes to publish the release
tomorrow, and it is clearly desirable that, now that the decision to issue such a release has been
taken, there should be as little delay as possible in the issuance of it since it would be
unfortunate if it were delayed until even closer to the opening of the Foreign Ministers’
meeting on May 11.

H.B. R[OBINSON]

94. DEA/50219-AL-1-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council

TELEGRAM DL-377 Ottawa, May 6, 1959

SECRET. EMERGENCY.

Reference: Your Tel 911 of May 6.
Repeat Paris, London, Washington, CCOS, DM/DND (Information).

PROPOSED PRESS RELEASE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

I should like to congratulate you on the manner in which you presented the Canadian
viewpoint on this issue. It would appear from your telegram under reference that you were able

'® Note marginale :/Marginal note:
and respected [J.G. Diefenbaker]
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to muster some support for changes in the text of the press release which would reflect more
accurately the Canadian point of view.

2. In the circumstances and because of the extremely tight timetable, you are authorized
within your instructions to agree to the press release as it emerges from the drafting committee
provided you are satisfied that the Canadian position is respected.'®

95. DEA/50219-AL-2-40

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, 1959

NATO NUCLEAR WEAPONS — FRENCH POSITION

The current French refusal to allow the storage of nuclear warheads on their soil for the
armament of United States squadrons based in France, unless the French authorities have
control over the use of the warheads, should be viewed in the wider context of de Gaulle’s
efforts to strengthen France’s v01ce in the shaping of Western policies through the establish-
ment of a tripartite directorate.” It would appear that the French President is still dissatisfied
with the lack of response on the part of the United Kingdom and the United States to his earlier
proposal and with the fact that France is not accorded by the United States treatment equal
to that given the United Kingdom in respect of the exchange of nuclear information for mili-
tary purposes.’

2. Essentially the French stand constitutes a challenge to the accepted NATO doctrine with
respect to the acquisition and control of nuclear weapons. The rationale of the NATO position
is a combination of the basic requirement of United States law that the custody of nuclear
warheads must remain with the United States until a release is obtained from the President, and
the general military view that SACEUR must have overall authority in matters relating to the
use of nuclear weapons in Europe especially insofar as current NATO strategy centres on their
employment in time of war.

3. While it is not entirely certain that the French are striving for exclusive national control
over nuclear weapons on their territory, their attitude with respect to IRBM’s, for example,
indicates that they feel that France should have a position not inferior to that of the United
Kingdom whose IRBM’s and strategic bombing forces are not under NATO control. In their
view, any decision regarding the use of strategic nuclear weapons, particularly, should be a
matter for a political judgment at the highest level. They take the view that the degree of
political control exercised by NATO over SACEUR respecting the employment of nuclear

V01r/See Department of State, Current Documents, 1959 (New York: Amo Press), pp. 519-520.
V01r le volume 24, les documents 286 4 299./See Volume 24, Documents 286-299.

% Voir le texte de I'accord britannique dans Department of State Bulletin, vol. XXXIX, No. 996 (July 28,
1958), pp. 161 a 164; voir le résumé détaillé de I'accord frangais dans Bulletin, vol. XL, N° 1039
(May 25, 1959), p. 769.

For the text of the British agreement, see Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XXXIX, No. 996 (July 28,
1958), pp. 161-164; for a detailed summary of the French agreement, see Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1039
(May 25, 1959), p. 769.
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weapons is insufficient as control by SACEUR in their mind is synonymous with United States
control. A memorandum examining the NATO and French positions in more detail is attached
for your information.

4. Judging from the announced intention of General Norstad to transfer United States
squadrons from France to bases in Germany, it would appear that the United States is not
prepared to yield to French demands. If no accommodation is reached, the results of this
impasse can indeed be serious for the Alliance. Not only will France tend to become
increasingly isolated but greater reliance inevitably will have to be placed on the Federal
Republic of Germany. Moreover, the growing differences may spur France to greater efforts in
its campaign to develop its own nuclear armaments and thereby render more difficult any
attempt to implement any accommodation which may be reached with the Soviet Union on
nuclear tests. In military terms the French stand on nuclear weapons will probably render
impossible the implementation of SACEUR’s plans for the integration of European air
defences. Coupled with the French refusal to place its Mediterranean Fleet under NATO
command in wartime, the net result has been the creation of a most unfavourable psychological
climate for NATO defence planning.

5. In most respects the French attitude conflicts with the Canadian position in the sense that

(i) it is stated Government policy that Canada is opposed to the spread of nuclear weapons
at the independent disposal of national governments;

(i) we have expressed our intention not to undertake the production of nuclear weapons in
Canada, even though we believe Canadian scientists and technicians are quite capable of
producing them;

(iii) although we plan to equip Canadian forces with modern weapons we consider it
expedient that the ownership and custody of the nuclear warheads should remain with the
United States;

(iv) we have never questioned the present NATO arrangements regarding nuclear weapons
for NATO forces in Europe;

(v) the French proposal for tripartite directorate would be unacceptable to the Canadian
Government and people.

6. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff has advised his Minister that the French attitude will not
affect the operations of the six squadrons of the Air Division stationed in France until such time as
it is re-equipped to assume the strike role recommended by SACEUR. He has indicated that if
a decision were taken within the next month, June 1961 would be the earliest that new aircraft
would be arriving for squadron use and it would be June, 1963 before the last squadron would
be re-equipped. Moreover, if the French attitude persists in 1961 arrangements could be made
to have the squadron requiring nuclear armamen