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STANDING COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
Chairman: H. O. White, Esq.,
and Messrs._

Aitken (Miss) Kucherepa, Nugent,

Argue, Lafrenieére, Paul,

Brassard (Lapointe), Lennard, Pearson,

Cardin, MacLellan, Pratt,

Crestohl, Macnaughton, *Richard (Ottawa East),
Deschatelets, Macquarrie, Smith (Calgary South),
Dorion, Mandziuk, Stinson,
fEudes, Martin (Essex East), Valade, i
Fairfield, McCleave, Van Horne,

Herridge, McFarlane, Vivian,

Jones, McGee, White—35.

Jung, McGrath,

*Replaced on Thursday, June 12, by Mr. Garland.
TReplaced on Tuesday, July 29, by Mr. Richard (Ottawa East).

J. E. O’Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.




ORDERS OF REFERENCE

TuESDAY, June 3, 1958

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mittee on External Aﬁalrs

. Messrs.
Aitken (Miss), Kucherepa, Nugent,
Best, Lafreniere, Paul,
" Brassard (Lapointe), Lennard, Pearson,
Cardin, MacLellan, Pratt,
Crestohl, Macnaughton, Richard (Ottawa East),
Deschatelets, Macquarrie, Smith (Calgary South),
Dorion, Mandziuk, Stinson,
Eudes, Martin (Essex East), Valade,
Fairfield, McCleave, Van Horne,
Herridge, McFarlane, Vivian,
Jones, McGee, White—35.
Jung, McGrath,
(Quorum 10)
Attest

(s.) Leon J. Raymond

Clerk of the House

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on External Affairs be em-

powered to examine and inquire into all such matters and things as may be

referred to it by the House; and to report from time to time its observations
and opinions, thereon, with power to send for persons, papers and records.

MonpAay, June 9, 1958

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Argue be substituted for that of Mr. Best
on the said Committee.

THURSDAY, June 12, 1958

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Garland be substituted for that of Mr.
Richard (Ottawa East) on the said Committee.

MonbpAy, June 16, 1958
Ordered,—That the said Committee be authorized to sit while the House
is sitting.
Ordered,—That the said Committee be empowered to print, from day to
day, 750 copies in English and 350 copies in French of its Minutes of Pro-

ceedings and Evidence, and that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation
thereto.

Fripay, July 25, 1958

Ordered,—That Items numbered 85 to 111, inclusive, Item numbered 502,
Items numbered 542 to 549, inclusive, and Item numbered 655, as listed in the
Main and Supplementary Estimates 1958-59, relating to the Department of
External Affairs be withdrawn from the Committee of Supply and referred
to the Standing Committee on External Affairs, saving always the powers of
the Committee of Supply in relation to the voting of public moneys.

Tuespay, July 29, 1958
Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Richard (Ottawa East) be substituted for
that of Mr. Eudes on the Standing Committee on External Affairs.
Attest

LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

THURSDAY, June 12, 1958

The Standing Committee on External Affairs has the honour to present the
following as its :

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee recommends:
1. That it be authorized to sit while the House is sitting.

2. That it be empowered to print, from day to day, 750 copies in English
and 350 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, and that
Standing Order No. 66 be suspended in relation thereto.

Respectfully submitted,

H. O. WHITE,
Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, June 12, 1958

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 10.30 a.m. this day for
organization purposes.

Members present: Miss Aitken, Messrs. Crestohl, Deschatelets, Dorion,
Herridge, Jung, Kucherepa, Lafreniére, Lennard, MacLellan, Macnaughton,
Macquarrie, Martin (Essex East), McCleave, McFarlane, McGee, McGrath,
Nugent, Paul, Pratt, Valade, Vivian, and White—23.

On motion of Mr. Kucherepa, seconded by Mr. McCleave, Mr. White was
elected chairman.

Mr. White took the Chair and thanked members of the Committee for the

honour extended to him. He then made a short statement concerning the
future activities of the Committee.

On the motion of Mr. Jung, seconded by Mr. McCleave,

Resolved,—That a recommendation be made to print 750 copies in English
and 350 copies in French of its minutes of proceedings and evidence.

On the motion of Mr. Kucherepa, seconded by Mr. Jung,

‘Resolved,—That a recommendation be made to the House to empower the
Committee to sit while the House is sitting.

On the motion of Mr. Lennard, seconded by Mr. Macquarrie,

Resolved,—That a sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure be appointed
comprising the Chairman and 6 members to be designated by him.

At 11.00 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

TUESDAY, July 29, 1958

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 10.05 a.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. H. O. White, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Crestohl, Deschatelets, Dorion, Fairfield,
Herridge, Jones, Jung, Lafreniére, Lennard, Macnaughton, Macquarrie,

McCleave, McFarlane, McGee, McGrath, Paul, Pearson, Smith (Calgary South),
Vivian, White.

In attendance: The Honourable Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for
External Affairs, assisted by Messrs. Jules Leger, Under Secretary of State for
External Affairs; W. D. Matthews, Assistant Under Secretary; H. F. Clark,
Director, Finance Division; J. H. Cleveland, Director, American Division; H.
F. Davis, Director, European Division; H. B. Robinson, Special Assistant to the
Minister; H. Best, Executive Assistant to the Minister; W. T. Delworth, Private
Secretary to the Minister; H. J. Armstrong, Financial Adviser to the Department.

The Chairman observed the presence of quorum and made a brief state-
ment concerning the importance of the Committee’s work.

5



6 STANDING COMMITTEE

Following a statement of the composition of the Sub-committee on Agenda
and Procedure comprised of Messrs. Deschatelets, Herridge, Kucherepa,
Lafreniére, Lennard and Macnaughton, he called Item 85—Departmental
Administration and introduced the Secretary of State for External Affairs.

The Minister, in the course of his statement, referred to the following
topics:

(a) recent events in the Middle East.

(b) changes in Canada’s representation in the Middle East.

(c) manufacture and control of nuclear weapons.

(d) relations with Soviet Block countries.

(e) creation of a United Nations agency for the maintenance of peace.

Mr. Smith was questioned by Members of the Committee.

Following a discussion concerning the future scheduling of the Committee’s
meetings the Committee adjourned at 12.15 p.m. to meet again on Wednesday,
July 30, 1958.

WEDNESDAY, July 30, 1958

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 3.40 p.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. H. O. White, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Cardin, Fairfield, Herridge, Jones,
Kucherepa, Lennard, Macquarrie, McGee, McGrath, Paul, Pearson, Pratt,
Richard (Ottawa East), Smith (Calgary South), Stinson, Valade, Vivian, and
White—19.

In attendance: The Honourable Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for
External Affairs, assisted by Messrs. Jules Léger, Under Secretary of State for
External Affairs, H. B. Robinson, Special Assistant to the Minister; H. Best,
Executive Assistant to the Minister; W. T. Delworth, Private Secretary to the
Minister; R. Campbell, Director, Middle Eastern Division; M. Shenstone, Middle
Eastern Division; A. G. Campbell, United Nations Division; and H. F. Davis,
Director, European Division.

The Chairman observed the presence of quorum and following a br:ief
statement concerning the removal from Canada of certain historic material,
he introduced the Minister.

Mr. Smith referred to reports received by the United Nations Security
Council from the United Nations Observer Group in Lebanon and by agree-
ment tabled copies for inclusion in the Committee’s printed record of proceed-
ings. (See appendices “A” to “E”)

The Minister’s questioning continuing, the Committee adjourned at 4.15
p.m. to meet on Friday, August 1, 1958.

J. E. O’Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.
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£ TUESDAY, July 29, 1958
10 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, will you please come to order. Once again I
want to thank the committee for the confidence it has placed in me in asking me
to be its chairman.

I wish to welcome the new members of parliament who are having their
first experience on this committee and to tell them that this committee is a
very friendly one.

At the last session—and I hope at this one as well—we got along very
well and there was cooperation among all parties which was appreciated not
only by myself but I think as well by every member of the committee.

In the light of the swiftly changing world picture, this is an important
committee. Every day the situation in the world changes. I was going to say
that it becomes more tense from day to day. But there are lulls.

We have, I think, here, to be very guarded in our remarks so that we
shall give offence to none, and that we shall guide Canada wisely.

I think we all appreciated the debate last Friday on external affairs. I
think it was a fruitful debate. Out of it we arrived, I think, at a unanimous
opinion on position as far as Canada is concerned.

I do not think I need to say more regarding the responsibility of this com-
mittee. To the world at large we seek every avenue of peaceful solution to
our problems and at the same time we seek to guard and save the safety and
security of our democratic way of life, and the democratic world.

I think we have a duty to Canadians, to impress upon them the forward
look where Canada is concerned.

I think that many Canadians wonder sometimes when they see our con-
tributions to the improvement of conditions in the so-called ‘“have-not”
countries, and that they sometimes think there are enterprises in Canada
which should not be forgotten or lost sight of at this time.

We must arrive at wise decisions and give our minister, his deputy, and
the department, every assistance we possibly can.

This is the place for members of all parties to bring to the attention of
the committee their opinions so that out of any differences of opinion we may
arrive at a united front as far as we Canadians are concerned. Let us not
show any difference of opinion to the enemy!

Now, while I am on my feet, there are two very minor matters that I
would like to bring to your attention, and which I think should be given some
consideration later on. But I mention right here that they are very minor
matters.

One is in connection with the painting of the “two water mills” which
was presented to Canada by the Netherlands. As a matter of fact, I was at
the presentation. My understanding at that time was that that painting was
to hang in the Parliament Buildings.

But at the time of the fire, I believe in the library, the painting was re-
moved to the National Gallery. I hope that it will come back again to the
Parliament Buildings.
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The other matter is the question of a certain amount of research and
digging in various parts of Canada by American scientists and others, and
their taking away to the United States of many fossils and other objects which
possibly we should retain here in Canada.

They do it, I think, without so much as a by your leave, as far as Canada
is concerned. I bring that to the attention of the committee.

Now, I would like to announce the personnel of the sub-committee on
Agenda and Procedure which I have set up to guide us today and in the future.
The members are: Messrs. Lennard, Lafreniere, Herridge, Macnaughton,
Deschatelets, and Kucherepa.

The committee has before it, as you know, the estimates of the Depart-
ment of External Affairs for the year ending March 31, 1959. They were
referred to us at the close of the debate on Friday.

I will now call Item 85—Departmental Administration.

I am glad that, in the troubled days through which we have been passing,
and the number of calls on the time of the minister and the department, that
the minister is able to be with us this morning.

I have discussed this with him on two or three different occasions trying
to arrive at a date which would not conflict with some of his other appoint-
ments, and between cabinet meetings and conferences at Washington and
New York.

I find that he is, as you all know, a very busy man. I am glad that the
minister is here this morning and without any further ado I now call on the
hon. Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Hon. SioNEY SMITH (Secretary of State for External Affairs): Mr. Chair-
man, I thank you and this committee for the opportunity to appear here this
morning and I assure you and the committee that I shall be eager to return
on call unless there is something very urgent which would take me out of
Ottawa. The reasons would have to be obvious to you and to the committee.

I have just whispered to the Under Secretary of State for External Affairs
asking him if he knew anything about this reference to the Americans taking
fossils from Canada. Neither of us know very much about it. But I trust
there was no political significance in removing those fossils.

With that I express my gratitude for the scope and fairness of the debate
on Friday of last week. I say on behalf of myself, the department, and the
government, that it was most helpful to us.

You spoke of the tenseness of the present international situation and I
emphasize it. There might be those who would suggest that this is not the
time to have public hearings about such matters. But I do not share that view.

The government, myself, and my department look forward to the dis-
cussions in this committee—as I said in the house on Friday of last week—
with a view to getting the advice and counsel of the committee with respect
to major and minor aspects of this present crisis.

I shall endeavour to make full disclosure of anything that I know, subject
only to one reservation and that is that I shall not be free in some cases to
disclose the content of conversations that I have had in Washington. But I
will do my best in that regard. I am not being coy when I say that members
of the committee will appreciate it that if I came here before this committee
and told what somebody said and what somebody countered, and so forth and
so on, I would not be laying the ground for confidence and trust in a discussion
of that kind.

I seize this opportunity—as the chairman assures me I shall have—to make
some statement about certain facets of the debate in the house last Friday.

As Mr. Pearson said in that debate, the main topic at the moment is the
situation in the Middle East. At the outset of my remarks I desire to re-focus
our attention on the Middle East.
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Some of it may appear to you repetitious, but I am doing this in order to
get the picture as clearly as possible before the committee. g

Canadian policy towards the Middle East was outlined, as you know, in
considerable detail by the Prime Minister and by myself in our statements
to the house last Friday.

With regard to Lebanon, our hope is that in the short term—and I would
emphasize that word and that concept—in the short term, the United Nations
Observation Group in Lebanon (UNOGIL), the extent of which was intimated
by the Secretary General after the voting on the Security Council’s resolutions
—will be effective in establishing stability and in creating conditions which
will permit the withdrawal of United States forces from that country.

As I informed the house, the Secretary General has not, as yet, finalized
the plan for the expansion of UNOGIL.

There was a telegram which came in just before I left the office this
morning which indicated that that work on the part of the Secretary General
is nearly finalized. So we expect—or the government expects—that there *will
be a further invitation from the Secretary General to contribute.

We now have ten or eleven officers, and we anticipate that we will be
invited to contribute additional men to that group, UNOGIL.

I stated in the house on Friday that it was not unlikely that the Secretary
General would set up an advisory committee with respect to the operations
of UNOGIL in its work in Lebanon.

I can now inform the committee that the Secretary General has established
that committee and that Canada is a member of it. It is an advisory com-
mittee with respect to the operations and objectives of UNOGIL and Canada
will be on the committee along with representatives from Brazil, Ceylon,
Colombia, India, Norway, and Pakistan.

I would like to make this very clear indeed. This is the same personnel
that is to be found on the UNEF advisory committee, but of course they will
meet as a UNOGIL advisory committee. I express the hope again that the
work of UNOGIL might be a forerunner and a manifestation of long-term
United Nations authority on the ground in Lebanon.

This will also assist in reaching the objectives that I announced in my
speech in the house on Friday. UNOGIL might contribute to a long term
solution for Lebanon—namely, an internationally recognized status of
neutrality on the Austrian model, a status which conceivably might have
further application in that area.

You will recall that Mr. Martin in his address on the debate on external
affairs shared the view that this might be considered as a pilot project which
might be used in other countries in the Middle East. I have heard it suggested
since I made my statement in the House of Commons on Friday that that
might be unacceptable to the Lebanese. There was nothing in the statement
—and I checked Hansard with respect to this, Mr. Chairman—there was
nothing in my statement that carried with it any implication that such a
status of neutrality would be imposed on the Lebanese. It must be acceptable
to the Lebanese.

I endeavoured in my speech in the house to indicate my—not my ex-
pectation but my grounds for hope, having regard to the history of Lebanon
—that it might be acceptable to the Lebanese. On Friday I also mentioned
that it was important to find some means to ensure economic stability for
Lebanon and for the Middle East as a whole, and that the United Nations
and other organizations might have a role to play in this connection.

I was gratified to hear Mr. Pearson mention the same idea in his state-
ment in the house when he spoke of a Marshall Plan for the Middle East
administered by the United Nations. He mentioned that the Soviet Union

would be less able to exploit its aid-giving, if the scheme were under United
Nations auspices.



10 STANDING COMMITTEE

One must ask the question—can we expect that the U.S.S.R. would
contribute to such a fund—to such a plan that would be comparable to the
Marshall Plan?

I would welcome a Soviet contribution, but at the moment I must share
some anxiety with respect to their willingness to do so. There are many
difficulties to be faced in connection with economic aid.

I belieye that it is basic to the establishment of stability in the Middle
East, and I can assure you, sir, and the committee, that much thought is
being given— and has been given in recent weeks particularly—I will extend
that to months—to this subject in foreign capitals as well as at the United
Nations.

Long steps might have been taken in this regard had they not been
halted by reason of the situation in the last two weeks in the Middle East.

I must make it clear and not hold out any definite hope or expectancy
that anything will come of this. Discussions are still in the preliminary stage
at the United Nations and in the various capitals.

On Friday night the Prime Minister announced the increase of Canadian
diplomatic representation in the Middle East. That was not a snap decision.
We had been considering it for some time because we did feel that Canada
was weak in the quantity of its representation in that part of the world.

In the present crisis we have suffered a little from the lack of knowledge
and understanding of the areas which could have obtained if we had had
representation in other places in the Middle East. That is one side of the coin.

On the other side of the coin there is this; through increased diplomatic
representation we could better make known our views through our diplomatic
representatives, to countries in that area.

That is the background for the statement made by the Prime Minister
about the appointment of a full time ambassador for Tel Aviv. We have not
yet, Mr. Under Secretary, established whether it will be an ambassador or
a minister. That would come out of the negotiations that we have with those
countries. That is right, is it not?

Mr. JuLEs LEGER (Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs): We
will equate our representation with the type they themselves wish.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Our mission in Tel Aviv is an offshoot
of the mission in Athens. We have an ambassador in Athens and he is also
accredited to Tel Aviv. In Tel Aviv we have a chargé d’affaires. In the
case of Lebanon, we have an ambassador to Cairo and he is also accredited
to Lebanon. We have a chargé d’affaires located in Beirut. You can well
understand that that has opened a rather difficult position recently for the
ambassador in Cairo, as he also has responsibilities in Beirut. In respect of
Iran, we have never had any representation there and although Iran has
sent us a minister—they have had that representation in Canada for the
past two to three years—we never reciprocated. Now we propose to establish
an accredited diplomatic representative in Tehran.

In respect of the summit meeting, having regard to the last letter from
Mr. Khrushchev I must say very frankly that you know as much about it as
I do. I have not as yet seen the text but I have noted, as other members
possibly have, the comments in yesterday afternoon’s newpapers and this
morning’s newspapers. I have seen quotations from part of the text of that
letter, but as yet I have not seen the full text. We welcome the suggestion
of a summit meeting. I think that was a proper attitude for Canada to take.

I make these general observations; we had in mind that if we could
take a stand in favour of a summit meeting it might assist some of the powers
who would be at such a meeting and who would be the main negotiators.
We do share the view and share it very deeply that the meeting should be
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EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 11

held under the auspices of the United Nations. In Mr. Khrushchev’s first
letter on Saturday afternoon there was no suggestion of the locale and the
auspices. That would be under date of July 19th. There was nothing there
with respect to the auspices and we took from the very beginning the view
that although we had to feel our way in that regard, it should be under
the auspices of the United Nations through the Security Council. In our
view, that is the proper forum for at least the initial meeting. The reasons are
obvious. The reasons were well stated by Mr. Pearson when he said that
we should keep these negotiations under the organization that was set up
and charged with the responsibility of preserving the peace of the world—
that is the United Nations—and I share the view expressed by Mr. Pearson
that it is not without some gratification that we noted the stand taken by
the United States and the United Kingdom that this problem should be kept
within the United Nations.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Security Council was seized of the
Middle East problem, and because of the desirability of using the opportunity to
reinforce the United Nations’ authority we should stay there—and not only
with respect to the present critical situation—but in so advising our friends
we might be establishing a precedent for similiar meetings in the future when
a critical situation arises.

Now the procedure—it has come out of some discussions and I do not
desire to disclose the persons who were in these discussions or their identity
as national representatives or representatives of the United Nations—is that
we envisage for the meeting a broadly phrased item such as,—and this is
in quotation,—‘“the question of the Middle East” which should be inscribed
on the agenda of the Council in regular session. A regular session means a
session in which the permanent representatives to the United Nations are
present. The purpose of using such an inclusive phrase as the agenda item I
have suggested is to promote discussions of some of the more basic Middle
East issues and not merely the Lebanese and Jordanian situations. I agree
with what Mr. Pearson said on Friday when he said the Jordanian and
Lebanese situations are really manifestations of a deeper problem that prevails
throughout the whole of the Middle East.

Then, to come back to the procedure we hope might be adopted—and
we still hope it might be adopted—this procedure of inscribing the Middle East
situation, that is putting it on the agenda, will be done, as we contemplate it,
by a regular meeting of the Security Council. We think that the real summit
meeting should be initiated by a formal session of the Security Council. The
formal session of the Security Council could be attended by as many heads
of government as could attend. That would be the second meeting of the
Security Council. The purpose of having the heads of government at the full
Council meeting is, as we see it, so that the viewpoint of the smaller powers
can be brought to bear on, and their moral support made available to those
who actually will be doing the detailed negotiating. At this full special session
of the Security Council, Canada, if we were requested and if it was generally
agreed, would be prepared to move a resolution calling on the permanent
members of the Council most directly concerned with the Middle East to meet
at the head of government level and that would authorize them to come to
the 38th floor of the secretariat building or any other place in the world.

I do not think the location of that summit meeting, matters, provided it
is held under the auspices of the Security Council. They would meet and
discuss face to face the problems, and would: report back later to the Security
Council on the results. We had in mind that the Secretary General, who
would be'present at the meeting of that group, would report back to a meeting
of the Security Council.
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I emphasize again the view I expressed on Friday, that it is our conviction
that Mr. Nehru would have a real contribution to make to such a conference.
In my speech in the house on Friday last I endeavoured to give reasons why
he should be there, having regard to his personal ability, competence and
wisdom and also as a representative of a new voice in Asia. This meeting to
which I refer, which would be carried on under the auspices of the Security
Council, would of course be a private meeting. I repeat again that it does
not matter where it is held. Whether New York, with all its battery of publicity,
is the best place for it I do not know. I have experienced to some extent
the battery of speculators around the United Nations and I wonder whether it
provides the calm and the serenity that is really necessary for a fruitful
meeting. I am wondering whether the general publicity would not indeed
be harmful. The Prime Minister, in good faith, having in mind this meeting
might not be most fruitful if it were held in New York, made the serious
suggestion, and reverted to what he said in an earlier letter to Mr. Bulganin,
that we in Canada would act as hosts for such a meeting of this group
authorized by the Security Council to carry on face to face negotiations. That
is a serious proposal. I do not suppose that any country is quite in the same
location as that of Canada. Here we are between the United States and the
U.S.S.R.

We consider also that it should be left to the Security Council to decide
what non-member nations would be permitted to be present at the full
Council meeting, the second meeting, and in the third meeting to which the
Secretary General would report. But we do consider that it is of the greatest
importance to find a means of expressing to the Council and to this group,
the opinions of the numerous countries of the area that I mentioned.

Negotiations for the Middle East summit meeting are still proceeding,
as I said a moment ago. Having regard to the latest letter of Mr. Khrushchev
you have as much information as I have because I have gained my information
from the newspapers as you have. The United Kingdom Prime Minister replied
to Mr. Khrushchev on July 26 and said that he considered the arrangements
for the meeting—including time and composition—should be made by a
regular meeting of the Security Council. Having in mind what I said to you
this morning, this confirms our own view as to the procedure to be followed.
But again I reiterate what I said on several occasions and said last in the House
of Commons on Friday. I hope that these procedural matters will not be
built up so as to bring about the impossibility of holding such a meeting.

Mr. Khrushchev’s reply, made public yesterday July 28, presses for more
rapid arrangements for the holding of the meeting and states that the U.S.S.R.
would agree to its location in Geneva, Vienna, Paris or elsewhere. He did
not object to New York. He criticized President Eisenhower’s message for
bypassing the question of the participation of India in the conference and he
expressed dissatisfaction with the proposal that a regular session of the
Security Council should make plans for and initiate the conference. There is
some indication from the newspaper reports and partial quotations from his
letter that he is not happy with such a scheme as I set out this morning,
that is a regular session of the Security Council which would make plans for
and initiate the conference. That is where the matter rests for the moment.

I would crave your indulgence, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee in order to comment on three very constructive proposals which
are to be forwarded. Mr. Pearson referred in his statement in the house on
July 25 to the next session of the General Assembly and he inquired quite
properly about the preparations: which the government is making for our
participation in these meetings. He made this more pointed when he mentioned
three matters in which he thought the government might take an initiative
in the Assembly. The first one had to do with an initiative to try to halt the
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spread and the manufacture of nuclear weapons. Mr. Pearson mentioned the
desirability of exploring, and I am quoting from his remarks ‘“the possibility of
a resolution which would embody a self-denying principle to be accepted by
all other members of the United Nations in regard to the prohibition in their
own territory of the manufacture of any atomic weapon of any kind.”
There is no difference of opinion with respect to the objectives contemplated
in that resolution. There were two aspects to Mr. Pearson’s proposition. The
first relates to the government’s attitude toward the spread and the manufacture
of nuclear weapons and the second concerns a specific initiative which it is
suggested the Canadian delegation mignt take in the United Nations at the
regular meeting that will be convened about the middle of Septembre.

I would comment first about the objectives and then later about the
means. Canada has for some time pursued a policy designed to limit the
manufacture of nuclear weapons to as few countries as possible. In the proposals
of August 29th, 1957 of which mention was made in the house, and which
we co-sponsored in the General Assembly in association with the United
Kingdom, the United States and France, there was a provision that all future
production of fissionable material would be used for peaceful purposes.
Furthermore, we have, when granting permits for the export of uranium to
countries other than the United States and the United Kingdom, made them
conditional on guarantees that uranium provided by Canada will not be used
for other than peaceful purposes. We have not undertaken, as members of the
committee know, the production of nuclear weapons in Canada. That has been
the policy of the previous government and it is the policy of the present
government. ‘

These aspects of Canadian policy indicate clearly the governments opposi-
tion to the spreading of the capacity to manufacture nuclear weapons.

I share deeply the great concern of the leader of the opposition over the
frightening possibilities which would arise if these terrible weapons were to be
manufactured by a large number of countries. I agree with him that the time
has come to call for a halt to their production.

It takes but little imagination to envisage the dangers of a situation where
the know-how with respect to nuclear weapons, and the manufacture of nuclear
weapons were disseminated in many countries of the world some of which
may be headed now by responsible governments but which might change
overnight or in a very short while.

A lack of responsibility, a misuse, a dropping of one of these terrible
weapons—and then the spark has been added to a situation of present dangers,
and we would find ourselves in a global war. That is the depth of the anxiety
which we must all share with respect to the spread of the manufacture of
nuclear weapons.

The best solution, and I must confess that it is idealistic at the moment,
but we should not lose sight of our ideals—the best solution of this problem
would be an agreement on disarmament with the U.S.S.R. which would bring
about the cessation of the production, the gradual elimination, and the control
of stocks of nuclear weapons already in existence.

I point out again that that was the fundamental principle in connection with
the proposals of the United Kingdom, the United States, France, and Canada,
and that it was put forward in the Sub-committee on August 29, and set
forth' in a resolution last autumn at the meeting of the General Assembly.
Pending negotiation of such an agreement it is impossible to eliminate these
weapons altogether since the security and trust of the North Atlantic alliance
depends to a great extent on the deterrent to agression that these would provide.
That is because we have not been able to reach an agreement with the U.S.S.R.
in that regard.
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But I would point out that within NATO it has not been proven necessary
for countries other than the United States and the United Kingdom to produce
nuclear weapons, and there is already an adequate capacity for their manu-
facture, either in the United States or in the United Kingdom.

I mentioned this in the house when I was speaking on Friday, with respect
to the view of Canada on the cessation of nuclear tests. That is a manifestation
or a further manifestation of government policy in this regard.

Now, I turn to the second aspect of the question, the serious question, the
important question, indeed, the constructive question which concerns the role
which Canada might play in halting the spread of the manufacture of nuclear
weapons. That matter has been considered and we have been probing for
several months as to how we could best make our views known, how best we
could make our views effective in this particular matter.

I know that it is still under consideration and I am sure that the committee
would not expect me to come up today with a definitive plan. I am not being
coy when I say—and I am not avoiding the issue when I say—that this
matter is giving us—and has been giving us deep concern.

As I intimated a moment ago, there is another facet of this problem related
to the spread of the manufacture of nuclear weapons. If a country cannot
carry on tests, it is not going to have much of a program in the manufacture of
nuclear weapons.

The leader of the opposition on Friday expressed the hope that Canada
could take the initiative at the United Nations for the suspension of tests of
nuclear weapons of mass destruction for a period of about five years subject
only to the supervision on the part of the United Nations.

Well, let us look at the record. I am trying to explain government policy
in this regard.

The Prime Minister in the address that he gave in April to the Cana-
dian Press expressed the hope that a political agreement could be reached
whereby there would come about cessation of tests.

He did provide however in that regard—he did provide that it would
be after agreement had been concluded with respect to effective methods
of inspection, and that we must have that before we could ever contemplate
a political agreement. And indeed, in what I endeavoured to say in the house
on Friday, I expressed again government policy in that regard.

To me it is gratifying on the technical level, the scientific level, to hear
of the success that has followed the discussion in Geneva. These men are
sitting down together—I can say this—as scientists, and endeavoring to
reach conclusions which would provide for perhaps not perfect but for
substantially satisfactory means and techniques for the detection of tests.

If those discussions in Geneva provide substantial and satisfactory con-
clusions, then we should press and we will press for political negotiations
for the suspension of tests on the basis of the findings of the scientists who
are now meeting in Geneva. I can assure this committee that the most
careful and continuing consideration is being given to this question by the
government, and that in the United Nations and elsewhere the Canadian
government will put forward its views again without disregarding the very
substantial political and technical difficulties which remain to be overcome,
and that it will work to make it possible to achieve the desirable result or
objective—that is, the suspension of tests.

We are hopeful that an agreement on the suspension of tests would
improve prospects of disarmament—and I adverted to this on Friday in the
House of Commons—and make it possible to anticipate with some greater
degree of hope that such an agreement with respect to the suspension of
tests would not long stand alone. :
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We consider that it should be followed without delay by further agree-
ments or—putting it another way—that this political agreement with respect
to the cessation of tests would be the first move—the first move to use the
words that I have enunciated on other occasions—in establishing not only

some security but in establishing a preliminary degree of confidence and

an understanding between the U.S.S.R. and the western countries, and then
to move on to even more complex questions in the field of disarmament.

I mentioned on Friday the possibility of something in this context: that,
after an agreement or the negotiation of an agreement for the suspension of
tests, advances might be made in the development of safeguards against
surprise attack. If there should be progress towards a political agreement
on the suspension of nuclear tests, it would be possible to start discussions
on the safeguards against surprise attack in a more favourable atmosphere.
That would come about after, I would contemplate, or it might be carried
on concurrently with, the negotiation of an agreement with respect to the
cessation of tests.

An agreement in the area relating to guarding against surprise attack
would constitute really a major step in the establishment of some understand-
ing with the U.S.S.R.

Now, with respect to the third point, and with this I shall conclude my
opening statement—a suggestion was made with respect to the creation of
an effective United Nations agency for the maintenance of peace, whether
it be a police force, or a standing army to run the whole gamut of the pos-
sibilities of something in that regard.

The maintenance of international security and the prevention of the out-
break of hostilities and the containment of these hostilities once they have
commenced cannot be assured by the division of the world into two ever more
powerful armed camps.

The Canadian position has consistently been—with a Liberal administration
and now under the present government—in favour of the development of
machinery which would help the Security Council to exercise the responsibility
in the field of international peace and security assigned to it under the Charter.

There have been several attempts since 1945 to have the United Nations
put into a position where it could make an effective contribution to the main-
tenance of peace by the use of personnel contributed by the member states
from their armed forces.

I think it is desirable that I should give you the background in that
regard. There was a proposal made by the first Secretary General, Mr. Trygve
Lie, for the creation of a “United Nations Guard” which could be used to guard
United Nations commissions, assist in conducting plebicites under the United
Nations supervision, administer truce terms, and act as constabulary during
the establishment of an international regimes in certain areas.

This met a lot of opposition in the United Nations, and no one knows this
better than Mr. Pearson. The opposition was made on legal, financial, political
and practical grounds, and we must recognize that in any of the arguments
opposed to this proposal were not without substance.

Again, later, another proposal was made for the creation of a “United
Nations Legion” which was different in nature and purpose. But it also
foundered as a result, not so much of opposition to the principle but rather
of fear of political and financial consequences of its implementation among
many United Nations members.

We know that the best insurance for the maintenance of peace would be
the observation by members of the United Nations of their solemn obligations
undertaken in Chapters VI and VII of the United Nations Charter.
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We remain convinced, however, that in this less than perfect world, the
next best insurance would be the creation of machinery which would provide
an army or a United Nations police force to prevent agression, or to halt it
once it had begun.

I would make this observation in passing, that when there is a conflict
between the major powers, a police force would not be very effective. We
have seen its success in the case of the UNEF which I think is the best example
of the effectiveness of such a force.

We must approach this the most vital and serious problem which can
ever face mankind with realism and a recognition of the weaknesses and
defects of man and of the way in which the instrument he has created operates.

It was suggested recently that there should be established a United Nations
corps. But I think that would be impractical. It could perform the functions
of the UNEF at the present time but complications might arise in another part
of the world.

The United Nations could do something to prevent and bring to a halt
local hostilities and prevent their spreading. But it might be that one of the
component parts of the standing force of the United Nations would not be
acceptable to the countries involved in another conflict. It does not take much
imagination to picture that.

However, it has frequently been suggested that members of the United
Nations should earmark or otherwise have available, pursuant to the com-
mitments that they have made earlier in that regard, forces to supply to the
United Nations group, whatever their role might be; and which would depend
on particular circumstances at the time.

Indeed, Canada, without earmarking any forces, has been able to con-
tribute forces to UNEF recently and to UNOGIL and perhaps in some measure
you could say that there had been forces rather indirectly earmarked or
certainly a contemplation that Canada might be called on at any time to con-
tribute to a United Nations instrumentality.

I have in mind the difficulty that the United Nations faces in operating
under section 43 of the charter, or in operating under the “Uniting for Peace”
resolution of the General Assembly. We cannot undertake to go the whole
distance in one vast stride. It not only seems to me, but I am convinced, that
we must press for the establishment of some type of United Nations instrumen-
tality and that perhaps the best we can do in that regard would be to take
small steps.

I have some concern about the role or even the name of such a force. One
possibility that we are examining is that we should seek the extension of the
role of the Peace Observation Commission which was created in 1950 by the
General Assembly under the “Uniting for Peace” resolution.

There are opportunities open for the use of this commission which have
not been fully explored and we intend to carry on such an exploration which
might lead to fruitful results.

In pursuing this possibility I realize that we might be lowering our sights
and that is what I had in mind when I talked about our taking small steps.

The Prime Minister in participating in the general debate of the United
Nations last year advocated the establishment of a force or a group upon which
the Secretary General—subject to the controls and advice that is put upon him
and that would be offered—could call.

It may be that in discussing this possibility with other members of the
United Nations we might find that there are certain advantages in avoiding
words such as ‘“‘permanent”, or “police”, or “force”.

We must hope for an agency which would be effective in preventing the
development of conditions which result in an explosion of armed conflict and the
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needless sacrifice of human lives. That is what this instrumentality would
endeavour to do under the flag of the United Nations. It is most desirable and
indeed necessary.

In feeling our way and trying again as was tried by others in years past,
we would have in mind the desirability and the necessity of providing such an
instrumentality in the United Nations.

It is of secondary importance to us what this agency would in the end be
called. But it is of the greatest importance that in describing it we avoid the
use of words which would create suspicion as to the nature of the agency or
the purposes to which it may be put; and in feeling our way in this regard we
might be able to overcome some of the objections to some of the proposals
which have been made earlier in the United Nations.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Minister.

The minister mentioned at the outset that he would give a full statement
on the department. I might again mention that we are dealing with Item 85—
Departmental Administration.

I, as chairman, will endeavour to give everyone a fair opportunity to ask
questions. I know from our experience of last year how cooperative the members
of the committee were in that regard. Anyone who wishes to ask questions of
the minister may do so at this time.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, might I just make one
addendum. I said there were ten or eleven Canadian officers who were on the
ground as members of UNOGIL. Within a day or two there will be three more,
making a total of thirteen or fourteen.

Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a proposal in respect to
procedure which perhaps may be of help in our discussion of these important
matters. The minister has mentioned a great many important subjects and
there are others such as the functions of NATO which he has not mentioned
this morning. I am not criticizing him for that. However, I wonder whether we
could divide up our questions, or divide up the matters, so that we relate our
questions to each particular subject as it arises.

I have in mind, for instance, the Middle East problem with which the
minister dealt. He also dealt with the proposed abolition of nuclear weapon
manufacture, the cessation of nuclear tests and also the formations of the
United Nations force. These are all related but somewhat separate matters. I
wonder whether or not he would think it advisable that we should separate
our questions in these separate subjects.

Mr. SmvatH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would welcome that.
Mr. HERRIDGE: It is a good suggestion. It would lead to orderly questioning.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Indeed. I wondered if I would make this
statement as a whole or whether I would stop after the discussion on the
Middle East. However, last night I decided that although they are all inter-
related, for ordinary discussion, it might be better to deal with each individually.

The CHAIRMAN: Would you prefer to start with the Middle East?

Mr. PEARSON: My first questions to the minister, Mr. Chairman, would be
devoted to Canadian policy in regard to the immediate crisis in the Middle East
and later, after other members of the committee have asked questions on
that, I would like to ask some other questions on the more general aspects of
the Middle East affairs.

My first questions are designed to ascertain, if possible, exactly what the
government has done in the last two weeks. We heard about this in general
terms from the minister in the house and from the Prime Minister. I am inter-

ested in what the government has done in the advice it has offered to other
59066-1—2
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governments, the United States and the United Kingdom, and the reception of
that advice. I am not asking the minister to table the diplomatic notes which
were sent, because I know he cannot do that.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was mostly oral communication.

Mr. PEARsSON: I would ask him if he thinks it proper to tell us the nature
of the advice which was given to the governments of the Unitea Kingdom and
the United States? I think also a note was sent to India. Then I wonder if he
could also give us some of the background of the mission to Washington in a
general way, and the stand he took in these conversations at Washington,
because I assume he was invited by the government of the United States or
by the government of the United Kingdom. Those are the questions on which
perhaps the minister could elaborate first.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): In respect of the notes, or the messages,
which were sent on the early morning of the 21st, Monday of last week, by
the Prime Minister to Mr. Macmillan, President Eisenhower, Prime Minister
Nehru, those communications had to do with the invitation which had been
issued on July 19 by Mr. Khrushchev in respect of the holding of a summit
meeting. The gist of these messages was to the effect that these leaders should
not turn down flatly the invitation and we urged Mr. Macmillan and Mr. Eisen-
hower that they should look at this invitation very carefully. That was against
the background which I endeavoured to describe in the house on Friday last
of the fear of sliding into a global war, and the thought, without becoming
hysterical, that if we fail to seize this opportunity, in respect of the Middle East,
that the peoples of the world would consider it a great crime and a cardinal
sin if we did not avail ourselves of every opportunity for discussion. That
was the gist of the message.

In respect of the message to Mr. Nehru, we indicated to him what our
stand in this regard would be. Indeed that was the second communication
which had been sent to Mr. Nehru by the Prime Minister. Immediately after
the landing of the American troops, the Prime Minister sent a telegram to
Mr. Nehru expressing the hope that a person of his personal and official
prestige, and representative capacity, might contribute to a solution of the
problem which had arisen so quickly by reason of the situation in Iraq. A very
cordial reply was sent by Mr. Nehru to that first communication.

In respect of the discussions—I would not call it advice—which I had in
Washington with Mr. Dulles and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, I reminded them of the
conditions—there was no necessity for me to remind them of them—that were
stated by President Eisenhower and by Mr. Macmillan when the landings
took place first in Lebanon and then in Jordan, the conditions that they were
going in to stabilize the situation in Lebanon, in the case of the United States,
and Jordan in the case of the United Kingdom, and the condition which they
had enforced upon themselves to report to the United Nations, and also that
they would withdraw their forces as soon as the United Nations could provide
an instrumentality which would stabilize the situation.

We were concerned about the spread of the intervention into Iraq. Our
advice was that if any invasions were made by other powers in Iraq, we
would be getting into a very volatile situation, one which might involve,
sooner or later, the U.S.S.R. - About the time of the discussions, Mr. Macmillan
made it very clear in the House of Commons that they had an undertaking
from King Hussein that he would not use the Arab legion, which had been
relieved of responsibilities in Jordan by reason of the presence of troops of
the United Kingdom, to invade Iraq.

Mr. Macmillan also stated that they had no intention of landing troops
in Irag. With respect to United States intervention in Iraq, there was no
suggestion that that would happen. j
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That was the second point in our discussions. Many other factors were
mentioned, but those were the main topics of conversation.

Mr. PEARSON: May I follow that up; in these discussions and in the
communications which were sent to the two governments was it pointed out,
and did the minister agree that it might be emphasized, that Khrushchev’s
proposal for a summit conference made on that particular Saturday, which
inspired these messages and discussions, which provides for a meeting with
a composition which could hardly be much more satisfactory from our point
of view—the three western powers, a member of the commonwealth, and
the secretary-general of the United Nations—that therefore it might be
desirable to take immediate advantage of this proposal for a quick meeting
with the security council and accepting the offer under the auspices of the
United Nations. The minister has said, and I agree with him, that it would
have to be brought under the auspices of the United Nations, in this case
the Security Council, but, Mr. Khrushchev in his note, I think did leave the
door open for that by saying that the conference which he proposed would
report back to the Security Council.

Therefore, presumably, he had that in his mind at that time, even though
it was a very offensively worded invitation. I wonder if then or subsequently
the British, or more importantly in this instance, the United States government
gave our government any indication that they realized the importance of
seizing on this invitation in the form of its wording with its relation to the
Security Council.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. The letter of Saturday, the 19th,
from Mr. Khrushchev was offensive, and I so stated that at the meeting of
the Security Council, and other places. But notwithstanding the truculence
we hoped that the meeting will be held.

To come back to what I started to say, it was satisfactory because Mr.
Khrushchev, in that first letter, did not insist on parity, for example—the
U.S.S.R., France, the United Kingdom and the United States, plus Mr. Nehru
from India. It was our view that following that lead that was given, to which
Mr. Pearson has referred—they were to report back to the Security Council
—it was our view we should endeavour to promote the idea that this meeting
should be held under the auspices, from the beginning, of the United Nations.

Mr. PEARSON: Would the minister give the committee the benefit of his
views as to how this whole matter now seems to have become very badly
bogged down to the point where the wrong people seem to be getting the
wrong propaganda value out of it?

Mr. SMITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot express the views, or the
attitudes, of other capitals. I will speak with confidence concerning the
Canadian attitude.

Mr. PEARSON: May I ask the minister whether he now feels that the best
way to proceed—because by reading the papers this morning it seems to be
confused—or perhaps the best way to get out of it, is to press for a very early
meeting of the security council, and perhaps on an official level that would be
the best way to have that meeting of the security council take quick action
along the lines suggested that the smaller group of countries which has been
mentioned be set up to meet in private at New York, or elsewhere, to deal
with the matter and report back to the security council.

Mr. SmiTtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not giving away any secrets when
I say we are now discussing that idea with the Secretary-General.

Mr. PEARSON: I have a lot of other questions which I would like to ask,
but perhaps somebody else would like to ask a few questions at this time.
59066-1—2%
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Mr. HERRIDGE: I was interested particularly in your reference to the
possibilities of development of further economic aid, which I am sure is
increasing.

Would you tell the committee what could be done to also provide further
economic justice to these people. I ask that question in relation to the export
of their natural resources from those countries and what they receive in
return, which is a question, I understand, of considerable dissatisfaction. Has
there been any discussion along those lines?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): May I inquire exactly what the hon.
member means?

Mr. HERRIDGE: What these states receive in return for the oil exported from
the Middle East countries?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot anticipate the details, but when
you speak of economic aid it would seem to me that would be involved in an
assessment of the present situation in support of further economic measures.
May I make it very clear that I am not speaking in relation to detail when I
make that general observation.

The CHAIRMAN: I am certain that the members of the committee appre-
ciate very much the sentiment expressed by the honourable leader of the
opposition in not wanting to take up all the time of the committee.

Mr. ARGUE: Mr. Chairman, we all appreciate the statement which the
minister has given in such full terms. Would he inform the committee as to
when Canada was first advised of the United States action in respect of
Lebanon or whether Canada learned prior to or subsequent to the event.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I was not here and I do not have in
mind what the Prime Minister said in the house; but I think he indicated on
the day after the landing, or the particular day of the landing, that he had
been informed the night before.

Mr. ARGUE: Canada was neither advised nor consulted about the sending
of the United States troops to Lebanon?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Canada was not consulted.

Mr. ARGUE: Does the same situation apply in respect of the sending of
United Kingdom troops into Jordan; or was Canada consulted?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We were advised that this step was
being taken.

Mr. ARGUE: Advised prior to it?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): After the decision had been made.

Mr. ARGUE: When Canada was advised of the United Kingdom decision
to send troops into Jordan, did Canada at that time, in the interests of peace
and in the interests of stabilizing the situation in the Middle East, advise
against such action?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Some troops had already left.

Mr. ArguUuE: What was Canada’s reaction to this advice? Surely, when
Canada was informed that this was being done, we must have had some opinion
as to whether it was a good thing or a bad thing. Was that opinion given to
the United Kingdom?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I want to make it very clear that we
were advised and not consulted before the decision was made. I expressed my
views in the house in respect to the situation in the Middle East, and while I
appreciate and endorse the views expressed by Mr. Pearson concerning the
validity of Arab nationalism, yet as I have stated to the house there were plots
to overthrow the governments in several countries. We have that in mind and
have in mind also that these troops were not put in as fighting troops but
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rather to assist duly constituted governments in maintaining stability; and
essentially, as far as the Canadian position is concerned, there is the reference
to the United Nations and the statement that they would get out as soon as
possible when the United Nations could put in an instrumentality which would
take over the task of stabilizing the country.

Mr. ARGUE: In speaking of the plots to overthrow a number of govern-
ments in the Middle East do you refer to internal plots?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): External.
Mr. ARGUE: In other words, the U.A.R.?
Mr. SmItH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not restricting it to that.

Mr. ARGUE: Would you inform the committee what the advice of UNOGIL
was to the United Nations as to the situation in Lebanon? My understanding,
from reading the newspapers, was that this truce observer team had reported-
that the situation was not at all the kind which required troops being sent by
the United States. Would you give the committee the exact terms of the
report—the most recent report—that was made by UNOGIL before the United
States action?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I gave that information to the house
on Friday afternoon. Up until the overthrow of the government in Iraq it did
appear that UNOGIL would be effective in terms of affecting the supply of
materiel and the sending of troops across the Lebanon border.

I believe I stated in the house that in the beginning it had access to only
18 kilometers of something like 400 kilometers on the Syrian-Lebanese border.
I also stated in the house, and of this I am convinced, that if the Iraqi situation
had not arisen they could have performed their functions. However, the Iraqi
situation made it impossible for a time at least for UNOGIL to be effective.

Mr. ARGUE: My understanding of what happened in Iraq, from reading the
newspaper, was that it had little to do with the plot of Nasser to overthrow
that government or to extend his influence; and it seems clear from statements
that emanated from the new government from time to time that it is just as
pro-western as the former government. I would like Mr. Smith’s comments
on that. It would seem to me that the new government in Iraq is as
pro-western as the old government and that the change in Irag was not of a
nature that should have led to United States troops being sent into Lebanon..
It looks to me as though it was an error by the United States in that it was not
known what the revolution was really all about. It was neither U.A.R. nor
the communists but a revolution within Iraq staged by local citizens and it had
little to do with external things.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I can assure the committee as I assured
the house that that was not an isolated incident in Iraq. It was part of a
scheme, a plot, affecting not only Irag but Jordan and other countries. With
respect to the attitude of the Iraqi government it is too soon to say anything
conclusive. But I must say however that, having professed by their action or
lack of action, they have demonstrated they would like to maintain relations
with the West. I am not being cynical but I trust that this skepticism will not
be fulfilled—but in a situation like this, in order to consolidate their position
at home, the new government would desire to appear friendly to the West.
I think they will continue in that regard, but it is a little too soon to decide
whether that will be their consistent and abiding policy.

Mr. ARGUE: You do not see' any evidence so far of its being an anti-
western government?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Thus far it has been encouraging.
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Mr. ARGUE: From the time the revolution in Iraq became known did
UNOGIL send any messages to the United Nations saying that the situation
had changed and that their work was made impossible by this new situation
in Iraq?

Mr. SmiITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot be positive about the total
validity of these observations. I was at the United Nations and I have not
heard that there was such a communication. I can just put it that way.

Mr. LEGeR: I think there was one factual report from UNOGIL between
the revolution in Irag and the decision of the United States to land troops in
the Lebanon, but it had nothing to do with the revolution at all; it was
merely stating what they had uncovered during a period of 48 hours. We
must bear in mind that all these developments happened in rapid sequence.
I do recall there was one report.

Mr. ARGUE: Could we be given that report? I take it it is a public
document?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not know whether or not it is a
public document. No reference was made to it by the Secretary General.

Mr. ARGUE: The information I would like to have, and you may not be
able to give us this information, is whether there was any evidence whatsoever
from UNOGIL coming to the United States that would warrant the United
States having taken this very drastic action that without doubt all will agree
has endangered world peace.

Mr. JonNEs: The actions were taken by other people to endanger world
peace.

Mr. ARGUE: I am not saying this is the only action that has endangered
world peace, but because of this action we are all agreed that with Dulles’
“brinkmanship”, if he ever got to be brink of war this was it and if war does
not result,—I do not expect it will—, it wil be because other cooler heads gave
their advice; and I include Canada in that group.

Mr. JonNEs: Mr. Chairman, when the minister answers that question I
wonder if he would include a little wider reference than Mr. Argue has sug-
gested, because it seems to me that there is a tendency to have some people
think this so-called game of “brinkmanship” is a game of solitaire. It is not
in my view played by one side alone, if indeed that could be the policy that is
ascribed to the United States, which I do not admit. But it does seem to me
from the communist world there is continuing pressure arising in the form of
crises which are designed to test the resolution of the West to maintain the
free nations of the world in their present freedom. Up until 1948 and 1949
these tests were not made by a resolution by the West, which subsequently has
occurred, and we saw in the earlier period between the dates I have mentionec
and the end of the war the wide expansion of the Russian influence. I would
like to have, and I am sure the other committee members would like to have,
a reply to Mr. Argue’s question made in the light of the total picture rather
than in an attempt to castigate the United States.

Mr. ARGUE: If I may say so I was merely attempting to find out from
Mr. Smith what the effects of the situation are and whether UNOGIL had
reported this was a dangerous situation and whether the U.A.R. or the com-
munist world were fomenting in this area. I might ask whether our Minister
of External Affairs thinks the U.S.S.R. was fundamentally the party that
called the roll in the revolution in Iraq or to what extent communist influence
resulted in this revolution.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I can only repeat what I said earlier,
that there was a plot and undoubtedly the U.S.S.R. was not unhappy about
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it. There was a plot to overthrow the government. There was a plot in Iraq
and also one in Jordan. One was successful. I will name the other countries,
or some of them. Sudan and Libya were two.

Mr. PEARSON: Is the minister suggesting that the acts in Iraq which are
moving into other countries are all one-sided?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: The information I take it that the government received
from those concerned, especially in the case of the intervention in Jordan, was
to the effect that this particular plot which came into a more general plot was
about to erupt immediately in this country, in Jordan, and that information
must have come from intelligence sources. It is difficult to be impressed as
one would like to be by the validity of that intelligence service information
when the same service has no information about the outbreak in Iraq, which
had been planned for some years.

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): In my opinion that states correctly the’
situation. They were totally unaware of it.

Mr. PEARSON: They suddenly became aware of it in the case of Jordan.
On the same point—and I am not going to ask the minister whether he prefers
to play “brinkmanship” or Russian roulette—would he give us some indication
of the legal background for the intervention in these two countries under
the United Nations Charter?

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): Article 51 was invoked and also another
resolution to which there was reference—

Mr. PEARSON: Could you put section 51 on the record. Would you read it
so we will know what it is.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am trying to think of the name of it.
No doubt the hon. member will recall it. There were two resolutions there,
the “Uniting for Peace” resolution, and the other one I cannot remember.
However, that was the view that was taken.

Mr. PEarsoN: Is it not a fact the uniting for peace resolution required a
decision of the general assembly before action could be taken? I may be wrong
in that.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): When there is a failure of the
Security Council, yes.

Mr. PEARSON: Article 51 refers to the right of individual or collective
self-defence against armed aggression.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I now have it here. I will read it.

Nothing in the present charter shall impair the inherent right of
individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a
member of the United Nations.

Mr. PEARSON: Armed attack?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): “Essentials of peace”—I could not think
of it. The Essentials of Peace resolution of the General Assembly on December
1, 1949 calls upon the states to refrain from any threats or acts direct or in-
direct aimed at impairing the freedom, independence, or integrity of any
state or at fomenting civil strife and subverting the will of the people in any
state. These are the reference that were made.

Mr. PEARSON: I do not think these particular resolutions have any bearing
on the legal basis for intervention, because they merely lay down certain
principles; but they do not give justification for unilateral intervention if these
principles were not observed. But article 51 has something else, and if it
could be interpreted as applying to indirect aggression then it applies. I take
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it there has been a constructive interpretation given to article 51 which would
justify coming to the assistance of a country on the invitation of that country
if that country feels it is going to be attacked.

Mr. LeGeERr: In direct reply, article 51 has not been mentioned in any
resolution discussed at the Security Council during this aggression.

Mr. PEARSON: But it has been mentioned.

Mr. LEGER: Yes, but there is no resolution that has been adopted by the
Council referring to article 51.

Mr. SMITH (Hastings-Frontenac): Then there is in international law, a
established principle, that when one country asks aid from another country
they can respond. That is clear.

The CHAIRMAN: Might I ask the Leader of the Opposition and the com-
mittee if it is the wish to have the complete text of article 51 included in the
minutes?

Mr. PEARSON: It has been read now.

The CHAIRMAN: The whole text?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I did not read all of it.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Crestohl has been waiting patiently to ask a question.

Mr. CRESTOHL: In speaking about the Middle East, the information that
came out over the week end was to the effect that they will defend the oil
interests in the Middle East. I do not recall the exact language, whether it was
at all costs or under all circumstances. It could be quite distressing and I am
wondering whether the Canadian government could in any way be committed
to anything in the event that the United Kingdom makes good this statement
that they will defend, if defence should be necessary, the oil interests in the
Middle East.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): What statement is Mr. Crestohl refer-
ring to?

Mr. CRESTOHL: I have not the statement here but it was in the newspapers,
and it came over the television. If you do not know about it you would be
unable to answer it. But there was a statement that the United Kingdom has
given assurance that it will defend its oil interests in the Middle East. I do not
recall the exact wording, whether it was under all circumstances or at any
cost.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot answer that question.
Mr. CrReSTOHL: Mr. Deschatelets also saw it in this morning’s paper.

Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I have no knowledge of that and there-
fore there is no commitment on the part of the Canadian government.

Mr. CrResTOHL: If the minister has no knowledge there would not be any
commitment. It was rather an omnibus statement. It was a press dispatch.
I saw it in the newspaper. It is quite a serious statement.

Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I say this with great respect: How can I
be of any assistance to this committee if you are going to quote something
from a newspaper? No one has a clear idea who said it, whether it was some
official of a government or someone else. I cannot take that question seriously,
but I say there has been no commitment by the Canadian government.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. PEARSON: The minister in his statement talked about the possibility of
the observation group UNOGIL expanding to a point where it could do the job
which perhaps some other United Nations agencies could do. Is he satisfied
that under the original terms of reference setting up this observation group
that kind of expansion is possible to the point where you could have a sub-
stantial group in Lebanon adequate to assist in maintaining the security there?

o
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Having heard Mr. Hammarskjold’s
statement to which I referred this morning, the one he made after the veto of
the Japanese resolution, I do; and I couple with that that their success in that
regard would warrant the United States withdrawing its troops.

Mr. PEARsON: May I ask another question or two about the so-called
summit meeting? The Prime Minister announced it and the minister referred
to it this morning. After this initial Security Council meeting, if it is held at
the top level to deal with the inscription of the tem covering the Middle East
question—if that meeting takes place, and it would be in public, in New York
presumably, then there would be a smaller group set up in some form or other
to meet in secret, and as informally as possible, and that that meeting could
take place in Canada. That is an invitation that has been made public.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was uttered last fall or early winter.

Mr. PEARSON: I know a similar invitation was included in the Prime~
Minister’s reply to Mr. Bulganin in December.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): December.

Mr. PEARSON: But several strings were attached to that invitation later
in a speech made by the Prime Minister in January at Winnipeg. I ask the
minister whether this invitation which has been made public now is without
any conditions or any strings attached.

Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): If the Security Council so decides.
Mr. PEARsON: It is purely up to the Security Council?
Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: And there are not other conditions that would be attached
by the Canadian government to an invitation for this kind of a meeting in
Canada?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I thought I had expressed my views on
that but you are still waiting for an answer.

Mr. PEARSON: You have given an answer that this was an unqualified
invitation.

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): Subject to this, that the Security
Council—the powers to which we refer, desire to come here.

Mr. PEARSON: I suggest that is a change from the statement the Prime
Minister made last January.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would remind the hon. member, Mr.
Chairman, of course in the reply to Mr. Bulganin the Prime Minister was of
course speaking about a general global summit meeting. Those things which
were said in the house on Friday by the Prime Minister have to do with this
emergency situation and getting together these powers to deal with the Middle
East situation. We did take the view that in a general summit meeting which
would encompass many situations, not only in the Middle East but elsewhere,
we would try to work it through consultations in NATO with the ambassadors
in Moscow of the United Kingdom, the United States and France—to seek
agreement on an agenda for that general type of summit meeting. For the
present meeting we are contemplating and promoting, as far as Canada is
concerned, a situation that has to do with the Middle East. With respect to
the others there was not a condition, but there was an observation that long
preparations should be held. But for this one, it is not. Well, preparation may
be needed and it was thought that we had better get together; but by reason
of the narrowing of the inscription in regard to the Middle East, it was felt
we did not require the same preparation; and of course other capitals in the
world, members of the United Nations, have been thinking about this for the
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last two weeks and a lot of preparation and documentation and so forth has
been produced. So there is not the same interest for preparation and settlement
of the agenda and all the other matters that had been discussed in Moscow
between the ambassadors, individually, I must observe, and Mr. Gromyko,
during past months.

Mr. PeEArsoN: Might I ask this question. It is apparently possible, and
I hope it will happen, that we will develop a United Nations information group
in Lebanon to a point where it is providing a basis for that withdrawal by
the United States which they desire to bring about. What happens in Jordan
where there is no United Nations group of that kind?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Sir Pierson Dixon last Tuesday made
this observation at a meeting of the Security Council that the United Kingdom
and Mr. Hammarskjold were discussing what type of instrumentality would
be most effective.

Mr. PEARSON: Could the minister see any way for the two governments to
accomplish their desire to withdraw from these two countries without the
United Nations taking some part?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is a hypothetical question, I am
afraid.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. ARGUE: The information coming from Iraq seems to be more and more
assuring. Whether we can say it is completely assuring now or not, might I
suggest that the time should not be too far distant when Amerlcan and
British troops can withdraw from that area?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Iraq is not the only factor in the whole
area.

Mr. ARGUE: To put it this way: do other conditions seem to be developing
in such a way that it would be feasible for British and American troops to
withdraw from this area immediately or in the near future?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot say, unless I come back to
the point of the desirability and necessity for the United Nations to provide
a solution with respect to the problem of withdrawal.

Mr. ARGUE: It would seem to me that the United Nations was in there,
and in spite of UNOGIL the United States took unilateral action. Now the
United States and others say that we have to have the United Nations. It
seems to me that instead of the United Nations being there, the United States
has taken this kind of action supported by Canada.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): With respect to Mr. Pearson’s question
I would like to read from the following communication:

I wish now to indicate very briefly in what way my government
propose to follow up their statement of readiness to withdraw British
forces from the territory of Jordan if and when effective arrangements
can be made by the U.N. for the protection of Jordan against external
threats.

My government have concluded, from the course of the present
debate in the council on the Lebanese item, that there is no immediate
prospect of agreement being reached here on the necessary measures
in Jordan.

They therefore propose, as a first step, to explore urgently with
the Secretary General the p0551b111ty of devising some form of effective
action by the U.N.

This will be done in consultation with the government of Jordan
and with other governments concerned.




o e T

 p

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 27

The object of these consultations will be to work out proposals
under which assistance can be given by the U.N. to the government of
Jordan to ensure the preservation of its territorial integrity and political
independence.

He is discussing with the Secretary General the possibilities in that regard.

Mr. PearsoN: Does that mean that the United Kingdom has stated that
their representatives in the security Council will be happy to withdraw from
Jordan?

Mr. SmutH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: As soon as the United Nations take over. But what form
would the United Nations group take?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am unable to answer that question.
We have no knowledge of the negotiations which have been carried on by
the United Kingdom with Mr. Hammarskjold. But of this I am confident:-
Mr. Hammarskjold is not dismayed by the task.

Mr. CRESTOHL: There was some reference to the remarks made before
in this morning’s Gazette at page 32. I think it is more forcefully expressed
there than it is here, but if the minister has not seen the item I should like
to read it. It reads as follows:

Britain ‘will not folerate’ interference in Arab oil.

Britain warned Russia and Egypt today she will not tolerate any
deliberate attempt by them to deprive the United Kingdom and
Western Europe of Middle East oil supplies.

Speaking for the government in a House of Lords debate on
foreign affairs, Lord Home, Secretary of Commonwealth Relations,
said Britain wishes to maintain her good relations, commercially and
otherwise with Iraq.

He added: ‘But should a third party, whether Russia or Col. Nasser,
seek by calculated deliberate policy to deprive us of our oil supplies,
and to deprive Western Europe of their oil supplies, and therefore put
a veto upon industrial expansion in the western world—then it is
well to make it plain and unmistakable that the situation could not
be tolerated by the United Kingdom.’

Lord Home said Britain’s immediate objective is to produce
effective machinery to preserve the independent status of Jordan and
Lebanon.

A permanent United Nations force for the area was one idea; the
neutralization of certain countries was another.

Other ideas were a political commission to supervise the area
and an economic commission to organize development.

Speaking of the proposed summit conference, Lord Home said:
‘We want no delay. Consistent with preparation, we want to get on
with the job.’

As a matter of fact, as I said a moment ago, I think that compared to
the television news, the radio, and the French paper, that statement was much
more forceful.

I was wondering whether Canada would be in any way linked to any
commitment which Great Britain might have made with respect to main-
taining her supplies of oil and in using what I believe is almost menacing
language.

Mr. SmItH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would repeat the answer that I gave:
that I hav_e no knowledge of that whatever. Therefore there could not be
any commitment. That is logic and good politics between nations.
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Mr. JoNEs: In that regard, there seems to be confusion with respect to
two phrases: o0il interests, and interests in oil. They are not synonymous
phrases.

The interest of western Europe in the supply of oil is not concurrent
with protecting any particular oil industry that may be in the area.

Mr. CresToHL: That is a perfectly logical statement. The United Kingdom
is apparently showing her teeth when she speaks about oil in the Middle East.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. Pearson: I have questions on other aspects, but I do not know if
the committee is going continue sitting beyond twelve o’clock.

Mr. ARGUE: I move we adjourn.
Mr. McCLEAVE: I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: We have made plans to meet on Wednesday at 3:30
and again on Friday at 9:30.

There is one other announcement I wish to make. Mr. Rosenthal the
Acting Administrator of the Colombo Plan will be available a week from
tomorrow, August 6.

General McNaughton, Chairman of the Canadian Section International
Joint Commission, will not be in Ottawa until after that date, or rather until
August 8. So we are planning to have those gentlemen called at a time that
is convenient to them and which would suit the wishes of this committee.

Mr. ARGUE: Is it necessary for us to meet tomorrow afternoon when the
house is sitting? Unless it is very urgent I think we should attempt to confine
our meetings to when the house is not sitting.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, that is one of the difficulties we have run into in
the closing month, shall I say, of the session. :

Mr. ARGUE: Yes, and at the first meeting of this committee as well.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. I admit that we have run up against that question.
You will recall that last year when General McNaughton gave his evidence,
the new members of the committee found it to be very fruitful and in-
formative.

I examined the possibility in view of the appearance of General Mc-
Naughton last session that possibly it could be shortened, or even that we
could dispense with it to a limited degree. But the concensus seems to be
that it is very advisable that we have a very full hearing of General Mc-
Naughton. /

Then we are contributing a considerable amount of money to the Colombo
Plan consequently, while the work of the house is important, the work of the
committee is also important, and it is necessary that it be concluded.

I am trying to steer a middle course, and I feel that if we can only hold
one or two meetings a week, I do not see how it is going to be possible for
us to conclude the work of this committee.

Mr. ARGUE: As an alternative suggestion, could we not meet when the
house is sitting on Monday? We know it is a day for private members’ mo-
tions or possibly a motion for supply which is a very general debate, and I
think the members would agree that with such a debate they could more
readily be out of the house than today, for example, when there are a dozen
pieces of important legislation to be called.

I do not know what the program is for tomorrow. Mr. Green was unable
to tell us. But if we are going to have committee meetings all over the
place when the house’is sitting, it seems to me that it is unnecessary to hurry
to push the work through the committee.
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The CHAIRMAN: Our schedule calls for a meeting on Wednesday at 3:30

‘p.m. and another on Friday morning at 9:30.

Since 1945 when I first came here, the bulk of the estimates were handled
in committee in the house, and there were always complaints and suggestions
that if the committees were given more to do, it would spread out the work
and it would shorten the time required in a session.

I think at the last session and at this session the government has tried
to do that and has given a great deal more work to committees.

Consequently this is one of the results. You cannot have it both ways.
I am quite prepared to cooperate in every way that I can and I will call
the steering committee together. We shall accept the result of that meeting
as the final decision for next week. But as far as tomorrow is concerned, we
shall meet Wednesday at 3:30 p.m.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In fairness to the chairman, as a member of the steering
committee I have given my word to stand behind it. But I am very concerned
about having meetings of committees when there is something of great im-
portance in the house which requires our attention. This was discussed early,
and it was done because of the amount of work required in dealing with the
estimates.

In my case I must admit some guilt in this regard. My great concern
is for a full hearing of General McNaughton because I am both naturally
and personally interested in the matter, and it is also of interest to the newer
members. So I agreed at the steering committee that we should meet on
Wednesday.

But the chairman will remember that at that time he said he would do
his best after that to have the committee meet along the lines that Mr. Argue
suggested just now.

Mr. ARGUE: It would depend to a great extent on what is going on in
the house. I hope there will be a general discussion of the estimates
instead of a great many bills. But I think we should endeavour not to sit
when the house is sitting with the possible exception of Monday.

The CHAIRMAN: One further observation: the fact that several commit-
tees have completed their sittings will leave more members free from now
on to attend meetings here and in the house.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, of course it is neither
my intention nor desire to treat this committee with anything less than the
courtesy that is required. Yet I would like to inform the committee that if it
is necessary for me to go to the United Nations and it is the view of the govern-
ment that I should go, I might not be present here next week. If a meeting is to
be held, I may not be present here next week by reason of the situation de-
manding that I should go to the United Nations and engage in discussions there
concerning the holding of a meeting. I would like to make that observation,
that if the government feels I should go, I will not be here for the meeting; but
that is not in contempt of this committee. The members of the committee will
appreciate that with these fast moving events such a situation might develop.
But as far as I can see I will be here this week anyway; but even with respect
to that, I cannot make a commitment.

Mr. LENNARD: In reference to Mr. Argue’s statement about the first meeting,
it might be well to emphasize the fact that with the events of the last ten days
it has been impossible for this committee to meet sooner than today, because
of the absence of the minister.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall we adjourn?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Could I ask a question. It would be
helpful to the department if we could get some idea of what might be discused
tomorrow. Mr. Pearson has suggested NATO; could I take that up tomorrow?
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Mr. PEArsON: If it would help the minister, I would like to ask questions
tomorrow on Middle East affairs more generally. I am thinking of the economic
plan the minister mentioned and the neutralization of Lebanon, the question
~of manufacture and control of nuclear weapons, and how we might make

progress at the United Nations in regard to the establishment of the United
Nations force. Then, if possible, I would like to discuss recent meetings of the
NATO council and to direct questions as to how they are getting along. Those
probably will be subjects for my questions tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN: We will now adjourn.

EVIDENCE

‘WEDNESDAY, July 30, 1958,
3.30 p.m.

External Affairs

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I notice that we have a quorum. If you will
come to order we will commence with the day’s proceedings.

Probably I should say a word or two following up a remark that I rather
casually dropped yesterday regarding fossils. There was some misunderstanding
about this remark and members of the Senate objected to the inference. I can
assure those members that I did not have them in mind.

There is another observation I wish to make regarding this subject. I am
told that there is a certain amount of reciprocal arrangement between the
United States and Canada, however, I am rather afraid that possibly it is a
one-way street. I have in mind the hold home of Thomas A. Edison which was
located in my own home area and which was purchased by Americans and
moved log by log and board by board out of the country. This home is now in
Detroit.

I think we, as Canadians are now paying more attention to our past history.
In the same area on the north shore of Lake Erie is located the old home of
Colonel Thomas Talbot, plus settlements in western Ontario, particularly the
counties of Middlesex, Elgin, Norfolk and some of the other counties in that
area which were managed by Colonel Thomas Talbot.

There are several books written about Colonel Talbot. One of them is
“Lake Erie Baron”, which I would recommend you should study at some future
time. That particular home could well become a historical site. There is a
cairn erected there but the property has now passed into private hands.

This is only a part of what I was thinking in regard to what we, as
Canadians, should keep in mind.

I would remind the members of the committee that we are still considering

Item 85. Departmental Administration (including the former Passport Office
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The CHAIRMAN: Yesterday there were some questions asked about UNOGIL,
and the Minister of External Affairs has advised me that he is quite prepared
to table the documents dealing with UNOGIL.

Hon. Sidney E. SmITH (Secretary of State for External Affairs): Mr. Chair-
man, during the discussion yesterday Mr. Argue raised certain points in con-
nection with the official reports of UNOGIL, with particular reference to
the extent to which those reports revealed the changing conditions in Lebanon
at the time of the Iragi coup.

In this connection I think that Mr. Argue, and indeed all members of
the committee, might find it of value to read all the reports submitted by

$5,533,081
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the Secretary-General on the activities of UNOGIL since its inception, and, with
the consent of the chairman, I will table these documents so that they will be
available to all for perusal.

These documents are rather bulky; they are five in number. I am not
suggesting that they be inserted in the proceedings of this committee, but as
you have suggested, they should be merely tabled.

I have some identification numbers here, or reference numbers. I will give
these to the reporter. They are United Nations Security Council documents
S/4028 and S/4029 of June 16, 1958; S/4038 of June 28, S/4040 of July 3,
S/4051 of July 16, and S/4052 of July 17.

The last two reports, I will point out again, bear the dates of July 16 and 17.
These two reports were written as of July 15. The overthrow of the govern-
ment of Iraq occurred during what was for us the night of July 13, a Sunday,
and the morning of July 14.

A perusal of these reports, Mr. Chairman, will show that obviously they-
were written without any relation to the incidents in Baghdad—the overthrow
of the Iragi government—and do not take any cognizance of the landing
of the American troops on July 15.

We have endeavoured to ascertain whether any further reports have come
to the hands of the Secretary-General, and to the best of my knowledge these
reports, to which I have made reference, are all the reports which have been
rendered to date.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, is it the wish of the committee to have these
documents printed as appendices to the report?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.
The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions with regard to item 857?

Mr. JoNES: There was a report in a newspaper that the Baghdad pact
countries had considered recognizing Iraq. Has the Minister of External Affairs
any comment to make on that subject at this time?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I have no comment to
make in regard to that report, except to repeat what I uttered in the House
of Commons yesterday afternoon. That is, that the matter is under con-
sideration as far as the Canadian government is concerned. I did point out
in the House of Commons that there was no particular urgency for Canada
to recognize the new regime in view of the fact that we have no representative
there. Mr. Argue asked a question with respect to our attitude when the
question comes up before the Security Council relating to the seating of the
newly designated representative by the new Iraq government representing that
country on the Security Council.

The Under-Secretary of State has just passed me a press dispatch.

Iran today recognized the new regime in Iraq, Baghdad radio said.

The Iraqi radio said the Iranian chargé d’affaires in Baghdad handed
the Iraqi foreign minister a note comprising recogniton of the new
government.

If confirmed, Iran is the first of the Baghdad pact powers to recognize
the regime, which is expected to divorce Iraq from the anti-communist
alliance. The other pact members, Britain, Pakistan and Turkey, are
expected to extend recognition later.

West Germany today recognized the new government in Iraq, the
West German news agency reported.

So without betraying any confidence I draw the attention of the committee
to the fact that Iran, one of the Gaghdad pact nations, has recognized the new
government.

Mr. ARGUE: I wonder if I might ask the minister whether generally in
recognizing a country like Irag, or some other nation, Canada makes a
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decision itself on the basis of its own information and the information it
obtains entirely or whether there is some kind of general procedure or practice
that is followed of waiting until the United States or the United Kingdom has
recognized such a country and then follows one or the other?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I readily respond to that question. We
do get information on the stability and the attitude of a new government in
a country from whatever sources we think are reliable and we discuss the
matter with our allies.

Mr. ARGUE: Would the minister say that Canada makes its own independent
decision entirely? '

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): Against the background that I have
suggested.

Mr. ARGUE: And it would not be fair to conclude as far as recognition of
China is concerned that Canada was waiting until the United States took such
action and then they would immediately follow. I am hoping that is not the
case because I feel if Canada is to play a useful role in international affairs,
it must be established we are not just a tag-along nation and that we wait
until we see what the United States or the United Kingdom do or what one
or the other does and then automatically we do the same.

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): With respect to the recognition of
China, Mr. Argue knows the United Kingdom did that some years ago and
while I can only say the matter with respect to the recognition of China is
under constant consideration, if and when that decision is made to recognize
China, it will be taken as an independent action by the Canadian government
for which the Canadian government will be entirely responsible.

Mr. ARGUE: There will be no pressure from the United States in any way,
shape or form?

Mr. LENNARD: He said that.

Mr. ARGUE: I am asking whether there has been any pressure from the
United States in any way, shape or form in regard to the recognition of
China?

Mr. SmiItH (Hastings-Frontenac): I can say there has not been any
pressure.

Mr. PEARSON: Has there been any pressure on the United States from
Canada in regard to this matter?

Mr. ARGUE: How could there be when we do not recognize China?

Mr. JonNEs: I do not see the connection between Mr. Pearson’s question
and your statement.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): They are two sides of the same coin.
The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. PEARsSON: I am sorry I was not here earlier. Had the minister said
whether they recognize the new government of Iraq?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. I just read from a press dispatch.
It is not without significance that Iran, one of the members of the Bagdad pact,
after the meeting in London, has recognized the new government.

Mr. PEARSON: Is it not true, Mr. Chairman, that this matter will come to
a head very soon as far as the Canadian government is concerned, perhaps
at the next meeting of the Security Council, when some action will have to
be taken with regard to the Iragian representative?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That would be a difficult problem to
leave unresolved in view of the possibility of a special meeting of the Security
Council to which I referred yesterday.
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Mr. ARGUE: Would the minister care to comment on the headlines in the
early morning papers and also this afternoon’s papers, under dateline
Washington, that the United States and the United Kingdom are likely to suggest
a summit meeting between August 10 and August 15. I would like to know
whether Canada is being kept informed as to the United Kingdom and the
United States attitude with regard to setting the dates for such a summit
meeting and the conditions surrounding such a meeting?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Only this morning we have been in
communication with Mr. Hammarskjold, the Secretary General, and the State
Department with respect to the reply that the United States and the United
Kingdom might make. It would not be desirable for me at this particular time,
or fitting or helpful for me to comment at this time with respect to the contents
of those notes. I have nothing to add to what I said yesterday.

Mr. ViviaN: Referring to the estimates, in view of the Minister’s statement
of yesterday that increased representation of Canada in the Middle East
was about to take place, is this amount of money sufficient for the purpose
and if not how would it be added to? In respect of item 85 ‘“departmental
administration”, you are enlarging your representation for the Middle East.
Will the money in the estimates be sufficient and if not how would you add
to it?

Mr. LEGeER: The whole problem of the administration of the department
will come under discussion whenever this committee has seen fit to call
it after the minister is finished.

The CHAIRMAN: It will come under items 86 and 87.

Mr. LEGER: And when we deal with that particular item, your question
would be very relevant. The short answer to that question is no.

Mr. PEARSON: No money.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): In the meantime, will the members of
the committee pray for us when we appear before the treasury board.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. PEARSON: Mr, Chairman, perhaps I have not so much a question as
an interrogatory observation or two to make. In regard to the proposed summit
meeting which the minister was good enough to inform us about yesterday—
and my observation arises from the fact that this proposed meeting seems to
be getting into a state of complication and confusion—it is only my own view
but I feel now that if the Security Council could only meet very quickly, even
without the heads of government, and take the action through its regular
representation, which the minister pointed out yesterday is desirable in regard
to the agenda and the forum of heads of state meeting to follow the full
Security Council, it might be a way out of some of this confusion. I am wonder-
ing whether the minister would not agree that if this smaller group is to be
set up to meet in private, and as he said yesterday that seems to be the best
way to do it—and as far away as possible from the floodlights of publicity;
would it not be desirable for this discussion in this small group to consider
not only the immediate crisis but a program for the Middle East and refer back
then to the Security Council its views in regard to such a program, or indeed
set up a committee of experts to follow through. The minister mentioned
these things yesterday.

I had in mind that this program, which could at least be initiated by this
smaller group of top men, would include an economic plan, which has been
mentioned by the minister, and which would certainly have to include some
solution of the refugee problem, a plan for security guarantees, not only for

Lebanon although that may be the place to start, but perhaps a wider plan
59066-1—3
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than that which would cover only one country, and also a plan for control of
arms shipments into the area. In respect of that third point, the control of
arms shipments, could the minister give us any information as to what
Canadian policy is on that particular matter?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Perhaps it was before Mr. Pearson
came in that I expressed the hope that we would not be too specific today in
respect of the agenda and how the meeting of the major powers could be
set up. I said that not to mislead or to keep information away from this com-
mittee, but in order that negotiations which are going on today very intensively
can be assessed. I do expect that tomorrow there will be a significant develop-
ment.

In respect of some of the matters to which Mr. Pearson has referred, I
can only use this expression, that I used to play a game called, “Button, button,
who’s got the button?” After the button was hidden one of the participants in
the game got near the hidden button—or it may have been a thimble—and
someone would cry out “Getting warmer, warmer, warmer.” That is the only
observation I can make in that respect at this time.

With reference to the export of military supplies to the Near East, exports
by Canada of arms to the sensitive areas, of which the Near East is a very
obvious example, are considered by the Secretary of State for External Affairs
or the minister acting for him in his absence, or the cabinet, when an export
permit so warrants. Since last August no shipments of arms have been per-
mitted to go forward to any country in the Near East. Indeed, the only ship-
ment of military supplies which has been made for which an export permit
was reqiured and granted this year was $680.65 worth of miscellaneous radio
equipment sold to Israel.

That is the present policy of the government with regard to shipments
to this sensitive area.

Mr. ARGUE: With regard to Mr. Pearson’s very interesting three-point
program, do you not think there should also be a fourth point dealing with
free elections and to provide a greater measure of democracy in this area.

Mr. PEARSON: Do I have to answer questions, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. ARGUE: Maybe this would avoid the Americans going in there?

Mr. JonEs: I do think, subject to the desire of the other members to
pursue this question of the Middle East, as it is a situation in which events
are changing so rapidly, and views are being formed on one side or the other,
perhaps it is not too useful at this time to try to pin these various points
down further. There are many topics which I am sure all the members of
the committee wish to discuss and have the views of the government on in
relation to external affairs. Perhaps we might pass on to some other topic.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): With regard to Mr. Argue’s observation,
I would merely take it up in the one context which we were discussing yesterday
and which I considered in the house last Friday, that is the stabilizing of the
situation in Lebanon. We talked about the independence and security of
Lebanon. To my mind independent security and political stability in Lebanon
involves free elections.

I hope that there will be the developments which we anticipate at the
moment in respect of the Middle East question. If there are, I will be prepared
to make a further statement to the committee in the light of those developments
if they come about by Friday. There were other aspects raised yesterday, Mr.
Chairman, in respect of the neutrality of Lebanon and in respect of economic
assistance in the Middle East and other topics—I am thinking particularly of
the possibility of holding the summit meeting—which I suggest we stand over
until Friday.




EXTERNAL AFFAIRS : 35

Mr. PearsoN: I am quite agreeable to have anything stand over until
Friday. I think our interest in this problem is a natural one. The minister
devoted, and quite rightly, most of his statement yesterday to the middle east,
and I think it is quite understandable that we should try to follow up what he
said by some further questions. All he has to do is to tell us if some particular
question is embarrassing at this particular moment and it can be dropped.

Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): It is only with relation to the plans for
holding the meeting and the negotiations which are going on today.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): May I ask the minister if, in view of his
comprehensive statement in the house, in respect of Jordan and the Middle East
as a whole, and also his comment yesterday about the importance of improving
our own representation in certain areas of the Middle East, does he feel that
perhaps we have been late in getting information into this area, and in fact
into the entire western hemisphere, and that we have had too little information

too late, having regard to the quality of the representation which we had,

hoped to place in Iran, or in Israel or in Lebanon?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I must answer, yes; we have not had,
on our own, the information which we would have desired during the past
ten days.

Mr. PEARSON: The statement turns on that point. Would the minister not
also agree there have been times when we have got the least information from
the places where we have the strongest diplomatic representation?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I will not admit that

Mr. SmiTH (Calgary South): I was not thinking, necessarily, of diplomatic
representation. That is very often one of the slowest sources, as I understand it.
Let me reword that. I am suggesting, sir, that often the information made avail-
able to us which comes through other channels comes through faster than
through the ordinary diplomatic channels.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That comes through the newspapers.

Mr. HERRIDGE: According to the newspapers the Americans were caught
flatfooted in respect to the sudden turn of events in Iraq.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): And the United Kingdom.
Mr. HERRIDGE: Was the Canadian government’s intelligence and diplomatic
corps much superior?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): We have not any representation in Iraq.
That is one escape clause which is valid.

Mr. HERRIDGE: We had no information in respect of developments?
Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): No advance with respect to Iraq.
Mr. LENNARD: You may have had information, but no representation?

Mr. HERRIDGE: The minister said no information. The minister is answering
the questions.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): No information. Even our intuition was
no better than the intelligence reports.

I am prepared to assist the committee at this time in deciding upon the
agenda for this afternoon. I am prepared to speak on the economic assistance
for the Middle East and proposals for Lebanon’s neutrality. I am also prepared
to speak on certain facets of ‘“disengagement”.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I think we would be very interested to hear of the economic
assistance to the Middle East.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee that we proceed with the
economic proposals?
59066-1—3}




36 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. PraTT: Before we go on to that I wonder if I can ask a question on
the definition of the Middle East. Some of us were asking about it at lunch
today. Apparently the French describe it as the Near East. I understand the
Canadian Geographic magazine has described the Middle East as being India and
Pakistan and if the eastern Mediterranean is the Middle East, then where is
the Near East?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I will leave this to the expert, Mr. Leger.
...and the division bells ringing...

Mr. . PrRATT: Saved by the bell.

The CHAIRMAN: The meeting will stand adjourned until 9.30 on Friday
morning.
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UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
S/4029—16 June 1958

Report by the Secretary-General on the Implementation to date of the Resolution
of the Security Council of 11 June 1958, on the Complaint by Lebanon

1. The resolution by the Security Council of 11 June 1958, on the complaint
by Lebanon, requests the Obsevation Group authorized by that resolution “to
keep the Security Council currently informed through the Secretary-General”.
The Observation Group, two of whose members have not yet arrived in Lebanon,
will hold its first meeting in Beirut this week, probably on the nineteenth. As

no information may be expected from the Group prior to that date, this report °

is submitted as an interim measure, to inform the Security Council of the steps
that have been taken to date by the Secretary-General, under the authority
given to him, toward implementing its resolution.

2. The three members of the Observation Group have been appointed.
They are: Mr. Galo Plaza of Ecuador, Mr. Rajeshwar Dayal of India and Major-
General Odd Bull of Norway. The Observation Group will constitute itself and
determine its own procedures. Military officers in the capacity of Observers
are assisting the Group. Major-General Bull has been designated as ‘“Executive
Member of the Observation Group, in Charge of Military Observers”. Major-
General Bull arrived in Beirut early on the morning of the fifteenth, Mr. Plaza

is scheduled to arrive on the seventeenth, and Mr. Dayal is expected on the
same day.

3. On 11 June, I appointed Mr. David Blickenstaff as Secretary of the
Observation Group, and Mr. Shiv K. Shastri as Assistant Secretary. Mr.
Blickenstaff arrived in Beirut on 12 June and Mr. Shastri on 14 June. In the
days immediately following, the operation has been provided with the secretariat
staff required. The United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees in the Near East, from the beginning, on an emergency and temporary
basis, has readily afforded all necessary administrative assistance and other
co-operation. This has in no way involved an association of UNWRA with the
operation. The Headquarters of the Group was established in a Beirut hotel,
close to its telecommunications facilities, where all of the staff members, in-
cluding the Observers, are housed.

4, On 11 June, I requested the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, Major-General
von Horn, to afford temporary assistance toward the execution of the Security
Council’s action by detaching ten United Nations Military Observers from
UNTSO duty to the Observation Group operation in Lebanon, five of whom
were to arrive on the twelfth and another five not later than the fourteenth,
under the command of an officer of sufficient rank. The first five military
observers arrived in Beirut on the afternoon of the twelfth and a second group
of five arrived there on the afternoon of the thirteenth. They are under the
command of Lieutenant Colonel W. M. Brown. On 14 June, the Chief of Staff
in Jerusalem agreed to provide another five United Nations Military Observers.

5. The United Nations Observers, in vehicles painted white with United
Nations insignia, began active reconnaissance on the mornng of 13 June in
Beirut and its environs. Officials of the Group in Beirut, from the beginning,
requested of the Lebanese authorities that the United Nations Observer teams
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be accorded complete freedom of movement throughout Government-held areas.
Beirut Headquarters informs us that in a few initial trips “of uncertain and
dangerous nature”, pilot jeeps manned by Lebanese troops have been used to
check roads half an hour in advance of the UN teams and half an hour behind

them. The Observer teams have in each subsequent instance proceeded without

pilot vehicles. We are also advised that the initial purpose of the patrols and
road reconnaissances have been to have United Nations Observers and vehicles
appear in as many areas as possible as soon as possible. In consequence, the UN
Observer teams have covered most main road areas in Government-held
regions, and have reached and entered areas not held by Government forces.
The Observer teams are now working according to a schedule, and the plan
being followed is to have them probe further each day in the direction of the
frontier. Their observation task in connexion with any “illegal infiltration of
personnel or supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese borders”
is greatly complicated by the fact, as reported by the Observation Group Head-
quarters in Beirut, that only a small part of the total frontier appears to be
controlled by Government forces. The Observer teams are composed of two
Observers, each with a radio-equipped vehicle, and one radio officer with a
communication jeep. The three members of the team in their vehicles operate
in a convoy at safe intervals and keep in constant communication with each
other.

6. As of the fifteenth, the Observer teams had proceeded as far as Tripoli,
Baalbec, the Syrian border on the main Beirut-Damascus road, Marjayoun and
Rashaya, some places having been visited several times and some twice daily.
The immediate aim, we are informed, is to establish field stations; one to be
at Tripoli, for the northern border areas, in the expectation that freedom of
movement will be obtained in the area not under the control of government
forces; one in the Baalbec area, and one at Marjayoun. From each of these
places the Observers are attempting to proceed into the frontier areas. In
the initial and unavoidly hazardous stage, it has been of great value to have
the services of the experienced Observers of UNTSO. It is reported that so far
the UN Observers have generally met with a good reception, particularly in
Beirut.

7. Communication and transportation for the immediate needs are adequate
but will have to be considerably expanded. The operation thus far has received
from UNTSO fourteen jeeps, thirteen of which are radio-equipped, and a
Military Observer-Base radio system, which has been in operation since 13
June. For communications beyond Lebanon, UNTSO radio facilities in Beirut
are employed.

8. On the basis of a careful assessment of needs by the members of the
operation now in Beirut, and in view of the planned method of operation of the
Observers, as described above, the number of military observers is being in-
creased to one hundred, and an urgent request has been made of fourteen Gov-
ernments to provide officers for the purpose.

9. Immediately upon arrival in Beirut, the UN representatives in the opera-
tion, both civilian and military, established contact with the appropriate
Lebanese authorities with a view to facilitating its work. The Lebanese Gov-
ernment has designated a Minister to be in charge of relations between ’ghe
Government and the Observation Group, and has set up a five-man commis-
sion to assist in this purpose, as indicated in the letter of 15 June from the
Prime Minister of Lebanon to Major-General Bull (Annex I).

10. The status of the UN Observation Group in Lebanon, its privileges and
immunities, etc., has been defined in a letter of 13 June from the Secretary-
General to the Foreign Minister of Lebanon (Annex II).
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~ 11. Members of the operation have indicated from Beirut the need for a
small number of light aircraft of reconnaissance type, together with helicopters.
Steps have been taken to meet this need.

12. In view of the urgency of the situation in Lebanon, I con51dered that
it would involve an unwarranted loss of time to request the three members
of the Observation Group to assemble in New York prior to their arrival in
Lebanon. For only one of them was it convenient to visit UN Headquarters
en route. The other two were to proceed directly to Beirut. In view of all
the circumstances, and the character of the task of the Observation Group,
I have decided that I should give assistance to the Group by being present
when the three members assemble in Beirut and attending the Group’s first
meetings there.

ANNEX I

Letter of 15 June from the Prime Minister of Lebanon’
to Major-General Odd Bull

I have the honour to inform you that the Lebanese Government at a
meeting held on June 12, 1958, has taken a decision nominating His Excellency
Dr. Albert Moukheiber, Minister of Health, as Minister in charge of relations
between the Government of Lebanon and the United Nations Group of Ob-
servers.

A commission has also been formed to assist Dr. Moukheiber in the full-
filment of this mission, composed of: Emir Farid Chehab Director General
of the Surete Generale, Edward Chorra, Director of Internationl Relations in
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Captain Francois Ginadrh, Representative of
the Lebanese Army Headquarters, Mr. Raja Hamady, Representative of the
Ministry of Finance.

The mission of this Commission is to take all necessary measures to
facilitate the task of the U.N. Group of Observers and to supply said Group with
all information coming to the knowledge of the Lebanese Government about
the infiltration of arms and armed men and other material from across the
Lebanese border and to assure the contact between the various sections of the
Lebanese Administration and your Group.

The Office of this Commission will be in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
I would be very grateful if you would channel all communications with the
various departments of the Lebanese Government through this Commission
which stands ready at all times to answer your requests and to facilitate your
work.

ANNEX II

Letter of 13 June from the Secretary-General to the Foreign Minister
of Lebanon concerning the Status of the United Nations
Observation Group in Lebanon

His Excellency Dr. Charles Malik,
Minister for Foreign Affairs.

Sir,

I have the honour to refer to the resolution of 11 June 1958, by which
the United Nations Security Council decided to dispatch urgently an ‘“ob-
servation group to proceed to Lebanon so as to ensure that there is no illegal
infiltration of personnel or supply of arms or other material across the Leba-

nese borders”, and authorized the Secretary-General to take the necessary
steps to that end.
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In view of the special importance and difficult nature of the functions
which this Observation Group will perform, I would propose that, with the

operation as now envisaged, your Government might agree to extend to the.

Observation Group consisting of three senior members, the United Nations mili-
tary observers and the United Nations Secretariat—over and above the status
which they enjoy under the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of
the United Nations—the privileges and immunities, exemptions and facilities
which are enjoyed by diplomatic envoys in accordance with international law.
The privileges and immunities necessary for the fulfilment of the functions
of the Observation Group also include freedom of entry, without delay or
hindrance, of property, equipment and spare parts; freedom of movement of
personnel, equipment and transport; the use of United Nations vehicle regis-
tration plates; the right to fly the United Nations flag on premises, observation
posts and vehicles; and the right of unrestricted communication by radio,
both within the area of operations and to connect with the United Nations
radio network, as well as by telephone, telegraph or other means.

It is my understanding that the Lebanese Government will provide at its
own expense, in agreement with the Representative of the Secretariat, all such
premises as may be necessary for the accommodation and fulfilment of the
functions of the Observation Group, including office space and areas for ob-
servation posts and field centres. All such premises shall be inviolable and
subject to the exclusive control and authority of the Observation Group. I
likewise understand that your Government will in consultation with the Obser-
vation Group provide for necessary means of transportation and communication.

If these proposals meet with your approval, I should like to suggest that
this letter and your reply should constitute an agreement between the United
Nations and Lebanon, to take effect from the date of the arrival of the first
members of the Observation Group in Lebanon.

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

DAG HAMMARSKJOLD
Secretary-General.
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APPENDIX “B"

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
S/4038—28 June 1958

Further Report by the Secretary-General on the Implementation of the
Resolution of the Security Council of 11 June 1958 on the Complaint of
Lebanon

1. This progress report on implementation of the resolution of the Security
Council of 11 June 1958, on the complaint of Lebanon, is further to my first
such report of 16 June (S/4029). It is submitted by the Secretary-General,
but is based on information received from the Beirut Headquarters of the
United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon. The Observation Group itself -
. has in preparation a first report on findings, in discharge of its responsibilities
under the Security Council resolution, and this may be expected before long.

2. With the arrival of Mr. Rajeshwar Dayal in Beirut on 18 June, the or-
ganization of the Observation Group was completed. On that date, the Group
met informally and was briefed by its Secretary on developments since the
arrival in Beirut of the first Secretariat members and Military Observers on
12 June. At the same time, attention was also given to administrative ar-
rangements and the activities of the Military Observers.

3. On 19 June, the Group held a further informal meeting, with the
Secretary-General presiding. Later the same day, it held its first formal meet-
ing and organized its work. At this meeting, Mr. Galo Plaza was designated
Chairman of the Group. The first meetings of the Group were devoted to an
exchange of views on the methods and procedures which it would follow in
carrying out its mandate with regard to illegal infiltration of personnel or
supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese borders, under the reso-
lution of the Security Council, and in keeping the Security Council “currently
informed through the Secretary-General”. The Secretary-General was in close
consultation with the Group throughout his stay in Beirut.

4. As of 26 June, ninety-four officers from eleven countries were serving
as Military Observers in Lebanon. They have established a regular patrolling
system of areas accessible and, since the implementation report of 16 June have
advanced further into areas outside Government control. Areas being regularly
patrolled by the Observer teams are the following: around Tripoli and south
of that city; the coastal road from Naquora to Demour, and roads branching off
toward the interior; the Marjayoun area; the Chtaura area and northeast
beyond Baalbec; the area north and east of Beirut and south of the city, except
in the vicinity of Beit El Dine.

5. Observer outstations have been established in the following areas:
Tripoli (with a sub-station at the Cedars), Chtaurda, Zahle, Marjayoun, Saida,
and at Saghbine southeast of Beirut. From these outstations, patrol activities
are extended into the surrounding countryside. Outstations in several other
places are now being established or are under consideration.

6. In visiting areas outside Government control, the Observers have met
local leaders and have discussed with them freedom of movement in the Bekaa
area north of Baalbec, the Chouf area south of Beit El Dine, and the area north
of Tripoli. It was reported from the headquarters of the Group on 25 June that
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for the time being further efforts at moving deeper into such areas were de-
ferred at the following main points: the area north and northeast of Tripoli

(where firing is in close vicinity and the roads are mined), the Beit El Dine

area, and the north Bekaa area.

7. The basic items of equipment for the Observer teams are transport and
communications, and arrangemnts have worked well for the delivery of jeeps
and supporting transport at a rate compatible with the arrival in the area of
the Military Observers. Thus, as of 26 June, there were seventy-four vehicles
to ninety-four Observers. A fully operating radio communication system has
been installed for contact between UNOGIL Headquarters, Observer outsta-
tions and jeeps circulating within the area assigned for observation.

8. At the request of the Group, United Nations Headquarters has obtained
two small helicopters. The helicopters arrived in Beirut on 23 June and, with
Norwegian pilots, are now in operation. Four light observation planes have also
been requested and will be on hand soon. These, as the helicopters, will be
used solely for aerial observation in pursuance of the Group’s task under the
Security Council resolution. The Governments of neighbouring countries have
been notified by the Secretary-General of these observation flights over
Lebanese territory in the proximity of the borders.

9. Arrangements have been made by the Group for receiving from the
Ministry in charge of relations between the Government of Lebanon and the
Group, written communications on cases which the Lebanese Government de-
sires to bring to the attention of the Group. The Group in turn submits these
to independent study through its own means and in the light of supporting
evidence provided. The Group has received information concerning prisoners,
said to be Syrians, taken by Lebanese authorities. Such prisoners, when made
available to the Group, are being interrogated by the Executive Member of
the Group, Major-General Bull, with the assistance of qualified Military
Observers, concerning matters covered by the Security Council resolution.

10. Since the previous report on implementation, additional personnel
have been added to the Secretariat of the Group and the basic staffing require-
ments for the secretariat and administrative services to meet the needs of an
operation involving one hundred Military Observers are about to be completed.
The Headquarters of the Group continues to be located in the Biarritz Hotel
in Beirut, although consideration is being given to the acquisition of new
quarters in that city affording more adequate physical conditions.
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APPENDIX “C"

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
S/4040—3 July 1958

First Report of the United Nations Observation
Group in Lebanon

Submitted through the Secretary-General in pursuance of the resolution
of the Security Council of 11 June 1958 (S/4023)

1. By its resolution adopted at its 825th meeting, held on 11 June 1958, the
Security Council decided “to dispatch urgently an Observation Group to proceed

to Lebanon so as to ensure that there is no illegal infiltration of personnel or

supply of arms or other material across the Lebanese borders”. The present
document is the first report of the Observation Group submitted pursuant to the
Council’s request that it “keep the Security Council currently informed through
the Secretary-General”. However, the Group has been in daily contact with
United Nations Headquarters in regard to its task.

2. The Observation Group was fully constituted in Beirut on 19 June 1958
as follows: Mr. Galo Plaza (Chairman), Major-General Odd Bull (Executive
Member), Mr. Rajeshwar Dayal (Member).

3. The first meeting of the Group was convened in Beirut on 19 June 1958
by the Secretary-General. After election of its Chairman, upon the proposal
of Mr. Dayal, and after confirmation of the designation of Major-General Bull
as Executive Member in charge of Military Observers, the Group agreed upon
the methods and procedures for the conduct of its business. It then immediately
turned its attention to the urgent questions connected with the placing in
the field as rapidly as possible of military observers who were arriving in
Beirut in increasing numbers, and with the means by which the mandate
from the Security Council could most effectively be translated into action.

Problems of Observation

4. The Observation Group, in its examination of these questions, had
necessarily to take into account the particular circumstances under which its
task was to be carried out and careful study was given to a variety of factors
relating to the situation.

5. It was learned that of the total land frontier with Syria, of some
278 kms. in length, only 18, lying on either side of the main Beirut-Damascus
road, remained under the control of the Government forces. The Observation
Group had been assured by the Lebanese Government that the Group would
be accorded free access to the areas under Government control. No formal
assurances from any quarter were offered to the Group with regard to access to
territory not under Government control, nor were such assurances sought by
the Group. Inasmuch as the areas to be observed by the Group in accordance
with the mandate from the Security Council would necessarily include the
border zones, the question immediately arose as to how the Group could fulfil
its functions in these zones where its right to engage in observation activities
had not been formally or implicitly recognized.

6. Another major factor which would inevitably influence the means to be
employed was the nature of the terrain in the frontier regions. The eastern
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frontier runs roughly from north-north-east to south-south-west along the
mountainous formations of the Anti-Liban and the Hermon which attain
heights of 2,400 to 2,800 metres respectively. Main roads of communication
on the Lebanese side of this chain of mountains run parallel to it in the Bekas
valley, the sole exception being the Beirut-Damascus road which crosses the
Bekaa from the. north-west and passes between the Hermon and the Anti-
Liban highlands. Thus physical accessibility to the border by road is con-
siderably restricted in the area lying between the frontier itself and the main
roads running the length of the Bakaa valley. This is an area which ranges
from approximately 10 to 25 kms. in width.

7. The northern frontier lies in a broad plain. However, access by land
from the Lebanese side is by the coastal highway running north-east from
Tripoli towards Homs. There are no roads connecting this northern border
area with the north Bekaa valley. Thus, the northern border can be reached
only through the area north of Tripoli, an area now under the control of the
Opposition forces.

8. The remaining frontier of concern to the Observation Group is the sea
coast of some 220 kms., along the full length of whic hruns a main highway
from Harida in the north to Nokoura in the south. It will be seen, therefore,
that the areas of primary concern to the Observation Group are those where
the problems of accessibility are the greatest, both from the standpoint of
topography and of obtaining freedom and security of movement.

9. The Observation Group has given its most careful consideration to
another condition which has a bearing on its observation activities within
Lebanon and particularly in the border areas referred to above. The existence
of a state of conflict between opposing armed forces in a territory to which an
independent body of observers seeks free access throughout imposes upon that
body an attitutde of discretion and restraint if the express or tacit acceptance
of its presence is to be obtained from those exercising authority or effective
control on different sides in the conflict. The Observation Group is fully
conscious of the fact that its methods of observation and its use of the
information it receives must duly reflect the independent character of its
status and its complete objectivity and impartiality in relation to the present
conflict.

10. In this connexion it would be relevant briefly to outline the situation
in regard to the present state of the conflict, in so far as it concerns the
functions of observation with which the Group is charged. In Beirut, Tripoli
and Saida, sections of the city lie behind barricades, and are normally
inaccessible to observation, except under previously negotiated arrangements.
In all these towns, intermittent clashes have been occurring. The area to
the north of Tripoli, stretching to the border, has been the scene of some
hostilities, and a similar situation prevails in the region to the north of
Baalbek. In the south and south-east, armed clashes are taking place,
while the Chouf area, to the south-east of Beirut, is under the complete control
of opposition elements.

11. An additional factor which the Observation Group feels it should take
into account in its activities and in its reporting on observations, concerns the
nature and location of the populations which live along the border regions,
particularly in the eastern zones, and the traditional freedom of association
which has existed for centuries among certain peoples living in areas now
lying on both sides of the frontier. Moreover, persons could move freely
across the frontier merely on the presentation of identity cards and did not
require passports and visas. In some areas a tribal structure of society is
prevalent which creates bonds of identity within ethnic groups, the realities
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of which are in some cases not diminished by the existence of a political
frontier, the demarcation of which is, in some places, the subject of disagree-
ment or uncertainty. The peoples of these areas have traditionally borne arms,
and habits of mutual assistance in peaceful as well as in troubled times have
been regarded as a normal expression of tribal solidarity. There are some
other areas also where the border is not clearly demarcated or recognized.
Furthermore, throughout the country the possession of arms is common
practice, in spite of governmental efforts in the last few years to curb such
habits through licencing, which has not been properly enforced. The methods
employed by the Observation Group in carrying out the mandate from the
Security Council must be directed toward the explicit purposes of observation
and reporting for which the Observation Group was established. The Group is of
the opinion that the above facts require it to pursue its activities with particular
vigilance and care in order that its mandate may be fulfilled with accuracy and
thoroughness. :

12. All the factors described above have been carefully considered by the ‘

Group in so for as they have a bearing on its functions, and have been kept
in mind in making evaluations of the observation reports received.

Methods adopted

13. The work of the mission has developed in three natural stages. In
the first stage a force of military observers was rapidly assembled and in-
structed, and the necessary material was procured. In the second, an analysis
of the prevailing situation was made and, on the basis of an assessment of
possible needs, additional men and material were assembled. This phase has
now been virtually completed and the final stage—when the Group can operate
at its planned strength—is about to commence.

14. In the preparatory stages the scope of the mission necessarily developed
in relation to the inflow of personnel and material, but the methods which
were initially adopted have remained basically unchanged. These methods
may be summarized as follows:1

(a) Regular and frequent patrols of all accessible roads are carried
out from dawn to dusk, primarily in the border districts and in
the areas adjacent to the zones held by opposition forces. The
patrolling is done by observers travelling in white jeeps, with UN
marking, equipped with two-way radio sets.

(b) A system of permanent observation posts has been set up, where
groups of military observers are stationed.? These posts are in con-
tinuous radio communication with headquarters in Beirut, with each
other, and with the patrolling jeeps. There is now a total of ten
such observation posts placed at strategic positions all over the
country. Their location has been determined by the need for stations
to be as close as possible to the dividing line between the opposing
forces, as near the frontier as possible, or at points commanding
supposed infiltration routes or distribution centers. The observers
manning these stations attempted to check all reported infiltration
in their areas, and to keep track of any suspicious development.

(c) An emergency reserve of experienced military observers has been
formed at headquarters and at the main observation posts; they
are available at short notice for the purpose of making inquiries or
they may be detailed to places where particular instances of smug-
gling of arms may be reported.

1See Annex C—Map showing (1) Headquarters and outstations; (2) opposition controlled areas;
(3) possible infiltration routes.

2 See Annex A—List of outstations.
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(d) An evalution team has been set up at headquarters, composed of
specialized observer personnel, whose task is to analyse, evaluate
and co-ordinate all information received from observers and other
sources.

(e) Recently a new form of observation has been added, namely, aerial
reconnaissance. Two helicopters are already in action, four light
planes have just arrived and another four are expected soon. These
will have aerial photography capability, and will be in radio com-
munication with headquarters and military observers in the field.
The aeroplanes will do regular patrol duty, but will also be directed
to perform special tasks in co-ordination with the ground personnel,
as the need arises.

(f) A special procedure has been established in order to utilize the in-
formation which the Lebanese Government possesses about suspected
infiltration. The Government thus sends frequent reports about such
alleged infiltration to the Group, which immediately deals with each
case as conditions require. The majority of these communications
contain statements regarding alleged infiltration incidents, routes
and methods. Instructions have, wherever appropriate, been issued
to the observers for the maintenance of special vigilance within the
areas in question. In other cases the Group has requested, through
the Executive Member of the Group, that the military observers
inquire into the matter. Either final or preliminary reports have
already been received from military observers or are awaited. In
some cases the Observation Group has requested further clarification
by the Government in order to determine whether useful action
by the Observation Group may be taken. Some of the communica-
tions refer to events which are said to have taken place before the
establishment of the Observation Group and which have no bearing
on situations likely to become the object of the Group’s proper con-
cern. Others relate to events falling wholly within the framework
of the internal conflict between the governmental authorities and
opposition groups or supporters, and having no prima facie relation-
ship to questions of infiltration. Information of a general character
is contained in many of the communications. Though specific action
is not possible on them, they constitute for the Group a possible
source of background information.

15. In paragraphs 4 to 11 above, some of the problems facing the Group
have been outlined, and in particular the difficulties of approaching the eastern
and northern frontiers. The group has from the very beginning attempted to
overcome this difficulty, with varying degrees of success. Where the frontier
is controlled by opposition forces, the obtaining of free passage and safe-
conduct throughout the area in question is in practice a prerequisite for
effective observation in that area. Such passage can only be granted by the
particular opposition leader in that district and has so far not been forthcoming.
Steps have been taken to assure regular access to such areas, and it is to be
hoped that the opposition leaders will grant the necessary safe-conducts for
the observer patrols.

16. In spite of the attitude of opposition leaders, the military observers
have repeatedly entered opposition zones without these assurances and in some
cases penetrated right up to the eastern border. They have thus been able to
reach such points as Abde in the north, E1 Kah and Arsaal in north Bekaa, Deir
el Aachayar in central Bekaa, and Chouaya in south Bekaa. But their successes
have been sporadic, and the dangers involved in these expeditions are con-
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siderable. Efforts have been made by the opposition leaders to ward them off,
and the observers have repeatedly been stopped altogether. However, in the
Chouf area, limited free passage has been obtained, and as of 2 July full
freedom of access to the area north of Tripoli and to the border has been offered
to the military observers by the local opposition leader.

17. The immediate plans of the Observation Group include the following
features:

(a) The network of observation posts will be considerably strengthened
by the addition of several new stations. These will be placed as
close as possible to the border line between the Government-held
area and the opposition zones in the north and the east, and hence
as close as possible to the frontier.

(b) Further efforts will be made to gain assured access to the opposition
zones, and wherever such access is granted, the outposts in that area
will immediately be pushed towards the frontier.

(¢) Aerial photographic reconnaissance will be employed in an increas-
ing measure, and the border areas will be patrolled by aircraft.

(d) Steps to increase observation activity at night are under study.

Observations

18. Having given a descriptive account of the nature of our task and the
circumstances in which it has to be performed, and the methods that have been
adopted to perform it, it will be evident that the task of the Group is one of
considerable complexity.

19. The group has received a large number of daily reports from its
observer patrols, which it has examined most carefully and has made its
evaluations. It would like here to record the result of such examination and
evaluation.

20. Its patrols have reported substantial movements of armed men within
the country and concentrations at various places. For example, they have
penetrated deep into the headquarters of one of the opposition leaders right
up to the village of Deir el Aachayer close to the eastern border. They were
escorted by armed men and they established contact with the opposition leader
and met his followers. In the area of Rachaya, its patrols have frequently come
across armed groups. In Baalbek and to its north, groups of armed men have
been seen. South of Baalbek land mines have been found in territory not held
by the opposition. North of Baalbek observers have established contact with
the local opposition leader and seen some 200 of his men. Still further north at
Zghortah observers have been on the fringe of opposition-held territory and seen
some arms and other material in use. In the Chouf region one observation
group has visited the headquarters of the opposition leader and established
contact with him. In this region again, large groupings amounting to several
hundred armed men were seen.

21. The arms seen® consisted mostly of a varied assortment of rifles of
British, French and Italian makes. Some hand grenades were also seen at
various places. Occasionally, opposition elements have been found armed with
machine guns. Mines seen near the Baalbek area were of British and French
makes. It has not been possible to establish from where these arms were
acquired but in this connection the remarks contained in paragraph 11 of the
report should also be borne in mind. Nor, was it possible to establish if any
of the armed men observed had infiltrated from outside; there is little doubt,
however, that the vast majority was in any case composed of Lebanese.

3 See Annex B for a detailed list of opposition weapons seen and armed groups observed.
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22. There has been considerable mortar firing in the Marjayoun area.
From observations the firing came from the vicinity of Halta, 2.4 kilometres
inside the Lebanese border near the border of Syria and was directed at El
Khiam and Marjayoun. The mortars used are 120 mm and are of a French type
also used by the Lebanese Army. Such firing has been reported as follows:

(a) On 23 June at 1945 LT 6 rounds 120 mm mortar were fired on El
Khiam.

(b) On 26 June at 1930 LT, 8 rounds 120 mm mortar were fired on
Marjayoun; and four 120 mm mortar rounds on El Khiam. This
firing was observed by United Nations military observers.

(c) On 26 June at 23.30 till 23.50 LT, 10 rounds 120 mm mortar were
fired by three mortars on El Khiam. This firing was observed by
United Nations military observers.

(d) On 27 June at 0100 LT, 6 rounds 81 mm mortar were fired on El
Khiam. In addition, during the night of 24/25 June, heavy mortar
fire was directed on Tripoli.

23. Observer teams have on occasion experienced difficulty in penetrating
opposition-held territory and there are cases where the local inhabitants have
made it obvious that they do not welcome observers in the area. The teams
have by perseverence managed to allay fears and gain the confidence of the
local population by a strictly independent display of impartiality. However,
two leaders, Mr. Jumblatt of the Chouf, and Mr. Haidar of Central Bekaa have
so far both politely indicated that they do not want observers acting in their
official capacity. Both men stated that this was a matter of principle, since they
were involved in an internal conflict, with which the United Nations had no
concern.

24. The observer teams have experienced difficulty in the following areas:
(a) North of Tripoli and south-west of Tripoli adjacent to Zghorta;
(b) The Bekaa valley north of El Laboue;

(c) Baalbek and areas to the east;
(d) The Rachaya and Saghbine areas in south Bekaa.

25. In all these instances, the observer teams appear to have touched upon
sensitive spots which are in areas claimed by government sources to be supply
and infiltration routes.

26. The obstructive tactics have taken the following forms:

(a) Firing
Firing in the vicinity of patrols of military observers has occurred
in several instances at Zghorta, Rachaya and Saghbine. There have
been several instances of armed persuasive methods being used in
a mild way.
(b) Mining of roads

The mining of roads is a recent innovation and has occurred pri-
marily in the Bekaa valley where observers could be astride of
routes which could lend themselves to finfiltration. For example, on
24 June, observers saw mines on the Marjayoun-Rachaya-Foukhar
road at the western entrance to the latter town. Mines have also
been observed on the Marjayoun-Fraidies road. On 25 June many
mines of old British types were found by the Lebanese Army and
were seen in situ by observers on the roadside between Rayak and
Baalbek. The most serious incident took place on 26 June at 0615
LT when a UN jeep while on patrol struck a mine placed on a track
by-passing a blown bridge some 2% kms. north-west of Rachaya and
an observer was injured. Altogether, the United Nations military
observers saw 14 British mines of mk. II and mk. IV types, which
wera recovered from the soft track.
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(¢) Destroyed bridges

There are many destroyed bridges and culverts in the Bekaa area.

However, since the commencement of United Nations patrolling

on the Chtaura-Saghbine road and south towards Marjayoun, two

incidents of significance have occurred. Bridges to the north and

south of Saghbine have been blown up thus precluding the pos-

sibility of effective patrol. The United Nations Field Station there

is now isolated to the north and south with access only from the

east. The demolitions have been as follows:

(i) On 17 June, a bridge was blown up near El Laboue;

(ii) On 18 June, a bridge was blown up at Aim Zebde near Sagh-
bine;

(iii) On 22 June another bridge was seen blown up on Rayak-Bar
Elias road;

(iv) On 24 June Rachaya-Foukhar bridge was seen to be blown up;

(v) On 27 June, a bridge was observed blown up on the road from
Marjayoun to Rachaya. Other bridges have been repeatedly
damaged by small charges.

By a letter dated 18 June 1958, the Lebanese Government Liaison Com-
mittee communicated to the Group “a preliminary report about the arrest of
two Syrian subjects belonging to the Syrian armed forces”. They were
accused of having participated in terrorist activities in Beirut. They were
further alleged to have acted on behalf of a supposed terrorist organization and
to have thrown bombs near the Rivoli cinema and in El Khouri Street, and to
have participated in an attack on El Ramal prison on 15 June.

The Group immediately made a verbal request for the production of the
prisoners followed by a confirmation on 21 June. The prisoners were pro-
duced on 23 June and the interrogation took place on that day and the follow-
ing day. The first prisoner, Mahmoud Abboud Ibrahim, an illiterate 21 years
of age, described himself as a deserter from the Syrian Army who had come
to Lebanon in March 1958 to earn his living as a fisherman. He added that
he had been coming to Lebanon since 1952 for the same purpose. He denied
having visited Beirut after the troubles started in May 1958, and claimed that
while he was returning to Syria on 16 June, he was apprehended by the
Gendarmerie near Tripoli and forced under pressure to make a statement
admitting his participation in terrorist activities in Beirut.

The second youth, Ibraham Muhamad Moussa Sulayman Haydar, aged 17,
admitted that he was a Syrian and a friend of the first prisoner. He stated
that he had accompanied his friend to Lebanon about three months ago and
was earning his living as a fisherman about 20 miles from Beirut. When the
trouble started, he alleges he was brought under pressure to Beirut and kept
under surveillance at the house of a local opposition leader. He said that
he was given two bombs which he placed as directed by a Lebanese organizer,
but he denied operating the firing mechanism out of fear. He admitted to
collaborating with his friend in the attack on the local prison when he had to
carry a box of ammunition. He complained of having been beaten by the
Gendarmerie after his apprehension on 16 June.

The Group has carefully considered the testimony of the two youths
which, it is evident, is contradictory in material particulars. From such con-
flicting evidence, it is not possible to draw any firm conclusions in regard to
the charges made against them. Not only are there numerous inconsistencies
in the accounts given of their movements by the two youths, but there is
also an absence of any supporting evidence. In the circumstances, the Group
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must conclude that the complicity of these two persons in terrorist activities
or their participation in acts of rebellion as members of an organized foreign
terrorist group has not been established beyond reasonable doubt.

* * *

The Observation Group has described in this report the present status
of its activities and observations. These will continue to develop along lines
indicated above and further reports will be submitted, as occasion requires,
to the Council on the implementation of its mandate. Estimates regarding
the need of the Group for observers and supporting equipment are being
kept under review and recommendations will be made in this connection as
may be required.

ANNEX A
LIST OF OUTSTATIONS

Headquarters Stations Sub-Stations Date established
Beirut. woul: o 12 June 1958
Tripoliiss: i e 14 June 1958
THe Cedars = S i e e i vl s 26 June 1958
Chtaura.. . .. k- 15 June 1958
(1 Zahde nnsl s Ces R A S T 27 June 1958
(2) University Experimental Farm
7 km. S.W. of Baalbek......... 29 June 1958

(3) Btedai 7 km. N.W. of Baalbek, 30 June 1958
(4) Saghbine 20 km. S.W. of Chtaura 25 June 1958
(h) Rachaya midway between Mas-

naa and Marjayoun. .......... 30 June 1958
Marjayoun. ...... 14 June 1958
Saida niei ot 20 June 1958

Total 1 4 6
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ANNEX B ,
LIST OF OPPOSITION WEAPONS AND ARMED GROUPS OBSERVED

According to observations made by United Nations Military Observers the ‘
opposition forces in Lebanon employ the following weapons: il

X SMALL ARMS

On a visit to Moukhtara United Nations Military Observers observed the
following weapons used by opposition forces:

Machine guns:

One Bren Mk I (new)

One Hotchkiss 1926, with Arabic inscription and Turkish army badge
One Brevete SCDC, No. 2920, of which opposition forces at the spot said
they had 32. ‘ i
One Mle 1924 M 29, Italian or French

Sub-machine guns:

One Mosh Autom Beretta Mod 4 Cal 9 1955

One Sten

Rifles:

Several Mauser MOD 98

Several MAS Mle 1936, French

Several CS ST Zbrojovka BRNO; Czech.

Several rifles marked RE.

One Enfield 1915

One Garrand

Pistols:

About ten Browning 9 mm, Belgian, all new; usually worn by leaders
One pistol marked with a crown and 1917; with rather long barrel

One P 38.

One revolver British Army type

Grenades:

Several “Ananas”

Some smaller grenades or bombs.

In other areas the following is observed:

ATK

Bazooka. Blindicide, Belgian. In use by opposition in Tripoli (shells ob-
served on Gov. Territory by United Nations Military Observers)

Energa, Belgian. Directed against Masnaa.

II. MORTARS

81 mm. in use by opposition. Bekaa south
120 mm. in use by opposition in Bekaa south. Probably bases at Cheba and
Mazraat Zebdine.

III. ArRmMED OPPOSITION FORCES
1. Chouf area

(a) Approx. 200 men in arms observed at Moukhtara on 23 June.

e (b) On 28 June, United Nations Military Observers on patrol were
L;;- escorted by armed opposition from Katermaya to 3 kms. south of
Chim.

i
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Akkar area

On 21 June, United Nations Military Observers were in contact with
armed opposition (old rifles) at El Minie.

Bekaa centre

United Nations Military Observers have observed armed opposition in
the area of Baalbek.

Bekaa south

On 25 June, United Nations Military Observers observed approximately
one company uniformed Syrian soldiers on both sides of the road
leading from Deir el Aachayer into Syria, in an area where the
location of the border is under dispute and is not known to the local
inhabitants. The opposition leader, however, proffered the in-
formation that the area concerned was generally considered Syrian.

In the area of Dei El Aachayer, United Nations Military Observers
also observed approximately 1,000 armed opposition forces.
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“APPENDIX D"

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
S/4052—17 July 1958

Second Interim Report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon
Submitted through the Secretary-General in pursuance of the resolution
of the Security Council of 11 June 1958 (S/4023)

17 July 1958
Mr. President,

I have the honour to transmit to the Security Council the second interim
report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon, which has been
received today, by cable. I may refer in this connection to my statement just
before the close of the 830th meeting of the Security Council yesterday after-
noon, 16 July 1958.

I fully endorse the plan here outlined by the Observation Group as repre=-
senting adequate interpretation of the Security Council resolution of 11 June
1958, in the light of the needs and possibilities flowing from the progressive
development of the operations of the Group. In this regard, I refer to the inter-
pretation of that resolution made by me in the 827th meeting of the Security
Council on Tuesday morning, 15 July 1958.

Please accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Dag Hammarskjold

Secretary-General
The President

Security Council

Second Interim Report of the United Nations Observation Group
in Lebanon to the Security Council

1. The access fo all sections of the frontier secured on 15 July 1958 and
reported to the Security Council in the interim report submitted by the
Observation Group on that date has enabled the Group to review the position
with regard to outstations and the need for Observers and other trained

personnel. This review has now been completed and the results are contained
in this report.

2. As of 15 July the Group had established the following network of out-
stations, sub-stations and permanently manned Observation Posts, the number
of Observers stationed in each of these Posts being indicated:

Headquarters Beirut 14

Tripoli Area
Tripoli 7
Sir Danie 3
Ehden 4
Cedars 4
Halba 4

Bekaa Area
Chtaura 17
Btedai 6

A. U. Farm 6
Zahle 6
Rachaya 6
Saghbine 6
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Southeast Lebanon
Marjayoun 10

Saida Area

Saida 13

Jezzine 3

Tyre 4

Total Observers 113.

3. As a result of this improved access to the frontier, the Group proposes

to establish stations or permanent Observation Posts on or close to the frontier

at the following points (manned by the number of Observers indicated against
each), which include all important road and rail frontier crossings:

Tripoli and Akkar Valley
Arida 8

Nziziye 8

Braghite 8

North Bekaa

Baalbek Hqg. 8

Koussair 12

FEl Kah Border Customs Post 8
Arsal 8

Yafoufa 8

Central Bekaa
Masnaa 8
Deir-el-Aachayer 8

Southeast Lebanon
Chebaa 6

Kharouia 6

Total Observers 96.

4. While in some cases the Observers for these posts may be obtained
from currently existing sub-stations, a substantial number of the Observers
required to man them must be sought from outside the present strength of
the Observer force and the Group has already requested the Secretary-General
on 12 July to make arrangements for placing at its disposal an additional
25 Observers. A further 65 Observers will now be required, raising the total
Observer force to a figure of some 200.

5. It should be borne in mind that while night watches had been kept at
all existing posts, the new posts on the frontier will be required to function
on a 24-hour basis. Furthermore, the Group should also be in a position
to establish such additional posts as the situation may require.

6. The advance of the Observation Group’s activities up to or close to the
frontier will change to a considerable extent the character of the field opera-
tions. It has hitherto been possible to place observation stations in the great
majority of cases in hotels or other public facilities and the auxiliary needs
of the staff of Observers has been met by local arrangement. Most of the new
posts to be established will be placed near or on the frontier, where suitable
accommodation is generally not available. It will, therefore, be necessary to
establish tented camps for which some material has already been requested on
12 July.
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7. This raises the question of the need for providing additional support for
the ground Observers, both in respect of the performance of their observa-
tion duties, as well as by way of relief from duties not strictly connected with
the responsibility of observation. It would greatly help in the extension of
the activities of the Observers were they to be assisted by a certain number
of unarmed troops to be used for regular ground reconnaissance on foot,
based on outposts. Patrols could consist of officers, accompanied by a small
number of other ranks, patrolling on foot or by mule, along the frontier areas,
thus permitting wider and more profitable use of the force of Observers at the
Group’s disposal. In addition, Observers stationed at observation posts along
the border would have men under their command to undertake the variety
of duties required for the operation and maintenance of such posts, which in
many cases would be located in isolated positions. Furthermore, the other
ranks could be very usefully employed as guards; they could undertake the
maintenance of transport, communications, supply and equipment and, in
general relieve military Observers of other time-consuming and non-essential
duties. The Group will, therefore, suggest to the Secretary-General that a
force of unarmed non-commissioned personnel and other ranks should be
assigned to it.

8. Experience with air reconnaissance since the Group’s first report was
submitted on 2 July 1958 has shown that this is a most valuable adjunct to
the Group’s ground observation. The aircraft and personnel at the disposal of
the Group have been used to the maximum of their capabilities. Up to 15 July,
82 missions had been flown, totalling 150 flying hours.

9. The mission considers that on the basis of past experience it is desirable
that the Group should be equipped with an adequate number of planes and
trained personnel capable of providing continuous air patrols on all sections
of the frontier. It also believes that a proportion of these planes should have
night photography capabilities. One such plane was requested on 11 July. The
Group estimates that 18 reconnaissance planes and 4 helicopters with aircrews
supported by sufficient ground personnel and equipment would be required.
Additional helicopters would be required to maintain contact and to insure
rapid communications within the expanded network of outstations and ob-
servation posts referred to above.

10. It should be emphasized as will have been seen from the foregoing
description of the outstations, observation posts and patrolling activities, that
the Observation Group’s whole operations and activities are directed mainly
along the border areas. Permanent stations have been moving progressively
closer to the frontiers on all sides. The development of the plans outlined in
the Report is fully in accordance with the mandate of the Security Council,
which charged the Observation Group in its resolution of 11 June 1958 “to
ensure that there is no illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms or
other material across the Lebanese borders”. It is evident that for the per-
formance of the task assigned to it, the Observation Group’s activities must be
directed to the border regions and to areas immediately adjacent to them. For
that reason, the barest minimum of staff is maintained in Beirut, and UNOGIL
Headquarters have only some 14 officers, whereas the rest of the entire force
of officers, including aircrews, is constantly out in the field. It is proposed,
in the immediate future, to locate helicopters and reconnaissance planes at
the airport at Rayak in the centre of the Bekaa Valley, so that a constant
aerial watch on a 24-hour basis can be maintained of the entire eastern and
southern frontier. Planes based on Beirut will similarly patrol the seaboard
and the northern frontier, till such time as arrangements can be made to
locate some of them at the airfield north of Tripoli and close to the northern
frontier.
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11. Since the Observation Group’s activities have been established on a
fully operational basis, the 3 members have been considerably relieved of the
pressure of organizational work necessitating their presence at Headquarters
and they have been able to undertake frequent visits to the outstations and
border areas. They hope to make these visits, which have helped them greatly
to acquire a fuller understanding of the situation, even more frequently, and
in course of time they intend to keep in constant personal touch with all the
outstations and observation posts, particularly in the more sensitive areas.

12. The actual strategy of observation activities has been undergoing a
fundamental change with the development of the organization and increasing
access to the border areas. Instead of probing operations to points on the
frontier from the widely scattered outstations and posts, permanent posts can
now be established at or near the main road intersections with the frontier.
In addition to increased air patrols, more extensive patrolling between these
posts, on foot or by mule in areas where jeeps cannot operate, is the next
logical step. With the increase in the Observer force and the addition of en-
listed personnel, together with supporting equipment, envisaged earlier in the
report, direct and constant patrolling of the actual frontier will be possible.
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“APPENDIX E”

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
S/4051—16 July 1958

Interim Report of the United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon
Submitted through the Secretary-General in pursuance of the resolution
of the Security Council of 11 June 1958 (S/4023)

1. The Group wishes to take the earliest opportunity to report to the
Security Council that on 15 July 1958 it completed the task of obtaining full
freedom of access to all sections of the Lebanese frontier.

2. The first of these frontier areas held by the opposition—the Akkar Plain
—extends from Tripoli North and East to the Syrian border. On 2 July the
Group was able to report that it had obtained freedom of access to this area.
In the succeeding few days, some patrols penetrated into the area. From .
9 July patrols began reaching the frontier at several points in the roads
leading to it from South to North. On the morning of 15 July, the Group
received the fullest assurances of complete freedom to patrol throughout the
area North of Tripoli, and to establish permanent observation posts anywhere
in the area, and in particular, at the intersections of the North-bound roads
with the frontier. At the same time arrangements were made for the inspection
by Military Observers of all vehicles and cargoes entering Lebanon across the
Northern frontier. Again on the same day an outstation was established at
the important road junction of Halba.

3. The second of the border areas held by opposition forces is that part
of the Bekat Valley North and East of Baalbek. The northern frontier is crossed
by a main road leading to Homs, (Syria) and a minor road running north from
Hermel. Until 11 July patrols were not able to penetrate beyond El-Labous. On
that day United Nations Military Observers at a meeting with the local opposi-
tion leader obtained freedom of movement to patrol up to the border by day,
but were not yet enabled to establish permanent stations. On the morning of
15 July 1958, at a further meeting, arrangments were concluded to establish
permanent stations at Konssair on the border and at Baalbek with effect from
16 July.

4. The next section of the border East of the centre of the Bekaa Valley
consists of hilly country, through which pass two main communication routes—
the Beirut-Damascus Railway East of Rayak and the Beirut-Damascus Road
East of Masnaa. Further south, near Deir-El-Atchayer, two subsidiary roads
provide a more difficult road connextion between Lebanon and Syria. The main
centres of this region are under Government control, but almost all of the
border is under opposition control. This region is covered by Chtaura out-
station and its network of sub-stations. This network has already been estab-
lished at the time of the last report, but consistent success has been achieved
in pushing eastwards from the main roads up to the frontier. Observation posts
are manned by day on a regular basis at the following points on or close to the
frontier: Yafoufa, near the Beirut-Damascus Railway, Masnaa on the Beirut-
Damascus road, and Deir-El-Aachayerce. The remaining section of the border
with Syria is covered by an outstation at Marjayoun, from which a good road
leads to Kun Itra in Syria. This section of the frontier is held by opposition
forces. Observers from Marjayoun outstation finally penetrated into Chebba,
the main opposition village in this area, on 12 July.

§. The remainder of the land frontier of Lebanon and the sea frontier
contmpe to be accessible to the Group. Thus the Group is able to report to the
Security Council that it has, as of 15 July, access to all parts of the frontier.
























SSES BER e

TR P TRemeE

|

HOUSE OF COMMONS

First Session—Twenty-fourth Parliament

1958

STANDING COMMITTEE

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

Chairman: H. O. WHITE, Esq.

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 2

FRIDAY, AUGUST 1, 1958

MAIN ESTIMATES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS—1958-59

WITNESSES

The Honourable Sidney E. Smith, Secretary of State for External Affairs;
and Messrs. Jules Leger, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs;
and W. D. Matthews, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs,

EDMOND CLOUTIER, CM.G., 0.A., D.S.P.
QUEEN'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1958

61482-6—1



STANDING COMMITTEE ON EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

Aitken (Miss),
Argue,
Brassard (Lapointe),
Cardin
Crestohl,
Deschatelets,
Dinsdale,
Dorion,
Fairfield,
Garland,
Herridge,
Jones,

and Messrs.

Jung,
Kucherepa,
Lafreniere,
Lennard,
MacLellan,
Macnaughton,
Mandziuk,
Martin (Essex East),
McCleave,
McFarlane,
McGee,
McGrath,

Chairman: H. O. White, Esq.

Nugent,

Paul,

Pearson,

Pratt,

Richard (Ottawa East),
Smith (Calgary South),
Stinson,

Valade,

Van Horne,

Vivian—35.

J. E. O'Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.




LEON J. RAYMOND,

Clerk of the House.

s e S

¢ Ty

i

B







v

A

g I

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Fripay, August 1, 1958.

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 9:35 a.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. H. O. White, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Cardin, Crestohl, Dorion, Fairfield, Gar-
land, Herridge, Lafreniere, MacLellan, McGee, McGrath, Nugent, Paul, Pearson,
Pratt, Richard (Ottawa East), Smith (Calgary South), Stinson, Vivian and
White—(20).

In attendance: The Honourable Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs; assisted by Messrs. Jules Leger, Under-Secrefary of State for
External Affairs; W. D. Matthews, Assistant Under-Secretary; H. B. Robinson,
Special Assistant to the Minister; H. Best, Executive Assistant to the Minister;
W. T. Delworth, Private Secretary to the Minister; H. F. Clark, Director, Finance
Division; Ross Campbell, Director, Middle East Division; M. Shenstone, Middle
East Division; H. B. Stewart, Finance Division.

The Chairman observed the presence of quorum and called for further
consideration of Item 85—Departmental Administration.

Mr. Leger, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs was asked to
define the terms Middle East and Near East.

Mr. Smith and Mr. Leger reviewed recent developments in connection
with the proposed summit conference and answered questions concerning
the recognition of the Government of Iraq by Canada and the United Kingdom.

Following a brief statement by the Minister relating to Economic Assistance
in the Middle East, and his questioning the Committee adjourned at 10.55
to meet again on Monday, August 4, 1958.

J. E. O’Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Fripay, August 1, 1958
9.30 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum and we will proceed
as our limited time does not permit us to have it wasted.

I am going to ask those members of the steering committee who are present
to remain when we adjourn at about ten minutes to eleven. There is the
question of further meetings and I want to arrive at a mutual agreement as
to the meetings next week.

When the division bells rang and closed the last meeting on Wednesday,
a question in regard to a definition of the Middle East—Near East was about
to be answered. The Under Secretary will answer that now; and then the
minister has some announcements to make regarding developments since our
last meeting.

I hope that we will be able to arrange meetings on Monday for 10 a.m.
and 3:30 p.m. Now without further delay, we will proceed with item 85
and we will ask the honourable minister to make his statement.

Hon. Sidney SmitH (Secretary of State for External Affairs): I suggest
the Under-Secretary tell us what the Middle East and Near East mean.

Mr. Jules LEGER (Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs): Thank
you, Mr. Chairman. By the way, I was most grateful for that bell.

Mr. PEARSON: You will not get one this morning.

Mr. LEGeER: I am afraid the clarification is rather difficult to make. There
is no consensus among historians, geographers or even governments.

In the old days southeast Asia was divided into a Near East, referring
to the territories off the seaboard of the eastern Mediterranean, and a Middle
East which included such areas as Mesopotamia (present-day Iraq), Persia
(present-day Iran), and Afghanistan. Then there was a Far East.

Therefore, since there was a Near and Far East, there was reason for a
Middle East to exist. Nowadays the distinction between the Near and Middle
East has almost completely disappeared. Some governments choose the ex-
pression Near East and others Middle East.

As far as our department is concerned the phrase ‘“Middle East” is
generally used to designate the territories of Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia,
Lebanon, Israel, Turkey, Jordan, Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, Bahrain, Trucial Sheikh-
doms, Muscat and Oman, Yemen, and Aden and protectorates. Sudan and
possibly Libya might also be added to such a list. These definitions however
are quite arbitrary and a simple matter of convenience and I must add that
our terminology should not be taken to convey any political implication.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Pakistan?
Mr. LEGeER: No, not in our terminology.

Mr. PRATT: We do not recognize any Near East.
Mr. LEGER: We do not use the expression.

The CHAIRMAN: I am sure we are all obliged to the Under-Secretary
for this explanation. It certainly was a revelation to me as well as to some
of the members of the committee, I presume. Are there any questions in
regard to Mr. Leger’s statement; if not, I will ask the minister to proceed.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, at the first meeting
of the committee Mr. Crestohl referred to a news item in the Montreal
Gazette relating to a statement that had been made by Lord Home. I was
prepared to table the text on Wednesday when the division bell rang. I have
the official text now and with your permission, I would like to table it. The
statement was made in the House of Lords on July 28th.

The second British interest in the Middle East is oil and it is better to
face frankly that this is so. I do not know whether the people of our own
country yet understand our full dependence on this area from which between
70 and 80 per cent of our oil supplies still come. However much coal or atom
power we are able to harness in the future we shall still need all the fuel for
our industrial expansion both here and in Western Europe that we can lay
hands on. Nor can we afford to pay dollars for our oil; nor indeed could we
afford to forfeit the sterling which we get from the sales of our oil. So let
everybody in this country understand the effect which the loss of this oil in
this Middle East area would have upon the economy of the United Kingdom
and the lives of everybody in it and not only that but on Western Europe too.

The Noble Lord, Lord Henderson, perfectly rightly reminded us that the
Middle East is not our exclusive concern. That is perfectly true but our stake
in the oil and our interests in its commercial exploitation is high. It is a proper
commercial interest legitimately based on a respectable commercial enterprise.
There should be no conflict whatever as I see it with Arab interests; quite the
contrary because Arab oil and the good currency of the West should be able
to join together in harmonious and mutually beneficial arrangements. Indeed
I would claim that the arrangements between the oil companies and the
Sheikhdoms of the Gulf and the Arab and Moslem rulers can continue to
mutual advantage in mutual trust and in mutual respect. That is certainly
so in the case of Iraq and it is our wish to maintain our good commercial
relations with them.

Nor should there be any conflict in this area between the great powers.
Russia has no vital commercial interests in this area at all. It would seem
to me that although she naturally has a political interest—we do not deny
it—there should not be any conflict between the great powers in this area. But
should a third party, whether it is Russia or Nasser, seek by calculated
deliberate policy to deprive us of our oil supplies and to deprive Western
Europe of its oil supplies and thereby to put a veto on the industrial expansion
in the western world then it is well to make it plain and unmistakable that
that situation could not be tolerated by the United Kingdom.

I just add that this statement was made without our knowledge. I must
say to Mr. Crestohl that the press report was not inaccurate.

Mr. PEARSON: You mean it was accurate?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I use the expression advisedly—not
inaccurate.

On Wednesday I informed the committee that it was not my intention
or desire to withhold any information that I could properly give to the
committee. I anticipated that by Friday morning there would be developments,
and with your consent I am suggesting that the Under-Secretary, Mr. Leger,
review the developments since Wednesday. I am asking him to deal with the
facts; I am not asking him to deal with policy. Does that meet with your
approval?

The CHAIRMAN: Agreeable?
Agreed.

Mr. LeEGerR: Well, Mr. Chairman, at the last meeting of the commi"ctee
the minister referred to the difficulties in giving the committee at that. t%me
all the information we had. That was a period of rather intense negotiation,
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particularly between London, New York and Washington. The preparations for
the reply to Mr. Khrushchev’s latest letter were under consideration; and as
you are aware Mr. Macmillan made his reply yesterday, Mr. Eisenhower today,
and the Prime Minister made the Canadian position known in the house
yesterday afternoon. The French also have made their position known; so
that now there seems to be agreement among the western powers for a meeting
at the summit to be held on August 12. Plans and details of the meeting will
be worked out by the Security Council, by the permanent representatives .of
the member states. ]

There is a slight discrepancy of which the members of the committee are
aware, between the United Kingdom and the United States position on the
one hand and the French on the other. I think it will not be impossible to
have those difficulties ironed out and that the western position can be taken
to be fairly close to being unanimous, although some countries are less forth-
coming than others in welcoming that type of a summit meeting. I presume
it would now be up to Mr. Khrushchev to agree to comment or disagree with
this western position. Normally he takes little time to make up his mind
and we might expect a reply from him in the very near future.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I can add to that state-
ment given by the Under-Secretary who has a detailed knowledge of all the
facts. In the past few days of this week our representative to the United
Nations, Mr. Ritchie, has been in close communication with the Secretary-
General. We have instructed Mr. Ritchie to address a letter this morning
to the President of the Security Council asking for a meeting, a special meeting
of the Security Council, to be arranged for Tuesday, August 12, and to state
in those instructions that the Prime Minister of Canada finds that date satis-
factory and that it would be his intention to attend that special meeting.
The Columbian Representative to the United Nations ceased to hold the presi-
dency as at the end of the month, yesterday, and the French Representative,
(M. Georges Picot, has taken over as president). We also suggested in those
instructions that our Representative should propose through the President of
the Security Council that in the meantime permanent representatives on the
Security Council should confer with a view to framing or wording the item
to be inscribed, and to discuss with one another means and methods and tech-
niques—modalities is the word—with respect to procedure that would be
invoked at that meeting. That is the statement I wish to make.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. PEarson: I have two questions in regard to what has just been said
and which was of considerable interest. The minister has indicated that the
Canadian Representative is now going to ask the Secretary General to call
a meeting of the—

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The president of the Council.
Mr. PEARSON: —for August 12 to meet at the highest level.
Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I used the words “special meeting”.

Mr. PEARSON: He has also said that the regular Council will be asked to meet
before that to work out the procedures, the agenda and all that kind of thing.
Does that mean that the full meeting of the Security Council proposed for the
summit on August 12 will begin at once to discuss questions of substance and
that this will be the same proposed summit political conference?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I did not suggest that, Mr. Chairman.
These procedures are to be considered by the permanent representative in
the meantime and there is nothing in the letter of instructions to indicate
that we have taken any particular position; there should be flexibility in the
meantime. The Secretary-General will be in on these discussions.
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Mr. PEARsSON: I think perhaps we are entitled to assume that if the ques-
tions regarding changes and procedures have been settled, as I hope they will
have been by the council in the opening session, then when the summit meet-
ing takes place in the full council on August 12, it would normally start right
off with a discussion of the Middle East, and that leads me to another question.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): May I just interpolate there; it may
be there would not be a preliminary regular meeting. The arrangement might
be settled through discussions without holding a formal regular meeting among
delegates. We are probing for flexibility.

Mr. PearsoN: I hope you will find it. Have any proposals been made, or
are there any provisions under consideration by the powers most concerned—
the four of five most concerned—which would enable them to withdraw from
the full power meeting and discuss these questions in private?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Undoubtedly, that is their goal. How
that will be done, I do not know as yet. Mr. Macmillan in his last letter said in
effect that undoubtedly there will be meetings, formal or informal, among the
five; and whether that would come about by an informal meeting of the group
or whether they would be formally constituted as a subcommittee or a com-
mittee, I am not in a position to say at the present time. It could be contemplated
that some of the heads of government would not want to be characterized as
members of a subcommittee. I do not care how it is done, whether it is formal
or informal. We cannot suggest at this moment how it will be brought about.
I would like to think at the moment it is- a group rather than any formal
body—that is what I mean.

Mr. PEARSON: The Under-Secretary used the expression “western position”
in regard to these matters, and I think it would be useful if the minister could
clear up some confusion in this regard arising out of what we read in the press
in regard to a western position. My own information based on press sources
is that one member of the three western powers, namely France, has not
accepted the invitation to come to New York at all and Mr. Macmillan, as the
minister has pointed out, has indicted that these discussions should be resumed
in a small informal private group as soon as possible. There was a report
yesterday in the press from Washington to the effect the United States govern-
ment wish to keep the discussions in the full Security Council, so perhaps it
would be helpful if the minister could remove the impression, if that is possible,
which must have been created by the separate press accounts from various
capitals which do not indicate there is a western position, which is of course
desirable.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): In reply to that—and let us be frank
about it—the country to which Mr. Pearson refers is France. France’s General
De Gaulle has not explicitly refused to come to New York. On the other hand,
Mr. Eisenhower and Mr. Macmillan say they will go to New York or any place.
There may be some reservation with respect to one capital but that may not
evolve. In regard to anyone on the western side taking a position in favour of
any particular place, I can say to that extent that there is no divergence, and
I would add that there have been consultations among the capitals and there
has been consultations in the NATO council with regard to these matters. I do
not regard as too serious the French preference that this meeting should not
be held in New York. I made some observations about that on Wednesday of
this week before this committee. I do expect that the holding of this meeting
will not be prevented by different opinions concerning places. Certainly the
Canadian position, the position of the United Kingdom and the position of the
United States is that it must be held ab initio (from the beginning) under the
auspices of the United Nations.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Could the minister tell us whether the question of who will
be present has as yet been finalized?
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, and that is one of the matters that
will be discussed.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Would the attendance of the united Arab league be one of
those items to be discussed?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. CRESTOHL: As well as the other states in the Middle East that are
concerned? :

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. This government has taken a posi-
tion with respect to the interested countries. You will recall, Mr. Chairman,
the first proposal of Saturday, July 19th, on which date a letter was received
from Mr. Khrushchev. The addressees talked about Arab countries, but we
have taken a wider view than that.

Mr. CRESTOHL: And will it be for the leaders of the heads of government
when they first meet to determine as to what countries will be invited to
attend?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): The Security Council.

Mr. CRESTOHL: The Security Council will be the one who will make that
decision.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, and there has not been a decision
made yet.

Mr. Smate (Calgary South): I find it reassuring to hear the minister say
he does not feel that the attitude of France is a substantial block in the way
of an eventual meeting. In regard to the interchange of ideas and the dis-
cussion which I would assume would of course involve the United States,
Britain and Canada along with France; I wonder if you would confirm if you
could whether Canada has been taken in on any discussions with General
DeGaulle on the necessity of having this meeting and endeavouring to
persuade General DeGaulle of its importance?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, there have been discussions and the
Under-Secretary of State confirms my recollections. Mr. Dana Wilgress is
our representative on the NATO Council; the Council has had common discus-
sions, and of course a representative from France has been present.

Mr. Leger also informs me that there have been discussions between our
representative to the United Nations and delegates from France.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Would it be possible for the minister to say whether our
government has yet made any formal representations to the Security Council
as to what countries it would like to see invited?

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): There was a statement of the Prime
Minister as well as my own statement in the house.

Mr. McGEE: I heard the tail-end of a news broadcast this morning when
I was coming down here: it was to the effect that the United Kingdom had
recognized Iraq.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, the United Kingdom recognized
Iraq this morning at 7.30 our time. I shall be making an announcement in
the house to the effect that we too are recognizing Irag. But we have no in-
formation from the United States with respect to this matter.

Mr. McGEE: Will that involve any representatives at Baghdad?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-FrontenacQs No. I said one day this week in answer
to a question in the house asked by Mr. Pearson that there was no particular
urgency in so far as Canada was concerned because we have no mutual ex-
change of diplomatic representation in Iragq. We have received from various
capitals of the world where we are represented, communications announcing
recognition of the new government, but up to now there has been no
cognizance on our part of that fact.
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In reply to the question addressed to me in the house by Mr. Argue (on
July 29th), this now makes clear our position.

With respect to seating the new delegate from Iraq, this involves our sup-
porting any proposals that the Representative of the new Iraq government
should be seated in the United Nations.

Mr. CresToHL: Did I understand you to say that there was no consulta-
tion with the United States?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I did not say that. I do not know what
the position of the United States will be in this regard.

Mr. CResTOHL: It was not the seating of the delegate I was referring to.
I thought you said a moment ago that when Canada had decided to recognize
Iraq, there was no consultation with the United States on the matter.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is not what I just said. I regret
that my words will be twisted.

Mr. CresToHL: That is the farthest thought from my mind.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I said that I did not know about the
United States, if they decide to recognize them, or when they will do so.

Mr. CrestOoHL: I want to correct any misunderstanding there may be.
It was farthest from my thought or mind to twist your words. I am very
anxious to understand what is being said. Perhaps I did not quite catch one
of your terms, and that provoked my question.

Mr. ArRGUE: It has been suggested that the United States—and I take it
also the west—might be in a better position to negotiate at the summit if, in
the meantime, it were possible to have American troops withdrawn from
Lebanon.

I wonder if the minister could say what Canada’s position is with regard
to the withdrawal of American troops from Lebanon? Are we encouraging
the withdrawal of those troops before the summit meeting? Have we discussed
it with the United States? Have we a position on that question?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings Frontenac): Yes, we have a position, subject to the
stabilization of the situation in Lebanon.

Mr. ArRGUE: Then what is our position?
Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): That is it!

Mr. ARGUE: Does the minister feel that the situation is now sufficiently
stable that American troops should be withdrawn?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not on the evidence we have at the
moment. I share the view that Mr. Argue expressed in the house yesterday,
that the election of General Chehab is undoubtedly a contributing factor,
but as yet he is not in power.

Mr. ArGUE: I would express the hope that Canada would not hesitate at
all in encouraging the United States to withdraw her troops from Lebanon,
and that our position should be based on what the facts are. I hope that is
what will be done—and not on a decision of the United States, when they say
that the situation is such that they can withdraw their troops and that we
would automatically say, oh, of course, that is perhaps it.

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): That will be a matter for the Security
Council of the United Nations.

Mr. ARGUE: Does that mean that this question will wait until the summit
meetings?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, not necessarily.

Mr. CresTOHL: A lot of interpretation has been given to the headline

that troops will be withdrawn only at the request of the government of
Lebanon.
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Mr. SviatH (Hastings-Frontenac): 1 saw that headline too. I saw the press
report. It was not explicit whether that press report was accurate or not.
This statement was attributed to Mr. Dulles.

Mr. CresToHL: That is right.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): As I read the press report it did not
say, “only, if, and when the government of Lebanon requested it”, because the
position was taken by the United States that there was another alternative.

At the meetings of the Securitly Council last week we debated the work
of UNOGIL. That is another possibility.

Mr. CRESTOHL: I imagine it would be a bit awkward to have another position,
because if the United States said: we entered Lebanon at the request of the
government, it would be awakward for them to run out from Lebanon without
the government of Lebanon agreeing or consenting to it. That could justify
the statement by Mr. Dulles.

Mr. ARGUE: It would be more awkward if they are still there.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is not, as I see it, the only pos-
sibility or the only way to trip the hammer, slip the cog, or whatever the
appropriate move is.

Mr. PEARSON: The minister said, I think—and I do not want to misrepre-
sent his words or put others in his mouth—but I think he said that the
Security Council could make a decision in regard to the position with respect
to Lebanon which would warrant the withdrawal of the United States forces.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, I could contemplate that the
Security Council might express the view that stability has been established. I
could contemplate that as a speculation on what could be decided or could be
the decision at an informal meeting or at a formal meeting of the five who,
according to the original proposal from Mr. Khrushchev, would report back to
the Security Council.

Mr. LEGER: Another point is that the Security Council could at a given
stage be satisfied that the machinery set up by the Secretary-General, which
would be UNOGIL, might be expanded. That is, once the Secretary-General
has reported to the Security Council that, in his view, the machinery now
is satisfactory, having regard to the resolution of June 11, then the United
States forces could be withdrawn. There is a direct relationship between the
two.

Mr. PEARSON: Is it not a fact that intervention was brought about by a deci-
sion of the United States government and not by a decision of any United
Nations agency. Therefore a decision to withdraw would presumably be a
decision of the United States government?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I return to the point made by Mr.
Leger which really was the basis for my statement: that I could contemplate
that the Secretary-General could report that he received a statement from
the field where UNOGIL is operating the situation is stable.

Mr. CRESTOHL: If that could be given effect to, and if the Security Council
could, by a resolution, invite the United States to withdraw from Lebanon,
could the Security Council adopt such a resolution?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It could adopt it undoubtedly, but
whether it could make it effective with the United States—certainly there
would be moral world opinion about it.

I am trying to make the most of my time with the committee and I say
this again—I am only a witness, but we were about to take up a specific topic
at the last meeting, and I think that topic had to do with economics.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. Mr. Herridge suggested that we go on with the
subject of economic development of the Middle East.
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Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, in the debate in the
house last Friday I expressed the hope that it would be possible to give some
assurance of economic stability not only to Lebanon but to that whole area.

I had in mind, and I recall that I expressed the view, that economic
stability there is clearly related—and indeed it should be—to the question
of political stability, and I expressed the hope last Friday, or the view, that
the United Nations, or other organizations, could play a useful role in this
connection.

I endorse here this morning again the objectives of economic assistance
being given to the Middle East.

Here again, in so far as we are participating in any discussion, we are
feeling our way, and I am going to be very careful in my statement not to
say anything which would indicate that Canada has a fixed position while
this matter is in flux.

The whole situation was and is in flux. A fixed position with respect
to holding the proposed heads of government meeting and to the objectives
indeed is clear. And I expressed the hope and the expectation that at such
a high level conference—whether it be formal or informal, in New York or
elsewhere—that this matter would be thoroughly considered.

I think it might be well for me, anyway, and perhaps for members of
the committee,—I make that observation respectfully—to discuss general
principles which might help in approaching a solution to economic problems
of the area through the United Nations and its agencies or through any other
organization.

First of all there arises the question of economic aid to the Middle East
in so far as it can be related to the activities of the United Nations.

That, I observe, should be put in the context of a broad range of economic
activity in which the United Nations plays a part.

Members of the committee, Mr. Chairman, will recall that one week ago,
on July 25, in the house I mentioned some of the activities which would now
be considered in'the United Nations, such as a new special fund which would
take the place of the proposal known as SUNFED.

I spoke also of the United Nations technical assistance programme.

One can be confident—yes, I would use a stronger word—one can expect
that the Middle East would take its place along with other areas having a
claim on these capital resources, bearing in mind of course the special attention
which has already been given to the Middle East in relation to such urgent
problems as—to give one example—the relief and rehabilitation of Palestinian
refugees.

But I do not think that will be sufficient, to work through these agencies
which I have mentioned. There are special conditions which are peculiar to
the Middle East and which call for a more comprehensive solution than would
be the case in other under-developed areas in the world.

So it was in relation to these problems particularly that I made my sug-
gestion last Friday that the United Nations or other agencies could play a
valuable role in respect of economic stability in the Middle East.

We must recognize—and I endeavoured to point this out in the house
on Friday of last week—that in the recent past, the Middle East has been
the focus of intensive cold war pressure, and that this has manifested itself
particularly not only in the political field but particularly in the provision
of economic assistance as well. We must have in mind and we must recognize
the activities of the U.S.S.R. in that area.

On the more important point, we must bear in mind that, in conformity
with the principles of the United Nations, economic assistance policy, should
be formulated, with due respect—for want of a better term—to the principle
of equal rights and the self-determination of the people in that area.
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Referring to what I endeavoured to say in the house last week in the
debate on external affairs, it was this essential guiding principle that I had
in mind, to make economic aid without strings—political or any other kind of
strings—and that it must be relevant to the situation in the Middle East.

Another observation I would make is that we must have consideration
for the special situation in the Middle East, and that it is essential that all
economic aid be so handled—and I shall read this and be very exact in my
expression—“that all economic aid be handled in the most productive and in
the most economical manner possible by those and for those who are to benefit
from it.”

To elaborate on that thought, to the extent that the area has regional
problems, or problems involving, let us say, two nations, cooperation between
two or more states in the region must be borne in mind.

I believe that the governments of the area might find it advisable to work
collectively through an agency established from some impetus by the United
Nations.

I am sure that if this were found to be appropriate on the basis of sound
technical considerations, such a regional agency would derive benefit from
connection with the United Nations.

Again I say this: that I do not wish to pre-judge a particular role of the
United Nations at this stage. I have suggested for the consideration of the com-
mittee, Mr. Chairman, one or two of the general problems connected with it,
and in which the United Nations proper or its specialized agencies or programmes
might play a valuable role.

I express again the hope and the expectation that such a matter of economic
stability, and economic support that would make for political stability, would
be discussed at various high levels in the next two weeks.

That is why we are studying the matter very carefully at the present time,
and I can assure the committee that this matter has been discussed by gov-
ernments in other capitals of the west.

In the department we did give thought to the establishment of a United
Nations regional economic commission in the Middle East where these matters
could be discussed frankly, and we hope, constructively.

The United Nations has regional economic commissions for Latin America,
Europe, and the Far East. Those have been set up. And I have learned that
a proposal for the establishment of a similar commission for the Middle
East was considered by the United Nations Economic and Social Council in
1951. It was considered long and seriously but it was decided, having regard
to the situation prevailing in the region at that time, to postpone the question
to a subsequent session.

Some of you may recall the situation as it was in 1951. There has been no
subsequent discussion of the question of establishing a United Nations regional
economic commission for that area.

It is perhaps entirely impossible. The issue could be revived again at
some time in the future, but the 1951 decision represented the considered views
of a majority of the countries of the region. But in the department we think
it is doubtful whether at this time there has been any improvement in the
regional situation which would render it likely that positive action in this
regard could be taken.

So it is for this reason in probing and searching that we are now seeking
unexplored paths for a means of enabling the United Nations to perform a sort
of useful function in the Middle East that has been carried on by regional
economic commissions elsewhere.
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The Prime Minister on Friday evening, July 25th, mentioned the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and the International Bank, which are an agencies
related to, and initiated to some degree, by the United Nations, and that they
might be supported to a greater extent to the end that they might be able to
play a role which would promote economic stability in this area and therefore
stabilize the area politically as well.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions arising out of the statement?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would be grateful for any suggestions
in our ardent and serious search.

Mr. PEARSON: I assume what the minister meant when he said there were
consideration in 1951 which made impossible the establishment of the Middle
East economic commission, which could be of such great value in the kind of
work he was talking about—what he meant was that the Arab states in the
Middle East would not work with Israel.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: And that still persits. Does the minister agree that as long
as that political situation persists there cannot be a United Nations commission
for economic assistance to the whole of the Middle East, including all the
Middle East countries as one would have to be excluded.

Mr. SmiTtH (Hastings-Frontenac): We do not like that.

Mr. PEARsSON: Could the possibility of an assistance plan under the United
Nations for the area be linked to the necessity for doing something to bring
about the inclusion of Israel in these measures?

Mr. Smite (Hastings-Frontenac): That is what I was endeavouring to
say when I indicated we are probing and seeking.

Mr. PeEARSON: I suggest that this perhaps is one string which might be
attached to aid namely that they must settle their affairs somehow with
Israel. Then I have another question. It is another string which might be
attached. These are the only strings I am thinking of and not those in-
voluntary political considerations. Does the minister not agree that a vital
factor in aid for the Middle East would be the inclusion in that aid for the
benefit of the people of the Middle East of the enormous revenues that are
now coming from oil and are not being used in certain cases for the benefit
of the people but for that of a few overlords.

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): Is that a string?
Mr. PearsoN: I suggest it is.
Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I suggest that is a factor.

Mr. Pearson: I should think it would be hard to ask the Canadian
people to contribute to economic assistance for a country which is getting
an enormous oil revenue which is going to one or two people in that country.

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I assure the hon. member, Mr. Chair-
man, that the government is not unaware of that situation.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Certainly everybody will welcome the approach which
the minister is taking in attempting to deal effectively with the economic
situation in the Middle East and he is seeking suggestions which might be
helpful. I am wondering whether this intransigence on the part of the Arabs
might be stirred a little or modified a little on the approach which the Prime
Minister of Israel has taken in the last few days in addressing an address to
Mr. Khrushchev to invite Mr. Nasser and Mr. Ben Gurion to a direct conversa-
tion in regard to developing a peaceful life in the Middle East, and with that
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of course could go this economic aid in regard to which the minister speaks.
Perhaps one of these strings which Mr. Pearson talks about might be used
in the conversation. Has the minister been aware at all of this approach which
I learned from the newspapers has been made by Mr. Ben Gurion to Mr.
Khrushchev?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I get mixed up between telegrams and
the New York Times. I cannot recall, but it is not new to me.

Mr. CRESTOHL: I am wondering whether it would not be of some help to
reach this objective, which is a world peace objective, if the Canadian gov-
ernment could in some form let it be known to Mr. Khrushchev, Mr. Nasser
and Mr. Ben Gurion that it is interested in seeing that round table conferences
take place with a view to resolving the difficulties and give the world an
opportunity to develop its economic aid to the Middle East.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Well, when I saw that press dispatch
I must say that speaking for myself I welcomed the possibility of Prime
Minister Ben Gurion and Colonel Nasser getting together. Of course, to
follow the Arab-Israeli situation further there is this overhanging question
with respect to the Palestinian refugees. That in large measure is the core
of the problem and I think there could be some resolution of that. I wonder
whether some headway could be made in respect of this problem through
economic cooperation or the regional grouping as I envisaged a few moments
ago. I do not suppose the Palestinian refugee question would be discussed by
the so-called formal or informal meetings of the great powers, but I think in
so far as Canada is concerned we should still continue to make every possible
effort to prevent the aggravation of that question by a policy of future and
generous contribution on the part of Canada for the work of the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestinian refugees. In this context
I would say that should be provided. It is true the Liberal government and
it is true to a greater extent by reason of increased contributions by the
present government, that Canada is the third largest contributor in recent
years to the UNRWA budget. Members of the committee will recall that
at the last session—I forget the exact date—this government announced an
additional contribution of $1,500,000 worth of flour. The letter which we
received from the Director General UNRWA in that respect was most
gratifying. It helped them out at the time when their finances for the
year were running low and it did use this gift of flour to release funds for a
greater measure of rehabilitation of these refugees.

Mr. CRESTOHL: My suggestion, Mr. Minister, is this: I am not making a
formal suggestion, but you could contemplate it. I am asking whether the
Canadian government could let it be known since it is aware that such a
conference is proposed between Colonel Nasser and Mr. Ben Gurion that it
encourages and favours it. A request could be directed for the sake of world
peace to the effect it is anxious that the situation be resolved between the
Arab states and Israel. This could be done by some message or some com-
munication to wherever they think the communication should go.

Mr. PRATT: Could the minister say if he considers the question of the with-
drawal of the Palestinian nation to its original boundaries is of equal importance
to the disposition of the Palestinian refugees?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That matter has not come before me.
I spoke of the pride of Canada. It was only last night that I ascertained the

figures from 1948 to the end of the calendar year, 1957, amounted to over
61482-6—2
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$5 million. This amount is being paid by the Canadian taxpayer when it
comes to the relief and rehabilitation of the refugees.

Mr. PEARSON: Could the minister tell us how many refugees there are now
compared with a year ago? You must have that figure available.

Mr. LEGER: Somewhere over 900,000; there is a slight increase in the total
number.

Mr. PEARSON: And when the refugee problem began about ten years ago,
what was the figure then?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): In 1948.

Mr. PEARSON: About the same?

Mr. LEGer: I think over the years it has varied from 800,000 to 900,000
and the last figure we have is 933,000 which according to my memory is
the highest.

Mr. PEARSON: Instead of disappearing they are increasing in numbers.
Perhaps that is one reason why they need more flour.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Is there any accretion to the numbers
from outside?

Mr. LEGER: No.

Mr. FAIRFIELD: Could the minister tell us whether Egypt has made any
positive attempt to try and resettle or solve the problem of the Palestinian
refugees?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not to my knowledge; Nasser has been
busy in other fields.

Mr. CRESTOHL: This last question would also apply to the other neighbour-
ing states. I think the question was asked whether Egypt has done anything
to help resettle or solve the problem of the refugees and the answer was no;
and I said does that apply to the other neighbouring Arab states.

Mr. PraTT: Is it not a fact that Syria has done something to rehabilitate
many of these refugees?

Mr. LEGER: Yes, there was a time when the Syrian government did show
some cooperation.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Since it became a part of U.A.R., no.

Mr. ARGUE: In regard to economic assistance to the Middle East generally
and your suggestion that Canada would support such a programme through
the United Nations—

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Or other agencies.

Mr. ARGUE: I certainly welcome that suggestion. Could you tell the
committee what size of a program Canada has in mind? It would seem to
me that in addition to saying we are in favour of a program, that Canada must
have some assessment as to the amount of money, a minimum sum that would
be needed to fulfill the kind of program that Canada has in mind. In other
words, is this a program of the size of the Colombo Plan, or a smaller fraction
of it, or is it a much greater program?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am unable to answer that question

in specific terms. It is a matter for consideration and I do not invoke that
suggestion under the political escape clause. I assure the committee that

B, St I b .t i . €5 6t




e

YWY W T

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 75

earnest consideration is being given to this because we believe it .is basic
to the whole area. We are discussing this problem with other nations tcu.xd
these discussions have been indeed intensified by reason of the present crisis.

Mr. ARGUE: Could Mr. Smith tell us the approximate total annual contri-
bution that Canada makes to economic development and technical assistance
and so forth through the United Nations?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not have that exactly. I could
guess, but I am going to get the exact figure.

Mr. LEGER: We will be circulating that information probably in the next
meeting of this committee.

Mr. ARGUE: I am not trying to tie you down to a dollar figure; could
you give me an estimate?

Mr. SvatH (Hastings-Frontenac): I have seen it in the last week or two.

Mr. FARFIELD: May I ask a question arising out of some statements made
about uranium and the control of uranium for the production of atom bombs
or nuclear weapons. Would the minister know or would he care to say how
much of the free world supply of uranium concentrates is controlled by
Canada?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am unable to answer that. That is
another question to which we will supply an answer for you.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): Mr. Chairman, could I ask the minister a
question? I believe the problem of oil of course has been a contributory
factor in the problem to date. I understand that the situation in Iraq and
perhaps in all the Middle East countries is that the principle is that the
government receives I think before tax 50 per cent of the net revenue obtained
from oil. The question I would like to ask is whether this subject of the
allocation and revenues has at any time been referred to any section of the
economic part of the United Nations or whether there has been any discussion
or any suggestion of what really amounts to the interference. Has there
been any advice received whether it is considered to be an equitable proportion
because in talking about that the charge has been levied the Middle East
countries do not receive in actual fact their fair share of the proportions of
the oil revenues. Has this been under consideration by the United Nations?

Mr. LEGer: That problem has been discussed but not within the United
Nations framework. The countries more directly concerned, the producers,
and those who buy the oil have been consulted individually by the Secretary-
General but no plan has emerged from that and those discussions did not take
place within the framework of the United Nations.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): Would it be a fair question to ask—and
this is a important question by nature of the fact that if a greater percentage
of these revenues were retained that conceivably it would be one of the
solutions to the economic problem within the Middle East.

Mr. Lecer: I think it is a fair question.

Mr. SmutH (Hastings-Frontenac): In answer to Mr. Argue’s question, I
have found the document for which I was looking a while ago. From 1945
to 1958 Canada has contributed to the Colombo Plan $196 million.

Mr. ARGUE: My actual question was—

The CHAIRMAN: Would you allow the minister to complete his statement?
61482-6—21 Y
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Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): Including the Colombo Plan—if you will
permit me to give the picture as I have it here—and the United Nations
agencies, special loans, reconstruction loans. Military relief assistance to
Belgium, Denmark, France, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway, amounts
to $105 million. So that does not come within Mr. Argue’s question, but I pull
out military relief assistance and I find here the whole total of $4,306,010,000
from 1945-1958.

Mr. ARGUE: Surely that is not the answer to my question. My question was
what sum of money annually, let us say last year, did Canada contribute to the
United Nations and to the United Nations agency for economic development and
technical assistance and not how many billions of dollars.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I wanted to get this on the record.
Mr. ARGUE: You are not suggesting it was an answer to my question.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is information that could be
obtained for our next meeting, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ArRGUE: Could we have a quick estimate on the basis of the estimates
before us; is it less than $3 million?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I refuse to hazard a guess.

The CuairMAaN: I would suggest gentlemen that the answer to this would

only at the moment be maybe a very good estimate. Should it stand in abeyance
until our next meeting?

Mr. ARGUE: The point I was coming to, if my estimate and the estimate of
the Leader of the Opposition is correct, it is just a contribution of a very few
million dollars that Canada makes to the United Nations annually for economic
assistance and technical aid and some of these items—I presume they are all
in the estimates—are a very small amount of $2 million or $3 million. Well
then, in light of the answer that Mr. Smith made to my question as to whether
Canada had some general figure in mind as to the value of an economic assist-
ance program for the Middle East through the United Nations, my suggestion is
and my hope is that Canada will raise its sights and that Canada’s contribution
in this field will be much higher and if what Canada has in mind for Middle
East development is in line with the very small sum which is now contributed
to the United Nations that the total figure will be most inadequate to do the
job in the area. The Colombo Plan has a much higher figure and it is supported
by all parties and we think in many instances it should be higher.

Mr. SMmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I refused because I was
unable to give any projection with respect to Canada’s contribution to economic
assistance. I did make it very plain. I leave it to the committee that until we
can formulate any comment and plans in that regard, I cannot make any esti-
mate. Mr. Matthews, could you interpret this?

Mr. W. D. MaTTHEWS (Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs): The main votes for assistance which are included in this year’s
estimates before the committee are vote 96, the expanded program for technical
assistance which is $1,976,875. That is about $2 million U.S. dollars. Then there
is the United Nations children’s fund which is $650,000 and $35 million for the
Colombo Plan.

Mr. ARGUE: Which is outside the United Nations?
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Mr. MATTHEWS: Yes.
The CHAIRMAN: It still comes out of the taxpayers’ pocket.
Mr. ARGUE: I am not referring to that.

Mr. MATTHEWS: The assessment for membership in the intergovernmental
committee for European migration is $258,000.

Mr. ARGUE: This time it has varied.

Mr. MATTHEWS: $200,000 for the refugee fund, $500,000 for the Near East
and then there are non-United Nations items. The technical assistance for
West Indies and Ghana is $135,000; wheat and flour for India, Pakistan and
Ceylon is $10 million.

Mr. SMiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): There will be further supplementary
estimates.

Mr. PEARSON: On this point, in regard to the Prime Minister’s proposal
the other night to increase the capital available to the Fund and the Bank, I
think he indicated this might make possible more economic assistance from that
source to any Middle East development program—it could be used for that
purpose. :

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Oh, yes.

Mr. PearsoN: Well, the proposal the other night was that the guarantee
to the bank should be increased from 80 per cent to 160 per cent of national
capital subscribed and the fund would be increased by an amount of about
$3 billion. I am sure the minister cannot answer this question now. It is too
detailed. However, could he find out what proportion of that increase has
come from Canada. It is a very large increase.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): We will do that.

Mr. McGeE: Mr. Chairman, are we about to adjourn?

The CHAIRMAN: I notice there is only one member of the steering, or
advisory, committee here. We could possibly continue for another five minutes.
If it is the wish of the committee to adjourn, we will do so.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I deliberately got this
record on Canada in the minutes. I appreciate that I was not answering

directly Mr. Argue’s question, but on the other hand I wanted the Canadian
people to know that.

Mr. ARGUE: What part of the $4 billion was military assistance and what
parts of it were loans?

Mr. LEGeR: Mr. Chairman, would it help the committee if this were to be
circulated this morning instead of on Monday. It gives the figures.

Mr. CReESTOHL: Mr. Chairman, can you tell us what the projected schedule
is for the meetings of this committee for next week? The reasons why I ask
this question are the following: I think that there is this committee and only
one other committee that is now in session. I suppose by pure coincidence
both meetings were called for this morning at 9:30. Of course, one cannot
attend two meetings at the same time. I wonder if you would be careful, in
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trying to coordinate the meetings of this committee with the meetings of the
public accounts committee, to see that we do not clash again.

: Mr. McGEE: This meeting has some of the characteristics of Saturday
night in a boiler factory. There are garbage trucks and people barking around
in the hall. Is there not a more quiet room where we might hold these
meetings?

The CHAIRMAN: Not this size.

Mr. McGee: What about the room off the reading room and Senate
committee rooms.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): After you have considered that, I would also
like to recommend that we do, as we were able to do in one other committee,
and that is to approach the persons who are responsible for the printing of
the minutes to see if we could get our minutes printed as quickly as possible.
We were successful, in another committee, in getting them within four days
after our meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: We will take these suggestions into consideration.

Mr. FAIRFIELD: I think we might adjourn. What I was going to bring up
may reopen some wounds. However, I will ask the question. Has Canada
ever refused to meet its obligations under the United Nations for technical
assistance to any country as asked for by the United Nations?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not under this government.
Mr. PEARSON: What are our obligations? Whatever we determine.

Mr. McGEeE: I am told that there are conference rooms in the east block
and it appears to me that it might be a good idea to use them.

Mr. ARGUE: There are garbage trucks there also.

The CHAIRMAN: It is possible, very shortly, that we will be getting into
morning sittings.

Mr. ArcUE: That was a decision of the cabinet yesterday morning.

Mr. PEAarsoN: Would it help the minister if I were to give him an indication
of some of the questions which I hope to ask at a future meeting. I will ask
some questions about the proposals in respect of the emergency force; some
questions about atomic agreements and the Canadian position in respect to
them; also the proposal as to the policy regarding the banning of nuclear tests,
which the minister did speak about in his earlier statement, and which I would
like to follow up; and also some questions on the operation of NATO.

The CHAIRMAN: Before you leave, gentlemen, we should not lose sight
of the fact that Mr. Leger, the under-secretary, has a statement to make. It is
wise, I think, that these questions directed to the minister be disposed of first
because no one knows just what might happen over this summit meeting and
when he may be called to New York or somewhere else.

Also I want to mention again, because of the objections taken to meeting
while the house is in session, that this is a decision which will have to be made
if we have morning sittings since it would then be unavoidable. I mentioned
earlier that I would cooperate in every way in an endeavour to evade this. We
had the one hour meeting on Wednesday last and that was the only one. I was
going to call the steering committee together to discuss this problem, but now
with the possibility that the morning sittings will commence next week—
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Mr. ARGUE: My understanding is that it will be the week after next, so we
have a week when we can operate somewhat on the basis that we have been.

The CHAIRMAN: You can then be prepared for quite a number of meetings
next week so that we can get as much of our work through as possible before
we commence morning sittings.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Monpay, August 4, 1958.

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 10:00 a.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. H. O. White, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Crestohl, Dinsdale, Fairfield, Herridge,
Jones, Jung, Kucherepa, Lennard, MacLellan, Martin (Essex East), Mandziuk,
McCleave, McFarlane, McGrath, Nugent, Pearson, Richard (Ottawa East),
Smith (Calgary South), and White.

In attendance: The Honourable Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for
External Affairs; Messrs. Jules Léger, Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs; W. D. Matthews, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs; H. B. Robinson, Special Assistant to the Minister; W. T. Delworth,
Private Secretary to the Minister; H. Best, Executive Assistant to the Minister;
H. J. Armstrong, Financial Adviser to the Department; R. Grey, Economic
Division; F. G. Hooton, Defence Liaison Division (1); A. G. Campbell,
United Nations Division; and M. Shenstone, Middle Eastern Division.

Mr. Herridge rose to ask a question concerning the use of the United
States Coast guard to quell a civil disturbance in Prince Rupert, B.C. The
Minister stated that he had no first hand knowledge of the incident but would
take the question as notice.

Following the answering of questions by the Minister and Mr. Léger,
a document entitled “Canadian Economic Assistance to Less Developed Coun-
tries: 1954-1958” was distributed to members of the Committee and ordered
printed as an appendix to the printed record of to-day’s proceedings.

The Minister was further questioned and among other topics reference
was made to the following subjects:

(a) the McMahon Act.

(b) the work of the International Commission in Laos, Cambodia and
Viet Nam.

(¢) UNEF—UNOGIL.

(d) Organization of American States.

(e) NATO—Cyprus

(f) Polish Art Treasures.

At 12:00 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

J. E. O’Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

MonpAY, August 4, 1958.
10:00 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I notice we have a quorum.

At the conclusion of our last meeting it was understood that Mr. Leger,
the Under-Secretary, would answer a question of Mr. Argue’s and then
Mr. Smith, the minister, will answer various questions that arose out of
our discussion.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Could I rise on a point of privilege and ask a question?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr. HeErrIDGE: I ask this question of the Secretary of State for External
Affairs in view of newspaper reports to the effect that personnel of the United
States Coast Guard Service came to the assistance of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, to assist in quelling a disturbance in Prince Rupert on Sunday
morning. Can the minister inform the committee if the services of the armed
forces of a foreign state were officially requested in order to quell the
exuberance of Canadian citizens celebrating the British Columbia centennial
anniversary? Would the minister make inquiries as to the circumstances that
occasioned this interference of the United States armed forces personnel in
the domestic affairs of Canadians? Does the minister consider this a proper
interference on the part of the United States Coast Guard Service personnel?

Hon. SIDNEY SmiITH (Secretary of State for External Affairs): I know
nothing but what I obtained from newspaper sources and I heard something
over the radio. I will look into this and I will take the question as notice.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Leger.

Mr. JuLEs LEGER (Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs): You
may recall at the last meeting Mr. Argue asked a question as follows:

Could Mr. Smith tell us the approximate total annual contribution
that Canada makes to economic development and technical assistance
and so forth through the United Nations?

;t was then agreed I think in reply to his question that we would be circulat-
ing this morning this document which normally would have been circulated
when' I was about to make my own statement. The reply to Mr. Argue’s
question is on page 19 of what is termed the opening statement of the Under-
Secretary of State for External Affairs before the standing committee on
external affairs 1958, and if it is satisfactory, Mr. Chairman, this could be
circulated immediately.

At the same time we could also circulate two other documents, one of
which I think was circulated at the last meeting, which was the brief showing
a tabulation of the total Canadian assistance in every form since the end of
World War II. The second document which will be circulated this morning is
the contribution of aid to various countries since 1954. It is a memorandum
prepared for submission to the United Nations. This is a revised version of a
paper which was available to the committee last year. If it is your wish, this
could be circulated right away and they would together form the basis of any
discussions to be held when I would take over.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would suggest that.

The CHAIRMAN: Would it be the wish of the committee for this to be
printed as an appendix to our report and then not only the committee but
those who are in receipt of the report will have it for their information. Is
that agreed?

Mr. JoNES: Do you have copies there for circulation?
Mr. LEGER: Yes, right away.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, with your permission,
I would like to refer to another specific question that was addressed to me
by Mr. Fairfield. The question is as follows:

May I ask a question arising out of some statements made about
uranium and the control of uranium for the production of atom bombs
or nuclear weapons. Would the minister know, or would he care to say
how much of the free world supply of uranium concentrates is con-
trolled by Canada?

At the last meeting I said I would endeavour to find the answer to his question.
I think the best way to answer his question is in terms of annual production,
and for the coming year it is expected Canada will produce one-third of the
free world’s output of uranium concentrates.

Mr. PEARSON: Could the minister tell us where most of that Canadian
uranium comes from?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot. I have no breakdown as to
whether it is in my own riding or Algoma East.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): I assure you, Mr. Minister, it is not in your
own riding.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Pearson indicated that he had some
questions he wished answered. One of his questions was quite specific and had
reference to the International Monetary Fund and the International Bank and
I can give a statement in that regard now. The question was of what general
order the extent of Canadian participation would be if it were decided to give
substance to the idea of expanding the resources of the International Monetary
Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development along
the lines suggested by the Prime Minister on the evening of July 25, at the
end of the external affairs debate in the house.

Over the week-end I have gone into this problem. We had to consult with
other departments and agencies of the government and my answer to this
question may be a little complex. I will start by speaking about the financial
structure of each of these two organizations—and I do that at the outset.

As far as the International Monetary Fund is concerned, each member
of the Fund is assigned a quota. The total of these quotas amounts to
$9,000 million. The subscription of each member to the Fund is equal to its
quota and it is payable, broadly speaking, to the extent of 25 per cent in gold
and 75 per cent in national currencies.

The present Canadian quota, the sixth largest, amounts to $300 million.
The suggestion that the resources of the Fund be increased by 50 per cent
would involve an additional Canadian contribution of $150 million, of which
25 per cent or $37.5 million would be payable in gold and the remaining 75
per cent or $112.5 million in non-interest bearing Canadian dollar notes,
payable on demand.

With respect to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, each member subscribes a certain amount of capital and this amount
is essentially the same as its quota in the International Monetary Fund. Of
this subscription 2 per cent is payable in gold and another 18 per cent in
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national currency. This 18 per cent, however, is available to the Bank for
lending only with the consent of the country concerned. The remaining 80
per cent is not paid up, but each member guarantees to pay it up if it were
required to enable the Bank to meet its obligations.

It is on the basis of this 80 per cent guarantee that the Bank has been
able to sell its debentures and thus to attract private capital into investment
in countries which might find it difficult by themselves to attract such invest-
ment. I assume that those who purchase the Bank’s debentures do so mainly
on the basis of the guarantees of the financially stronger countries. It is
for this reason that there is considerable attraction in the suggestion that
members of the Bank should be asked—as the Prime Minister put it—to
increase the guarantee element in their capital subscriptions from the present
80 per cent to 160 per cent.

Coming now to the Canadian contribution, our present subscription to
the Bank is $325 million of which 80 per cent or $260 million represents the
guarantee element. If this were to be doubled, our guarantee to the Bank
would increase from the present figure of $260 million to $520 million.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions arising out of the minister’s
statement?

Mr. PEARSON: I am very grateful to the minister for this information. It
does give some indication of the increase and the amount that is involved
for Canada. I am not saying I am objecting to it, but could the minister tell
us whether this proposal—and I think this was mentioned in the House of
Commons the other day—is to be discussed at the forthcoming meeting of the
Bankand Fund? )

Mr. SmutH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would not be surprised.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Pearson asked a question on Monday
last with respect to a suggestion that I threw out concerning Lebanon’s
neutrality. I would like to make a further statement in that regard. Maybe
you will recall at the first meeting of this Committee which I attended on
Monday last I made it very clear that I had thrown this out as a suggestion.
We had not worked out the details but I did state on that occasion that this
problem with respect to the future status of Lebanon was being considered in
several capitals.

I would like to add to what I said, and I hope this will be of use to the
committee. Reference has been made in public to statements by myself and by
a number of others, including the Prime Minister of Ghana, to the example
of Austria in this connection. I deem it desirable, subject to your agreement,
to table the relevant portions of the Austrian state treaty of May 15, 1955
and the Austrian constitutional law concerning the neutrality of Austria, which
came into force on November 5, 1955. The state treaty was concluded on May
15 and the relevant constitutional law was passed in November of the same
year. Now, this Austrian treaty and Austrian constitutional law could be
pertinent not as a wholesale and complete precedent for the consideration
of the future of Lebanon although I think it would be useful for us to look
at the treaty and the pertinent parts of the constitutional law.

The CHAIRMAN: Could I ask the committee whether it be the wish to
have this copy included in the minutes of these proceedings at this particular
point in order that it may be available for everyone?

Agreed.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to table these documents
as we received them officially. A number of governments, including Canada,
took cognizance of the passing of this Austrian constitutional law.
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EXTRACT FROM STATE TREATY FOR THE RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF
AN INDEPENDENT AND DEMOCRATIC AUSTRIA.

Vienna, May 15, 1955.

Article 1.

Re-establishment of Austria as a free and independent state.

The allied and associated powers recognize that Austria is re-established
as a sovereign, independent and democratic state.

Article 2.

Maintenance of Austria’s independence.

The allied and associated powers declare that they will respect the inde-
pendence and territorial integrity of Austria as established under the present
treaty.

Article 3.

Recognition by Germany of Austrian independence.

The allied and associated powers will incorporate in the German Peace
Treaty provisions for securing from Germany the recognition of Austria’s
sovereignty and independence and the renunciation by Germany of all terri-
torial and political claims in respect of Austria and Austrian territory.

Article 4.

Prohibition of Anschluss.

1. The allied and associated powers declare that political or economic
union between Austria and Germany is prohibited. Austria fully recognizes
its responsibilities in this matter and shall not enter into political or economic
union with Germany in any form whatsoever.

2. In order to prevent such union Austria shall not conclude any agree-
ment with Germany, nor do any act, nor take any measures likely, directly or
indirectly, to promote political or economic union with Germany, or to impair
its territorial integrity or political or economic independence. Austria further
undertakes to prevent within its territory any act likely, directly or indirectly,
to promote such union and shall prevent the existence, resurgence and activi-
ties of any organizations having as their aim political or economic union with
Germany, and pan-German propaganda in favour of union with Germany.

The Austrian Legation presents its compliments to the Department of
External Affairs and upon instructions of the Austrian federal government has
the honour to convey to the Department of External Affairs the following:

On October 26th, 1955 the Austrian parliament has passed the constitu-
tional law concerning the neutrality of Austria. This law has entered into
force on November 5, 1955 and has the following wording:

Article I

(1) For the purpose of the lasting maintenance of her independence
externally, and for the purpose of the inviolability of her territory, Austria
declares of her own free will her perpetual neutrality. Austria will maintain
and defend this with all means at her disposal.

(2) For the securing of this purpose in all future times Austria will not
join any military alliances and will not permit the establishment of any
foreign military bases on her territory.
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Article II

The federal government is charged with the execution of this federal
constitutional law.

A copy of the authentic text in the German language is enclosed.

In bringing this constitutional law to the knowledge of the government
of Canada the Austrian federal government has the honour to request that
the government of Canada recognize the perpetual neutrality of Austria as
defined in the aforementioned law.

The Austrian Legation takes this opportunity to renew to the Depart-
ment of External Affairs the assurance of its highest consideration.

Ottawa, November 14th, 1955.

The
Department of External Affairs,
Ottawa.

Mr. MAaRTIN (Essex East): First of all, Mr. Chairman, how many
members are there to the treaty itself?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Four.

Mr. LEGeER: It was negotiated by the four powers.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): By Germany, Austria—

Mr. LEGER: It was negotiated by the four great powers: the United States,
the U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom and France.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to add further that the
whole idea of perpetual neutrality for Lebanon—and I emphasize it is merely
a suggestion—could be developed only if it is abundantly clear that such a
concept would be in accord with the wishes of the Lebanese people themselves.
There have been public observations that this proposal is another instance of
imposing something on a country. The text of my remarks in the house on
July 25 shows that I endeavoured to make that point very clear and I can
find the exact text. However, the purport of that text was that this must be
acceptable to the Lebanese.

Now there is a new president. He is not yet in power and therefore during
this interim period it seems premature to advance any specific plans for
determining the wish of the Lebanese people in this regard. I assure the
committee again that various proposals, and particularly this one with respect
to some type of neutrality—a status comparable to that of Austria or compar-
able to that of Switzerland—might be secured and assured by the United
Nations, for example, or by the great powers. I commended Mr. Martin a
week ago upon his appreciation of the problem and I was interested to hear
him suggest, as I did when I spoke earlier on July 25, that this might be an
example that could be used, extended and modified for other countries to
follow. Lebanon’s unique denominational or confessional balance between
Christian Arabs and Moslem Arabs; its long tradition of autonomy; and, as
I have already said, the fact they have been traders: these are factors to my
mind that would provide ample reason for the shaping of a special status in
the first instance for Lebanon. One can run the gamut of proposals in this
regard. One which I thought of over the week-end might be a type of Monroe
doctrine for Lebanon. That might be a variation that could be looked at very
carefully and seriously.

, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to point out
w1‘th regard to these documents, which we have agreed to include in the
minutes of the proceedings of this committee as an appendix, that I believe
that there would have to be amendments to the concept that is embodied in
these excerpts from the treaty, and from the amendments to the Austrian con-
stitutional law. Certainly these documents should be examined very carefully.
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Mr. PEARsON: I take it from what the minister has said that he feels—and
I agree with him—that Canada cannot go any further than to participate in a
guarantee for neutrality for Lebanon which has been requested by the Lebanese
people and as long as the Lebanese people want that status.
: He mentioned the alternative, a type of Monroe doctrine. You will recall
that the original Monroe doctrine was declared by the United States but
enforced by the British Navy. Would such a doctrine for the Middle East be
declared by the Western Powers but enforced by the Soviet Army?

Mr. SMITH (Hastings-Frontenac): We might have the United Nations
play a role in that context.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I believe the Minister of External Affairs
emphasized the point that nothing would be done against the wishes of the
Lebanese people in respect of neutrality. ]

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I appreciate that statement, Mr.
Herridge.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There was a reference made to this particular
proposal by some of the delegates to the Security Council in recent discussions,
was there not? I think you will find there was. I was reading this on Saturday.

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): You are referring to a reference made
in the Security Council discussions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, there was a reference made there.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not believe there was, at least not
to our knowledge. We can check into it.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have sent for the document.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot recall that this proposal was
discussed in the Security Council. Certainly it was not discussed at any meet-
ings which I attended. Of course, the discussions there were related to par-
ticular problems concerning UNOGIL, and the setting up of some instru-
mentality of the United Nations with a view to stabilizing the situation in
Lebanon and Jordan, and with a view to the withdrawal of the United States
and the United Kingdom troops.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): I wonder if I could ask the chairman how
he proposes to proceed this morning? We now have before us several docu-
ments, one from the Under-Secretary of State, and I gather we are still dealing
with item 85 as such. I assume we will have a general discussion this morning
and then have the Under-Secretary of State’s statement?

The CHAIRMAN: That is right.

At the moment we are dealing with two or three questions that remained
unanswered at the close of our last meeting. We are trying to clean up those
questions following which we will proceed with item 85.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is what I am endeavouring to do.

There was another question asked relating to disengagement.

This statement is a result of a lot of work having been done over the
week-end, and I would like to make this statement in that regard. Perhaps
afterwards there will be questions concerning it.

The CHAIRMAN: That will be acceptable.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): This subject has been disqu§sed in the
NATO council, by various governments, and indeed by various individuals over
six or eight months. g

The plan about which we have heard the most discussion, and the plan
which has emanated from a government is the Rapacki plan for a nuclear-free
zone comprising the two Germanies, Poland and Czechoslovakia.
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This plan was presented for consideration to various governments. We
in Canada received a formal presentation of this plan from the representative
of the Polish government here in Ottawa.

I also refer to another plan presented by an individual that has been dis-
cussed in the newspapers to a considerable extent. That plan was put forward

by George Kennan who was at one time the Ambassador from the United

States to the U.S.S.R.

The Rapacki plan as I have indicated—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What are you referring to now?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am referring to disengagement.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You referred to one plan put forward by
George Kennan. Does that plan involve troops?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The Rapacki plan and other plans for
disengagement have been carefully considered by the Canadian government
and the NATO Council, where Canada took part in the discussions. I sent a
reply on July 9, 1958, to the note which I received from Mr. Rapacki. Mr.
Rapacki is the foreign minister of Poland.

As this exchange of notes bears direct relationship to one aspect of the
subject of disengagement I think it would be of interest to the members of the
committee if I tabled the note which I received and the reply that I sent on

July 9.
The CHAIRMAN: Is that the wish of the committee?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.
WARsAW, FEBRUARY 14, 1958.

John Price Erichsen-Brown,
Chargé d’affaires of Canada;
in Warsaw.

Sir,

I wish to refer to the proposal of the Polish government concerning the
establishment of the denuclearized zone in central Europe presented at the
United Nations general assembly on October 2, 1957 and subsequently repeated
through diplomatic channels.

In view of the wide interest which this proposal has evoked in govern-
ment and political circles as well as in the public opinion of many countries,
including the country which you, sir, represent, and taking into account a
number of opinions expressed in connection with the Polish proposal, the
Polish government has resolved to present a more detailed elaboration of its
proposal.

For this purpose the Polish government has prepared the attached memo-
randum, which has been transmitted to the governments of the four great
powers and other interested countries.

The Polish government is conscious of the fact that the solution of the
problem of disarmament on a world-wide scale requires, first of all, negotia-
tions among the great powers and other countries concerned. Therefore the
Polish government supports the proposal of the U.S.S.R. government concern-

ing a meeting on the highest level of leading statesmen with the participation
of heads of governments. Such a meeting could also result in reaching an
agreement on the question of the establishment of a denuclearised zone in
central Europe, should an agreement among the countries concerned not be
reached in the meantime. In any event the initiation at present of discussions
on the question of a denuclearised zone in central Europe would contribute to
a successful course of the above-mentioned meeting.
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The Polish government expresses the hope, that the government of Canada
will study the attached memorandum and that the proposals contained in it
will meet with the understanding of the government of Canada.

Please accept, sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

1 enclosure
ADAM RAPACKI.

MEMORANDUM FROM GOVERNMENT of POLAND

On October 2, 1957, the government of the Polish People’s Republic
presented to the general assembly of the United Nations a proposal concerning
the establishment of a denuclearised zone in central Europe. The governments
of Czechoslovakia and of the German Democratic Republic declared their
readiness to accede to that zone.

The government of the Polish People’s Republic proceeded with the con-
viction that the establishment of the proposed denuclearised zone could lead
to an improvement in the international atmosphere and facilitate broader
discussions on disarmament as well as the solution of other controversial
international issues, while the continuation of nuclear armaments and making
them universal could only lead to a further solidifying of the division of Europe
into opposing blocs and to a further complication of the situation, especially in
central Europe.

In December 1957 the government of the Polish People’s Republic renewed
its proposal through diplomatic channels.

Considering the wide repercussions which the Polish initiative has
evoked and taking into account the propositions emerging from the discussion
which has developed on this proposal, the government of the Polish People’s
Republic hereby presents a more detailed elaboration of its proposal, which
may facilitate the opening of negotiations and reaching of an agreement on
this subject.

I. The proposed zone should include the territory of Poland, Czecho-
slovakia, German Democratic Republic and German Federal Republic. In this
territory nuclear weapons would neither be manufactured nor stockpiled, the
equipment and installations designed for their servicing would not be located
there; the use of nuclear weapons against the territory of this zone would be
prohlblted

II. The contents of the obligations arising from the estabhshment of the
denuclearised zone would be based upon the following premises:

1. The states included in this zone would undertake the obligations not
to manufacture, maintain nor import for their own use and not to permit the
location on their territories of nuclear weapons of any type, as well as not to
install on or to admit to their territories of installations and equipment designed
for servicing nuclear weapons, including missiles launching equipment.

2. The four powers (France, United States, Great Britain and USSR) would
undertake the following obligations:

a not to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of their forces
stationed on the territories of States included in this zone; neither
to maintain nor to install on the territories of these States any
installations or equipment designed for servicing nuclear weapons,
including missiles launching equipment.

b not to transfer in any manner and under any reason whatsoever,
nuclear weapons nor installations and equipment designed for
servicing nuclear weapons—to governments or other organs in this
area.
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3. The powers which have at their disposal nuclear weapons should
undertake the obligation not to use these weapons against the territory of the
zone or against any targets situated in this zone.

Thus the powers would undertake the obligation to respect the status of
the zone as an area in which there should be no nuclear weapons and
against which nuclear weapons should not be used.

4. Other states, whose forces are stationed on the territory of any state
included in the zone, would also undertake the obligation not to maintain
nuclear weapons in the armaments of these forces and not to transfer such
weapons to governments or to other organs in this area. Neither will they
install equipment or installations designed for the servicing of nuclear weapons,
including missiles launching equipment, on the territories of States in the
zone nor will they transfer them to governments or other organs in this area.

The manner and procedure for the implementation of these obligations
could be the subject of detailed mutual stipulations.

III. 1. In order to ensure the effectiveness and the implementation of the
obligations contained in part II, para 1-2 and 4, the states concerned would
undertake to create a system of broad and effective control in the area of
the proposed zone and submit themselves to its functioning.

This system could comprise ground as well as aerial control. Adequate
control posts, with rights and possibilities of action which would ensure the
effectiveness of inspection, could also be established.

The details and forms of the implementation of control can be agreed upon
on the basis of the experience acquired up to the present time in this field,
as well as on the basis of proposals submitted by various states in the course
of the disarmament negotiations, in the form and to the extent in which they
can be adapted to the area of the zone.

The system of control established for the denuclearised zone could provide
useful experience for the realization of broader disarmament agreement.

2. For the purpose of supervising the implementation of the proposed
obligations an adequate control machinery should be established. There could
participate in it, for example, representatives appointed (not excluding ad
personam appointments) by organs of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and of the Warsaw Treaty. Nationals or representatives of states, which do
not belong to any military grouping in Europe, could also participate in it.

The procedure of the establishment, operation and reporting of the con-
trol organs can be the subject of further mutual stipulations.

IV. The most simple form of embodying the obligations of states included
in the zone would be the conclusion of an appropriate international convention.
To avoid, however, complications, which some states might find in such a
solution, it can be arranged that:

1. These obligations be embodied in the form of four unilateral declara-
tions, bearing the character of an international obligation, deposited with a
mutually agreed upon depositary state:

2. The obligations of great powers be embodied in the form of a mutual
document or unilateral declarations (as mentioned above in para 1);

3. The obligations of other states, whose armed forces are stationed in the
area of the zone, be embodied in the form of unilateral declarations (as men-
tioned in para 1).

On the basis of the above proposals the government of the Polish People’s
Republic suggests to initiate negotiations for the purpose of a further detailed
elaboration of the plan for the establishment of the denuclearised zone, of
the documents and guarantees related to it as well as of the means of imple-
mentation of the undertaken obligations.
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The government of the Polish People’s Republic has reasons to state that
acceptance of the proposal concerning the establishment of a denuclearised
zone in central Europe will facilitate the reaching of an agreement relating to
an adequate reduction of conventional armaments and of foreign armed forces
stationed on the territory of the states included in the zone.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,
CANADA.

OTTawa, July 9, 1958.

Mieczyslaw Sieradzki, Esq.,
Chargé d’Affaires a.i. of Poland,
10 Range Road,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Sir:

I have the honour to refer to your government’s note and memorandum
of February 14, 1958 which were delivered to the Canadian Chargé d’Affaires
in Warsaw, and which set out certain proposals concerning the establishment
of a denuclearized zone in central Europe.

The Canadian government has welcomed this initiative of the Polish
government and has studied carefully the proposals in the memorandum
because, like the Polish government, it is anxious to explore any proposal
which might give some hope of providing an equitable basis for progress
towards a disarmament agreement. The Canadian government attached par-
ticular importance to the Polish government’s recognition that any agreement
should be supported by an effective control and inspection system. How-
ever, in the course of our consideration it has become apparent that this plan
for a first step toward disarmament in Europe falls short of the requirements
for a successful limited approach to the major problem and therefore could
not be expected to provide a basis for negotiating an equitable agreement.

This judgment does not, in the Canadian view, necessarily exclude the
possibility of negotiation leading to an agreement limited as to region or
subject, but any such approach would, in order to be acceptable, have to con-
tribute towards an increase in mutual confidence and at the same time not
complicate the solution of other problems. The Canadian government re-
mains concerned, as does the Polish government, over the continued failure
to achieve much progress on disarmament and we therefore remain ready to
examine suggestions which might be expected to lead by stages to the final
aim.
The participation of scientists from the major powers and from other
interested countries, including Poland and Canada, in the conference at Geneva
to study the detection of nuclear tests, is evidence of a widely held hope that
solutions to special aspects of the disarmament problem may contribute to
a general settlement. For this reason we are grateful for the initiative of
the Polish government which, although it has failed to gain acceptance, has
usefully served to stimulate the study of regional disarmament proposals and
has brought us closer to an understanding of the inter-relationships between
them and general disarmament. Such opportunities, which test the areas of
confidence, cannot fail to contribute in the long run to progress on this vital
problem. I therefore hope that the Polish government will continue its
efforts to bring about a rapprochement of views in the field of disarmament
and that the Canadian government will be given an opportunity to l.earn of
any further ideas which, as a result of the reaction to their initiative and
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~ taking into account the consequence of the Geneva meeting of experts, the
©  Polish government may formulate in an endeavour to achieve this objective.

Accept, sir, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration.

Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): While the concept and even the impres-
sion created by the word ‘“disengagement” is an attractive one, it is apparent
that the specific proposals for disengagement must bear careful scrutiny to
ensure that they do not adversely affect the strategic position of the alliance—
that is the north Atlantic alliance—and that they do not complicate the solu-
tion of other problems.

They must also be considered in relation to the broader measures of
. disarmament on which we have been trying for many years, to come to an
agreement with the Soviet Union.

After careful consideration we and our partners in NATO agreed that
the Rapacki proposal for a nuclear-free zone in central Europe—I say these
words very slowly and give them to you very carefully—could not be con-
sidered as a basis for negotiation since it would have placed the military forces
of the alliance at a disadvantage. It therefore failed to meet the requirements
of an equitable limited approach to disarmament.

The fact that the Rapacki plan did not prove acceptable does not, how-
ever, in our view necessarily exclude the possibility of further negotiations
leading to an agreement limited as to region or subject, but any such approach
would, as I have indicated in my note to Mr. Rapacki, in order to be acceptable,
have to contribute toward an increase in mutual confidence and at the same
time not complicate the solution of other problems.

The government attached particular importance to the Polish govern-
ment’s recognition that any regional proposals must be supported by an effec-
tive control and inspection system.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Do I understand that when you now say “effec-
tive control” these are your observations of the plan?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. The Polish government in Ra-
packi’s plan referred—this was encouraging—to the necessity for inspection
and control.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is there any known Soviet Union comment on
the Polish plan for a nuclear-free zone?

Mr. SMmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not to my knowledge, but we do know
that the Polish government would not have put this plan forward unless there
. was approval. I think we can count on a favourable reaction by the U.S.S.R.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Could the minister tell us—and I ask this only for information—how
this differs from the proposal that was made by our side some time earlier
for a plan that would permit, as a pilot project, based upon control and
inspection, and that kind of thing, which Mr. Eden had in mind in 1955?

Mr. LEGeR: I think the main difference, Mr. Chairman, was that the Eden
proposal was a pilot project applying to a rather smaller zone whereas the
Rapacki plan had definite frontiers placing West Germany on our side and
East Germany, Poland and Hungary on the other side.

Indeed one of the complicating factor was that the Rapacki plan was no
longer a pilot program if it applied to such a wide zone.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Eden plan applied to East and West Ger-
many providing for a pilot project involving these two sections of Germany,
excluding Hungary of course.
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Mr. LEGER: The Eden plan was indeed based on the demarcation line, but
it did not go as far in either direction as the Rapacki plan.

Mr. PEARSON: Is it not true that the Eden plan provided for a neutraliza-
tion and disarmament of that particular zone where the Rapacki plan merely
provides for the abolition of nuclear weapons inside this zone?

Mr. LEGER: Yes, that is my recollection of the Eden plan.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Assuming that to be the case, and if the Soviet
Union gave approval to this plan, and that approval included our concept of
the kind of control and inspection which we consider necessary in any partial
or complete plan for disarmament, I should like to know more about our
reasons for objecting to this particular plan.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, the Rapacki plan
included a much wider zone on each side than the Eden plan and that would
involve the retirement of, let us say, the United States troops to the dis-
advantage of the alliance, and therefore reduce its military defence.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Perhaps the real reason for our objection, I
suggest, is the difficulty in regard to a scientific system for detecting whether
or not a nuclear-free zone is in effect being observed by both sides. Is that
not likely the reason?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac) : That is one of the reasons, Mr. Chairman.

If we could make some headway with the region with respect to
Mr. Eisenhower’s proposal, and the qualified acceptance by the U.S.S.R. and the
United States relating to surprise attacks—that technical information would
come out of a meeting of scientists comparable to the group who are now
convened in Geneva in respect to nuclear tests and detecting nuclear tests—we
would have made some advance in regard to the terms of control and
supervision.

Mr. PEARSON: Is it not true that the important reason for objecting to
this plan is, that under it the west would be deprived in this zone of its
main weapon of defence, that is tactical atomic weapons, and the Soviet
Union on the other hand would be allowed to maintain its conventional
fighting forces in huge numbers?

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is what I had in mind, Mr. Chair-
man, when I said that this plan would weaken us inequitably in so far as
the forces in Europe under NATO are concerned.

I would ask for permission at this time to read a part of my reply to
Mr. Rapacki on July 9, 1958.

The Canadian government has welcomed this initiative of the
Polish government and has studied carefully the proposals in the
memorandum because, like the Polish government, it is anxious to
explore any proposal which might give some hope of providing an equi-
table basis for progress towards a disarmament agreement. The
Canadian government attached particular importance to the Polish
government’s recognition that any agreement should be supported by
an effective control and inspection system. However, in the course of
our consideration it has become apparent that this plan for a first
step toward disarmament in Europe falls short of the requirements
for a successful limited approach to the major problem and therefore
could not be expected to provide a basis for negotiating an equitable
agreement.

This judgment does not, in the Canadian view,—

And this, to my mind is a forthcoming observation—necessarily
exclude the possibility of negotiation leading to an agreement limited
as to region or subject, but any such approach would, in order to be
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acceptable, have to contribute towards an increase in mutual confidence
and at the same time not complicate the solution of other problems.

I would just like to make this further observation, Mr. Chairman.
That is, we are continuing our consultations within the NATO
Council on the broader, as well as the more limited forms of disarmament
including ideas which fall, under the heading of disengagement.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions arising out of the minister’s

statement?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex \East): What is the date of this Polish proposal?

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was proposed some time ago. The
date is February 14.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is this proposal referred to in the white paper?

Mr. SvatH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, that had to do only with discussions
at the United Nations for the year 1957.

Mr. KUucHEREPA: Is it not true that the main desire in the Rapacki plan
is to undermine the strength of our NATO forces in continental Europe?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I have discussed this with the Polish
Charge d’Affaires, and have read the discussion in the NATO Council. I would
say that there was real anxiety on the part of the Polish government motivat-
ing this proposal, and therefore a corresponding note of sincerity.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What was the reaction of other powers to the
Polish proposal?

Mr. SmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I recall that the United Kingdom, in
response to the same communication which we received, rejected it. While
we were at Copenhagen, or just about that time, the United States also rejected
the Rapacki plan.

Mr. JoNEs: Was this proposal discussed in the NATO Council?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Oh yes, this proposal has been discussed
repeatedly and continuously. ;

Mr. JonEs: There was more or less uniformity of opinion in regard to the
way this project should be dealt with?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: I would like to get the minister’s opinion in regard to another
wider form of disengagement which presumably has also been discussed in
the NATO council, under which there would be no outside forces of any kind
in Poland, Czechoslovakia, East and West Germany. That would mean that
the United States forces would withdraw, and the Russian forces would with-
draw, and in return for that withdrawal there would be free elections and self
government of Germany and the satellites without Russian forces being present.

On the other side there would be the withdrawal of Germany from the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. That is a much more comprehensive form of
disengagement.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That situation has been considered.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): When was mention first made of the Polish
plan?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I read about it in the newspapers on the
day of the communication.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There was reference made in some form or other
at the last assembly in 1957.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. The Undersecretary informs me
that this was projected. I do not recall that it was projected in the same detail

61575-7—2
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as set forth in the memorandum which was sent with this note bearing the date
of February of this year.

But it was projected by the Polish foreign minister in the general assem-
bly last autumn, I think just before the meeting of the NATO council, the
heads of government meeting.

There was a letter at that time sent to the various countrles in which the
proposal in essence—not identically—was put forward by the U.S.S.R. That is
why I said six or eight months. That is why I used that term.

Mr. PEARSON: I take it that the minister does not wish to comment on the
advantages or the disadvantages of a more comprehensive plan?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to think that over. As Mr.
Pearson and other members of the committee realize, there are political impli-
cations in so far as Germany is concerned.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Which plan is that?

Mr. SMm1TH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am referring to the plan which came
from Poland.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions? If not, may we now
proceed with a statement from the Undersecretary?

Mr. McCLEAVE: With reference to the Monroe doctrine and Lebanon, my
understanding is that the Monroe doctrine is always a sort of unilateral, hands-
off policy.

Who would be proclaiming that hands-off policy in the situation the
minister has hinted at?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The great powers; but I would prefer
of course endorsation by the United Nations and some instrumentality set up
by the United Nations to assure observance, and the implementation of such
a general concept.

Mr. McCLEAVE: That would be up to the great powers?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I hope that the United Nations would
be involved in it.

I have another statement. I am trying to clean up questions which have
already been asked. There was a question asked last week with respect te
the effects of the amendments to the US Atomic Energy Act.

I think we had amendments to the so-called McMahon Act or Atomic
Energy Act by the Congress recently.

I have already referred twice to this subject in the House of Commons
in answer to questions: once on July 1, and again on July 7. There is little
I can add to these statements. But for the committee I shall endeavour to
summarize the situation with respect to the effect of these amendments on
Canada.

I cannot, from the standpoint of the Department of External Affairs, go
into this field in any detail because this has to do with national defence and it
is primarily a matter for my colleague the Minister of National Defence, and
his department.

But to summarize:

—following certain proposals made last January by the administra-
tion, the U.S. Congress has amended the U.S. Atomic Energy Act, first
passed in 1946 and subsequently amended in 1954. The purpose of these
amendments was to make easier the transfer by the U.S. government
of non-nuclear parts, special nuclear materials and certain restricted
data relating to the use of atomic¢ weapons to friendly countries who
entered into an agreement with the United States for this purpose.
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The amendments do not affect the provisions of the act which
forbid the transfer of nuclear components of weapons which, if manu-
factured in the United States, must remain in the custody of United
States personnel. Furthermore, amendments added by the Congress
establish that only those nations who have made substantial progress
in the development of atomic weapons may benefit from the provisions
relating to the transfer of non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons, special
nuclear materials for research on or developments of atomic weapons
and restricted data concerning atomic weapons.

Nevertheless, nations such as Canada, who may not qualify under
this provision of the act, could benefit from the amended act in the
following ways:

(a) they may receive certain non-nuclear materials such as military
reactors which they were prevented from doing before;

(b) they may receive certain additional information relating to the
military applications of atomic energy.

Finally, I should like to point out that the amendments to the act
leave unchanged the proviso that any part or section of the act which
may conflict with an international agreement approved by the Congress
entered into after the enactment of the act is of no force or effect. Thus
an international agreement could be made with a friendly country such
as Canada for the transfer of information or materials not permitted
by the act, if approved by Congress.

I conclude, therefore, that if, under the terms of its present agree-
ment with the United States, Canada should decide, for whatever reason,
that a more liberal agreement is necessary, the possibility exists for it
to negotiate such an agreement, as the United Kingdom has just done.

Whether in fact such a new agreement may be necessary I am not in
a position to say.

Mr. Pearson: I have several questions on this matter which I think is of
very considerable importance.

I have studied the amendments to the act, and I agree that in some
respects they liberalize existing procedures in regard to the exchange of
information and weapons in the non-nuclear field. But the amendment makes

a distinction between the United Kingdom on the one side and other countries
on the other side.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): It is admitted that the United King-
dom has substantial know-how.

Mr. Pearson: That is right. Therefore, in order to benefit from this, in
so far as the exchange of atomic weapons is concerned, you must also have
made certain progress in the production of those weapons.

As the minister knows—he mentioned this the other day—we on this
side have put forward a proposal against the production of such weapons by
any of the countries not now producing them.

I do not want that to be misunderstood as indicating that I am opposed
to the transfer from the producing power to a friendly power of already manu-
factured weapons. That is quite different than manufacturing them. I want
to find out exactly under this amendment what the position is in regard to
such transfers. It can be done with the United Kingdom, but it cannot be done
with Canada.

In that sense the policy appears to be a departure from that of Canada-
US-UK atomic co-operation embodied in the Combined Policy Committee. Let

me give a specific illustration: and the minister will correct me if I am
61575-7—2%
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wrong. Under this amendment, which has just come into law, a Canadian
Bomarc squadron could operate in the North American defence command under
a United States commander with a Canadian deputy commander, but it could
not have at its disposal under its own Canadian control Bomarc missiles with
nuclear warheads, is that not so?

Mr. Smite (Hastings-Frontenac): That is part of NORAD.

Mr. PEARSON: A canadian squadron armed in that way, under this amend-
ment, would be prevented from having under its control 2 missile with a nuclear
warhead which would be in the possession of an American squadron in the
same command would have.

Mr. Smate (Hastings-Frontenac): Perhaps the Undersecretary might
comment.

Mr. Lecer: That is not my understanding, since even if the Bomare itself
was stationed in Canada, the atomic warhead would still be under the custody
of the Americans, as is st111 the case, under the new legislation, for American

atomic warheads placed in Bomarces, in the United Kingdom.

The atomic component itself always remains under the custody of the
United States even under this new legislation.

Mr. Pearson: Is it not true, however, that the United Kingdom, under this
legislation, could have its own Bomarc weapons with nuclear warheads manu-
factured in the United Kingdom?

Mr. LEGER: Yes.

Mr. PEarsonN: That is not possible for Canada. Canada cannot receive these
because they are not manufactured here. We do not manufacture the actual
nuclear warhead and therefore there is that distinction. I think that is the
case under the law.

What the Undersecretary says is correct. If it were a U.S. nuclear war-
head in the United Kingdom, the United Kingdom would have no more control
over it than we would have if it were in Canada, as was said a few moments
ago. I was not aware until the Minister mentioned it a few moments ago that
under this amendment, I presume under section 123, it would now be possible
for Canada to make the same kind of an agreement with the United States,
as the United Kingdom has done, or did I get the wrong impression?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. I said it would not be possible
because we have not been producing nuclear weapons. The test, as I interpret
it with the text of the amendment before me, is this: That the country has
made substantial progress, and that they have the “know-how”.

That is true only of the United Kingdom. We have not reached that stage.

Mr. PEARSON: What was the Minister referring to when he spoke of an
agreement we could now negotiate with the United States?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Subject to subsequent approval by
Congress.

Mr. PEARSON: Would that cover nuclear weapons?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It could, but the Congress would have

to approve.

Mr. PEARSON: Can Congress approve of an agreement by which we would
be put in a position of being able to exchange military information and nuclear
weapons which would make it possible for us to manufacture them in Canada
if we so desired?

Mr. SMmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): It could, but such an agreement would
have the effect of over-riding the amendment. We are not asking for such
an agreement.




EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 101

E Mr. PeArRsonN: No. But that kind of agreement if made would override
i the provisions of section 144C under which the United Kingdom made its
E agreement?.

[ Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. Pearson: There is another section, 123, which provides for entering
| into an agreement with the United States for the exchange of information.
That does not apply to an agreement in so far as the manufacturing of the
weapon is concerned, but for a general exchange of nuclear information.
i Has Canada entered into an agreement with the United States, or does
' Canada propose to enter into an agreement with the United States, having
~in mind this last section?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It has not entered into an agreement.
But that would be a matter of government policy.

Mr. PEarsoN: If that is not the case,—and I understand that there would
not have been time to enter into such an agreement since the passage of these
amendments—then we in Canada—would have to enter into an agreement
to get the benefit of these liberalizing procedures in regard to the ex-
change of information under this amendment—?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. CresTOHL: Is it known to what extent France is becoming an atomic
weapon power? Has it been discussed in the United Nations?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We have nothing in that regard except
the public statements that have been attributed to General De Gaulle that
they would like to be in a position such as the United Kingdom to qualify,
subject to the proviso in the amendment, to the end that they would get the
know-how.

Mr. CresTOHL: Have they requested to receive those benefits?

Mr. Smrta (Hastings-Frontenac): To my knowledge they have not
. reached that stage yet. I mean France has not.

Mr. CRESTOHL: You mean they have not reached that stage in production?
Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Or in development.

Mr. CRESTOHL: But it is on record at the United Nations, and General De
Gaulle has said it.

& Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. All I rely upon is the public state-
~ ment which has been attributed to him. I recall no discussion in the United
- Nations.

Q Mr. CRESTOHL: To what extent is it known that France is developing, or

has developed the possibility of producing nuclear weapons?

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): 1 am unable to answer at what
stage they are in their scientific development.

You spoke of the United Nations. This is a bilateral agreement with the
United States. I do not recall any representations made by France to the
United Nations in this regard.

Mr. HERRIDGE: You are speaking of newspaper reports?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In the same regard as we have read where United States
personnel was used recently to quell exuberance in British Columbia?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We are not in a position to ask France
officially: “Where are you in the development of the nuclear warhead, or any

of the various types to be found in the nuclear family of military devices in
this regard?
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Mr. PEARSON: Congress passed this agreement. The joint committee on
atomic energy in its report, No. 1849, stated that it was not the intention of
this amendment to encourage additional nations to develop additional nuclear
weapon capabilities.

But if in effect the only way you can get the complete exchange of know-
how and information and help in the manufacture of nuclear weapons is to
qualify under section 144-C as a nation which has already made substantial
progress, isn’t that likely to encourage, rather than to discourage, other coun-
tries going into the production of nuclear weapons and reaching the point
where they can even ask the United States to help them?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I might look at it another way: that it
might discourage other nations. It is so expensive; the cost is' so tremendous
that it might well bankrupt a nation which does not have a strong financial
backbone to enable them to carry on this development.

Mr. JoNES: The implication left here I think could be qualified, and that is:
in embarking upon a greater degree of exchange with respect to atomic energy,
this happens automatically in the case of a new nation achieving information
about nuclear weapon development. I take it that it is not automatic procedure
at all; it is still subject to the control of the American government?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): It is not automatic. I think the agree-
ment reached in this case with the United Kingdom is still on the table for 30
days. I think that normally such an agreement is tabled for 60 days.

Mr. JonEs: If it is automatic under their law, then there might be some
validity in the suggestion which Mr. Pearson has made.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Three months, that is the law. Possibly
when the Congress met, they might go further into the administration of it in
entering into such an agreement. '

Mr. PEARSON: Congress does not have to act under 144-C. The President
can act alone if he wants to, but Congress can throw it out.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is a safeguard.

Mr. PEARSON: That is a safeguard. This is the report that I mentioned and
I am quoting from it. ‘“The joint committee is of the opinion that closer collab-
oration should be had between the United States and Great Britain in the
atomic weapons field.” It makes a case for special arrangements with Great
Britain. Would you not agree that in view of the close association between
the United States and Canada which we should have in continental defence,
that the collaboration in this field should be as close between our country and
the United States as that between the United States and Great Britain?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I shudder when I think of the develop-
ment and production of nuclear weapons in Canada. The figures which
Mr. Dulles gave me when he was in Ottawa over two weeks ago were just
stupendous and were astronomical in character. I was surprised to find that the
development of smaller weapons in the family of nuclear weapons could in-
volve a greater outlay and expenditure than the development of some of the
larger weapons. I pointed out last week to the committee that up to now the
United States and the United Kingdom have had the capacity to supply these
weapons for their partners in the North Atlantic alliance. I would express the
view that I expressed the other day that I shudder about the development and
production of these weapons by other countries.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): All of that would perhaps be a very effective
argument as to why Canada should not engage itself in the production of
atomic weapons, but with great respect it does not answer the question put by
Mr. Pearson in which he asked the minister if he did not believe in view of the
character of our continental defence arrangements that Canada should be put

in supply.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I gave an answer to Mr. Pearson’s
question.

Mr. JONES: One of the implications that seems to have arisen out of the
earlier questions in this connection was the implication that Canada had been
in recent years in full exchange with the Americans on nuclear development,
and of course that is not so.

Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, is it not correct that from the beginning of
atomic development during the war, with the Manhattan project and other
projects of Canada and the United Kingdom, that almost from the beginning
such development was on a three-power basis, embodied in a committee called
the combined policy committee, in which Canada was on exactly the same
footing in regard to the exchange of information as the United States and the
United Kingdom; and that we now have the United States and the United
Kingdom on a sepcial level of collaboration in the exchange of information,
in which Canada is not included. The minister has said that there is a way
of providing for an exchange of military atomic information, through agree-
ment under this U.S. law, and perhaps it could be brought about that way.
But the point I am trying to make is that when defence collaboration between
Canada and the United States is as close as that between the United States
and the United Kingdom, procedures in regard to the exchange of military
information, defence information and armaments information should be equally
close as they are between the United Kingdom and the United States.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not unhappy about the arrange-
ment; indeed, I approve of it and endorse the special arrangements between
the United Kingdom and the United States in this regard. I will be very
interested, Mr. Chairman, if this committee advises the government that we
should go into the field of development and manufacture of nuclear weapons.

Mr. PeARsoN: That is not what I am suggesting. Nobody wants to get
into the production of nuclear weapons and, as a matter of fact, we have made
a proposal in the House which would prevent that; by every country that is
not now producing them, making a self-denying resolution at the United
Nations. But what I am suggesting is, will it not be ultimately an intolerable
condition for a Canadian squadron to be serving in the same command as an
American squadron, and the Canadian squadron having inferior weapons to
the American squadron—inferior in the sense of not having nuclear com-
ponents;—or at least they are not under Canadian control and cannot be
brought under Canadian control except by decision of the United States gov-
ernment. That is the present situation. I am merely suggesting that perhaps
the time has come to change that. Maybe that is what Mr. Pearkes is doing in
Washington this week.

Mr. JoNES: To keep the record straight, is not one of the significant ad-
vantages of this the fact that Britain is to have this information whereas
previously she did not have it?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do think that there is a very important
principle here, Mr. Chairman, that the minister possibly is not fully appreci-
ating in the character of Mr. Pearson’s question. As Mr. Pearson has just indi-
cated, he has not been urging that Canada get into the production of these
weapons, but that in view of the close defensive arrangements between the
United States and Canada, we should share not less in this particular than the
United Kingdom. He has invited the minister to comment on that. Does the
minister not feel that that is a perfectly legitimate field of inquiry?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I just reiterate; I am not unhappy about
the United Kingdom-United States arrangement.

Mr. PEARSON: We are not unhappy about it either; but that is not the
point. The point is that surely the Americans can send us up a Bomarc for a
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Canadian squadron, and say “fine; it is your own, if you pay for it”. But when
they send us up a nuclear warhead for the Bomare for a Canadian squadron
they say, “you can use it if we permit you to use it. You can store it on your
station but you cannot use it until we permit you to use it.”

Mr. Smite (Hastings-Frontenac): There is no question about storing nu-
clear warheads in Canada.

Mr. KucHEREPA: The crux of the matter lies in this: in regard to the pro-
duction and development of these weapons the United Kingdom and the
United States have these special arrangements, whereas we are not in this
particular field or development and production and therefore we have very
little need for this kind of information; would that be summarizing the situ-
ation fairly?

Mr. SmritH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, I would suggest that.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Can we have an answer to that?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not treating it as a question. I
treat it as an observation.

Mr. MAcLELLAN: I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if the same argument could
be used by France, and if the purpose of the amendment was not to limit the
distribution of atomic weapons?

Mr. HERRIDGE: In following up what Mr. Pearson said, and I thought there
was a great deal of validity in his view. In effect, the present proposals make
our air force immobile and brings it completely under the command of the
United States.

Mr. PEarsonN: I did not say that.

Mr. SMmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): As I suggest, when it comes down to
the equipment of our military forces, and the air force, you should address
these questions, as I said at the outset, to the Minister of National Defence.

Mr. DInNSDALE: Could I ask this question by way of clarification to verify
my own curiosity? I take it from this discussion that Canadian squadrons
should not use atomic warheads until some special measure had been approved
by Congress?

Mr. KucHEREPA: No, NORAD covers that.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, it is part of NORAD.

Mr. PearsoN: The approval has to be from Washington.

Mr. KucHEREPA: It is still under NORAD.

Mr. DinspALE: Not by a special measure from Congress.

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, not for the arming of NORAD.

Mr. DINSDALE: It would need a very quick decision.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Too quick, perhaps.

The CHAIRMAN: We will now ask the Under-Secretary to proceed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have a question—and I am sorry I was not
here last week. I do not know whether the minister dealt with a question
of commissions in Indo-China. He has already announced  that the inter-
national commission in Laos has adjourned sine die but that in Cambodia that
has not yet been effected—although there is some indication that it may be.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The intention has been expressed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well then, has there been any request made
by any country not on those commissions that the commission in Cambodia
should not adjourn sine die—or says it is an operation apart from any mgmber
of the commission. May I clarify my question? There was a suggestion, I
understand, some time ago that the commission in Cambodia might be used
to arbitrate boundary matters between Viet Nam and Cambodia.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We took the stand that that was not
within the terms of reference or instructions.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, I agree, that the Canadian government
took the position that the boundary disputes were not within the terms of the
Geneva accord. . But is there pressure now being exerted on Canada that she
should not bring about an abandonment of the commission in Cambodia for
the reason that it is now thought desirable that the commission should deal
with such matters as boundary disputes between the two countries?

Mr. LEGER: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the distinction could not be estab-
lished between the pressure that may be exerted by the government of Cam-
bodia and the pressure within the commission to stay or to leave. If Mr.
Martin refers to pressure within the commission—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I was referring to a request from outside the
commission.

Mr. LeEGeER: Therefore, from the government of Cambodia.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Not necessarily from the government of Cam-
bodia—from other governments as well.

Mr. LEGeER: I think I would like to refer back to the major reason why
the government has decided to withdraw from the commission in Laos—and
that was at the specific request of the government of Laos. If similar requests
came from the government of Cambodia, naturally I would presume the
government would also take that into consideration, and decide to press for
withdrawal. That request from the government of Cambodia has not come—
had not come, four or five days ago.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know whether I misunderstood what
the Under-Secretary said—that the reason for the action taken at Laos was
because of the request of the government of Laos.

Mr. LEGER: The main reason.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The government of Laos now, for several
years, has asked for the commission to get out of Laos.

Mr. SmritH (Hastings-Frontenac): As I said in the house, we regarded
the task of the supervisory commission in Laos as completed after the supple-
mentary elections on May 4.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. But what I really have in mind—I am
not so much concerned about Laos. I think the course taken in Laos was
correct. Our record on these commissions has been correct, and in accordance
with the provisions of the Geneva conference, that I am sure we are all
anxious to see that position maintained. But I have heard it suggested that,
with regard to the Cambodian arrangement, consideration has been given to
altering what seemed to be the decision we were about to make, because of
the view urged upon us by other countries.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I am {trying to be
helpful. If the countries could be identified it would enable us to answer the
question more completely. But so far as I am concerned, as minister, I do not
know what Mr. Martin is talking about.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not want to go any further.

Mr. PEARSON: I do not mind going further. Is the United States trying
to keep the Cambodian commission in existence or is India or any other govern-
ment preventing us from withdrawing from it?

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not conscious of any pressure
from the United States in this regard.

Mr. HErRrRIDGE: No representations whatsoever?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not to my knowledge.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is it thought, then, that the commission in
Cambodia is likely to be disbanded in the way that action has been taken in
Laos, within the foreseeable future?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, in a few months Mr. Martin said
in the house it was an ingenious device—and that is a fair description—the
Poles on the commission did not move in favour of it. India and Canada took
this stand bilaterally as a procedural matter.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It was really a compromise arrangement
between India and Canada, was it not?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): With regard to the situation-in Viet Nam—
that I take it is more indefinite—that the Canadian government regards the
continuation of the commission there as desirable and in accordance with the
provisions of the 1954 arrangement?

Mr. SMITH (Hastings-Frontenac): Oh, yes; we take that view. We cannot
get out of Viet Nam yet—south and north.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is there any possibility when the time may
be opportune for the holding of free elections which would make that
possible?

Mr. LeGer: That would be one of the conditions of reunification naturally;
and it would appear that that is neither for tomorrow nor next year—at the
rate things are going.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Any inquiries I have made would not
indicate that there is any terminus ad quem there in prospect.

Mr. PeEARsoN: I have a question I brought up the other day which the
minister has perhaps overlooked. It was about the United Nations emergency
force, which he mentioned in his first statement. Could he tell us what
discussions took place at the last Assembly in regard to establishment of a
permanent force, and the attitude adopted then? I am not sure whether it
was discussed at the last Assembly or not.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, it was, in one aspect. I have a
document here which is long. I think it would take too much time to read it,
but perhaps I could give a digest of it to the committee. I do recall that last
week I talked about obstacles that the previous efforts to create a United
Nations force had encountered. I did not mention all of them. I referred to
them by name—the United Nations guard and the United Nations legion. This
whole question has taken a long time and indeed my recitation of the past
incidents would be distressing as well as long because this is an outstanding
example of frustration and evasion and indeed of a kind that has worried the
Canadian government. But I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that reasonable
and sound objections have been put forward in earlier days. The Secretary-
General has come into this picture, and to that extent one might say that there
was consideration last autumn by the United Nations, but not a detailed dis-
cussion of it in any agencies of which'I am aware. But when the Secretary-
General presented his annual report of the work of the United Nations for
1956-57—that is a year ago—he introduced it with reference to an instrumen-
tality of some kind set up by the United Nations. He indicated in that repor"t—
and that is how it was presented to the General Assembly—that the United
Nations secretariat would be undertaking a study and analysis so there would
be a sound foundation upon which the United Nations could build a §tandby
plan for a police force. The police force he had in mind, in writing t'he
introductory part of his report in 1957, was to build a standby plan for a pol{ce
force which could be activated on short notice in a future emergency. He said,
in his report to the General Assembly, that a study has been going on, and
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he said recently that it helped considerably in the private conversations in

setting up UNOGIL. I have in mind that out of the experience of UNEF, and
out of the experience of setting up UNOGIL there will be valuable material
which will enable the Secretary-General—one aspect, or one factor in the
United Nations picture—to present a new concept of United Nations standby
instrumentality. But I would point out in this context that UNOGIL was
created under very different circumstances from those under which UNEF
was set up. And I would make this further observation that it is a very
useful sign. The Security Council created UNOGIL and that would indicate
that in comparing it with UNEF that there can be a flexibility of approach—
that is the creation of different United Nations instruments for the preservation
of peace. I think we are moving towards a United Nations force slowly; I do
think we are moving in that direction.

I want to emphasize something that I have already stated, and that is
that we should not go too fast. We should take short steps and we should
be careful to avoid creating the wrong impression of what we hope to achieve.
We should be careful to avoid the use of such words as “police force”. I
mentioned that in my observations before. I would not like, at this time, to
say anything more because there are many aspects which must be considered.

I would say that this matter, in view of the setting up of UNOGIL, can be

examined with more hope perhaps than we could have had in some of the
earlier ventures in this regard. Canada will explore, within the United Nations,
with the Secretary-General, and with other countries, possibilities. I did
make a suggestion throughout that there might be hope in proceeding along
the line of the Uniting for Peace resolution of the General Assembly in 1950
and that we might use the machinery that is contemplated in that resolution;
but that would not be, necessarily, the only one that would be considered.
i There are different functions. UNOGIL is an observation group; UNEF
is a police endeavour. Then you could have an armed force. It was suggested
in one of the earlier proposals that that would be under the direction of the
Secretary-General by reason of the authority that has been given to him by
the Assembly or by the Security Council.

It does seem to me that we must work hard and work strenuously towards
the setting up of some instrumentality that would provide for the assembly of
a group that could be moved very quickly. I come back again to the question
of the functions of this instrumentality; whether it should be an armed force,
whether it should be a police activity or whether it should be an observation
group. To me at the moment in terms of taking short steps and doing more
than has been done in the past, it seems to me that the peace observation group
might be the first step which could be taken.

.Mr. CRESTogL: In speaking about the UNEF, has the Canadian government
Fecewed an official report as to the death of Colonel Flint who was killed and
information as to where the bullet came from?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.
Mr. CRESTOHL: I am sure the committee would be interested in that.

: Mr. LeEcer: I think we could make available to the committee the reports
which we received from the United Nations.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was not made to us directly. It
came to us from the Secretary-General.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee that we have the report
of the Secretary-General?

Mr. CrResTOHL: Unless the minister can give us a report in general.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am a little worried about giving
now the details.
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Mr. LEGEr: We could circulate the reports, but unfortunately we do not
have them here this morning. We could have them this afternoon.

Mr. PeEarson: I listened with much interest to what the minister said and
I agree with everything he said about the necessity for proceeding vigorously
but carefully. He repeated what he said the other day about the possible
disadvantages of calling any agency of this kind a United Nations police force.
I do not think the name means very much. You can call it a firefighting
committee if you like. i

What worries me is the developing tendency in the United Nations in the
last couple of years for the powers to say we have to do certain things but
as soon as the United Nations can take over we will withdraw, or we would
not have gone in if there had been a United Nations agency to have taken on
the job.

I think we must try to make provision at the United Nations assembly for
the permanent establishment of a permanent agency which could be on call.
Some of these same powers find all sorts of reasons for not doing it, but it
is becoming increasingly difficult for the United Nations at the same time to
take on those responsibilities and be prevented from organizing the mechanisms
to discharge them.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I think Mr. Pearson has a very good point there.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): On another subject, I would like to ask the
minister if since he has assumed office he has had any request from the South
American countries to join in any alliance, treaty, or economic development
program to offset the present active Communist interests in South America.
I am tempted to ask this question because our friend Mr. Dulles this week is
in South America for the purpose. I understand that the interests of the
United States in South America are larger than ours. I think I would be inter-
ested to know from the minister what is the information the department has as
to the situation in South America and whether or not we can expect just as
much trouble in the years to come in South America as we have had recently
in what is called the Middle East?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): In respect of the first part of the ques-
tion and the statement, since I have taken over the portfolio I can say that
we have had no representations made to us by any South American country
nor have we received any invitation to join the Organization of American
States. I make that as a positive statement. I do not think it will be proper
and fitting for me to comment before the committee on the reactions which
were set in motion by Mr. Nixon’s visit.

Mr. RiceaRD (Ottawa East): There has been no request to help ip the
development of trade of which your department is aware, or a necessity to
assist? ;

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No.

Mr. PEARSON: There is a proposal under discussion at the present time to
call a conference at the level of the heads of government of all the American
states to consider this whole question of development. Do I take it that Canada
has not been approached to attend that conference.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. At least there have been two
proposals which have come out of certain countries in Latin America fox: a
meeting—not under the O.A.S. I have a memorandum before me here which
I will read. There have been several recent proposals for the calling of an 4
inter-American conference at ministerial level or at the level of heads of gov-
ernment to discuss political and economic problems of this hemisphere. The
tentative proposals have been put forward by Brazil and Columbia, and by the 3
Rockefeller fund which has recently made public a report in this respect. There
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also has been a resolution introduced into the United States Senate in respect

of the type of inter-American conference. No such conference has yet been
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called, and consequently, the question of Canadian participation in it has not
been raised formally. This has nothing to do with membership in the O.A.S.
If an invitation were received, our decision would depend largely on the sub-
ject matter of the conference and whether it seemed likely that our contribu-
tion would contribute to its success.

The three main public proposals were in an exchange of letters between
the presidents of Brazil and the United States in which the former suggests,
that is, the president of Brazil, that the relations between the United States and
Latin America should be the subject of an inter-American meeting at the level
of the heads of state to be called without delay by the Organization of Ameri-
can States.

The Rockefeller fund report urged the calling, as soon as possible, of an
inter-American economic conference to which Canada should be invited.

The resolution of the United States recommended that a meeting of
foreign ministers, including Canada, be held to review policies of mutual
understanding in the western hemisphere and it deemed advisable to place
on the agenda an American hemisphere summit meeting.

I want to make it clear that there have been no formal invitations which
have come out of any of these proposals yet.

Mr. CRESTOHL: We have embassies in most of the Latin American coun-
tries?
Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): In nine out of the twenty.

Mr. CRESTOHL: When you say there is no official invitation, were there any
unofficial communications delivered, or discussed, with our ambassadors in
the South American countries.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We have instructed our ambassadors
to find out as much as possible about these proposals.

Mr. PEAarRsoN: I have two questions which have nothing to do with anything
which has been discussed.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions relating to South Ameri-
can matters?

Mr. PEArRsoN: My“first question is have any proposals been made or have
any discussions been held within the NATO Council recently to the effect that
NATO as such should now step in and see what it can do to settle the deplor-
able problem of Cyprus? I know, in the past, it was not done so for the very
good reason that those most concerned did not want anything done in NATO.
Has there been any change in the last few months?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): My recollection, subject to correction by
the Undersecretary, is that it has been discussed in the NATO Council for at
least a year. My recollection is that when the proposal from the United
Kingdom, or indeed before it was made public or before Mr. Macmillan gave
it in the House of Commons, was made known to the representatives of the
NATO countries and made known in a meeting of the Council, my understand-
ing is that apart from the two countries involved, that is Turkey and Greece,
the other representatives on the NATO council urged those two countries to
look at the proposal carefully and, they hoped, sympathetically.

It has been under constant review. You will appreciate that the difference
of opinion between the two members of NATO, Greece and Turkey, could
weaken NATO.

Mr. PearsoN: I do not think that is—

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I was going to say it is an under-
statement.
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Mr. PearsoN: Has NATO given consideration to making proposals of its
own in respect of this matter apart from considering the proposals made by
individual members like the United Kingdom; in other words, is it considering
stepping in and taking on direct responsibility?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. They have not come up with any

proposal.
& Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): Has the government taken any definite stand
:Jf or decision about entering into a world copyright treaty?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I take that as notice. I do not know.

Mr. PeEarsoN: Have there been any recent developments with reference
] to the Polish art treasures?

f:‘*‘; Mr. SmiTtH (Hastings-Frontenac): No.
i Mr. CreEsSTOHL: The Secretary of State seems to feel that this is a matter
for the Department of External Affairs.

Mr. SMITH (Hastings-Frontenac): Negotiation would be a matter for the
Department of External Affairs, but the decision must be initiated by the
Department of the Secretary of State.

i Mr. CresTOoHL: I will look up the question which I put to the Prime
i Minister, but I do feel that this is something which would fall within the
i jurisdiction, certainly to a large extent, of the Department of External Affairs. $

Mr. SmIiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I say that is true as far as negotiations
are concerned, but only that far.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would like to ask the Under-Secretary of
State if he could indicate when the new missions will be established in the
various countries designated by the Prime Minister, and when a minister
will be appointed to Lebanon and particularly to Israel. I am going over there
very soon and I would like some protection.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I discussed this with the Under-
Secretary of State over the. week-end and possibly he could answer that
question.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not suppose these new missions will be
established before the end of this month?

Mr. LeEGeER: I think that we must establish a distinction between Lebanon
and Israel. We now have a mission in Israel. We will have to make provisions
for the new heads of missions, and that takes a little time. I hope it is not
necessary to pin down the exact month.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh no, I just wanted to get some information
in that regard.

Mr. LEGER: Six or seven weeks would be closer than one month, following
the procedure that we want to follow. However, the Chargés d’Affaires will
be there to welcome Mr. Martin on his arrival.

Mr. PEARsoN: Can Mr. Martin be assured of protection?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not think Mr. Martin needs any
protection. :

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What about the other countries where we do 3
not have missions?

The CHAIRMAN: I would like to thank the committee members for main-
taining order during all these meetings.

Is it agreeable to members of the committee that we adjourn now and
meet again at four-thirty this afternoon?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.
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“APPENDIX A"

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO LESS DEVELOPED
COUNTRIES: 1954-1958

: (A memorandum prepared for inclusion in the Report of the Secretary-General
of the United Nations to the Economic and Social Council on Economic
Assistance to Less Developed Countries.)

1. This statement of Canadian aid, which is designed to show the direction
~ and the amount of Canadian economic assistance during the fiscal years 1954-
- 1955 to 1957-1958, has been requested by the Secretary-General of the United
Nations, and will be included in his general Report on this matter to the 26th
~ Session of the Economic and Social Council.

2. Table I shows the assistance which Canada has provided to a number
of countries in terms of commitments and expenditures, grants and loans.
. Expenditure refers to the value of the assistance actually provided in grants
. and long-term loans, and includes the fulfilment of current and previous

commitments. Grants refer to donations, including the value of technical
. assistance.

3. Table II shows these Commitments and Expenditures classified by
recipient country and by purpose. Economic Dewvelopment Projects refer to
~  aid provided for specific projects contributing to the economic development of
the country concerned. The section on Relief refers to aid given to alleviate
temporary hardships such as crop failure or floods. General Economic Aid

comprises all other aid provided for economic, as distinct from military, pur-
poses.

4. Table III shows Canadian Expenditures classified by recipient country
and by economic character. Commodity transfers are classified as ‘“food and
ggricultural” items, or as ‘“other”, which comprises commodities such as
industrial metals. Technical Assistance refers to the expenditures incurred by
the direct provision of technical services to the recipient country, and to the
award of training fellowships to its scholars, technicians and trainees. Other
and Mixed include all other types of direct economic assistance and those of

a mixed character which could not be resolved easily into the specified
categories.

5. This survey does not include Canadian contributions to multilateral aid
programs such as those of the United Nations.

Department of External Affairs, Ottawa, Canada.

16 May 1958.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There is one large case which involves the

Eydroelectric ownership in Poland. That is a case which involves millions of
ollars.

Mr. SmutH (Hastings-Frontenac): I can think of another case but I do not
care to identify it at this time.

Mr. KucHEREPA: I know of individual cases where people have lost their
horpes and that sort of thing—they were expropriated by the present Polish
regime—and because of present Polish legislation these indivduals are unable

to recover anything. There are many such cases of this kind. I have no idea
of the number.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not suppose that we would be able
to find that number in our own files.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): I do think we are getting into a legal argu-
ment. I am not on the side of Poland, but I think the civil rights of a state
are governed by the law of the country. In this case the treasures were re-
moved from the country where they were. People who have property in
Poland are governed in respect of those properties by the laws of that country
just as people are governed by laws of other countries.

Some of our good friends from England cannot remove more than a cer-
tain amount of money from England. That situation applies to France as well
as other countries. I would suggest that the civil rights are governed by the
state where the property is located. This is a little different question. I do not
think we can set off one situation against the other.

Mr. SmiITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not think they are entirely
unconnected.

Mr. MANDZIUK: I do not wish to prolong this question, but looking at this
from strictly a legal point of view, I would be inclined to disagree with the
minister when he says this is a matter between the Bank of Montreal and the
depositors.

From a legal point of view these treasures belong to the Polish
state and it is the Polish state that is entitled to them.

Therefore I would suggest that it is a subject of negotiation between our
government and the present Polish government. The present Polish goevrn-
ment has been recognized. I do not think that the depositors have any right
to these treasures at all, unless they can claim succession or some such thing.
I believe the treasures belong to the Polish people, and no matter what gov-
ernment the Polish people choose, that is the government which is entitled
to these treasures.

Mr. Smite (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, these treasures are not
in the custody of the Canadian government. Let us start with that statement.

Mr. PEARsoON: That is true.

Mr. ManDzIUK: I was thinking of the particular rights to these treasures.

Mr. SMmITH (Hastings-Frontenac): I have struggled over this question but
I am now clear. I am bound—I say this with a smile—to accept the view of
the Rt. Hon. Mr. St. Laurent.

Mr. PEARsON: The minister is not bound to accept that.

Mr. HERRIDGE: You mean you are delighted to?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not. I wish we could legally re-
turn these treasures to Poland.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Mr. Chairman, a month or so ago I asked a question of the
Prime Minister with respect to funds that are being held in connection with
claims that have been made in Poland and in central Europe. The Prime
Minister promised a reply to that question but as yet I have not received one.
I am a little uncertain as to whether this falls under the Department of Ex-
ternal Affairs, or the custodan of—

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): I can answer that question.

The custodian is in the Department of the Secretary of State.

Mr. PEARSON: In respect of the treasures in the Bank of Montreal?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not at the moment. That problem is
not as yet solved.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Prime Minister announced that we were
going to establish new missions in the middle east. Is the minister able to say
when those ministers will take over?
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): May I add a word in respect of the
Polish treasures? The Polish government has been informed that we have
no solution of the problem of the Polish art treasures at this time.

Mr. PEARSON: Has the Polish government made any recent moves?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We had a memorandum three months
ago and we have intimated to them that we have not a proposal as yet. At the
moment we have taken the view of the former government that this is a
matter between the Bank of Montreal and the depositors of the treasures. I
refer to a statement made in the House of Commons by the Right Honourable
Mr. St. Laurent.

Mr. PEARSON: His position, I think, at that time was that if the Polish
government wanted the treasures back perhaps they should go to law and
claim them. Is this presented by the statute of limitations now?

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not think it is clear that any
statute of limitations or prescriptive rights have run against the depositor.
That is a question of law. I have not studied it, but that is my own opinion
at this moment.

I am sorry, I interrupted you, Mr. Martin.

Mr. PEARSON: Mr. St. Laurent said that as far as the Polish treasures in
the Bank of Montreal were concerned, it is a matter between the Bank of
Montreal and the depositors. However, what would happen if the depositors
died?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Normally you would have them re-
placed. You would have to appoint a successor.

Mr. KucHEREPA: Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention a situation that is
perhaps similar to that problem which has been raised by Mr. Pearson.

Quite a number of Canadian citizens, formerly citizens of Poland, have
had their property, and life savings, in some cases, expropriated in some way
by the present Polish government and are unable to recover this money,
homes, and that sort of thing because of the fact that the laws in Poland are
such that they are not able to claim possession unless they go back to Poland,
in which case they would probably be arrested for some reason or other.

These Canadian citizens of Polish ancestry find themselves in a hopeless
position today in this regard.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Would the situation mentioned by the member provide a
basis for negotiation in regard to the other treasures?

Mr. KUucHEREPA: I mention this situation as possibly the other side to the
same question. If the Polish government is asking for the return of these
treasures, perhaps that is the basis of negotiation in regard to these Canadian
citizens who have properties in Poland which are now under the jurisdiction of
the present Polish government, and cannot claim them.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): How many claims are there by Canadian citi-
zens of Polish extraction who have property in Poland? I know there is one
large case.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): I can think of one large one.

61575-7—3



114

STANDING COMMI TTEE’

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TaBLe 1—COMMITMENTS AND EXPENDITURES BY COUNTRY

BRITISH WEST INDIES, INCLUDING WEST INDIES FEDERATION

Commitments Expenditures
Fiscal Years
Ending March 31 Grants Loans Total Grants Loans Total
$ $ $ $ $ $
B954-55. 50800 k3 5 e — —_ — - —_ —_
LT R R O Y 50,000 - 50,000 49,999 —_\ 49,999
AOSODT 3 - viiia s oims —_ — — o At LEE
JOBT=DB . . ivinie s o5 00's 4,034 4,034 4,034 4,034
54,034 — 54,034 54,033 —_— 54,033
BURMA
1954-55. . 4,377 — 4,377 4,377 — 4,377
1955-56 78,001 —_ 78,001 33,501 —_ 33,501
1956-57.. 204,710 —_ 204,710 118,745 — 118,745
1957-58 331,607 — 331,607 304,519 —_ 304,519
618,695 —_ 618,695 461,142 —_ 461,142
CAMBODIA
0% B R Bl 34,468 — 34,468 19,468 — 19,468
19060634 .\ . . S hues 15,850 —_ 15,850 29,483 — 29,483
JOBBDT. - ol R L 14,438 —_— 14,438 14,438 —_ 14,438
AOBTBR L s ke 25,941 —_ 25,941 25,941 — 25,941
90, 697 —_ 90, 697 89,330 - 89,330
CEYLON
J904-BD. .. oo viievan 2,994,824 —_ 2,994,824 2,265,840 —_ 2,265,840
1OD8-08. Jo5ivei oo ii 2,224,937 —_ 2,224,937 1,815,885 —_ 1,815,885
1986587,V S0 2,222,414 —_— 2,222,414 2,923,456 —_ 2,923,456
AR08 S L s 5,254,259 —_ 5,254,259 2,688,321 — 2,688,321
12,696,434 _ 12,696,434 9,693, 502 — 9,693, 502
HAITI
1964-65.. .. ceeennne 25,000 _— 25,000 24,988 — 24,988
1955-58.....cv00nens — —_— —_ —_ —_ =
IDBBBT 7 5 el s — _— — — _— —
1957-58.....c0000s. — —_ — — — -
25,000 — 25,000 24,988 — 24,988
INDIA
11,314,032 — 11,314,032 8,942,075 — 8,942,075
16,760, 305 —_ 16,760, 305 16,626,422 — 16, 626,422
14,861, 509 - 14,861,509 7,547,639 — 7,547,639
31,327,758 25,000,000 56,327,758 19,263,984 16,173,000 35,436,984
74,263, 604 25,000, 000 99,263, 604 52,380,120 16,173,000 68, 553, 120
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INDONESIA
Commitments Expenditures
Fiscal Years
Ending March 31 Grants Loans Total Grants Loans Total
$ $ $ $ $ $
| l§54—55. .......... 64,304 — 64,304 64,304 — 64,304
t 1955-56. 2 148,324 —_ 148,324 148,324 — 148,324
| 1956-57. 216,061 —_ 216,061 216,061 —_ 216,061
B I067-680, ...l 165,619 - 165,619 163,709 — 163,709
:‘ 594,308 — 594,308 592,398 — 592,398
|
| KOREA
I Y0B0.. . 0. e 750,000 — 750,000 745,421 — 745,421
e MR — —_ —_ — = e
B10se-87. ... 00 e = - i — —
B 1987-88.. . .. — — — — — —
: 750,000 —_ 750,000 745,421 — 745,421
i
i LAOS
| 1054-55... - - - - - -
1965-86. ... .00 00 —_ — — — — —
1956-57. .. 32,240 —_ 32,240 32,240 — 32,240
OB S S raae ead 38,292 — 38,292 38,292 — 38,292
iF' 70,532 —_ 70,532 70,532 - 70,532
§ MALAYA
2054-56. . ....5. s 56,007 — 56,007 56,007 — 56,007
L 1955-56. 43,147 — 43,147 43,147 — 43,147
AOBO-O7 5 e eeierivers 295,734 — 295,734 155,398 - 155,398
i. 1957-58. 61,202 —_ 61,202 195, 539 — 195, 539
| . 456,090 _— 456,090 450,091 —_ 450,091
.z_:
b
E NORTH BORNEO
a8
&
' 5,467 _ 5,467 5,467 — 5,467
d 5,658 e 5,658 5,658 L2 5,658
¥ 573 —_ 573 573 —_ 573
B 3,451 — 3,451 3,451 _ 3,451
. 4
‘p? 15,149 — 15,149 15,149 — 15,149
4
: PAKISTAN
14,334,460 —_ 14,334,460 6,336, 500 — 6,336, 500
10,197,172 — 10,197,172 7,021,142 — 7,021,142
11,080, 669 —_ 11,080, 669 11,239,021 — 11,239,021
17,346,845 — 17,346,845 19,157,026 — 19,157,026
52,959,146 — 52,959,146 43,753,689 — 43,753,689

61575-7—3}
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TaBLE 1—CoMMITMENTS AND EXPENDITURES BY COUNTRY

SARAWAK
Commitments Expenditures
Fiscal Years
g Ending March 31 Grants Loans Total Grants Loans
‘, ‘ $ $ $ $ 8
l 1,671 5 1,671 1,671 %
i 2,746 — 2,746 2,746 —
B 30,058 — 30,058 30,058 -
fe 34,475 — 34,475 34,475 —
|
SINGAPORE
il 1954-58........:... 8,541 — 8, 541 8,541 — 8,541 1
! HO55-B0,% s vass oo 1,867 — 1,867 1,867 — 1,867
| 196867, i eaiis sy 71,859 — 71,859 21,859 — 21,859
; i 1967-68.... ;.7 o 22,722 — 22,722 23, 687 — 23,687
‘ 104,989 — 104,989 55,954 — 55,954
THAILAND
1954-85.....c000uns 2,845 — 2,845 2,845 — 2,845
1906-90. . .35« con o 534 — 534 534 —_ 534
IBD0-8T. .. onsipson — — — - —_ —
196788, ..00covvoin 15,616 — 15,616 15,616 — 15,616
18,995 — 18,995 18,995 —_ 18,995
VIETNAM 1
1954-65............ 4,313 —- 4,313 4,313 — 4,313
19565-86... .. .cicids 1,361 — 1,361 1,361 — 1,361
1§ PR 138,137 — 138,137 138,137 — 138,137
1957-88........4 040 37,347 — 37,347 37,347 — 37,347
181,158 — 181,158 181,158 —_ 181,158
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

[ Tasie II—CommrrMenTs AND ExPENDITURES CrassiFiep By Recreient COUNTRY AND BY PURPOSE

g BRITISH WEST INDIES INCLUDING WEST INDIES FEDERATION
| Economic General
i \ Development ? Economic
ﬂ’ Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
~ (Canadian Dollars)
g $ $ $ $
| A. CoOMMITMENTS
BB UL St P aais dapals sislsie s s e At A A — — — —
f e T A e L R T B ol — 50,000 — 50,000
LT R B i e T e e b s —_ -_ _ -
t A S RN ) S e SRR L 4,034 e 2 4,034
" 4,034 50,000 — 54,034
ir B. EXPENDITURES
i o R NS . ST RN S —_ — - -
§ L G e R (e e < e el — 49,999 — 49,999
E I o i b s -~ — =
| BRI LB T e lin o b e o R e 4,034 — 4,034
i 4,034 49,999 o 54,033
§
i
K BURMA
. A. CommrmeNTs
iy I o il o vt R e SN s e 4,377 — — 4,377
L e T e A ML N e e 78,001 — — 78,001
i L el RIS i 5. T ey S M il 204,710 — — 204,710
4 e e R e R S M e 331,607 — — 331,607
,v. 618, 695 — — 618, 695
iL
- B. ExreNDITURES
L e g SR o G S S R R R 4,377 — —_ 4,377
R T L K ion b - AL TS Y s e e 1 33,501 — —_ 33,501
e O e o e e, o T 118,745 — —_ 118,745
i e NG R e e e e 304,519 —_ —_ 304,519
461,142 — —_ 461,142
CAMBODIA
A. CoMMITMENTS
I Y | ey s S LSS e s S 34,468 - — 34,468
e A S A S R SR SO Tl 15,850 - - 15,850
RS = 0 e e © s W e AT e e Tl 14,438 —— - 14,438
L n RIS o ke SR e SR 25,941 - - 25,941
) 90, 697 — -— 90, 697
o
B. ExPENDITURES
I = % o L e i e B 19,468 - —_— 19,468
R A A S A R Ay T 29,483 —_— — 29,483
L S S I SR L T 14,438 —_ —_ 14,438
BRSSO 25,941 —_ -3 25,941
d 89,330 = . 89,330
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TasLe II—CoMMITMENTS AND EXPENDITURES CLASSIFIED BY RecrereNt COUNTRY AND BY PURPOSE

: CEYLON
Economic General
: ] Development '+ Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. COMMITMENTS /
LS 2 S S e S el L S S 2,994,824 - - — 2,994,824
14 | e R I B R e R S i e 2,224,937 — C— 2,224,937
1 s 1150 A R ol 8 ! ik ) IR 2,222,414 —— - 2,222,414
; 130 ER At N A B S TR s e 2,254,259 3,000,000 — 5,254,259
1
b 9,696,437 3,000,000 — 12,696,437
' B. EXPENDITURES
BOBGBD 7 il 5 W s e G N R el 2,265,840 — — 2,265,840
i : £ TR A B e AR o L SR A8 1,815,885 - —_ 1,815,885
) 10 el i SRR NSl B o e R 2,923,456 —_ —_ 2,923,456
BOBTHBB . il v i s sty e e e R s PR , 688,321 _— —_ 2,688,321
9,693, 502 —_ —_ 9,693,502
HAITI
A. CoMMITMENTS
dOBABD . . L A T Gl o TR s s ety —_— 25,000 —_ 25,000
ORI i s B s AR e b S e e — _ —_ —
OB . L i U i R, e Sl e Rt — —_ - —
Ky 8 R ATRABRRER, k5 i e T adipeeet e 3 —_ —_ - —
— 25,000 —_ 25,000
B. EXPENDITURES
ERGE=00 . ¥ s 2 e b S LA s e — 24,988 —_ 24,988
R TSt g R T R R L S gt 4P - - - s
BOBBRADY .- e 5o o b5 o e via s nin b e ach W s o At —_ — — —
TORESO. (i 105 ¢ aabia i ain e bip v iibid mia o7 e TEN e ol -— - e =
2 24,988 — 24,088
INDIA
A. CoMMITMENTS
BOBE-88. . . o 0 ok b h o st et L AN 11,314,032 —_ — 11,314,032
BOBB-B0. 30 ST ieinhivan casate i s FA e e Ba oW S YR 16,760,305 —_ —_ 16,760, 305
AOD0-BT. < s iao % v 70 & Main'olnels 4155 ot 9ia’s s a 80T AP0 14,861, 509 —_ — 14,861,509
ROBTADB. s 70 1 s N ile a0 A N S s 4 T S 23,327,758 8,000, 000 25,000,000 56,327,758

66,263, 604 8,000,000 25,000,000 99,263,604

B. EXPENDITURES

117 S8 1 N O Sl W e T 8,942,075 — — 8,942,075
OB . i ot b e e A e 16, 626,422 — — 16, 626,422
(117 SRR Sy S T e T e 7,547,639 — — 7,547,639
L o A R SR I e 19,263,984 — 16,173,000 35,436,984

52,380, 120 — 16,173,000 68,553,120
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TasLe II—CommrrMeNTS AND EXPENDITURES CrAssiFIED BY RECIPIENT COUNTRY AND BY' PURPOSE

INDONESIA
Economic General
§ Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects - Relief Aid + Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ 3 $ $
A. CoMMITMENTS :
SO i 10 Eh s ok kS S OO At S SN 64,304 —_ — 64,304
LT O e SR N S e ST St R gl 4 148,324 —_ — 148,324
OB Lh7 s T iis Ay o o Sk TR o 216,061 - —_ — 216,061
O R e SR RO e o S AR Y 165,619 — — 165,619
594,308 —_ —_ 594,308
B. EXPENDITURES
i1 BT S a e R e B . FEARP RO 64,304 — — 64,304
e RS SR B et R R e S 148,324 —_ _ 148,324
Ry TR o AR M e A e 216,061 —_ —_ 216,061
0 R il S e B EEREREE PP 163,709 - —_ . —_— 163,709
592,398 — — 592,398
KOREA
A. CoMMITMENTS
T T N el SO B e R R 750,000 — — 750,000
1 A R RN SO L ST A s e —_ -_ e —
BRI e - o T N e e i T DV —_ -_ - nys
b SRR R RN RS e i A B —_ - - e
750,000 — —_ 750,000
B. EXPENDITURES i
e A S e ST i TS et 745,421 — — 745,421
Th L R g ST S S S R Y N G - - e il
oy e e K A L S M e - - - —
L e L e R U LI S I R T — S o e
745,421 —_ —_ 745,421
LAOS
A. CoMMITMENTS
i SR e I R R SO ] o] — e = e
B AR R A S A R | S - e - e
PR SRR e 5o 3 SRR 32,240 — — 32,240
e IR I I L IR T e 38,292 —_ - 38,292
70,532 —_— — 70,532
B. ExpENDITURES
L R R S B N S e — o = ™
e R R e o O e w— e = 4
L AR S O - T i 32,240 — —_— 32,240
BB, iy 75355 s oay s s s e oo oo e o Bt 38,292 — - 38,292
70,532 — — 70,532
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

Tasre II—CommiTMENTS ABD ExPENDITURES CLAssIFIED BY RECIPIENT COUNTRY AND BY PURPOSE

MALAYA
Economie General
. Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. CoMMITMENTS
B0 s N e 56,007 o — 56,007
Lyt R R B S AR S E RN A L L 43,147 —_ — 43,147
Py G S I e R SN S 295,734 — — 295,734
G o 3 R 1 R U e ehote b AL AT 61,202 —_ - 61,202
456,090 —_ —_ 456,090
B. EXPENDITURES
3t e R A T ST N e il A P = e o 56,007 - — 56,007
BABID0 oo i e e A s e s e T T 43,147 _— —_— 43,147
BRDIIIT Lo s v o e 2 AT e s s L e 155,398 —_ —_ 155,398
0 LRI ST s e sy T Sl ¢ 195,539 — —_ 195,539
450,091 — — 450,091
NORTH BORNEO
A. COMMITMENTS
BOUAED . . R e g S e v 5,467 — — 5,467
LS R S RS st S e R R A Lag. Tk 5 -_ -r 5,658
OB T i o Ve o At S T e R 573 —_ — 573
b Ly A DR N T o R B 3,451 _ — 3,451
15,149 — — 15,149
5,467 — _ 5,467
) A9 Y oy ] 658
573 — — 573
3,451 -_ —_ 3,451
15,149 —_ — 15,149
PAKISTAN
A. CoOMMITMENTS
BOBEOD L. v 3 T R R e T e et 14,334,460 — —_ 14,334,460
FOBB-BH . o3 v a e et T Fante S Ry, S ek 10,197,172 —_ — 10,197,172
SOBBAT . i vstiiidis b cv il o s T 4 St e 9,580, 669 1,500,000 — 11,080, 669
BOBE-08. i uvrt o s Caint s o Mk s s DAL SN AN 13,346,845 4,000,000 —_ 17,346,845
47,459,146 5,500,000 _ 52,959,146
B. EXPENDITURES P
; £y B NS = R S R M Pt o o, 6,336,500 —_ *fy 6,336,
b S Ry I RS N s 7,021,142 — v 7,021,142
BOOO-OT . coias 5w 55 sdts won b 000 o'a 4 RaIn T aisia 9,763,187 1,475,834 _ 11,239,021
0 AR B e St e Rl T 17,157,026 2,000,000 —_ 19,157,026
40,277,855 3,475,834 — 43,753,689
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
Tasie II—CoMMITMENTS AND EXPENDITURES CrAssiFiED BY RECIPIENT COUNTRY AND BY PURPOSE

SARAWAK
* Economic General
Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
] (Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
- A. CommrrMENTS

R R e A T o — - C e
I o kL T st oy eid oo g W e e o 1,671 — ot 1,671
i e e S SR G a2 2,746 -— — 2,746
§ el e S P P SO AR b N AR RS 30,058 — -— 30,058
34,475 — — 34,475

B. EXPENDITURES

OB s T s e g e e el et — — —_ -—
BOBEEN0 5 L e A Al s e e ok R 1,671 —_ - 1,671
RO o i ey S i, Sl Y 2,746 . . C— . .-~ 2,746
BONEWIR e e bR, S kel 30,058 —_— = 30,058
34,475 — — 34,475

SINGAPORE
A. CoMMITMENTS
8,541 — — 8,541
1,867 — — 1,867
71,859 — — 71,859
22,722 — - 22,722
104,989 —_ — 104,989
.................................... 8,541 —_ — 8, 541
.................................... 1,867 —_ —_ 1,867
.................................... 21,859 — — 21,859
.................................... 23,687 — - 23,687
55,954 —_ —_ 55,954
THAILAND

2,845 — — 2,845
534 — —_ 534
15,616 — — 15,616
18,995 —_ — 18,995
.................................... 2,845 — - 2,845
.................................... 534 — — 534
R T g 15,616 = = 15,616
18,995 — —_ 18,995




CANADIAN Economc msrmcls—vmw i

f ‘—V Tmnmmmummmnmmmrmwm
g S
I ;r’ = - e = = R )
Ul : _Economic ~_General e
T : ‘254 Development . - Economic Ry
”L i - Fiscal Years Ending March 31 ; Projects Relief @~  Aid -~ Total
f’; ¥ - o B (Canadian Dollars) v
,ﬂ- : $ (e $ S 3
i A. CoMMITMENTS : ey

1954-B5:5 . Lo s s sws ppethc o N e 4,313 — ~— - 4,313
FOBRB0 L 5 S o T e Al R e g 1,361 = — 1,361 ‘
FOBGBTS s L e s dedas 138,137 o by — 138,137 ‘
e e SR R S S T e g 37,347 R L e S 37,347
g ' 181,158 — — 181,158
B. EXPENDITURE
1 SRR Ry SRR st T ol (R R 4,313 = -— 4 .1 b S
0D b e A N R s 1,361 Sl e S— 36 .
 §1 i Y PRI LA R LR ) e R 5300 By G R, SRR S e 138137 E
HOBT=B8. 11 s s ab s nsrs ST e e e A 87,847 ... ... ... .— ey I AP 37.347 .
IBLABE < IR S S T 181,158~ -
3
3
1
4
i
4
4
3
E
&
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' EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 123

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
Tarre III—ExpENDITURE CrAssiFiep BY RecreieNt CouNTRY AND BY Economic CHARACTER
BRITISH WEST INDIES INCLUDING WEST INDIES FEDERATION

Economic General
Development, Economic |
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 : Projects Relief Aid Total v
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. CommoprTiEs!
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
b I S A Ay o ) S S A Eaeivre o T ol — —_ — —_
=B R T s e S o — 49,999 — 49,999
iy RS s IO B S —— — — —
Ty R g e SO )OS e SIS T _ —_ —_— —
(b) Other
1954-55. . = = = —
1955-56. . — — - —
1956-57. . — — — e
1957-58. . — —_ - —
B AR T RANBIBRE. L i i i s sy e s ok ws S oae e — — —_- o
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
OO L o L S e s — —_ —_— -_—
e LR S e St S v L —_ —_ —_ —_
G A e lEE S G SR T I S O —_ — _— -—
Ui e R A SRR e 4,034 —_ — 4,034
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc.
A e T AR i S A P — — — —
L AR el sl R B F — — — —_
L MRS ST R R 3 B R R SRR —_— — o -
BOOTOR . s A S s P ST —_ —_— s >
D. OrrER AND MIxED!
1954-55. . s . e ]
1955-56. - - s LT
1956-57. —_ — — —
1957-58. . — — — -
E. ToraL
s e R N e S T T e _— > ot -
Lol e MR S A B S SR e SRR —_ 49,999 —_ 49,999
1 S e S R AR ISR s T B —_ = J — —
L SR B R e i (R 4,034 = - 4,034
4,034 49,999 — 54,033

Note!:—All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.



124 STANDING COMMITTEE

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
TasrLe III—ExerENDITURE CrassiFieD BY RecrpiENT CouNTRY AND BY EcoNomic CHARACTER

BURMA
Economic General
3 : Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. CoMMoODITIES!
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
£ 2 R RS R e 5, 1 e —_ — -_— e
0 P SR R AN R TR — - - -
LT O ER L AT SRR R e N LS — —_— —_ =
BOBT=B8Y . i3 vt dloncnisi s aatuas s o e s s vas —_— —_ - o
(b) Other
T S A SR S e gt/ A L L == = o B
1 TS R O e S e & v NS e — - — -
g (1 AR S PR S R e S SRS — —_ — —_
BOBT=08E .. s cons et s e s sleis ad o s — - — —
l B CE TRANSEERS: | 00 - O e L it 9 O T R ey s ohe
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
100808, (o5 caeats wiiels 4,377 — — 4,377
JOOBROD. L oes oW vy fsck 19,602 —_ —_ 19,602
TOBBRDT s v vn s oimeinn s o we 3 TGS, o 21,879 — — 21,879 |
1 AT R S SRS e P e S 76,741 - — 76,741 :
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc \‘
[ 3 S ISR e L £ — e — !
AOBEBB. iy, e R 12,886 = 1 12,886
108087 i e, o e S A 57,831 L £ 57,831
{1y O NN AR A ) Tl R 112,772 — — 112,772
D. OreER AND MIxED!
TOBEEG. A ot S e S — — — -
TOBE-56. L e = LN i e 1,013 = = 1,013
11 R R R A T e 39,035 — —_— 39,035
TOBT-08 o 0bik o s S en S ABES hinie OB IRES S5 a ks © 114,634 — — 114,634
E. ToraL
812157 B, e L SRMMORITE Y 3 - P ot A 4,377 — — 4,377
BOODO0 . 5o o s Von vrsas naleei's vl os o ¢ ina 33,501 - — — 33,501
BOBB-DT - o5 it b esoie e Sty R WA BT 400 118,745 - — — 118,745
T0DTEBB. 20 v aetoh Tt venbadasbalbt B rivoisen 304,519 o — 304,519
461,142 — — 461,142

Norge!:—All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

{ Tasre III—ExpeNDITURE CrassiFieDp BY REecrereNT CoUNTRY AND BY Economic CHARACTER
f CAMBODIA
|
‘ Economic General
Development Economic
| Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
'r 3
: (Canadian Dollars)
| i $ $ $ $
I A. Commoprries(!)
! (a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
RO i forins S R i i Bt S s —_ —_ —_ —_—
B s v b 5 o e e o e 0 — — —_ —_
| O R i e Tl o e T At —_ —_ —_ —_
[ T A S YRS e s e o =
: (b) Other
[ L e R M IR e, et el e —_ — —_ —_—
L 1L R O Al R PR el SR —_ —_ _ -
L1y e S QSR RTINS Ao (N A —_ —_ — —
b NG e IS RIS (R AR T e 1 —_ —_ —_ —_
B AOARE TRANBRERE ... o e s doinisbasne &% - - _ e
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
| RDORBBET L s Tl et B i S AR 17,808 — — 17,808
DR R B TR SR o e B B AN 10,009 — —_ 10,009
s e B S R G e SIS e 3,844 _— — 3,844
I R o e I A R RN Bl .92 — —_ 92
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, ete.
, i G e S et | PRSI SN 1,660 —_ _ = 1,660
L BRSNS e IR S e 5,840 — —_ 5,840
o e SR el A Gy S A el = (R 10,594 —_ —_ 10,594
| 1 R o e Y S et 1 S 25,849 — —_ 25,849
D. Orrer axp Mixen(!)
i R R R R S R 4 P — —_ —_ —_
* T g SR I T R 13, - — 13,634
r TS e AR AR S 4 Gt N —_ - e o
: o TG RTINS —_ —_ — -
g E. Toran
& A R N T e PP e 19,468 — — 19,468
ﬁ BRGNS G Sl T Ry B e 29,483 - — 29,483
: L R S AR N e R T 14,438 — — 14,438
i s LR S T e TR Sl 25,941 — - 25,941
}E 89,330 —_ — 89,330
]
B No'm (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.
'
3
ﬁ
3
&




126 STANDING COMMITTEE

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TapLe III—ExpeNDITURE CrLassiFiep BY REecreieNT CoUNTRY AND BY EcoNomic CHARACTER

CEYLON
Economic General
3 5 Development Economie
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 - Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. Commoprries (1)
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
b 17 2, e SR NIRRTl o, s e 539,286 — - 539,286
400 R T KRN R 2 SN il 491,509 —_ -_— 491,509
A s S P 899, 600 — — 899, 600
AOBTEDB s s delein s o ableions misaigts v calilehe 1,639,185 —_ —_ 1,639,185
(b) Other
R e e g e S o —_— —_— — wdon
$b T s e M N S L (POt e —_ - -~ _
BOOBEDY i an bt a Dt S 0hea i o Realatay 000 10 stk — — — —_
b Ty A S TR S o e S R ot o —_ —_ —_ _—
B. CasH TRANSFERS....cc00e0ee o ok S 2w — - - -
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
TOBARBD . v i ioe & s o S M B n ¢ b BA 131,033 — _— 131,033
1066~00, .4 tin e AR e e R e 144,738 —_ —_ 144,738
ity R R e T B GRR 162,271 — — 162,271
3 11, TR T OIS L s S M 198,808 - — 198,808
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc.
008Dl . iri coi Ui S R e AE R 32,833 — —_— 32,833
10110 NP S K AN T B By 79,199 —_ — 79,199
BO00IT . 2 e d % s s via B ud B ate v mn s A 51,433 —_ — 51,433
LOBTB, ) o iR R s v At n R 44,486 _ _— 44,486
D. Oraer AND Mixep (1)
1§17 O PR R EOREC [ e SHe PRSP e ey 1,562,688 —_ — 1,562,688
YOBD=D08 1. . o St v aie s nns o5 WBle MRS S & s e 1,100,439 — —_ 1,100,439
Ly R el R T AP e, 1 1,810,152 —_ — 1,810,152
TOBT-B8 5k o il Srie s o Sy P e 5 €00 805,842 —_ —_ 805,842
E. Torau
FOBAEE 5 it s st s hns a5 S VTR B s s sia 2,265,840 —_ — 2,265,840
FOGH50 ... & o0 o5 e Sl dictainre s e g a0 4 1,815,885 -. — 1,815,885
L4 SRR AT S S R T 2,923,456 —_ — 2,923,456
b7y T P I P Mo R S8 KT T e S 2,688,321 —_ — 2 688,321
9,693, 502 —_ — 9,693,502

Nore (7): All goods are I.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.

eyt



 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—IQ&MS ! ;
‘Tape m—Emmm Crassrmep By Recrerent CoUNTRY AND BY EconoMic CHARACTER v i i
: S
[ 2 Economic g General "
! Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
P; . = (Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
- A. Commoprries () :
1 (a) Food a.nd Agncultura.l Commod;txes
................................ - 24,988 e —
1955—56 ................................ — — — —
i35 e R e TR S e il S e —_ —_ —_ —_
g, b et TR AR B A R oM i, S e L O ST, —_ —_ —_ —
(b) Other
L e e p S A R R - — — ——
D e S M a0 aia & o s leva s o e Al — — — —
bl R e S ST e e R A SR — —_ oy -
i e e AR R R e R AR VRS ST — —_ — —_
B. CASH TRANSFERS.....c00cvnesscesease Ton vk - e — —_
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
T s A Tt b A STt g — — — —
' D. Orrer AND Mixep(})
AR O MR R RS AR Ol — — - —_
sl SR R N e i DT Sy S —_ - = o
L R R IR A MO LT A S U T — _ == el
nol i S N e SR N P e T S e — e s o
1. Toran :
D e S SRR ber B aathe e S N e —_ -+24,988- —_ 24,988
OO s 2 v P s A g o ) T S A s & —_ —_ o b
R R AR R I b Rl Ml i —_ — — —
b L FRRAL TR & R e U SR S AT —_ = b k=)
— 24,988 — 24,988

Note (*): All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

Tasie III—ExpeNDpITURE CrassiFiED BY RECIPIENT COUNTRY AND BY EcoNoMic CHARACTER

INDIA
Economic General
: 1 Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief id Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $
A. Commonprries (1)
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
BOBBBIN ) ar B e Ao e ML A — — - .
1955—-56 ................................ — — — —_
BOB0-87 2 50 50 SRR RS s irim s A — — —_— -
057 S e O i e e ] 7,000,000 — 16,173,000 23,173,
(b) Other
el B T SR s SR T AL e S e 1,805,062 — — 1,805,
L e e o L e - 1,374,777 — — 1,374,
FOB0-BT0 04 U = s s BW s ini e WA b 1,246,459 — — 1,246,
BB s o b e Rt AL S S 328,043 — — 328,
B. CasH TRANSFERS..... PR N S U B R D A S e — — —
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
1954-55.. 17,694 — — 17,694
1955-56. 37,024 — —_ 37,024
1956-57. .. 102, 365 —_ —_ 102, 365
1957-58 A — —_ 60, 860
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, ete.
FOBARBEL 1l socis 2 b o it ora s UL AR 96,339 — — 96,339
05550 il v bR e b 188,281 = o 188, 281
L e R e L 258,868 - — 258, 868
AOBTB8 L sardin 050w Siuiae i b ale i Al e 266,899 — — 266,899
D. OraER AND MIxED(?)
TR SR T S 7,022,980 = e 7,022,
T e L e SRR o 15,026,340 £ — 15,026,
HOBBLETE 0k v Lo e g Il T e N 5,939, 946 = - 5,939,
HO5T-581 a0 - s R e e 11,608,183 o — 11,608, 1
E. Torau
3 R N ME AT BT 0 ST 8,942,075 — - 8,942,075
bR T R - SRR A R U G S R 16, 626,422 — —_ 16,626,422
E R R N R S N r e e o e 7,547,639 = - ,547
0Ly 5 SR R R T I U 8 A g 19,263,984 - 16,173,000 35,436,984
52,380,120 — 16,173,000 68,553,120

Nore(1):—All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TapLe III—ExpenpiTuRE CrassiFiep By REecipieNT CoUNTRY AND BY EconNomic CHARACTER

| & INDONESIA
E Economic General
Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
‘(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ $

A. CommonprTies (1)

I A T i s s s e s oLt 24" — —_ - s
BODBERRY L tn sl R N e s s — — — =y
cb o RS M RRAL B IS et i AR A — — — —
i e B AT P L TN R R — = — -
(b) Other
Ll A Al N L - T o - -_ iy =
2 £ o PN e RS R B o TR B R A — — —_ —
ikl B e ah &g S SO e B - - —_— —
L e N e S SR — — — —
B CABH TRANBFERE..,. .o snoesioensones ALy e s ule - — o =
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
B B T ey e e £ by e S b e e 9,762 —_ —_ 9,762
L e e R et L S e e P T 25,558 — —_ 25,558
LSy el SRR T I A b e 22,200 — — 22,200
T B e O o s 32,681 —_ —_ 32,681
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, ete
e S R A SREARE S %, SRR R L e T 54,542 — — 54,542
R S e A s 122,766 — —_ 122,766
RRBOBILE, o e ita ek s T G N S B o 193,861 — —_ 193,861
10T T SN S ey ST B i D 2R Vo 131,028 — — 131,028
D. Oraer AND MIxED
Vi T IR A O L R T — — —_ -—
R R B e W ] s SRR i — — - T
B - e L it L e bt o srsrs AL — — -— —_
AOBTSERT v s o e SR e T —_ — -— —_—
E. Toran
| 1954-55 - 14 64,304 — —_ 64,304
I 1955-56 148,324 — —_ 148,324
| 1956-57. .. 216,061 — — 216,061
| 1957-58.. . 163,709 — —_ 163,709
| 592,398 £ AL 592,398
i _ .
Nore (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
;
F

61575-7—4




130 ' STANDING COMMITTEE
CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 195458

-~

KOREA
_E‘conomic General
; ST ; Development n Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ 3 8 $
A. Commoprries(
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities .
{ g 1217 L RIS NL e Gt T o A (A S S - 745,421 — 745,421
s BOBB-D0 s S e S o S e s e — —_ — —
; LT AR SR ol T SR A s - - — —_ 3
OB GO, B ek 20 R I e s R, — — — — [
(b) Other
i y [ o A SRR SR B B T Mg B — — — —_
g d9B8-D0. .. Lo e T STl e e A — — — —
TO5HRT o b A SN S R S — — — —
{7 1 i Wi sl 0 R o e L — — — —
B. Casa TRANSFERS - — = .
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
JOHE0S . e e L e S — — — —
JOES-B0. A s L A T A B R — — — —
FOBCIE. . Dol sty ot e o O N 1 0% e LD —_ — — —_
N L i R AT e S e B 7 e —_ — — —_
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, ete.
TOBAEBY, o s Lo B i o e ] £ o — =
[ R N e N W L = = —
1956675 ool N e SR S a e o = —
ADSTBE S e o e T e - L LY -
D. OrsEr AND Mixep®
T R R e et s i = -
1055501 s e e e E O i T — —
1066:67, U5 i b s S e e - = — - :
1057581, - e L e TR = = — — i
E. ToraL ve
I008-08 . e Pl AR A L v RS e e — 745,421 - 745,421
p ko TS e N T K AR SR A AT Rl 231 —_ o ot .
OB oA e et 2 o < ¥k e o o —_— —_ — oo
4 D Nl Sl O BT T L T o —_— — —_ &
—_— 745,421 — 745,421
Note (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

W 1y b AR RS R e e B e e A SRR el Y o TR By RS A ,.--‘,,_AH“;,L;
TapLe III—EXPENDITURE bwsmn BY RecreieNt CoUuNTRY AND BY EconNomic CHARACTER

LAOS
e : L : Ecanomic - General
& s ik Development A Economic
- Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid ‘ Total
A (Canadian Dollars)
- $ $ $ $
- A. Commoprries (1) ’
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
B Y e TR e O e S RS G 3 X — —_ — —_
11 B e e S S e et — — —_ —
3 <D S R e el S S R — — - —
g b s R e e i IR AR R e —_ —_ —_ —
) (b) Other
, OBEES Qe tRee L S = £ 12 =
T SO T S SRR SN O e e = e e
D 1956-57. . e = = £ =
: 1957-58. . i s - =
B. Casa TRANSFERS
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
R R AR A R LR S, W e — — — —
b S e S g IR AR Al T SRS - — —_ —
LTy e R SR N M R L 1) 4,957 — —_ 4,957
O e s IR s e e 3,019 —_ —_ 3,019
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc.
ROBAEBILIE L SN e B e — — — -
p 31 LA o S R S TR — -— — —
IOB0-=0T. . o v e s e o 27,283 — — 27,283
LY AR R S R S 35,273 — — 35,273
70,532 _ 70,532
D. OrsEr AND Mixep (1)
g AR S I o < T S MR E — — — —_
4 R SO i Sk e S ionell — — —_ e
L YRS R S PR e e I SR —_ — — -
)y S SR VSIS SaSt b  S i gl — - —_ —
E. ToraL
) e e O DT B S e M S P — - — —
it AR CE SO 1o, el el Rl — — s 1
S R i B I b S VLSS 32,240 — —_ 32,240
FLL Yy RS EE AR el Ak Al 35,292 — —_ 35,292
70,532 70,532

Nore: (1): All goods are F.A.8. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.

61575-7—43
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132 : STANDING COMMITTEE

CANADIAN ECQNOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TasLe III—ExPENDITURE CrAssiFied BY RecrpieNT CouNTRY AND BY EconNomic CHARACTER

MALAYA
Economie General
: ; Development, Economic
~Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
Lg (Canadian Dollars)
i $ $ $
i'i i A. CoMMODITIES :
t e i o .
b — o _ —
B. Casu TRANSFERS
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
Lo L e e R U R N e 54,428 — — 54,428
i Bt SR e Sl Lyt W A N B 40,825 —_ ™~ 40,825
1056257, b4 S, o et A 78,768 5, Al 78,768
s Ep el AP GO 12 UL e v L 44,501 — —_ 44,501
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc
BOOARE -5 s e i R e S oIl & Aty 1,579 - —_ 1,579
106508, . i o e s s D S 2,322 —_ —_ 2,322
BOBBDT s sl ae s SR s s o TR ek o Ml 15,966 —_ —_— 15,966
RO T DB s A e s A s o v e g 8,101 — —_— 8,101
D. OrER AND MIxED (1)
POBA-BR 2 g e Rt O o S e = e —
TR P L A - S e < o - =
1S SR G AR ARk TR b 60, 664 — - 60, 664
{21y s B S I U R A e 1 142,937 — - 142,937
450,091 — — 450,091
E. ToraL
5L 2 R el e e WG s e, 56,007 — — 56,007
U1 R A M s AR g L Pt e R LR £ 43,147 — — 43,147
p {0171 SN o R R S o o 155,398 — —_ 155,398
JOBTBE o o i oo e 45Tt T e e RO 195,539 — — 195,539
450,091 —_ —_— 450,091

Norte (1):—All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.

It s b ann b o e



EXTERN AL AFFAIRS

; CANAbIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954—58
Tnu m—EmNDmu Cussrrmn BY RECIPIENT Cotm'mr AND BY Economic memn
- NORTH BORNEO

: ; Economic Generali
: g Development D Economic A
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects - Relief Aid Total
. 3 : 3 (Canadian Dollars)
S < Sl - $ $ $
~ A. Commoprres(l) Sletui (
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities '
1955-56::::::::::::::ZIIIZII:IZIIII:I: - = — — i
i i P e B R gl sl — — — %
o e N TP S e - — — — —
(b) Other X 3 ,-»
FUOAASE S Rl e M R G il 4 L s — — — —_
Il N e el T f e Vs Se bm — — — —
by e e P T S g e - - — —
T T SRR R S SRR R i LX i C,
B OASH TRANBYERS . .. 7ol iasioionsseonisindansn — - st —
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
e ey T R S 5,467 — — 5,467
L P e S e AN IR OIS ¥ 7 3 5,658 — — 5,658
e e RN R R NIRRT v i 573 — — 573
e D SRtiive B ATRRS S B — - — —
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc
, 11 TR G N e, DR i = =4 - —
T o R e R e M S ) B — — — —
1041 RN et ONTR L £ e IR T e — - —_ —
! 417 S IS v o TR e PO 3,451 — — 3,451
D. OrHER AND M1xED (1)
R TR O Sy S II TR A — — — —
BUBE 00 < oty L i s e g e S e sl s e —_ —_— * A
SUOBES b o\ o X o e et o e e —_ e = =
p 1oy N R e e s T VR SN S — — - o
E. Torav
e T e Rt e o e T e T 5,467 — — 5,467
e e s R NS B s e e 5,658 — — 5,658
L e R oY R AL ST 573 — — 573
i e A RO, S - e A S U P A 3,451 — —_ 3,451
15,149 — — 15,149

be \ Nore(1):—All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
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v ¢
CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58 ‘

TasLe III—ExpeENDITURE CLassiFiep BY REecreient COUNTRY AND BY Economic Cmnncmn

PAKISTAN
Economic General
s Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ 3 $

A. CommonITIEs(!)
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
1954-55

1955—56 ................................ 7 e =t
U5 Mt St e S ety ST — 1,475,834 - 1,475,834
Lyl TS e e A e Bl 2,000, 000 2,000, 000 — 4,000,000
285, 600 R ~ 285, 600
314,496 o -— 314,496
258,822 — — 258, 822

C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts

65, 583 — — 65, 583
39,364 — — 39,364
28,243 — — 28,243
19,913 — — 19,913
141,290 — — 141,290
157,808 — — 157,808
167,236 — — 167,236
222,532 o - 222,532
6,129,627 - - 6 129, 628
6,538,370 - — 6,538,370
9,253,212 - — 9,953,212
14,655,759 — — 14,653,759
6,336, 500 — - 6,336,500
7,021,142 — —_ 7,021,142
9,763,187 1,475,834 - 11,239,021
17,157,026 2,000,000 — 19,157,026
40,277,855 3,475,834 - 43,753,689

Nore (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Cgmdian port. ’ ‘
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CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
Tasie III—ExreNpiTure Crassriep BY Recreient CounTRY AND BY Economic CHARACTER 4
: SARAWAK 8
Economic General
Development \ Economie
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief i Total
7(Canadian Dollars)
$ $ $ 3
A. Comwmoprries(!)
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
1954-65......... SO P ST . i — — — —
11 D ol SR RS o e — — - —
1 e s e R i T WS RS CIR — — — —
4y e e e e et B L SRR — — — —
(b) Industrial Goods and Equipment
it S S MR AR TR N SR B — - - o
DRBBERB LYY SRt ST by 7 o i 4 ik LR — — — e
L DD o o e it e o R ST o i e — — — —
O O e A ey Vs sotale _— —_ —_ e
BB, Cuam TRANBFERS, ;... beciinennnn s . — o —
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
23,355 - ¥ 23,355
1,671 =5 - 1,671
2,746 — — 2,746
6,703 — — 6,703
1,671 2 o 1,671
2,746 — — 2,746
30,058 — — 30,058
34,475 — — 34,475

Nore(1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.0.B. a Canadian port.
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CANAi)IAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58

TapLe III—ExpeNDITURE CrassiFiep BY Recreient CouNTRY AND BY Economic CHARACTER

SINGAPORE e

) Economic General |

; : Development Economic 4 |
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 =8 Projects Relief Aid Total

(Canadian Dollars) {

‘ $ $ $ $ .
A. Commobrries (1) } \ .
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities
TR e U T T = - ut L ‘
BORE=DE 2. o O g s S A TS A e o p — — — = ‘
K1ty e R RS INOR LA L T R na i — — — —
TOBTEDRNNEE s i e e P et R e o — - —_ —
(b) Other
T RS R R T o e AL L
T N R R 0 = e S i
05657, N . o S e R g i — e 2%
TOBT-OB it A S B e L e ey - — — —
BOASE TRANBYBRS . i/, (6 o i oo fvansmiaos — — — ——
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
OBEEh o B el B — = o =
055250 o e0i (0 ol ol SRS A = . L sl
TOBHSEZ G- iCe P TR wes Zh g 12,106 e — 12,106
[ A S s e L 14,999 i 22 14,999
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc.
T D SR R L A R i 2 8,541 i = 8,541
108508 |15 00 b s 1,867 = - 1,867
' TO5B5T. & A et o, ) e 9,753 - X 9,753
TOBT AR LT o N s e £ A T ol 7,723 — — 7,723
D. OrHER AND MIxEeDp(1)
95468 . o N L S kv s e i SO — — — —
19DB-00. . TN B L h Ve whs s v b e — —_ - —
IR00-07 ... L G e o e s G = == - T
07/ 285 I o o L A s ST e E A s 965 - — 965
E. Toran
1954-55 8,541 — — 8,541
1955-56 1,867 — — 1,867 ‘
1956-57. % 21,859 — — 21,859 ‘
TOB7-58. . Ak v i ; 23,687 e = 23,687 |
55,064 = o 55,954
Nore (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port. |
'i
|
1
| !
5
i
\
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‘ o CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
TABLE ’III—Emnnmm'CnAsm BY RECIPIENT ‘CountrY AND BY Economic CHARACTER
THAILAND
: 3 Economic General
Development 3 Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 - Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars) 4
$ $ $ $
A. ComMmopITIES!
(a) Food and Agricultural Commodities s
e o S Gl e N R (o R S — — — —
B o L S o e fasts, o — — — —
LA F R R AR R IR SR o — — — —
12y LSRRG i 1, R S Rt CEte, ) — — - —
" (b) Other
FIORGE i L S T s o — - — —
BB G gt T e L o - ek
5 (U RS e s N S e i < — — — —
ROBTEBR . tomnl s o e, e Ly S — — — —
B. CasH TRANSFERS — - — —
C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(a) Experts
(1 AR e R = - o o
S e R A e b ERL SR B ST PR — — — -
TRBB-D T o o e S B s o e Y — — —_ —_
R L O N 7,512 £ o 7,512
(b) Fellowships, Trainees, etc. %
7 ST N RO ey b by e o a7 2,845 — —_ 2,845
i [l PR R (IO N I D X L 5 534 — — 534
1T e R SR g E R G R R e — —_ - ot
Ly T A e i S s RO el 8,104 — — 8,104
D. OrHER AND Mmﬁl
e e S R e T I I IR 8 — —_ _ —
L e e T e A i SR AR RS e L) — — —_ —_
1956-57. .. P R T AT, — —_— P Wil
vl AR A I AT S B — -— — —_
2,845 —_ —_ 2,845
534 — — 534
15,616 — — 15,616
18,995 — — 18,995

Note (1):

All goods F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port.




CANADIAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE—1954-58
Tasie ITI—Exrenpirure Crassmep 5y Recreient CountryY AND BY EcoNomic CHARACTER

Economic General x
4 y Development Economic
Fiscal Years Ending March 31 Projects Relief Aid Total
(Canadian Dollars)
$ " $ $ $
A. CommopITIES (1)
Lt 8 3 % 1
% i e P E
st b TR ki A
r'; C. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
i
s : (a) Experts
i 2 i o o
i e A i, ¥
4,313 - i 4,313
3 FOBBBO: it T e sy o N A 1,361 — — 1,361
00057/ 15 e d A AT TN e R S 138,137 — — 138,137
TOBIES, e s R s et b s e 37,347 — — 37,347
D. OrsErR AND MixEeD (1) 1
100888 L Bt TINER Sk 1 s o h i -_— == phek
D bR R SR T S et YRR 7 — — —_ —
1 COSRMINRG PSS T, TR R T e — — e s
Py C . SRR TS T e SRR i IR LR e — —_— —_ o
E. ToraL
105554 s & i SRR SOl S L s N T 4,313 — — 4,313
106608, ¢ . T R R o E e m S s 1,361 — — 1,361
R[], SO el S e S ol SN 138,137 — — 138,137
T9BT=08. < o T g T IR B et oy 37,347 — —_ il
181,158 - —_ 181,158
ANO’I’E (1): All goods are F.A.S. or F.O.B. a Canadian port. ‘
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

MonpAy, August 4, 1958.

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 10:00 a.m. thls day.
The Chairman, Mr. H. O. White, presided. ——

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Crestohl, Dinsdale, Fairﬁeld, Herridge,
Jones, Jung, Kucherepa, Lennard, MacLellan, Martin (Essex East), Mandziuk,
McCleave, McFarlane, McGrath, Nugent, Pearson, Richard (Ottawa East),
Smith (Calgary South), and White.

In attendance: The Honourable Sidney Smith, Secretary of State for
External Affairs; Messrs. Jules Léger, Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs; W. D. Matthews, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs; H. B. Robinson, Special Assistant to the Minister; W. T. Delworth,

- Private Secretary to the Minister; H. Best, Executive Assistant to the Minister;

H. J. Armstrong, Financial Adviser to the Department; R. Grey, Economic
Division; F. G. Hooton, Defence Liaison Division (1); A. G. Campbell,
United Nations Division; and M. Shenstone, Middle Eastern Division.

Mr. Herridge rose to ask a question concerning the use of the United
States Coast guard to quell a civil disturbance in Prince Rupert, B.C. The
Minister stated that he had no first hand knowledge of the incident but would
take the question as notice.

Following the answering of questions by the Minister and Mr. Léger,
a document entitled “Canadian Economic Assistance to Less Developed Coun-
tries: 1954-1958” was distributed to members of the Committee and ordered
printed as an appendix to the printed record of to-day’s proceedings.

The Minister was further questioned and among other topics reference
was  made to the following subjects:

(a) the McMahon Act.

(b) the work of the International Commission in Laos, Cambodia and
Viet Nam.

(c) UNEF—UNOGIL.

(d) Organization of American States.

(e) NATO—Cyprus

(f) Polish Art Treasures.

At 12:00 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

J. E. O’Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

MonpAY, August 4, 1958.
10:00 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I notice we have a quorum.

At the conclusion of our last meeting it was understood that Mr. Leger,
the Under-Secretary, would answer a question of Mr. Argue’s and then
Mr. Smith, the minister, will answer various questions that arose out of
our discussion.

Mr. HerrIDGE: Could I rise on a point of privilege and ask a question?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. :

Mr. HerripGE: I ask this question of the Secretary of State for External
Affairs in view of newspaper reports to the effect that personnel of the United
States Coast Guard Service came to the assistance of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, to assist in quelling a disturbance in Prince Rupert on Sunday
morning. Can the minister inform the committee if the services of the armed
forces of a foreign state were officially requested in order to quell the
exuberance of Canadian citizens celebrating the British Columbia centennial
anniversary? Would the minister make inquiries as to the circumstances that
occasioned this interference of the United States armed forces personnel in
the domestic affairs of Canadians? Does the minister consider this a proper
interference on the part of the United States Coast Guard Service personnel?

Hon. SiDNEY SMITH (Secretary of State for External Affairs): I know
nothing but what I obtained from newspaper sources and I heard something
over the radio. I will look into this and I will take the question as notice.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Leger.

Mr. JuLEs LEGER (Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs): You
may recall at the last meeting Mr. Argue asked a question as follows:

Could Mr. Smith tell us the approximate total annual contribution
that Canada makes to economic development and technical assistance
and so forth through the United Nations?

;t was then agreed I think in reply to his question that we would be circulat-
ing this morning this document which normally would have been circulated
when I was about to make my own statement. The reply to Mr. Argue’s
question is on page 19 of what is termed the opening statement of the Under-
Secretary of State for External Affairs before the standing committee on
external affairs 1958, and if it is satisfactory, Mr. Chairman, this could be
circulated immediately.

At the same time we could also circulate two other documents, one of
which I think was circulated at the last meeting, which was the brief showing
a tabulation of the total Canadian assistance in every form since the end of
World War II. The second document which will be circulated this morning is
the contribution of aid to various countries since 1954. It is a memorandum
prepared for submission to the United Nations. This is a revised version of a
paper which was available to the committee last year. If it is your wish, this
could be circulated right away and they would together form the basis of any
discussions to be held when I would take over.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would suggest fhat.
: The CHAIRMAN: Would it be the wish of the committee for this to be

printed as an appendix to our report and then not only the committee but
those who are in receipt of the report will have it for their information. Is
that agreed?

Mr. JoNES: Do you have copies there for circulation?

Mr. LEGER: Yes, right away.

Mr. Smire (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, with your permission,
I would like to refer to another specific question that was addressed to me
by Mr. Fairfield. The question is as follows:

May I ask a question arising out of some statements made about

uranium and the control of uranium for the production of atom bombs
or nuclear weapons. Would the minister know, or would he care to say
how much of the free world supply of uranium concentrates is con-
trolled by Canada?

At the last meeting I said I would endeavour to find the answer to his question.
I think the best way to answer his question is in terms of annual production,
and for the coming year it is expected Canada will produce one-third of the
free world’s output of uranium concentrates.

Mr. PEARsSON: Could the minister tell us where most of that Canadian
uranium comes from?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot. I have no breakdown as to
whether it is in my own riding or Algoma East.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): I assure you, Mr. Minister, it is not in your
own riding.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Pearson indicated that he had some
questions he wished answered. One of his questions was quite specific and had
reference to the International Monetary Fund and the International Bank and
I can give a statement in that regard now. The question was of what general
order the extent of Canadian participation would be if it were decided to give
substance to the idea of expanding the resources of the International Monetary
Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development along
the lines suggested by the Prime Minister on the evening of July 25, at the
end of the external affairs debate in the house.

Over the week-end I have gone into this problem. We had to consult with
other departments and agencies of the government and my answer to this
question may be a little complex. I will start by speaking about the financial
structure of each of these two organizations—and I do that at the outset.

As far as the International Monetary Fund is concerned, each member
of the Fund is assigned a quota. The total of these quotas amounts to
$9,000 million. The subscription of each member to the Fund is equal to its
quota and it is payable, broadly speaking, to the extent of 25 per cent in gold
and 75 per cent in national currencies.

The present Canadian quota, the sixth largest, amounts to $300 million.
The suggestion that the resources of the Fund be increased by 50 per cent
would involve an additional Canadian contribution of $150 million, of which
25 per cent or $37.5 million would be payable in gold and the remaining 75
per cent or $112.5 million in non-interest bearing Canadian dollar notes,
payable on demand.

With respect to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, each member subscribes a certain amount of capital and this amount
is essentially the same as its quota in the International Monetary Fund. Of
this subscription 2 per cent is payable in gold and another 18 per cent in
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national currency. This 18 per cent, however, is available to the Bank for
lending only with the consent of the country concerned. The remaining 80
per cent is not paid up, but each member guarantees to pay it up if it were
required to enable the Bank to meet its obligations.

It is on the basis of this 80 per cent guarantee that the Bank has been
able to sell its debentures and thus to attract private capital into investment
in countries which might find it difficult by themselves to attract such invest-
ment. I assume that those who purchase the Bank’s debentures do so mainly
on the basis of the guarantees of the financially stronger countries. It is
for this reason that there is considerable attraction in the suggestion that
members of the Bank should be asked—as the Prime Minister put it—to
increase the guarantee element in their capital subscriptions from the present
80 per cent to 160 per cent.

Coming now to the Canadian contribution, our present subscription to
the Bank is $325 million of which 80 per cent or $260 million represents the
guarantee element. If this were to be doubled, our guarantee to the Bank
would increase from the present figure of $260 million to $520 million.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions arising out of the minister’s
statement?

Mr. PEARSON: I am very grateful to the minister for this information. It
does give some indication of the increase and the amount that is involved
for Canada. I am not saying I am objecting to it, but could the minister tell
us whether this proposal—and I think this was mentioned in the House of
Commons the other day—is to be discussed at the forthcoming meeting of the
Bankand Fund?

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would not be surprised.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Pearson asked a question on Monday
last with respect to a suggestion that I threw out concerning Lebanon’s
neutrality. I would like to make a further statement in that regard. Maybe
you will recall at the first meeting of this Committee which I attended on
Monday last I made it very clear that I had thrown this out as a suggestion.
We had not worked out the details but I did state on that occasion that this
problem with respect to the future status of Lebanon was being considered in
several capitals.

I would like to add to what I said, and I hope this will be of use to the
committee. Reference has been made in public to statements by myself and by
a number of others, including the Prime Minister of Ghana, to the example
of Austria in this connection. I deem it desirable, subject to your agreement,
to table the relevant portions of the Austrian state treaty of May 15, 1955
and the Austrian constitutional law concerning the neutrality of Austria, which
came into force on November 5, 1955. The state treaty was concluded on May
15 and the relevant constitutional law was passed in November of the same
year. Now, this Austrian treaty and Austrian constitutional law could be
pertinent not as a wholesale and complete precedent for the consideration
of the future of Lebanon although I think it would be useful for us to look
at the treaty and the pertinent parts of the constitutional law.

The CHAIRMAN: Could I ask the committee whether it be the wish to
have this copy included in the minutes of these proceedings at this particular
point in order that it may be available for everyone?

Agreed.

Mr. Sl\'/HTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to table these documents
as we rec.elved them officially. A number of governments, including Canada,
took cognizance of the passing of this Austrian constitutional law.
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EXTRACT FROM STATE TREATY FOR THE RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF
AN INDEPENDENT AND DEMOCRATIC AUSTRIA.

Vienna, May 15, 1955.

Article 1.

Re-establishment of Austria as a free and independent state.

The allied and associated powers recognize that Austria is re-established
as a sovereign, independent and democratic state.

Article 2.

Maintenance of Austria’s independence.

The allied and associated powers declare that they will respect the inde-
pendence and territorial integrity of Austria as established under the present
treaty.

Article 3.

Recognition by Germany of Austrian independence.

The allied and associated powers will incorporate in the German Peace
Treaty provisions for securing from Germany the recognition of Austria’s
sovereignty and independence and the renunciation by Germany of all terri-
torial and political claims in respect of Austria and Austrian territory.

Article 4.

Prohibition of Anschluss.

1. The allied and associated powers declare that political or economic
union between Austria and Germany is prohibited. Austria fully recognizes
its responsibilities in this matter and shall not enter into political or economic
union with Germany in any form whatsoever.

2. In order to prevent such union Austria shall not conclude any agree-
ment with Germany, nor do any act, nor take any measures likely, directly or
indirectly, to promote political or economic union with Germany, or to impair
its territorial integrity or political or economic independence. Austria further
undertakes to prevent within its territory any act likely, directly or indirectly,
to promote such union and shall prevent the existence, resurgence and activi-
ties of any organizations having as their aim political or economic union with
Germany, and pan-German propaganda in favour of union with Germany.

The Austrian Legation. presents its compliments to the Department of
External Affairs and upon instructions of the Austrian federal government has
the honour to convey to the Department of External Affairs the following:

On October 26th, 1955 the Austrian parliament has passed the constitu-
tional law concerning the neutrality of Austria. This law has entered into
force on November 5, 1955 and has the following wording:

Article I

(1) For the purpose of the lasting maintenance of her independence
externally, and for the purpose of the inviolability of her territory, Austria
declares of her own free will her perpetual neutrality. Austria will maintain
and defend this with all means at her disposal.

(2) For the securing of this purpose in all future times Austria will not
join any military alliances and will not permit the establishment of any
foreign military bases on her territory.
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Article II

The federal government is charged with the execution of this federal
constitutional law.

A copy of the authentic text in the German language is enclosed.

In bringing this constitutional law to the knowledge of the government
of Canada the Austrian federal government has the honour to request that
the government of Canada recognize the perpetual neutrality of Austria as
defined in the aforementioned law.

The Austrian Legation takes this opportunity to renew to the Depart-
ment of External Affairs the assurance of its highest consideration.

Ottawa, November 14th, 1955.

The
Department of External Affairs,

Ottawa.

Mr. MAaRTIN (Essex East): First of all, Mr. Chairman, how many
members are there to the treaty itself?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Four.

Mr. LEGer: It was negotiated by the four powers.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): By Germany, Austria—

Mr. LEGER: It was negotiated by the four great powers: the United States,
the U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom and France.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to add further that the
whole idea of perpetual neutrality for Lebanon—and I emphasize it is merely
a suggestion—could be developed only if it is abundantly clear that such a
concept would be in accord with the wishes of the Lebanese people themselves.
There have been public observations that this proposal is another instance of
imposing something on a country. The text of my remarks in the house on
July 25 shows that I endeavoured to make that point very clear and I can
find the exact text. However, the purport of that text was that this must be
acceptable to the Lebanese.

Now there is a new president. He is not yet in power and therefore during
this interim period it seems premature to advance any specific plans for
determining the wish of the Lebanese people in this regard. I assure the
committee again that various proposals, and particularly this one with respect
to some type of neutrality—a status comparable to that of Austria or compar-
able to that of Switzerland—might be secured and assured by the United
Nations, for example, or by the great powers. I commended Mr. Martin a
week ago upon his appreciation of the problem and I was interested to hear
him suggest, as I did when I spoke earlier on July 25, that this might be an
example that could be used, extended and modified for other countries to
follow. Lebanon’s unique denominational or confessional balance between
Christian Arabs and Moslem Arabs; its long tradition of autonomy; and, as
I have already said, the fact they have been traders: these are factors to my
mind that would provide ample reason for the shaping of a special status in
the first instance for Lebanon. One can run the gamut of proposals in this
regard. One which I thought of over the week-end might be a type of Monroe
doctrine for Lebanon. That might be a variation that could be looked at very
carefully and seriously.

, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to point out
w1'th regard to these documents, which we have agreed to include in the
minutes of the proceedings of this committee as an appendix, that I believe
that there would have to be amendments to the concept that is embodied in
these excerpts from the treaty, and from the amendments to the Austrian con-
stitutional law. Certainly these documents should be examined very carefully.



90 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. PEARSON: I take it from what the minister has said that he feels—and
I agree with him—that Canada cannot go any further than to participate in a
guarantee for neutrality for Lebanon which has been requested by the Lebanese
people and as long as the Lebanese people want that status.

He mentioned the alternative, a type of Monroe doctrine. You will recall
that the original Monroe doctrine was declared by the United States but

enforced by the British Navy. Would such a doctrine for the Middle East be - |

declared by the Western Powers but enforced by the Soviet Army?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We might have the United Nations
play a role in that context.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I believe the Minister of External Affairs
emphasized the point that nothing would be done against the wishes of the
Lebanese people in respect of neutrality.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): 1 appreciate that statement, Mr.
Herridge.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There was a reference made to this particular
proposal by some of the delegates to the Security Council in recent discussions,
was there not? I think you will find there was. I was reading this on Saturday.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): You are referring to a reference made
in the Security Council discussions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, there was a reference made there.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I do not believe there was, at least not
to our knowledge. We can check into it.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have sent for the document.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I cannot recall that this proposal was
discussed in the Security Council. Certainly it was not discussed at any meet-
ings which I attended. Of course, the discussions there were related to par-
ticular problems concerning UNOGIL, and the setting up of some instru-
mentality of the United Nations with a view to stabilizing the situation in
Lebanon and Jordan, and with a view to the withdrawal of the United States
and the United Kingdom troops.

Mr. SmitH (Calgary South): I wonder if I could ask the chairman how
he proposes to proceed this morning? We now have before us several docu-
ments, one from the Under-Secretary of State, and I gather we are still dealing
with item 85 as such. I assume we will have a general discussion this morning
and then have the Under-Secretary of State’s statement?

The CHAIRMAN: That is right.

At the moment we are dealing with two or three questions that remained
unanswered at the close of our last meeting. We are trying to clean up those
questions following which we will proceed with item 85.

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is what I am endeavouring to do.

There was another question asked relating to disengagement.

This statement is a result of a lot of work having been done over the
week-end, and I would like to make this statement in that regard. Perhaps
afterwards there will be questions concerning it.

The CHAIRMAN: That will be acceptable.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): This subject has been discussed in the
NATO council, by various governments, and indeed by various individuals over
six or eight months.

The plan about which we have heard the most discussion, and the plan
which has emanated from a government is the Rapacki plan for a nuclear-free
zone comprising the two Germanies, Poland and Czechoslovakia.
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This plan was presented for consideration to various governments. We
in Canada received a formal presentation of this plan from the representative
of the Polish government here in Ottawa.

I also refer to another plan presented by an individual that has been dis-
cussed in the newspapers to a considerable extent. That plan was put forward
by George Kennan who was at one time the Ambassador from the United
States to the U.S.S.R.

The Rapacki plan as I have indicated—
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What are you referring to now?
Mr. SvatH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am referring to disengagement.

Mz MARTIN (Essex East): You referred to one plan put forward by
George Kennan. Does that plan involve troops?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The Rapacki plan and other plans for
disengagement have been carefully considered by the Canadian government
and the NATO Council, where Canada took part in the discussions. I sent a
reply on July 9, 1958, to the note which I received from Mr. Rapacki. Mr.
Rapacki is the foreign minister of Poland.

As this exchange of notes bears direct relationship to one aspect of the
subject of disengagement I think it would be of interest to the members of the
committee if I tabled the note which I received and the reply that I sent on
July 9. »

The CHAIRMAN: Is that the wish of the committee?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

WARsAw, FEBRUARY 14, 1958.

John Price Erichsen-Brown,

Chargé d’affaires of Canada;

in Warsaw.
Sir,

I wish to refer to the proposal of the Polish government concerning the
establishment of the denuclearized zone in central Europe presented at the
United Nations general assembly on October 2, 1957 and subsequently repeated
through diplomatic channels.

In view of the wide interest which this proposal has evoked in govern-
ment and political circles as well as in the public opinion of many countries,
including the country which you, sir, represent, and taking into account a
number of opinions expressed in connection with the Polish proposal, the
Polish government has resolved to present a more detailed elaboration of its
proposal.

For this purpose the Polish government has prepared the attached memo-
randum, which has been transmitted to the governments of the four great
powers and other interested countries.

The Polish government is conscious of the fact that the solution of the
problem of disarmament on a world-wide scale requires, first of all, negotia-
tions among the great powers and other countries concerned. Therefore the
Polish government supports the proposal of the U.S.S.R. government concern-
ing a meeting on the highest level of leading statesmen with the participation
of heads of governments. Such a meeting could also result in reaching an
agreement on the question of the establishment of a denuclearised zone in
central Europe, should an agreement among the countries concerned not be
reached in the meantime. In any event the initiation at present of discussions
on the question of a denuclearised zone in central Europe would contribute to
a successful course of the above-mentioned meeting.
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The Polish government expresses the hope, that the government of Canada
will study the attached memorandum and that the proposals contained in it
will meet with the understanding of the government of Canada.

Please accept, sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

1 enclosure
ADAM RAPACKI.

MEMORANDUM FROM GOVERNMENT of POLAND

On October 2, 1957, the government of the Polish People’s Republie
presented to the general assembly of the United Nations a proposal concerning
the establishment of a denuclearised zone in central Europe. The governments
of Czechoslovakia and of the German Democratic Republic declared their
readiness to accede to that zone.

The government of the Polish People’s Republic proceeded with the con-
viction that the establishment of the proposed denuclearised zone could lead
to an improvement in the international atmosphere and facilitate broader
discussions on disarmament as well as the solution of other controversial
international issues, while the continuation of nuclear armaments and making
them universal could only lead to a further solidifying of the division of Europe *
into opposing blocs and to a further complication of the situation, especially in
central Europe.

In December 1957 the government of the Polish People’s Republic renewed
its proposal through diplomatic channels.

Considering the wide repercussions which the Polish initiative has
evoked and taking into account the propositions emerging from the discussion
which has developed on this proposal, the government of the Polish People’s
Republic hereby presents a more detailed elaberation of its proposal, which
may facilitate the opening of negotiations and reaching of an agreement on
this subject.

I. The proposed zone should include the territory of Poland, Czecho-
slovakia, German Democratic Republic and German Federal Republic. In this
territory nuclear weapons would neither be manufactured nor stockpiled, the
equipment and installations designed for their servicing would not be located
there; the use of nuclear weapons against the territory of this zone would be
prohibited.

II. The contents of the obligations arising from the establishment of the
denuclearised zone would be based upon the following premises:

1. The states included in this zone would undertake the obligations not
to manufacture, maintain nor import for their own use and not to permit the
location on their territories of nuclear weapons of any type, as well as not to
install on or to admit to their territories of installations and equipment designed
for servicing nuclear weapons, including missiles launching equipment.

2. The four powers (France, United States, Great Britain and USSR) would
undertake the following obligations:

R P T I T N SNy | R N W=
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a not to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of their forces
stationed on the territories of States included in this zone; neither
to maintain nor to install on the territories of these States any
installations or equipment designed for servicing nuclear weapons,
including missiles launching equipment.

b not to transfer in any manner and under any reason whatsoever,
nuclear weapons nor installations and equipment designed for
servicing nuclear weapons—to governments or other organs in this
area.
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3. The powers which have at their disposal nuclear weapons should
undertake the obligation not to use these weapons against the territory of the
zone or against any targets situated in this zone.

Thus the powers would undertake the obligation to respect the status of
the zone as an area in which there should be no nuclear weapons and
against which nuclear weapons should not be used.

4. Other states, whose forces are stationed on the territory of any state
included in the zone, would also undertake the obligation not to maintain
nuclear weapons in the armaments of these forces and not to transfer such
weapons to governments or to other organs in this area. Neither will they
install equipment or installations designed for the servicing of nuclear weapons,
including missiles launching equipment, on ‘the territories of States in the
zone nor will they transfer them to governments or other organs in this area.

The manner and procedure for the implementation of these obligations
could be the subject of detailed mutual stipulations.

III. 1. In order to ensure the effectiveness and the implementation of the
obligations contained in part II, para 1-2 and 4, the states concerned would
undertake to create a system of broad and effective control in the area of
the proposed zone and submit themselves to its functioning.

This system could comprise ground as well as aerial control. Adequate
control posts, with rights and possibilities of action which would ensure the
effectiveness of inspection, could also be established.

The details and forms of the implementation of control can be agreed upon
on the basis of the experience acquired up to the present time in this field,
as well as on the basis of proposals submitted by various states in the course
of the disarmament negotiations, in the form and to the extent in which they
can be adapted to the area of the zone.

The system of control established for the denuclearised zone could provide
useful experience for the realization of broader disarmament agreement.

2. For the purpose of supervising the implementation of the proposed
obligations an adequate control machinery should be established. There could
participate in it, for example, representatives appointed (not excluding ad
personam appointments) by organs of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and of the Warsaw Treaty. Nationals or representatives of states, which do
not belong to any military grouping in Europe, could also participate in it.

The procedure of the establishment, operation and reporting of the con-
trol organs can be the subject of further mutual stipulations.

IV. The most simple form of embodying the obligations of states included
in the zone would be the conclusion of an appropriate international convention.
To avoid, however, complications, which some states might find in such a
solution, it can be arranged that:

1. These obligations be embodied in the form of four unilateral declara-
tions, bearing the character of an international obligation, deposited with a
mutually agreed upon depositary state:

2. The obligations of great powers be embodied in the form of a mutual
document or unilateral declarations (as mentioned above in para 1);

3. The obligations of other states, whose armed forces are stationed in the
area of the zone, be embodied in the form of unilateral declarations (as men-
tioned in para 1).

On the basis of the above proposals the government of the Polish People’s
Republic suggests to initiate negotiations for the purpose of a further detailed
elaboration of the plan for the establishment of the denuclearised zone, of
the documents and guarantees related to it as well as of the means of imple-
mentation of the undertaken obligations.
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The government of the Polish People’s Republic has reasons to state that
acceptance of the proposal concerning the establishment of a denuclearised
zone in central Europe will facilitate the reaching of an agreement relating to
an adequate reduction of conventional armaments and of foreign armed forces
stationed on the territory of the states included in the zone.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,
CANADA.

OtTAawa, July 9, 1958.

Mieczyslaw Sieradzki, Esq.,
Chargé d’Affaires a.i. of Poland,
10 Range Road,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Sir: : N

I have the honour to refer to your government’s note and memorandum
of February 14, 1958 which were delivered to the Canadian Chargé d’Affaires
in Warsaw, and which set out certain proposals concerning the establishment
of a denuclearized zone in central Europe.

The Canadian government has welcomed this initiative of the Polish
government and has studied carefully the proposals in the memorandum
because, like the Polish government, it is anxious to explore any proposal
which might give some hope of providing an equitable basis for progress
towards a disarmament agreement. The Canadian government attached par-
ticular importance to the Polish government’s recognition that any agreement
should be supported by an effective control and inspection system. How-
ever, in the course of our consideration it has become apparent that this plan
for a first step toward disarmament in Europe falls short of the requirements
for a successful limited approach to the major problem and therefore could
not be expected to provide a basis for negotiating an equitable agreement.

This judgment does not, in the Canadian view, necessarily exclude the
possibility of negotiation leading to an agreement limited as to region or
subject, but any such approach would, in order to be acceptable, have to con-
tribute towards an increase in mutual confidence and at the same time not
complicate the solution of other problems. The Canadian government re-
mains concerned, as does the Polish government, over the continued failure
to achieve much progress on disarmament and we therefore remain ready to
examine suggestions which might be expected to lead by stages to the final
aim.

The participation of scientists from the major powers and from other
interested countries, including Poland and Canada, in the conference at Geneva
to study the detection of nuclear tests, is evidence of a widely held hope that
solutions to special aspects of the disarmament problem may contribute to
a general settlement. For this reason we are grateful for the initiative of
the Polish government which, although it has failed to gain acceptance, has
usefully served to stimulate the study of regional disarmament proposals and
has brought us closer to an understanding of the inter-relationships between
them and general disarmament. Such opportunities, which test the areas of
confidence, cannot fail to contribute in the long run to progress on this vital
problem. I therefore hope that the Polish government will continue its
efforts to bring about a rapprochement of views in the field of disarmament
and that the Canadian government will be given an opportunity to learn of
any further ideas which, as a result of the reaction to their initiative and
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taking into account the consequence of the Geneva meeting of experts, the
Polish government may formulate in an endeavour to achieve this objective.

Accept, sir, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration.

Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Mr. SMmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): While the concept and even the impres-
sion created by the word “disengagement” is an attractive one, it is apparent
that the specific proposals for disengagement must bear careful scrutiny to
ensure that they do not adversely affect the strategic position of the alliance—
that is the north Atlantic alliance—and that they do not complicate the solu-
tion of other problems.

They must also be considered in relation to the broader measures of
disarmament on which we have been trying for many years, to come to an
agreement with the Soviet Union.

After careful consideration we and our partners in NATO agreed that
the Rapacki proposal for a nuclear-free zone in central Europe—I say these
words very slowly and give them to you very carefully—could not be con-
sidered as a basis for negotiation since it would have placed the military forces
of the alliance at a disadvantage. It therefore failed to meet the requirements
of an equitable limited approach to disarmament.

The fact that the Rapacki plan did not prove acceptable does not, how-
ever, in our view necessarily exclude the possibility of further negotiations
leading to an agreement limited as to region or subject, but any such approach
would, as I have indicated in my note to Mr. Rapacki, in order to be acceptable,
have to contribute toward an increase in mutual confidence and at the same
time not complicate the solution of other problems.
| The government attached particular importance to the Polish govern-
- ment’s recognition that any regional proposals must be supported by an effec-
tive control and inspection system.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Do I understand that when you now say ‘“effec-
tive control” these are your observations of the plan?

A Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. The Polish government in Ra-
. packi’s plan referred—this was encouraging—to the necessity for inspection
. and control.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is there any known Soviet Union comment on
the Polish plan for a nuclear-free zone?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not to my knowledge, but we do know
. that the Polish government would not have put this plan forward unless there
~  was approval. I think we can count on a favourable reaction by the U.S.S.R.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.
Could the minister tell us—and I ask this only for information—how
- this differs from the proposal that was made by our side some time earlier
- for a plan that would permit, as a pilot project, based upon control and
.~ inspection, and that kind of thing, which Mr. Eden had in mind in 1955?

Mr. LEGeR: I think the main difference, Mr. Chairman, was that the Eden
proposal was a pilot project applying to a rather smaller zone whereas the
Rapacki plan had definite frontiers placing West Germany on our side and
East Germany, Poland and Hungary on the other side.

Indeed one of the complicating factor was that the Rapacki plan was no
longer a pilot program if it applied to such a wide zone.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Eden plan applied to East and West Ger-
many providing for a pilot project involving these two sections of Germany,
excluding Hungary of course.
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Mr. LEGER: The Eden plan was indeed based on the demarcatlon line, but
it did not go as far in either direction as the Rapacki plan.

Mr. PEARSON: Is it not true that the Eden plan provided for a neutraliza-
tion and disarmament of that particular zone where the Rapacki plan merely
provides for the abolition of nuclear weapons inside this zone?

Mr. LEGer: Yes, that is my recollection of the Eden plan.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Assuming that to be the case, and if the Soviet
Union gave approval to this plan, and that approval included our concept of
the kind of control and inspection which we consider necessary in any partial
or complete plan for disarmament, I should like to know more about our
reasons for objecting to this particular plan.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, the Rapacki plan
included a much wider zone on each side than the Eden plan and that would
involve the retirement of, let us say, the United States troops to the dis-
advantage of the alliance, and therefore reduce its military defence.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Perhaps the real reason for our objection, I
suggest, is the difficulty in regard to a scientific system for detecting whether
or not a nuclear-free zone is in effect being observed by both sides. Is that
not likely the reason?

Mr. SmuTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is one of the reasons, Mr. Chairman.

If we could make some headway with the region with respect to
Mr. Eisenhower’s proposal, and the qualified acceptance by the U.S.S.R. and the
United States relating to surprise attacks—that technical information would
come out of a meeting of scientists comparable to the group who are now
convened in Geneva in respect to nuclear tests and detecting nuclear tests—we
would have made some advance in regard to the terms of control and
supervision.

Mr. PeEARsSON: Is it not true that the important reason for objecting to
this plan is, that under it the west would be deprived in this zone of its
main weapon of defence, that is tactical atomic weapons, and the Soviet
Union on the other hand would be allowed to maintain its conventional
fighting forces in huge numbers?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is what I had in mind, Mr. Chair-
man, when I said that this plan would weaken us inequitably in so far as
the forces in Europe under NATO are concerned.

I would ask for permission at this time to read a part of my reply to
Mr. Rapacki on July 9, 1958.

The Canadian government has welcomed this initiative of the
Polish government and has studied carefully the proposals in the
memorandum because, like the Polish government, it is anxious to
explore any proposal which might give some hope of providing an equi-
table basis for progress towards a disarmament agreement. The
Canadian government attached particular importance to the Polish
government’s recognition that any agreement should be supported by
an effective control and inspection system. However, in the course of
our consideration it has become apparent that this plan for a first
step toward disarmament in Europe falls short of the requirements
for a successful limited approach to the major problem and therefore
could not be expected to provide a basis for negotiating an equitable
agreement.

This judgment does not, in the Canadian view,—

And this, to my mind is a forthcoming observation—necessarily
exclude the possibility of negotiation leading to an agreement limited
as to region or subject, but any such approach would, in order to be
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acceptable, have to contribute towards an increase in mutual confidence
and at the same time not complicate the solution of other problems.

I would just like to make this further observation, Mr. Chairman.
That is, we are continuing our consultations within the NATO
Council on the broader, as well as the more limited forms of disarmament
including ideas which fall, under the heading of disengagement.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions arising out of the minister’s
statement?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What is the date of this Polish proposal?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was proposed some time ago. The

~ date is February 14.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is this proposal referred to in the white paper?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, that had to do only with discussions
at the United Nations for the year 1957.

Mr. KUCHEREPA: Is it not true that the main desire in the Rapacki plan
is to undermine the strength of our NATO forces in continental Europe?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I have discussed this with the Polish

- Charge d’Affaires, and have read the discussion in the NATO Council. I would
- say that there was real anxiety on the part of the Polish government motivat-

ing this proposal, and therefore a corresponding note of sincerity.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What was the reaction of other powers to the
Polish proposal?

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I recall that the United Kingdom, in
response to the same communication which we received, rejected it. While
we were at Copenhagen, or just about that time, the United States also rejected
the Rapacki plan.

Mr. JonNEs: Was this proposal discussed in the NATO Council?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Oh yes, this proposal has been discussed
repeatedly and continuously.

Mr. JoNES: There was more or less uniformity of opinion in regard to the

- way this project should be dealt with?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PEARSON: I would like to get the minister’s opinion in regard to another
wider form of disengagement which presumably has also been discussed in
the NATO council, under which there would be no outside forces of any kind
in Poland, Czechoslovakia, East and West Germany. That would mean that
the United States forces would withdraw, and the Russian forces would with-
draw, and in return for that withdrawal there would be free elections and self
government of Germany and the satellites without Russian forces being present.
On the other side there would be the withdrawal of Germany from the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. That is a much more comprehensive form of
disengagement.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That situation has been considered.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): When was mention first made of the Polish
plan?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I read about it in the newspapers on the
day of the communication.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There was reference made in some form or other

~ at the last assembly in 1957.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes. The Undersecretary informs me

that this was projected. I do not recall that it was projected in the same detail
61888-4—2
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as set forth in the memorandum which was sent with this note bearing the date
of February of this year.

But it was projected by the Polish foreign minister in the general assem-
bly last autumn, I think just before the meeting of the NATO council, the
heads of government meeting.

There was a letter at that time sent to the various countries in which the
proposal in essence—not identically—was put forward by the U.S.S.R. That is
why I said six or eight months. That is why I used that term.

Mr. PEARSON: I take it that the minister does not wish to comment on the
advantages or the disadvantages of a more comprehensive plan?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I would like to think that over. As Mr.
Pearson and other members of the committee realize, there are political impli-
cations in so far as Germany is concerned.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Which plan is that?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am referring to the plan which came
from Poland.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions? If not, may we now
proceed with a statement from the Undersecretary?

Mr. McCLEAVE: With reference to the Monroe doctrine and Lebanon, my
understanding is that the Monroe doctrine is always a sort of unilateral, hands-
off policy.

Who would be proclaiming that hands-off policy in the situation the

.minister has hinted at?

Mr. SmIiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): The great powers; but I would prefer
of course endorsation by the United Nations and some instrumentality set up
by the United Nations to assure observance, and the implementation of such
a general concept.

Mr. McCLEAVE: That would be up to the great powers?

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I hope that the United Nations would
be involved in it.

I have another statement. I am trying to clean up questions which have
already been asked. There was a question asked last week with respect to
the effects of the amendments to the US Atomic Energy Act.

I think we had amendments to the so-called McMahon Act or Atomic
Energy Act by the Congress recently.

I have already referred twice to this subject in the House of Commons
in answer to questions: once on July 1, and again on July 7. There is little
I can add to these statements. But for the committee I shall endeavour to
summarize the situation with respect to the effect of these amendments on
Canada.

I cannot, from the standpoint of the Department of External Affairs, go
into this field in any detail because this has to do with national defence and it
is primarily a matter for my colleague the Minister of National Defence, and
his department.

But to summarize:

—following certain proposals made last January by the administra-
tion, the U.S. Congress has amended the U.S. Atomic Energy Act, first
passed in 1946 and subsequently amended in 1954. The purpose of these
amendments was to make easier the transfer by the U.S. government
of non-nuclear parts, special nuclear materials and certain restricted
data relating to the use of atomic weapons to friendly countries who
entered into an agreement with the United States for this purpose.
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The amendments do not affect the provisions of the act which
forbid the transfer of nuclear components of weapons which, if manu-
factured in the United States, must remain in the custody of United
States personnel. Furthermore, amendments added by the Congress
establish that only those nations who have made substantial progress
in the development of atomic weapons may benefit from the provisions
relating to the transfer of non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons, special
nuclear materials for research on or developments of atomic weapons
and restricted data concerning atomic weapons.

Nevertheless, nations such as Canada, who may not qualify under
this provision of the act, could benefit from the amended act in the
following ways:

(a) they may receive certain non-nuclear materials such as military
reactors which they were prevented from doing before;

(b) they may receive certain additional information relating to the
military applications of atomic energy.

Finally, I should like to point out that the amendments to the act
leave unchanged the proviso that any part or section of the act which
may conflict with an international agreement approved by the Congress
entered into after the enactment of the act is of no force or effect. Thus
an international agreement could be made with a friendly country such
as Canada for the transfer of information or materials not permitted
by the act, if approved by Congress.

I conclude, therefore, that if, under the terms of its present agree-
ment with the United States, Canada should decide, for whatever reason,
that a more liberal agreement is necessary, the possibility exists for it
to negotiate such an agreement, as the United Kingdom has just done.

Whether in fact such a new agreement may be necessary I am not in
a position to say.

Mr. Pearson: I have several questions on this matter which I think is of
very considerable importance.

I have studied the amendments to the act, and I agree that in some
respects they liberalize existing procedures in regard to the exchange of
information and weapons in the non-nuclear field. But the amendment makes
a distinction between the United Kingdom on the one side and other countries
on the other side.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It is admitted that the United King-
dom has substantial know-how.

Mr. Pearson: That is right. Therefore, in order to benefit from this, in
so far as the exchange of atomic weapons is concerned, you must also have
made certain progress in the production of those weapons.

As the minister knows—he mentioned this the other day—we on this
side have put forward a proposal against the production of such weapons by
any of the countries not now producing them.

I do not want that to be misunderstood as indicating that I am opposed
to the transfer from the producing power to a friendly power of already manu-
factured weapons. That is quite different than manufacturing them. I want
to find out exactly under this amendment what the position is in regard to
such transfers. It can be done with the United Kingdom, but it cannot be done
with Canada.

In that sense the policy appears to be a departure from that of Canada-
US-UK atomic co-operation embodied in the Combined Policy Committee. Let
me give a specific illustration® and the minister will correct me if I am

61888-4—21
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wrong. Under this amendment, which has just come into law, a Canadian
Bomarc squadron could operate in the North American defence command under
a United States commander with a Canadian deputy commander, but it could
not have at its disposal under its own Canadian control Bomarc missiles with
nuclear warheads, is that not so?

Mr. Smite (Hastings-Frontenac): That is part of NORAD.

Mr. PEARSON: A canadian squadron armed in that way, under this amend-
ment, would be prevented from having under its control a missile with a nuclear
warhead which would be in the possession of an American squadron in the
same command would have.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Perhaps the Undersecretary might
comment. -

Mr. LeGger: That is not my understanding, since even if the Bomarc itself
was stationed in Canada, the atomic warhead would still be under the custody
of the Americans, as is still the case, under the new legislation, for American
atomic warheads placed in Bomarcs, in the United Kingdom.

The atomic component itself always remains under the custody of the
United States even under this new legislation.

Mr. Pearson: Is it not true, however, that the United Kingdom, under this
legislation, could have its own Bomarc weapons with nuclear warheads manu-
factured in the United Kingdom?

Mr. LEGER: Yes.

Mr. PEarsoN: That is not possible for Canada. Canada cannot receive these
because they are not manufactured here. We do not manufacture the actual
nuclear warhead and therefore there is that distinction. I think that is the
case under the law.

What the Undersecretary says is correct. If it were a U.S. nuclear war-
head in the United Kingdom, the United Kingdom would have no more control
over it than we would have if it were in Canada, as was said a few moments
ago. I was not aware until the Minister mentioned it a few moments ago that
under this amendment, I presume under section 123, it would now be possible
for Canada to make the same kind of an agreement with the United States,
as the United Kingdom has done, or did I get the wrong impression?

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. I said it would not be possible
because we have not been producing nuclear weapons. The test, as I interpret
it with the text of the amendment before me, is this: That the country has
made substantial progress, and that they have the “know-how”.

That is true only of the United Kingdom. We have not reached that stage.

Mr. PEARsON: What was the Minister referring to when he spoke of an
agreement we could now negotiate with the United States?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Subject to subsequent approval by
Congress.

Mr. PEARSON: Would that cover nuclear weapons?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It could, but the Congress would have
to approve.

Mr. PEARSON: Can Congress approve of an agreement by which we would
be put in a position of being able to exchange military information and nuclear
weapons which would make it possible for us to manufacture them in Canada
if we so desired?

Mr. SMmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): It could, but such an agreement would
have the effect of over-riding the amendment. We are not asking for such
an agreement.
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Mr. PearsoN: No. But that kind of agreement if made would override

the provisions of section 144C under which the United Kingdom made its
- agreement?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. PeEarson: There is another section, 123, which provides for entering
into an agreement with the United States for the exchange of information.
That does not apply to an agreement in so far as the manufacturing of the
weapon is concerned, but for a general exchange of nuclear information.

[ Has Canada entered into an agreement with the United States, or does
| Canada propose to enter into an agreement with the United States, having
. in mind this last section?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It has not entered into an agreement.
But that would be a matter of government policy.

Mr. PEArsoN: If that is not the case,—and I understand that there would
not have been time to enter into such an agreement since the passage of these
amendments—then we in Canada—would have to enter into an agreement
to get the benefit of these liberalizing procedures in regard to the ex-
change of information under this amendment—?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?

Mr. CResSTOHL: Is it known to what extent France is becoming an atomic
weapon power? Has it been discussed in the United Nations?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): We have nothing in that regard except
the public statements that have been attributed to General De Gaulle that
they would like to be in a position such as the United Kingdom to qualify,
subject to the proviso in the amendment, to the end that they would get the
know-how.

Mr. CresTOHL: Have they requested to receive those benefits?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): To my knowledge they have not
reached that stage yet. I mean France has not.

F Mr. CRESTOHL: You mean they have not reached that stage in production?
' Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Or in development.

Mr. CrResTOHL: But it is on record at the United Nations, and General De
Gaulle has said it.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): No. All I rely upon is the public state-
ment which has been attributed to him. I recall no discussion in the United
Nations.

Mr. CrResTOHL: To what extent is it known that France is developing, or
has developed the possibility of producing nuclear weapons?

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): I am unable to answer at what
stage they are in their scientific development.

You spoke of the United Nations. This is a bilateral agreement with the
United States. I do not recall any representations made by France to the
United Nations in this regard.

Mr. HERRIDGE: You are speaking of newspaper reports?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.

Mr. HERRIDGE: In the same regard as we have read where United States
personnel was used recently to quell exuberance in British Columbia?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): We are not in a position to ask France
officially: “Where are you in the development of the nuclear warhead, or any

of the various types to be found in the nuclear family of military devices in
this regard?
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Mr. PEARSON: Congress passed this agreement. The joint committee on
atomic energy in its report, No. 1849, stated that it was not the intention of
this amendment to encourage additional nations to develop additional nuclear
weapon capabilities.

But if in effect the only way you can get the complete exchange of know-
how and information and help in the manufacture of nuclear weapons is to
qualify under section 144-C as a nation which has already made substantial
progress, isn’t that likely to encourage, rather than to discourage, other coun-
tries going into the production of nuclear weapons and reaching the point
where they can even ask the United States to help them?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I might look at it another way: that it
might discourage other nations. It is so expensive; the cost is so tremendous
that it might well bankrupt a nation which does not have a strong financial
backbone to enable them to carry on this development.

Mr. JoONES: The implication left here I think could be qualified, and that is:
in embarking upon a greater degree of exchange with respect to atomic energy,
this happens automatically in the case of a new nation achieving information
about nuclear weapon development. I take it that it is not automatic procedure
at all; it is still subject to the control of the American government?

Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): It is not automatic. I think the agree-
ment reached in this case with the United Kingdom is still on the table for 30
days. I think that normally such an agreement is tabled for 60 days.

Mr. JonEes: If it is automatic under their law, then there might be some
validity in the suggestion which Mr. Pearson has made.

Mr. SmriTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Three months, that is the law. Possibly
when the Congress met, they might go further into the administration of it in
entering into such an agreement.

Mr. PEARSON: Congress does not have to act under 144-C. The President
can act alone if he wants to, but Congress can throw it out.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): That is a safeguard.

Mr. PEARSON: That is a safeguard. This is the report that I mentioned and
I am quoting from it. “The joint committee is of the opinion that closer collab-
oration should be had between the United States and Great Britain in the
atomic weapons field.” It makes a case for special arrangements with Great
Britain. Would you not agree that in view of the close association between
the United States and Canada which we should have in continental defence,
that the collaboration in this field should be as close between our country and
the United States as that between the United States and Great Britain?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): I shudder when I think of the develop-
ment and production of nuclear weapons in Canada. The figures which
Mr. Dulles gave me when he was in Ottawa over two weeks ago were just
stupendous and were astronomical in character. I was surprised to find that the
development of smaller weapons in the family of nuclear weapons could in-
volve a greater outlay and expenditure than the development of some of the
larger weapons. I pointed out last week to the committee that up to now the
United States and the United Kingdom have had the capacity to supply these
weapons for their partners in the North Atlantic alliance. I would express the
view that I expressed the other day that I shudder about the development and
production of these weapons by other countries.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): All of that would perhaps be a very effective
argument as to why Canada should not engage itself in the production of
atomic weapons, but with great respect it does not answer the question put by
Mr. Pearson in which he asked the minister if he did not believe in view of the
character of our continental defence arrangements that Canada should be put

in supply.
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Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): 1 gave an answer to Mr. Pearson’s
question.

Mr. JoNES: One of the implications that seems to have arisen out of the
earlier questions in this connection was the implication that Canada had been
in recent years in full exchange with the Americans on nuclear development,
and of course that is not so.

Mr. PEArRsoN: Mr. Chairman, is it not correct that from the beginning of
atomic development during the war, with the Manhattan project and other
projects of Canada and the United Kingdom, that almost from the beginning
such development was on a three-power basis, embodied in a committee called
the combined policy committee, in which Canada was on exactly the same
footing in regard to the exchange of information as the United States and the
United Kingdom; and that we now have the United States and the United
Kingdom on a sepcial level of collaboration in the exchange of information,
in which Canada is not included. The minister has said that there is a way
of providing for an exchange of military atomic information, through agree-
ment under this U.S. law, and perhaps it could be brought about that way.
But the point I am trying to make is that when defence collaboration between
Canada and the United States is as close as that between the United States
and the United Kingdom, procedures in regard to the exchange of military
information, defence information and armaments information should be equally
close as they are between the United Kingdom and the United States.

Mr. Smita (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not unhappy about the arrange-
ment; indeed, I approve of it and endorse the special arrangements between
the United Kingdom and the United States in this regard. I will be very
interested, Mr. Chairman, if this committee advises the government that we
should go into the field of development and manufacture of nuclear weapons.

Mr. PearsoN: That is not what I am suggesting. Nobody wants to get
into the production of nuclear weapons and, as a matter of fact, we have made
a proposal in the House which would prevent that; by every country that is
not new producing them, making a self-denying resolution at the United
Nations. But what I am suggesting is, will it not be ultimately an intolerable
condition for a Canadian squadron to be serving in the same command as an
American squadron, and the Canadian squadron having inferior weapons to
the American squadron—inferior in the sense of not having nuclear com-
ponents;—or at least they are not under Canadian control and cannot be
brought under Canadian control except by decision of the United States gov-
ernment. That is the present situation. I am merely suggesting that perhaps
the time has come to change that. Maybe that is what Mr. Pearkes is doing in
Washington this week.

Mr. JoNES: To keep the record straight, is not one of the significant ad-
vantages of this the fact that Britain is to have this information whereas
previously she did not have it?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do think that there is a very important
principle here, Mr. Chairman, that the minister possibly is not fully appreci-
ating in the character of Mr. Pearson’s question. As Mr. Pearson has just indi-
cated, he has not been urging that Canada get into the production of these
weapons, but that in view of the close defensive arrangements between the
United States and Canada, we should share not less in this particular than the
United Kingdom. He has invited the minister to comment on that. Does the
minister not feel that that is a perfectly legitimate field of inquiry?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I just reiterate; I am not unhappy about
the United Kingdom-United States arrangement.

Mr. PEARSON: We are not unhappy about it either; but that is not the
point. The point is that surely the Americans can send us up a Bomarc for a
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Canadian squadron, and say “fine; it is your own, if you pay for it”. But when
they send us up a nuclear warhead for the Bomarc for a Canadian squadron
they say, ‘“you can use it if we permit you to use it. You can store it on your
station but you cannot use it until we permit you to use it.”

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): There is no question about storing nu-
clear warheads in Canada.

Mr. KucHEREPA: The crux of the matter lies in this: in regard to the pro-
duction and development of these weapons the United Kingdom and the
United States have these special arrangements, whereas we are not in this
particular field or development and production and therefore we have very
little need for this kind of information; would that be summarizing the situ-
ation fairly?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, I would suggest that.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Can we have an answer to that?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not treating it as a question. I
treat it as an observation.

Mr. MacLELLAN: I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if the same argument could
be used by France, and if the purpose of the amendment was not to limit the
distribution of atomic weapons?

Mr. HERRIDGE: In following up what Mr. Pearson said, and I thought there
was a great deal of validity in his view. In effect, the present proposals make
our air force immobile and brings it completely under the command of the
United States.

Mr. PEarsonN: I did not say that.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): As I suggest, when it comes down to
the equipment of our military forces, and the air force, you should address
these questions, as I said at the outset, to the Minister of National Defence.

Mr. DinspALE: Could I ask this question by way of clarification to verify
my own curiosity? I take it from this discussion that Canadian squadrons
should not use atomic warheads until some special measure had been approved
by Congress?

Mr. KucHEREPA: No, NORAD covers that.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, it is part of NORAD.

Mr. PEARSON: The approval has to be from Washington.

Mr. KucHEREPA: It is still under NORAD.

Mr. DinspALE: Not by a special measure from Congress.

Mr. SmatH (Hastings-Frontenac): No, not for the arming of NORAD.

Mr. DiNsSDALE: It would need a very quick decision.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Too quick, perhaps.

The CHAIRMAN: We will now ask the Under-Secretary to proceed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have a question—and I am sorry I was not
here last week. I do not know whether the minister dealt with a question
of commissions in Indo-China. He has already announced that the inter-
national commission in Laos has adjourned sine die but that in Cambodia that
has not yet been effected—although there is some indication that it may be.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): The intention has been expressed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well then, has there been any request ma@e
by any country not on those commissions that the commission in Cambodia
should not adjourn sine die—or says it is an operation apart from any mgmber
of the commission. May I clarify my question? There was a suggestion, I
understand, some time ago that the commission in Cambodia might be used
to arbitrate boundary matters between Viet Nam and Cambodia.

i
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Mr. SmrtH (Hastings-Frontenac): We took the stand that that was not
within the terms of reference or instructions.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, I agree, that the Canadian government
took the position that the boundary disputes were not within the terms of the
Geneva accord. But is there pressure now being exerted on Canada that she
should not bring about an abandonment of the commission in Cambodia for
the reason that it is now thought desirable that the commission should deal
with such matters as boundary disputes between the two countries?

Mr. LEGER: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the distinction could not be estab-
lished between the pressure that may be exerted by the government of Cam-
bodia and the pressure within the commission to stay or to leave. If Mr.
Martin refers to pressure within the commission—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I was referring to a request from outside the
commission.

Mr. LeEGeRr: Therefore, from the government of Cambodia.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Not necessarily from the government of Cam-
bodia—from other governments as well.

Mr. Lecer: I think I would like to refer back to the major reason why
the government has decided to withdraw from the commission in Laos—and
that was at the specific request of the government of Laos. If similar requests
came from the government of Cambodia, naturally I would presume the
government would also take that into consideration, and decide to press for
withdrawal. That request from the government of Cambodia has not come—
had not come, four or five days ago.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know whether I misunderstood what
the Under-Secretary said—that the reason for the action taken at Laos was
because of the request of the government of Laos.

Mr. LEGeER: The main reason.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The government of Laos now, for several
years, has asked for the commission to get out of Laos.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): As I said in the house, we regarded
the task of the supervisory commission in Laos as completed after the supple-
mentary elections on May 4.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. But what I really have in mind—I am
not so much concerned about Laos. I think the course taken in Laos was
correct. Our record on these commissions has been correct, and in accordance
wit}} the provisions of the Geneva conference, that I am sure we are all
anxious to see that position maintained. But I have heard it suggested that,
with regard to the Cambodian arrangement, consideration has been given to
altering what seemed to be the decision we were about to make, because of
the view urged upon us by other countries.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Mr. Chairman, I am trying to be
helpful. If the countries could be identified it would enable us to answer the
question more completely. But so far as I am concerned, as minister, I do not
know what Mr. Martin is talking about.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not want to go any further.

Mr. PEARSON: I do not mind going further. Is the United States trying
to keep the Cambodian commission in existence or is India or any other govern-
ment preventing us from withdrawing from it?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am not conscious of any pressure
from the United States in this regard.

Mr. HERRIDGE: No representations whatsoever?
Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Not to my knowledge.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is it thought, then, that the commission in
Cambodia is likely to be disbanded in the way that action has been taken in
Laos, within the foreseeable future?

; Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, in a few months Mr. Martin said

i in the house it was an ingenious device—and that is a fair description—the
Poles on the commission did not move in favour of it. India and Canada took
this stand bilaterally as a procedural matter.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It was really a compromise arrangement
between India and Canada, was it not?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): With regard to the situation in Viet Nam—
that I take it is more indefinite—that the Canadian government regards the
continuation of the commission there as desirable and in accordance with the
provisions of the 1954 arrangement?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Oh, yes; we take that view. We cannot 1
get out of Viet Nam yet—south and north.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Is there any possibility when the time may
be opportune for the holding of free elections which would make that
possible?

Mr. LEGER: That would be one of the conditions of reunification naturally;
and it would appear that that is neither for tomorrow nor next year—at the
rate things are going.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Any inquiries I have made would not J
indicate that there is any terminus ad quem there in prospect. ]

Mr. PeEarsoN: I have a question I brought up the other day which the
minister has perhaps overlooked. It was about the United Nations emergency
force, which he mentioned in his first statement. Could he tell us what
discussions took place at the last Assembly in regard to establishment of a
permanent force, and the attitude adopted then? I am not sure whether it
was discussed at the last Assembly or not.

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes, it was, in one aspect. I have a
document here which is long. I think it would take too much time to read it,
but perhaps I could give a digest of it to the committee. I do recall that last
week I talked about obstacles that the previous efforts to create a United
Nations force had encountered. I did not mention all of them. I referred to
them by name—the United Nations guard and the United Nations legion. This
whole question has taken a long time and indeed my recitation of the past
incidents would be distressing as well as long because this is an outstanding
example of frustration and evasion and indeed of a kind that has worried the
Canadian government. But I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that reasonable
and sound objections have been put forward in earlier days. The Secretary-
General has come into this picture, and to that extent one might say that there
was consideration last autumn by the United Nations, but not a detailed dis-
cussion of it in any agencies of which I am aware. But when the Secretary-
General presented his annual report of the work of the United Nations for
1956-57—that is a year ago—he introduced it with reference to an instrumen-
tality of some kind set up by the United Nations. He indicated in that report—
and that is how it was presented to the General Assembly—that the United
Nations secretariat would be undertaking a study and analysis so there would
be a sound foundation upon which the United Nations could build a standby
plan for a police force. The police force he had in mind, in writing t.he
introductory part of his report in 1957, was to build a standby plan for a poh.ce l
force which could be activated on short notice in a future emergency. He said, H
in his report to the General Assembly, that a study has been going on, and
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he said recently that it helped considerably in the private conversations in
setting up UNOGIL. I have in mind that out of the experience of UNEF, and
out of the experience of setting up UNOGIL there will be valuable material
which will enable the Secretary-General—one aspect, or one factor in the
United Nations picture—to present a new concept of United Nations standby
instrumentality. But I would point out in this context that UNOGIL was
created under very different circumstances from those under which UNEF
was set up. And I would make this further observation that it is a very
useful sign. The Security Council created UNOGIL and that would indicate
that in comparing it with UNEF that there can be a flexibility of approach—
that is the creation of different United Nations instruments for the preservation
of peace. I think we are moving towards a United Nations force slowly; I do
think we are moving in that direction.

I want to emphasize something that I have already stated, and that is
that we should not go too fast. We should take short steps and we should
be careful to avoid creating the wrong impression of what we hope to achieve.
We should be careful to avoid the use of such words as ‘“police force”. I
mentioned that in my observations before. I would not like, at this time, to
say anything more because there are many aspects which must be considered.

I would say that this matter, in view of the setting up of UNOGIL, can be
examined with more hope perhaps than we could have had in some of the
earlier ventures in this regard. Canada will explore, within the United Nations,
with the Secretary-General, and with other countries, possibilities. I did
make a suggestion throughout that there might be hope in proceeding along
the line of the Uniting for Peace resolution of the General Assembly in 1950
and that we might use the machinery that is contemplated in that resolution;
but that would not be, necessarily, the only one that would be considered.

There are different functions. UNOGIL is an observation group; UNEF
is a police endeavour. Then you could have an armed force. It was suggested
in one of the earlier proposals that that would be under the direction of the
Secretary-General by reason of the authority that has been given to him by
the Assembly or by the Security Council.

It does seem to me that we must work hard and work strenuously towards
the setting up of some instrumentality that would provide for the assembly of
a group that could be moved very quickly. I come back again to the question
of the functions of this instrumentality; whether it should be an armed force,
whether it should be a police activity or whether it should be an observation
group. To me at the moment in terms of taking short steps and doing more
than has been done in the past, it seems to me that the peace observation group
might be the first step which could be taken.

'Mr. CRESTOHL: In speaking about the UNEF, has the Canadian government
}‘ecelved an official report as to the death of Colonel Flint who was killed and
information as to where the bullet came from?

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): Yes.
Mr. CRESTOHL: I am sure the committee would be interested in that.

Mr. LEGer: I think we could make available to the committee the reports
which we received from the United Nations.

Mr. SmitH (Hastings-Frontenac): It was not made to us directly. It
came to us from the Secretary-General.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee that we have the report
of the Secretary-General?

Mr. CresTOHL: Unless the minister can give us a report in general.

Mr. SmutH (Hastings-Frontenac): I am a little worried about giving
now the details.
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Mr. LEGER: We could circulate the reports, but unfortunately we do not
have them here this morning. We could have them this afternoon.

Mr. PearsonN: I listened with much interest to what the minister said and
I agree with everything he said about the necessity for proceeding vigorously
but- carefully. He repeated what he said the other day about the possible
disadvantages of calling any agency of this kind a United Nations police force.
I do not think the name means very much. You can call it a firefighting
committee if you like.

What worries me is the developing tendency in the United Nations in the
last couple of years for the powers to say we have to do certain things but
as soon as the United Nations can take over we will withdraw, or we would
not have gone in if there had been a United Nations agency to have taken on
the job.

I think we must try to make provision at the United Nations assembly for
the permanent establishment of a permanent agency which could be on call.
Some of these same powers find all sorts of reasons for not doing it, but it
is becoming increasingly difficult for the United Nations at the same time to
take on those responsibilities and be prevented from organizing the mechanisms
to discharge them.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I think Mr. Pearson has a very good point there.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): On another subject, I would like to ask the
minister if since he has assumed office he has had any request from the South
American countries to join in any alliance, treaty, or economic development
program to offset the present active Communist interests in South America.
I am tempted to ask this question because our friend Mr. Dulles this week is
in South America for the purpose. I understand that the interests of the
United States in South America are larger than ours. I think I would be inter-
ested to know from the minister what is the information the department has as
to the situation in South America and whether or not we can expect just as
much trouble in the years to come in South America as we have had recently
in what is called the Middle East?

Mr. SmiTH (Hastings-Frontenac): In respect of the first part of the ques-
tion and the statement, since I have taken over the portfolio I can say that
we have had no representations made to us by any South American country
nor have we received any invitation to join the Organization of American
States. I make that as a positive statement. I do not think it will be proper 1
and fitting for me to comment before the committee on the reactions which
were set in motion by Mr. Nixon’s visit.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): There has been no request to help in th