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and Messrs.
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Basford, Harkness, Stanbury,
Brewin, Klein, Thompson,
Chatterton, Laprise, Trudeau,
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ORDERS OF REFERENCE
House or COMMONS,
MonpAY, February 7, 1966.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Committee
on External Affairs:

Messrs.
Allmand, Groos, MeclIntosh,
Asselin (Charlevoix), Harkness, Nesbitt,
Basford, Klein, Pilon,
Brewin, Laprise, Stanbury,
Chatterton, Lind, Thompson,
Dubé, Macdonald (Rosedale), Trudeau,
Faulkner, Macquarrie, Wadds (Mrs.),
Forest, Mandziuk, Walker—(24).

WEDNESDAY, February 16, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Churchill be substituted for that of Mr.
Macquarrie on the Standing Committee on External Affairs.

TuESDAY, March 22, 1966.

Ordered,—That, saving always the powers of the Committee of Supply in
relation to the voting of public monies, the items listed in the Main Estimates
for 1966-67, relating to the Department of External Affairs be withdrawn from

the Committee of Supply and referred to the Standing Committee on External
Affairs.

WEDNESDAY, March 30, 1966.
Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Foy and Macquarrie be substituted for

those of Messrs. Lind and Mandziuk on the Standing Committee on External
affairs.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, February 17, 1966.
(€Y)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met this day at 10:35 a.m. for
purposes of organization.

Members present: Mrs. Wadds and Messrs. Allmand, Asselin (Charlevoix),
Basford, Brewin, Chatterton, Churchill, Dubé, Faulkner, Forest, Groos,

Harkness, Klein, Laprise, Macdonald (Rosedale), Mandziuk, McIntosh, Nesbitt,
Pilon, Stanbury, Trudeau, Walker (22).

The Committee Clerk attending, and having called for nominations, Mr.
Basford moved, seconded by Mr. Nesbitt, that Mr. Dubé do take the Chair of

this Committee as Chairman.
On motion of Mr. Groos, seconded by Mr. Forest,
Resolved,—That nominations be closed.

Mr. Dubé, having been declared elected as Chairman, thereupon took the
Chair, and thanked the Committee for the honour conferred upon him.

On motion of Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale), seconded by Mr. Mandziuk,

Resolved,—That Mr. Neshitt be elected Vice-Chairman of this Committee.

On motion of Mr. Basford, seconded by Mr. Groos,

Resolved,—That a Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure be appointed,
composed of the Chairman and a number of members to be appointed by him
after consultation with the Party Whips.

After general discussion on the order of business to be followed when the
Estimates of the Department of External Affairs are referred to the Committee,
the Committee adjourned at 10:55 a.m. on motion of Mr. Groos.

MonNDAY, April 4, 1966.
(2)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 10:10 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

Members present: Mrs. Wadds and Messrs. Allmand, Brewin, Chatterton,

Churchill, Dubé, Foy, Groos, Harkness, Laprise, Macdonald (Rosedale),
MeclIntosh, Nesbitt, Pilon, Stanbury, Walker (16).

1 5



6 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS April 4, 1966

Also present: Members of the Standing Committee on National Defence:
Messrs. Carter, Deachman, Fane, Foy, Grills, Lambert, Lessard, Matheson,
McNulty, Stefanson, Rock.

And also: Messrs. Gundlock, Johnston and Matte.

In attendance: The Hon. Paul Martin, Secretary of State for External
Affairs; Mr. M. Cadieux, Under-Secretary; Messrs. R. E. Collins and H. B.
Robinson, Assistant Under-Secretaries.

The Chairman read the First Report of the Sub-Committee on Agenda and
Procedure which is as follows:

Your Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure met on Friday,
March 25, 1966, with the following members in attendance: Messrs. Dubé
(Chairman), Brewin, Macdonald (Rosedale), Nesbitt and Thompson.

Your Sub-Committee has agreed to recommend as follows:

(a) That the Committee sit on Monday, April 4, 1966, to commence
consideration of the Estimates and at that time will hear a statement
by the Hon. Paul Martin, Secretary of State for External Affairs.

(b) Following Mr. Martin’s statement, your Sub-Committee will meet
again to draw up a programme of priorities, specific areas which the
committee wishes to explore by further questioning, and witnesses to
be called;

(c¢) During the Committee’s consideration of the Estimates, the proce-
dure outlined hereunder is recommended.

1. The first item (Departmental administration) be called, and that
discussion and questions of a general nature be permitted, but questions
that clearly relate to specific items be postponed until the appropriate
item has been reached;

2. When the general discussion is completed, the first item be
allowed to stand for further consideration and the Committee proceed to
consider and approve the subsequent items;

3. Only Members of the House of Commons, who have been officially
designated to the Committee, may be permitted to carry on the initial
questioning respecting each item,; but, prior to the approval of each item
by the Committee, other members of the House of Commons also may
have an opportunity to pose questions to the witnesses;

4. When all of the items have been approved, except the first item,
the Committee will return to further consideration of that item, at which
time all unanswered questions may be dealt with and unfinished business
completed;

5. The first item of the estimates will then be approved, or otherwise
dealt with, and the Committee will proceed to prepare its Report to the
House.

On motion of Mr. Walker, seconded by Mr. Groos, the report was approved.
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On motion of Mr. Nesbitt, seconded by Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale),

Resolved,—That the Committee cause to be printed 1500 copies in English
and 750 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

The committee then proceeded to consideration of the Estimates of the

Department of External Affairs in accordance with the order of reference of
March 22, 1966.

The Chairman called the first item of the estimates:

1. Departmental Administration . .. $15,403,400, and invited the Minister to
make an opening statement.

Mr. Martin first made an announcement regarding Canadian aid to India.

The Minister then made a statement on the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization and referred particularly to an exchange of aides-memoires between

France and Canada concerning the French decision to withdraw from the
integrated defence arrangements.

Ordered,—That the texts of the aides-memoires referred to by the Minister

be included as appendices to this day’s Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.
(See Appendices A, B, and C.)

Following the Minister’s statement on NATO, copies of a book entitled
“NATO—Facts about the North Atlantic Treaty Organization”, published by the
NATO Information Service, were distributed to members of both committees.

Mr. Martin then made a statement on the situation in Vietnam and tabled
copies of an exchange of correspondence between the President of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam and the Canadian Prime Minister.

Ordered,—That the letters exchanged between the President of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam and the Rt. Hon. L. B. Pearson be included as

appendices to this day’s Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence. (See Appendices
D and E.)

At 11:45 a.m. the committee took a brief recess and reconvened at 11:55
a.m.

Mr. Martin then made a statement on Southern Rhodesia, and a limited
number of copies of a blue book entitled “Documents relating to the negotia-
tions between the United Kingdom and Southern Rhodesian Governments”
were made available to members requesting them.

The Minister was questiohed briefly.
At 12:30 p.m. the committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

Monpay, April 4, 1966.
e (10.10 a.m.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order, please. We now have a quorum.

First of all, I wish to extend a warm welcome to the members of the
Standing Committee on Defence who are here this morning to hear the
presentation of the Secretary of State for External Affairs. I trust that the same
arrangement can be made when the National Defence Committee hear the

presentation of their Minister so that those of us who wish to attend can be
present.

Your Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure met on Friday, March 25,
1966, and I would like to read to you its first report. (See Minutes.)

The CHAIRMAN: You have heard the first report of the subcommittee on
Agenda and Procedure. Gentlemen, what is your pleasure?

Mr. WALKRER: I move that the first report of the subcommittee on Agenda
and Procedure be adopted.

Mr. Groos: I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: At this time a motion is also required for printing. Last
year the committee caused to be printed 1,000 copies in English and 500 copies
in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence relating to the estimates
of the Department of External Affairs.

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, were the 1,000 copies disposed of last year?
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Walker, it appears that all copies were disposed of.

Mr. NESBITT: Was there on any occasion a greater demand for these than
the supply on hand?

Mr. PiLon: Yes, there was.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Mr. Chairman, in the long run, I think there
was a shortage of copies, particularly on the question of hate literature; in other
words, there was a greater demand than supply.

Mr. NESBITT: Mr. Chairman, in view of an increased interest in foreign
affairs we might increase the number somewhat.

Mr. WALKER: I would suggest 1,200.

The CHAIRMAN: Would it be agreeable if we caused to have printed 1,500
copies in English and 750 copies in French?

Mr. NESBITT: Yes.
Mr. MAcpoNALD (Rosedale): Yes.
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The CHAIRMAN: Would someone make the appropriate motion?

Mr. NesBITT: Mr. Chairman, I move that this committee cause to have
printed 1,500 copies in English and 750 copies in French of its Minutes of
Proceedings and Evidence relating to the estimates of the Department of
External Affairs.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: I now will call the first item of the estimates of the
Department of External Affairs, which is item number 1, departmental adminis-
tration.

Department of External Affairs

Item 1.

Administration, Operation and Maintenance including payment of
remuneration, subject to the approval of the Governor in Council and
notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, in connection with the assignment
by the Canadian Government of Canadians to the staffs of the Interna-
tional Organizations detailed in the Estimates, and authority to make
recoverable advances in amounts not exceeding in the aggregate the
amounts of the shares of those organizations of such expenses, and
authority, notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, for the appointment
and fixing of salaries of commissioners (International commissions for
supervision and control in Indo-China), secretaries and staff by the
Governor in Council; assistance and repatriation of distressed Canadian
citizens and persons of Canadian domicile abroad, including their de-
pendents; Canadian participation in the Commonwealth Arts Festival to
be held in Britain in the fall of 1965; payment to the Roosevelt
Campobello International Park Commission for the purposes and subject
to the provisions of the Act respecting the Commission established to
administer the Roosevelt Campobello International Park; a cultural
relations and academic exchange program with the French community
and grants as detailed in the estimates. $13,176,800.

The CHAIRMAN: With your permission, I will ask the Hon. Paul Martin,
Secretary of State for External Affairs, to make an opening statement.

Hon. Paur MARTIN (Secretary of State for External Affairs): Mr. Chair-
man, I understood from you that the steering committee wished me to open the
departmental estimates by—

Mr. NEsBITT: Excuse me, Mr. Martin. I do not know whether or not the
sounds system is working. I am finding it difficult to hear the Minister and
perhaps other members farther back in the room might not be able to hear him.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I understood from you, Mr. Chairman, that the
steering committee wished me, on the first item, to make a statement on the
general position that Canada has taken on some of the vital problems facing the
international community to-day. I think it would be useful to discuss three that
are of major concern to us in Canada: NATO, Viet Nam, and Rhodesia. If it was
agreeable to the committee I would proceed to give the government’s views
with regard to these three problems, and in that order.
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Before doing that I wonder if I could take advantage of this meeting of the
committee to recall that on March 23, I announced that the government
proposed to ask Parliament to approve a major expansion in our food aid
program for India in the coming year, we had decided to play our part in
helping India to meet its current emergency by providing one million tons of
food to that country. There is to be a meeting in Washington late today or

tomorrow morning, and I would like to make a further announcement in this
connection.

I now wish to advise the committee the government proposes to take an
additional step to assist India. A sum of approximately $19 million remains to
be paid by India as principal and interest on two loans which the government
made in 1958 to cover the purchase of Canadian wheat and flour. It is proposed
to forgive the remaining payments on these two loans as a means of providing
additional help to India in its difficult balance of payments situation which has
deteriorated significantly as a result of foreign exchange costs caused by
drought and other factors. The first of the remaining payments was due on
March 31. My colleague, the Minister of Finance, has signed agreement with the
Indian High Commissioner to postpone this payment pending approval by
Parliament to cancel the full amount of $10 million which is outstanding. The
agreement provides immediate relief in the amount of approximately $3.7
million, which this payment represents. The cancellation of the outstanding debt
will be additional to the food aid for India to which I have referred and which
will cost about $71 million in this calendar year.

I am sure that members of the committee will agree that this represents a
significant Canadian response to the very serious emergency that prevails in
India at the present time. We hope that at tomorrow’s meeting there will be a

comparable response from other countries to the serious situation that faces the
Indian nation.

Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity of laying before the committee
the Canadian view on a number of issues in this critical period. I would like to
discuss the NATO situation as frankly as I can with members of the committee.
It will be understood, of course, that there will have to be bilateral negotiations
between the government of Canada and the government of France. There will
also have to be negotiations between the 14 other member states in the
organization and France. There will therefore be areas where it will not be
Possible for me—and, I am sure this will be understood—to reveal a Canadian
Position or, in some cases, to have a firm Canadian position until such time as
there has been the fullest consultation between the 14 member states which are
Involved in this negotiation with the government of France.

Mr. CHURcHILL: But, you have to have a position if you are going to
consult.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, there are some positions that the gov-
ernment has taken but before it can reveal what these positions are it would
Want to advise its partners. There will be other situations where there will be
Nno position taken until such time as there has been consultation and agreement.
For instance, what happens to SHAPE? That is a matter for the 14 members.
The position the government of Canada takes with regard to particular bases
that it has occupied is a matter for Canada.
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Article XIII of the North Atlantic Treaty permits signatories to opt out in
1969, the 20th anniversary of its conclusion. The year 1969, for this good reason,
has been regarded as the year for stocktaking. It was with this in mind that in
December, 1964, I proposed on behalf of the Canadian government, at the
NATO ministerial meeting, that the North Atlantic Council should undertake a
review of the future of the alliance. Although this proposal was approved by
the 14 other members of the NATO alliance, nevertheless, the idea was not
pursued because the President of France had begun to articulate his nation’s
dissatisfaction with the NATO organization and no one wanted to precipitate a
premature confrontation.

It is now less than a month since the French government first formally
informed their NATO allies of their decision to withdraw from the integrated
defence arrangements. I have given the House the text of the two notes setting
out the French position. I have copies of these notes available, and they easily
can be distributed to members of the committee, together with the text of the
Canadian reply to the first French note. We have not replied yet to the second
note.

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Martin, will they be supplied without asking for them?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. If it is your wish, it may be convenient that
the notes be made an appendix to today’s proceedings, so they will be fully
available for examination by members of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that agreed?
Some hon.- MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I also have arranged to distribute a book entitled
“NATO: Facts about the North Atlantic Treaty Organization”, with which some
of you undoubtedly are familiar. This book is available in English and French. I
think you will find it a very useful source of information. It also includes a
collection of basic documents including the North Atlantic Treaty and the
highly complex set_of agreements known as the London and Paris agreements
of 1954, which govern Germany’s participation in NATO.

My view and that of the government of Canada is that NATO has served a
useful purpose. I take it from the reaction the other day to the Canadian
position on the French announcement that this view generally speaking reflects
the opinion of. the political parties in Parliament. We have only to cast our
minds back to the immediate post-war period; Europe was then unsteadily
extricating itself from the morass left by the second world war and Stalin was
pressing in every way to extend his influence through western Europe to the
Atlantic. The picture has now changed, as President de Gaulle has said. It is not
unreasonable to ask: “Is the alliance still necessary? Is General de Gaulle right
in advocating _the“e'r‘ld of the integrated military organization of the alliance? Is
the strategic concept of the alliance still valid? Is it time to leave the defence of
Europe to the Europeans?” These are questions that are being asked at the
present time,. and they are fair questions. Naturally, by virtue of my own
responsibilities, I have been asking myself some of these questions. It may be
helpful If I began what I have to say on the situation in NATO resulting from
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the French action by summarizing the main elements of the pesition now taken
by our NATO ally, France. These comprise:

(1) a decision to withdraw French forces from NATQO’s integrated military
structure and French officers from the integrated headquarters, these decisions
to take effect on July 1, 1966;

(2) a decision to require the removal from France of the two integrated
military headquarters known as SHAPE and the Central European Command.
France has proposed that the removal be completed by April 1, 1967;

(3) a decision to require the withdrawal from France of foreign forces and
bases. France has proposed that the United States and .Canadian bases be
withdrawn by April 1, 1967;

(4) France has indicated a wish to retain its forces in- Germany, while
transferring them from NATO to French command.

(5) France intends to leave its forces in Berlin, where they are established
on the basis of occupation rights and where there is a tripartite command.

(6) France has indicated a willingness to negotiate arrangements for
establishing, in peacetime, French liaison missions with NATO commands.

(7) France has indicated a readiness to enter into separate conversations
with Canada and the United States to determine the military facilities which
the respective governments might mutually grant to each other in wartime.

(8) France intends to remain a party to the North Atlantic Treaty and to
participate in the activities of the NATO Council. This, as I understand it, is the
position taken by the government of France.

® (10.30 am.)

It is only fair to note that these positions have been previously stated, in
one form or another, by the President of the French Republic during the last
two years.

This last element of the French position is naturally welcomed by the
Canadian government as an indication of France’s desire to continue its formal
association with the other parties to the Treaty. It will, I need hardly add, be
the concern of the Canadian government to encourage French participation to
the greatest extent feasible.

It is evident that some of the French objectives can be attained by
unilateral action; for example, the withdrawal of French troops from SACEUR’s
command and of French officers from the combined headquarters. Some other
objectives will require negotiations over modalities and the timing; for exam-
ple, the withdrawal of NATO headquarters and of foreign bases from French
territory. Finally, some proposals depend on working out arrangements with
other members of the Alliance and will involve negotiations on substance; for
example, the presence and role of French troops in Germany and the liaison
arrangements which might be established between French and NATO com-
mands.

It must be clear to the members of the committee that the French proposals
raise a host of problems, the range of which has not been fully determined.
They raise questions with political, military, financial, and legal implications.
We are examining these questions with our allies, informally with the 14 other
than France and, where appropriate, with France and the 14. We are, as well,
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engaged in an examination of the contractual situation, and the documentation
in that connection is now being carefully examined by our legal officers.

The first French aide-memoire also sets out briefly the reasons which, in
the view of President de Gaulle, justify the position which he takes. The
following arguments are listed:

First, he argues that the threat to Western Europe has changed and no
longer has the immediate and menacing character it once had; he says that the
countries of Europe have restored their economies and recovered their earlier
strength; he argues that France is developing an atomic armament which is
not susceptible of being integrated within the NATO forces; that the nuclear
stalemate has transformed the conditions of Western defence; and that Europe
is no longer the centre of international crises.

These are observations with which I imagine we are all more or less in
agreement. But do they, singly or jointly, justify the conclusion drawn by the
French government that integrated defence arrangements are no longer required
for the defence of Western Europe?

Let me examine each of the French arguments in turn:

First, the threat to western Europe. Over the years the Soviet Union has
steadily strengthened its military forces in eastern Germany and in the Euro-
pean area in general. These forces are now stronger than at any time since the
end of the Second World War. While I recognize that the likelihood of an actual
attack has diminished, the effectiveness of NATQ’s defence arrangements has
been, and remains, a factor in this favourable turn of events. Moreover, it is
considered prudent to base defence policy on the known capabilities of a
possible enemy rather than on his declared intentions, or even his supposed
intentions as we may rightly or wrongly assess them. To avoid any possible
misinterpretation, I also want to make clear my conviction that NATO countries

should avoid provocation of the Soviet Union. On the contrary, Canada strongly
favours the promotion of better understanding between the Soviet Union and
the western countries. But, as the Cuban experience of 1962 demonstrated,
progress towards better relations may be greater when it is clear that there is
no alternative to accommodation.

Secondly, Europe’s recovery: It is, of course, true that the European
countries have greatly strengthened their positions in every way. We applaud
this development. We know that the generosity of the United States, through
the Marshall Plan, greatly contributed to this happy consequence. We have, in
fact been assuming that this would in time enable the western European states
to take on increasing responsibility for European defence, possibly within the
framework of new co-operative arrangements among the European members of
the Alliance. The French action may have set back this prospect, as it has the
immediate effect of dividing the countries of Europe over what their defence
policies should be.

Thirdly, it is a fact that France has developed an independent nuclear
force. But, as we see it, this is not an argument against the integration of other
forces. The United Kingdom has demonstrated that the acquisition of a strategic
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nuclear force does not require the withdrawal of other national forces from the
unified command and planning arrangements.

Fourthly, it is true that a nuclear stalemate had developed in place of the
earlier United States nuclear monopoly. But this is not new. It has been the case
for ten years. Moreover, this fact has not diminished the need for unified

planning, if the European countries are to make an effective contribution to the
defence of Europe.

Fifthly, I also acknowledge that Europe is not at present the centre of
international crises. But until there is a political settlement in Central Europe,

it will remain an area of potential crisis, particularly if the arrangements which
have brought about stability in the area should be upset.

In my judgment, and in the judgment of the Canadian government, the
arguments presented in the French aide-mémoire do not support the conclusion

that unified command and planning arrangements are no longer necessary for
the defence of Western Europe.

It is striking that all of the other members of NATO have joined in
reaffirming their belief in the need for unified command and planning arrange-
ments in a declaration, the text of which I communicated to the House of
Commons on March 18. I expect members of the External Affairs committee and
the Defence committee will be interested to know that the strongest support for
the integrated military arrangements has come from the smaller members of the
alliance, who consider that the only way to assure their defence is by pooling
their contributions in a common effort. It seems to me that, if the principle of
an alliance is accepted, the experience of the last two world wars and the
requirements of modern weapons demonstrate the need for unified command
and joint planning. Indeed, one of the most remarkable successes of the

post-war world has been the development within NATO of effective peace-time
arrangements for military co-operation.

I have explained why we and other members of NATO are not persuaded
by the French arguments. I wish now to examine the implications of the actions
which have been taken by the French government.

Providing NATO itself does not disintegrate—and I see no danger of that
happening—the immediate military consequences of the French action are
thought to be manageable. France has already withdrawn from NATO com-
mand, during the last six years, most of its previously integrated forces. The net
loss in forces available to NATO from the announced withdrawal, while
significant, will not be too serious, particularly if workable arrangements can be
devised for maintaining French troops in Germany. But the loss for practical
purposes of French land and air space has strategic implications for the defence
of Western Europe, which will have to be carefully studied.

Even more worrying to my mind are the possible political implications.
These consequences are, of course, still quite uncertain so that it is possible to
speak only in the most general and cautious terms. But it is obvious that the
French actions may weaken the unity of the Alliance. This would, in turn,
Jeopardize the stability of Central Europe, which has been built on allied unity
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and particularly on French, British, and American solidarity in Berlin and in
Germany. I do not want to elaborate, but it is possible to anticipate that French
bilateral relations with some of the NATO allies, particularly those who carry
the larger burdens, will be put under strain. The balance of forces within the
Alliance will of necessity be altered. Finally, France’s example could stimulate
nationalist tendencies which have been encouragingly absent in Western Europe
since the last war.

The Canadian government is not unsympathetic to many of the considera-
tions which underlie the French wish for change. We know that circumstances
in the world have changed since NATO was established. We have long believed
that members of the Alliance particularly those such as France which have
spoken of the need for change, should present concrete proposals to encourage
consultation within the alliance.

It is reasonable to look towards a greater acceptance of responsibility by
Europeans for the defence of Western Europe. However, any North American
move to disengage militarily from Europe will be dangerously premature until
the European countries have made the necessary political and institutional
arrangements to take over the responsibilities involved. It follows, at this time
of uncertainty about NATO’s future, that Canada should avoid action which
would create unnecessary strain or otherwise impair the solidarity of the
alliance. This need not and should not preclude us from making adjustments, in
the interest of economy and efficiency, in the manner in which we contribute to
European defence. And we should seek to ensure that there is a constructive
evolution in the organization of the alliance; and we should take advantage of
the actions taken by the government of France to do exactly what we ourselves
proposed in the fall of 1964, which is to engage in serious examination of the
state of the alliance.

In so far as the Canadian bases in France are concerned, the government of
France has taken unilateral action. It appears to be a final decision. At any rate,
it has stated that it would like to see the Canadian bases withdrawn by April 1,
1967. Although I express the hope, and have no doubt, that the French
government will be prepared to negotiate mutually acceptable arrangements,
including compensation and dates for the withdrawal of the bases. Since the
objective of sending Canadian troops to Europe was to contribute to the
integrated defence arrangements from which France is withdrawing, this
government has accepted the logic that Canadian forces in France cannot
outstay their welcome. They will have to be moved elsewhere.

I referred earlier to the determination of other members of NATO to
preserve the effective arrangements which have been worked out for joint
planning and unified command. This is only prudent and Canada fully shares
this determination. This will provide a continuing defence against the Soviet
military capacity still directed at western Europe. It will help preserve the
precarious stability in Central Europe. Moreover, under the present integrated
defence arrangements, there being no German general staff, Germany has
placed all its troops directly under NATO commanders. The dismantling of the
existing structure would lead to the reversion of all European forces to national
command.

'A
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® (10.50 a.m.)

Inevitably our attention in the near future will be taken up with handling
the immediate consequences of the French action. But we shall not lose sight of
the need for NATO to adjust to the changing circumstances since the Alliance
was concluded. Indeed, the adjustments which the French action will require of
the existing military arrangements provide opportunities, as I said earlier,
which we intend to take to examine with our allies the possibilities for
developing improvements in the NATO structure and to consider how the
Alliance should develop in the long run, and also to consider what reductions

and what savings can be effected without impairing the efficiency of the
organization, or of our contribution to it.

Although I am speaking about NATO, I wish to emphasize that—to the
extent this depends on Canada—we will not allow our disappointment to affect
Canada’s bilateral relations with France. The Canadian Government has been
working steadily to improve and intensify our relations with France. For our
part we will not interrupt this process. Differences over defence policy need

not impair the development of our bilateral relations in the political, economic,
cultural, and technical fields.

For instance, we are sending an economic mission to France within the
course of a few weeks, which will be representative both of government and of
business, designed to encourage further trade relations between France and
Canada. There certainly will be no interruption between these and other
contacts that we have established and continue to establish with France.
These are matters which can and should be kept separate from defence
arrangements within NATO. In all this, we assume that the French government

agrees that this is a desirable approach, and we have no reason to doubt that
this is their view.

I want to conclude this part of my statement by referring again to the
objectives which the Canadian government intends to follow in the situation
created by the French action.

In NATO, our policy will be, firstly, to seek, in consultation with our allies,
including France as far as possible, to limit the damage to the unity and
effectiveness of the Alliance, and to recreate a relationship of mutual confidence
among all the members; secondly to help preserve the essential features of
NATO’s existing system of unified command and joint planning for collective
defence; thirdly, to continue to maintain an appropriate contribution to NATO’s
collective defence system; fourthly, to take every opportunity to examine with
our allies possibilities for developing improvements to the NATO structure and
to consider the future of the Alliance in the long run.

With regard to France, the Government will firstly, negotiate with either
bilaterally or multilaterally as appropriate, fair and reasonable arrangements
for those adjustments which may be required as a result of French withdrawal
from NATO’s integrated defence arrangements; secondly, leave the door open
for the eventual return of France to full participation in the collective activities
of the Alliance, should France so decide. Finally, we will continue, notwith-
standing NATO differences and with the cooperation of the French authorities,

to develop our bilateral relations with France.
23945—2
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This, Mr. Chairman, concludes my statement in chief on the NATO
situation. I can go on with my statement or I can permit an examination on
what I have stated so far by members of the committee, as you wish.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee to pose questions now on
the NATO aspect of the Minister’s statement?

Mr. HARKNESS: I think so. I think it would be better to deal with each of
these topics as they come up.

Mr. BREWIN: I personally feel differently from Mr. Harkness, Mr. Chair-
man. It seems to me that we should hear the full statement on the various
subjects and have time to consider the statement that is made. Then, after the
advantage of thought and study, our questions can perhaps be more to the point
than if we proceed immediately.

I only suggest that course, Mr. Chairman. If members of the committee
wish to proceed now, that is fine; but that is my personal view.

Mr. McInTosH: May I suggest that if we follow Mr. Brewin’s suggested
course we may not finish with all three today and we may lose continuity in the
questions we are going to ask in regard to each topic. We may only finish
dealing with NATO in the time allotted to us.

Mr. MAcCDONALD (Rosedale): I think there is merit in Mr. Brewin’s point of
view. I think it is fairly obvious that we are not going to dispose of even these
three subjects to which the Minister has referred this morning. I think it would
be of advantage to have the Minister’s statement on the record to be examined
when the committee reconvenes. Therefore, my recommendation will be that
the Minister deal with each subject.

Mr. MATHESON: In view of the grave importance of some of the things the
Minister has referred to, I personally would like additional time to prepare
questions. I think this is most important. We can proceed to other topics
presently available.

Mr. DEACHMAN: Mr. Chairman, if the Minister has a prepared text on the
Southeast Asia question, I think to have that on the record in one volume,
together with his remarks on NATO, would be very valuable indeed to the
committee because a number of us like to distribute copies to people who have
been writing to us about it.

I would agree with what Mr. Brewin, Mr. Macdonald and others have said.
Mr. CHURCHILL: When do we meet again, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MARTIN: I could meet tomorrow morning.

The CHAIRMAN: We could continue tomorrow morning.

Mr. NEsBITT: In that case you would not have the copies of today’s meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: There might be a problem about meeting tomorrow. The
clerk tells me that there is a possibility the committee rooms may not be
available tomorrow because there are five other committees meeting. However,
we will try to find a room for tomorrow.
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Mr. CHURCHILL: I would just say, Mr. Chairman, that as there may be some
difficulty about meeting tomorrow, and as there wil lbe an intervening ten-day
period it would be better to have the complete statement on this and the other

two topics. Then, when we come back after Easter we can take them up one
at a time.

The CHAIRMAN: It does appear to be the wish of the majority that Mr.
Martin should continue with his statement.

Mr. MARTIN: When I came before the committee on June 10 of 1965 I gave
a detailed account of the developments which had led up to the situation at that
time in Viet Nam. I said I thought it was difficult to form a judgment of that
situation without examining in its proper historical perspective the problem in
Viet Nam. I believe the situation is no less true today than it was a little less
than a year ago. I know there are interpretations other than that which the
Canadian government has placed on the course of events in Viet Nam. Indeed, a
great deal of the discussion and dissent which have developed in relation to Viet
Nam have focused on the history of the conflict itself. I think, however, that no
useful purpose would be served by going again over the ground which we
covered last year, but in that context I wish to make two comments.

First, I would like to remind the committee that while there are differences
over the antecedents of the present conflict in Viet Nam, the assessment which
the government has formed on this subject is an independent assessment
resting on a long record of first hand Canadian experience in Indo China.
Secondly, if our foreign policy is to have any impact on the present situation, I
believe we must now cast our thinking forward rather than backward. I also
believe we are unlikely to achieve anything useful by a policy of denunciation

which is sometimes being urged on the government by those who take issue
with our position.

What we must do is to map out a course which we regard as right and
realistic, which takes account of the facts as we know them and which has some

prospect of contributing to a peaceful settlement. And this is what we have
been trying to do.

There is one matter with which I should like to deal before giving the
committee some indication of recent developments in the Viet Nam

situation. This is the matter of Canadian participation in the International
Commission in Viet Nam.

Members of the Committee will recall that this was the only issue on which
the House divided when the estimates of the Department of External Affairs
were considered on February 8. I do not pretend—and I do not suppose anyone
would pretend—that the Commission is in a position, in present circumstances, to
do justice to the mandate with which it was charged by the Geneva powers in
1954. That is not in any way the fault of the Commission which was set up to
supervise a cease-fire and not to control an armed conflict. Nevertheless there
are—and there will continue to be—a number of good reasons for maintaining the
Commission’s presence in Viet Nam. Some of these reasons I will be prepared to

deal with in interrogation; some of them I will not be able to discuss.
23945—2}
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First, none of the interested parties has at any time suggested that the
International Commission be withdrawn or its mandate cancelled. Not even the
Chinese People’s Republic has made this suggestion. On the contrary, it has
been confirmed to us within recent weeks both by the Secretary of State of the
United States and by senior personalities of the Government of North Viet Nam
that they attach importance to a continued Commission presence in Viet Nam.
Indeed, the committee might be interested to know that when Victor Moore, our
new Commissioner on the Control Commission, made his introductory calls in
Hanoi about three and a half weeks ago, it was represented to him that the
North Vietnamese government would like to see the Commission hold more of
its meetings in Hanoi than has been the case in recent years. I understand that
this matter has since been discussed among the Commissioners and that there
appears to be general agreement to act on the North Vietnamese suggestion.

I think this would be a good decision, and it would not be establishing a
precedent. The Commission at another period has spent more time in Hanoi
than it has during the past few years, so there would be no precedent involved
in spending a longer period in Hanoi.

Secondly, both North and South Viet Nam continue to look to the Com-
mission to consider and adjudicate their charges of violations of the Cease-Fire
Agreement. While there can be legitimate argument over the usefulness of such
a procedure in circumstances where the prospects of remedial action are
limited, the fact is that the parties do attach importance to this function of the
Commission and to the public presentation which the Commission is able to
make on the basis of its investigations cf breaches of the Cease-Fire Agreement.

Thirdly, if members of the committee examine the Cease-Fire Agreement
which was concluded in Geneva in 1954, they will find that the Commission is,
in fact, the only tangible instrument of the Geneva settlement as it affects Viet
Nam. Even if we were to consider, therefore, that the Commission’s presence in
Viet Nam in present circumstances is of largely symbolic significance, we
cannot, I think, discount the importance of the Commission as a reflection of the
continuing interest of the Geneva powers in a situation which engages their
international responsibilities.

I may say just by way of parenthesis, to Mr. Harkness, he will remember
that during the debate on February 8 he asked me, in a constructive manner,
whether perhaps the time has not come when the Commission’s role might be
abandoned. At that very time I was engaged in considerations that I will later
discuss which caused me to feel that the future role of the Commission might
indeed prove to be very great.

Mr. HARKNESS: I might just interject, Mr. Chairman, that my suggestion
was that the number of control teams, and therefore the number of personnel,
might be reconsidered in view of the fact that these control teams are not being
allowed to carry out the function which it was anticipated they could carry out
when they were sent there.

Mr. MARTIN: That is right; you made that point.

Mr. HArRgNESS: That was my suggestion, rather than to do away with it
altogether. I think this was my main contention or suggestion.
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Mr. MARTIN: Yes.

I think it is fair to say that the elimination of the Commission from the Viet
Nam scene in present circumstances would only serve to complicate what is

already a situation which is fraught with serious risks for the maintenance of
international peace and security.

Fourthly, we have always thought it right to keep open the possibility that
the Commission might be able, in the right circumstances, to make a positive
contribution to a peaceful settlement of the Viet Nam issue. I think I can say to
the committee, without exaggeration, that this possibility has played an increas=
ing part in our thinking about the Viet Nam conflict. I am satisfied that we
would be ill advised at this stage to discard an instrument which may yet have
a part to play in bringing this issue from the battlefield to the conference table;
I am strengthened in this view by the attitude taken by a number of parties

concerned and by the strong position taken by the Secretary General of the
United Nations.

e (11.10 a.m.)

I now shall turn to some recent developments in the Viet Nam situation. i
would like to say something about the pause in the bombing of North Viet
Nam which began on Christmas Eve and continued for 37 days until the end
of January. The position of the Canadian government for some time prev1ously
had been that such a pause could represent a useful opening for a peaceful
solution of the Viet Nam issue. It was with this consideration in mind that the
Prime Minister had suggested the possibility of a pause in. April of last
year. The pause which took place in the following months was shortlived and
did not produce the results for which we had hoped. When a further pause
was initiated by the United States in late December we welcomed this as a
genuine contribution to peace and we did what we could, through diplomatic

channels, to reinforce the many efforts that then were being made to turn it
to good account.

I do not intend to recapitulate those efforts except to say it was a matter of
disappointment to us that the prospect of some break in the situation, which the
pause might have offered, did not materialize. Nevertheless, we took the view
throughout the pause that we hoped it might be extended until all reasonable
DPossibilities of eliciting some response from the other side had been exhausted.

Toward the end of the bombing pause the President of the Democratic
Republic of Viet Nam addressed a series of letters to other governments,
including the government of Canada. We have studied President Ho Chi Minh’s
letter with the greatest care and consideration to see, in particular, if it offered
any hope of a reversal of the present grave situation in Viet Nam. While it did
not appear to us that there were, in fact, new elements in that letter we
nevertheless felt it provided a basis on which time it might be possible to
explore the position of the North Vietnamese government in greater detail.

That is one reason we decided that the time might be opportune to send a
special representative of the Canadian government to Hanoi to present the
Canadian reply and, at the same time, to probe the views of. the North

Vietnamese government on the prospects for a settlement of the Viet Nam issue
through other than military means.
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I can table the text of our reply which was presented in Hanoi on March 8.
This is the reply by the Prime Minister of Canada to President Ho Chi Minh
and, if it is your wish, we might make that part of today’s records.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that agreed?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.
Mr. McInTosH: Could you table both letters, Mr. Martin?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. The letter of Ho Chi Minh has been tabled
in the House but we can well make that part of this record, if you wish. It
would be more convenient.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it agreed to table both letters?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Perhaps I should say we did not think it
profitable at this stage to enter into a controversy with President Ho Chi Minh
over the interpretation of events in Viet Nam which was contained in his letter.
Rather, we availed ourselves of this opportunity to re-state the Canadian view
that there could be no lasting solution of the present conflict other than through
negotiations and to suggest, at the same time, that there might be a contribution
which the members of the International Control Commission in Viet Nam could
make to that end.

The Viet Nam question was placed before the Security Council at the
beginning of February. There has been a good deal of discussion about the
wisdom of this step with particular reference to its timing after the bombing of
North Viet Nam had been resumed. As far as this government is concerned our
position on this matter has remained unchanged. I said in the General Assembly
last fall that the United Nations was the place, or one of the places, where the
question of Viet Nam should certainly be discussed. We have been aware, of
course, that the prospects of the United Nations playing a direct part in relation
to the Viet Nam issue in present circumstances was very limited. This is not
only because three of the principal parties to the Viet Nam conflict are not
members of the United Nations but also because there has been a reluctance on
the part of some countries to have brought before the United Nations an issue
such as this which directly engages the interests of the great powers.

Nevertheless, it would have been entirely inconsistent with Canadian atti-
tudes and policies to deny, as I say, the right of the United Nations to pronounce
itself on an issue which involves the maintenance of international peace and
security perhaps more than any other issue at the present time. In our view, the
provisions of the Charter in this matter are clear. It is regrettable that the
Security Council should not have taken the opportunity of at least recom-
mending to the parties that they seek a peaceful solution of the Viet Nam
conflict through the machinery for which they themselves have expressed a
clear preference; that is to say, the machinery created in Geneva in 1954.

The inability of the Security Council to deal with this issue has reinforced
the judgment which we had formed some time ago, and which was in my mind
‘when the debate in the House of Commons took place in February, that we
should look to the International Commission in Viet Nam to see whether, in the

T

[



April 4, 1966 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 23

right circumstances, there was not a role which it could play toward bringing
about a peaceful settlement of the issue there. This is the direction in which our
thinking has been tending since last December, and it is to this aspect of the
Viet Nam problem that I want to turn.

The first question that arises is why it should be thought that the
International Commission might be able to make a positive contribution to a
solution of the Viet Nam conflict. The Commission was brought into being by
the Geneva Conference of 1954. We have served on that Commission since that
time, along with India and Poland and, as well, we have served on the
comparable commissions in Cambodia and Laos. In a sense, the Commission
may be said to represent the continuing interest of the Geneva powers in the
Viet Nam situation. It is now clear that when the time comes any negotiation of
the Viet Nam conflict is likely to be conducted within the Geneva frame of
reference. It is natural, therefore, to think of the Commission as an instrument

which might be brought into play in preparing the ground for an eventual
negotiation.

The question has been raised in our contacts with interested governments
whether there is anything in the Geneva cease-fire agreement which confers on
the Commission a mandate on the lines we have been considering. I must say
that on a strictly legal interpretation of that agreement the answer must be in
the negative. But, I do not think anyone who is concerned about the course of
developments in Viet Nam would feel justified in looking at this issue only in
legalistic terms. We have never looked at it that way. We have never thought of
the commission as possessing a role purely on the basis of powers extended to it
under the Geneva agreement of 1954; nor, on the other hand are we thinking of
any fresh mandate being conferred on the Commission either by the Geneva
powers acting collectively or by the Soviet Union and Britain acting jointly in
their capacities as co-chairmen of the Geneva conference.

We have informed the Soviet Union; we have informed the United King-
dom government; we have informed other governments of our views as to the
role that the Commission might assume, but we have not thought it was
necessary to get their authority for making our suggestion. What we have had
in mind is something modest and informal; we continue to believe however that
our proposal has potential merit. Our proposal was really in the nature of a
good offices assignment which would be undertaken not necessarily by the
Commission as such but by the three Commission powers acting as sovereign
nations, which have been associated with the Viet Nam problem for the past 11
years, and which have established a fair record of co-operation between them.
It is our view that the knowledge and experience of the Viet Nam problem of
the three Commission powers and the ready access they command to all the
interested parties would make the Commission powers a particularly suitable
group to carry forward the search for peace in Viet Nam. This is the common
objective of the three members of the Commission.

There have been notable attempts made to try and bring about peaceful
negotiation in Viet Nam: attempts made by the British; by a good offices body
of the Commonwealth; by individual intermediaries, some publicly known and
some not; by concerted action on the part of a group of countries, including
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Canada; action by Canada itself, for instance, in the visit that Mr. Blair Seaborn
made in June, 1965. But, for none of these, other than the visit of Mr. Blair
Seaborn, did the mediators know in advance that it would have access both to
the government in Saigon and to the government in Hanoi. It must not be
forgotten in appraising the role of the Commission that it has direct access to
both capitals in the two belligerent areas in the regrettably divided country of
Viet Nam. We have of course for some time been supporting in general terms
the re-convening of the Geneva Conference. In fact, about a year ago we
specifically urged that the Geneva Conference be recalled. Britain herself, as one
of the co-chairmen has urged the Geneva powers to meet.

Recently the British Prime Minister discussed this matter with Mr. Kosygin
when he suggested that they both might agree to calling a Geneva Conference.

However I should like to make clear that we are not now proposing the
calling of a Geneva Conference. We hope the time will come when this will be
practicable and possible. I want to make as clear as I can that the proposal we
have made for a use of the Commission should not be regarded as an effort to
call or persuade the two chairmen of the Geneva Conference to call an
immediate conference. We are not pressing such a move at this time because
we are certain that such a call in present circumstances would not produce
results. Also, we do not think that this is the right approach for the Commission
powers at this stage. A reconvened Geneva Conference is and remains, of
course, the end result of the development we hope to be able to set in train, but
it is not the first step. Indeed, I would be afraid, if we tried to make it the first
step, that we are more likely to exhaust than to establish such influence as we
may be able to have with the parties principally concerned in the Viet Nam
conflict. I have made this clear in talks that I have had with particular parties
concerned. Certain propositions have now been put forward on both sides with
respect to a settlement of the Viet Nam conflict. There are the four points of the
government of Hanoi, the 14 points of the government of the United States, and
the four points of the government of South Viet Nam. In a sense this represents
the beginning of a process of negotiation. But such a process can be carried only
so far by way of public pronouncements. The gap between the positions,
particularly of the United States and of the government of North Viet Nam, is
still very wide and something will have to be done to narrow it. There is also a
barrier of distrust and suspicion that will somehow have to be overcome.

o (11.30 am.)

It has seemed to us that this is something which could be pursued
cautiously and discreetly by the Commission powers. We are not thinking at
this stage of anything other than a good office exercise. The object of such an
exercise would be to try to bring about conditions in which the parties
themselves might find it possible to engage in direct discussions as a prelude to
formal negotiation. In essence, therefore, what we have in mind is an unblock=-
ing of channels which, in the absence of such action, are likely to continue to
remain closed.

I have already indicated, in general terms, that we have had a series of
exchanges about a possible Commission initiative along these lines with India
and Poland who are our partners on the Commission. We have put our
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position to Britain and the Soviet union as co-chairmen of the Geneva an-
ference. I have also taken the opportunity personally to discuss the matter with
the Secretary General of the United Nations, with Secretary of State Rusk and,

through others, with the government of South Viet Nam and the government of
North Viet Nam.

Our exchanges with India and Poland must necessarily remain confidential.
I think I can say that one common point in their initial reaction had to do with
the timing and the circumstances in which any Commission initiative might
stand a chance of being acceptable to the parties on the ground. That was one of
the considerations we had in mind when we decided to ask Mr. Chester
Ronning, a distinguished former member of our foreign service, to pay special
visits to Saigon and Hanoi early last month. I know that the members of the
committee will not expect me to go into details about his mission, or his future
participation. It must be apparent that this is a significant assignment.

On these visits he had a full opportunity of discussing with senior
personalities in both capitals their views of the present Viet Nam situation and
the possibility of the Commission powers playing some part in opening up
avenues which might ultimately lead to a peaceful settlement of the conflict.
You will appreciate that it would not be helpful for me at this stage to disclose
the contents of the discussions which Mr. Ronning had on his visits to Saigon
and Hanoi or even the possibilities which they may help to open up. All I would
like to say is that the results of these visits have in no way seemed to me to
foreclose a Commission role in the right circumstances. In the meantime we are
continuing our exchanges with India and Poland in response to their own
indications that they would like to see these discussions carried forward.

Turning to another aspect of the Viet Nam problem the significance of the
meeting in Honolulu between U.S. and South Vietnam leaders was that it laid
the groundwork for a comprehensive program of social and economic reform in
South Viet Nam. All of us recognize, I think, the very great problems which the
implementation of a program of this magnitude poses in any developing
country. These problems are bound to be even greater in a context of
continuing armed conflict and in circumstances where positive results can so
easily be negated. Nevertheless, we believe that the renewed emphasis that is
now being placed on the social and economic aspects of the problem in Viet
Nam is the right emphasis. It is calculated to contribute to a more stable and
progressive society in which the ordinary Vietnamese may be able to feel that
his interests are actively engaged.

Recent developments in South Viet Nam have underlined once again what I
regard as the crucial problem in that country, which is that of achieving a
stable political basis. This is not a problem that is confined to that country; it is
a problem in many of the new countries which lack the resources to meet the
mounting aspirations of their people for a better life. But it is aggravated in

South Viet Nam by the disruption which has been caused by subversion and
armed conflict.

It is my understanding that the tenor of much of the current protest in
South Viet Nam is to the effect that only a broadly based civilian government
will provide a basis on which the South Vietnamese can be expected to take the
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decisions which are certain to face them in the months and years to come. We
must be careful, however, not to draw false inferences from what is currently
going on in South Viet Nam. In particular, I think it would be wrong to
conclude that these manifestations of political dissent are based on support for
the concept of a government which was composed of representatives of the Viet
Cong or which included their participation. There are many strands to the
current dissent in South Viet Nam but that, according to the best information
available to me, is not one of them.

There is a great deal of public concern in Canada, as in other countries,
with the situation in Viet Nam. As I interpret this concern, it is based on the
risks that are inherent in the present situation and on the desire to see a fair
and equitable peace established in an area which has been convulsed by conflict
for the past twenty years. We share this concern. As a member of this
Commission, with special responsibilities, we have felt that our position was not
precisely that of other countries and of other governments. We feel very
strongly that, if we are going to reach a settlement in this matter, every
instrument that is capable of being used to encourage negotiation must be used.

We are strongly of the view—and we are not without considerable encour-
agement and support for this view—that the Commission has a role and that we,
as a member of that Commission at the present time, have a role, and we are
seeking to take advantage of this opportunity to the fullest extent possible.

I want to acknowledge that there have been other proposals made by a
number of governments. One of them was a proposal made by His Holiness
Pope Paul VI. I told his spokesman, on behalf of the government of Canada,
that his proposal for entrusting to the alliance of NATO powers the responsibil-
ity of arbitration was one that would receive Canadian support. Unhappily, for
practical reasons—and I suppose these included the fact that the offer was not
accepted by the other side—the proposal was not realized. But I wish now to
acknowledge a note that we have had from the Secretary of the Vatican State,
indicating their approval of the Canadian initiative.

I want to acknowledge, as well, the efforts being made by other bodies and
other agencies, and I wish to say that Canada is prepared to support any effort
that will help to bring about the beginning of negotiations.

That is all I have to say on Viet Nam.

Mr. CHURCHILL: May I suggest at this point, Mr. Chairman, that we take a
short recess.

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; we will break for five minutes.
On resuming.
The CHAIRMAN: Order, please.

Mr. MARTIN: It is to be expected that, although we have had debate in the
House of Commons, there should be a government statement on the Rhodesian
situation as we see it in this committee.

This declaration of independence has precipitated an African crisis which
could have the greatest implications for the Commonwealth. The illegal regime
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in Rhodesia is attempting to perpetuate a system whereby the white settlers,
who are 1/16 of the population, maintain effective political domination over the
black majority who are 15 16 of the population.

@ (12.00 noon)

This has naturally placed a severe strain on relations within the multiracial
Commonwealth and between the West and African states.

I should emphasize at the outset that Rhodesia is British territory. The
illegal declaration of independence of November 11, 1965 has not been accepted
by Britain, or any other state, and the British Government remains responsible
for this territory and for the conditions to govern Rhodesian independence.
Negotiations between the British and Rhodesian governments went on for
several years before the illegal declaration of independence last November by
Mr. Smith. The negotiations were broken off by the Rhodesians. It then fell to
the British Government to decide how to restore a legal situation in Rhodesia,
and the decision was to employ economic measures rather than force.
Throughout, Britain has clearly had the primary responsibility for Rhodesia. It
is the colonial power.

At the same time, in view of Rhodesia’s importance to race relations in
Africa, and, in view of the multi-racial nature of the Commonwealth, Britain
has fully recognized that the Rhodesian question is a matter of legitimate and
strong Commonwealth concern. At the 1964 Prime Ministers’ Conference, there
was an extensive discussion of Rhodesia and a lengthy reference to the question
in the communiqué, which includes a statement of the view of Commonwealth
Prime Ministers that independence should take place on the basis of majority
rule and that a unilateral declaration of independence would not be recognized.
The issue was discussed in 1965 and again referred to in the communiqué in
which the Commonwealth Prime Ministers reaffirmed—all of them—that they
were “irrevocably opposed” to any U.D.L

Up to last November, Canada had normal relations with the Rhodesian
government, and the Canadian Government had already sent a confidential mes-
sage to the Rhodesian government some time before the 1965 Conference
pointing out the grave consequences of a unilateral declaration of independence.
This warning was repeated again in the succeeding months.

I myself received representatives of the government of Rhodesia during the
last two and a half years prior to U.D.I. and explained our position, as have
other governments in and outside the Commonwealth.

After the unilateral declaration of independence, many Commonwealth
countries reacted very strongly, as had been generally anticipated. Various
African governments argued that Britain should use force in putting down the
illegal Smith régime, as Britain had already done in dealing with civil disorders
and revolts in other colonies and dependencies. The Council of Ministers of the
Organization of African Unity passed a resolution early in December calling on
all member states to sever relations with Britain if the Smith régime was not
“crushed” before mid-December. Following this resolution, various countries,
including two Commonwealth members, Ghana and Tanzania, withdrew their
Missions from London. In an attempt to minimize the damage of this breach,
Canada assumed the role of protecting power for Britain in Tanzania and for
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Tanzania in Britain. Ghana has since restored diplomatic relations. It is a matter
of great significance to Commonwealth unity when action of this kind takes
place.

It was in these circumstances that the Nigerian government took the
initiative in proposing a special Commonwealth conference on Rhodesia. As in
the past, one of the purposes of the Conference was to discuss differing opinions
on how to deal with the Rhodesian issue so that these differeing opinions should
not result in a split in the Commonwealth along racial lines.

I would not want to disguise in any way our concern. as of last December
about what the action of countries in withdrawing missions from a Common-
wealth country could mean to Commonwealth unity. We are heartened, however,
by the fact that President Neyerere did indicate that in withdrawing his
mission from London there was no intention on the part of Tanzania to with-
draw from the Commonwealth. Our concern about this Rhodesian question
was not fully but largely based upon our concern for the continued integrity
and unity of the Commonwealth, an organism which we believe plays a very
vital role at the present time.

At the Lagos Conference, Britain welcomed the proposal of Prime Minister
Pearson which led to the establishment of two continuing Commonwealth
committees. The most important of these, the Sanctions Committee, now chaired
by the Canadian High Commissioner in London, is maintaining a review of the
sanctions against Rhodesia and considering ways and means of making them
more effective. When he was in Ottawa last week, Mr. Chevrier and I had a
very useful discussion and reviewed the work of the Committee. It is due to
meet again this week. Its tasks include co-ordinating aid to Zambia which,
of course is an integral aspect of the Rhodesian situation. A second Common-
wealth committee is planning a large-scale program of training for Rhodesian
Africans which will come into effect when constitutional government is
restored. This will help to prepare the ground for a viable independent state
under a multi-racial administration by training for their new responsibilities
leaders, officials, and technicians from the African majority. These committees
are a new type of Commonwealth machinery in that they have been established
by the Prime Ministers for a limited and finite purpose and with some duties
which are of a rather wider and less technical nature than those normally

carried out by Commonwealth institutions.

The work of these committees was naturally among the subjects discussed
with the Commonwealth Secretary-General, Mr. Arnold Smith, during his visit
to Ottawa last week. This was a valuable opportunity to discuss many aspects of
the Rhodesian question, particularly from the point of view of its implications
for the Commonwealth. I may not agree with the kind of emphasis that Mr.
Arnold Smith gave to this question, but I will agree that the implications of the
Rhodesian problem for peace in the world are very great.

Rhodesia is not, of course, of concern only to the Commonwealth and to
Africa.

World concern about Rhodesia_ has been expressed through the United
Nations, and the Rhodesia problem has been before the General Assembly
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and Security Council of the United Nations a number of times in the past
three or four years. The issues involved must be understood in the light of

developments in modern Africa with its many new sovereign independent
states.

After the unilateral declaration of independence, it was the British
Government itself which raised the issue in the Security Council. Britain
asked the members of the United Nations to join with her in making effective
the economic measures taken against Rhodesia. It was obvious that the co-
operation of other nations, particularly the principal trading nations of the
world, was necessary if the economic sanctions were to be effective.

The experience of the international community with sanctions is very
limited. In fact, I think this is the first instance where a program of
economic sanctions, even though on a non mandatory basis, has been
imposed unless one were to include the decisions of the Security Council in
August of 1963 urging member states of the United Nations to take action in
regard to the situation in South Africa.

On November 20, the Security Council adopted a resolution by ten votes
to none with one abstention recommending the severance of all economic
relations between member states and Rhodesia, including an oil embargo.

Canada has acted in support of Britain’s policy of ending the illegal
situation by non-military means; and, as a member of the Commonwealth,
has acted in concert with Britain and other members of the Commonwealth
and through Commonwealth institutions. Canadian economic measures have
been taken together with other major trading countries, including the U.S.A.,
and Western European nations, and in compliance with the Security Council
resolution of November 20. This is in accordance with the basic Canadian policy
of strong support for the U.N. in grave situations of this kind.

The Canadian belief in multi-racialism and non-discrimination has also
been a reason for action over Rhodesia.

I am sure that, if such a stand were not taken by a Commonwealth
country or by the Commonwealth as a whole, the integrity and the unity
of the Commonwealth would be impaired as it has never been before.
Canada opposed the unilateral declaration of independence because it was
designed to perpetuate a system of racial inequality and discrimination
wholly inconsistent with the basic principle of the new multi-racial Common-
wealth. If the Commonwealth is to be maintained, I repeat, Canada cannot give
comfort to those who support racial discrimination.

I can very well understand that there may be views of members of the
committee that are not completely consistent with government policy but that

nevertheless appear to give recognition to the multi-racial character of the
Commonwealth.

The Canadian government sincerely believed that Rhodesia should not
become independent on the basis of the 1961 constitution unless it was
substantially modified. In theory, the 1961 constitution could eventually produce
majority rule in the country, when sufficient Africans reached the required
property and educational level to obtain the franchise for election to 50 out of
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the 65 seats in the Rhodesian Legislative Assembly. These educational and
property qualifications are so high in terms of conditions in Rhodesia that only a
very small percentage of the Africans in Rhodesia qualify to vote for these 50
seats. The qualifications of the remaining 15 seats are lower and all but one are
now occupied by Africans. However, 14 seats out of 65 is a long way short of a
majority. Mr. Smith and his followers have made it plain that they did not
expect Africans to become the majority of the electorate in their lifetime. It
seems clear that the Smith government made its illegal declaration because Mr.
Smith and his followers were unwilling to accept the basis which would assure
the attainment of a fair political voice to the majority of the population within
a reasonably short period rather than the very long and indefinite period
desired by the illegal government of Mr. Smith. They knew that the consent of
the people of Rhodesia as a whole required by Britain would not be given to
independence based on the 1961 constitution as it stood.

Public opinion in Canada and other Commonwealth countries could not
contemplate as a fellow member a country which practised discrimination not
only through the franchise but in a variety of ways. Rhodesian legislation keeps
for the exclusive use of white settlers much of the best agricultural land in
Rhodesia. The illegal régime has imposed press and radio censorship of increas-
ing intensity. Hundreds of Africans, and one white Rhodesian, have been
interned or restricted without trial for political reasons.

I should point out that the Rhodesian crisis threatens not only relations
within the Commonwealth but also Western relations with Africa in general,
good relations between the races all over Africa, and stability within African
countries. Economic development is being threatened by this instability and by
trade dislocation resulting from the necessary economic sanctions. This is not
only damaging to Africa but to Western economic relations with that continent
both in the short and long term.

Another basic reason why Canada is applying economic sanctions to
Rhodesia is that such means are much preferable to the use of force which is
always to be avoided if possible.

I can say to the committee that the possible use of force in certain
situations in this matter must be regarded with the gravest concern. It is not
merely a question of police action; this is a situation that could have implica-
tions and consequences far beyond the mere exercise of police power.

Military operations could have explosive effects on the whole of Africa and
grave international repercussions. The British have not precluded the use of
force to restore law and order in Rhodesia, but the British government has
declared that it is unwilling to use force in existing circumstances, and this is
a matter where the British government alone is constitutionally responsible.

The sanctions campaign against the illegal regime which has only been in
operation for a relatively short time, as I stated in the House of Commons, has
not produced the swift results that some had expected but there is no doubt
that the sanctions are adversely affecting the Rhodesian economy. How long it
would take for this campaign to produce the desired result I do not know. It is a
field in which predictions are inherently difficult. In this case also, the result
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may well be obtained at a point well short of economic collapse. When Mr.
Smith’s followers realize that the growing economic dislocation resulting from
the UDI is not a temporary phenomenon but rather that their trade will
continue indefinitely and progressively to be damaged by sanctions and that
their economic prospects are distinctly bleak, they should realize their mistake in
backing his illegal action. It is therefore very important to keep up the
economic pressure on the illegal régime to make clear to its supporters that
there is to be no slackening but rather an increase in the efforts of countries
applying the sanctions. We attach importance to the general embargo on exports
to Rhodesia by the United States on March 18.

What action will be taken in the United Nations if the sanctions do not give
evidence of greater success remains to be seen. Action under Chapter VII of the

United Nations Charter could be confined to oil sanctions, or it could be confined
to other sanctions.

Speaking for the Canadian government and knowing what this means to
the Commonwealth as a whole, we cannot in any way relent in our conviction
and in our effort, within the limitations that we have prescribed for ourselves,

to see this matter through. Nothing less than the interests of the Commonwealth
is involved in this situation.

A major Canadian contribution, apart from the total embargoes on exports
and imports that we have authorized, has been the Canadian contribution to the
Zambia airlift. This airlift was necessitated by the action of the illegal regime
in cutting off the supply of oil products to Zambia in December of last year after
the embargo commenced against Rhodesia. Zambia was almost wholly depend-
ent on Rhodesia for oil products from the refinery inside Rhodesia.

® (12.20 p.m.)

Now, far from being ineffective, this airlift has enabled Zambia to maintain
and build up its oil stocks to the point where, with increased use of road
transportation, the airlift itself may be reduced or become unnecessary in a few
weeks time. This has been a useful undertaking and one most effectively carried
out by the Royal Canadian Air Force. Our participation was originally intended
for a period of one month, starting late in December. We subsequently agreed
at the request of the British and Zambian governments to continue the airlift
until the end of April. The position now is being reviewed. I might say that the
airlift has cost Canada up to March 31, $1,125,000. I have thought it desirable to
emphasize the effectiveness of this particular effort because of the criticisms that
have been made over the weekend about it.

We have to consider the question of Rhodesia alongside other questions that
require settlement at this particularly difficult period in our relations with other
countries in the Commonwealth, in the United Nations and outside. Our policies
in respect of all of these questions is a reflection of the responsibility of any
state in the interdependent world in which we live to make its contribution

toward removing international sources of friction and to the establishment of
Peace in the world.

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Martin, I intended to ask a question on orders of the
day but this was prior to the knowledge I had that this meeting was to take
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place. If I can ask this question now rather than in the House I would like to do
so at this time.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have no objection to answering questions for
the remainder of our meeting.

Mr. McINnTosH: My question arises out of an article that appeared in the
Toronto Daily Star on Friday, March 25, written by J. L. Howson, a Toronto
freelance writer. Before I make reference to this may I say that what you have
told us this morning has some bearing on it. I was surprised to hear you say
that the matter of Rhodesia getting out of the Commonwealth was a responsi-
bility of the Commonwealth rather than the concern of the Commonwealth
because when South Africa, Ghana and Tanzania got out I would say that was a
concern of the Commonwealth and not a responsibility of the Commonwealth.
This writer makes reference to the Lagos conference held in January. I will
read only those parts I have underlined:

It was launched in mid-February with the opening of the third
British-Canadian radio transmitter for propaganda bombardment.

Command of all three transmitters, and their unusual schedule of
programs, is centred in distant Lagos and London, at the newly estab-
lished Commonwealth Secretariat, as proposed, ratified, and co-financed
by the Canadian Prime Minister at the Lagos Conference in January.

Now, with regard to these programs, according to the writer;

One voice specializes in techniques of knifing and throat-cutting, and
in how, and where, to stab what part of the body, when only kitchen
knives are available. At all hours, they give explicit do-it-yourself
instructions in all three languages. A knowledgeable specialist carefully
analyzes the easiest ways to make a petrol bomb. Certain broadcasters
specialize in techniques of arson,—

Now, is Canada in any way contributing financially to these programs?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. I know nothing whatsoever about these
programs. The C.B.C. international service advised us that it has not carried
any broadcasts attacking Rhodesia as such. In its news broadcasts it has, of
course, carried items on Canadian policies toward Rhodesia. However I know
nothing about these broadcasts you mention and, in so far as the Canadian
government is concerned, it has not authorized and has not contributed to these
programs if, in fact, they exist.

Mr. McInTosH: The same writer goes on to suggest that Mr. Pearson, our
Prime Minister, has made a private deal with Mr. Harold Wilson to force a
switch of London tobacco buying into Canada. Is there any deal between our
Prime Minister and Mr. Harold Wilson in this regard?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, on your behalf, it is my pleasure to thank Mr.
Martin for his presentation.

Mr. NEsBITT: Mr. Chairman, it is almost 12.30. I know there are a number
of other things to be discussed but perhaps we could start a question period at
‘this time.
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The CHAIRMAN: I should add that Mr. Martin will be available tomorrow, if
we should decide to hold a meeting. But, there are many problems involved.
There are five other committees meeting tomorrow, plus the Parliamentary
Association, and this means that we might have some problems, first of all, in
getting a quorum and, secondly in locating a room. Perhaps it is the wish of the
committee to have the next meeting with Mr. Martin after Easter, at which time
we will have copies of his statement available. Is that agreeable?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.
The CHAIRMAN: Could I have a motion for adjournment?

Mr. LAMBERT: Mr. Chairman, although I am not a member of your
committee I think for the purpose of the Defence Committee, it would be most
instructive, in the light of most recent developments, if Mr. Martin could give

us a statement on Cyprus and I would ask that this statement be given at a
very early date.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You mean right now?
Mr. LAMBERT: No, at your next meeting.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh, sure.

Mr. DEACHMAN; Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn, may I say that I looked
a little closer into the matter of this committee meeting tomorrow morning. The
situation is that there is space available only in room 371 between 9.30 and 11
o’clock and the committee could be accommodated during that time. During that
time there would be an overlapping of committees for only two of your
members. I realize this is a pretty tight situation but that is all that is available
for us. I will leave it to you, Mr. Chairman, to decide whether or not you should

avail yourself of that time or whether you feel it would be more advantageous
to wait until after the Easter recess.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall someone make a motion that we adjourn to the call
of the Chair?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, may I make one comment. I do
not know what Mr. Lambert had in mind with regard to Cyprus, but I want to
make it clear that there is no impairment of the effectiveness of the United
Nations force in Cyprus, even though there has been a withdrawal by one
country of its forces since the renewal of the mandate.

Mr. NESBITT: Mr. Chairman, I move we adjourn.

The CHAIRMAN: Before we adjourn may I say that the Department of
External Affairs has made available a small supply of blue books on Rhodesia

and I would ask those of you who are interested in Rhodesia to pick up a copy
from the Clerk.

23945—3
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APPENDIX “A"

NATO—AIDE MEMOIRE FROM FRANCE TO CANADA OF MARCH 10, 1966

For some years the French Government has stressed on many occasions,
both publicly and in conversations with Allied governments, its view that the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization no longer meets, as far as the French
Government is concerned, the conditions which prevail in the world at the
present time and which are basically different from those prevailing in 1949 and
the following years.

2. In fact, the threat which weighed upon the Western world, particularly
in Europe and which was the reason for the conclusion of the Treaty has
changed in nature. It no longer presents the immediate and menacing character
it once had. At the same time, the European countries have restored ‘their
economies and, as a consequence, are recovering their former strength. France
in particular is developing an atomic armament, which, by its very nature,
precludes its integration. In the third place, the nuclear balance between the
Soviet Union and the United States of America which has replaced the
monopoly held by the latter, has transformed the general conditions of Western
defence. Finally, it is' a fact that Europe is no longer the center of international
crises. This center has moved elsewhere, notably to Asia, where the Atlantic
Alliance countries are as a whole not evidently involved.

3. This evolution in no way leads the French Government to question the
Treaty signed in Washington on April 4, 1949. In other words, and barring
developments which, in the years to come, might basically modify relations
between east and west, it does not intend to avail itself in 1969 of the provisions
of Article 13 of the Treaty, and it considers that the Alliance should remain in
being as long as the need appears evident.

4. The above position having been stated unequivocally the problem of the
Organization itself arises, that is to say all agreements, arrangements and
decisions subsequent to the signing of the Treaty, whether they be multilateral
or bilateral in form. The French Government considers that this Organization
no longer corresponds to what in its opinion seems to be required.

5. One could undoubtedly have envisaged that negotiations could have been
undertaken to modify by common consent the provisions in force. The French
Government would have been happy to propose this had it had reason to
believe that such negotiations would have led to the result it has in mind.
Unfortunately everything indicates that such an attempt would be doomed to
fail since all of France’s partners seem or profess openly to favour maintaining
the status quo, or reinforcing all that which is henceforth unacceptable from the
French point of view.

6. France accordingly is led to recognize the consequences for it in this
situation and to take the measures which seem required and which in its
opinion are not in the least incompatible with its participation in the Alliance,
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nor in military operations with its Allies should the need arise. Already in the
past the French Government has taken steps of this nature with regard to its
naval forces serving with NATO whether in the Mediterranean or in the
Atlantic. What is now in question are its land and air forces stationed in
Germany and assigned to the Allied Command in Europe. France intends to
bring their assignment to an end. This decision will entail France’s simultaneous
withdrawal from the two integrated commands under which its forces are
serving and to which it is contributing within the framework of NATO, i.e. the
Supreme Allied Command in‘Europe and the Central Europe Command, and
consequently the transfer of the headquarters for these two commands outside
French territory. The implementation of all these measures raises of course a
number of problems, which the French Government is now prepared to discuss
with its allies. There will be a need to consider the liaison which should be
established between the French Command and NATO Command as well as to
determine the conditions under which French forces, particularly, in Ger-
many, would participate in wartime, should Article 5 of the Washington Treaty
be evoked, in joint military actions, with reference to Command and operations
themselves. This implies in particular that French land and air forces which
are stationed at present in Germany would be maintained in that country under
the agreements of October 23, 1954. This for its part the French Government
is disposed to do.

7. Consideration should be given, on the other hand, to problems which
may present themselves to France with regard to the Military Committee and
the Standing Group, including the problem of liaison between these bodies and
the French Command.

8. Such are the broad outlines of measures contemplated by the French
Government which it regards as necessary to adapt to new conditions the
modalities of its participation in the Atlantic Alliance. It is prepared to enter
discussions with regard to the implementation of these measures, and it hopes
that appropriate arrangements may be agreed upon by all its Allies.

9. Multilateral problems are not however the only ones to be considered as
far as Canada and France are concerned. Both countries have concluded
agreements in the past concerning the construction and the operation of airports
on French territory intended for the use of the Royal Canadian Air Force.

10. The French Government considers that these agreements no longer
meet present conditions, which lead it to recover the full exercise of its
sovereignty on French territory, or. in other words no longer to accept that
foreign units, installations or bases in France should in any way be responsible
to authorities other than French. It is ready to examine, and eventually to settle
with the Government of Canada, the practical consequences this policy entails.

11. Moreover the French Government is ready to discuss the military
facilities which could be placed at the disposal of the Government of Canada on
French territory in the event of a conflict to which both countries would
participate under the Atlantic Alliance. These facilities could be the object of
an Agreement to be concluded between both Governments.

2394533
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APPENDIX “B”

AIDE MEMOIRE

(Handed on the 29th of March to Mr. Hervé Alphand, Secretary-General of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, by Mr. Jules Leger, Canadian Ambassador to
France.)

The Canadian Government acknowledges the receipt of the French Aide
Memoire of March 10, setting out the French Government’s general views and
intentions with regard to NATO’s military arrangements and to arrangements
between Canada and France concerning the stationing in France of Canadian
forces assigned to NATO command. The Canadian Government is examining the
implications and consequences of the French position which, while not all
entirely clear, will evidently require allied consultation. The Canadian Govern-
ment will make known its own views in due course.
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APPENDIX “C”

AIDE-MEMOIRE FROM FRANCE TO CANADA OF MARCH 29

In an aide-memoire dated March 10, the French Government informed the
Government of Canada of the measures it was led to take, as far as it was
concerned, because of the impossibility of modifying by common consent and
under satisfactory conditions the arrangements in force within the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. This impossibility has just been confirmed by the
Declaration issued on March 18 by fourteen member countries of the Atlantic
Alliance, including Canada itself.

The French Government has the honour of giving fuller particulars below
concerning the measures contemplated.

1. The French Government has announced that it proposed to end the
assignment to the Allied Command, Europe of French land and air forces
stationed in Germany. It has the honour to inform the Government of Canada
that this assignment will come to an end on July 1.

2. The restoration of solely national command over French forces will entail
the withdrawal, on the same date, of French personnel assigned to the Imte-
grated Allied Commands. These are the Supreme Command, Allied Forces in
Europe, the Central Europe Command, the Southern Europe Command and their
subordinate Commands, as well as the NATO Defence College. The staff
personnel and the French students of the NATO Defence College will be
withdrawn following the current term, which ends on July 23.

The French Government believes that, after French participation has
ceased, it would be appropriate to establish liaison missions to the headquar-
ters concerned. French officers would thus be on hand, more particularly to
assist Allied general staffs in operations concerning the withdrawal from French
territory. The establishment of these liaison facilities with the Allied Commands
would also facilitate the study of conditions under which French forces,
particularly in Germany, should they remain stationed on the territory of the
Federal Republic, could participate in wartime in joint military actions, both
with regard to command arrangements and to operations proper. It is specified,
in this connection, that on the hypothesis envisaged, the French forces would be
stationed in Germany under the Convention of October 23, 1954 concerning the
stationing of foreign forces on the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany.

3. The withdrawal of French component units assigned to the Allied general
staffs (Supreme Command and Central Europe) and to the NATO Defence
College entails the transfer from French territory of the headquarters of these
organizations.

It seems that a period of one year would allow the necessary measures to
be taken to this effect and that by April 1, 1967 the whole operation could be
completed.
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Consequently the French Government, under Article 16 of the Protocol of
August 28, 1952 on the Status of International Military Headquarters, will
notify the Govemment of the United States of the termination of this Protocol,
which will cease to be in force on March 31, 1967.

4. Of course, the above indications are far from a complete list of the
problems to be settled concerning NATO. The French Government is ready to
dlscuss these other problems, on a bilateral or a multilateral basis, whichever
seems  appropriate.

'5. The French Government, in its earlier message, informed the Govern-
ment of Canada that it cons1dered that certain bilateral agreements between
France and Canada were no longer in accord with present conditions, which
lead it to recover the full exercise of its sovereignty on French territory.
Moreover, these agreements would no longer be applicable in their essence, in
view of the measures taken by the French Government concerning its participa-
tion in the Atlantic Organization. It seems, in a general way, that this same date
of April 1, 1967 would be appropriate to complete the necessary operations, such

as ‘the transfer of various’ installations intended for the Royal Canadian Air
Force. FI917]

The French Government is ready to opéh conversations irhinediately with
the Government of Canada concerning practical arrangements which would be
desirable on these various points relating to bilateral agreements.

“** “Finally, if the Government of Canada so desires, the French Government is
"éfsb réady tb ‘enter’ into conversations to determine the m111tary facilities,

““‘meéntioned in the aide=memoire of March 10, that both Governments could

mutually grant to each other in the event of a conflict in which both countries
were engaged through the Atlantic Alliance.

A
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APPENDIX “D"
(Translation)

President
of the Democratic Republic
of Viet Nam

Hanoi, January 24, 1966
H. E. Mr. Lester Bowles Pearson
Prime Minister of Canada,
Ottawa

Your Excellency,

I have the honour to call Your attention to the war of aggression waged by
the U.S. imperialists in our country, Viet Nam.

Over the past 11 years and more, the United States has been seriously
sabotaging the 1954 Geneva Agreements and preventing the peaceful reunifica-
tion of Viet Nam in an attempt to turn South Viet Nam into a U.S. new-type
colony and military base. It is now waging a war of aggression and barbarously
repressing the patriotic struggle of our fellow-countrymen in the South. At the
same time, it tries to draw experiences from this war to repress the national
liberation movement in other countries.

In an endeavour to get out of the quagmire in South Viet Nam, the U.S.
imperialists have massively increased the strength of the U.S. expeditionary
corps and sent in troops from a number of their satellites to wage direct
aggression in South Viet Nam. They have also launched air attacks on the
Democratic Republic of Viet Nam, an independent and sovereign country,

While intensifying and extending the war of aggression in Viet Nam, the
U.S. imperialists are clamouring about their “desire for peace” and their
“readiness to engage in unconditional discussions”, in the hope of fooling world
public opinion and the American people. Recently, the Johnson Administration
has initiated a so-called “search for peace”, and put forward a 14-point
proposal. As an excuse for its war of aggression in South Viet Nam, it claims
that it is “keeping its commitments” to the Saigon puppet administration; it
slanders the patriotic struggle of the people of South Viet Nam, calling it “an
aggression by North Viet Nam”. This deceitful contention can in no way rub out
the solemn declaration made by the United States in Geneva in 1954 that “it
will refrain from the threat or the use of force to disturb them (i.e. the Geneva
Agreements)”. Still less can President Johnson’s hypocritical allegations conceal
the U.S. crimes in Viet Nam.

The United States talks about respecting the Geneva Agreements. But one
of the main provisions of the said agreements bans the introduction of foreign
troops into Viet Nam. If the United States really respects the Agreements, it
must withdraw all U.S. and satellite troops from South Viet Nam.
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It is crystal-clear that the United States is the aggressor who is trampling
underfoot the Vietnamese soil. The people of South Viet Nam are the victim of
aggression and are fighting in self-defence. If the United States really wants
peace, it must recognize the South Viet Nam National Front for Liberation as
the sole genuine representative of the people of South Viet Nam, and engage
negotiations with it. In accordance with the aspirations of the people of South
Viet Nam and the spirit of the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet Nam, the
National Front for Liberation is fighting to achieve independence, democracy,
peace, and neutrality in South Viet Nam, and to advance towards the peaceful
reunification of the fatherland. If the United States really respects the right to
self-determination of the people of South Viet Nam, it cannot but approve this
correct program of the National Front for Liberation.

The 14 points of the United States boil down in essence to this: the United
States is trying hard to cling to South Viet Nam, to maintain there the puppet
administration rigged up by it, and to perpetuate the partition of Viet Nam.

In his January 12, 1966 message read before the U.S. Congress, President
Johnson affirmed that it was the policy of the United States not to pull out of
South Viet Nam, and he forced the Vietnamese people to choose between ‘“peace
and the ravages of a conflict”. That is an impudent threat, an attempt to impose
on the Vietnamese people the conditions of the so-called U.S. “unconditional
discussions”.)

The Vietnamese people will never submit to the U.S. imperialists’ threats.

At the very moment when the U.S. Government puts forward the so-called
new “peace efforts”, it is frantically increasing the U.S. strength in South Viet
Nam. It is stepping up the terrorist raids, resorting to the “scorched earth”
policy, burning all, destroying all, killing all, using napalm-bombs, poison gases
and toxic chemicals to burn down villages and massacre the civilian population
in vast areas of South Viet Nam.

I strongly protest against such extremely barbarous methods of warfare. I
earnestly call on all peace-loving governments and peoples the world over to
resolutely stay the hands of the U.S. war criminals.

The United States keeps sending its planes on espionage flights in prepara-
tion for new air attacks on the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam.

On the other hand, it is launching air attacks on many areas in the
Kingdom of Laos, and multiplying armed provocations against the Kingdom of
Cambodia, thus posing an even more serious menace to peace in Indo-China.

Obviously, the U.S. “Search for peace” is only designed to conceal its
schemes for intensified war of aggression. The Johnson administration’s stand
remains: aggression and expansion of the war.

To settle the Viet Nam question, the Government of the Democratic
Republic of Viet Nam has put forward the four-point stand which is an
expression of the essential provisions of the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
Nam. This is a stand of peace.

Having gone through over 20 years of war, the Vietnamese people desire
peace more eagerly than any one else to build their life. But real peace can by
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no means be dissociated from genuine independence. So long as the U.S. army
of aggression still remains on our soil, our people will resolutely fight against it.
If the U.S. Government really wants a peaceful settlement, it must accept the
four-point stand of the Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam,
and prove this by actual deeds; it must end unconditionally and for good all
bombing raids and other war acts against the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam.
Only in this way can a political solution to the Viet Nam problem be envisaged.

Your Excellency,

Canada is a member of the International Commission for the Supervision

and Control of the implementation of the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
Nam.

In face of the extremely serious situation brought about by the United
States in Viet Nam, I hope that Your Government will fulfil its obligations
under the Geneva Agreements.

I take this opportunity to renew to Your Excellency the assurances of my
high consideration.

HO CHI MINH

President
of the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam

FOUR-POINT STAND OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC OF VIET NAM

] The unswerving policy of the Government of the Democratic Republic of
Viet Nam is to strictly respect the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet Nam, and

to correctly implement their basic provisions as embodied in the following
points:

1. Reaffirmation of the basic national rights of the Vietnamese people:
peace, independence, sovereignty, unity and territorial integrity. In accordance
with the Geneva Agreements, the U.S. Government must withdraw from South
Viet Nam all U.S. troops, military personnel and weapons of all kinds, disman-
tle all U.S. military bases there, cancel its “military alliance” with South Viet
Nam. The U.S. Government must end its policy of intervention and aggression
in South Viet Nam. In accordance with the Geneva Agreements, the U.S.
Government must stop its acts of war against North Viet Nam, cease all

encroachments on the territory and sovereignty of the Democratic Republic of
Viet Nam.

2. Pending the peaceful reunification of Viet Nam, while Viet Nam is still
temporarily divided into two zones, the military provisions of the 1954 Geneva
Agreements on Viet Nam must be strictly respected: the two zones must refrain
from joining any military alliance with foreign countries, and there must be no

foreign military bases, troops and military personnel on their respective
territory.
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3. The internal affairs of South Viet Nam must be settled by the people of
South Viet Nam themselves, in accordance with the programme of the South
Viet Nam National Front for Liberation without any foreign interference.

4. The peaceful reumﬁcatmn of Viet Nam is to be settled by ’che Vietnamese
people in both zones, without any foreign interference. .

This stand unquestionably enjoys the approval and support of all peace-
and justice-loving governments and peoples in the world.

The Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam holds that the
above-mentioned stand is the basis for the soundest political settlement of the
Viet Nam problem. If this basis is accepted, favourable conditions will be
created for the peaceful settlement of the Viet Nam problem and it will be
possible to consider the reconvening of an international conference of the type
of the 1954 Geneva Conference on Viet Nam.

The Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet Nam declares that any
approach contrary to the above stand is irrelevant; any approach leading to a
U.N. intervention in the Viet Nam situation is also irrelevant, because such
approaches are basically at variance with the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
Nam.

(Excerpts from Prime Minister PHAM VAN DONG’s Report to the D.R.V.
National Assembly—April 8, 1965)
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J‘:.: R SRR " FEyTEs s APPEND . sl
Ottawa, February 28, 1966

His Excellency
Ho Chi Minh,
President of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam.

Dear Mr. President,

I have read with interest you letter of January 24 which was addressed to
Canada as a member of the International Commission for Supervision and
Control in Vietnam.

You will not expect me to share the interpretation of the nature of the
problem in Vietman and the origins of the present conflict which is set forth in
your letter. I do not believe, however, that it would serve any useful purpose at
this time to dwell on our differences, other than to note that they exist.

What concerns me, as it does the people of Canada, is the tragic toll in
human suffering and the threat to international peace which the continuation of
the conflict in Vietnam involves.

I am convinced that the use of force is not an acceptable means of attaining
political objectives in the world as it is constituted today. That is why Canada
has urged all parties to the conflict in Vietnam to pursue a course of negotiation.
It is in this direction that we see the prospects of a fair and lasting settlement
which will take account of the freely expressed aspirations of all the people of
Vietnam.

For these reasons I have been deeply disappointed by the failure so far of
all efforts to promote unconditional discussions on Vietnam. I have carefully
studied the positions which have been put forward by the main parties to the
conflict. While these positions are still very far apart, I believe that they show
some common elements on which a foundation of peace can be built.

It is not for Canada to prescribe to the Vietnamese people how they shall
order their political life and institutions. That is for the people of Vietnam
themselves to decide freely when the time comes. But the present course of
developments in Vietnam is a source of legitimate concern to the international
community and it is my firm hope that it can be reversed before all avenues to
a peaceful settlement are closed.

In your letter you refer to the obligations which the members of the
International Commission for Supervision and Control have in the serious
current situation in Vietman. As a member of that Commission Canada has at
all times endeavoured to carry out its obligations in a spirit of objectivity and
impartiality towards the facts as we know them. I can assure you that we will
continue to do so to the best of our capacity.
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I also hope that the International Commission may be able to play some
part in helping to restore peace in Vietman. It seems to me that by virtue of its
long association with the problem and the advantage of access it has to all the
parties to the present conflict, the Commission is in a unique position to play
such a part. As far as my Government is concerned, it is prepared to explore all
possibilities that may be open to the Commission in present circumstances to
exert its efforts in the direction of peace.

Yours sincerely,

(signed) Lester B. Pearson
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CORRECTION (English copy only)
PROCEEDINGS No. 1
Thursday, February 17 and Monday, April 4, 1966

In the Evidence:
Page 10:

Delete lines 12 to 31 inclusive, and substitute the following therefor:

Item 1.—Administration, Operation and Maintenance including pay-
ment of remuneration subject to the approval of the Governor in Council
and notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, in connection with the assign-
ment by the Canadian Government of Canadians to the staffs of the
International Organizations detailed in the Estimates, and authority to
make recoverable advances in amounts not exceeding in the aggregate
the amounts of the shares of those Organizations of such expenses, and
authority, notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, for the appointment
and fixing of salaries of Commissioners (International Commissions for
Supervision and Control in Indo-China), Secretaries and staff by the
Governor in Council; assistance and repatriation of distressed Canadian
citizens and persons of Canadian domicile abroad, including their de-
pendants; payment to the Roosevelt Campobello International Park
Commission for purposes and subject to the provisions of the Act respect-
ing the Commission established to administer the Roosevelt Campobello
International Park; a cultural relations and academic exchange program
with the French community; payment to the Gut Dam International
Arbitral Tribunal, and grants as detailed in the Estimates, $15,403,400.

Page 26, line 25:

Amend “the alliance of NATO powers” to read “the non-aligned powers”.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, April 21, 1966.
(3)
The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 9:35 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Asselin (Charlevoix), Brewin, Chur-
chill, Dubé, Faulkner, Forest, Foy, Groos, Harkness, Klein, Macdonald (Rose-
dale), Macquarrie, Nesbitt, Pilon, Stanbury, Thompson, Walker.—18

Also present: Mr. Langlois (Mégantic).

In attendance: The Hon. Paul Martin, Secretary of State for External
Affairs; From the Department of External Affairs: Mr. M. Cadieux, Under-
Secretary, Messrs. R. E. Collins and H. B. Robinson, Assistant Under-
Secretaries.

The Chairman drew attention to an error in Issue No. 1 of the Minutes of
Proceedings and Evidence, and the Committee agreed to the necessary correc-
tion.

Mr. Nesbitt drew the attention of the Committee to the presence in Ottawa
of a Mr. Eric Butler, an Australian writer and lecturer who has recently visited
Rhodesia, and suggested the committee might wish to call Mr. Butler to appear
to question him on the subject of Rhodesia. Since Mr. Butler is only to be in
Ottawa for a few days, the Chairman asked the members of the Sub-Committee
on Agenda and Procedure to meet in his office at 2:00 o’clock today to consider
the advisability of calling this gentleman.

The Committee resumed consideration of Item 1 of the Estimates of the
Department of External Affairs, 1966-67.

The Minister was questioned on the subject of NATO.

At 11:45 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair, on motion
of Mr. Harkness.

Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.

45
23947—13



A
IEr—1Y
< " "
< sromad pwm& e L, R Y AR RN -ﬁﬂi«w‘hnu
00V COY'S IS STy Syt uf papwap v sl ghe welgal RAIglY
.tnmmumu: ey e W ooy foRtuded dyeineand Goueay gy Aus
nmeafoxd afueaNs woarepiae puw SUCIRR{RI RN § IR (e QeTssyn
O GOAuMY) Jeicstoy ARY SMSIUIERE ot SANIRSe GbmEaee) Igy My
 -30adsas 12 Y Sy o puemnaasd sy (8 30006 PUE seeudnad Joy UniSSTUIGT)
LR [PuonRUR  oppiutdunD) 1aaretd Wy 0 wewmded m'
L ~8D s Mgonint peeous AERGOp Getprasy SISNSOLESRQ i
[ srerpauey) Mm 0 vonsinedi. poe e e Dol L BE IS’
’ mnzmq ‘(mmmpuz Wy ps:lmg puE uoiatedng

S LS b P g ponon

MWM T 30 BUnOWe 9g)
L 43 Mpaaob zon vnmowﬁ \ﬂ *-wmw #|QPIAA0301 TRW

:u .) g3 ivmemqmwn zm

x awm mwwmmww w
Bpogeers' suq eERORIGY [PC COWDIIIGE WYKL AP 0 O] WV BAMISL {0 pbbew;
(6% ¥ INL' BMG prgjer’ WWWWWWMW
W ASRPIE GLem [P6 SHEUL0T O fP6 COWIIIEE (0 (16 bis 5
- P061 'y [dy lepuory puv i1 Sepagog "Aepeingg '
proceeqiuie suqg RAIQeUcS’ SO ‘(Hi§ SORMRIGENARLEST (0 {6 UGCE2ETLA GOLLEC-
L] (4
: e cptmnm q&sﬁ, J“ng’f fgﬂﬁ sugz.Q ugnnc 80 1 0L {pe punges of ‘
2 m:smaa !
pecioii)' yreswa I E COIE SUG J § HOPWRON' yeepien: [uqeri-
Fo RN O Db aieiions O] Erieisay ylone: WL W Ceqenx’ (jpgei-
Tecumttiae . EHEHOU L8] WL 2ECLEITLA Of 20616 (0L EX{CLUS]
i meobmws ol mt;om(wmmnbﬂy P . eutn 7 apy

110w’ penpikF ibkibeon gsjres—pg R TR
R
Le oD :
- aa I x‘}?u :

uwa_v “N

Jumm“m mm Ssebadie S ‘progieg
‘LPe 2renqiRiGaIIies o EXieius] vuam LOEF S22 0N ) IR gy m
’ur ,T:_‘j,i3§ 111 51 jzl (3) pﬂ_;m It ]V JN

‘ O Langeova’' ybiy 31° 180e

NIMATEZ Ok BEOCEEDINCGE

FANCE sopRg-uear I Cudheiby

SHIVALY "IVNHELES MO S8LIINN00 DNIGRVIS




-

EVIDENCE

THURSDAY, April 21, 1966.

The CHATRMAN: Gentlemen, I see a quorum. First, I would like to ask the
approval of the committee to make a correction in the Minutes of Proceedings
and Evidence number 1 at page 26, line 25. The words: “the alliance of NATO
Powers” should be corrected to read: “the non-aligned powers”. Does the
Committee agree to this correction?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, at our first meeting we were considering the
1966-67 estimates of the Department of External Affairs, item number 1.

Department of External Affairs

1. Administration, operation and maintenance including payment of
remuneration, subject to the approval of the Governor in Council and
notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, in connection with the assignment
by the Canadian Government of Canadians to the staffs of the Inter-
national Organizations detailed in the estimates, and authority to make
recoverable advances in amounts not exceeding in the aggregate the
amounts of the shares of those organizations of such expenses, and
authority, notwithstanding the Civil Service Act, for the appoint-
ment and fixing of salaries of Commissioners (International Com-
missions for supervision and control in Indo-China), Secretaries and
staff by the Governor in Council; assistance and repatriation of distressed
Canadian citizens and persons of Canadian domicile abroad, including
their dependants; payment to the Roosevelt Campobello International
Park Commission for the purposes and subject to the provisions of the
act respecting the commission established to administer the Roosevelt
Campobello International Park; a cultural relations and academic ex-
change program with the French community; payment to the Gut Dam
International Arbitral Tribunal, and grants as detailed in the estimates,
$15,403,400.

‘ The CHAIRMAN: The secretary of State for External Affairs covered three
topics: NATO, Viet Nam, and Southern Rhodesia. I presume members of the
Committee will wish to put questions to Mr. Martin and, if you are agreeable,
Perhaps we should proceed in the same order as was followed by Mr. Martin;
that is to say, perhaps, first of all, we should exhaust all questions on NATO,
then move on to Viet Nam and finally, Southern Rhodesia.

Mr. NesBrrr: Mr. Chairman, before we begin putting questions to the
Secretary of State for External Affairs there is a matter I would like to bring to
the attention of the committee for consideration at this time.

47
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In the city of Ottawa at the present time there is a Mr. Eric Butler from
Australia. Mr. Butler is a writer and lecturer on international affairs and he has
written articles for the Melbourne morning newspaper called Argus and,
perhaps, other papers. Mr. Butler has visited Rhodesia on a number of occasions
and has spent considerable time there since the unilateral declaration of
independence by the Rhodesian government. He has interviewed a number of
people in Rhodesia, including Mr. Smith and the leader of the opposition
party, Mr. Gondo.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be of great interest to the committee if we
could arrange to have a meeting, perhaps later on today or tomorrow, so that
members of the committee would have the opportunity of hearing from Mr.
Butler and then putting questions to him. As we all know, the information on
this situation that we have on hand in Canada is very limited and, in my
opinion, it may be of interest to the committee to do what I have suggested.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any further comments?

Mr. Lancrois (Mégantic): Yes. I would agree with Mr. Nesbitt, that it
would be in our best interests to gather all possible information on the
Rhodesian situation because it would be very wise to have this at our disposal if
or when we are called upon to make decisions on this problem. In view of this, I
would agree that perhaps we should question Mr. Butler, who has been
mentioned, in order to see what his views are. As Mr. Nesbitt stated, Mr. Butler
has been there and, I presume, he has had the opportunity of speaking with
quite a few people in that country, including some quite important people.

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, with regard to this whole Rhodesian question
there has been very little writing, if any, that I know of, by people who have
been there, looked into the situation and come up with some viewpoint or stand
on the matter. But, Mr. Chairman, I would hate to have presented to this com-
mittee the views of one man as the whole and total truth about Rhodesia. I do
not know this gentleman and I do not believe I have read any of his articles.
I do not know whether he is pro-Smith, anti-Smith or neutral-Smith. I think,
if we are going to invite one person here, we should make sure that we arrange
to have the views of all sides presented to this committee rather than just one
point of view. I ran into a man on Sunday who was kicked out of Rhodesia and
I am sure he could bring an interesting point of view to anyone who felt we
should go in and aid Mr. Smith, for instance, with troops. We must have a
balanced presentation and, I think if we do this, it might be of considerable
interest to the members of this committee. But, as I said, I think we should have
all points of view.

Mr. LancLois (Mégantic): Under the circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I think
it would be wise to obtain some information on this whole subject. As we all
know, the information we have been able to acquire has been very limited. I do
agree with Mr. Walker that it would be in everyone’s interest to hear both sides
of this question. I, for one, certainly would be interested in hearing the opinions
of Mr. Butler who, as Mr. Nesbitt stated, has been in Rhodesia. There are no
Canadians in Rhodesia who are in a position to give us first hand information at
the present time. Also, we have the Minister with us this morning and possibly
he would be able to give us some information on this question. I do think there
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are other points of view which certain people would like to put forward. If Mr.
Walker has anyone in mind who he thinks should come before this committee I
would be quite willing to hear from such a person. The more information we
can get on this situation, the better.

Mr. NEsBITT: Mr. Chairman, I agree with Mr. Walker. I do not think we
should invite people to come before this committee to give their points of view
until their qualifications have been checked. However, we are here to obtain all
the information we can with regard to this situation. I have checked on Mr.
Butler’s qualifications and have found that he has quite a number. I do not

ow what his viewpoint will be but I do think it might be a good idea to give
the members of this committee an opportunity of hearing someone who is
reasonably qualified to speak. If Mr. Walker and others come up with qualified
bersons who can speak on this matter I would be delighted to hear them.

The CuaRMAN: How long will Mr. Butler be in Ottawa?

& Mr, NEsgiTT: Just two or three days and then he is going to the United
ates.

The CHATRMAN: Perhaps in that case the steering commifctfee could meet
Very briefly this afternoon on that matter and come up with a decision.

Mr. Groos: Mr. Chairman, I was going to suggest that we refer this matter
to the steering committee because there must be any number of peop}e who
would be willing to appear if we wished them to come. Also, I think the
steering committee could look into Mr. Butler’s qualifications at the present
time. As has been stated, Mr. Butler is a newspaper correspondent and, there-
fore, he must have written something. Perhaps after the steering committee has
taken up this matter we will be able to arrive at some decision on whether or
not Mr. Butler should be invited to appear. However, I do think we havg to be
careful about how many people we invite to the committee. There might be
others more qualified than Mr. Butler to speak. I am agreeable to leave this
Question to the steering committee.

The CuARMAN: Are we agreed to leave this matter to the steering
Committee?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: In that case, Mr. Martin is at your disposal to answer any
Questions you may care to put.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Chairman, I take it we are dealing first with any NATO
Questions we may wish to put. Generally, I think, we all have been very
concerned with the aide memoire sent forward by France that she will
Withdraw her officers and forces from NATO and wants the NATO headquarters
and so on moved out of France. In the aide memoire one of the paragraphs
under number 3 is that the French government, under Article 16 of the protocol
of August 28, 1952, on the status of international military headquarters, will
Notify the government of the United States of the termination of this protocol,
Which will cease to be in force on March 31, 1967.

_ Mr. MacponaLp (Rosedale): Mr. Chairman, that is the second aide mem-
oire,
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Mr. HARKNESS: Yes. Since our last meeting the United States government
has delivered a note to France which, in effect, as I understand it, rejects this
position and states that they would require something in the neighbourhood of
two years to make this move. First of all, I would like to know whether this
statement by the French government is proper and provided for under the
general agreement which is to run to 1969?

Mr. PAuL MARTIN (Secretary of State for External Affairs): What is your
question again?

Mr. HARKNESS: I want to know whether there is any actual provision for
what you might call a unilateral end to the general agreement with regard to
these matters which are supposed to run to 1969.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, of course, the agreements with Canada and
the United States are different. There are five bilateral agreements between the
United States and France and one between Canada and France. The United
States agreement has a termination clause permitting denunciation within a
period of two years. The United States suggests that this clause, which is in
only one of the agreements, exists by implication in all of the others.

We do not have in our bilateral agreement any such termination clause per-
mitting a denunciation within a period of two years. However, we have taken
the position that since this is what the French government wants nothing is to
be gained by saying that we would take issue with a unilateral declaration and,
in fact, it is that. We would hope that if we cannot do the necessary cleaning up
or withdrawal operation by the required time we could ask for more time. In
any event, our position, without having made any final commitments as yet
either individually or collectively, is that we are prepared to recognize the deci-
sion of the government of France. We do not want to provoke a greater issue
between ourselves and France than in the circumstances is absolutely necessary.

Mr. HARKNESS: In other words, what now appears to be the course the
United States is going to follow, of taking some two years to make this move
out of France, is not being followed as far as we are concerned; your intention
is to get out within the year.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): As I suggested, there is a principal difference
between the Canadian and U.S. responses to the French note. I should say by
way of parenthesis that we have not made a formal reply to the second aide
memoire. Our ambassador has been instructed simply to advise the French
government that we have received the second note. That is the extent of our
reply at the moment.

The United States reply indicated that the American government would
agree to termination of the France-American base agreements in two years;
whereas we are not yet in the position to discuss a date for withdrawal since we
have not made plans for the relocation of our aircraft and men. As I said, we
have only one agreement with regard to the two bases, which has no termina-
tion clause, and we are not in a position to make the kind of reply that the
United States has made.

Another reason is that the United States has facilities in France which are
much more extensive than ours and more varied too. Their relocation is
consequently more complex and more difficult. But I have a strong feeling, Mr.
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HarkneSS, that it is wise to recognize the inevitability of the French decision
and to relocate just as quickly as possible. If we cannot do it by the required
d:clte we will advise the French government of this. I would anticipate that our
difficulties would be understood; at least, I would hope that would be the case.

Mr. HARKNESS: Has there been any estimate made of what the cost of this
Telocation will be so far as Canada is concerned?

_ Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): No. We now are making an examination of the
bilateral agreement and this has not, by any means, been completed. There may
€ some argument about the question of compensation, both as to the legality—

Mr. HargNEss: If I may interrupt, Mr. Martin, that was to be my next
Question. What claim would we have for compensation for this enforced move?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I cannot give you a definite answer on that
€cause we ourselves have come to no definite conclusion. The lawyers in the
government service now are examining this; we have set up an interdepartmen-
tal committee to study the implications of the agreements and to determine
Whether or not there is a legal argument for compensation. Depending on the
Tesult of that study we would then consider whether, in fact, a claim for
Compensation would be made.
I would not want this statement to be interpreted as saying we will not
Mmake one, but I want to know the facts and discuss them with our allies.
€ have agreed that before announcing final decisions we will consult the
4 countries other than France so that the implications of national decisions will
€ éxamined in the common interest.

Mr. Lancrors (Megantic): I have a supplementary question. Are the other
N“}TO countries—and I am thinking particularly of the United States—studying
this problem of legality as well?

. Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh yes. They have, as I said, a specific termina-
tion clause, and there is some dispute now, I gather, between the two parties as
to the meaning of those termination clauses. In answer to your question I
Wwould say yves, they are studying it closely, and we are having consultations
With them as well as with the other 12 nations.

Mr. HargnEss: From this point of view, what is the situation with regard to
Very extensive logistic organization, the pipe lines and so on, which the
: O organization as a whole has set up in France? Is this to go to France as
Just a straight national asset or is to be paid for by France to the NATO
Organization as a whole to enable it to set up comparable facilities elsewhere.

Iso, i§ there any arrangement on whether it would be available to NATO as a
Whole in the event of the threat of war?

¢ Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): In answer to that, Mr. Harkness, something of
he order of $750 million or $800 million has so far been spent in France on the
Construction of fixed facilities.

Mr. HARKNESS: Yes, pipe lines and so on.
Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Pipe lines, air fields, storage depots and so on all
¢ome under the NATO common infra-structure program. This program has been

: anced by NATO countries on the basis of a cost sharing formula, as you will
€call, and the French government has thus contributed to this infra-structure.

the
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It has also contributed substantial sums to the construction of infra-structure
facilities located in some other NATO countries. In addition, a number of
countries, including Canada, have supplemented the commonly financed infra-
structure in France for the use of their own forces, and expenditures in this
category, incurred by Canada mainly for certain fixed facilities at Metz and
Marville, total something in excess of $11 million.

e (10:00 am.)

Mr. HARKNESS: This is essentially for barrack blocks and schools and things
of this kind, I understand, or is that for the improvement of the air base and so
forth?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Both. Now, the cost sharing formula—

Mr. HARKNESS: I wondered about that because I remember that the
development of the air field and of facilities of that kind was part of the general
NATO infra-structure, but that we spent extra money for barrack blocks,
schools, and things of this kind.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, that is right. Now, this cost sharing formula
applying to the common infra-structure program has, as you know, been
renegotiated at three to four-year intervals. It would take a long time to give
all the details of this but, as a reasonable, representative sample, the following
are the shares which were agreed to for the infra-structure program in the
period 1961 to 1965. You may like to have these: Canada, 5.15 per cent; U.S.A,,
30.85 per cent; Britain, 10.5 per cent; Germany, 20 per cent; France, 12 per cent.
You are probably familiar with those figures.

Mr. HARKNESS: Yes, but the basic point is that the other NATO countries
have a very considerable stake in this $700 million odd which has been put into
the NATO infra-structure in France. I think those are the two major questions
which are of concern to us because of our own stake in it as a country. First of
all, is the matter I mentioned concerning what compensation is to be paid for
this, what is going to be built to replace this, at France’s expense rather than at
ours? Secondly, there is the matter of whether any arrangements have been
arrived at or any discussions have been undertaken on the extent to which all
of this logistic set-up in France would be available in the event of a threat.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This will all have to be done by negotiation. I
may say that what is happening now is that the NATO council has had a number
of meetings, in fact it is having a meeting today. Working groups have been set
up to deal with specific problems and individual countries are examining their
own positions, particularly Canada and the United States as the two countries
that have bases in France. It would take some time before our government and
the 13 other governments will be in a position to take preliminary positions in
negotiations with France on a number of these questions.

Mr. HARKNESS: I can appreciate that you are in no position to say what the
position of various countries might be, but are you in a position to say what
position Canada will take in regard to these two questions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, we are not in a position yet to say what our
final attitude will be. This has to be studied very carefully; we are not in a posi-
tion yet to say, for instance, what compensation we expect. Frankly, we did not
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anticipate the announcement at the particular time that it came. It has taken all
Countries somewhat by surprise although the French policy does not involve any
declaration of policy that had not previously been envisaged.

The problem that M. Couve de Murville, the French minister, and Mr.
Schroeder had been discussing at Bonn in the last few days, the position of
German forces now part of the integrated compound structure in Germany, is
being discussed by these two representatives of France and Germany. A
Committee of three powers has been set up to examine this problem, and it will
ultimately be placed before the 14 for consideration. Of course, this problem
€nvisages an agreement for the maintenance and continuation of the French
groups in Germany. Under what conditions will the French agree to keep their
two divisions there, plus their air force establishment? To what extent will the
Proposed agreement be in keeping with the agreed position of the 14 on the
basis of the concept of what is thought to be the right kind of military
Organization for NATO? All of these questions will have to be discussed in the
Preliminary stages by the parties concerned, and then before the NATO group
as a whole because of the collective interests.

We will have to give consideration to the location of the Council itself. Is it
to stay in France; is it to go to some other country? We will have to consider
the location of SHAPE itself. Are SHAPE and the Council to be located in
different countries? All of these kinds of questions—very important questions
——are going to have to be resolved.

Mr. HARKNESS: Has Canada come to any conclusions as yet in regard to the
Place to which SHAPE should be relocated or to the more general question of
Whether SHAPE and the Council should be located in the same place?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): No, we have not reached any conclusion. Actual-
ly, there has not been any serious discussion among the 14 on this point as yet;
We have just not reached that point. This will be one of the matters that will
be studied in the groups that are being set up.

You might be interested, Mr. Harkness, in the following topics being dealt
With in specific groups. There are seven groups dealing with the following
Matters: one, the military consequences of the withdrawal of French forces from
the NATO command; two, opportunities for re-organizing and streamlining
NATO; three, the question of continued French participation in the infra-struc-
ture program and in the NATO Air Defence Ground Environment, NADGE;
four, problems related to the relocation of the NATO headquarters; five,
ﬁ.nancial implications of any action required as a result of the French decision;
SIX, withdrawal of French forces in Germany from NATO command; seven,
Withdrawal of French forces from the NATO military headquarters.

Mr. HARRNESS: Are these questions being studied jointly in the NATO
Council or are they being studied both there and in the military committee as
Well as in other places?

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): There has been a preliminary discussion of
these among other problems that have to be resolved.

Mr. HARKNESS: Is that in the Council?
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It was brought that the best way to proceed to
an examination of this problem was to set up working groups, and that will be
done. In addition to that, each country, I suppose, is now examining at home its
own position on these various subjects, and we are doing that here in Ottawa
through an interdepartmental committee which has been set up, including the
departments of External Affairs, Defence, Justice, Finance and Industry.

Mr. HARKNESS: Has a decision actually been made in regard to the NATO
Defence College? I saw in a newspaper some place that it was to be moved from
Rome.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No decision has been made. It has to leave
France but we do not know where to. No decision has been taken about locating
any of the components of NATO. Some countries have proposed the establish-
ment of some of these organs in their own territory. At this stage I would not
want to say which countries have proposed this because it is still a matter of
negotiation.

Mr. HARKNESS: In this report you put it down as speculation.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There is no doubt it has to leave France.

I would like to emphasize one thing, Mr. Harkness; since we met last, two
important statements have been made by the French foreign minister and by
Mr. Pompidou, the French prime minister, both of which have emphasized that
France does not intend to denounce the alliance; it proposes to stay in the
alliance. I think this is the important thing for us to note. Secondly, it was
stated by Mr. Pompidou, the French prime minister, that this decision of France
does not in any way mean a change on the part of France in its desire to
promote the interests of the west in relation to the Soviet Union or to the
communist world. I made this last comment because in my last statement I do
not think I emphasized this aspect of it.

Mr. BREwWIN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Martin to elaborate on
a few of the statements he made to the committee on April 4. The first point I
want to ask him about is that he reminded us that in December, 1964, he
proposed that the North Atlantic Council should undertake a review of the
future of the alliance. He then told us that this proposal, although approved by
the 14 other nations, was not pursued because of the uncertainty of the French
view. Now that uncertainty has, to some extent, been cleared up, and I gather
from what you said, Mr. Martin, that you are suggesting that now the
opportunity has arisen for a review—and you use the very broadest term—of the
future of the alliance. I wonder if you could tell us about any machinery for the
review, whether it is in prospect, and what form of review you had in mind
when you made this reference both in December of 1964 and the other day.

Mr. MArTIN: By the way, I want to thank you for sending me the statement
that you made the other day in Paris which covered some aspect of this very
problem.

In December of 1964, as you say, I did urge in the Council an examination
of the state of the alliance. What I had in mind then was some of the positions
that were being taken by the government of France. Discussions were current
on the particular proposals, such as the multilateral nuclear force and the allied
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nuclear force. There was also the recognition that NATO—then in being about 15
or 16 years—had more than justified its existence but that it was only natural to
assume that after such a long interval it would be worth while to make a
serious examination to ascertain whether particular operations could be elimi-
nated and what steps could be taken to make NATO more effective.

® (10:20 a.m.)

In other words, we thought the time had come when there should be an
examination, not of its purposes, but to meet many of the complaints, and to
permit countries to examine their own positions and commitments; and there
was general approval, at the time, of this Canadian position.

However, in the meantime the government of France, through the Presi-
dent, had taken a pretty strong position publicly, and it was thought that,
rather than exacerbate the situation, it might be better to avoid discussion of
matters that would involve a consideration of some of the positions taken by

France, in the hope that there would be no final decisions taken by France
about them,

We bowed to this request, but now that the government of France has
made the announcement, we regard this as a good opportunity to accelerate the
study which we had urged in 1964. I think that there will be a real desire on the
part of all countries to make this kind of examination now. It is not our fault

that it was not made earlier. I think it is regrettable that it was not made
earlier,

_ Mr. Brewin: I take it you do not agree with the position in_dicated in the
aide memoire from France, to the effect that conditions have radically changed

since 1949, and that this, in turn, necessitates some changes in the alliance
structure?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I would want to mak.e sure, of course, that
I understood clearly what the French government had in mind.

Of course things have changed greatly since 1949, but we must not
attribute these changes to a quality that is not there. In Europe all the major
political problems that divide east and west continue to be unresolved. There

as been very considerable improvement in east-west relations, but this im-
Provement in posture has not been followed by any improvement in, or any
solution of, the major political problems that divide Europe 1tse}f—that divide
east and west. Germany continues to be a divided country; Berlin continues to
be divided; and until this major problem is solved it would be wrong to say
that there has been any fundamental change since 1949.

I dealt, in my earlier statement at the last meeting, with the military
position which military advisers ask us to bear in mind so far as Soviet Union
military strength is concerned. I do not want this to mean that we do not
recognize that at some point we must have an accommodation with the Soviet
{ nion in the interest of world peace, in the interest of European peace, in the
Interest of European unity.

In the spring of 1964, I think I said, in answer to a question in the House,
that we would not oppose the examination of some improvement in the position
between the NATO and Warsaw Pact powers subject, of course, to our
obligation to the alliance, and also taking into account that any such arrange-
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ment must not be prejudicial to the position that members of the alliance take
with regard to divided Germany and, particularly, East Germany. Any arrange-
ment, or any discussion, or any given accommodation, or any co-operative
movement, of any of the Warsaw Pact powers must not involve the recognition
by them of the separate national status of East Germany.

Mr. BREwWIN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to Mr. Martin that I think
we all agree with some of these generalities, but I wonder if I could ask him to
be more specific on a number of matters. I will put them in a fairly extended
question because they can probably all be answered together.

On page 16 of the evidence at the last meeting Mr. Martin said:

We have long believed that members of the alliance particularly
those such as France which have spoken of the need for change, should
present concrete proposals to encourage consultation within the alliance—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. BREWIN: I would like to ask Mr. Martin if he has any information that
France is going to make any concrete proposals, or that there are any concrete
proposals that Canada intends to put forward in this situation and on the need
for change. Will you be more specific on that?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes; we have some ideas of our own. First of all,
we hope to be able to discuss these with our allies, and then if that consultation
permits I will have an opportunity of dealing with them more specifically when
the NATO foreign ministers meet on June 6 in Brussels.

Mr. BREwWIN: Would it be possible for this committee to know what some of
these ideas of our own are? It would be interesting.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think that until such time as our consultations
with our allies have been completed you would appreciate that I could not do
that.

Mr. BREWIN: Perhaps the same answer might apply to my next question,
but I would still like to ask it. In the second clear paragraph, about half way
down page 16, you are referring to the fact that we must avoid action that
creates unnecessary strain.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. BREwWIN: Then you continue as follows:

This need not and should not preclude us from making adjust-
ments, in the interest of economy and efficiency, in the manner in which
we contribute to European defence. And we should seek to ensure that
there is a constructive evolution in the organization of the alliance—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. BREwWIN: Again, I think the committee would like to know, if you can
tell us, what are the evolutions in the interest of economy and efficiency that
might be suggested, and the manner of our contribution, and what is the
constructive evolution that you have in mind; because, after all, Mr. Martin,
these general words are easy, but the specific problems are more difficult and, I
think, perhaps more interesting and more important.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, they are general, but I am sure you will
appreciate that they cannot be anything else. We could not spell out at this
stage, without consultation with the other members of the alliance, what might
be done.

I say, as you point out, “This need not and should not preclude us from
making adjustments in the interest of economy and efficiency—. This would
enable us to examine the nature of our military commitment to NATO, to what
extent it has to be maintained at the present level, to what extent it can be
reduced without going back on our commitment. We have several ideas about
that. This is a very delicate matter and it is not possible to do anything more
than to indicate what we have in mind with respect to it.

Mr. BREwIN: Does it not make the proceedings of this committee a little
futile if we are just to be told in general terms of the changes and adjustments
and the evolution and so on which are necessary, without any indication at all
from you of what these adjustments and changes and evolutions and so on are
going to be?

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): In the first place, our own decisions are not
complete by any means. It would make futile NATO itself if, before discussion
with our allies, we were to expose matters that clearly involve them as well as
ourselves, and involve the alliance. I am sure that even if I were in a position
today to give you, in final form, the results of this examination—which I am
not—you would understand that I could not do it.

Mr. BREwIN: I just want to put it to you that there may be a half way
house. I can quite understand that you are not in a position to give us details—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I could not even go that far.

Mr. BREWIN: You could not go farther than just these very general words?

Mr. MaRrTIN (Essex East): No.

. Mr. BREwIN: On just one aspect of it, could you say whether, in the various
ideas for the improvement of the structure of NATO, and in regard to
consideration of the future of NATO, you have in mind any east-west negotia-
tions with NATO along the line of the NADGE Plan, or some form of disengage-
ment, or nuclear freeze, or any concrete steps to eliminate the rather unreal
tension that exists in Europe at the present time.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Well, I am prepared to deal yv.ith this question. I
would like to point out, in the first place, that those are political problems that
do not arise necessarily out of the examination which is now being made of
NATO as a result of the French position.

Whether or not France had taken the course that it has, we in Canada, and,
I think, NATO as a whole, as well as its members, would have sought to take
Measures that would bring about greater stability in Europe. I think it is wise
for us to examine now whether or not the decision taken by France is calculated
to meet those objectives.

Mr. BREwIn: If I can put one other question—
Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): May I just finish what I am saying?
Mr. BREWIN: Yes.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): General de Gaulle has stated, or his government
has stated, that the way to promote European unity is to recognize the nature of
the alliance, and the desirability of its being in alliance composed of individual
national bodies in control of their own military apparatus. He believes that a
flexible position is better calculated to provide for an improvement in east-west
relations, better calculated to bring about national unity and better calculated
to bring about disarmament.

Our position is somewhat different—and it is supported by the other 13
countries. While there has been an improvement in east-west relations, par-
ticularly since Cuba, would we be any stronger in negotiating, for instance, on
disarmament, or would we be any stronger in promoting European unity, if
NATO were not as effectively organized as it is?

Now, that is the issue. We believe that the Soviet Union, for instance, will
respect the west more in present circumstances with a NATO organized
basically on the present lines. We believe that disarmament discussions, if they
are to provide some progress, will be more effective if the Soviet Union realizes
that it is dealing with peace-minded countries that are organized co-operatively
and able to give effect to positions that they take.

There is a difference of view, but I think it is misleading to think that we
are going to be able to improve east-west relations simply by abandoning the
concept of an integrated force or an integrated command structure in NATO.

I think that there has been a great improvement in East-West relations. We
want it to continue; we want to avoid war; we want to reach the position where
we have closer and closer relationships and a firmer understanding with the
Communist world. But at this stage in international development we believe
that there is strong reason for continuing NATO in its present military,
organized form, subject to the modifications that will be agreed following the
examination that will take place.

All of this has not prevented our doing the very kind of thing that you
have urged. Individual countries have, in varying ways—in differing ways—ex-
tended their relations with the Communist world. Canada, notwithstanding its
participation in NATO, has had growing relations with eastern European
Communist countries, beginning with Poland right at the end of the war. We
have carried out some large measure of trade with some of these countries. We
are now engaged in considering, with two countries in eastern Europe, the
establishment of trade relations. If we can get from them the kind of recogni-
tion of our position with regard to claims made by Canadian nationals on them,
we may be able to proceed with the establishment of diplomatic relations with,
for instance, Roumania.

There has been improvement in relations between the east and the west
notwithstanding the existence of NATO. Our determination to see NATO
carried on with its present basic structure does not mean that we cannot
improve these relations. I think we can, and I think we have a better chance of
improving them if we are strong in this way than if we allow ourselves to be

separated and uncoordinated.

Mr. NesBITT: In view of the fact that the minister has just mentioned
something of considerable interest, I wonder if I might have Mr. Brewin’s
permission to ask a question?

L}
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Mr. BREwIN: I have just one more question, if I may, and I know I have
taken a fair amount of time. I wanted to, perhaps, summarize my line of
questioning by asking the Secretary of State for External Affairs this question:
Is there not a third course? We can disagree with the French idea of going it
alone and having unco-ordinated defence arrangements, but another alterna-
tive, and one which, I think, could be equally bad, would be a freezing of NATO
on its present line without any change at all. In that connection, I just
wondered if I could not make a last appeal to the Minister and ask him to give
Us a clear idea of some of the initiatives that Canada might take to change the
structure of NATO and to adjust to the situation, because the “cold war” in
Europe is a.totally different proposition from what it was before. Attitudes
Wwhich were appropriate then are not appropriate now. Is there no initiative in
the field of disarmament or political arrangement that Canada can take as a
member of NATO to prevent us from going into a go-it-alone proposition, as
the French have suggested, or are we just going to go along with the same old
policies that we have had in the past. I would like to have your thinking in as
Specific terms as possible on these matters.
® (10:40 am.)

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): Well, I think that is fair enough. I do not think
that our position on these matters is in any way inhibited by our participation
In NATO or in the integrated military structure.

NATO is an organization of freedom loving states and one of the conse-
quences of this is that our nation is not precluded from pursuing its own foreign
policy,

Now, it is quite obvious, if you are going to be in an alliance and if you
have taken a position on a particular aspect of foreign policy—unless the alliance
1s going to be meaningless—you are not going to overlook the basic commitments
you have made to that alliance. This must be an elementary consideration. If
each nation in the alliance were to go its own way, with complete disregard for
others, then the alliance could not help but disintegrate. I suppose this is one of
the reasons the 14 countries in NATO were somewhat disturbed by the
suddenness of the French decision.

On the question of disarmament, Canada does take a particular position. I
would hope that this year would see some progress being made in an agreement
for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Soviet attitude at the
beginning of the 18 power group in Geneva sounded a note of optimism.

We have put forward a draft agreement on non-proliferation and we have
discussed this with our NATO partners. The United States and Great Britain, the
major nuclear powers in NATO must, naturally, if we are going to get anywhere
on this matter, be recognized as having a position that has to be given due
consideration not in the sense that we must bow to their every opinion, but that
if we are going to have a non-proliferation agreement we have to recognize that
you cannot have it unless they are actively participating. In the 18 Nations
Disarmament committee we have supported the western position on non-prolif-
eration put forward by the United States. However, we take the position that
there are many improvements that could be made in the agreement that has

been ‘put forward by the major western powers. We hope, if we can get a
239473
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minimal agreement on the basis of their draft with the Soviet Union, that this
will mean a great deal of progress, and we would continue to put forward some
of our own ideas on future occasions. ;

These are very complicated matters and they cannot be resolved.overnight.
You have to go sometimes at a snail’s pace to reach any measure of agreement;
but, if we can get some agreement on the question of non-proliferation we will
have made great progress.

In another area, as I said, we have not hesitated to say, long before it was
generally accepted by other nations, that we should deal with Communist
powers, that we should trade with them extensively, and that we should not
hesitate to establish diplomatic missions regardless of what position was taken
by our allies. This has not stultified, in any way, our individual position. We
have taken advanced positions on the desirability of working things out,
subject to the conditions I mentioned earlier—with the Warsaw Pact powers. We
are seeking to promote greater and greater contacts with the Soviet Union. For
instance, we look forward this summer to the visit of perhaps the most
important political personage that ever has come to Canada from the Soviet
Union, Mr. Polyansky, a very important member of the governing body of the
Soviet Union. I, myself, hope to be able to take advantage of an invitation that
has been extended to me by Mr. Gromyko to visit the Soviet Union. Other
ministers have been to the Soviet Union and we believe that these contacts are
increasingly desirable. We have close contacts, for instance, with Poland, as a
member of the International Commission for Supervision and Control. These
are areas where an endeavour is being made by Canada, apart altogether from
its obligations in NATO, to pursue a course individually which it believes to be
in the interest of world peace.

Your question suggested to me that no initiatives are being taken by
Canada; that because we are a member of NATO we feel ourselves hemmed in
by our NATO obligations, hemmed in by the virtue of the fact we are a
neighbour of the United States and cannot do anything without consulting our
neighbours. That was the kind of implication I found in your question, Mr.
Brewin.

Mr. BRewIN: Mr. Martin, I think you are being a little over-defensive.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I may be, but I want to establish as clearly as I
can that Canada—and I am not saying this because I happen to be the spokesman
for the Canadian government at the present time; this was true under the
former regime and it will be true under any Canadian government—does
determine its own foreign policy position. This does not mean to say that we do
not take into account the position of our friends, members of an alliance. Of
course, we do. But, we do so, on the basis of national self-interest, just as the
great powers do, just as the United States must take into account the position
of its allies, just as it must take into account its position vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union, just as the Warsaw Pact powers must take into consideration their
relations with the Soviet Union. But, I have taken advantage of your question. I
am not saying you were saying we had no independent policy. But there was
implied the suggestion that we did not seem to be taking any initiatives in these
areas. Well, to the extent that we responsibly can do it we do take an initiative,
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Mr. BREWIN: Perhaps I should clarify what I was attempting to say. I was
thinking of initiatives in the field of changing the structure of NATO, the nature
of NATO and its position in Europe, and the need toadjust to changing

Circumstances. That is what I was referring to when I spoke of general
Canadian initiatives. e |

Mr. HARKNESS: Is it not a fact that there have been constant adjustments in
NATO ever since it was formed in 1949, particularly from the point of view of
military arrangements and things of that kind?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Certainly. There are continuing adjustments
going on.. But, I think it is only fair to reiterate having in mind Mr. Brewin’s
question, that we in Canada—and I think this would have been your position
- Would have been happy to see a serious examination made of the state of the
alliance at the time we proposed it. We all hope now that the obligation that
aces us as a result of the French decision will enable us to make the kind of
€Xamination of changes in the structure of NATO that are desirable.

The CralRMAN: Have you a question, Mr. Faulkner?

Mr. FauLkner: I would like clarification of the last point the Minister
made. The emphasis so far seems to be on structural change. Along with these
structural changes is any consideration being given to the broad purpose and
objectives of NATO in spite of the French decision. I can appreciate that
structural changes involve structural revisions of the common structure, possi-
bly deployment of military personnel and so on. But, I think Mr. Brewin’s point
Would have been my point. Are we using the present occasion to examine or
review the purposes of NATO, the objectives of NATO and possibly bringing
them in line, assuring they are not—they may be but I suspect they are not—
With the political situation in Europe as of 1966.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Well, first of all, what is now being examined has
to do with the military structure of NATO.

Mr. FAULKNER: I agree.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): And, our basic concentration is on 'that. How-
ever, that does not mean to say that when we meet, for instance, in Brussels
or when the NATO council meets, as it continuously does, governments do not
8ive expression to views that go far beyond the structure such as the promotion
of European stability, the promotion of peace in Europe and in the world. Of
course, we must do these things. We must seek through our respective diploma-
¢y foreign policy objectives that we hope some day will mean that we can go
back to the Charter of the United Nations from which NATO itself sprang. That
Is what I mean when I say I hope that we can so work out our arrangements
with those who take ideological issue with us that we can make it less necessary
to depend on military alliances. That is what we are seeking to do. X :

You may have had in mind as well Article IIL

Mr. FAULKNER: Yes.

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): Well, there is no-doubt that ‘Article II has not
been used as we had hoped it would be used. To understand: what the: purposes

of NATO are we must recall the circumstances that brought NATO into- being;,
2394723
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We had joined the United Nations and we hoped that it would be not only a
body that would provide for satisfactory international political decisions but
that it would possess the military sanctions to give effect to these decisions.
However, the fact is that the Soviet Union in the early days of the United
Nations took what I regard as an intransigent position with regard to Article
XLII of the Charter. Western nations found themselves in a world organization
which could not provide for their security in the face of the armed strength that
the Soviet Union had developed. Therefore, the proposal was made by Monsieur
St. Laurent and Senator Vandenberg that there should be established a
defensive alliance within the meaning of Article LII of the Charter to do what
the United Nations was unable to do notwithstanding the expectations of San
Francisco. This is how NATO ‘came into being. I hope by individual national
effort and collective effort we can so improve things in Europe and in the world
that sometime in the long term future it will not be necessary to have NATO
and we can depend on a strengthened United Nations. That is the purpose of
diplomacy of the government of Canada and it is, I am sure, the purpose of all
other members in NATO, including France.

Mr. NESBITT: Mr. Chairman, there is one question I would like to ask the
Minister, in view of the matter that was mentioned, namely the claims of
Canadian citizens, formerly central Europeans—and I have in mind particularly
Polish Canadians. As you know, arrangements have been going on for some time
with respect to indemnification of a number of people who are now Canadian
citizens with regard to property which has been expropriated or taken for one
reason or another by the Polish government.

Mr. Groos: Mr. Chairman, have you a list of those who wish to put
questions. I have been here some time and have not had an opportunity to
question the Minister.

The CHAIRMAN: I have Mr. Thompson, Mr. Foy, Mr. Groos, Mr. Faulkner,
Mr. Pilon and Mr. Nesbitt. But, I gather the questions which are being put
forward at the present time will be short.

Mr. NEsBITT: My question related to something the Minister brought up and
I would like to know if the Minister could tell us at what stage the negotiations
are at the present time for the payment of indemnification to Canadian citizens
from the government of Poland.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that this goes
beyond the question of NATO, which we are now discussing.

Mr. NEsBITT: Well, the Minister brought up the matter.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): He did not really; he made reference to it in
passing. But, it seems to me you are requiring a detailed answer at the present
time, and this is something that goes beyond the subject we are now discussing.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would be glad to deal with that but, perhaps—
Mr. NEsBITT: You could do it at some future time.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, I would like: to look into that to ascertain
what stage of the negotiations we have reached, and I would be pleased to let

yowknow, i C L0 ddyu
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Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, I do not know if there is too much use in
asking the questions I had in mind because of the defensive position taken by
the Minister with regard to questions posed by Mr. Brewin. But, there are just
a few comments I might precede my few questions with, and I will attempt to
be as quick as I can and to the point.

The issue right now centres around the fact that France has taken what is
stated to have been an unexpected action. But, this action taken by France is
not something that just came out of the blue; she has been developing this in
the last several years, and ever since France has laid out this unexpected policy
I think this type of action has been inevitable. The real reason we can say it is
unexpected is that we are unprepared for it. The Minister has said that our
problem now is a military structural situation but I do not think it is just that.
He said in his statement the other day very clearly that he had considered a
review of the whole future of the alliance as being necessary sometime ago.
What I am concerned about is that we tend to go along with what is the status
quo as long as it is quiet and at peace, and these initiatives that we say we are
supposed to take just do not take form or result in any action. At the present
time France’s move has caused a critical situation. The Minister has said this
without any equivocation at all. He said that France’s withdrawal from NATO
may harm central Europe. On the other hand, he seems to admit the inevita-
bility of following along with the present situation, and we are talking in terms
of bases and pipe lines in dollars and cents. This is necessary at this time, but
surely there is a place for Canadian initiative to try to work out some
alternative which will bring this long-range review of the future of the alliance
Into some clear perspective and action.

® (11:00 am.)

I agree with the Minister that no one determines our own foreign policy; I
think that has become quite clear. However, what I am concerned about is not
who determines our foreign policy but just how we determine it and how much
initiative we put behind it. I do not think that diplomacy and being “good
fellows” are any substitute for lack of decision, action, or even conviction.

I believe, Mr. Martin, that you have a unique position today in NATO. I
think you carry the confidence of the French government. I believe that the
United States, even in its stiffening attitude towards NATO, regards Canada’s
Position with respect, as well as your own role in that position.

However, what I would like to hear from you is some assurance, rather than
Just generalities, that we are doing something more than just attending Council
Mmeetings; that we are actually moving into the picture, as it relates to France,
Wwith some attempt to use our influence; that we are using this particular
circumstance to try to bring to a head a total re-assessment of what is the role
of the alliance.

We are talking about moving our bases to Belgium; we accept the inevitabil-
ity that this has to happen. I wonder if our forces have to be in Europe in just
the same strength in which they have been up to now. I think that our influence
With these 13 other nations is something which is very important, and I would
like to know-—as I am sure other members of the ccommittee would like to
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know—whether we are ‘actually attempting to do something rather than just
solving a crisis and continuing the status quo. Surely we are a group of freedom
loving nations, but we do not maintain freedom by sitting back and waiting for
events to develop. T know it is difficult to get agreement, but it seems to me that
there is a position that Canada should be taking. We should be taking the
initiative in trying to meet not just this immediate problem which has come
from France’s decision but the over-all problem of trying to come to some clear
decision on what is the position of NATO in the future. We should not reject
the past; it is nice to go back and outline what NATO has achieved up to now.

We agree that NATO has had a very important role. However, NATOQO’s present

pattern of development does not necessarily meet the need for the future, and
therefore, as we face the present situation, I would like to hear from the
Minister, what certainly would develop our confidence, that we are doing
something more than just going along and trying to butter over here and
placate differences there instead of coming right to grips with the problem.

My questions are therefore somewhat in line with what Mr. Brewin has
said. I would like to know whether or not there is any attempt by the Minister
or by the government to move into the picture before the Council meeting.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What picture?

Mr. THOMPSON: The situation that has developed now because of France’s
decision. Have we contact with the French government? Are we trying to
influence a pattern that might develop when the Council meeting takes place?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There must be some misunderstanding. I have
listened to your interesting statement.

Mr. CHURCHILL: We must not be too complimentary around here; we are
here to examine the Minister and not exchange compliments.

Mr. THOMPSON: I am not exchanging compliments; I am trying to get the
Minister to come out of the circles and to come to a point.

Mr. CHURCHILL: You said he was most influential with France and with the
NATO countries, and yet we have not had evidence of that.

Mr. THoMPSON: What I am asking him is whether he uses that influence, as
I would be concerned if he were not.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think as Mr. Thompson has said, and as I said
to Mr. Faulkner, we have to realize what is at issue here. This is a particular
problem involving the military organization of the Alliance.

Mr. TrHOoMPsON: But that problem is symptomatic of something that is a
much bigger problem.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Of course, but nevertheless it is a very serious
problem in itself and it involves, as Mr. Harkness’s questions indicate, the
examination of aseries of arrangements involving expenditure over 17 years,
involving considerations that are vital to the preservation of our national
security. A governmert charged with responsibility has to proceed with great
care in the course that it is pursuing, and that is what we are trying to do. To
suggest that because this problem has arisen we are not interested in the other
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Problems, is not justified, I think your emphasis has given me the opportunity
that I wanted. :

You ask about what we are doing regarding our relations with France. I

have indicated quite clearly, long before this issue arose, that NATO without
Fl" ance would not be the alliance that was envisaged when it was established. I
am glad to see emphasis given to this in the recent statement made by
Spokesmen of the United States government. In our public utterances, and in
our private negotiations that are under way now, we are doing everything we
can to make sure that the settlement that we ultimately make will be one that
will be satisfactory to France to the extent that its recent decision makes this
bossible. This particular problem has nothing to do with whether or not NATO
Or the individual members of NATO are seeking to exercise in a wider area
their influence towards a settlement of the European problem, the problem
between the east and the west.
) Since you asked it, let us frankly recognize that the main obstacles which
stand in the way of a settlement in eastern Europe is the continued occupation
of East Germany by Soviet forces and the reluctance of the Soviet government
to see the German problem resolved by permitting the German people to
determine for themselves whether they wish to be re-united. This is a fact with
Which the German people have had to live, and we shall have to be similarly
batient. I can tell you that this situation creates problems for all members of
NATO. We have to make sure, and this is part of our Canadian diplomacy, that
there will be no weakening of NATO to the point that would create, as a result
of this weakness, very serious problems for Europe itself and, in consequence,
for Canada.

We are not thinking in terms of resolving this problem of Germany, or any
other problem, by the use of force. The only other course now open—to acqui-
€sce, as the Soviet Union proposes—in the present division of Germany, could
Dever bring stability in Europe. We have to ask the government of France to
think carefully, as T am sure it will, of the implications that could arise if the full
collective interest in the German problem is not borne in mind. I ask you to
think what would be the consequence of a popular uprising which would risk
Provoking a major war and an east-west confrontation. We must.live with the
broblem of a divided Germany and a divided Europe until a solution acceptable
10 both sides can be found. We cannot hope for any sudden disappearance of our
differences with the Communist world. There are not going to be any instant
Solutions to the major political problems which continue to divide peoples.

France and other members of NATO are happily in full agreement in
looking only for gradual improvement. Such improvement, we m1.15t hopf-:, will
eventually bring about a situation in which the problems regarding which no
solution can now be seen will become more manageable. Admittedly, the
European countries are most directly involved. As the stage is approached for
tackling these problems directly, I would hope that these European countries
could themselves play an increasing role in trying to resolve them. We want to
See Europe take a greater share in its own defence arrangemgnts, but Europe
and ourselves have to be practical in the face of the present military stance that

confronts us.
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The French government has said that France wishes to remain in the
Alliance after 1969. It has indicated its desire to work out liaison arrangements
with the NATO command to permit joint military action in the event of
conflict. Unfortunately, however, the French action in withdrawing from the
French command and control arrangements creates for the alliance certain
major short-term problems which we have to resolve, as I said to Mr.
Faulkner, if the defensive capacity of NATO is to be maintained. Without
adequate defence arrangements which would preserve stability in Europe, there
could by no solid ground on which to work towards a policy for a settlement in
Europe.

In the early days of NATO we had to concentrate on the building of the
necessary defences. This made possible the achievement of very significant
improvements in east-west relations in the following decade, and that improve-
ment is continuing. However, what I am seeking to establish is that I do not
believe this trend will continue unless we have a strong NATO at this time. We
must make sure that the decision of the French government does not weaken it.
In the face of the problems which remain to be resolved, there is a natural
inclination, I suppose, to overlook the progress that has been made. We need
only compare the present atmosphere with the past. Fifteen years ago Stalin
was still alive and the Soviet Union menaced the whole of Europe. Ten years ago
the first important east-west contacts were shattered by the Hungarian upris-
ing. Five years ago the Berlin crisis was at its height. Today, although Europe
is still divided, there is no longer an air of crisis. Let us not forget that this
atmosphere has been maintained in spite of the fighting in Viet Nam. The credit
for this must include the contribution made by NATO. We can be confident,
against this background I think, that effective defence arrangements far from
being an obstacle to the development of good relations with the Soviet bloc
countries can actually promote better solutions. It will be our concern to make
sure that any new arrangements which are developed in NATO meet this
standard—which is essential if we are to move towards a lasting settlement in
Europe.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that if what the
Minister has outlinde is so—and I accept it as being true—it seems to me we are
in a crisis, and that crisis is France’s unilateral action. The Minister has said
that we have to ask France if she has considered the full implications of her
action in the defence of Europe as it relates to the objective of the Alliance. My
question is: Are we asking France? There has been a conference between the
foreign ministers of Germany and France in the last few days. Has there been
any attempt by Canada to emphasize to France the very thing the Minister has
been oulining to us?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Of course.

Mr. THoMPSON: You were speaking about European countries playing a
more direct role. Are we consulting them?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I did not say it was more their problem but since
there is a disposition on their part, and particularly on the part of the
government of France, to play a greater part in the defence of Europe, this is
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Something that ought to be encouraged. I do not think it is to be expected that
Canada, for instance, should go on for all time in helping to provide for the
defence of Europe.

I certainly do not think the time has come when we can cut down on our
obligations, but it is only natural that we should emphasize the importance of
European nations doing all they can to provide for the defence of Europe.
However, we must recognize that the defence of Europe is also our defence. We
are in continuous consultation with the government of France through their
mission here and through my own contact with the French foreign minister. I
have made it my business to have at least two meetings with him every year,
altogether apart from the NATO sessions.

We are in continuous contact with one another. Our position and our
Views on these matters is well known to the government of France, and our
discussions with France are very frank and very cordial.

I suppose, partly because of the fact that we have so many French speaking
People in our own country, we seek to put forward to our colleagues those
considerations regarding French policy that we believe should be noted in the
bolicy of France. I do not want to overemphasize the role of intermediary. Mr.
Churchin once said that during the war Canada did play a very important part
in interpreting British opinion in the United States, but I do think that there
are situations where Canada can help, and where Canada is helping, in trying to
bridge the position between France and the others including ourselves.

Mr. THoMPsoN: I do not want to take up more time of the committee, but I
Will ask the Minister—in view of the crisis that I think we agree has developed
over France’s action—whether, in the forthcoming council meeting’s negotiations
about the changes that will take place in the structure of the military
establishment, he contemplates any direct consultation with the government of

rance, prior to that Council meeting or with any of the other governments of
the 13 powers which are more or less in agreement with the stand Canada has
taken, in an effort to try to convince France?
Mr. MaRrTIN (Essex East): We are having consultations now.
: Mr. THomPsON: I am speaking of a direct contact with the foreign minis-
ers,

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Yes, there are consultations in which we
Participate.

Mr. Foy: Mr. Chairman, a great number of my questions have been
answered, but, to get into a lighter vein, I was wondering if the Minister could
tell us about the relocation of NATO, which is a matter of great interest. I was
Wondering if the Minister could describe the problems that might arise with the
different NATO members. Will there be conflict of opinions on where the
Ocation should be, and have we any definite thoughts on it? Could you describe
he problem to us?

Mr. MagrTIN (Essex East): We ourselves have not settled in our own mind
Where SHAPE or the Council should be located. We are examining this problem

Ut we have come to no final decisions on the matter. :
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e (11:20 am.)

These questions are being discussed every day through our representatives
on the Council, and the positions, or course, that our representatives on the
Council take are the positions which the government takes. But there are a
number of preliminary facts that have to be known before such decisions can be
taken. First of all, what countries would be prepared to take the Council, or
would be prepared to take SHAPE? What countries would provide the neces-
sary ground for the operations of armed forces that are now being deployed in
France? These are questions of fact that are being examined, and not enough
time has elapsed. This is going to take many, many months.

Mr. Foy: Would there be any advantage to the organization considering a
non-member country as a base, under long-term agreements?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have never heard that suggestion. I would say,
right offhand, it seems to me a rather unusual suggestion.

Mr. Groos: Mr. Chairman, I hope it is significant that the French, having
denounced most of the military arrangements of NATO, or the North Atlantic
Alliance, have not denounced the alliance itself. This surely leaves the door
open to pursue some of the political and economic aspects of the North Atlantic
Alliance, which have not hitherto been proposed; and these, I think, are,
perhaps, becoming inereasingly important.

I do not know whether you agree with that point of view—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do.

Mr. Groos: I would like to hear your observations on this matter. For
myself, I support the position of our government in acquiescing in what I think
is obviously the inevitable result of the French action. I would not say that I
would accept that it would continue to be inevitable; but under the present
administration I think it is very important to keep lines of communication open.

I am very interested in some of the nuts and bolts of the aide memoire of
March 10, particularly what appears in paragraphs 6, 10 and 11. The French are
considering the liaison which should be established between the French com-
mand and the NATO command, and they are talking in paragraph 10 of the
practical consequences of their change in policy; and in paragraph 11 they talk
of the military facilities which could be placed at the disposal of the govern-
ment of Canada on French territory in the event of conflict.

I listened quite carefully to the problems that were being studied by these
specific six or seven groups which you outlined, and did not find in there a
group which would be studying these nuts and bolts that I am going to refer to.

I am thinking of the arrangements which have sprung up between the
NATO countries, which have given such strength to the alliance, and I am
thinking, in particular, of the standardization of equipment, the compatibility of
equipment. These are all military matters, but any military situations which we
can continue in the future under these liaison arrangements have got to be
carried out, I presume, under some diplomatic commitments. This is a matter on
which Canada will have to be laying down some ground rules with the French.
It seems to me, in view of the indication of the seriousness of the French
intention, that we should have some ground rules which will ensure that in the
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event that Canada or the alliance is called upon to defend itself the French, in
Particular, should be able to co-operate with the other members of the alliance,
Wwith their equipment being compatible and so forth.

I think, also, it is very important that we should know what the state gf
Preservation will be of the infra-structure which has already been installed in
France, These are military matters, but until the ground rules are laid down on
the diplomatic side we will not be able to get very much help with these.

I was going to ask: Are you able to say what Canada’s position is with
respect to these matters in our negotiations with France?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Not at this stage.

First of all, these matters are covered by working groups No. 1 and No. 3
Which I read out to Mr. Harkness. The first one is dealing with the military
consequences of the withdrawal of French forces from the NATO command, and
the third with the question of continuing French participation in the infra-struc-
ture program and in the NATO Air Defence Ground Environment, NADGE. The
considerations that you have properly put forward, which are military ques-
tlo_ns, are questions which will be covered in the working groups. They are
going to take quite a long time. Amongst the questions are the use of French air
Space, the nature of the arrangement to be made between Germany and France
With regard to the two military divisions in Europe—and the question of
Communications.

Mr. Groos: It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we are in a particular
Position here inasmuch as since we are not on the continent of Europe these
COmmunications are just as vital for us as they are for the United States.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Quite.

Mr. Groos: This is a problem that might not be pushed so much by the
other partners in NATO:; but it is something we have got to be very sure about.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): That is very true and very important.

Mr. PILon: In the testimony which you gave on April 4, 1966, at page 15, in
the second last paragraph, in discussing the implications of actions which have

€en taken by the French government, you said:

The net loss in forces available to NATO from the announced
withdrawal, while significant, will not be too serious, particularly ‘if
workable arrangements can be devised for maintaining French troops in
Germany—

There have been reports since that date that the Germans were going to
Tequest the French troops to leave Germany. I want to know if these reports are
correct, and does this increase the seriousness of the situation?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Ihave said several times this morning, and I said

& few moments ago, that what happens to the two French divisions in Europe
and the air personn:al in Germany is now the subject of d.1sc.:ussion between the
rench foreign minister and the West German foreign minister. In addition to
?hat, there is a committee of the three powers working to consider - the
Implications of this problem. The decision ultimately to be taken will be one
at will be taken by the NATO council as a whole. it i v s
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I think it would be wrong to say that the Germans want to see the French
leave Germany. I am sure that is not the case. But the arrangement for their
continued presence is one that has to be worked out in a manner consistent with
the NATO pattern and with the NATO security interest.

Mr. KLEIN: Mr. Martin, would the actions of France be apt to cause the
NATO authorities to give nuclear arms to West Germany, and, if so, what
would Canada’s position be, and would this be considered a threat to France?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): If we were in secret session I might be able to
expand my answer.

The question of a share in nuclear planning is now being discussed by an
open-ended committee of the defence ministers. There have been proposals for
a greater share of nuclear strategy—proposals such as MLF.

Mr. KLEIN: Would it be a threat to France.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not think so; but when I say “I do not think
so” I am relating my response to your question.

Mr. KLEIN: What would Canada’s position be if the question arose about
supplying West Germany with nuclear arms, in view of France’s position in
NATO?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, as I said before, if we were in a restricted
session I would feel free to deal with this question.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I have two questions to ask the Minister, and I will not
indulge in a speech, as some members of the committee have been doing.

When the Minister was stirred up a little bit by Mr. Brewin’s suggestion
that initiatives were not being taken, he took some pride in making the
statement that Canada, in the disarmament field, was pressing very strongly for
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I wonder if this would not be interpreted
by other nations attending the disarmament as the height of hypocrisy
in view of the action of this government in not negotiating itself out of nuclear
weapons?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that that question is

intended, in the face of the very important question we are discussing, to be a
constructive one, and that it is intended—

Mr. CHURCHILL: I wondered why you took such pride in mentioning this
particular view. Perhaps you may not want to answer the question.

My second question is: In view of the re-assessment of the position of
NATO, has the Minister of External Affairs discussed with the Minister of
National Defence an alteration in our commitment over there that would,
perhaps, be less expensive then the present plan which we now have to move
some of our forces personnel? Is there not an opportunity open here to Canada
to utilize the mobility which the Minister of National Defence now tells us is
available, and instead of maintaining families overseas for our service people
could we not, on the basis of mobility, move our forces from Canada to positions
in Germany or elsewhere at two-month intervals? This would save the expense
of maintaining families overseas and, at the same time, maintain our commit-
ment, or military strength, in the NATO organization.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, you say “Could we?” Of course, the
answer is that we could.
However we are now examining a whole series of related questions. But I
should emphasize that whatever modifications are made we would not, I would
ope, want to take any steps that would in any way contribute to a lowering of
North American interest in the defence problems of Europe at this time.

Mr. CHURcHILL: I do not want the Minister to let that statement go on the
record, because it is not what I suggested at all. In my question I stated that we
would maintain the strength of our military commitments—

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I was not suggesting that you had suggested that
at all, Mr. Churchill. I was simply saying that I agreed with you that we could
€Xamine this question and that we will be examining this problem. But I would
hope that in saying that I would not be giving the impression that we had
decided to take any position that would have the result that I spoke about a
Moment ago.

On page 17 of my statement I said as follows:

Inevitably our attention in the near future will be taken up with
handling the immediate consequences of the French action. But we shall
not lose sight of the need for NATO to adjust to the changing circum-
stances since the Alliance was concluded. Indeed, the adjustments
which the French action will require of the existing military arrange-
ments provide opportunities, as I said earlier, which we intend to take to
examine with our allies the possibilities for developing improvements in
the NATO structure and to consider how the Alliance should develop in
the long run, and also to consider what reductions and Wha_t savings can
be effected without impairing the efficiency of the organization, or of our
contribution to it—

.I Was not suggesting that you were trying to make these suggestions with the
1dea of impairing our efficiency.

Mr. CHurcHILL: May I just ask one final supplementary question? We are
faced with the shifting of two air bases from France elsewhere. Could we not
NOW consider saving on the infra-structure aspect of it by arranging for rapid
air transport of the air personnel required to man those two bases .when they
are relocated, rather than setting up the situation that has prevailed in the past,
and which was necessary at the time, of having families and dependants

Overseas with our forces.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Of course we could; and this question will be
eXamined, What the result will be I am not in a position to say.

Mr. CHurcHLL: I was asking if you had consulted with the Minister of
National Defence. You might get a better answer from him than I would.

Mr. MarRTIN (Essex East): We are in continuous consultation, as you, a
former distinguished Minister of National Defence know.

The CHATRMAN: Are these all the questions on NATO?

Mr. WaLkER: In the second chapter of the book on N.ATO it says tha.t it is a
treaty or an alliance for the defence of the nations which are signatories, but
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that it also calls for co-operation in the political, economic, social and cultural
fields. Do we have any annual dollar cost, or investment, if you will, broken
down into these areas to show what is the annual dollar contribution of Canada
in those four areas? For instance, is it ten to one for our military expenditures
or is it eight for military and, say, two for contributions in the economic and
social fields? I think it would be more helpful to me if I knew. Also, I would
like to know if there was a shift in emphasis on our dollar expenditures for the
alliance. I am interested in those four fields as well as knowing Canada’s
investment in these things.

® (11:40 a.m.)

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, on the military side some of these things
are restricted. I have given you the share of the commonly financed infra-struc-
ture program; I have given you these percentages. Now, with regard to the
economic and cultural fields the situation is that NATO has developed essentially
into a defensive military organization.

Mr. WALKER: I know.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Canada has always taken the position that more
effect should be given to provision for economic co-operation. We were really
responsible for the inclusion of Article II and we thought, in addition to the
objective of military co-operation among the 14 members, there should be the
widest economic co-operation. We always have complained about the lack of
this and never have lost the opportunity of expressing our regret at the lack of
progress in developing economic co-operation within the NATO. But, I must say
that since the establishment of another organism, the OECD, there has devel-
oped a form of economic co-operation among the countries of that organization,
all of whom are European states except one, Japan. There exists in the OECD a
wide measure of the kind of economic co-operation that was envisaged in
Article II.

Of course, on the cultural side arrangements are provided for in the
international organization of UNESCO and in the bilateral arrangements that
exist between certain countries within the NATO group. For instance, Canada
recently completed a cultural agreement with France and we have under
development now similar arrangements with some other countries. Of course,
there is continuous political collaboration in the NATO council. There are two
meetings each year of foreign ministers of NATO and a meeting once a year at
least of the defence ministers. In addition to that, we have with the United
States an annual ministerial meeting on economic trade and foreign policy
questions. Then we also have an annual meeting with American ministers on
defence and related matters. In addition to that we have the United States-
Canada parliamentary group. We now have the Canada-France parliamentary
group which was established last September and, more particularly, we have
the NATO parliamentary group in which we participate. These are some of the
means by which political co-operation is promoted between the various member
of the organization.

Mr. WALKER: Then, I take it that actually Canada’s dollar cost, as it relates

directly to the alliance—and I am not referring to'all the associations within the
alliance—with regard to military co-operation policies, takes practically.100 per;
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cent of our total contribution, in spite of our wishes that are otherwise to date;
in qther words, the great bulk of any money we put into the alliance go0es for
military co-operation policies rather than any programs Or projects under
economic or other fields. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is right.

_ The Cuatrman: If you are through, Mr. Walker, it is now 11.45. Is it the
wish of members of the committee that we proceed to discuss the Viet Nam
situation or would it be desirable to adjourn at this time? Perhaps it would be
your wish to take a break. May I have your comments.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I think we should adjourn.

_ Mr. NesprTT: Mr. Chairman, the Minister has had a quite a long morning. It
t;,mw 11.45. There is a conflict of committees among many of the members. I
ink we have done a very thorough jobon NATO.

. . The CuatRMAN: Then there will be a meeting of the steering committee at 2
o'clock this afternoon in room 440-C-. ,
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.. MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS . .

THURSDAY, April 28, 1966.
(4)

.The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 9:45 a.m. this day, the
hairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

_ Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Asselin (Charlevoix), Brewin, Chur-
chill, Dubé, Faulkner, Forest, Harkness, Laprise, Macquarrie, McIntosh, Nesbitt,
ilon, Thompson and Trudeau (15).

In attendance: The Hon. Paul Martin, Secretary of State for External
ffairs; From the Department of External Affairs: Mr. M. Cadieux, Under-
Secre"aI‘Y; Mr. R. E. Collins, Assistant Under-Secretary.

Mr. Allmand drew attention to an €rror in Issue No. 2 of the Minutes of
Proceedings and Evidence. Mr. Brewin drew attention to two additional errors
In the same Issue. The Committee agreed to the three corrections.

The Chairman read the Second Report of the Sub-Committee on Agenda
and Procedure which is as follows:

Your Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure met on Thursday,
April 21, 1966, with the following members in attendance: Messrs. Dubé
(Chairman), Brewin, Macdonald (Rosedale), Nesbitt and Thompson.

Your Sub-Committee considered the suggestion that Mr. Eric Butler,
an Australian writer and lecturer at present visiting Ottawa, be called to
appear before the Committee to be questioned on the subject of Rhode-
sia has he has recently come from that country.

" Your Sub-Committee has agreed to recommend that:
(@) In view of the fact the Committee has not finished hearing the
Minister, no other witnesses be heard at this time; and
(b) Your Sub-Committee will meet again after the questioning of the
Minister has been completed to decide what other witnesses will be
called on specific issues.

On motion of Mr. Nesbitt, seconded by Mr. Faulkner, the report was
approved.

The Committee resumed consideration of Ttem 1 of the Estimates of the
epartment of External Affairs, 1966-1967.

The Minister was questioned on the subject of Viet Nam, including
references to Canadian medical assistance and other economic aid, the possibili-

7



78 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS April 28, 1966

ty of reconvening a Geneva conference, consultations with Australia and New
Zealand, and the functions and personnel of the International Control Com-
missions.

At 12:25 p.m. fﬁe Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair, on motion
of Mr. McIntosh.

Hugh R. Stewart,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.

4
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EVIDENCE

THURSDAY, April 28, 1966.
® (9:45 am.)
The CHATRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. Mr. Allmand, you have a
Correction to make?

Mr. ALLMaND: Yes, there is a correction that I want 3:0 make in the minutes
of the last proceedings at page 69. I asked a question which is attributed to Mr.
Pilon at the bottom of the page.

The CrarrmaN: It should be under your name?
Mr. ALLmanp: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BREwIN: In the middle of page 55, I asked Mr. Martin a question which
duotes me as saying: “I take it that you do not agree”, where I think I said “that
you do agree”. However, I do not know that it affects Mr. Martin’s answer very
Mmuch,

Then, on page 57, 10 lines from the bottom I say: “On just one aspect of it,
fould you say whether, in the various ideas for the improvement of the
Structure of NATO and in regard to consideration of the fu1§ure. .. you have in
Mind any east-west negotiations with NATO along the line of the NADGE
Plan” 1 am not quite sure of what the NADGE Plan is, but I was not reft_arrmg
10 it. T was referring to the Rapacki plan. Maybe I should have been referring to
the NADGE plan, but I do not know anything about it.

Mr. MarTiN: NADGE is a category of NATO and stands for ‘North
erican Defence Ground Environment’. It should be Rapacki.

A The Cmarrman: Are we agreed to both the corrections of Mr. Brewin?
greed,

I have a report of the sub-Committee. It is the second report of the
Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure. It reads as follows: (See Minutes).

Will someone move to approve the report of the sub-committee on Agenda
and Procedure?

Moved by Mr. Nesbitt and seconded by Mr. Faulkner that the report of the
Su ~Committee on Agenda and Procedure be approved.

Motion agreed to.

The Committee will now resume consideration of the estimates of the
Pepartment of External Affairs, 1966-67. At our last meeting we were qu_estxon_
ing the Ministor on NATO and I believe that we had completed our quesfuons on

ATO, "IHE ‘oier 0 topics raised by the Minister were the sungcts of
V1etnam and Rhodesia. Are we agreed that we should proceed now with the
Questions on Vietnam?

Mr. Macquagrrie: I was wondering Mr. Chairman, in the light of certain
Teports of reaction to some of the Minister’s comment on the NATO section as of

Am
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the last meeting, if he would like the opportunity to make any further

statement or amplification on the references. I think he will know to which
one I refer.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Do you mean with regard to the misunderstand-
ing at the last meeting?

No, I think that we have cleared that up in the House of Commons. I do not
think that there was anything that took place in this Committee that warranted
the report that had been made. ]

Myr. NesBrTT: I would like to ask a few questions on the subject of Vietnam.
During the last debate on the subject of External Affairs in the House, a
number of members asked questions of the Minister at the time, as to whether
or not any type of medical assistance was going to be sent by the Government
to South Vietnam. I was wondering if the Minister could enlighten us further at
this time in that regard?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, Mr. Nesbitt. I should say that we have
available for external aid to South Vietnam about a million and a half dollars.
We increased our assistance to South Vietnam about a year and a half ago by
some half million dollars. Naturally, we are anxious to do all that we can to
assist that ‘country by way of external aid, but generally speaking because
of the econflict raging in that divided country, this has not been possible
to the extent that we would like. In addition to the aid that is available, by
way of external aid assistance,—

Mr. NEesBITT: Excuse me, Mr. Martin, does that refer to economic
aid? ‘

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. External aid can take many forms, it can
take the form of capital grants, the form of technical assistance or the form of
specific projects such as the medical assistance program. In addition to all this
of course, there is the eommitment of the Canadian Government to join with
the Government of the United States and other governments in the programme
for the development of the Mekong River basin.

With regard to your specific question, we have already approved an
expenditure of 130 thousand dollars to build and equip a small hospital known
as the Quang Ngai T.B. clinic. This was a project that was put to us by a
Canadian medical adviser whom we had sent to Vietnam, Dr. A. Vennema. We
are now proceeding with financial and administrative arrangements for this
project and we expect to have it under way shortly. In our future planning, we
are also keeping in mind that this project which is affiliated with the provincial
hospital at Quang Ngai might provide the nucleus for further Canadian medical
programs in this region.

In addition to this, as you know, Dr. Gingras of Montreal, a well known
specialist in rehabilitation, was asked to proceed to Saigon and to prepare a
report for the consideration of the Canadian and Vietnamese authorities regard-
ing the establishment of a children’s rehabilitation center. I regret to say that
the Vietnamese authorities after a number of weeks of deliberation have not
supported much of the proposal of Dr. Gingras and have suggested that the
center be operated on an out patient basis only rather than as a combined out
patient- in patient facility as was conceived by Dr. Gingras.
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We had another problem with this rehabilitation center and that was in
connection with the site for the planned center. Dr. Gingras had originally
selected a particular building which we have now been advised could not be
made available by the Vietnamese Government. A second possibility was to
ocate our project in the existing national rehabilitation center. The Viet-
Namese are now proposing that this project be within the framework of the
existing military rehabilitation complex. This would create some problems
ecause of the military atmosphere of the building. Our project as initially
blanned was expected to cost approximately 500 thousand dollars in the first
year, plus 300 thousand dollars annually thereafter until a transfer of the
facilities could be made to the Vietnamese Government in 3 to 5 years. I may
Say that these costs have gone up very considerably. I do not know whether we
are going to be able to make any progress Now in this rehabilitation concept of

r. Gingras. In any event, the key decisions do not rest with us.

We have in addition packaged a number of emergency hospi’_cal units for
Canadian civil defence purposes which could be made available quickly for use

and by others. Each unit consists of medical supplies and equipment for
Servicing of up to 200 beds, and features operating, X-Tay, receiving and
dlSpensary facilities and power sources.

You ask me whether they had been sent? No they have not been sent but
We are now seeing whether or not this will not be acceptable. These are
estimated to cost about 70 thousand dollars per unit. We think that we can
make up to ten of these units available but it just is not easy to get these
external aid projects realised, and I think that the Committee will understand
that because of the confusion that exists in Vietnam at this time, this is not
Unexpected.

We have also been asked to consider the provision of one or more medical
teams for service in Vietnam and we have indicated that we would be prepared
to consider doing so. The kind of team that we would like to be able to send
would be a team consisting of three doctors, and a supporting staff of 12,
including orderlies and medical technicians. The cost of such a team would be
roughly 400 thousand dollars a year. We have indicated our interest in this, but

lere again we have not been able to get the kind of clearance and finalize the
ind of arrangements that make it possible to set this project up.

We have, as I have said, a substantial program in preparation for the
Provision of a T.B. clinic. We have also told the Government of Vietnam that
We would be pleased to assist in the printing and the distribution of text books
that are badly needed. We would be prepared to assist in the production of
about 460 thousand copies of a social study text book for use in Vietnamese
schools. The cost of the production of such books in Canada would probably
exceed a million and a half dollars. We would like to assist in this work.
Australia is also prepared to give help in 2 similar project. We have not yet
made, however, any final arrangements.

Mr. NessrrT: There are one or two questions that I would like to ask the
Minister arising out of his statement. The hospital units that he mentioned
costing around 70 thousand dollars each, would they be available for civilian
use or military use or a combination of both?
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They would be available for civilian use. We have
not been asked nor have we considered giving military assistance of any kind.

Mr. NEsBITT: The Minister then considers that any hospital or medical units
of any kind would only apply to civilians of Vietnam and not to the American,
or Australian, or New Zealand military personnel that might require treatment?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We have never been asked to give that kind of
assistance.

Mr. NEsSBITT: It would not be the intention of the Government to offer such
assistance?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is right.

Mr. CHURcHILL: Could I ask a supplementary at this point? When you
speak of these hospital units, are you referring only to material supplies or is
any personnel involved?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There could be personnel as well.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Will they be Canadians?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Would they be in charge?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, it all depends on the arrangement. We
would not object to working with Vietnamese doctors at all.

Mr. HARKNESS: The hospital units that you are mentioning—the 70 thousand
dollars involved concerns the personnel is that correct?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, the project would come under our external
aid funds.

Mr. HARKNESS: Beds, instruments and so forth?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I also indicated that we would be interesed in
helping them with a glaucoma clinic which is badly needed.

Mr. NEsBITT: Would the minister consider that any medical aid which could
be made available to the military personnel of the United States, Vietnamese or
other armed forces, such as the South Korean, Phillipines, or Australian forces,
that the offering of medical aid to military personnel would jeopardize our
position on the Control Commission?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I prefer simply to say that we have not been
asked to provide this kind of medical care for military personnel.

Mr. NEsBITT: Would the Minister think that it might jeopardize or would
jeopardize our position on the Control Commission if such aid were made avail-
able?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think that a lot would depend on the circum-
stances, where it was and so on.

Mr. NESBITT: If such type of medical aid were to be made available, would
the Minister think that it might give some encouragement to our friends in the
United States, Australia and New Zealand, to show that we had some interest in
what happened to their armed forces personnel there?
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think that at the present time there would be
More interest in the United States in the efforts of Canada as a member of the
ternational Control Commission to assist in trying to bring about a negotiated
Settlement. That is where at the present time the main interest, in Canadian
Policy lies, not only in the United States, but elsewhere.

Mr. Nesprrr: That may well be Mr. Minister, but are the two projects
Mutually exclusive and would the Minister not think that there has been
Considerable criticism of Canada in the United States of our failure to be of
assistance to them. I realise that some of this criticism was perhaps not too well
Informed, but would the Minister not think that at least medical assistance and
Perhaps some military medical personnel such as army doctors and...

® (10:00 am.)

. Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not think that you can make foreign policy
SImply to avoid criticism. I do not think that I can amplify my reply any
Turther, 1 am not aware that there is any substantial criticism of Canada in this
area. I do know that the Government of the United States, as well as other

OVernments, is interested in what Canada and others are seeking to do with
Tegard to trying to bring about a negotiated settlement.

Mr. Nesprrr: I agree and that is a very important aspect of it. It is my
Understanding that the Government supports the general policies of the Gov-
€nment of the United States in Vietnam. Does the Minister not think that at
€ast some outward and visible sign of encouragement or of moral support by
Means of medical personnel which could help treat injured and wounded mem-

€rs of the armed forces there would be of some help?

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): We have gone over this two or three times, I do
Rot think I can say anything more that would be helpful.

. Mr. NEsprrT: One more question in that regard. Since apparently the
Minister said that there is some difficulty, administration wise, in obtaining
locations for medical support such as hospital units and the like, and locating

€M, has any further consideration been given to sending a small hospital ship

to t;le area? There would be no trouble locating that, it could be anchored in the
arbour,

Mr. MarTrn (Essex East): We have looked into the idea of a hospital ship

fof only for Vietnam but for external aid purposes generally. We have not
und this to pe 5 practical proposal.

Mr. Nesprrr: Could the Minister give some indication as to why it would

Ié‘:)t be a practical proposal in view of the fact that tpe West German
Vernment js sending a hospital ship, “The Heligoland”, I believe is the name.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Have they decided that they are sending it?

1 Mr, NESBITT: I am informed by the German Embassy that the Heligo-
and_ will ship 3 thousand tons, will be completely outfitted with their
Medica] personnel and will be sailing to Vietnam in the early fall of this year.

Mr. MagrTmy (Essex East): I did not know that.

Mr. Nesprrr: 1 thought that in view of that perhaps that further considera-

ti ; § ; 4
10N might he given; having some experience—
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I will be glad to have this looked at again.

Mr. NesBiTT: I was just going to mention sir, that in view of previous
experience some years ago, the idea of a hospital ship might be very practical
indeed.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not have the details fully in my mind, but I
do know that we did examine—not in the Vietnam context, but with the idea of
providing health assistance to countries who are receiving external aid—we did
look into this idea, and it was not thought to be a practical scheme. I forget the
details at the moment. I would have to look into it again and brush up, but I
would be glad to do that.

Mr. NesBirT: It is difficult to understand why it would be impractical,
particularly in that area where it is so difficult to find a place to park, so to
speak.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): These things look very good, but if you are going
to try to give medical assistance, let us say; to Asia—

Mr. NEsBITT: We are talking about Vietnam at the moment.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know why you would want to do it by
way of a medical ship.

Mr. NesBITT: Well, the Minister himself was pointing out there was some
difficulty with Vietnamese authorities in finding suitable location for other
things. This would be no problem, they could move it around from harbour to
harbour where it might be needed to service civilians and children and the like.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would be very surprised if that was practical in
Vietnam at the present time.

Mr. NESBITT: The Germans seem to think so.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I am going to look into that, but that is not my
information.

Mr. NesBITT: 1 was informed of that by the German embassy only
yesterday.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I find that you and I had some questions about
this in the House. I cannot add anything to this.

Mr. HARKNESS: If I might just ask a question at this point Mr. Chairman,
what is the total estimated cost of this military and other economic aid for the
current fiscal year, as far as Vietnam is concerned?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We have about a million and a half dollars
available.

Mr. HARKNESS: Is that to cover whatever medical assistance might be sent
and other economic aid? '

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, we would have enough funds to provide
substantial medical aid if we could get the doctors, if we could get the
agreement, if we could get the facilities. We have now about three projects.



April 28, 1966 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 85

Tf}ere are the two T.B. clinics that I mentioned. I mentioned the glaucoma
clinic, and we think that it is a very useful thing to set up there.

Mr. HARENESS: I have heard you setting the estimates and I wondered what

:)h% total estimated cost of these various things that you have mentioned might
e?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): They could come within our allocations—

Mr. McInTosH: I have a question on that. Would that include the cost of
Canada’s participation on the International Control Commission?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): No, that is quite a different operation, and Mr.
Harkness advised me some time ago that he wanted to discuss that. Those
expenditures are completely separate.

Mr. HARKNESS: I might come back to that whenever we have the chance.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would be honoured.

Mr. ALtmAaND: Mr. Chairman, in the Minister’s statement of April 4th, at
Page 24, he says:

A reconvened Geneva Conference is and remains, of course, the end
result of the development we hope to be able to set in train, but it is not
the first step. Indeed, I would be afraid, if we tried to make it the first
step, that we are more likely to exhaust than to establish such influence
as we may be able to have with the parties principally concerned in the
Vietnam conflict.

My question is this: In view of the lack of progress in reducing or bringing
about an end to the conflict in Vietnam, I am wondering what influence we would
be exhausting if we were to immediately attempt to reconvene the Geneva Con-

erence. It would seem to me that the International Control Commission has been
unable to enforce the 1954 Geneva agreement and has been making no progress

in this respect, and perhaps we should try to reconvene the convention immedi-
ately.

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): Mr. Allmand, I think that there is some
confusion here about the role of the Commission and its authority in regard to
e calling of a conference. I wonder if I could seek to put this important
question of yours—which is at the heart of the whole problem of course—in
Proper perspective, as I see it.

The International Control Commission was not set up to enforce the
agreement. That was not the purpose of these control bodies in any one of the
three Indo-China countries. They were set up to supervise and to report on the
extent to which the signatories, the parties concerned, lived up to the cease-fire
agreements. That was the only purpose of the Control Commissions. They
neither had the authority nor did they have the facility for seeking to enforce
the agreements. They were set up as supervisory bodies charged with reporting
on the extent to which the agreements were being adhered to, on the extent to
Which the signatories—that is, the parties concerned—lived up to the Geneva
agl.‘eements_ That was the only purpose of the Control Commissions. They
neither had the authority, nor did they have the facility, for seeking to enforce

€ agreements They were set up as supervisory bodies to make findings and to
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report on the extent to which the agreements were being adhered to. Now, the
calling of a Geneva Conference to permit a discussion of the dispute in Vietnam
is the objective to which the Government of Canada certainly is strongly
committed. The Conference can be called at the instance of the co-chairmen, the
co-chairmen being the Government of the United Kingdom and the Government
of the Soviet Union. On two occasions we have joined with others in urging
the two co-chairmen to call a conference of the Geneva powers to discuss the
possiblity of bringing an end to the war in Vietnam, but we have not
succeeded in persuading the Soviet Union to join with the British in the
calling of such a conference. Mr. Wilson, the British Prime Minister, went to
Moscow in January, and this matter was discussed again with the same results.
Now, we have decided in Canada to look at the realities of the situation, and
while we believe it is desirable that a conference should be called our judgment
is that there is not going to be a Geneva Conference called in the foreseeable
future. I regret this, but that is a fact. It is a fact based on discussions that we
have had with all parties concerned. And it was a factor in the proposal that
Canada made to the Government of Poland and the Government of India, our
two colleague members on the International Control Commission.

e (10:15 am.)

Mr. NEsBITT: Was there unanimity amongst the Control Commission on this
initiative?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I want to be very fair to India and Poland
in this matter, and this is a very vital matter that we are engaged in. We have
had full—I might say that, so there will be no misunderstanding—we have had
very full co-operation from both Poland and India, but this is a very vital
matter. It is not a simple matter. I was dealing with the question of the
Conference. I do not believe, much as I would like to think the situation is
otherwise, that it is practical to envisage that a Geneva Conference on this
question can be called with any hope of there being anything like a full
participation of all the parties who would be necessary to make the conference
a useful venture, It was for this reason that we made the proposal. On April 4, I

~explained our conception of a Commission role. I do not want to go over the
same ground again, except to say that what we had in mind and what we have
in mind at the moment is not the calling of such a conference for the reasons that
I stated. I say that because it is our judgment that such an appeal would not
meet a positive response in present circumstances. The public positions of the
parties are still too far apart to make possible a beginning of useful talks. It is
toward the possibilities of narrowing these gaps that we have been directing our
thinking. In a complex situation like this one, there is no magic formula which
would result in an immediate cessation of hostilities and the beginning of
negotiations. The beginning of negotiations depends on the extent to which the
parties to the conflict are prepared to negotiate, and there is no way in which
third parties can bring them together against their will and at a time which
they do not themselves judge to be right.

Mr. ALLMAND: May I ask a question, Mr. Martin? Which countries do you
think would not give a positive response to the reconvening of the Geneva
Conference? . ‘ 4
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I do not believe, in view of our interest in
this proposal that I would want to be quoted as complicating the picture. We
are having discussions now with a number of countries, and I do not think it
Would be much use for me to try to apportion blame at this particular stage. I
S.imply want to say that I am sure that at this point, insofar as the Vietnam
Situation is concerned, we have not reached the point where conditions are ripe
for the calling of such a conference. It is for this reason that we have thought

hat there is a job to be done in clarifying the positions of the parties to see
Whether it might be possible to establish some element of common ground
between them. Now, this is a process that takes time and a great deal of
Patience. We do not intend to give up because progress is slow or because
€verything does not fall into place at once. In diplomacy, things just do not
appen that way, and we never had any expectation that they would happen

at way. I can only say, having in mind the desirability of a Geneva
COnference, that our discussions are continuing, and that nothing we have
earned as a result of these discussions has discouraged us or dissuaded us that
the Commission may not, at the right time, be able to play the sort of role
Which we believe would be possible. I have had an opportunity of reviewing
this matter again with authorities at the United Nations, and with representa-
tives of the Government of the United States. I discussed this matter last week
With Mr. Harriman. I have had an opportunity of discussing this matter with
the Soviet Union, with spokesmen for India and Poland, and with others, and I
believe that this very difficult situation in Vietnam will be resolved only
through some process such as the one that we have been thinking about. It
should not be forgotten, and must not be forgotten, that the Commission is the
only body that has direct access to the Government in Saigon, and to the
Government in Hanoi. We are not wedded to any particular instrument to bring
about negotiations. Senator Mansfield the other day proposed not a Geneva type
of conference, but a conference of the Asian powers along with the United
States. We now know that this proposal is not acceptable. We would certainly
have strongly supported that proposal if it had been accepted. It was not
acceptable to both sides. There are some who believe that the United Nations is
he instrument by which these conflicting sides will be brought together. I
Would like to think that was the case, but I do not believe it is the case. We now

know from Hanoi that it is not the case. This is the view of the Secretary

General of the United Nations himself, who feels that at the proper time the
Geneva framework might be used. When we asked one of our former High

Ommissioners, Mr. Chester Ronning, to go to Hanoi about six weeks ago, where
he was well received, I should like to underline that he went there not as a
Member of the Control Commission. The visits which he undertook were not a

direct part of the operation which we envisage for the Control Commission in

AUe course. All I can say about these visits at this time is that they were
Intended to explore the positions of the two governments in Vietnam without
Whose acquiescence, if not active co-operation, an eventual Commission opera-
tion could scarcely be carried forward with any prospect of success.

Mr. Arrmanp: Mr. Martin, if we could convince, if the three members of
the Commission’ could be convinced that the Geneva Conference is a desirable
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goal, would not the recommendation of the three to the co-chairmen have
considerable influence in actively bringing about such a conference? Are we
working on the other two members to do this, and what is their attitude? Mr.
Faulkner asked if there was unanimous agreement among the three that this
was a desirable goal?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I regret that at this stage, I really cannot
discuss what the position of Poland or India is on this matter. I do not think
that I should be pressed any further as to what they think. I simply said that I
do not believe that the time is now ripe to call a Geneva Conference. I wish it
were otherwise. I think a great deal of groundwork has to be undertaken. We
are engaged in doing that. It would be easy to make an appeal to the powers to
call a conference. We have done that at a time when we thought that appeals
were useful. It has been made not only by Canada but by many other countries.
It was made by the Commonwealth itself. I am satisfied, without any doubt,
that appeals by themselves at this time will not bring about the calling of such
a conference.

Mr. ALLMAND: So, is it not possible that this might escalate into something
much worse? Do we not need some new means of trying to bring about a
settlement if the other means are not working?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, that is exactly what I have been trying to
say for the last few minutes. We are engaged in what we believe is the only
effective instrument to try and bring about an accommodation in this matter.
Every effort has been made, appeals, all sorts of peace missions, intermediaries
of various sorts. Many countries have tried. The United States in January put
forward a resolution in the Security Council in the hope of having the United
Nations become an effective instrument in this matter. Our own view was that
the United States certainly had every right to bring this matter to the Security
Council. We never felt ourselves that the United Nations could prove to be the
instrument of bringing the parties together for the simple reason that many of
the parties concerned, are not members of the United Nations and they would
not heed any request. We are aware of the position of the Secretary General
himself in this whole matter, altogether apart from the Security Council. It was

‘for this reason that we decided that the International Control Commission,
made up of three countries, with a wide body of varied world opinion behind
the three, with a pattern of operations in Indochina now for eleven years, with
access to the capitals of both countries, might prove to be a useful instrument;
there might be an effective role for it to play in bringing about the kind of
negotiations that could lead to a settlement. We have recognized that the three
must act together. This is not the kind of a role in which only two could act, or
one. This does not mean to say that Canada is not prepared to act alone; it does
not mean to say that Canada is not now engaged in doing what it can as an
individual country, because we are. But, this is a very complicated matter.
There are many national interests involved. I can only say that our negotiations
with India and Poland continue to revolve around a role for the Commission. in
the right circumstances at the right time.

The CuAIRMAN: I have Mr, McIntosh, Mr. Thompson, Mr. Faulkner and Mr.
Brewin. If Mr, Allmand has finished, we will follow the order and proceed to
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Mr, MeIntosh. Members will be free to ask questions again on the International
Ommission.

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Minister, at a former meeting of this Committee, you
Made a statement that if Canadian foreign policy is to have any impact, it must
be on the future rather than on the past. I agree with that. However, I do not

elieve that we have enough history of this conflict, and I am talking as a
anadian citizen and this possibly was one of the reasons we tried to press you
during the debate on your Estimates earlier this year to issue a White Paper on
this conflict in Vietnam. Now, I am concerned with the history and how it
affects two other members of the Commonwealth namely, Australia and New
€aland. Has your Department been in contact with these two other members of
the Commonwealth as to their concern in this conflict? And I want to go just a
Step further. From other information which I have received I understand and I
Understand this—generally, that Red China has designs on the continent of
Ustralia. Now, this is taken from writings of Chinese leaders and, apparently,
S0meone has copies of these. I wonder if your Department has this information.
Understand they say that they believe in these revolutionary wars and they
Will help them morally as well as materially. And, the inference is given that
is war in Indochina at the present time is just a stepping-stone to Australia.
an you give us the information that you have within the Department on that,
Or any communications, between the Australian Government, the New Zealand
s overnment and the Canadian Government with regard to this aspect of the
onflict?

Mr. MarTIN (Essx East): Mr. McIntosh, on June 10, 1965 I put on the record
our assessment of the historical situation, as you refer to it. In January of this
Year in Parliament I did the same thing again. I think you will find in Parlia-
Ment Jast year there were two statements along these lines. And, we have had
Considerable discussion in this Committee about the majority report of the

OmMmission in 1962 and the minority report of the Commission of February
965, 50 that we have placed on the record our analysis of this problem so far as
We see it. Of course we are in touch with the Commonwealth countries of
AuStralia and New Zealand. We have continuous consultation, of course, with
the Commonwealth countries all the time, on all conceivable subjects, just
8 we have on various matters with governments who have missions here in
Ottawa. We have had very close consultation with Australia and New Zealand
on this, T assure you, and I have placed on the record—I do not know whether it
Was in this Committee or in Hansard—I think it was in this Committee—a
s"‘jl‘cement, an analysis of this problem, by Mr. Paul Hasluck, the Foreign
nister for Australia. We are very conscious of the position of the Common-
Wealth countries, and we have had discussions with these two and other
Countries about the matter that I was discussing a few moments ago in answer
o Mr. Allmand’s question. I can say that only the day before yesterday our own
People had discussions with a senior official from Australia’s Ministry of
efence. What I am anxious to have the Committee appreciate is that at the
Moment Canada, with the approval of the United Nations, of the Governments
Of the United States, of Poland, and of India, with the knowledge of other
8overnments—and I am using my words as carefully as I can here—is engaged in
an effort to try and bring about some basis for negotiations, and, I am not
23949 o
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anxious, by anything that I say, to cause this assignment to have greater
difficulty in being realized. That is why I am sure that the Committee will
understand why I have answered Mr. McIntosh’s question in the way I have.

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Chairman, I am not quite satisfied with the Minister’s
answer. I will rephrase it so you can answer it yes or no.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I am not anxious at this stage to engage in the
examination of a problem which would render difficult the role that Canada is
now seeking to play.

Mr. McINTosH: I only have two questions, and I will make them brief. So
far as the Canadian Government is concerned, are we aware that Australia and
New Zealand are concerned about the designs of Red China on—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): On the first, yes—
Mr. McINTOSH: The answer is yes?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): On the 10th of June, 1965, I put on the record of
this Committee a statement on the Prime Minister of New Zealand with regard
to that government’s view, together with a statement of the Foreign Minister of
Australia, Paul Hasluck. We are fully aware of their position.

Mr. McInTosH: They are concerned about it?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Everybody is concerned, Mr. McIntosh.

Mr. McInTosH: I mean about the designs of Red China.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I thought you were talking about the war in
Vietnam.

Mr. McInTOSH: No, no. Oh, no.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I thought we were talking about their participa-
tion in the conflict in Vietnam.

Mr. McInTosH: No. I said that we have to go back on the history of it. Now,
have you any information that Red China has designs on New Zealand or
Australia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I don’t think it is a secret what the Chinese
Government has outlined as its policy. The views of the Government of China
are well known.

Mr. McINTOSH: So far as I am concerned it is a secret right now unless you
tell us that you have information.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not think it is a secret. I think that the
declarations of the Chinese Communist Government are well known.

Mr. McInTosH: And that they have designs on Australia and New Zealand?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, you say designs, they have a desire,
naturally, in one sense, they wish to see their form of life predominate and they
have been giving encouragement to the wars of liberation designed to bring that
about. But that is one of the reasons why there is the ANZUS Treaty and other
groupings of power in Asia.

B ——
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Mr. McInToSH: Mr. Minister, it is not my intention to embarrass you or to
try to get you to say something you do not wish to.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, no, you are not embarrassing me. 1 just
want to answer your question.

Mr. McInTosH: I am just trying to get as much information as possible for
the Canadian people on the history of this conflict. Now, you have been skating
around my questions and actually not answering them.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I think you will agree that there was a lack of
clarity in the questions that did not bring the specific response that you are
asking,

Mr. McInTosi: I am trying to make it as simple as I possibly can.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): You are asking me if it is well known that China
wants to gobble up Australia?

Mr. McInTosH: That is one way of wording it.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I can only repeat the intentions of the Govern-
ment of China have been stated over and over again. They were not stated in
those precise words.

Mr. McInTost: Well, what were their intentions?
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, 1 ask you to read the declaration—

Mr. McInTOSH: NOo.—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Just a few words. I_th'm}i you must realize, Mr.
Melntosh, that foreign policy does not lend itself to simplification.

Mr. McIntosH: As I said before, 1 am not trying to embarrass you.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): You are not embarrassing me. My i B i
not to embarrass you.

Mr. McIntoss: That might be Very simple and easy to do. But as I
understand it, then, that is all the information you can give us.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You may be interested to know that in 1954, the
Au.stralian Government passed an Act of Parliament to ratify the Southeast
ASla_ Collective Defence Treaty, and the preamble of that Act, which was
carried unanimously, reads as follows:

Whereas the independence and integrity of the countries and
territories of Southeast Asia and the Southwest 3ac1ﬁc are threatened by
the aggressive policies of {nternational communism, and whereas those
communist policies have already shown jchemselves in Korea, Indo-
china and elsewhere by armed aggression, by armed insurrection
assisted from without and otherwise, and whereas those communist
policies represent a common danger to the security of Australia, and to
the world generally, and are a violation of the principles and purposes of

the Charter of the United Nations.

But, you and I knew that, of course, without having had it called to our

attention by your question.
23949—23
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Mr. McInTosH: I may have read that some place in the paper but I did not
get it from the Minister of External Affairs before. Thank you for your answer.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, I would like to come back to two aspects of
the immediate situation in South Vietnam at the present time. The first relates
- to the International Control Commission’s activities at the present time. Can the
Minister inform us just what activity the I.C.C. is involved with at this time? Is
there any effort being made to bring forth some substantive action, or is it just
a wait-and-see situation?
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You mean in respect of what? Do you mean in
respect of the functions under the Geneva Agreement? Or in respect of its
functions under the proposal made by Canada?

Mr. THoMPSON: Either one.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They are two separate functions.
Mr. THomMmPsON: Yes, but I am speaking of the I.C.C. generally—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I want to know exactly what you mean because
this is a very important matter. If you are asking me about what is happening
to the members of the body in terms of the Canadian proposal, I have already
dealt with that to the extent that I feel I can at this time. With regard to the
functions of the Commission, pursuant to the Geneva Agreement, the Com-~
mission obviously is not to carry out its functions as fully as it would like.
For instance, the team sites in the north have been withdrawn at the instance of
the Government of the north, but the Commission continues to make periodic
visits to Hanoi. Normally the Commission is in residence in Saigon. It will be
moving to the north very soon again, when our representative on the Com-
mission, Mr. Victor Moore, will be in Hanoi, but it must be obvious that the
Commission in the present state of conflict in Vietnam is not able to discharge
its functions as it is expected under the Geneva Agreement to do. The
Commission in Cambodia has not been very active. However, their Government
invited the Commission there to engage in a control of the border area. The
Commission in Laos has had a very busy time, within the past eight or nine
- months when its responsibilities have been as active as they were at any time
before. Did you want me to give you some idea about the Commission—

Mr. THomPsoN: I was specifically concerned as to whether or not the
Commission, particularly our members on the Commission, are able to have any
rapport or dialogue with responsible leaders in Cambodia and Laos, and more
important, in North Vietnam, or is there no opportunity?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh yes. There is the greatest opportunity. I have
been saying that the Commission is the only body that has access to both
capitals. Our representative on the Commission has had, within the past seven
weeks, two useful exchanges in Hanoi. In addition to that, Mr. Ronning, abouf
six weeks ago, paid a visit to Hanoi and had discussions with the Prime Minister
and the Foreign Minister. Because of the frustrations that exist and the lack of
opportunity for the Commission to discharge its Geneva Agreement functions,
this is the raison d’étre—the reason for our belief that there is, or that there
might be, a useful future role for the Commission in bringing about 2
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negotiated settlement. I am not saying that it is the only means of contact, but
it is the only known means of contact with both sides.

® (10:50 a.m.)
Mr. THOMPSON: On that basis, then, there is some justification for the

impression that you have conveyed that what Canada is involved in has some
hopeful objectives in mind.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): 1 do not want to say anything that will
exaggerate what could happen, but I am simply saying to you, Mr. Thompson,
that from the beginning, we believed that a military solution of this problem
alone was neither practicable nor desirable, and we have been convinced right
from the beginning of the desire of the Government of the United States to
enter into peace talks, and to enter into peace talks without pre-conditions. This
Policy of the United States was announced after the appeal that had been made

¥ the seventeen unaligned nations in April of 1965.

Realizing that it was the policy of the United States, we have tried various
devices ourselves, alone and in concert with other countries, all to no avail. And
it was in December last year that we began to think that the time had come
When we might seek to ascertain if there was a role for the Commission, for the
reasons that I have stated, and nothing that has happened has in any way
influenced us to think that this was not a correct judgment. Whether it
Succeeds, no one can tell, but there is no hope at the United Nations, the
Possibilities of the calling of a Geneva Conference to deal with Vietnam are
not promising, as I have indicated, the hope of calling a conference on Viet-
nam indirectly by discussing Cambodia, the problems of guaranteeing the
borders of Cambodia or a conference on Laos for the same indirect purpose—all
of these have led nowhere. There have been discussions in the United Nations.

hey have led nowhere. And it was after preparing the ground carefully that
We have put forward the view that while there is no authority in the Geneva
Agreement for this kind of role for the Commission, it seems to us very strongly
that it would be a great waste if these three countries, with their experience in "
ndochina over a period of eleven years could not be used to try to bring about
the beginning, or to explore, as a body, the possibilities of ascertaining whether
there is a basis for negotiation. We continue to believe that this is a constructive
course to take. We are supported in this, I assure you, on a very wide front.

Mr. TrompSON: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Minister one or two
Questions in regard to the present situation as it is in Vietnam now. I believe
reports would indicate that there is a deteriorating situation; first of all, because
of the Buddhists and, their struggle with the Government, the growing anti-
American attitude; the slow-down in ground warfare and also the escalation in
the last few days of the air war as it relates specifically to North Vietnam. Then
there was a report of the growing strength of the insurgency movements in
North Thailand. All of these enter into the current picture of the last week.

The Minister has informed us that he has, in recent days, been in
consultation with Averell Harriman, that he has been in constant contact with
the Secretary General of the U.N., and with the Secretary of State of the

nited States. Can he inform us whether or not this situation is in any way
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changing American policy? Are there any new developments as it relates to the
American effort there, that throw any light on the situation or on U.N. policy?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I find that a very difficult question to answer in
the terms in which it is put. According to the best information available to me,
" for instance, the B-52 attacks have been directed at the lines of communication
which are known to be used by the North Vietnamese in sending men and
supplies to South Vietnam. I have in mind specifically the Mu Gia Pass, which is
one of the important entrances to the Ho Chi Minh trail running down through
Laos. As far as targets for U.S. aerial attacks are concerned, there is no
evidence thus far of any new departures in United States policy. There have
been recent strikes against the power plant outside Haiphong, but this target
was struck some months ago. Similarly, the recent strikes on the missile site,
some distance outside Hanoi, do not seem to reflect any new military decisions,
although it would appear that some of these sites may be somewhat closer to
Hanoi than those that have been hit before.

I was interested in the comments made a few days ago by the Deputy
Defence Secretary of the United States, Mr. Vance, when he was asked about
United States military action in the vicinity of Hanoi.

He is reported to have said, “We have been attacking targets in the Hanoi
area, military targets, bridges, roads, and that type of target, for a considerable
period of time. It certainly does not mean that we are going to attack Hanoi.”
That is the statement that is reported and attributed to Mr. Vance. I do not
know that I can say much more in answer to that question.

Mr. THOMPSON: Is there any danger of a further political upheaval or
breakdown as far as the Vietnamese government is concerned?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know that I can deal with or give you
any satisfactory information on the situation.

Mr. BREwIN: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. Martin would comment on a
statement at page 19 of the evidence on April 14. I think perhaps what he said
is capable of misunderstanding. He said: “I also believe we are unlikely to
achieve anything useful by a policy of denunciation which is sometimes being
urged on the government by those who take issue with our position.” I know
the Minister chooses his words very carefully, and I wondered if he drew a
distinction between a policy of denunciation and a policy of moderate and
reasoned disagreement with the policies of the United States. You were not
referring to criticisms of certain policies of the United States similar to those
made by distinguished Americans, were you, in this context of policy?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. I was dealing there in the remarks that I
made—and I hope Mr. McIntosh did not misunderstand me—with my answer t0
his question. I was saying that I was trying to avoid being drawn into 2
situation that was not going to help what Canada is seeking to do in it$
particular initiative. That is what I had in mind.

Mr. BRewIN: I think you do recognize that it is possible for Canadians as
well as for Americans to disagree in pretty good faith with American policy and
to say so. {
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh, I think there is no finer demonstration of
democratic freedom than the great debates that have been taking place in the
United States itself. I think the United States has given to the world the finest
example of democracy in action in the way in which, in the face of the heavy
responsibilities that attend that nation and its government, there has continued
to take place in its Congress, the kind of debate that has taken place.

Mr. BREwIN: Presumably in Canada we have exactly the same, or similar
freedom to have differences of opinion.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): That is right.

Mr. BRewin; Well, then, if I may go on with the questions on to the general
Situation, I noticed the other day that there was a reference by, I think,
Kenneth Younger in an article, to the war in Vietnam as bedevilling the whole
world relationship, in connection with, I think he said the non-dissemination
Proposals and treaties and discussions, and in particular the U.S.A.-U.S.S.R.
relationship. Would you agree with that? Is it a fair description of what is

appening as a result of the continuation of this war—the bedevilment of the
relationships between the different great powers?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I don’t know that I would use Mr.
ounger’s words exactly. I know Mr. Younger’s point of view. Undoubtedly if
the conflicts of the world were reduced to a minimum, it would encourage a
greater measure of agreement between the most powerful nations in the world
at the present time; but I want to say that in spite of the war in Vietnam, I am
Somewhat optimistic about the possibility of some agreement in the Eighteen-
Power Disarmament Committee, but there is no doubt that the war in Vietnam
and all of its involvement renders more difficult the solution of international
Problems in particular areas. There is no doubt about that.

. Mr. Brewin: I wonder, Mr. Martin, if you would agree with this proposi-
tloIl_—I think you have said this before, and I think we would all agree.—that the
ending of this war is not likely to some out of the military success of either side,

ut is more likely to result, and can perhaps only result, from negotiations. Is
at your view?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): That ié my view, and that is also the view of the
Government of the United States as declared by that government.

. Mr. BREwin: Well, then, is it the problem about fruitful negotiations that
either one side to the conflict, or the other, insists upon unacceptable pre-condi-
tions before they will enter into any negotiations?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, at the present time, on the basis of the
f01_1rteen points put forward by the Government of the United States, the five
Points put forward by the Viet Cong, the four points put forward by Hanoi, I
think there is some basis for your statement, but I do not think that this should
breclude negotiations that could examine whether or not there is a basis for
hegotiations on these very points.

Mr. BREwIN: Would it be possible to reduce or refine or change some of
these pre-conditions to the point that negotiation then becomes possible?

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): In the case of the United States, there are no
Pre-conditions— 1 150l



96 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS April 28, 1966

Mr. BREwIN: Well, if this is so, I noticed that Senator—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): —except presence of the United States forces
until such time as the situation has improved.

Mr. BREwIN: Perhaps you could elucidate for me, then, something on that,
which perhaps, I misunderstood. Senator Robert Kennedy, I understand, in the
Foreign Relations Committee, made a statement in reply to questions which
suggested that it was necessary, in order that the negotiations be fruitful, to
recognize that the so-called National Liberation Front did control part of the
country and might form part of some interim government while negotiations
went on. Has this view been expressed by the American Government, or is this
just Senator Kennedy’s suggestion?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I am not aware of Senator Kennedy’s sugges-
tions. I would like to look at them before I commented on them.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Martin, you say you are not aware of his suggestions.
Might I ask you if it is your understanding that the American Government has
expressed, or does express, any willingness to see some representatives of the
National Liberation Front as part of an interim government?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): May I say first of all, so that there will be no
misunderstanding with regard to your previous observation, that the position
of the Government of the United States is that it is prepared to negotiate without
any pre-conditions. This was the essence of the appeal made by the unaligned
powers in April of last year, and this was accepted by President Johnson and
has continued to be the policy of the United States. I have made a qualification
by saying that, of course, there was a pre-condition, and that is that the United
States Forces proposed to stay in Vietnam until there had been a settlement of
the problem. But, with that exception, there are no pre-conditions.

Now, I am not in a position to say what the policy of the Government of
the United States will be with regard to the representation of the Viet Cong.
The position of the Viet Cong at any future negotiating table has, of course,
been the subject of considerable public discussion. I myself do not believe that
© it is a key issue at this stage in the sense that negotiations would begin
to-morrow, if only the United States accepted the Viet Cong as an independent
participant in a conference such as is proposed by the other side. What seems to
stand in the way of a conference is not this. It is the very wide gap which
separates the positions of the various parties on the fourteen points and on the
four, and on the five points of the Viet Cong.

Mr. BREWIN: Could you tell us in outline—I know you would not want to go
into detail—what does separate the parties and thelr differences. I mentioned
what Senator Kennedy mentioned.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, the North has indicated that it has four
conditions that must be accepted. I do not know whether you want me to read
them.

Mr. BREWIN: You do not need to, Mr. Martin, because I am familiar with
them. But I want to ask you: Is there complete rigidity on those four conditions
or have the explorations of our government and those of the International




™

April 28, 1966 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 97

Control Commission—Iled to the belief that there might be some modification of
those four conditions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Now we get into territory in which you must
recognize I have to be very careful. This is the area that I think has to be
carefully explored. I believe that the differences in the various positions are not
hecessarily as rigid as they appear, and that the conditions and the timing when
some of these conditions are to be implemented are very important. It is for
this, among other reasons, that I feel that a mild and informal sort of probing

by a body such as the Commission might be able to play a very great part.

Mr. BrRewin: Mr. Martin, you have mentioned before—I think you men-
tioned it on April 4—the fact that Mr. Ronning, a very distinguished Canadian,
Was in Hanoi, and I know he has had a lot of experience, particularly in the
East, and that you once, I think, told Mr. Nesbitt in the House in answer to a
Question that he was not at that stage, if I recall the words right, available as a
Witness before this Committee.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): No, no, he would not be available at this stage.

Mr. Brewin: Not at the present stage. Would he be available at a future
stage? Because I am sure he could throw some light on titie—2

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I would hope that the time would be when Mr.
onning could come to the Committee, but beyond that, at this stage, I do not
Want to say anything.

Mr. BREwIN: Perhaps you could let the Chairman know if he does become

i{vailab1e, because I am sure the members of the Committee would very much
ke to hear from Mr. Ronning.

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): I would hope that deve}opments would take
Place to make that possible. This will depend on the events in the future.

Mr. BREwiIn: Just one further question. Have you any information for the
Ommittee on the proposed elections in South Vietnam? We are all aware, and 1
ink you referred to it before, of the number of disturbances in South Vietnam
at made the condition of the military government there somewhat in doubt.
ave you any knowledge as to whether these are to be genuine elections? Are

FhEY to be carried out and in your view are they likely to change the situation
In South Vietnam at all?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I have no reason to believe that the elections
Wwould change the situation in a manner that would affect the presence of
United States forces in that country.

_ Mr. BrRewin: You understand that the election will proceed? There is no
International body involved—

Mr. MaRrTIN (Essex East): Just a minute, Mr. Brewin.

Mr. Brew1n: Is it your understanding that conditions in South Vietnam are
such as to make some sort of election meaningful?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Yes, I think so. I think that in itself the
democratization of the situation there meets with popular approval and demand,
and there is to be a commission set up to establish the conditions under which
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the elections will be held, and to guarantee that it will be a free election. This i$
what I understand to be the situation.

Mr. BREwIN: Can you tell us anything about who controls the commission?
- Is it the present military authorities, or—

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): I cannot tell you. I am just giving you the
benefit of our despatches. I suppose the exact composition of the commission
will be a matter to be negotiated between the various parties in the South—the
Buddhists, the Catholics, and others.

Mr. BREWIN: Is it feasible to intrude in the elections in parts of the country
which, we understand, are under the control of the Viet Cong?

Mr. MaRrTIN (Essex East): I do not know.
Mr. BREwIN: That is all.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Martin, there is a good deal of confusion, I think, in the
minds of Canadians generally as to the exact functions of the International
Joint Commission in Vietnam. You noted in your presentation at our first
meeting that the Geneva Agreements had set up the Commission, but that they
did not confer on it the powers which legally would enable it to arbitrate or
settle disputes, which is something which, I think, a lot of people did not realize
previously and probably don’t still, but nevertheless you have now made that
point clear. Now, could you tell us what exactly are the functions which the
Commission is supposed to perform in Vietnam?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In Vietnam and Laos, the main function of the
Commission, generally, is the carrying out of investigations of reported breaches
of the agreements, which the Commission are supervising. That is revealed in
the nature of the majority report of 1962 and in the 1965 minority report, but
as I told Mr. Allmand, the Commission is not there as an enforcing body. It has
neither the authority nor the military personnel nor the power to carry out such
a function. It is just there as a presence—an international presence—to report on
the way in which the Agreement is being carried out by the parties to it, We
proposed that the three members of the Commission, serving as a Commission

"body, might undertake the function of trying to carry on a probe with the
parties that might lead to a negotiated settlement. We were told at one point,
may say, by one of the great powers that was engaging in a friendly discussion
with us about the matter; “But there is no authority in the Geneva agreement
for the three countries to assume this role. And we acknowledge this at once; but
our proposal was simply this, that here is a Commission made up of three mem-
bers with this access; why would it not be useful for these three countries, sit~
ting as a body to exercise whatever function they could trying to bring about 2
negotiated settlement. Surely no one was going to allow legalism to stand in the
way of bringing about the possible role that was being envisaged for the com-
mission. And I may say that no country has taken the position that there was
probably not a potential role worth examining simply because it has not been
entrusted to us, with formal authority, under the agreement.

e (11:25 am.)
The point is that the Commission’s chief purpose or function there was t0
report on breaches of the agreement. Now is it carrying out that function at the
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Present time, or can it carry out that function? It cannot carry it out fully by
any means,

Mr. HArRkNEsS: You cannot carry it out by any means. As I mentioned
about 5 year and a quarter ago, the government of the North, for allegedly
Security reasons, and security reasons in so far as the Commission was
cOncerned, asked for the withdrawal of the key sites; obviously they are not
“aIrying out the job there. There are many other areas where obviously

€Cause of the conflict they cannot carry out their full functions, but they are
Carrying out their functions to the extent that the particular situation permits.

y Now 1 might like to deal with that. This brings me to the matter which I

Tised when we were discussing the matter in the House as to whether it is
Worth while in keeping the number of personnel there whose function really is
to close check on these control teams. The control teams are not able to operate
and therefore what is really the purpose of maintaining the number of
Personne] there which we are maintaining seeing that they are not able to carry
Out the functions for which they are there. The only functions that they are still
Carrying out as far as I can see, Mr. Chairman, is to some extent to act as a
Channe] of communication between Hanoi and Saigon and to maintain some
contact with North Vietnam which was not supposed to be their function at all
Ut this seems to be the only thing which they are usefully doing at the present
Me. And under these circumstances could this not be done by Mr. Moore and
Ohe or two other people and the military personnel and others who are
®N8aged in these control teams be more usefully employed in other activities.

Mr. MarTin (Essex East): I think that that is an understandable comment
for you to make and I would like to deal with it. I think that the fact that the
OMmission has had this access is something that must be underlined as being
ery important, in view of our desire shared by so many others to see a
c8otiated settlement. We do not want in any way to impair the usefulness of
'S and I know that you do not want that to happen. You say: But is it
neceSSary to maintain the personnel that is there now to do this job?

In the first place, I think I would like to give the personnel. You had asked

Me  thig earlier. On the Vietnam Commission there are: fifteen -civilians,

cOmpriSing three foreign service officers and twelve foreign service employees;

forty-ﬁve military personnel, made up of twenty-four military officers and

tWenty_one N .C.0.s. Mr. Churchill is excited, but when he hears what the other

Countrieg have, he will understand that these things always must be examined
t a priorj but a posteriori. On the Laos commission there are—

An hon, MemBER: That means it is just where they are sitting.

Some hon, MEMBERS: Hear, hear.
Mr. Marrry (Essex East): You are entitled to take whatever meaning
like from that,

An hon, MemsER: Posteriore! .

s _Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): On the Laos Commission, there are eight

tvlhans including three foreign service officers; I am going to tell you what

wey are doing. I am surprised at you, Mr. Nesbitt, you of all men, you know
hat they are doing there. You had more to do with this than I had.

n
t

You
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Mr. NEsBITT: I certainly do not know—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Laos Commission has eight civilians com-
prising three foreign service officers, and five foreign service employees; twenty
military personnel comprising twelve military officers, and eight NCO’s.

In Cambodia, there are four civilians: one foreign service officer and three
foreign service employees. In Cambodia, there are no military personnel
assigned permanently to this commission. There is a request now, I may say,
that we are now examining for transfers and intertransfers from the commis-
sion in Vietnam to Cambodia to meet a particular situation that we may have to
face. Our people out there are very much opposed to doing this. These statistics
represent a substantial commitment of Canadian military and civilian person=
nel, but our position is not out of line with the Indian and Polish delegations.

In the Vietnam commission, for example, the Indian delegation comprises
three civilian officers, and twenty-five military officers. This does not include
the delegation NCO'’s, nor other personnel required because of the special Indian
responsibility—in communications, finances and administration—as the adminis-
tering power of the commission as a whole. The Polish delegation in Vietnam
consists of six civilian officers, eighteen military officers and an additional staff
of about twelve civilian interpreters.

In Laos, the comparative strength of the three delegations in terms of
military officers is as follows: Canada, ten with the delegation and two with the
secretariat; India, thirteen with the delegation, five with the secretariat; Poland,
eight with the delegation, one with the secretariat.

I should point out that the Polish delegation in Laos is currently rotating
its military officers and when this has been completed its officer strength will be
brought up to a total of sixteen.

In Cambodia, the commission is small. The Canadian delegation there
consists of only civilian officer and a clerical staff of three. There are no
Canadian military personnel in Cambodia at the moment. They are seconded to
the Cambodian commission from our establishment elsewhere but it may be
difficult for us to do this from the Vietnam group, for reasons that I will in
due course indicate.

Now, we made reductions in the size of the Canadian military commitment
in Vietnam about a year ago, following the withdrawal of the commission’s
teams from North Vietnam at the latter’s insistence and we are now looking
whether or not further personnel reductions can be made.

In order to determine whether or not the personnel is excessive, I think we
have to look at some of the division of responsibilities. In the Vietnam
commission, the Canadian officer personnel are employed in the following way.
The Commissioner, Mr. Moore, who succeeded Blair Seaborn, has an advisory
and operations staff of two civilian officers and five military officers including
the Senior Military Adviser who happens to be Brigadier Danby, and who is the
deputy. These staff members are responsible for advising the Commissioner and
for reporting to Ottawa on all aspects of the Canadian government’s respon-
sibilities in Vietnam. And I would say this, that outside of NATO, I do not
suppose that there are as many messages being communicated as there are from
this particular area involving all kinds of questions.
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These involve analysis of reports and preparation of material relating to
cases being considered by the Commission. On order to do so, however, it is
Necessary to follow closely local developments, both political and military, since
no Commission problem can be isolated from the political and military situation
in Vietnam as a whole. I need not point out that we have no diplomatic mission
there. The personnel is engaged in doing, in addition to its own work, the kind
of work that normally would be carried out by diplomatic missions, contacts
With ambassadors and all sorts of responsibilities that are being imposed on the
delegation because of the current situation.

On the administration side, the Canadian delegation comprises six officers,
all of them military. These six comprise the commanding officer, the medical
officer whose professional services are available to all Canadians serving in

Ndochina, and a paymaster, who, while assigned to Saigon, performs
certain services for military personnel in Laos as well. The three remaining
officers perform a variety of functions relating to rotation of team site officers,
and other staff movements including arrangements with the Commission’s
chartered air line which provides a necessary link between all three Indochina

Oommissions and regular access to Hanoi. They also look after local transporta-
tion, and the provision of accommodation, all in co-operation with the local
authorities in Vietnam.

Canada also fills one of the three Deputy Secretary-General positions on
the Commission’s Secretariat. This officer is in charge of all of the Commission’s
Operational responsibilities. He reports directly to the Indian Secretary-General
Tather than to the Canadian Commissioner.

Finally, there are the 12 teamsite officers to man the Commission’s team.

hese are located at Hanoi where there are 2 positions, at Saigon, and at Gio
Linh, at the demilitarized zone where there are 2 positions, and they are located
at Danang, Qui Nhon, Nha Trang and Vung Tau. We have to be represented in
all these teamsites.

Teamsite duty is on a rotational basis. Extra officers—that is 12 for 9
Positions—are required to provide for rotation time, leave, special investigations,
brlefmg and debriefing in Saigon between teamsite assignments. That is the
Situation in Vietnam.

In Laos, much the same pattern applies. I do not think I will have to go
into all the details. I have made inquiries and I am told that this is the
Mminimum personnel that is required. And I could give you the cost.

Mr. HargnESS: The point is this. You have these 12 teamsite officers, but
these teams are not able to do anything at the present time.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But they have a duty to perform.

Mr. HARKNESS: They had a duty to perform when the thing was set up, but
the way the situation has developed in Vietnam they are no longer, as you said
Yourself, just a short time ago, able to perform this function, which they are
Supposed to perform, but there are reported breaches in the agreement and so
on—there has been a constant continuous breach, and so forth. There is a war
going on there at the present time, and therefore these people are not perform-
ing the function they were sent in for, and as far as I can see, it is just a com-
blete waste of time and effort and money to maintain them there. ;
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I cannot agree, Mr. Harkness, I said they were
not able to perform their full functions, and they are not. They are not able to
perform their full functions, they were not even able to perform their full
functions before the conflict was intensified but for other reasons. Nevertheless,
under the assignment that they have accepted they must engage to the extent
that they can, in reporting on what is transpiring and at these twelve key sites,
they are reporting on what is happening. We cannot, as a country, it seems to
me, having accepted the responsibility in 1954, take a position different from
Poland and India and say, “because we are not able to perform our functions
fully, we are going to withdraw our personnel.” We cannot take that position.

Mr. HARKNESS: Why can’t we?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, because we cannot; it would be contrary to
the Geneva Agreement, contrary to our acceptance, and contrary to the
tradition that Canada has maintained, in any international commitment we have
assumed.

Mr. HARKNESS: Have you discussed with India and Poland the matter of
doing away with these team-site officers who are performing no useful func-
tion?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We have had discussions with them all on this,
and I can assure you that all three countries take the view that having accepted
this responsibility, we must carry on as we are doing. Let me say, that at one
time—I think I said this to the Committee last year—because of difficulties on the
Commission that had nothing to do with the war, I wondered whether or not we
might vacate this position. We gave consideration to that. I am satisfied that I
was wrong at that time in the view that I took, that I was taking. I am sure
now, and certainly in the light of the initiative that I had been talking about
earlier, that it would have been regrettable if we had taken that course, but I
am sure that we have got to carry on as we are for the time being.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Martin, I interrogated a considerable number of the
military officers who served in Vietnam, and I think I can say that without
exception every one of them to whom I talked who had returned from Vietnam,
was of the opinion that to a very large extent, he had been wasting his time
during the time that he was there, and not performing any very worth while
function. I think also everybody certainly that I have talked to who has been
posted to this Commission in Vietnam, has been of the opinion that anything
useful that might be carried on there, could be done by probably about a tenth
of the number of personnel who are presently employed in that way. It would
seem to me only reasonable, under the circumstances which exist, that we
should cut down the number of personnel to some reasonable proportion.
Partly, this Commission of course, and the numbers, feed on themselves—it is an
example of Parkinson’s law. Because you have the number of people that you
have there, you have to have paymasters, you have to have administrative
officers and various people along these lines. If you had what I would consider
sufficient personnel, say five or six, to carry on the only real function they can
carry on, which is to keep in touch with the situation, to keep open a line of
communication to Hanoi you would not need all of these administrative
personnel, such as paymasters and people along that line. For the life of me, I
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Cal}not see that this would not be the reasonable thing to do. If the matter were
actively pursued with the Indians and Poles, I would be surprised if they would
not be of somewhat the same opinion.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You speak as a man with some experience, and I
Tespect this experience. Your views will undoubtedly come to the attention of
Others and it will be noted, but I have gone into this. I am satisfied that
Substantially this personnel commitment, for the reasons I have indicated, has
80t to be maintained.

. Mr. HargnEss: I think the situation here is somewhat the same as the
Instance we saw in the papers a while ago of the two soldiers who were posted
at some point in London, to hold the Duke of Wellington’s horse when he had to
dl_Smount. I think that is the situation as far as a lot of the personnel in this

letnam Commission are concerned. They were posted there some years ago to
d}Scharge a function which existed at that time. That function has now
dlsappeared, but they are still posted there.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I think I had better, in fairness to personnel
thEI‘G, deal with your understandable condemnation and the suggestion you
Mmade, we are in there by virtue of an international agreement. We have
accepted an international responsibility. It is costing considerable money to
Maintain this commitment, but we are doing it and I believe we have the duty
to continue to do it. Our personnel is comparable as I have indicated, with our
two colleague countries and we could not effect reductions without the closest
€Xamination being made by the two co-chairmen to whom reports of action are
Made. These men are there to do a job which may not be capable of being done
at a particular moment, but the international commitment is such, it seems to
Ir.xe, that they must be ready. They must be endowed with the capacity to
dlSCharge the function. The situation is a very serious one. It could lead to an
extension of the conflict and Canada, it seems to me, must not do anything that
IS going to reduce its commitment, or to put it in a position not to be able to
d1S(:harge its role fully if the opportunity arises. About the views of the men
Who have been there—I don’t agree. I have talked to personnel. I talked to one
ast night, because I knew of your interest in this problem. I am satisfied that

€ country and the cause of international co-operation owes all of the
-nadian military and civilian personnel who have served on these Commis-
Slons, a great debt of gratitude. I am not suggesting that you have not, but I
Want to make this statement because what Mr. Harkness has said will go about
and around, I am satisfied that both our civilian and our military personnel on
€se Commissions have rendered a very great service in the role that Canada
Wahs assumed in Indochina. In the Department of External Affairs—I don’t know
ofﬁat the percentage is—right from the Under-Secretary down, there are many
Cers who have served under the greatest sacrifices and difficult conditions as
y°‘.1 know, and some have come back very ill as a result of their service there.
his has applied to soldiers, too. Now I am not trying to suggest, Mr. Harkness,
14t your examination of this is irresponsible—I am not suggesting that at all. I
Just‘ Wanted to outline my belief that, while they are not all able to perform
€Ir functions fully, in view of the arrangement, the commitment, I don’t think
at the suggestion that they are not performing any useful purpose there can

€ substantiated.
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Mr. HARKNESS: I used that just a little while ago—a moment ago—that they
had to be ready, ready for what? And furthermore if you think the situation is
going to, at some time in the future, get back to the point where these control
teams could operate satisfactorily, there is no need with present means of
communication of keeping them sitting there is Vietnam to be ready to go ahead
with those things. With the air transport which exists at the present time, they
could be there within 48 hours anyway. The idea of keeping that number of
personnel there, most of them, in effect, doing nothing useful so that they will
be ready for some future thing is not reasonable.

Mr., MARTIN (Essex East): I would not agree that they are not doing
something useful. Even if they were there just observing or waiting for the
opportunity for more effective observation, I would not say that they were there
doing nothing. They are there at these various sites, with their opposite
numbers from Poland and from India, and what you are suggesting is that the
Canadians should withdraw from these team sites. I can not agree with that.

Mr. McInTosH: May I ask a supplementary question. Mr. Minister, you said
that the Control Commission are not able to perform their full function. You
also said that the future value of the Commission would be the unblocking of
channels.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is so important, Mr. McIntosh, you are now
confusing the role of the Commission under the agreement with the role which
Canada has proposed for the Commission members in respect of another matter
altogether, namely, the promoting of a negotiated settlement in the war in
Vietnam. The latter proposal is so important. I hope there will be no confusion
between what Mr. Harkness and I have been discussing, and our proposals.

Mr. McInTosH: This is what I have been trying to get straightened out, if
possible. Let me finish my question. I did not get to the question. You also made
another statement, you said the volume of the reports that you are receiving
here in Canada, is second only to those of NATO. Now, my question is: is this
information necessary to Canada, and who should this control team of ours be
reporting to, in the first place?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They report to me as Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

Mr. McInTosH: All to you.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It comes to the Department and we have—
Mr. McInTosH: That is not their function of being in Indo-China?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It certainly is their function.

Mr. McInTosH: Who set up the control Commission in the first place?
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It was set up by the Geneva powers.

Mr. McInTosH: Should they not report to the Geneva powers?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They do report to the Geneva powers, but each
country reports to the Government which it represents.

Mr. McInTosH: Besides reporting to the Geneva powers?
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Certainly, thg Indigng report to the foreign
minister of India, the Poles report to the foreign minister of Poland, and the

Canadian reports to the Minister in charge.

Mr. McInTosH: In other words the three countries that have representation
on that Commission have more detailed information than any other country
concerned with this conflict?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Not concerned with this conflict, concerned with
the discharge of the role of the Commission under the Geneva Agreement of
1954.

Mr. McInTosH: What I am trying to get at is, under a normal function,
would they not report direct to the powers concerned, rather than to the
countries, which in my opinion, would be a secondary function, and now you
are saying that their secondary function has become a major function.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East):Ido not understand.

Mr. McInTosH: What I am getting at is it necessary for all these reports
that you are talking about, is it second only to the reports that you receive from
NATO coming to Canada?

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): I assure you it is necessary.

Mr. McInTosH: And you would be getting a similar number of reports if
they were doing the function that they were set up to do—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The reports that come to me do not come from all
of the personnel. They come from our representa}ix{e on the Commission, but he
reports generally on the operations of the Commission as well as on many other
things.

Mr. McInTosH: And it is necessary to have that number of personnel in
Indochina so he can get the information to report to you?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): For the reasons I stated, yes, and to discharge
international commitments.

Mr. BREWIN: Could I just ask a supplementary?

Mr. CHURCHILL: I have been waiting here for quite a while, about 2} hours.

Mr. Brewin: I will be first, Mr. Churchill, and it is on this very point. It is
just the one question. Mr. Martin, is it your view, I gathered it was, that the
Peace keeping function or a possible conciliation function that you see in the
International Joint Commission is linked with the maintenance of the other
supposed functions under the Geneva Agreements, and that you cannot carry
out the conciliation function unless you maintain the machinery of the control
Commission?

Mr. MaArTIN (Essex East): No, not necessarily. My response to Mr. Harkness
arose out of the commitment that we have to the Geneva powers to carry on a
dual job of reporting. We could persist in the proposition that we have put to
Poland and to India and to other countries, regardless of the military personnel
that we have at the team sites or at the centre. They are two distinct functions

altogether.
239493
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Mr. BREWIN: If they are distinct functions is it not a fact that the reporting
function as such has long ago ceased to have any significance whatever?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, by no means. There is the obligation under
the Geneva agreement to report on violations of the agreement, and this is done
continuously. I tabled a Laos Commission report last December and there will
be others. The Commissions and their advisory staffs are our main sources of
first hand information and assessment of all aspects of the situations in the
three countries. We have to rely on the reports we receive from these posts, on
military, political and economic matters in forming our assessments of what is
happening and in formulating Canadian policy.

With regard to staffing the teamsites, we have to be ready to go back; our
position with both the government at Saigon and the government at Hanoi is
that we feel that we have to have team sites at certain places. Some of these
have been vacated but the position of the Commission is that it should be
allowed to go back to these team sites to discharge its functions more complete-
ly.

Mr. HARKNESS: What do these people do at these teamsites at the present
time?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I can give you an example. In 1956, I went to
Indochina myself.

Mr. HARKNESS: We are not talking about 1956—we are talking about 1966.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is the same kind of situation.
Mr. HARKNESS: No, it is not. There is a great difference.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think perhaps I am the only Minister that has
ever seen a teamsite in operation. I went to different states and I went to Laos,
and I saw one of the teamsites, I spent two days with them, away in the Laotian
hills, on one side were the forces of the Royal Government and on another
hillside, were the Pathet Lao.

There was no action at all during that time, it was very good for me that
there was not. But will anyone say that because the personnel of the teamsite
was inactive, that it was not performing a very important function. Its very
presence was an important function, and that was at a time when there was
fighting going on, very severe fighting in Laos. The situation is a simple one, Mr.
Harkness. They are there by virtue of an international commitment from which
we cannot honourably, in my judgment, withdraw. You say there are too many
people. We say, we do not think there are too many. Is that it?

Mr. HARRNESS: I asked the question, what do the 9 teamsites do at the
present time? Take the one at Nha Trang, I think you mentioned. Here is Nha
Trang, there is an area under the control, at the present time, of American
troops and they are holding a perimeter around there and they are constantly
making forays into Viet Cong held territory, and the Viet Cong are doing the
reverse. What does the team on that site do? What particular useful purpose do
they serve?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I will tell you what they do. On that particular
site there have been charges, I had better not identify the dates, of infiltrations

(

o
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from certain sources, made by one side against the other and they are now in
the process of examining, under the most difficult circumstances, whether these
infiltrations have taken place and if they have taken place, this would be
contrary to the Geneva Agreement.

® (11:55 am.) ‘

Mr. HargNess: The whole thing is contrary to the Geneva Agreement. This
is accepted, but these various infiltrations from one side to the other are reported
in the papers every day by the American correspondents and other correspond-
ents who were there. I cannot see any useful purpose that the team plays in
reporting these again.

Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): There is a difference between a report by a
journalist to the world, and a report by an international body established for
that purpose to the co-chairman of the Geneva powers. They are quite different
kinds of reporting.

Mr. CxurcuiL: I do not know how long the Committee is going to
continue. The Minister has pretty well talked me out of my questions. How long
are we going to continue?

The CuATRMAN: As I understand it, you would be the last member to ask
questions. No others have signified their intention to ask questions.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Would it be wise next time to have a clock in front of the
Minister so that he would have the same information as we have when we are
sitting here as to the lapse of time.

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): Perhaps you could tell me. Could we not finish
Vietnam now?

Mr. CHURcHILL: I do not mind sitting here a few minutes longer.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Could we do that now?

The CuAIRMAN: Are there any more questions besi@es th9se of Mr. Church-
ill? If Mr. Churchill is the last one, perhaps we can finish Vietnam today.

Mr. CrurcHILL: I have one or two other questions.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Let us do it now.

The CHAIRMAN: Are we agreed to continue?

Mr. CrurcHiry: I will make my questions briefer than I had intended.
First, I would like to say that the Minister has been completely unconvincing
Wwith regard to the activities of our representation on the International Control
Commission in Vietnam. I think it is absolutely ridiculous keeping all those
military personnel there when the Minister of National Defence in this country
Is suffering a steady loss of military personnel every day-' I.do not see that they
perform any useful function, and they are subjected to .11V1ng conditions which
are not the best in the world as the Minister has mentioned. They suffer from
Serious diseases. Why should they be subjected to that when there is no real
function for them to perform at the present time: I do noi.; accept .the Minister’s
statement as being convincing with regard to this operation. I think he should

review it again. I want to ask a second question.
2394933
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): May I just make one comment, Mr. Churchill. If
I thought that I could convince you on most things, I would be the most
surprised man in the world. But I simply want to say this to you. The
Commission acts on complaints as these relate to breaches of the Geneva
Agreement and these cover in turn the use of territory of one party for acts of
hostility against the other, the introduction of, either overt or covert of military
personnel, infiltration either overt or covert of arms, equipment and military
personnel. The Commission acts on the basis of investigations conducted by it,
and by its teams on the ground. We feel that this personnel is needed. You and
Mr. Harkness say no.

Mr. HARKNESS: That is right.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know, but we can argue this endlessly.
That is your position. If you want us to review it again, we will continue the
argument.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Your are the one continuing the argument. I just made my
statement. You are continuing the argument. I tell the minister he is not
convincing a great many people in this country either. Although the condition of
the International Control Commission was recognized and understood several
years ago, and he gave us an example, there is a war going on in South Vietnam,
and the Commission obviously cannot operate when there is a war going on. It
is nonsense to suggest to us that they are reporting on infiltrations when there
is a war on. There is a conflict raging there of major importance.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What you are saying in effect—I do not mean that
you intend this—notwithstanding the difficulties, Canada should not continue in
the face of great difficulties to discharge an international responsibility which it
accepted eleven years ago. That is what you are saying, and I cannot agree with
that conclusion, and I do not agree.

Mr. CHURCHILL: The Minister uses the guarded language of diplomacy when
he is talking for general consumption, but when he speaks to me, he gets right
down to the proper level. I am not saying that at all. I want the Minister to
know that, as I said in the past, “all right, let us maintain our position on the
International Control Commission.” I am objecting to, as Mr. Harkness did and
others, the maintenance of too many military personnel there who have no real
function to perform because the International Control Commission cannot
perform the function that it is asked to do by the Geneva Powers.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I understand that position and I respect that
position. I do not agree with it.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I want to ask a question about one or two other matters. I
have been following very closely the United States public debates and reports
from the United States with regard to the conflict in South Vietnam. Can the
Minister give us any indication in any of those, and I may have missed
something, where the United States has placed any reliance on the International
Control Commission to perform any useful function.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Do you mean in the sense of a future role?
Mr. CHURCHILL: Yes, some public statement.

;

o
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): First of all, when we conceived: of the idea of the
Commission’s future role, I went to New York and saw the Secretary General.
It was at a time when the Security Council was considering this matter, based
on an initiative that the government of the United States had put forward. The
Secretary General told me, as is now public knowledge, that he believed that
there was a role for the commission. He thought that the whole matter of the
conflict in Vietnam had to be brought within the framework of the Geneva
Agreement and he has since reiterated this in public. The same day, I saw the
American Ambassador, Mr. Goldberg, who by the way is coming here two
weeks from Monday for some talks with us, and he assured me as he has since
bublicly stated about ten days ago—you may have seen his statement—after he
had seen the Prime Minister of India, that his government would welcome a
role by the Commission along the lines indicated. The next day I conferred in
Washington with Mr. Rusk and two weeks later, you may recall, at the
Canadian-American ministerial meeting, Mr. Rusk referred to this initiative in
terms of approval. Likewise, we have had discussions with the Soviet Union,
Poland, with India and other countries. There is the widest measure of
agreement that we should seek to give the Commission a role designed to enable
it to see what can be done by this body in bringing about an examination that
might lead to negotiation.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I am not suggesting for one minute that the Minister has
not been making worthwhile efforts, and I would be the last one to suggest that
any of these statements by Mr. Goldberg or Mr. Rusk were inspired by
questions from the Minister. That would not have entered my mind, but what I
was talking about was the public debate that has been going on in the United
States regarding the war in South Vietnam. I have not run across any state-
ments by the members of the Senate or the House of Representatives there
and others who referred to the International Control Commission as a possible
medium through which peace could be achieved. That was the question that I
Wwas asking. May I ask another question?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think you will find fchat you are wrong. I do
not like to point out where you are wrong in these things, but I.thlnk you will
find out that Senator Mansfield, Senator Cooper and Mr. Fulbright—Mr. Ful-
bright, I think, in a statement he made in Philadelphia not very long ago. There
may be others, but I do not have time to—

Mr. CHURCHILL: The Minister, in the course of his remarks in the House
and at our meeting here—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But I hope that this does not mean, Mr. Churchill,
that you do not subscribe fully to this effort, because I.assure you that the
country has never been engaged in anything more seriously than it is at the
Present time in this area.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I appreciate the seriousness of it. In the debates in the
House and here in the committee, and today, the Minister spent a great deal
of time emphasizing the importance of the future role, as the role he would
like to see International Control Commission adopt. He was unable to give a
satisfactory answer to Mr. Faulkner’s question as' to whether there was
unanimity among the members of that Commission. I think that perhaps this is
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one of the weaknesses of the Commission that there is not unanimity with
regard to adopting this particular role.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is so important, that I hope you do not mind
if I was very exacting in this area. Do I understand you to say now that there is
some lack of unanimity now on the part of India and Poland about our future
role. Is that what you said?

Mr. CHURCHILL: You left a doubt in my mind that there was that unanimity
towards adopting this role.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Again I repeat that this is a matter of the
greatest consequence. I know that you would not want to play with a matter
like this lightly, and I cannot speak too strongly about this. You were wrong in
suggesting that Poland and India have not recognized the importance of this
proposition. The other day I was asked in the House by Mr. Lewis if it was true
that Poland was not cooperating in the proposition that had been put forward
by Canada. I found it necessary to say, as I say now, that that statement is
untrue. The Prime Minister of India, the other day, when she met with Mr.
Goldberg in New York spoke of the role of the Commission and I would not
want anything to leave this committee that would indicate in any way that there
was not on the part of all of us a recognition of a role for the Commission in
appropriate circumstances.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Well, then may I ask this question. If the Commission is
unanimous with regard to this particular role and as you have stated it has
direct access to both Saigon and Hanoi, why was it necessary to send Mr.
Ronning to those places just recently? Could the commission not have fulfilled
that function equally well?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I could tell you why it was necessary but
because of what we are seeking to do you would not insist that I tell you and I
cannot. But, I assure you that there were great reasons, most useful reasons, for
our doing this. The Canadian Government did not just indulge in this as a
matter of luxury. There is a vital situation in the world that requires a solution,
and while we are only one country, we feel we have a responsibility as well as
an interest and we are seeking to discharge that responsibility. I assure you
that there was a most compelling reason for asking Mr. Ronning to go to Hanoi.

e (12:10 p.m.)

Mr. CHURCHILL: I cannot think of a better person to go than Mr. Ronning
and I raise no objection to that, but I am suggesting that the role that you have
been putting forward has not been adopted as far as we can see by the Inter-
national Control Commission with access to both capitals.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There again, I must ask you to be careful of
what you say. Mr. Churchill, because what you say will go out, and in spite of
your good intentions what you say may possibly have a very unfortunate result.
I clearly indicated at the outset that this is a complicated difficult matter. No
one for a moment thinks that because a good idea is put forward that it is
realizable at the outset. There are complications here of the greatest kind, but
the stakes dare of the greatest kind. But I can assure you that to suggest that
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merely by our having proposed this, that this would provide an end or an
acceptance of our objective is belittling a proposal that has the greatest
significance. I cannot let any other impression be created whether it be by way
of positive statement or by way of interrogation because too much is at stake
here. We may not succeed in this endeavour but if we do not, it will not be
because Canada has not tried.

Mr. CHURCHILL: I am not suggesting that Canada is not trying, and I am
glad to get more positive statements from the Minister in response to my
questions. I am going to end with one final question. In the appendix to the
April 4th meeting, we have a letter from Ho Chi Minh. I refer to page 41 and the
reply on pages 43 and 44 from Canada, and Ho Chi Minh in the second last
paragraph says: “In face of the extremely—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Just a minute please, I do not have the page.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Page 41. It is a postscript to his message. “Canada is a
member of the International Commission for the supervision and control of the
implementation of the 1954 Geneva Agreement on Vietnam.” And then he goes
on to say: “In face of the extremely serious situation brought about by the
United States in Vietman, I hope that your Government will fulfil its obli-
gations under the Geneva Agreement”. Then in the reply from Canada on
bages 43 and 44, you point out that Canada is fulfilling its commitments under
the Geneva Agreements, and you end with a paragraph expressing the hope
that the International Commission may be able to play some part in helping to
restore peace in Vietnam, and some more words following. My question is
this—With the opportunity of communicating directly with Ho Chi Minh why
were you not able to suggest to him that the International Control Commission
in addition to its supervisory role under the Geneva Agreement, mi'ghp also play
a part in attempting to solve the present difficulty? You hint at it in the last
Paragraph, why did you not put it in clearer language and then let Mr. Ho Chi
Minh make a reply.

Mr. MarTin (Essex East): I ask you to look at the date of that letter. It is
dated February 28, and we were having and are having discussions with certain
countries. That ought to be clear enough.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Was there not a chance there to get his .expression of
Opinion with regard to the other function that the Iptgrna’uonal Control
Commission might perform in addition to its supervisory activity?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It would have been possible to do it, but at that
time—having in mind. that date—in the light of our negotiations, it would not

have been a desirable thing to do. Some day we may be able to explain the
reasons,

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you again, Mr. Martin.

Mr. NEesBITT: There is one question I would like to ask. I think I can safely
say that myself and my colleagues here in general terms agree with the
Government'’s objectives in Vietnam, although perhaps not all the methods, in
Support of the United States, there is a great deal of public controversy and
debate in Canada concerning the policies of the Canadian Government vis-a-vis
Vietnam,
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‘Mr, MARTIN (Essex East): Policies of the government or of the opposition?

Mr. NesBITT: Policies of the Government vis-a-vis Vietnam. The Official
Opposition in general terms agree with the objectives of the government in
Vietnam, but what concerns me is this. One of the principal organs of public
information in Canada is the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation as well as the
other public media of information such as the press. And, certainly the
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, for the last number of years and the last
year or two in particular, has never at any time attempted to emphasize or ex-
plain adequately—I am a constant listener to the CBC and its public affairs pro-
gram—the position of the Canadian Government vis-a-vis Vietnam or that of the
United States. In fact, I have never heard anything at any time ever favourable
or complimentary over the CBC of the position of the United States.

Now I know, of course, the Minister and the Government is in no position
to instruct the CBC as to what to do, but what I am inquisitive about is this:
Since those who direct the public affairs programs in the CBC and select the
commentators and speakers, has any attempt been made by the information
section of the Department of External Affairs to provide and brief adequately
on these policies the senior personnel of the CBC by means of communications,
letters or offering to send members of the Department over to more clearly
explain these matters?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, we have had contacts with these sources,
not only the CBC, but all news media; we have briefing conferences to which
they are invited.

Mr. NeSBITT: In view of the fact that the CBC has been virtually doing
nothing but to express one side of the view, and that view is not the one that
the Government takes generally, I was wondering if there might be further
efforts made in that regard to inform those in the CBC who are responsible for
the public affairs programme of the Government’s position. Public opinion is
very important in this country, in this regard. We should have a more balanced
view of the Government’s position which it certainly has never received to date
from the CBC.

Mr. McINTosH: Would the Minister consider issuing a White Paper on such
subjects as Vietnam and Rhodesia.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, I will give consideration to that, Mr.
McIntosh.

Mr. McInTosH: If the CBC do not give it out, then possibly it will get out
through other means, I think that the Canadian public are entitled to the
information or as much information as you can reveal on both sides of the issue.

Mr. HARKNESS: There is one other question that I wanted to ask. In your
original statement, Mr. Martin, you said that the purpose of the Canadian
Government now was to unblock channels of communication. What channels of
communication are you referring to there that you are trying to unblock?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Between the parties concerned.

Mr. HARKNESS: Which parties? Do you mean China, North Vietnam or what
parties?

.
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Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): All the parties concerned would include China.

Mr. HArRgNESS: There is another statement that you made in connection
with this about the parties chiefly concerned. Whom do you consider the parties
chiefly concerned?

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Obviously, the parties—I am giving care to my
reply—the parties concerned of course are the government of North Vietnam, the
government of South Vietnam, the United States, the government of the Soviet

Union, the government of China. These are the countries that are principally
concerned.

Mr. Hargness: All right. Then, what are the channels that you are
referring to that you want to unblock?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I cannot give you that information. I would be
glad to discuss this with you.

The CHAIRMAN: Well, gentlemen, this ends the discussion on Vietnam. I
Presume at our next meeting, we will again have Mr. Martin and discuss the
third and final topic of Rhodesia, perhaps next Thursday?

The committee is adjourned to the call of the Chair.
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ORDERS OF REFERENCE
(2 TuEsDAY, May 3, 1966.

i Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Régimbal be substituted for that of Mr.
Chatterton on the Standing Committee on External Affairs.

WEDNESDAY, May 4, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale) be substituted for
that of Mr. Trudeau on the Standing Committee on External Affairs.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE
May 5, 1966.
The Standing Committee on External Affairs has the honour to present its

FIRST REPORT

Your Committee recommends that its quorum be reduced from 13 to 10
members.

Respectfully submitted, \

JEAN-EUDES DUBE,
Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, May 5, 1966.
(5)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.20 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Brewin, Churchill, Dubé, Faulkner, Foy, Groos,
Harkness, Klein, Laprise, Lind Macdonald (Rosedale), McIntosh, Nesbitt, Pilon,
Régimbal, Stanbury, Thompson, Walker (18).

Also present: Mr. Lambert, M.P.

In attendance: The Honourable Paul Martin, Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs; From the Department of External Affairs: Mr. M. Cadieux,
Under-Secretary; Mr. R. E. Collins, Assistant Under-Secretary.

The Chairman presented the Third Report of the Sub-Committee on
Agenda and Procedure, which is as follows:

Your Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure met on Wednesday,
May 4, 1966, with the following members in attendance: Messrs. Dubé
(Chairman), Laprise, Macdonald (Rosedale), and Nesbitt.

Your Sub-Committee has agreed to recommend that:

(a¢) The Committee recommend to the House that its quorum be reduced

from 13 to 10.

(b) That departmental officials be called as follows:
Mr. H. O. Moran, Director General of the External Aid Office, on

Thursday, May 12, 1966;

The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs and other
departmental officers at subsequent meetings.

The Chairman stated that, with regard to recommendation (b) of the
report, it has since been learned that Mr. Moran is out of town and is not
expected to return until May 14th. He therefore proposed to ask the Sub-
Committee to reconsider the question of calling of witnesses.

On Motion of Mr. Nesbitt, seconded by Mr. McIntosh,

Resolved,—That the recommendation by the Steering Committee that this
Committee seek permission to reduce its quorum from 13 to 10 be approved.

The Committee resumed consideration of Item 1 of the Estimates of the
Department of External Affairs, 1966-67.

The Minister was questioned on the subject of Rhodesia.
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The questioning continuing, the Minister stated that he could make himself
available to the Committee for further questioning on Thursday, May 12th.

The Chairman stated that he would be absent on May 12th and it was
possible that the Vice-Chairman would also be absent. The Committee agreed to
the Chairman’s appointment of Mr. Macdonald (Rosedale), as Acting Chairman
for the meeting of May 12th, in the event that the Chairman and Vice-

Chairman are both away.
At 1.10 p.m. the Committee adjourned until Thursday, May 12th, at 11.00
a.m.
Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)
THURSDAY, May 5, 1966.

e (11.15 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum.

First of all, may I present the third report of the subcommittee on agenda
and procedure (See Minutes).

With regard to recommendation (b) of the report, with reference to Mr.
Moran, it has since been learned that Mr. Moran is presently out of town and is
not expected to return until May 14; he will therefore be unable to appear
before the Committee on May 12, and I would ask the steering committee to
reconsider the question of calling witnesses. Under the circumstances I would
ask for a motion to approve only recommendation (a) namely, that the
Committee recommends to the House that its quorum be reduced from 13 to 10.

Mr. NESBITT: I so move.
Mr. McInTosH: I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been moved by Mr. Nesbitt and seconded by Mr.
MeclIntosh that the report of the subcommittee be approved.

Mr. McInTosH: There has been a lot of comment in the House on this
question of quorums so we are going to have trouble getting it through. T would
not like to hold up the whole report but I do not think we should spend the
whole afternoon discussing whether the quorum should be reduced. Have any
meetings been held up because you have not had a quorum?

The CHAIRMAN: Not held up, but we have had some problems in commenc-
ing our meetings. It is easy enough to have eight, nine or ten, but beyond ten,
eleven, twelve or thirteen we run into difficulty. At the last meeting our
quorum disappeared, we had sort of a floating quorum, people were coming in
and going out. At one time we had only eight or nine, but we still continued.
That seems to be the problem with all committees.

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Chairman, if in presenting your report you run into
trouble in the House—and it looks as though we are going to have a long
discussion on whether we should reduce our quorum—would the Committee give
the Chairman the right to withdraw this particular recommendation for the
reduction of the quorum. After the Minister has finished you are going to have
more difficulty in getting a quorum than you are having at the present time.

If the presentation of this report leads to a whole afternoon’s discussion in
the House can the Chairman be given the right to simply withdraw that
recommendation about the quorum?

Mr. NESBITT: The Chairman should use his discretion in view of the
discussion yesterday. Two committees requested it yesterday namely the Justice
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Committee and the Public Accounts Committee and both got it. I thought that
today we might have a little less difficulty because everything that could be said
was said yesterday but we could leave that to the discretion of the Chairman.

Mr. Groos: Well my impression from yesterday was that some of the
speakers said: “O.K. these two, but do not bring in another one or we will dig
our heels in on this whole question of quorums.” However, I do not want to
waste too much time so long as the Chairman can use his discretion.

Motion agreed to.

The CuHAIRMAN: With reference to part (b) of the report, I have just
learned that Mr. Cadieux, the Under Secretary of State, will be available this
coming Thursday.

We are now resuming consideration of Item No. 1 of the Estimates of the
Department of External Affairs for 1966-67. In the past two meetings questions
had been asked of the Minister. At the last meeting we were dealing with Viet-
nam and the last topic was Rhodesia. However if, after having dealt with
Rhodesia there are other questions which members feel like asking of the
Minister, he is available to answer any and all questions. I believe we should
start with Rhodesia and then move on to other topics.

Mr. NEsBITT: Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few remarks on this
subject on which I will put a few questions of a somewhat general nature to the
government and hope that I will have some forthcoming answers. I might say at
the outset that since negotiations are apparently now going on between the
government of United Kingdom and the de facto government of Rhodesia
perhaps a number of things that might have been said at this Committee or a
number of inquiries probably should not be said or made.at the present time. I
am sure that none of us would want to say anything here that would either
directly or indirectly affect the course of the negotiations which are now going
on and which we hope will prove successful. Having said that, however, there
are a number of things I would like to put on the record. Again, I would like to
register the disapproval of the party of which I am a member with respect to
the methods employed by the government in placing sanctions against the de
facto government of Rhodesia. It has been said in another place this is a brand
new step in our foreign policy. I mean by that it is a brand new step inasmuch
as we are in fact raging economic warfare against another country on the
grounds that we do not like the methods by which it has obtained its
independence, and because of the fact that we do not like the faulty internal
policies of that government. In this regard I refer to the remarks of the Minister
at the opening meeting of this Committee, at page 29, where he said, at about
the middle of the page, in one sentence set off by itself, and I quote:

The Canadian belief in multi-racialism and non-diserimination has
also been a reason for action over Rhodesia.
And on the following page, page 30, again the Minister says:

Public opinion in Canada and other Commonwealth countries could
not contemplate as a fellow member a country which practised discrimi-
nation not only through the franchise but in a variety of ways.
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The quotation then goes on to cite some examples of discrimination by the
present government of Rhodesia. I am quite sure that everybody in the
Committee, and elsewhere, would agree with the Minister’s expression of view
on Canadian beliefs, I think we all agree with that.

e (11.30 am.)

I use this example to show that this was one of the reasons for our action in
placing sanctions against Rhodesia. The sanctions were initially placed, as was
I believe as stated by the Minister in another place, and more recently by the
Minister of Trade and Commerce in the House of Commons—these actions were
taken by the government of Canada at the request of the United Kingdom not
because of the actions of the United Nations. Now I would say in this regard—I
am not going to repeat all the arguments which have been made in another
place—we feel that the use of the Export-Import Control Act is certainly of a
most immoral nature because this act was in no way intended for purposes such
as this. The strict legality of the measures used is highly questionable. It is all
very well to say that the law officers of the Crown were consulted—I have no
doubt they were—I am quite sure of that—but the fact that members of the legal
profession do suddenly become members of the civil service does not make their
views sacrosanct or correct. In legal circles, as the Minister who is a member of
that profession well knows, any laywer can present—that is part of the bu-
siness—an argument which will justify almost any action. These arguments, of
course, are matters of opinion and not a fact. I have heard many other
expressions of view from prominent legal counsel whose judgment I would
certainly have great regard for, perhaps even more regard than for the law
officers of the Crown in this respect, that the actions of the government were
illegal.

In any event the most kindly interpretation that can be placed on the
legality of the action is that it may have some basis in legality but this is highly
open to question.

Now, because of the fact that this is a brand new step in our foreign policy,
something we have never done before, and because of the fact that the legality
of the measures are certainly open to question, we feel that the government
should have called Parliament together at the time these sanctions were put in,
in late December of last year. All the writs of the election had been returned by
that time and Parliament should have been called for a day or two days to give
approval, or disapproval as the case may be, to the government’s action. This
was done at the time of the Suez crisis. I agree there is a slight difference there
inasmuch as troops were being employed. Basically the reason for calling
Parliament was to justify Canada’s actions, and I think it should have been
done in this case. However, the government did not choose to do so, and I hope
that if any future occasions of a like nature arise the government will do so and
give Parliament a chance to discuss the matter.

I also feel had Parliament been called I think the government should have
presented to members of the House of Commons a white paper on the situation
in Rhodesia and I think the government still should do so, although if
negotiations work out this may not be necessary. The facts that have been given
to us so far on Rhodesia—certainly the more recent facts because we no longer
have any direct representation in Rhodesia—have been second hand or third
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hand. As I recall, one or two other members of the House mentioned in previous
debates that facts be given. Newspaper men are very good at getting facts, but
even some newspaper men sometimes present a somewhat coloured view of
so-called facts, and all we have been presented with so far is material that
presents arguments on only one side of the question. I think that any one who
has been in public life for any length of time knows that there is usually more
than one side to a question and I think that certainly members of this
Committee should be apprised of the facts on both sides. Perhaps at some future
date we could arrange to have witnesses called who could give us more factual
information with regard to the situation in Rhodesia. I presume that recently
we have been obtaining our information from the United Kingdom as we no
longer have any representation in Rhodesia. The United Kingdom, of course, has
its own reasons for its policies in Africa and they are not necessarily our
reasons at all. The United Kingdom has its own fish fry in Africa, so to speak,
and has its own reasons for its policies. Consequently, I cannot help but think
that perhaps some of the information might not be entirely unbiased that we
have been receiving from that source.

I realize that facts are very hard to get. I suggest that perhaps at some time
we might invite members of the British Parliament to come here. If Mr. Selwyn
LLloyd were available—he has been there on a fact finding mission—we could
hear more than one side of the question. If this is not possible and the situation
is not resolved by negotiation I think perhaps serious consideration might be
given to the government sending some representative or representatives from
Canada on such a fact finding mission.

It has been intimated by the government—the government has not stated
this I know but it certainly has not entirely denied it either—that if negotiations
do not work out between the government of the United Kingdom and the Smith
government that further actions against Rhodesia might be necessary. We do not
know just what these actions might entail but if this is to be the case I certainly
think we should be better informed on the subject than we are at the moment.

May I give you one or two examples in this regard. The information I have
been able to obtain—I might say that I have done a great deal of digging in this
regard trying to get information, not from biased tracts that a great many of us
have been receiving, but from other sources—indicates that the standard of
education among children of African origin is to my mind surprisingly high and
on a surprisingly high level.

I have the facts available here, they are presumed to be facts. I cannot
prove them, but this is the information I have. From the information here I was
quite surprised to find that something of the order of five million—that is not
correct. I will provide this information later on. There was a surprising number
of children of African origin who were receiving quite good educations which is
a necessary requisite for people who are completely turned over to running
their own affairs. I know it has been said by some other members that the
Europeans have no business in there; they should get out immediately and turn
over the country to the Africans. If they want to have turmoil let them have it
and blood letting if they wish. I was rather astonished by this remark because
whether we like it or not the Europeans are responsible indirectly over the
years for the present situation in Africa. Since one has some responsibility for
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these things, one just cannot withdraw. You saw what happened when the
Belgians drew out of the Congo without proper separation and it was a pretty
ticklish situation for all of us. I have some knowledge of this because I had
some responsibility in these matters at that time.

In the event the negotiations do not work out—we hope they will, but there
is certainly some chance that they may not—we hope that the Canadian
government will not decide to use force against the government of Rhodesia.
Then there have also been questions asked about whether sanctions might be
applied to Portugal and South Africa, and I think the government should give
very careful consideration to the matter before doing anything in this regard
because we are having trouble in NATO already and Portugal has certainly
evinced displeasure at some of the actions of her NATO partners and if actions
of this kind were taken, I think it may well be the end of NATO as it stands at
the moment. I know the Minister will be taking that into consideration.

Another thing I think we should have done earlier in this matter is to offer
the good offices of Canada to try and do something to settle the matter. This is a
policy which the present Prime Minister has advocated over the years and he
has taken a very active and successful part on various occasions in this regard. I
am astonished we did not make a greater effort in this way. The Minister
himself has taken a very active part. I have some personal knowledge of some of
the very successful negotiations he has carried out bringing countries into the
United Nations and other things. I think this is something we should have done.
I do not think this is now possible because of the strong stand the Canadian
government took and I think, shall we say, soiled our door mat so to speak and
now we cannot do this.

May I say in conclusion to my remarks, we hope the negotiations that are
going on will be successful and some of the eventualities which I have
mentioned will not come up. But, I think it is something that should be borne in
mind in the event they do.

® (11.45 am.)

This leads to a much more fundamental principle and a much more
fundamental question with respect to our whole foreign policy. Rhodesia is
merely an example. The fundamental question I think is this: Just how far is
the government prepared to go in interfering in the internal affairs of other
countries. This is something we have to give very careful thought to. I would
like to know what the government’s policy is in this regard, if indeed there is
any specific policy, because it has been said we interfered in Rhodesia because
we did not like the policies of the government.

Mr. STANBURY: I would just like to ask you how you reconcile the action
today as being interference with the internal policy of Rhodesia as opposed to
the very admirable stand that Mr Diefenbaker took at the conference of Prime
Ministers in calling for the expulsion of South Africa on the grounds of
apartheid?

Mr. NesBITT: I would be very glad to answer that, Mr. Chairman, but the
member should perhaps get his facts a little straighter.

The fact of the matter is that on that occasion when the Union of South
Africa decided to become a Republic it automatically left the Commonwealth
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and had to re-apply for admission to the club. As I understand it, it was made
clear to South Africa that if no steps were going to be taken by that
government to improve its internal policies with respect to apartheid that it
would not be found acceptable as a club member, in plain language. That is, in
fact, what happened. It was a totally different situation from the one taking
place in Rhodesia. Here we are waging economic warfare against another
country because we do not like its internal policies. I think there is no
comparison between the two situations at all.

Now, what we have to do is decide how far are we going to interfere in
other countries. I can think of a great many examples as I am sure everybody
here can. I do not think we cared particularly about the internal policies of
Hungary at one stage about ten years ago, but we did not do anything about
that. I can mention a good many more but I think further examples are
unnecessary, I am sure we can all think of a good many. So from a purely
practical point of view—I hope the government has given consideration to
this—there are certain countries in the world which are not entirely friendly to
Canada and they might use this as a good sample to bring up a number of
things we might find unpleasant. For instance, our own treatment of the Indian
people of Canada, and the Eskimos and a few other things. Our own efforts are
not entirely clean in this matter. I do not think it behooves us too well to be
running around lecturing other people. I can well remember one instance at the
United Nations when the foreign minister of South Africa made a speech—

The CHAIRMAN: I do not like to interrupt you but perhaps you could pose
your questions directly to the witness.

Mr. BREWIN: I want an answer from Mr. Nesbitt—hé seems to be—

The CvBAIRMAN: You ask answers of the Minister and not of another
member. Does Mr. Nesbitt have a question? If so he should ask it now.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Nesbitt has made sweeping statements and I should like
an opportunity to question him on some of them.

Mr. FAULKNER: Mr. Nesbitt suggested he is speaking on behalf of the party
of which he is a member, and in view of some of the statements he has made I
think, at least for clarification, he should answer questions. If this is an official
pronunciamento of the party of which he is a member, then I think at least it
should be clear.

The CrairRMmAN: I think Mr. Nesbitt should address his questions to the
Minister.

Mr. FAULKNER: I agree with that.

Mr. NeEsBrTT: Mr. Chairman, it was the Minister to whom I was addressing
them.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, we could have ques-
tions now: we have had the introductory period.

Mr. NEsBITT: Well we have had the introductory stage but there are one or
two other observations which would lead to direct questions to the Minister.
Now I will omit the exactness in order to shorten the statement. We would like
to know what government policy is in this regard, just how far the government
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of Canada is prepared to go in interfering with the internal matters of other
countries. This points out certain eventual dangers to us because of some of the
things that have gone on in this country.

Then this, of course, leads to some other policies in the United Nations.
How far should Canada go in the United Nations in supporting interference in
the internal policies of other countries. I am sure members of the Committee are
aware of the two conflicting articles in the charter of the U.N. in this regard.
One states in effect that the governments of member states will not be
interfered with in so far as internal policies are concerned. The other article
boints out that member states must subscribe to certain principles of freedom,
equality and lack of discrimination, and the like. The two, of course, frequently
come into conflict and there is a double standard of morality at the United
Nations. I know, for instance, that South Africa has been severely castigated
there, and I think quite properly so in many ways. On the other hand, the fact
that human slavery and human slave markets are carried on in one or two Arab
countries has never been brought up, or certainly with the acquiescence of the
governments of those countries. This is never brought up at the United Nations
for reasons which I think are fairly obvious. So long as there is one vote for one
country the situation will continue to exist, and if anything is as bad as
apartheid, or worse, I think, as slavery is.

I have almost reached the conclusion of my remarks but these are things I
think we should get an answer to. Just how far are we prepared to go in
interfering in the internal affairs of other states? I know the Minister may very
well say, “Well, each situation may depend on the facts” and I would agree that
in international affairs this is very often the case, but I do think there should be
some standard, some measuring stick, guidelines I think is the popular term
these days, which we should have in making these policies and I think it would
be a very good idea if the Minister would give us some guidelines that he and
colleagues have in this regard.

I might have some further remarks to make at a later stage but I wanted to
make sure that these views were made clear to the Committee on the questions
I wish to put to the Minister.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee,
I should like to say first of all in answer to what I suppose was the first
question, that there really are no negotiations under way at the present time
between the government of Britain and the illegal regime of Mr. Smith. When
the Prime Minister of Britain announced that there would be talks he was
careful to point out that this did not mean that negotiations were about to
begin between the government of Britain and the government of Mr. Smith—the
illegal government of Mr. Smith. What was proposed was that there would be
undertaken on the officials level some conversations to find out whether or not
there would be a basis for possible further discussions. These preliminary
conversations on the officials level have not yet begun; they are supposed to
begin and they are supposed to take place in London, but why they have not
begun is not clear to us. It could be that there are some internal troubles in
Rhodesia about which we are not aware.

Mr. Nesbitt spoke of disapproval of the methods taken by the government
of Canada. He and I of course have discussed this before in the House. I have
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explained that the course that we took had to be taken immediately in order to
be effective. It was carried out under the Export and Import permits act on the
basis of advice given to us by our own departmental lawyers and by the law of-
ficers of the Crown. It may be argued, as Mr. Churchill has argued, that the act
was never intended for that purpose. This was an argument that he made rather
ably again the other day on Mr. Winter’s estimates. Of course, I would take
issue with that interpretation of the function of a law. Once Parliament has
based a law in the specific terms prescribed, what the law makers may have had
in mind has nothing to do with the law itself in that. The legal question which
is elementary in any legal consideration, is whether the law in the terms used
permits a particular course of action.

In any event, we did seek advice and we did act under that act. It would
have been preferable for Parliament to have been in session and for the
government to place this before Parliament, of course, but Parliament was not
in session and we had to act quickly. I think the course we took was a wise one
and I think it will generally commend itself. We were not the only ones who
acted quickly but we were the first, and I may say that if Canada had not taken
this position, it might have been very difficult to convince certain other
Commonwealth countries, and countries outside the Commonwealth, that action
had to be taken in order to deal with the situation effectively.

Mr. Nesbitt says that the course that we have taken represents a new
departure in Canadian foreign policy; that have now embarked on a form of
economic warfare against another state; that we are now interfering in the
internal politics of another country. I will admit that this does represent, not a
first departure, but a new development in Canadian foreign policy. I think it
represents, in the light of the kind of world in which we now live, a desirable
departure. It certainly is a long way from the position we took with regard to
article 15 of the covenant of the League of Nations in 1921; it is a long way
from the position that we took later on the proposal made by a Canadian
spokesman who acted without authority, though commendably, with regard to
the imposition of oil sanctions against Ethiopia. It certainly is a different
position from that taken by Canada at the end of the second World War when
we dealt with the indictment made against South Africa in the United Nations
by Mrs. Pandit. At that time, Mr. Nesbitt will recall, the position of the
Canadian government was that in, view of article 2 para 7 of the U.N. charter
perhaps the wisest course would be to refer the matters to the International
Court of Justice for an opinion. Article 2 para. 7, contains a clause providing for
recognition of the fact that the United Nations is made up of sovereign
organizations, sovereign bodies, and that there must be no interference in their
internal affairs. This might seem to be in contradiction with the articles of
the charter which deal with respect for human rights. We have gone a long way
since then; that is 20 years ago; the world has become more interdependent,
particularly in this nuclear age. The recognition of this interdependence now
becomes a matter of practical necessity for all countries.

What was involved in the Rhodesian situation was not interference in the
affairs of a sovereign state. There was no violation here of article 2 para. 7;
Rhodesia was not and is not a sovereign state. No, it is not even a de facto
sovereign state; Rhodesia is a jurisdiction that is subject to the colonial power
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in respect of very fundamental aspects of its affairs, and until such time as
Rhodesia has been accorded by the Parliament of Britain the right of indepen-
dence it could not be regarded as a sovereign entity.

Mr. NesBrTT: It may not be de jure but it is a de facto one.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, the use of these Latin phrases sometimes
frightens me, but what I want to point out is that, in this situation, Mr.
Nesbitt—and I think you would agree because I know all of us at this table
strongly support the concept of the Commonwealth—what was involved was the
preservation of the Commonwealth itself. This was my judgment, and the
judgment of my colleagues. Long before the Smith government made known its
intentions unilaterally to declare independence we indicated to the government
of Rhodesia that this would be an unwise course. On two occasions long before
the Prime Ministers’ conference of last summer, I had discussions in Ottawa
with two different members of the Smith government. We discussed the
Canadian attitude to this matter; we pointed out, as Australia also had in a
Private way, the dangers involved for the Commonwealth, and we indicated to
them that if they intended to persist in this course they must not count on
Canada because we would join with other Commonwealth countries in repudiat-
ing a unilateral declaration of independence. So they were forewarned long
before the event, long before the action taken by the prime ministers at the
Prime Ministers’ Conference. Every effort was made in our discussions here to
convince them that the course they were adopting was dangerous not only for
the Commonwealth but dangerous for the peace of Africa and perhaps the peace
of the world. These views which we expressed to them pretty strongly,
however, were not accepted. Before the Prime Ministers’ Conference there were
further exchanges between the two governments as well as exchanges between
the Prime Minister of Canada and Mr. Smith himself. At the Prime Ministers’
Conference Canada joined with all of the Commonwealth countries without
exception in repudiating the unilateral declaration of independence.

® (12.00 noon)

We have to look now at the Commonwealth as it is composed. It is made up
not only of the traditional members of the Commonwealth, including India,
Pakistan and Ceylon, along with Australia, New Zealand, ourselves and Britain,
but is made up now of important countries in the British Cgmmonwealth, in the
Caribbean, who have recently got their independence. It is now supported on
the periphery by other Commonwealth jurisdictions in the Caribbean that are
about to get their independence. It is made up now of a_number of independent
sovereign body states in Africa—countries like Tanzania, Ghan:a, Zambia., The
Commonwealth would not have been able to maintain its integrity and unity if
there had not been a recognition by countries like Canada and by Britain of
their opposition, to the form of discrimination being practised by some 300,000
whites as compared with some 4 million blacks in Rhodesia.

The world has moved a good deal in the past two decades. There is now the
strong recognition that the revolution of the black man has succeeded, and I
personally believe it is well that it has succeeded. Any effort on the part of any
administration, to thwart that is bound to create a situation that must bring on
it the censure of other countries.
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Mr. Nesbitt says why did we not interfere in other situations, for example,
in Hungary. Well, that is a rhetorical question, but it is not, I do not believe, a
question that is fully relevant. Undoubtedly there was an interference by the
Soviet Union in the affairs of that Christian country in a way that aroused the
resentment of people all over the world. But there were certainly implications
in that situation that are not present in the particular situation that we are
discussing. If it had been possible to resist, the only way in which action
involving intervention in Hungary could have come would have been by the
United States, in particular. I think to raise that question is to raise something
that is important, but something that is not fully relevant to this situation.

I do not want my remarks to be interpreted as meaning that we in any way
condone what has happened in Hungary. We certainly do not. In self-respecting
nations today there are many who honestly feel that country continues to be a
satellite; that it continues to be denied what they would consider its sovereign
rights.

Now, how far are you prepared to go in interfering in the affairs of other
countries? I think Mr. Nesbitt has answered that question himself. That depends
on each situation. We, for a long time at the United Nations—

Mr. NesBITT: I said that I agreed with that, but could you not give us some
sort of guide-lines. You must have some kind of principle which we follow.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): For a long time at the United Nations we took
the position that Article 2 (7) should be interpreted to mean that the UN was
made up of sovereign states and that there could be no interference with
internal situations. We sought to have the United Nations adequately interpret
the implications of that article, particularly in relation, as I said earlier, to the
provisions of the human rights clauses of the Charter. But some three years ago
we confirmed a change in our course at the United Nations. We have since
condemned apartheid, for instance, as practised in South Africa. In earlier years
we felt that we could not support any resolution that was directly applied to
South Africa. We refused, over a long time, the government of which you were
a supporter, as well as the previous government, to support any resolution
because of Article 2(7) that condemned apartheid in South Africa. But we later
decided to vote for a resolution condemning that kind of racial discrimination.

Some three years ago a change was confirmed.

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Minister, you said that Article 27, which has to do with
voting—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, article 2(7) is the jurisdictional clause.
Article 2, subparagraph (7).

Some three years ago the government instructed our delegation to vote
specifically to condemn apartheid as practised in South Africa. Now, that was a
change, and we took that course because of all the development that has taken
place, and the consensus that has evolved in the international community.
Thus the authority of the United Nations to interpose itself in situations that
violate its concept of human dignity, in situations which, unless dealt with are
considered to threaten the peace and, in some cases, do indeed threaten the
peace, is now accepted.
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I believe that the course we have taken in Rhodesia was the correct and
only course. Now, I just want to make one observation. I said that this was a
departure in Canadian policy. I want to emphasize it was not the first
departure. It is a long way from the course, the somewhat isolationist course,
that Canada pursued for a long time, in relation to the covenant of the league
and in some respects in relation to the Charter. But the first real case was in
1963, when the Security Council passed resolutions recommending that all
states should cease the sale and shipment of arms, ammunitions and military
vehicles to South Africa. Now that was a resolution of the Security Council
passed in August of 1963, recommending to all states that they should cease the
sale and shipment of arms, ammunition and military vehicles to South Africa.
We accepted that, we observed that. For instance, in 1964, there was an
international call by South Africa for tenders for certain military vehicles and
because of this resoltution, which was a non-mandatory one, we took the
position that no Canadian company should respond to this call for tenders even
though this meant a possible loss of the sale of almost 10,000 units that might
have gone to a Canadian automobile company. We took that position because of
this resolution, because we were a member of the United Nations, and felt
that we should observe it. We have observed it.

Mr. CHURCHILL: These were just trucks they were not military vehicles.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They were trucks, Mr. Churchill. The tenders
were called for by the Defence Department of the government of South Africa
and they were clearly, on the basis of all the evidence before us, trucks that
could be used for military purposes. We felt—and I may tell you that this was
not an easy position for me—we felt in conscience that this was the only course
we could honorably take, and we did take it.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to take brief advantage of the
precedent set by Mr. Nesbitt in prefacing his very searching question with a
sort of statement of his view. I propose to do so very briefly, Mr. Chairman, I
assure the Committee.

Mr. NesBITT: I do not think it is a precedent; it has always been done on
other occasions.

Mr. BREWIN: No, it is not a precedent, but it is a good idea so I adopt it.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is one case where Mr. Brewin will be
following the enlightened lead of the government of Canada in international
affairs.

Mr. BREwIN: Well, wait and see.
The only thing I do not like is the word “following”, Mr. Martin.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We are pursuing a parallel line.

Mr. BREWIN: You are giving an enlightened lead, perhaps, partly, because
we persuade you to. We would hope so, at any rate.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to repudiate fairly vigorously, if I may, what I
understand to be implicit in the questions put by Mr. Nesbitt. He put this
question: “How far is the government prepared to go in interfering in the
internal affairs of other countries?” He put it in connection with the imposition
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of economic sanctions in Rhodesia, which we are discussing. I would like to
point out to the Committee that I do not think, in his questions, he once
referred to the fact that the Security Council of the United Nations, I think on
November 10, if my recollection is right, voted 10 to nothing with one country
abstaining, I believe it was France, in favour, not of obligatory economic
sanctions but indeed of the imposition of economic sanctions.

Mr. NEesSBITT: Just one moment, please, Mr. Chairman. I do not like
interrupting other speakers but since Mr. Brewin perhaps did not hear what I
said. The basis of the Canadian sanctions,—that was made quite clear by the
Minister of Trade and Commerce the other day, and I believe by the Minister or
the Secretary of State for External Affairs—was an agreement with the govern-
ment of the United Kingdom and not as a result of any actions—

An hon. MEMBER: I would not agree with that.

Mr. McInTosH: I do not think you stated the law correctly, if I do say so.
The CHAIRMAN: Order, please. Mr. Brewin has the floor.

Mr. BREWIN: As far as I am concerned—

Mr. McINTOSH: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I think that Mr.
Brewin’s question was to one of the members of the Committee and that is not
what we are here for. We are quite prepared to support the stand or the
statement that Mr. Nesbitt has made as far as our party is concerned. If you
want him up there as a witness, that is quite all right. I came here this morning
to hear the Minister answer certain questions, not to hear other members ask us
questions—

Mr. BREwIN: Why did you not complain when Mr. Nesbitt made a general
statement then.

Mr. McInTosH: I am not objecting to your making a general statement.

The CHAIRMAN: Order, please. May I ask Mr. Brewin to pose his questions
directly to the witness through the Chairman.

Mr. BREwIN: I will, Mr. Chairman, but I just want to say whether Mr.
Nesbitt said it or not there is a very clearcut distinction between intervention
on behalf of the international community, or in accordance with the request of
the international community represented by the United Nations, and unilateral
intervention in the internal affairs of other nations without such a sanction. I
put this question. How can the United Nations and its developing role ever be
effective if its decisions are not loyally supported by member states. I put the
question to the Minister. I have a series of questions but I do not want to put
them all at the moment.

One further question, does the Minister not believe that as we develop
effective sanctions behind the decisions of the United Nations so we develop a
possibility of the rule of law in a peaceful world. Is it not vitally important that
we do render moral support to the decisions of the United Nations and is that
not relevant to the question of economic sanctions.

e (12.15 p.m.)
Secondly, Mr. Chairman, the Minister has already said this—and I want to
put it again to the Minister. Is it not the Minister’s opinion, certainly it is mine,
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that it would be quite impossible to maintain a multiracial Commonwealth at
all unless we agreed with Commonwealth policy in this matter. Has it not been
made absolutely clear that it is Commonwealth policy to oppose by support of
economic sanction at least the unilateral, illegal declaration of independence by:
the Rhodesian regime. I put that to the Minister and I ask him again: can we
maintain the Commonwealth at all? Is it not tantamount to saying that we are
not going to support this decision; we are in favour of actions that would
destroy the Commonwealth as an effective organization? The next question I
want to put to the Minister has to do with economic sanctions. Is it not true that,
if you do not impose effective economic sanctions in a situation of this sort and
make them effective by perhaps partial or very modified use of force you may,
be confronted with an outbreak of force in a larger and perhaps eventually a
chaotic situation developing in Europe. I put that to the Minister that in this
situation that has developed in Rhodesia the effective present imposition of
economic sanctions and whatever is necessary to make them effective is an
instrument to prevent a further outbreak and spread of force in the situation.
Another question, perhaps more in detail, which Mr. Nesbitt referred to—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Would you like me to answer those three before
I forget them?

Mr. BREwIN: All right; I do not want to forget my other one either.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Go on, I will try to remember. I remember the
three now but whether I will after the next intervention I do not know. )

Mr. BREWIN: I just have one more question. Is it not true that the Smith
regime, so called, in Rhodesia, has committed itself to a course of policy which
would maintain racial domination in that country. Mr. Nesbitt referred to
education in some detail. Is it not a fact, perhaps the Minister can tell us this,
that the amount spent by the Rhode51an government on the education of each
European child is ten times as much as that spent on each African child. That
out of a thousand African children about 980 started school, 80 reached
Secondary school. Practically none of them go on beyond the third form in
secondary school. Is it not a fact that the Smith regime in the negotiations with
the British government leading up to the declaration of independence refused to
accept proposals by the British government for the gradual improvement of
education and indeed an offer of aid from the British government on a large
Scale program of African education. Is it not, therefore, a fact that the
continuation in part of the present regime in Rhodesia is likely to lead to a
berpetuation of the domination of a particular group or minority in that
country.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think that, in answer to your last question;
Your statement of facts generally represents what I believe to be the main
elements in the discrimination that has been practiced. There are other dis-
Criminatory features, the franchise, and other particulars.

The question of sanctions and their relation to the use of force is something
that I think has got to be carefully considered. Undoubtedly, sanctions do
involve an element of compulsion particularly if they are under the mandatory
brovisions of Chapter 7 of the Charter. But, we have a lot to learn yet about the
Whole question of sanctions. The first time sanctions were imposed by the
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United Nations was in the case of South Africa in the resolution that I referred
to in 1963. The recommendations were that member states were urged to take
particular courses; they were not obliged, to do so. This is really the first time
that an effort has been made to develop a program of sanctions against a recal-
citrant country. The first time when sanctions were imposed under Chapter 7
was recently in regard to the request of the government of Britain to stoo the
clandestine transfer of oil through Beira in Mozambique. But, undoubtedly, you
are right in saying that the development of the rule’of law in the international
community presupposes the development of sanctions in order to make the law
effective. Economic sanctions are one form of sanctions that we are now trying
but I must point out that there are economic considerations that have to be
borne in mid in considering the effectiveness of sanctions particularly if they
are to be made more all-embracing than in the situation that faced Britain
when ships of Greek registry in the first instance and later Panamanian registry
sought to get oil into Rhodesia.

We will have to give careful study to whether or not sanctions on a wider
front can in any particular instance be applied. I do not say that we should not
examine such questions but we have to give careful consideration to each
situation. I fully subsecribe to what you say about a recognition that the course
practised in Rhodesia was a course that could not be sanctioned by any
Commonwealth country, and that the failure of Canada or the other predomi-
nately white portions of the Commonwealth would have occasioned the greatest
crisis in Commonwealth history.

Last December, on December 16, to be exact, it will be recalled the
government of Tanzania and of Ghana decided to withdraw their missions in
London. This was a very serious decision on the part of Commonwealth
countries. We were all greatly disturbed by this act. It was this act on the part
of these governments and the threat of other Commonwealth countries to take a
similar course that brought about the Lagos conference. You are quite right in
saying that if there had not been support for the position of the British
government in this matter, the unity and the integrity of the Commonwealth
stood in great jeopardy.

Mr. KLEIN: My questions were really for Mr. Nesbitt and if you are not
going to permit any questions of Mr. Nesbitt I will pass.

The CHAIRMAN: You must direct your questions to the witness.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Mr. Walker sent me a written question asking
me if sanctions are interference with the internal affairs of a country.

Mr. WALKER: May I just elaborate on that for a moment. The premise of
the remarks of one of the members was, I believe, a false one, as far as I am
concerned. The premise being that economic sanctions constituted an interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of a country, and I just want to know if the Minister
felt that in this way economic sanctions were almost tantamount to, or the same
thing as, military intervention right within a country.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, in the first place, there have been no
general mandatory sanctions yet imposed against Rhodesia. The mandatory
sanctions that were taken by the Security Council the other day were with
regard to a particular situation. It enabled the British government to use
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forceful action to prevent the transmission of oil from one area to Rhodesia. But
on your question in principle I do not think that sanctions in themselves are
necessarily interfering in the affairs of a country—

Mr. WALKER: Well what are they there for?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): —and in particular in the case of Rhodesia we
cannot argue this question of interference in the internal affairs of another
country, because Rhodesia is not a sovereign power. The sovereign power in
Rhodesia at the present time is the government of Britain. My hon. friend is a
lawyer and he knows that this is a correct statement of the constitutional
Position—Rhodesia was not a fully governing sovereign body. It did not have
control of its foreign policy in the final sense and it could not qualify for
membership in the United Nations. Rhodesia before the unilateral declaration of
independence or now could not apply for membership in the United Nations
because it is not a body having the sovereign attributes, it has not the sovereign
attributes of a country like Dahomey for instance. So, to argue about interfering
in the internal affairs of another country is to invoke an argument that has no

application here at all.

Mr. WALKER: I have a supplementary on that. Is it a fair statement to say
then that economic sanctions could be interpreted as being a vehicle for the
expression of world opinion or world conscience about an issue within a country
that affects the whole world—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Undoubtedly.

Mr. WALKER: —rather than being an interference in the purely political
internal affairs of a country?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I hope that what we are engaged in now in the
international community is that we are slowly building up an international
organization that will have the components of legislative consideration, judicial
review and the capacity, with the development of the rule of law, to enforce its
decisions. This is a slow process, but it is an inevitable process. We are engaged
in that process now. I do say to the Committee that because of situations that
may develop, that while we may agree that sanctions should be imposed in
order to give effect to the policy that most nations subscribe to today, in given
situations the application of sanctions in a wider area may be very difficult for
many reasons that I am sure are in the minds of all of us, and certainly are now
being carefully studied by the Canadian government.

Mr. WALKER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I was just a little troubled by the
Minister’s meaning put in his last statement. I would like to ask two brief
questions: Firstly, would the Minister agree that in light of the recent statement
by the Secretary General of the Commonwealth, Mr. Smith, and in light of
other developments, that there is in a very real sense a great deal of urgency
about the problem of sanctions, particularly the effectiveness of sanctions, and if
it is true to say that economic sanctions up to this point have not been effective.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I think they have.
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There has been only one mandatory sanction imposed thus far, and that
was the mandatory sanction with regard to the situation at Beira in Mozam-
bique. That sanction has proven effective but that was a mandatory sanction
addressed to a particular situation.

e (12.30 p.m.)

Mr. FAULKNER: Would the Minister say that amongst the members of the
Commonwealth there is a general agreement that sanctions up to this point
have been effective and that there is not any compelling need to reconsider the
degree and level of sanctions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. I think that one of our difficulties here, Mr.
Faulkner, is that we are confusing mandatory sanctions under the TUnited
Nations with the steps that individual countries have taken in the form of trade
embargoes both in exports and imports. In the case of Canada we have placed a
total embargo on our trade with Rhodesia. One can regard that as a sanction. I
have been speaking of sanctions here this morning in terms of either the
voluntary o rthe mandatory sanctions envisaged by the Charter of the United
Nations.

On your specific question, I think that disagreement does exist at the
present time in the Commonwealth on whether or not the actions taken by
countries in the Commonwealth and outside have resulted in a state of affairs in
Rhodesia where we can say that the economic sanctions imposed by individual
countries have succeeded. But our appraisal of the situation to date is this:
While the sanctions program has not been effective in accordance with some
announced schedules, they are proving to be working. I believe the very fact
that these have been proposals for official discussions in a preliminary way, as
outlined by Prime Minister Wilson the other day, is a good indication that the
sanctions are having their effect. In any event I hope that time will be allowed
to prove their further effectiveness. I would be greatly concerned, speaking for
the government of Canada, about the use of force, as opposed to the use of
military forces for police purposes. I would be greatly disturbed about the
dangers of the use of force, particularly under the United Nations at the present

time.

Mr. FAULKNER: I think we all probably share that misgiving but perhaps I
could put my question and my thoughts in a different way. Would the Minister
be prepared to outline briefly the objective to be achieved by sanction; what are
the purposes of sanction? This may be old hat to some of you but what are we
attempting to achieve and are we going to achieve it?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well the purpose is to bring to an end this illegal
regime.

Mr. FAULKNER: And is it your expectation that sanctions, as they are
presently constituted, will in fact achieve this objective?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well no one can say finally whether they will or
not. On the basis of the evidence that I have had put before me I feel that they
are having a real effect, and I would hope that it would be agreed that we
should allow more time to run before reaching a negative conclusion.
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Now, I do not hesitate to talk about this because Mr. Wilson made clear
that these exploratory discussions on the officials level would take place without
any commitment and without any interference in the sanctions program. The
sanctions would go on; that is to say, the individual national sanctions would go
on, even if the talks take place and while they take place.

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Martin, I was very interested in your statement when
you said it is a desirable departure from former Canaaian foreign policy. I am
not just sure whether I got your meaning of what that departure was.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, what I meant by that, Mr. McIntosh, was
that while Canada subscribes, for instance, to the covenant of the League of
Nations of 1919, there was a strong disposition during that period to reserve our
position on various articles and this in my judgment tended to reduce our
support for the League of Nations.

Likewise, in the case of the Charter of the United Nations. At the beginning
we, I think properly, took a rather legalistic interpretation of some of the
Charter provisions, notably article 2, subsection 7. Since that time the world has
evolved, more sovereign nations have come into being; the membership of the
United Nations has increased substantially; we now have the dangers of nuclear
warfare; we have now a general recognition of the obligation of states to
encourage an improved situation respecting human rights, and there is now a
consensus that the international community, in order to maintain peace, has to
take a greater interest in the practices of other countries. That is what I meant
by saying that I think the departure is a desirable one. I think it is one in
keeping with the character of the world in which we live. It has taken us from a
relative position of isolation into full participation into the international collec-
tive effort of our day.

Mr. McInTosH: Even going so far as to interfere in the domestic affairs of
any country?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, I do not think I said that.

Mr. McInTosH: No, I am asking you if this is what this new departure
means.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, I do not think it means that. It does not
mean that countries must have their domestic programs interfered with, but it
does means that if we are going to maintain peace in this interdependent world,
acts of individual governments that threaten the peace elsewhere must be
regarded as matters that come within the concern of international bodies, such
as the United Nations. The action taken in Rhodesia of discrimination against
human beings who are black was an act that was calculated to stir up the whole
of Africa into a situation that would threaten the peace.

Mr. McInTosH: Would you elaborate on what you man by discrimination
in Rhodesia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would be very glad to provide an examination
of this.
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Mr. McINTosH: What I am trying to get at, Mr. Martin, is article 2,
subsection 7, says:

Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United
Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction of any state.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is right.

Mr. McINTosH: But what I am trying to get at is that with this new
departure do you feel that Canada now can interfere in this or the United
Nations can interfere in this type of matter?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well in the particular case that we are discussing
we must recognize that article 2(7) has no application; Rhodesia is not a
member of the United Nations. It would not qualify. We are not interfering in
the affairs of a sovereign body; what we are doing is interfering in the affairs of
a nation that had not yet acquired independence and that had acted in an illegal
way to the point where its authority, in international law and constitutionally,
had been transferred from itself to the colonial power; in this case Britain. And
the “interference” in this case is with British approval and, in fact, with British
connivance.

Mr. McInTosH: Well you were looking at your definition of disecrimination.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It is a very good term, Mr. Nesbitt, if you would
only look up the etymology of it.

Mr. NEsBITT: I know, but the connotation is a bit d1fferent

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Martin, will you elaborate on the term “discrimination”
in Rhodesia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. Well, for instance, the 1961 constitution in
Rhodesia could, I agree eventually produce majority rule in that country, when
sufficient Africans reach the required property and educational levels to obtain
the franchise for election to 50 out of the 65 seats in the Rhodesian legislative
assembly. However, these educational and property qualifications are so high in
terms of conditions in Rhodesia that only a very small percentage of the
Africans of Rhodesia qualify to vote for these 50 seats.

Mr. WALKER: How many whites qualified ?
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Every one.

Mr. WALKER: Not every one.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, every one.
Some hon. MEMBERS: No, no.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, there are property qualifications, naturally.
In other words, they can qualify provided the necessary conditions are there;

whereas the blacks cannot qualify on the basis of equal provisions applied to

them.

Mr. McInTosH: Do you mean to say that this qualification does not apply to
the whites in Rhodesia? This is the point I am making. :
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There is no discrimination in theory between the
qualifications extended to the blacks and whites, but there is a discrimination in
Pbractice in the qualifications imposed against the blacks in comparison to the
whites, in a country where 300,000 people only are white and where 4 million
are black. It would be the same as saying in Canada that people in only one
Section of the country shall have the right to vote under certain conditions. Now
that in itself may not cause an international situation but, in Africa, where
there has been a resurgence and a recognition of equality among the countries
of Africa, this does create a situation that threatens the peace and thereby does
become a matter that concerns the international community.

Mr. McInTosH: Well we do have situations in Canada where people are not
allowed to vote—it is a qualification too. I want to ask another question—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But it is not on a discriminatory basis.

Mr. McInTosH: That is debatable. Was there a recent resolution passed
Within the United Nations sanctioning the use of armed forces to bring down
the peaceful government of Rhodesia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No.
Mr. McINToSH: There was no resolution passed?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. There was a resolution last November urging
member states—that is members of the United Nations—to take economic action
to bring down the illegal regime, but that resolution was simply a recommenda-
lon to countries to act. However, a few weeks ago, because of the situation of
the two ships that were carrying oil that was presumably destined for Rhodesia,
the British government moved in the Security Council for the imposition of a
mandatory economic sanction that would enable it ot prevent those ships from
carrying their cargo to the proposed destination. Now that was the only sanction
of an obligatory character proposed yet by the United Nations. There has been
talk of possible further action, under chapter 7, in the United Nations. Whether
that action will be taken or not remains to be seen.

® (1245 p.m.)

Mr. McInTOSH: My next question, Mr. Martin, is a follow-up, I think, on one
that Mr. Nesbitt was trying to get an answer to, and in my opinion he did not
get it. It was also based on the United Nations Charter, the principle of
non-interference in domestic affairs and belief that the main purpose in the
United Nations charter is to provide peace and security to the world and I think
that is in article 1(1).

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): The preamble, I think.

Mr. McInTosH: Would the Minister comment on the charge, and this has
been prevalent in publications and so on, that there now appears to be a double
Standard applied by the United Nations. In the case of Rhodesia, they are
Interfering in what we call domestic affairs, and in the case of Vietnam they are
not interfering in the manner in which they have the power to under the
charter. There seems to be that double standard and there has been this charge
made. Now, may I ask this question. While one side it appears that it is being
applied by the United Nations, in the domestic affairs of Rhodesia where there
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is no war nor any attempt or intention of aggression. On the other side an
entirely different standard is being applied by the United Nations in the refusal
or the failure to deal with any actual conflict in Viet Nam.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, if I understand your question, my reply
would be in the case of Rhodesia I have given you the two instances where the
United Nations Security Council has acted: One where it provided for a
recommendation to members states to take particular national courses of
action; the other where there was a mandatory sanction on oil for a particular
purpose that was imposed. The other action taken by the United Nations
with regard to Rhodesia has been the discussions in the colonial committee
within recent days at the United Nations and the general discussions of the
problem of Rhodesia in general debates in the General Assembly.

In the case of Viet Nam the Security Council was seized with a resolution
on Viet Nam. The problem of Viet Nam has been discussed in the General
Assembly. It has not been possible to take any decision whatsoever in the case
of Viet Nam in the Security Council because the nations concerned are not all
members of the United Nations. No effective action could be taken—China is not
a member; South Viet Nam is not a member; North Viet Nam is not a
member,—

Mr. McInTosH: Rhodesia is not a member

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But the British government is and Rhodesia is
not a sovereign state. That is the point that I have made before; Rhodesia is not
a sovereign body. Now, if there was action, no one has suggested that the
United Nations has reached that stage of perfection where it can deal with all
situations in the world, of course it has not; it has only been in existence 20
years. And if there was some way by which we could deal with the situation in
Viet Nam, I think it would be a very very happy development, but there is no
way of dealing with that situation because of the character, because of the
nature of the circumstances, because of the participants involved. In the case
of Rhodesia it is possible to take corrective action because of the nature of the
problem. That is the only explanation one can offer at this stage of interna-

tional development.

Mr. McInTosH: Can I ask you this Mr. Minister. Maybe you cannot answer
it, maybe you do not want to answer it; in your opinion how far is the United
Nations willing to go to use force in regard to these sanctions? Will they use
armed force, and further to that, in regard to the new policy of Canada, how
far is Canada willing to go to pursue her new policy, will she use armed force?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I have made it clear today and I have
made it clear in discussions in the House—I was asked this question, and Mr.
Churchill will recall asking me this question a number of times—that Canadian
policy did not envisage the use of force. No one can speak of what will happen
in the future, but I would think that this problem of Rhodesia can be resolved
without the use of force. I think it would be most dangerous—I cannot em-
phasize this too strongly—to contemplate the use of force in this situation. We
have got to take into account all that would flow from the use of force.
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Now, there are many disadvantages to the use of force. These include the
fact that first of all, in my judgment, it would not necessarily provide a quick
solution; the danger of a more general conflict developing which might involve
racial strife and grave international repercussions, and the damage, economic
and political, from the use of force to an independent multi-racial Rhodesia,
and it would have very serious effects on the future well-being, for instance,
of Zambia. I hope that the issue in Rhodesia will be resolved by peaceful means.
I believe it can be resolved by peaceful means.

Now, the government of Britain, the colonial power, the government that
alone has the constitutional authority on this matter, has not precluded the use
of force to restore law and order to Rhodesia; but the British government, I
think wisely, has declared that it is unwilling to use force in existing circum-
stances, and I believe that the course that has been taken, together with the
exploratory talks that are envisaged, will lead to an eventual solution of this
matter.

Mr. McINTOSH: Mr. Chairman, my last question is a follow-up I think from
one that Mr. Brewin asked and I did not hear the Minister’s answer, if he did
answer, or by silence he agreed with Mr. Brewin with regard to education in
Rhodesia, but the implication that I have was that it is a very low standard of
education in Rhodesia. The information that I have, and I would ask the
Minister to confirm it, is that one in every six Rhodesian people is at school,
while in Great Britain there is one in every five. In Rhodesia 50 per cent of the
population is under 17 years of age.

Mr. MARTIN: (Essex East): Well, I know I have—

Mr. McINTosH: In Great Britain three adults pay taxes for one student,
while in Rhodesia only one adult pays taxes. This is the difference between each
country. My information is that the Africans are advancing in education faster
in Rhodesia than in any other country in Africa. This has been all published.
There are figures here showing the number of schools in existence last year and
the number this year, and they are not to be compared with any other country.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We could get into a long discussion on this. I do
not think that this is an area that would be very fruitful, Mr. McIntosh. The
important thing in this if I may emphasize, because of the time question now,
the important thing surely is this: there is a situation in Rhodesia that does
offend the sense of justice of all the countries in the Commonwealth, including
the African countries. That is the fact. In the face of this situation, this
government, which is not an independent sovereign body, has taken a course
which is calculated to disturb the peace in a way that warrants concern and
action by the international community—as in the restricted mandatory Security
Council resolution of a few weeks ago. And all of the Commonwealth countries,
because they want to preserve the British Commonwealth, because they recog-
nize it as a very indispensible and valuable instrument in the international
process that is developing in our time, have taken this course because of the
discriminations practised by a country that is composed of 300,000 people as
against the position of some four million. Now, we are not living in the world of
Kipling, we are not living in the world of Mackenzie King, we are living in a
new world altogether, and if we are going to maintain the peace of the world in
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this interdependent period when Africa has emerged now as a vital, forceful
continent, we have got to recognize the sensitivities and the demands and the
proclamation of rights of these new people; otherwise we will not hold the
Commonwealth together; otherwise we will create situations that will threaten
the peace and call for much more violent action, and that is the situation as the
government sees it. Now, if you do not accept this view, I can only say to you I
think that the course that you are pursuing, and I am sure it is a well
intentioned course, is a course that will bring to an end the Commonwealth. It
is a course that will create situations in the world that will become very serious
indeed.

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Minister, I can only say to you that maybe the course
that I am pursuing is your fault because you have not issued a white paper that
we asked for.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I would hate to be blamed for a world war
because I did not issue a white paper.

Mr. McInTosH: Well, you are not going to be blamed for a world war, but
some of your statements are not correct.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Even Mr. Churchill concurred—

Mr. McInTosH: I would ask were all the Commonwealth countries rep-
resented at the Lagos Conference, and if they were not, why not?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Ghana was not there, Tanzania was not there.
Mr. McIntosH: Was New Zealand there?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): New Zealand had an observer there, yes.
Mr. McInTosH: Why did they have only an observer?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know why; you will have to ask the
New Zealand government. I do not know whether the New Zealand ngh
Commissioner is here today, but—

Mr. McInTosH: Well, you must have asked some why they were not there,
you are the Minister for External Affairs.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, that does not mean that I know everything.

I am wrong, the New Zealand government was represented. Australia had
an observer. The reason at that time I had better not go into that now.

Mr. THOMPSON: The time has gone by now. It would seem to be unwise to
initiate a few questions which have not been mentioned, I would like a
discussion on these things because I have some personal familiarity with the
problems there and as I listen to the beautiful statements of the Minister I have
a feeling that although—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Do not tell me that you disagree with that. '

Mr. THoMPSON: They sound very nice. I think that our commitments to the
African and the Rhodesian situations are so great at the present time that we
had better be considering a little bit about how we are going to get the spoon
into our mouth. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, in view of that would it be wise to

pose any questions now? 3
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The CHAIRMAN: Are there any others who wish to pose questions to the
Minister? If there is only one item left would the Minister feel like completing
the discussions today? If there is more than one, then in that case we will have
'no choice but to adjourn.

Mr. THoMmPSON: I have listened very carefully now for an hour and a half,
and I do not see that the time will permit us to go on.

The CHAIRMAN: I believe Mr. Thompson wants to continue his questions at
the next meeting.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I am in the hands of the committee. I am a
servant of the public.

Mr. NESBITT: Mr. Thompson has had some experience in Africa. I think
most of us would be interested in hearing his observations.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): He had some valuable service in Africa which
you condemned on one occasion.

"' Mr. Nessrrr: I did not condemn it, I just said that the Minister stated that
Mr. Thompson was there on a basis that he was not.

: The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee to continue now or to
adjourn?

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, let us be fair. How many other members have
questions with regard to Rhodesia? Can we clear up Rhodesia today?

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Chairman, I have no more questions about this but we
have the Minister here. He has spoken to us on three subjects now which were
the main subjects of his initial statement. It may well be that other members of
the Committee will want, before we get on with other things, to ask him about a
few other subjects that are not within—

The CHAIRMAN: Well what is Mr. Brewin asking now—
Mr. BREWIN: I will not ask any more about Rhodesia.

The CHAIRMAN: Well in that case we will have to meet again next Thurs-
day.
Mr. NESBITT: Mr. Chairman, will the Minister be able to be with us next
Thursday?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I can Thursday.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been our practice to meet every Thursday and it has
proven to be satisfactory.

Mr. CHURCHILL: That will give you a chance to stir up some contradictory
statements you can put on the record.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The most salutary thing about this meeting,
Gordon, is that you did not ask me any questions.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, might I just pose a question that we might
be thinking about until our next meeting. I think it is obvious here this morning
that we are talking about a problem that very few of us—

Mr. CHURCHILL: Let us stop; I do not want to hear another speech.
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Mr. THoMPSON: Now, just a moment, please.
Mr. CaurcHILL: Well, no, either we go on or we stop.

Mr. THOMPSON: I am not making a speech and I have listened while your
party has spoken and I would appreciate if you would give me a minute to
speak now.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Well one minute is 60 seconds.

Mr. THOMPSON: It is this. We are speaking about things that we do not have
very much background in and yet we are committed, we are committed to the
hilt, and I wonder if it would not be good for the Committee to be considering
whether or not it would be a very profitable exercise for a representative
committee or group to plan a visit to Africa, particularly to Rhodesia, but also
to a few other areas where I think we would all benefit by having some first
hand knowledge. I am not asking for an answer I am just suggesting we might
think about it.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps that is a proposition that might be submitted to
the steering committee.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would simply want to make this observation,
Mr. Thompson. I assure you that Canadian policy is based upon an examination
of a very wide knowledge in the department and from other sources. Our policy
does not represent a commitment that is not based on facts.

Mr. McInTosH: You would save a lot of money if you accept the Minister’s
statement.

Mr. THOMPSON: It would be nice if we could save the situation in Africa on
the same basis.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen in that case we will—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I say that without deprecating your great
experience and knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN: We will pursue the discussion next Thursday but before we
do adjourn may I say I will be absent Thursday. If Mr. Nesbitt, the Vice
Chairman is present, of course, he will chair the meeting. There is a possibility
he might be absent too and in that case I will use my authority now to appoint
Mr. Macdonald of Rosedale to act if the Vice Chairman and Chairman are both
absent.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, May 12, 1966.
(6)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.10 a.m. this day, the
Vice-Chairman, Mr. Nesbitt, presiding.

Members present: Mrs. Wadds and Messrs. Asselin (Charlevoix), Brewin,
Churchill, Faulkner, Foy, Groos, Harkness, Klein, Lind, Macdonald (Rosedale),
Macquarrie, McIntosh, Nesbitt, Pilon, Regimbal, Stanbury, Thompson, Walker
(19).

Also present: Mr. Matheson, M.P.

In attendance: The Hon. Paul Martin, Secretary of State for External
Affairs; Mr. M. Cadieux, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.

The Committee resumed consideration of Item 1 of the Estimates of the
Department of External Affairs, 1966-67, and continued questioning the Min-
ister on the subject of Rhodesia.

Item 1 was allowed fo stand.

At 1.15 p.m. the Committee adjourned until 11.00 a.m., Thursday, May
26th, 1966, at which time it is expected that the witness will be Mr. Cadieux,
Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Dorothy F'. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

THURSDAY, May 12, 1966.
e (11.10 am.)

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I think we have a quorum, and the
meeting can come to order. Last week, we were discussing Rhodesia and its
problems, and a number of questions were put to the Minister on that occasion.
The last speaker, I believe, who had just commenced to ask some questions, was
Mr. Thompson.

Do you have any questions to put to the Minister, Mr. Thompson, or any
statements that you wish to make?

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman and Mr. Minister, just at the close of last
week’s session I had made the suggestion that I hoped the Committee might
consider sending a representative delegation to some of the areas of Africa,
including Rhodesia. It is my impression that, as we have gone on with the
discussions, we are perhaps talking about something, and are becoming involved
in something for which we do not really have the background. In dealing with
this, our commitment is leading us into a very prominent position so far as the
Rhodesian problem, specifically, is concerned. I would hope that the Committee
might consider this. I think it is equally important, if not more so, that we be
informed on some of the events that are taking place as they concern external
affairs as we are on some of the other areas that committees are seeking tc
acquaint themselves with by direct contact and observation.

Mr. Chairman, as one who has had some experience in Africa, and knows
at least the background of the problems that we are concerned with in
Rhodesia, my own fear is that in following a policy that probably is not defined
toward its objective as it might be, the situation in Rhodesia might on one
extreme be pushed into apartheid, something that would be a tragedy for the
growing independence and self-determination of Africa; or, on the other hand,
might be pushed into what could be a bloodbath that would make what
happened in the Congo look insignificant.

Therefore, it is my own opinion that Rhodesia today is at the very fulerum
of events as they develop in the continent of Africa. I have a few questions that
I would like to place before the Minister that relate to this situation as I have
briefly referred to it. The British press has persisted in reports that the British
government has continuously planned for armed force against Rhodesia. These
reports claim that there are two brigades ready to be flown to Rhodesia, if
necessary, from the army at the Rhine. Does the Minister have any information
whether such action has been contemplated in the apparent view of the effective
use of sanctions against Rhodesia? :

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The position of the British government, Mr.
Thompson, as stated 'up to the present time, is that it would be dangerous to

145
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contemplate the use of force, apart from in certain circumstances, possible
police action to maintain law and order. That is—as I stated it last week—the
position of the Canadian government. Undoubtedly, if the British government
wanted to use force it would have an opportunity of calling upon its military
manpower as stationed in that particular locality or elsewhere. But I know of
no action that is contemplated along those lines by the British government. At
any rate, none has been communicated to us. The discussions that we have had
are along the lines that I have indicated, that of giving the sanctions program
an opportunity of running its course. I have expressed the view that that
program will bring about results. I have suggested that the exploratory talks
that are now underway might be reasons for confidence in the outcome of that
program.

Mr. THOMPSON: Referring to sanctions, Mr. Chairman, might I ask the
Minister if it is his impression that sanctions thus far have been effective?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): As I have stated, it is not possible to say at this
moment that they have been effective in the sense of bringing the regime down;
but our judgment is that, notwithstanding some difficulties, their effectiveness
is being proven. That is not to say that they are finally effective now or to guess
when they will be finally effective; no one can give a final judgment on that.

Mr. THOMPSON: In my own experience, Mr. Chairman, as it relates to the
League of Nations and the ineffectiveness of sanctions against Italy at the time
of the Ethiopian crisis,—and there are other illustrations that can be cited since
then—sanctions really never have proven effective in bringing about the in-
tended objective. Might I just cite this example? That tobacco crop apparently
has been sold without any difficulty at all, albeit that it was covert. Reports are
that Britain and the United States and Russia, have all partaken in the purchas-
ing of that tobacco crop.

e (11.15 am.)
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is not my information, in those precise
terms.

Mr. THoMPSON: Not officially, but another element is that there are reports
that the trade between Zambia and Rhodesia is continuing on quite a normal
pattern. In fact reports say that some of the oil assistance program, unofficial as
it is, coming out of South Africa is actually moving into Zambia. With the
tremendous interdependence of the two countries on trade with each other—in
fact, the President of Zambia said the other day that Rhodesia and Zambia were
Siamese twins as far as trade is concerned—is there any hope of sanctions ever
reaching their objectives, in view of these developments.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I believe there is. With regard to the normalcy of
trade between Zambia and Rhodesia, we must recognize the fact of geography;
we must recognize, for instance, that the Kariba dam serves not only Rhodesia
but serves Zambia as well; that there is a common railroad, but this does not
mean to say that Zambia is not playing its part, having in mind the difficulties,
in trying to bring about the objective on which all Commonwealth countries
are united.

Mr. THOoMPSON: Does the Minister have any figures on the number of black
Africans who have immigrated into Rhodesia from Zambia, from Malawi, from

s
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perhaps other neighbouring states, for work opportunities since the declaration
of U.D.I. ;

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not have any final figures, but we do have
estimates, and we also have estimates of the number who have left Rhodesia
since the unilateral declaration of independence.

Mr. THOMPSON: Of those who have left, are some of them white residents of
Zambia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. White residents of Zambia, white residents
of Rhodesia.

4 Mr. THOMPSON: What is the difference in figures between the influx of new
Immigrants as compared to those who are emigrating; is the balance not in
favour of those coming into Rhodesia, both black and white?

:Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That would not be my estimate.

Mr. THOMPSON: Another point in this regard as it relates to the economic
side is, does the department have reports in regard to the slowdown in work of
white miners within Zambia since U.D.I.?

I am speaking of copper production. I have seen reports where the
slowdown in copper production has amounted to as high as $700,000 a day. Are
the figures available on that, and how is it affecting the tremendous need of
copper by Britain from the Zambian copper mines?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have no figures on that. Perhaps my officials
might have some information.

Mr. THOMPSON: My concern here is that, actually, sanctions are having the
adverse effect of bringing Rhodesia to its knees or accomplishing the economic
pressure that they are intended to effect as far as trade within the continent,
and particularly with neighbouring countries, is concerned, and as it relates to
immigration as well because it would seem that there are reports coming out of
Rhodesia that indicate that neither the majority of blacks nor whites, are
opposing Smith’s stand.

I can only say that, except for rebel elements, or revolutionary elements
coming in from the outside, people within the country are fairly well satisfied.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East); I can only repeat, Mr. Thompson, that my
assessment based on information that is supplied to me is that the sanctions
program is having its effect. I do not say when this effect will be final and
complete, but I do not share your pessimism about the outcome of this program.
I give as an indication, apart from other facts that are supplied to us on a
confidential basis, the exploratory talks themselves, how they were initiated.
Together with other information supplied to me they lead me to this conclusion.

Mr. THOMPSON: Turning just briefly to the political side, I believe the
Minister agrees that, actually inherent within the 1961 Constitution, is self-
determination of government for the majority somewhere along in the future. I
do not want to give the impression for one moment that I am not in favour of a
majority government and of the need for the African to assert himself and his
Own influence in the development of the democratic process in Africa. Again I
come back to the point that we are becoming involved in a policy that I think
might have dangerous effects. One is the possibility of swinging Rhodesia into
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apartheid, which I do not believe it is at the present time, and the other is of
the use of force and probably what can be termed only as a tremendous loss of
life, if not a bloodbath, that can develop as it did in the Congo.

Therefore, on the political side, does the Minister consider that the results
of the recent South African election, where the nationalist party took some 20
seats away from the United Party’s representation and strengthened apartheid
more so than ever before, was a reaction that was greatly influenced by events
that were taking place in Rhodesia?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have seen it suggested that that was the case.
Whether it is the case, I do not know.

Mr. THoMPSON: Does the Minister have any information, as far as the
position of South Africa is concerned, that in the event of disaster, shall we say,
in the use of armed forces in the implementation of sanctions, to indicate that
that country is preparing to back up and support Rhodesia’s position? Again, I
am thinking of the possibility of apartheid reaching into Rhodesia, something
that would be a tragedy for Africa.

Mr. MARTIN(Essex East): What the South African government plans to do
in those circumstances, I do not know. But there are estimates, there are views
as to what she would do. I do not know that it would be useful for me to
speculate hypothetically, but in saying that we must give the sanctions program
an opportunity to evolve, I have in mind the great desirability of avoiding that
kind of situation.

Mr. THoMPSON: We are—and when I say “we”, I mean our representative in
the United Kingdom, Mr. Chevrier, who is the chairman of the Sanctions
Committee—this places us in a very responsible and important position. It
indicates just how much we are involved in this. Just a few days after
President Kaunda had said that Rhodesia and Zambia were Siamese twins
economically, he also stated that Zambia perhaps would have to take the
initiative if Britain’s attempts to bring a solution in Rhodesia failed, or some
agreement were to come out of the present exploratory talks. Have we in
Canada had any discussions with Zambia and with their authorities in regard to
what our policy would be if Zambia or if other neighbouring African countries
might move into force action.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. The week before last we had the foreign
minister of Zambia here, and I had some talks with him about many aspects of
the Rhodesian problem, useful talks. He was in London the other day and an
opportunity was presented for further discussion of some aspects of this
problem but I may say that our talks here were very useful.

Mr. THOMPSON: Has there been any discussion with Zambia or with
Tanzania—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think you met him, did you not?
Mr. THoMPSON: Yes. I was very grateful for the opportunity—
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I think Mc. Macquarrie met him.

Mr. THoMPSON: Have there been any talks in regard to Canada’s role in
helping to construct the railroad from Dar es Salaam in Tanzania through to
Zambia which would obviate the problems that Zambia faces in regard to
transportation?
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We have agreed to participate along with the
British government in a feasibility study. I think our contribution to this study
represents an expenditure of some $350,000. However, I would want it to be
understood that the fact that we are participating in this feasibility study along
with Britain is in no way to be construed as a commitment, if the feasibility
study should be positive, that we were going to undertake to share any
responsibility in the building of the railroad.

Mr. THOMPSON: Is that commitment in terms of dollars, or is that in terms
of personnel who are actually taking part in the feasibility survey?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, the total cost of our participation in the
feasibility study represents an estimated contribution of $350,000.

Mr. THOMPSON: Do we have Canadian personnel taking part in that at the
present time?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, we do.

Mr. THoMPSON: How soon is it expected that this survey will be
completed?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Oh, I think it will take some time; another half a
year or so.

Mr. THOMPSON: Continuing this problem of transportation,—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Perhaps I could tell you that it is estimated that
the public survey will cost $501,000. Our share will likely be about $276,000,
although we have the appropriation that I mentioned. The Ottawa firm of
Canadian Aero Service Limited has been selected to carry out the Canadian
portion of the project which is an engineering feasibility study of the proposed
route by aerial photography, air photo interpretation and ground survey. The
study will determine the route which the railway should follow.

The British portion of the project involves an economic study of the
railway and of the port of Dar es Salaam. The project is restricted to the
survey of the proposed route of the railway, and, as I said, in no way involves
construction. Whether the railroad will be built, of course, will be a matter for
later consideration by the governments of the African states involved.

Mr. THoMPSON: Does the Minister have any information about plans for the
building of a separate railway link from South Africa to Rhodesia, by passing
Bechuanaland?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have no information on that.

Mr. THOMPSON: There are reports that such a feasibility survey is now
under way from the South African end.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I have read reports to that effect. I have no
information before me, but I have read these reports.

Mr. THoMPSON: Continuing on the political side, there are reports that
transmitters in Zambia are beaming broadcasts into Rhodesia to this effect, in
fighting black Africans—I am quoting now from a report that I saw the other
day—*“to kill, to burn down farms, to destroy property, to maim cattle.” Is this
type of sanction being applied today from Zambia?



150 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS May 12, 1966

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know whether this'is the fact. However,
you will remember that on April 4, I said in the Committee that as far as the
Canadian government is concerned—this is in answer to a question by Mr.
MclIntosh, I think—we have neither authorized not contributed in any way to
such broadcasts. The suggestion that Canada has participated with Britain in
the construction and operation of radio transmitters for propaganda broadcasts
against Rhodesia is, of course, completely untrue. As far as I am aware, the only
British transmitter which aims broadcasts at Rhodesia is in Bechuanaland, and
it certainly does not broadcast programs of the type that has been referred to in
the public press in this country.

Mr. THoMmPSON: What are our present trade statistics with Rhodesia? Has
Canada’s trade been completely cut off?

e (11.30 am.)
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. THOMPSON: Both ways?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Both exports and imports. There is a suggestion
that there was some corned beef on the shelves in Canada. To the extent that
I have been able to complete our examination of this it would seem that this
represents commodities that were in Canada before the embargo became
effective and that—

Mr. THompsoN: I thought that you might announce to us that such reports
were “corny” but—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): If I had done that it would have been a “corny”
observation.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Mr. Chairman, is it true that the report was
“baloney”?

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, do we recognize Rhodesian postage?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I will have to check on that, Mr. Chairman.
I would have thought that there was no doubt that we do not.

Mr. THoMPSON: Might I ask the Minister, Mr. Chairman, if we have any
observers at the present time—I understand that we do not have any official
representation—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In Rhodesia? No; we have had people visit
Salisbury, one quite recently.

Mr. THOMPSON: Would the Minister give serious consideration to the
suggestion that it might be well for a representative delegation of this Com-
mittee not only to visit Rhodesia, but also to visit neighbouring areas of Africa.
I am thinking of such countries of major importance—concerned with us
economically—such as Ghana and Nigeria.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I am sure that any opportunity that would
be given to Canadians to understand the problems of Africa better—to know
more about Africa—would in principle be something that we would all applaud.
In regard to this Committee going to Rhodesia, I would be inclined to view it as
an inappropriate thing to do at the present time. The role of such a visiting group
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might also be misunderstood as an attempt of some sort at mediation. Such
mediation between Britain and an illegal regime in a British territory, would
seem to me, to be an entirely inappropriate and improper role for Canada. That
is a matter for the British government.

Also, I would be afraid that at this time such an intervention might be
regarded as undesirable in view of the informal exploratory talks that are now
beginning in London between British and Rhodesian officials.

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, may I remind Mr. Thompson of what hap-
pened to a couple of UK. members of Parliament who went there and came
home with thick lips and black eyes. We had better go into training if—

Mr. McInTosH: Liberal or Social Credit?
Mr. WALKER: These were U.K. members, they were—
Mr. THOMPSON: I would hope, Mr. Chairman—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): On the other question, a general visit; our High
Commissioner in Ghana has been in touch with me recently. Other heads of
missions in Africa also have urged on us the desirability of increasing our
contacts, parliamentary and otherwise, and I would hope that in due time this
sort of thing might be possible. I cannot make any commitment but it becomes
increasingly evident that Africa is going to play an important role in the
international community and that we ought to have as great a knowledge of
that great and emerging continent as possible.

Mr. THomPsoN: Well, I appreciate that statement very much because
I think we have a very important role to play in this developing role of African
world affairs. I am also sure that the Minister agrees that we do not want to see
either extremes take place in Africa; if possible, there must be some peaceful
way of working this out. My concern is that we take the right initiative at the
right time to avoid a crisis that would force some action of a kind that we have
found ourselves taking in our important role as a peacekeeping force in other
areas. When the governments of Ghana and Nigeria changed earlier this year
apparently the government adopted a policy of continuing recognition which is
sort of a difficult thing to understand but, apparently, like the Commonwealth it
worked better than you can define it.

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): No; that is not precisely the situation. What
happened was that when Mr. Nkrumah was brought down, and his government
ushered out, there was an interval of almost a week—I am speaking now from
memory—before there was any step taken informally to recognize the new
regime. There was a delay not only by Canada but by Britain herself, by some
of the other Commonwealth countries and by the United States. After an
interval we did inform our High Commissioner that he should indicate to the
head of the new government that we would carry on normal relations with the
hew regime in Ghana.

Mr. HARKNESS: Well, I have a question at this point; it is one that I brought
up in the House. What was the position of our Canadian military training
mission during that week?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It carried on without any impairment whatso-
ever,
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Mr. HARKNESS: In other words, these people remained attached to the
various units of the army which was engaged in the takeover.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, pursuant to our contract, of course, they
could not and did not in any way become involved in any political act. They
were not withdrawn. We had given consideration—

Mr. HARKNESS: They remained with these units to which they were
attached, advising them on military activity?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): None of the units which were involved in the
takeover were in any way related to our participation.

Mr. HARKNESS: But we had military advisers attached too.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But they were not in any way a party to the
change of government or to the fall of the Nkrumah regime.

Mr. HARKNESS: But you said previously they carried on in the same way
that they had been doing, so they must have been continuing to give military
advice to these people in the operations they were carrying out.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We carried on just exactly as the British. The
British kept their people there and we conferred with one another. We thought
this was a wise course and, looking back now, it clearly was.

Mr. HARKNESS: Was this not rather an anomalous situation for our military
advisers to continue in their advisory capacity to an army which was in the
process of taking over the government?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, if our people were in any way involved in
the overthrow it would have been most inappropriate but they were not.

Mr. HARKNESS: But you said they continued in a normal advisory capacity,
so they must have been advising these people on where was the best place to
deploy troops, and so on, for the takeover.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I do not think I can add any more to what
I have said.

Mr. HARKNESS: I was just going to suggest it was a situation which was not
very explicable.

Mr. ASSELIN (Charlevoix): Were they ordered not to be involved with the
new regime at the time the military people were on the staff?

The Vice-CrHAIRMAN: I would just like to point out to the members of the
Committee that we are now on Rhodesia and while I realize that the situations
in Ghana and Nigeria and elsewhere are perhaps in some way related, any
questions in this regard perhaps we might save for a little later on in the
meeting. Let us see if we can complete our questions on the subject of Rhodesia
as such.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, I just have one or two other questions. One
question I would like to ask relates to the fact that we were part of—I do not
know how to describe it—a continuing policy that bridged the problem of the
military takeover in both Ghana and in Nigeria.

Now, assuming that it is our objective, and I am sure that it is, that we
work for the peaceful settlement of these problems, do you think it is a
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consistent policy that we should allow ourselves to get into a position where we
absolutely cut ourselves off completely from any such role? Are we not
becoming a tool of those who do not want to fight their own battles? Are they
using us to fight them instead?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is not my view. I stated my position, the
government’s position, last week, a position that is concurred in by all of the
Commonwealth countries without exception; that we felt that the dependent
jurisdiction of Mr. Smith was acting in a manner contrary to the interests of
Rhodesia which was still subject to the final authority of Her Majesty’s
government in Great Britain. It was acting contrary to the interests of the
Commonwealth as a whole in the face of the evolving state of international
Obinion at the present time.

I can only repeat, Mr. Thompson, I am sure that if the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers had not taken the position which they did take in rejecting the
Proposed unilateral declaration of independence, the unity of the Common-
wealth would have been very seriously impaired.

Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, the hon. Minister said just as recently as
Several weeks ago there was unanimous agreement of all Commonwealth
countries. Would the Minister inform us whether or not New Zealand and
{\ustralia are supporting the situation in the same way that Canada is, morally
if not physically?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Morally, certainly. I do not believe that the
€mbargo in the case of New Zealand is as complete as ours.

Australia has strengthened its embargo since the change of the head of
8overnment in Australia.

Mr. THOMPSON: Since the lack of direct participation in the Lagos confer-
ence by those senior members of the Commonwealth, is the Minister convinced
that Australia and New Zealand—

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Australia had an observer there.

Mr. THOMPSON: Yes, but—

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): But New Zealand was fully represented and so
Was every other country, except Ghana and Tanzania, and we had not hesitation
in letting it be known at the outset that we would attend such a conference.
I think, in looking back, the position the Canadian government took was a very
essential one. The Lagos conference developed out of a situation that had been
Posed by the threat of Tanzania and Ghana to withdraw their missions in
London. This was a very serious development, to find Commonwealth countries
Saying to Britain unless you take a particular course of action we are going to
Wwithdraw our diplomatic mission. This was an action taken by a Commonwealth
country against Britain, We felt, in Canada at that time, that it was a very
Serious development and we took it on ourselves to urge with respect to the
heads of the governments in those countries the possible serious implications of
Such a course.

You will remember that it was suggested by those countries that if by
December 15, 1965, Britain did not take more effective action they would
Withdraw their missions. We were in close consultation at that time with other
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Commonwealth countries, both in Africa and elsewhere, and we strongly
supported the suggestion of the Prime Minister of Nigeria that in the case of
this development there should be a conference of Prime Ministers in Lagos. We,
I think, were one of the first countries unhesitatingly to accept the suggestion of
the Nigerian Prime Minister, which we thought was a constructive suggestion,
one that was designed to try and avert the action that was proposed to be taken
by certain Commonwealth countries with regard to their missions in London
itself. I am sure the conference at Lagos proved to be a very vital development
in the interests of Commonwealth unity. I am happy to say there are indications
about the restoration of diplomatic intercourse between certain Commonwealth
countries and the British government. ;

e (11.45 am.)
Mr. THOMPSON: Does that include Ghana and Tanzania?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Ghana has restored her relations, it does include
Tanzania.

Mr. TaomPpsoN: I have just two minor questions, Mr. Chairman. Is there
any evidence that Chinese Communist trade or arms infiltration is reaching into
the surrounding countries of Central Africa?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There is no doubt that China has pursued a
vigorous policy of sending its technicians, in some cases in very large numbers,
to African countries; with what results no one can say with any finality.

It would seem that China has suffered some diplomatic reverses in her
relations with African countries notwithstanding these infiltrations but they do
exist. Some of these African countries, because of their low standard of living,
naturally are looking for assistance wherever they can get it. They get
assistance from western countries; they get some assistance from Canada, they
get assistance from the Soviet Union and they get assistance from China.

As you know, we are providing some military assistance to a Common-
wealth country, Tanzania. There were, and I guess there still are, some Chinese
technicians in that country.

Mr. FAULKNER: You mentioned technicians. What about broadcasting?
What are the Chinese doing in the way of broadcasting? Do they have facilities
for the transmission of programs to countries like Rhodesia? Is there any
suggestion or thought they may be involved in the sort of broadcasting Mr.
Thompson earlier alluded to?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You mean from China itself or within the
territory?

Mr. FAULKNER: Within the territory.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not believe there is any broadcasting within
the territory. Undoubtedly, there is broadcasting from China itself.

Mr. THOMPSON: Just one more question. I wish that the picture of Rhodesia
and this whole problem were as clear cut and as easy as the Minister gives his
answers.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I assure you I do not think it is as clear cut as
that. It is a very complicated question, but I want to make it clearly understood
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that we acted in Rhodesia as we did because we believe that the consensus of
world opinion today is that the peace of the world hinges in part on the
treatment by majority in individual states, particularly where the question of
colour is involved. We acted also because we believed that the unity of the
Commonwealth was vitally involved. It was not an easy matter for Canada to
take the action that it took at the outset against Rhodesia. But, there were no
alternatives, in our judgment, and in the judgment of all the Prime Ministers
When they took this action. I am sure the course we have followed was the right
course.

Mr. THoMpPSON: Mr. Martin, I am sure also the peace of the world as it
relates to Africa relates very very directly to how quickly some of these areas
are going to be able to assume responsible government, and whether our quest
for peace might defeat its own purpose by forcing actions that I am sure none
of us want to see happen. What I fear in asking my questions this morning is
that the motive behind it is that we might be pushing Rhodesia into one
extreme or another that would make our problems far greater than what they
are at present. But just one last question—

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): That is always possible, but I ask you to
consider what would have happened if the action taken by the British govern-
ment, by the Canadian government and by other Commonwealth governments
and other western powers and other countries in other parts of the world had
not been taken. I ask you to consider what would have happened in Africa.

, Mr. TaompsoN: Well, I agree with that and I think that we have considered
it very carefully. What I am more concerned about now is not past tense but
Present tense; that our actions now are working towards the same objectives.
But not to confuse.the picture, in asking this last question may I just draw it
out to give evidence of how confusing the thing is.

It is a well known fact that Russia has a heavy trade pattern with South
Africa, and that included in the trade to South Africa in recent months has been
dynamite and small arms. I wonder if some of this dynamite and small arms has
been finding its way into Rhodesia. Perhaps you do not have an answer for us,
but certainly this is just how difficult the situation is and I would hope that
What we are doing is not just on the assumption that what we are doing is right
but we have the facts and we understand what is taking place before we
Commit ourselves to folly.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: Might I say at this point that I do not wish to restrict
anyone’s questions, but I would like to point out at the present time that the
Next speaker on my list is Mr. Churchill, followed by Mr. Walker, Mr. McIntosh
and Mr. Regimbal. Is there anyone else who would like to ask the Minister
Questions on Rhodesia?

Mr. HarxNESS: I was hoping to ask some at the end of the last session.

L The VicE-CHAIMAN: Is there anyone else in addition to the list. I would
like t0 have an idea, Mr. Macquarrie. Mr. Churchill would you like to ask some
Questions of the Minister now?

Mr. McInTosH: Before we go on, Mr. Chairman, I thought it was understood
When the Committee was formed that we would not interject with supplemen-
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tary questions. It interferes with the line of questioning of the person asking the
questions; it throws the Minister off and it holds up proceedings, in my opinion.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: Well I would agree, Mr. McIntosh, if members could
restrain themselves as much as possible from putting in supplementary ques-
tions. But, again, it is a question of judgment. If the occasional supplementary
question which is very brief and right on the point is asked the Chair will
entertain them. But, if the supplementary questions intend to be supplementary
and supplementary, I am afraid that the Chair will not entertain them. Again, it
is a question of judgment. Now, I will ask Mr. Churchill to put his questions.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Well, Mr. Chairman, I wish to make a preliminary remark
and express my regrets that the proceedings of our Committee are not available
to us earlier. If there is a priority given to, say, the Broadcasting Committee of
the House of Commons I would question very much why any Committee of the
House should have a priority. Surely the matter that we are considering here is
as great and of as much interest to everyone as the work in other Committees. I
think that it is most regrettable that the last two meetings recorded here are
not available to us. I record that objection.

The Vice-CHAIRMAN: I was just going to say in that regard, Mr. Churchill,
that I referred that matter in the House the day before yesterday to the
Secretary of State whose responsibility it is, and I was assured the matter
would be looked into. The secretaries, Miss Ballantyne tells me, explained there
were certain technical difficulties and likewise the Minister has just indicated
the same. We hope these reports will be out very promptly because we certainly
need them to refer to.

Mr. CHURCHILL: At the last meeting the Minister spent a great deal of
time—of course I have not the actual record now, but I made some notes—
pointing out that Rhodesia is the responsibility of the British government, it
being a colony, and suggestions were made that we should not take certain
actions and it was indicated that we could not intervene with regard to a
territorial possession in which the British government was responsible. Sud-
denly then we were rather active and quick in taking action when this trouble
developed, and I do not see how you can reconcile the two positions. If we are
going to take action in regard to a colony of Great Britain, are we to restrict it
only to Rhodesia? There are other colonies of Great Britain in the world where
action might be requested.

The United States of America happens to have territorial possessions
outside the United States that might be termed colonies. Are we to intervene
there if trouble develops? I was not at all clear on the Minister’s argument with
regard to that particular question. If his statement is correct, then are we not
exceeding our jurisdiction in intervening in any way with regard to a colony of
another country?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is a fair question, Mr. Churchill. I appreci-
ate that point of view. I do not share that point of view but I can appreciate it
being raised. I think there are a lot of people feel as you do about that and
while it was not the first departure in Canadian foreign policy certainly it
represents a very important departure. We were not acting as though the
matter had not been carefully considered. We had, as I mentioned last week,
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discussions with two of the ministers of the government of Mr. Smith here in
Ottawa. The Prime Minister had addressed communications to Mr. Smith, and
indeed to his predecessor, and then there had been discussions at the Prime
Ministers’ conference before the one of last summer. We have had very
considerable discussions in the Commonwealth group at the United Nations in
Which I myself have participated. So we had given forwarnings, and our
position and that of the other sovereign bodies in the Commonwealth were
well known, for the reasons I have already given.

@ (12.00 noon)

Now, your question is followed up by another one. Are we to act in similar
situations with regard to other dependencies either in the Commonwealth or in
the United States. I can only say that we have to examine each situation in the
light of the circumstances that are presented.

In the case of Rhodesia we acted as we did for the reasons I have given,
Supported by the fact that there was a resolution of the United Nations Security
Council recommending to all states that action be taken against the regime.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Would you give us the dates on that?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The resolution was November 20. Now, that was
not a resolution under chapter 7. It did not mean that a nation had to act, but
there was a recommendation by the United Nations that this action should be
taken. T am sure if we had not taken this action we would have had a very
Serious situation today.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Well, just for the historical record then, the Minister has
adopted the “ready, aye ready’” stand when Great Britain makes a request.

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): No, I do not think that there is any comparison
between the Chanak situation and Mr. Meighen’s statement about “ready, aye
ready” and the Canadian position at the present time. The “ready, aye ready”
formula that played such a part in Canadian political history before you and I
came on the scene actively, Mr. Churchill—

Mr. CrurcHILL: I just added it as a historical—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Because of the historic inaccuracy I would like to
put the situation in proper perspective. That was a suggestion that Canada
should automatically be involved in a war in which Britain was engaged. Now,
that.is not the situation today. We were not automatically obliged to take action

ut because we believed in the strength of the Commonwealth at the present
time and because we believed the Smith regime was acting contrary to
International interest, we unhesitatingly took the course that we did in support-
Ing the British government. We were not alone on doing so. We had every other
Commonwealth government in agreement in principle.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Well, I move on to something else. I think that throughout
the course of this discussion on Rhodesia the Minister has tended to take
What T call an alarmist’s point of view, suggesting to us that terrible things
Would have happened or might still happen unless sanctions were continued to

€ applied to Rhodesia and unless we were very much involved in the issues. I

Suggest to the Minister, and I would like his comment on it, that when he stated

ast week, and I have his words copied down here, that there was a danger—and
24013—2
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these are his words—that this action of Rhodesia would “stir up the whole of
Africa” and we have had suggestions from the Minister today that the gravest
problems might arise with regard to Africa as a whole. I wonder what
substance there is in that alarmist attitude. Now I will ask this question: Has
the Minister—co-operating once again with the Minister of National Defence—a
military appreciation of the situation in Africa? Before he answers may I
suggest to him this: that from a military point of view I doubt very much
whether any country in Africa, exclusive of the United Arab Republic, Ethiopia
and South Africa, has a military force or the competence in military matters to
launch an effective attack against Rhodesia, and that Rhodesia herself has an
effective military force—air as well as army—to repel any invasion. So why
alarm us with the suggestion that all Africa would be stirred up and there
would be a tremendous bloodbath or something of that nature?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, no man holding this job wants to be
extravagant in his portrayal of the dangers, and I endeavour to be as responsi-
ble in these things as I can because of the implications, but I assure you that the
situation is precisely as I have stated it, in my judgment and in the judgment
of other countries whose interest in this is not less great than Canada’s. I would
remind you that before the meeting last December there was a meeting of all
members of the organization of African states, some 36 countries, in Addis
Ababa, under the chairmanship of the Emperor of Ethiopia, a man whom we all
know to be a responsible ruler. We know that 31 African countries recently
presented a draft resolution to the Security Council.

In addition to this, through our own diplomatic exchanges, through our
conversations with Britain, with Commonwealth countries generally, in Africa
and elsewhere, with information from the heads of missions in various parts of
the world, we have every reason to believe, and we have every reason to
continue to believe, that this particular sitvation in Rhodesia will require
careful attention, and that every effort will have to be made, I hope within the
bounds of persuasion and economic action, to bring this situation in Rhodesia to
an end. Otherwise, we do run into the danger of great trouble in Africa, which
could well be fanned by those whose ideological interests are not our own.

Mr. Thompson asked me about the penetration of interests from mainland
China; we know of other penetrations as well. So that I do not think it could be
said justifiably, in the light of the assessment that we are obliged to make, that
our judgment was not a fairly accurate one.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Mr. Chairman, may I direct the Minister’s attention then to
the book called “Military Institutions and Power in the New States”, written by
Willian Gutteridge and published just, I think—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Professor Gutteridge of Cambridge.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Yes.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I know the book.

Mr. CHURCHILL: May I just quote from page 161, referring to the conference
which you mentioned:

At the Addis Ababa summit conference in May 1963, consideration
was given to the possibility of pan-African action against South Africa
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but there was no overt discussion of direct military aggression for the
proper reason that it appeared to few of the delegates to be a practical
possibility.

At that conference the leading proponent of military action against South Africa
happened to be the state of Ghana which is now apparently ineffective with
regard to leadership in Africa at the present time.

Mr. MARTIN (Esses East): It was in 1963—

Mr. CHURCHILL: If the Minister would refer to the debates which took place
in the House of Commons at Westminster just recently, he would find consider-
able discussion with regard to the military aspects in South Africa. I refer to
Hansard, the parliamentary debates, House of Commons, Westminster, April 27,
1966, when several speakers dealt with this military aspect and pointed out the
ineffectiveness of any military action that could be taken by the African states
with the exception of the three major powers in Africa that I mentioned. I
suggest to the Minister that his thinking with regard to that should be revised
and that the alarmist attitude should be softened down. I do not see that grave
danger that he has been emphasizing.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I understand your position. I made mine known
and I have no reason for withdrawing the views that I hold.

Mr. CHURCHILL: May I—Well, on the same thing?

Mr. BREWIN: On that same thing about the military threat. Was it your
point, Mr. Martin, when you were discussing this before that we supported the
actions of sanctions merely because of an immediate military threat?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No.

Mr. BREWIN When you were talking of a threat were you talking of the
evolution for the future in Africa, not on just an immediate military basis.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is quite right. I was thinking not only in
those terms, I was thinking of how a failure to resolve this problem would bring
the majority, if not all, of the states in Africa, against not only Britain, but
against any country that did not sympathize with their objective to see
discrimination removed. And, not only would there be such dangers from these
countries with admittedly limited military capacity, but there could be contri-
butions from other sources in Africa and outside Africa.

I can assure you, Mr. Churchill, when the Canadian government agreed to
undertake, to the extent that we have, the responsibility of assisting in the
military and air training of forces in Tanzania, that was done because we
thought that it should be done by a Commonwealth country. I can go no further
than that.

Mr. CHURCHILL: My only suggestion was—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In addition to all this, we were concerned that
African countries would leave the Commonwealth and not only African coun-
tries, I may say, we were also concerned that moderate leaders in Africa might
be overthrown. We were concerned that racial conflict would be considerably
exaggerated; we were greatly concerned that Communist influence might be
Significantly facilitated. I think that you will appreciate what I am saying in
that regard.
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Mr. CHURCHILL: I do not object to the emphasis on Communist influence in
Africa and perhaps you might have had more information along that line. My
point simply was that the African states themselves are not in a position to take
military action against Southern Rhodesia.

Now, there are two more points, Mr. Chairman. One has regard to
sanctions. The Minister keeps on saying that the effectiveness has been proven.
He used those words this morning and that he continues to believe in them.
That is not the information that I derived from the extensive debates at
Westminster; the information that I get from that is that the sanctions have
been far from effective and, consequently, I welcome, and I presume the
Minister does now, the opening of these exploratory talks we advocated when
we spoke on this subject. Members of the Opposition advocated it when we
spoke on this subject in the early part of this session. But, to suggest to us that
the sanctions are being effective I think runs contrary to the point of view that
we are deriving from other sources. May I just say with regard to that: Would
it not be more helpful here in External Affairs matters where the over-all hope
is that we present to the outside world a unified policy, would it not be more
helpful if we had both sides of the questions with regard to Rhodesia presented
in greater detail by the Minister of External Affairs rather than simply the one
side which has been, in my opinion, over-emphasized.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In my opinion, the principle involved in the
Rhodesian dispute is clear to everyone and that this matter has been discussed
persistently now for a number of years. I should not have thought that there
was any dispute about the facts. With respect to the basic and essential issue I
can understand that there is a difference of opinion. There is a difference of
opinion on this matter in the British Parliament and this difference of opinion,
I suppose, arises out of personal views as to the state of national responsibility.
That is all I can say about that.

e (12.15 p.m.)

On the question of the effectiveness of sanctions, I made it clear that no one
can be certain as to what the outcome will be. At the beginning, there were
declarations of anticipation by the British government. They suggested that the
sanctions program would work more effectively than it was thought to be the
case by some. Looking back now, it is inconceivable that this kind of program
could have worked successfully within a few months. My own assessment, based
on the information before me, is that the program is having a very important
effect the industrial and economic life of Rhodesia. But when the regime will
feel this fully I cannot say. But I am concerned to make sure that the sanctions
program is given an opportunity to operate; otherwise I fear that an effort
would be made to take steps that could have more serious implications.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Just one final question, Mr. Chairman, to complete my
questioning; would it not be helpful in a positive sense for Canada to be
prepared to offer to Southern Rhodesia substantial help in greater measures
than we have given in the past, in order to get to the root of the trouble in
Rhodesia, namely the education of the native population plus the economic
advancement of that country, because the two go hand in hand. If the
Rhodesian native population is educated to become a useful force economically
within the country, then they can move forward progressively towards in-
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dependence or the ‘complete participation of the native population in  the
government of the country. If Canada took some step along that line, would it
not be helpful?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We have been giving some assistance to Rhodesia
in external aid. I am sure there is a lot more that could be done, as is the case
in all countries that are the beneficiaries of our program, but I believe that it is
wrong to say that the ultimate restoration to Rhodesia of a high standard of
living for the blacks would have been a more effective way than Canada’s
efforts to try and resolve this problem. The fact is that the Smith government
would not take those measures which were designed to remove discrimination
at a pace that would be generally satisfactory. The British government urged
Mr. Smith to avoid a unilateral declaration of independence, as we did. He
insisted on taking this course and thereby created an inevitable international
issue and there was no other course for us to resort to.

Now, on the question of aid, you may be interested that the Prime
Ministers in Lagos in their communique said the following: “The Prime
Ministers were agreed that planned assistance to a lawfully constituted govern-
ment of Rhodesia should begin at once.” They approved the establishment of a
special Commonwealth program to help accelerate the training of Rhodesian
Africans and directed the Secretary General to arrange as soon as possible a
meeting of educational and technical assistance experts and to consider detailed
projects of aid by Commonwealth countries including the early establishment
of an administrative training centre in Rhodesia. We have indicated that we
intend to participate actively in the plans for special educational assistance to
Rhodesia, working in co-operation with other members of the Commonwealth,
and to support the project which will be devised for making available profes-
sors, teachers and advisers in Rhodesia and the acceptance of trainees for
special studies in Canada.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Is that dependent upon the change of attitude on the part
of Mr. Smith?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes. We brought our aid program to an end after
the unilateral declaration of independence. We had thought of continuing it in
spite of all that happened because it was of benefit to both segments of the
population, but for security reasons it was decided we should do this.

Mr. HARKNESS: For security reasons?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, security reasons, because lives were in
danger. We had a number of people there, and they thought and our collective
judgment was that it would be better for them to come back. However, we
continue to train Rhodesian students in Canada. There are 21 trainees here at
the present time from Rhodesia and we continue to provide their training under
the external aid program. But, they are in Canada. We had nine teachers in
Rhodesia and they were withdrawn after the unilateral declaration of in-
dependence. ; }

The VIcE-CHAIRMAN: Before calling on Mr. Walker, I was wondering if the
Minister would care to make some comment on the events that are taking place
right at this moment with regard to the activities of a mumber of African
countries in the United Nations concerning Rhodesia and also the Common-

24013—3
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wealth sanctions committee, an emergency meeting which I believe, is to be
held tomorrow. Is the position of the Canadian government that of supporting
the government of Great Britain—who at the moment is trying to discourage
these two meetings, these two initiatives I should say—or is the position of the
Canadian government that of supporting the African states?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, first of all, regarding the meeting tomor-
row, the meeting on May 13, it was suggested this is an emergency one resulting
from African pressure. This is not an accurate report. The sanctions committee
meets regularly. The last meeting was held on May 6. At that time it was
considered desirable to have another meeting in about a week’s time, and to
continue the regular review of sanctions against Rhodesia. There have been
discussions at these meetings about the possibility of further Security Council
action and I have no doubt that this matter will come up again tomorrow when
the sanctions committee meets.

Now, you referred to the action in the colonial affairs committee of the
United Nations. In answer to that, I would say, that a number of African
countries have proposed an early meeting of the Security Council to consider
further mandatory sanctions. We, of course, are not a member of the Security
Council, and on that account we would not be directly involved. I do think,
however, that it would not be desirable to have further and wider mandatory
sanctions imposed by the Security Council under present circumstances. It is by
no means certain that such action in these circumstances at the present time is
the best means of making sanctions more effective. Up to now some success, I
think, has been achieved in this field through diplomatic approaches made by
Britain to the principal trading partners of Rhodesia. This may be the best way
to close some existing gaps. In any case, the present system of widespread
voluntary sanctions and limited mandatory sanctions is taking effect, as I have
sought to indicate this morning. I think that the Smith regime’s willingness to
have these unconditional talks, now taking place in London, shows that the
economic pressure is beginning to tell on them. More time will have to be
allowed for the present sanctions to work.

For another thing, the further action under Chapter 7 could lead to the
extension of the dispute to the whole of southern Africa and to proposals for
sanctions against Rhodesia’s neighbours. Such proposals raise very serious issues
for Canada and for other countries, particularly Britain. Moreover, some
proposals which have been made raise again the question of the use of force. I
have indicated a number of times that in the view of the Canadian government,
in the present situation, the resort to force on the Rhodesian issue could have
serious implications for the multi-racial character of the Commonwealth.
Therefore, our view at the present time is that the Rhodesian question should
be dealt with without the use of force. It would be much better if we could
focus attention on economic measures against Rhodesia which are having some
effect. Therefore further Security Council action at present seems undesirable.
It could adversely affect the exploratory talks between the British and
Rhodesian officials and it could simply strengthen the hand of white extremists
in Rhodesia who would like to see these talks fail.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Walker, you are next.
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Mr. WALKER: Have any of the Commonwealth countries that were a party
to the agreement on sanctions withdrawn or pulled back from their original

commitments?
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No.
Mr. WALKER: Have any of them extended their original sanctions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.
Mr. WALKER: In other words, the export as well as import—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There have been no withdrawals and there has
been some strengthening of their embargo programs.

Mr. WALKER: Do you consider—and this is in the future and maybe you
do not care to reply—blockades part of peaceful economic sanctions or a military
operation?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): If it was an economic blockade?

Mr. WALKER: Yes. An economic blockade with whatever machinery is
necessary to force an economic blockade. Is that considered part of a military
operation or an extension of a program of economic sanctions?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It all depends on its extent. You certainly could
not have a complete economic blockade without military sanctions.

® (12.30 p.m.)

Mr. WALKER: Yes. If the sanctions work, if the present operations of the
other Commonwealth members as well as ourselves work against Rhodesia, and
we talk of the collapse of this illegal regime, what happens then? What do you
see happening? I am sure they must be thinking in these terms or we would
not be insisting that the economic sanctions—that there is optimism for the
effectiveness of the present program. What is the purpose, what happens when
this is successful?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In so far as the legal authority is concerned, I
would assume that the government of Britain would join in the re-establish-
ment of as much local government as possible; maintaining, I suppose, in the
field of foreign policy and defence its present policy and then with this done we
would have to embark—they would have to embark—on a program of economic
aid in which Canada has indicated that we would assist.

With regard to the first part of your question, I would remind you, Mr.
Walker, that in the British House of Commons on January 25 the British Prime
Minister stated: “Assuming there is a speedy and peaceful return to constitu-
tional rule, the best provision for the first stage after this return would appear
to be for the governor to form an interim government of Rhodesians, responsi-
ble to him, comprising the widest possible spectrum of public opinion of all
races in the country and constituting a representative government for recon-
struction. During this period the police and military forces will come under the
responsibility of the governor.” And he added: “the interim government was
never intended to be direct rule from Whitehall or Westminster.”

Mr. WALKER: Just one further question on Canada’s participation in at-
ten}pting to settle the Rhodesian question: Is it based primarily on whatever
obligations we have as a member of the Commonwealth, or is it based more on

24013—33
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our commitments to the'international community as regards eventually, one
vote, one man, or one man, one vote.

The thing that I am afraid of—and I think we may be drifting into this—is
that there is such a different outlook on what is happening in Rhodesia. One
outlook is that this is purely a question of the conflict between whites and
blacks and other is that, no this is a question within the Commonwealth of
how do we deal with an illegal regime? I suppose these two drift into one an-
other’s spheres. I presume we originally made our commitments because of our
membership in the Commonwealth and I am wondering if this posture is
changing, if this problem has grown beyond this now—if it is lining up as a
conflict between whites and blacks in Rhodesia and in Africa.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, the Canadian action is based first of all on
our concept of Commonwealth interests and obligations. It is based likewise on
our assumption of duties as a member of the United Nations. It is based on our
bilateral relations' and on the contemporary view of the international com-
munity of mankind; of the place of human rights in society. Whether we would
have acted independently in any of these situations is speculative, but with a
combination of all these, I am sure that there was no other course for us to take.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: Are you finished, Mr. Walker?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We tend to use the word “Commonwealth”
perhaps without fully appreciating the significance, but the Commonwealth does
mean something very vital in the current international conflicts. For Canada
it means very  close contact with Africa and with Asia as well as with
Britain and Australasia. The Commonwealth, as presently constituted, is a
vital factor in the international process and in the movement for eradication of
wars as an instrument of national policy. It would have been a matter of the
most serious consequence if we had not taken action which would have
maintained the unity and the integrity of the Commonwealth. I assure you I do
not exaggerate the danger and I do not exaggerate it now when I say that the
solution of this problem will go a long way to maintaining unity of the
Commonwealth as presently composed, and, not only of African countries but of
other countries.

Mr. McINTosH: Mr. Minister, when you referred to the present government
of Rhodesia you referred to it as an illegal regime; when you referred to the
present government of Ghana you referred to it as a new regime. How do you
differentiate between the term “illegal” and “new.”

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, in the case of Rhodesia it was illegal
because they made a declaration of independence without having the constitu-
tional authority to do so. This could not be done except with the approval of
Her Majesty’s government in the United Kingdom. That constitutes the act of
illegality. In the case of Ghana, it is just a new government.

Mr. McInTosH: Well, how do you reconcile your statement with the
statement here that says “both international law and the United Nations
Charter provide the recognition of a de facto government once it has been
accepted by the people.”

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I do not know how that relates to Rhodesia
because ' Rhodesia—the regime of Smith—has no standing whatsoever in the
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United Nations. It is not a sovereing body; it is not a member of the United
Nations.

Mr. McInTosH: But it has been accepted by the people, has it not?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes, it is the dependent people of Rhodesia. It has
been accepted by 300,000 people—

Mr. McInTosH: Well, just a moment. You are referring to the blacks. It
said in this regard, Canada said that the following statement by the chiefs who
are the traditional leaders of Rhodesia’s African people made to the British
government early in 1964 echo the views as the majority of black Rhodesians.
Now, do you accept this statement or not. This is what they say. “We would
press for immediate independence for Southern Rhodesia in terms of the
existing constitution which allows for evolvement and forward development.”
Now, this is supposed to be the spokesman for the black people of Rhodesia. We
know from press reports that the white citizens of Rhodesia, almost 85 per cent
of them, support Smith’s stand on this. Therefore, can Canada say that it is an
illegal government when the United Nations will accept it and international law
will accept it.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): With great respect, Mr. McIntosh, I think there is
confusion in your mind. The government of Rhodesia was not a fully self-gov-
erning unit. It was a dependent territory. To appreciate the situation fully you
have to recognize our own constitutional evolution in Canada. We have grown
from colony to nationhood through a process of negotiation and consensus, and
finally, approval, with the government of Great Britain. The illegal government
of Mr. Smith had gone through that process up to the point of still having
authority in foreign policy and in defence, finally decided on by Great Britain.
And, under the constitutional arrangements, its dependence consisted in not
being able to have final authority in these areas until the government of Great
Britain consented; and the government of Great Britain would not consent. It
simply said, we are not going to let. you be fully independent, continuing your
loyalty to the crown, continuing as a legal entity of the Commonwalth, until
you remove some of the discriminations against the majority of the people in
the country. That is the situati; and, because the Smith regime would not do
that, Britain would not accord it its independence. So, one day Mr. Smith said,
“Well, I am making a unilateral declaration of independence”, thereby constitu-
ing an act of treason—an illegal act.

Mr. McINTosH: —Colonial Stock Act and the international treaty obligations.
say in domestic affairs under the constitution of 1961 with exception of the—
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Defence and foreign policy.

Mr. McInTOsH: —Colonial Stock Act and the international treaty obliga-
tions. Therefore, how did the British government maintain that they had any
say in the domestic affairs of the country?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I did not say they had. Britain continued to have
the final, only, constitutional authority of giving Rhodesia its independence and
it maintained a residual interest in foreign policy and in defence matters.

Mr. McInTosH: She laid down five principles that she asked the Rhodesian
government to accept.
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Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes.

Mr. McInTosH: And the Rhodesian government did not deny any one of the
five, therefore how did this dispute arise. I could name you the five conditions—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. I have them right here.

Well, the dispute arose out of the act of the illegal government. It simply
said, “We are going to declare ourselves independent whether you like or not.”
Britain said: “You cannot do it, you have no authority to do it, and we will not
recognize you. We will regard the act as a treasonous one.”

Canada, and the other Commonwealth countries without exception, joined
in supporting this view.

Mr. McIntosH: The point I am trying to get at; why did the British say,
what you have said they have said, if Rhodesia said they would negotiate on
those five principles. They were not in disagreement with any of them.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, regrettably they made a unilateral declara-
tion of independence. That is why Britain has taken the course that it has. If the
Smith government had not taken this course the negotiations, I am sure,
between the Smith regime, government of Rhodesia, and the government of
Britain would have continued.

Mr. McIntosH: Well, in December of 1963, the British Secretary of State
for Commonwealth Relations wrote to the then Prime Minister of Rhodesia, and
he said, “The granting of independence to Southern Rhodesia is, of course, a
matter which has to be settled between the British government and the
government of Southern Rhodesia.” Now, do you agree with that?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Smith government, Mr. McIntosh, made an
illegal declaration because it had become clear to them, after lengthy negotia-
tions with the British government, during which successive British govern-
ments, Conservative and Labor, went to great lengths to explore every avenue
of compromise. These governments clearly indicated that the British govern-
ment was only prepared to grant independence on a basis which would assure
the attainment of majority rule in a relatively short period rather than the very
long, almost infinite period, contemplated by Mr. Smith and his colleagues. The
British also insisted that any arrangements for independence would have to
receive the consent of the people of Rhodesia as a whole. This is the result; they
just would not accept that.

Mr. McInTosH: The point that I am getting at is the Rhodesian government
said they would accept that. Now, what period are they talking about, whether
it is long or whether it is short—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No; that is not the fact. They did not say that.
Mr. Smith made the grave mistake of defying the constitutional authority of
Britain and seizing independence in spite of warnings by all Commonwealth
governments that this would not be recognized and that the allegedly independ-
ent state would not be accepted in the Commonwealth.

Mr. McInTosH: What I am trying to get at is why he did this and what is
Canada’s explanation of his actions? What did they accept; the British govern-
ment’s statement that they would not accept it or Smith’s statement that hey
would accept it? )
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® (12.45 pm.)

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I think there is some confusion here. All we
know is that one day Mr. Smith did declare that they were going to have a
unilateral declaration of independence. That is the act, that is the provocation.
If it had not taken place we would have continued, of course, to urge Mr. Smith
to recognize the desirability of removing the discrimination, of accelerating the
program of equalization, but we would not have had any constitutional authori-
ty to interfere ourselves. That would have been a matter between the govern-
ment of Rhodesia and the government of Britain. If there had been any
complaint in the United Nations on the grounds of a violation of human rights,
that would have been a matter involving the United Nations and Britain as the
member state responsible.

Mr. McInTosH: Well, why did Canada make a commitment before there was
consultation between say, Canada, Rhodesia and Great Britain.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): What commitment?

Mr. McINTOSH: The commitment to support the Smith government with the
illegal regime.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The moment the declaration was made we joined
with Britain—we would have been criticized I am sure if we had not by many
who now criticize the government—and with other Commonwealth countries,
and with countries outside the Commonwealth, in trying to bring this regime
down because it had acted illegally, thereby impairing the unity and the
integrity of the Commonwealth and creating situations that had potential
danger.

Mr. McInTosH: On what basis do you say that they acted illegally, just
because they said they would not—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They had no authority, it was a dependant
territory. It would have been just like Canada in 1909 saying it was going to
assume full powers of government in the international field and in defence, and
if we did not get that we were going to withdraw.

Mr. McINTOSH: Just like the United States.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, there is a difference between the United
States and the situation in Rhodesia. The 53 percent of the people of Rhodesia
under. Smith run that country; whereas in the United States you had some
expression, at any rate, of democratic will.

Mr. Foy: My honourable friend is saying it is somewhat like the United
States Declaration of Independence, which was the first government of the
United States which would be considered illegal in Great Britain. But they had
to have a war of independence to back it up. This is how they won their
independence. Well the problem today is that you do not want a war in
Rhodesia.

Mr. McINTOSH: As far as Canada is concerned they are going to have that
war before they will support that government.

Mr. MacponALD (Rosedale): Do you recommend that war?
Mr. McInTosH: That is a very facetious remark, Mr. Macdonald.
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Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Well it seems to me that the course of action
you are proposing to the members would lead to that.

Mr. McInTosH: That I propose any action?

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale) : Right. Your proposal of inaction seems to carry
that implication.

Mr. McInTosH: You are the parliamentary secretary, you are supposed to
give this information rather than to make statements. I am here to get
information on why Canada participated as she did.

Mr. MacpoNAaLD (Rosedale): I am under no disability to make statements in
this Committee.

Mr. McInTosH: Well, you are making them anyway.

Mr. MAcpoNALD (Rosedale): Yes, I will make them if I wish.

Mr. McInTosH: Well, you should not as parliamentary secretary.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): I do not think that is true, at all.

Mr. McINTOosH: I will ask the Minister. Mr. Martin, my last question: Would

Canada refuse to participate in the use of military force to settle the Rhodesian
problem.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I believe that this problem can be resolved
without the use of force. I would be concerned about the use of force in this
situation. The only way that force could be used under the United Nations
would be if the Security Council, acting under Chapter 7, were to establish
mandatory action on a wide front, including wider economic and additional
military measures.

I believe that this would be a regrettable action in present circumstances
and we are bending every effort we can to see that that kind of eventuality does
not happen. But there are strong pressures now in the United Nations for this
course and we are counselling against it.

What would happen, if after an obvious period had expired and the
economic sanctions did not prove effective for the purpose, will have to be
examined. I do not believe that I can anticipate that situation until it does arise;
but I do say Canada is now engaged in urging responsible action which we
believe will, in due time, be effective.

Mr. McInTosH: But you would be prepared to give this Committee assur-
ance that Canada would refuse to participate, as I said, with military force?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I clearly indicated my view on the undesirability
of force in the sense in which I have been speaking about this.

Mr. REGIMBAL: Mr. Chairman, I am still concerned and confused about the
reason given for the justification of our participation in the program of
sanctions. I do not think I am the only one because Mr. Thompson mentioned
this morning, for instance, that he had not seen that our policy had been clearly
defined; Mr. Walker wonders if this is a racial thing or is it a Commonwealth
thing. The general tenor of the questions this morning would indicate that I am
not the only one. ' .
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I am wondering if the source of confusion is not in one statement that you
made a few minutes ago about our participation being based on a combination
of a series of factors. I wonder if this is not the precise source of our confusion,
whether we would not be better off to define and pinpoint our position right
now. For instance, earlier you mentioned that first it was the consensus of world
opinion that therein hinged the factors of world peace.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The world opinion against discrimination as
practised in Rhodesia.

Mr. REGiMmBAL: Right. Now I believe that the unity of the Commonwealth
was involved.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): That is right. Well by that I meant simply that,
if we had not taken that action, we would have displeased a very substantial
portion of the Commonwealth and in my judgment this would have meant
withdrawal of a substantial portion from the Commonwealth. That is what I
meant.

Mr. REciMmBAL: Could we question the advisability possibly of Common-
wealth nations ganging up on what could be a potential full-fledged member of
the Commonwealth by this action? Rhodesia would, like most of the other
nations, apparently eventually get its own independence. By ganging up on it
now as a Commonwealth measure are we not compromising any possibility of
that? I would have to reconsider this.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): The Commonwealth now is made up not only of
Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand; it is made up of a whole group of
new states in Africa, as well as India, Ceylon and Pakistan—it is made up of a
whole group of dependent territories and two independent sovereign govern-
ments in the Caribbean where the majority of the people are not white. Now, I
ask this Committee, is it reasonable to conclude in the face of world opinion
about discrimination on the basis of colour, would it have been reasonable to
assume that these countries in the Commonwealth would have stood back if the
white members of the Commonwealth had not strongly given evidence of
support for the principle of non-discriminantion.

That is the issue. That is the issue of the United Nations on a wider front,
and we are not going to contribute, it seems to me, to an improvement in
international relations unless we recognize this fact which is one of the
dominant facts in the world at the present time, even on this continent. Canada,
Britain, Australia, New Zealand, have not failed to accept the position of the
majority of members of the Commonwealth. Otherwise, it is perfectly obvious
what would have happened.

Mr. REGIMBAL: I am reasonably sure the discrimination in Rhodesia was not
born on November 20; there was certainly some form of discrimination going on
before that date. Did we apply any pressure at that time.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Yes; I said two years before. We had talks in
Ottawa with members of the Rhodesian government; there were talks on the
question when the present Leader of the Opposition was Prime Minister and
attended the last meeting of the Prime Ministers’ Conference in his day, just as
there were discussions with the present Prime Minister at the Prime Ministers’
Conference prior to that of last June. As I said, there have been repeated
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conversations and discussions about this matter in the Commonwealth meetings
and at the United Nations, and I am sure our Chairman here, who was there,
probably himself has participated, in some of those, as have my predecessors,
when we urged the government of Rhodesia to recognize the dangers of its
policies just as we have urged South Africa to recognize the dangers of its
policies on Africa.

This is a vital question, this question we are talking about now and I am
sure for the establishment of peace in the world it is a vital one to try to
resolve.

Mr. REciMBAL: But, sir, I am still wondering if this is not the source of
confusion now. This situation has existed for a long time and efforts have been
made to make it one of the main features in this particular set of circumstances.
Is not the bringing in of the discrimination angle, the sugar coating on the pill,
which is real Commonwealth solidarity. We will find all kinds of support for
that.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): This is a situation that Mr. Smith has created.
What we are seeking to do here is to consider the setting up of a new state; a
new sovereign state in Rhodesia. The British government has said we are not
going to give you the power which we alone possess of independence unless you
remove some of the discriminations which are, in the state of present world
opinion, offensive to such a large section of world opinion; that are contrary to
the provisions of respect for fundamental freedoms and human rights under the
United Nations charter.

Mr. REciMmBAL: Well, if this is main point do we not just say so. If
Commonwealth solidarity is the point, why do we not just say so? If the
military threat that was mentioned a while ago is the point, why do we not say
so. If the political threat—

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): These are all reasons why we acted. That is what
Mr. Walker asked, what was the reason; were there many reasons or was there
just one? I pointed out there was a racial one, there was a human rights one,
there was a political one, there was a military one—there was the danger of
Communist penetration; these are all reasons why we have acted.

Mr. REGIMBAL: Which is all a source of confusion to us if there are so many
Teasons now.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I do not know what you mean by that.

Mr. REciMBAL: I am sorry. One last question; is it not sad and a bit
alarming. Suppose the situation in Rhodesia had come up in a different way,
through a military coup or a take-over by another group, even say, a coloured
group, possibly we would have recognized them; we would have been forced to
recognize them. But in that situation the political unit would have been
recognized; whereas now, it is not.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, I think that in these matters you are
proposing a hypothetical situation. I do not know that there is any comment I
could make on that.

The VICcE-CHAIRMAN: Mr. Asselin.

(]
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(Translation)

Mr. AsseLIN (Charlevoix): I was saying that Canada, of course, has got
very serious reasons for its attitude regarding the unity of the Common-
wealth, the preservation of the basic principles of the independence of
people. What worries me is that this is the only question you are raising.
As you know, I have taken part in several sessions of the United Nations in
1960.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You went to Africa did you not?
Mr. AsseLIN: Yes I did.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You were a very good representative.

Mr. AsSELIN (Charlevoix): Thank you. The African countries had tremen-
dous confidence in Canada, and I hope they still have.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): They do.

Mr. ASSELIN (Charlevoix): When we were at the United Nations we had
contacts with them. I even went to Africa myself. I think those countries felt
that Canada would be a lot more co-operative sort of country, both socially,
educationally and economically speaking. But, at the present time, because of
your attitude and that of the other countries of the Commonwealth, do you not
think that the prestige of Canada is suffering a bit?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, I would not think so. I would assure you
certainly that if the Government of Canada had not taken the stand which we
have taken, we would not be particularly popular. We would not be persona
grata with those African countries; and when you refer to our influence, our
influence has been great because of the stand we have taken. I am certain that
if we had taken a negative stand, we would have lost practically all our
influence.

Mr. ASSELIN (Charlevoix): But the present meeting of African countries

who are asking for more vigorous action there on the part of the Common-
wealth—they include our country in that, that is our Government?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): We would have had no influence at all as a result
of our moderate attitude, if we had not already taken action of a kind which we
took. Is that what you are saying? If we had not acted as we did in December
and January last?

(English)
The VicE-CHATRMAN: Have you finished, Mr. Asselin? Mr. Klein.

Mr. KLEIN: Do you consider that the prestige and the authority of the Royal
family has now been irreparably damaged by the action of the Smith regime?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, I do not. What the situation among par-
ticular groups in Rhodesia may be I do not know, but I think the Crown
continues to be a very vital institution demanding our respect and our loyalty.

Mr. KLEIN: You do not consider that this is what we might begin to see as
the beginning of the end of the Royal family in England?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No, I do not see that at all. I do not feel that that
is really directly involved. 3
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Mr. KLEIN: Well they are defying the Governor General in Rhodesia, as I
understand it; he has no standing at all. Would you not consider this a very,
very dangerous precedent.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Well, it is not a happy development.
Mr. KLEIN: Pardon?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): It is not a happy development and that is why
we have acted against it—it may have the effect of being a revolt against the
Crown.

Mr. KLEIN: Treason as I understand it is not against the British govern-
ment, treason is against the Crown.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): But you asked me about the position of the
Crown, and the Crown, as I say, is a very vital institution in the Common-
wealth. It commands our respect and our loyalty.

Mr. KiueIN: Is this action of the Smith regime not an extension of the vilest
form of colonialism that we are trying to get away from?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Certainly.

Mr. KLEIN: In this era of competing ideologies, particularly in Africa,
would it not have been the most dangerous thing for the Commonwealth to
have supported the Smith regime?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): There is no doubt about that in my judgment.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Mr. Klein’s question about the vilest form of colonialism—
I think is extravagant.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): In a contemporary setting I think it is not a very
happy form of discrimination.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: If everyone is finished on Rhodesia—

Mr. CHURCHILL: Mr. Harkness had hoped to ask four or five questions, but
he had to leave for an appointment at one o’clock.

The Vice-CHAIRMAN: What I was going to suggest, in any event, is that
there will be no meeting of the Committee next week for two reasons. One is
that there is no Committee rooms available, which is a very practical reason.
The other reason is that a number of members of this Committee, including
myself, the parliamentary secretary and one or two others, will be absent on
government business.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I can give you another reason. I could not be
here. Next week we have—

Mr. BrRewinN: It is awfully complicated when you give more than one
reason.

The Vice-CHAIRMAN: Order, please.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Next week we have the United States delegation
to the United Nations coming here, under Mr. Goldberg’s chairmanship, for a

two day discussion with us. On Wednesday, we have two British ministers here
to discuss certain problems with us, and then, on Thursday and Friday, the

=N



Y

‘May 12, 1966 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 173

British delegation to the United Nations will be here reviewing some matters
with us. I could not be here.

Mr. CHURCHILL: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn;
with regard to that last statement I do not think that this External Affairs
Committee can accept that adjective “vilest” form of colonialism. I hope that it
will not go out to the world that this Committee is in agreement with that
statement. I hope that the Minister of External Affairs himself, as representa-
tive of Canada, would not indulge in accepting that term because of the
implications at the present time when something is going on over this problem.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I would not want Mr. Churchill to misrepresent
what I said. What I said was that the way I would describe it was that it was
not a happy form of discrimination.

e (1.10 pm.)

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: Order, please. It is now 10 minutes past one. I said
that there will be no meeting next week. The next meeting of the Committee
will be on May 26. At that time it is suggested subject to the approval of the
steering committee, that the Under Secretary, Mr. Cadieux, appear and that
Item I, of course, be held open for a later appearance by the Minister as there
are a number of other items such as the Organization of American States,
Caribbean policy and the like which I know a number of people have plenty of
questions to ask about; and then, perhaps Rhodesia again.

Mr. McInTosH: Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if there was any possible
chance of having a witness who could give us the Rhodesian side of this
question. "

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: That has been brought up before, and has been
considered; I think the steering committee considered it. As I recall, at that
time we thought after the Minister had completed his testimony, we would
then give it further consideration in the steering committee.

Mr. MacpoNALD (Rosedale): Well, I think it is also fair to say, Mr.
Chairman, that there is no evidence that there is a qualified witness available to
present recent Rhodesian views.

The Committee might give some thought to someone who might be invited
here.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: As I recall, the decision of the steering committee,
which was concurred in by the Committee at the time, was that until the
questioning of the Minister had been completed the matter would not be
considered, but after the Minister’s questions were completed it would be
reconsidered by the steering committee and recommendations made to the
Committee as a whole.

I am informed by the secretary that the estimates of the committee will be
distributed to members between now and May 26th when the Under-Secretary,
Mr. Cadieux, will be with us, as arrangements presently stand. If there are any
changes, of course, the Committee members will be informed.

Mr. BREwIN: Did you say that we will now consider the detail of the
estimates? Is that the idea?
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The Vice-CHAIRMAN: That was the thought. I said that if there was any
objection I am sure the steering committee could have a meeting.

The reason I mention that, I might say, is that Mr. Moran who we thought
might be here will be available in the middle of June and Mr. Cadieux will not
be available—

Mr. BREWIN: Before Mr. Moran, I want to question Mr. Martin on external
aid. I am not too interested in detail but with the over-all problem.

The VicE-CHAIRMAN: The Minister will certainly be back.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, May 26, 1966.
€]

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.10 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dube, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Brewin, Churchill, Dube, Forest, Foy,
Groos, Harkness, Laprise, Lind, Macdonald (Rosedale), McIntosh, Régimbal,
Stanbury, Thompson, Walker (16).

In attendance: Mr. H. O. Moran, Director General, External Aid Office.

The Committee resumed consideration of the Estimates of the Department
of External Affairs.

The Chairman called Items 30 and 35:
Salaries and expenses, External Aid Office—$1,660,200.
Economic, technical, educational and other assistance—$84,100,000.

Copies of “A Report on Canada’s External Aid Programs” for the fiscal year
1965-66 were distributed to the members.

Mr. Moran made a statement on Canada’s external aid programs, and was
questioned.

Items 30 and 35 were approved.
The Chairman called Item L25:

Special loan assistance for developing countries in the current and subse-
quent fiscal years—$50,000,000.

Item L25 was approved.

The Chairman thanked the witness on behalf of the Committee, and
indicated the order of business and witness for the next meeting.

At 1.22 p.m., the Committee adjourned until Thursday, June 2, 1966, at
11.00 a.m.

Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

May 26, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum.

Before we proceed with the estimates, there is a note from the co-ordinator
of Committees, which I would like to read to the Members.

“Almost all Committee proceedings are now being recorded on tapes. Some
technical difficulties are being experienced in which we, as Chairmen of
Committees, can help, in the following way: 1. Chairman should announce each
speaker’s name clearly so that it can be recorded. In some cases statements are
being wrongly attributed because the voice of the speaker cannot be identified.
Members should be cautioned to speak towards the microphone on the table. In
some cases statements are being lost as speakers turn from the mikes or lean
back in their chairs.”

This morning we are resuming consideration of the estimates of the
Department of External Affairs, 1966 and 1967.

The Steering Committee has agreed that this morning we should deal with
External Aid.

External aid is included under two items in the Estimates—Item 30, salaries
and expenses, and Item 35, economic, technical, educational and other assist-
ance.

We have with us here this morning Mr. Moran, who, as you know, is
Director-General of the External Aid Office, and he will make a statement
covering, I believe, these two items, and a third one, L25.

If it is agreeable, the committee will proceed with the statement of Mr.
Moran. Mr. Moran will receive questions, and then I will ask if the three items,
one after the other, are carried. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoraN (Director-General, External Aid Office): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

We have placed in the hands of the secretary, for distribution to members
of the Committee, copies of a report in the same form as in other years, which
summarizes Canadian aid activities in the fiscal year 1965-66. This document,
which is the green-covered book, is basically statistical in form, because we had
expected that an illustrated brochure describing the Canadian aid program in
general terms would have been available for distribution at this same time. The
text was actually placed in the hands of the printer in mid-March, but due to a
heavy volume of printing work he has been unable to get around to our booklet.
He has promised it for early June, and we will see that Members of this
Committee receive a copy, which we hope will be a useful supplement to the
statistical report that has been circulated this morning.

179
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The past fiscal year has been one of continuing progress in the Canadian
development assistance program, and among the highlights I might mention,
first, that there has been another increase in the level of parliamentary
appropriations; an expansion in the size of both the bilateral and multilateral
programs; the implementation of the new development loan program; record
levels of recruitment and training in the field of technical assistance; emphasis
on food aid in response to urgent requests from abroad; further improvement in
the terms of Canadian aid; and charter membership in the new Asian Devel-
opment Bank.

e (11.15 am.)

In these introductory remarks I will dwell mainly on bilateral assistance,
because the bulk of our funds is used in that way; but I think it is also
important to remember that Canada is one of the principal contributors to the
programs of the United Nations Specialized Agencies. These contributions to
multilateral organizations increased significantly during the year that we are
reviewing and included a doubling of Canada’s subscription to the International
Development Association and a pledge to quadruple the contribution to the FAO
World Food Program, making Canada its second largest supporter.

With regard to the bilateral programs, it will be recalled that at the end of
1964 Parliament approved a new development loan program under which $50
million a year would be authorized for loans on highly concessional terms. The
remaining months of that fiscal year were devoted to examining with eligible
recipients projects suitable for this type of financing. In the fiscal year
commencing April 1, 1965 the loan program moved rapidly with the result that
$98.3 million of the $100 million appropriated during the past two years has
now been committed to projects in Asia, Africa, the Caribbean and Latin
America. These projects range widely in both size and nature—from the $22
million Idikki Hydro Electric Dam in India to a $750 thousand project for the
construction of schools in Jamaica; but all, we believe, will make an effective
contribution to long-term economic and educational development in the coun-
tries concerned.

Canada continued to offer assistance under its long established grant aid
program. This type of financing is particularly appropriate for educational and
technical assistance activities which have been, incidentally, the fastest growing
segment in our total aid effort. Canada sponsored training programs and courses
of study for some 2300 students from over 60 different countries during the year
and recruited more than 800 teachers, professors and technical advisers for
service abroad. Five years ago there were only 700 overseas students in Canada
and 83 Canadian experts were serving abroad. This indicates something in the
order of more than a tenfold increase in the number of Canadians who are now
in the field under the program. The personal and professional qualities of the
Canadians who have gone out under the program have brought credit to our
country as evidenced by tributes we have received from the overseas countries.

A typical comment was one received recently from the Jamaican Government

which said: “We were impressed by the enthusiasm and willingness of these
people whose work went well beyond their normal terms of reference. Without
exception, these Canadians gave freely of their leisure time”.

¢
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Because of the nature of capital assistance, which includes large infrastruc-
ture projects, like power stations, irrigation projects, refrigeration plants, and
so on, this program will continue to dominate the expenditure pattern.

I will not attempt to cover all of the projects which are now underway,
but you might be interested in a brief review of some of the main undertakings
in the past fiscal year.. Among the long-term proiects concluded during the year
were: In India, Powerhouse No. 4 of the Kundah Hydro Electric scheme was
completed. Mr. Churchill will remember that he represented Canada at a
handover ceremony in 1961, I believe it was, when Powerhouse No. 3 had been
completed. To date Canada has contributed $45 million to this project, and the
host government has matched this amount in local currency in order. to bring
into being one of the main hydroelectric schemes in Southern India, and the
largest project ever financed under the Canadian aid program. It is designed to
provide not only cheap power for industry, but also to facilitate rural elec-
trification and irrigation.

In Rwanda additional staff and equipment were supplied to the National
University, where a larger number of Canadians are now serving than in any
other single educational project.

In Nigeria we completed the $3% million aerial and topographical survey
which will form the basis of economic planning in the fields of land utilization,
water control and transportation.

In Pakistan, we concluded a forest inventory which will aid in determining
the best ways to utilize the forest resources of the Chittagong Region. This
inventory required a relatively modest expenditure but is typical of the smaller
projects which also have a very important place in economic development.

During the year we also began a number of new projects and a few
examples are: We co-operated with the British Government in a railway survey
to determine the best route to link Zambia with a coastal seaport.

In the education field we undertook the construction of primary and
secondary schools in Antigua and Dominica. We are assisting Guinea in its
production of textbooks for primary, secondary and adult education and we are
supplying technical school equipment to Malaysia, Thailand, Ghana, Gabon and
Nigeria. Canadian help in creating university faculties continues in a number of
countries in Asia and Africa, while our assistance to the University of the West
Indies will be considerably increased in the current fiscal year.

In the Cameroun a start has been made on the establishment, over a period
of five years, of animal feed manufacturing plants, cattle spray races and
veterinary clinics.

In Tunisia a program of support for the Children’s Hospital, including
equipment and medical personnel, is under way.

In Ceylon we commenced construction of an airport terminal and complet-
ed runways capable of handling heavy jet traffic. As a result, the number of
flights at this airport rose from an average of forty per month to as many as
ninety per week, this giving some relief to Ceylon’s difficult foreign exchange
position through increased tourism and the more rapid movement of goods. We
have received a number of favourable comments on this undertaking both from
the Ceylonese authorities -and from visiting Canadians. One of the latter has



182 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS May 26, 1966

reported to us that “Canada has received more goodwill from this single
project than from any other single aid undertaking in Ceylon.”

I referred earlier to the rapid expansion of food aid in response to urgent
requests from needy countries, particularly India. From the inception of the
Colombo Plan in 1951 until 1964 Canada had contributed $155 million of
foodstuffs to feed hungry people in South East Asia. In that year 1964 the
Canadian Government intorduced a separate food aid program so that the
expenditures for foodstuffs would not be a charge on the monies voted for
economic development purposes. The initial allocation for this new program in
1964-65 was $22 million. Last year it was increased to $35 million. In early
1966, Canada was one of the first nations to respond when India, afflicted by its
worst drought in this century, was faced with a critical shortage of food. A
supplementary estimate was sought in the amount of $15 million for the
immediate provision of urgently needed foodstuffs. In the Estimates which you
are now considering is an item of $75 million under the Food Aid vote, which
will make it possible to ship to India during 1966 a total of one million tons of
wheat, thus moving Canada ahead of the United States as a contributor of
wheat to India on a comparative basis of either population or gross national
product.

In addition to the gifts of food for immediate consumption, Canada has
been furnishing aid designed to increase the food-producing capacity of over-
seas countries which have been experiencing a chronic agricultural problem. In
the case of India, for example, of the $300 million of grant funds which Canada
has allocated to that country since 1951, a large portion has gone to the
agricultural sector.

During the fiscal year under review we devoted approximately 16 percent
of bilateral aid to overseas agricultural development, through the improvement
of irrigation facilities and rural electrification, the provision of pesticides,
fertilizers and fertilizer components, the equipment of a food research labora-
tory, the supply of bakery units, the conduct of resource utilization surveys,
fisheries development, and the training of selected personnel in soil and plant
research, animal husbandry, farm extension work and agricultural co-operatives.
Through this type of assistance Canadian agricultural colleges and manufac-
turers of fertilizers and farm machinery are taking their place with the Cana-
dian farmer in the front line of the international struggle against hunger.

I feel we should keep in mind that although the current food emergency in
a number of countries has resulted in part from drought conditions, a major
factor has also been the alarming increase in the number of food consumers. For
example, on the basis of the present annual population increase, India has 1,400
additional mouths to feed each hour. Population growth is one of the principal

impediments, in my experience, to economic advance in many of the developing

countries. Figures of annual percentage increase of 2.5 or 2.8 become significant
only in terms of the population base to which that percentage is being applied.
The true situation is revealed more vividly by calculations like these:

Forty-five percent of Pakistan’s population of 110 million is below the age
of 15, a group which consumes without producing. "

In the past 15 years two-thirds of the increase in Pakistan’s national
income has been pre-empted by the growth in population.
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The population density in East Pakistan is approximately 1,200 per square
mile. In Ontario it is 18 and in Quebec it is 10; even allowing for our unsettled
expanses in the North this is a striking contrast.

® (11.30 am.)

It has been estimated that on current trends the population in both India
and Pakistan will double by the end of this century, which, in the case of India,
will mean one billion people.

: The growing burden of debt-repayment is another critical problem for an
increasing number of these countries. Repayments being made by the less de-
veloped nations on external loans already represent about one-half of the value
of the aid they are receiving from outside sources, and if this aid continues at
about its present level and on the same terms, it is estimated that by 1980 the
repayment outflows will be as great as the incoming assistance. In other words,
the foreign aid available at that time will be sufficient only to balance off the
debt repayments.

This situation is due in part to heavy borrowing by the developing
countries, but it is mainly because the credit offered by a number of the
industrialized nations has not been on sufficiently favourable terms. Canadian
aid from the outset has been predominantly in the form of outright grants,
because Canada concluded that the most effective assistance it could offer would
be the transfer of some of its resources to the developing countries without
placing any future claims on their scarce foreign exchange. This same consider-
ation influenced the Canadian decision to provide interest-free loans with a
ten-year grace period, when a long-term loan program was introduced two
years ago for countries in a position to accept that type of financing. Until last
summer, when Britain announced its intention to introduce a similar program,
no other aid-giving nation had offered loans on such highly concessional terms.

When Mr. Asoke Mehta, the Minister of Planning in the Indian govern-
ment, visited Ottawa earlier this month, he described Canadian assistance as
among the most valuable his country is receiving today because of the terms on
which it is given.

Each year, when compiling statistics on the aid efforts of individual
member countries, the Development Assistance Committee of OECD includes
both official government funds and the resources made available through
private channels. Canadian private investment in the developing areas, as all of
us know, is minimal and is likely to remain that way in the years immediately
ahead. On the other hand, the contributions of the many voluntary agencies in
Canada are steadily growing in volume. Figures we have been given reveal that
a number of the larger and longer established agencies which rely on private
subscriptions have been more successful in fund raising in 1966 than in recent
Years.

This is an encouraging sign, because there has been a tendency by some of
the smaller organizations to look to the Government for financial support; but
When these private groups make demands on the Government’s available aid
funds there is no net gain to the countries that Canada is trying to help.
However, to the extent that the voluntary programs are indeed supplementary
to the official efforts, then there is a corresponding increase in the overall
Canadian contribution. That is why it is heartening to see the Canadian public
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not only recommending increases in the official aid program but also making
larger donations themselves to the non-governmental programs.

During the past three years the parliamentary appropriations of develop-
ment assistance funds, for which the Secretary of State for External Affairs has
the primary responsibility, have almost tripled in size. This sharply expanded
program has been based on a number of important principles which, in my
judgment, should continue to be observed in the years ahead. For example:

The quality of our aid, which is every bit as important as quantity, must be
maintained. This can be achieved through the careful selection of advisers and
teachers, the expert assessment of projects and the strict observance of
accepted priorities.

Full account must be taken of the human factor as an element just as
important in economic growth as natural resources or capital. This will require
continuing emphasis on both academic and technical training, including the
establishment of educational facilities in the overseas countries. At the same
time the number of students receiving degrees and diplomas must not outdis-
tance too rapidly the creation of job opportunities and, therefore, the expansion
of eductional assistance must be related to other forms of development.

Emphasis must continue to be placed on agricultural production, not only
because the land provides employment for the great majority of the people but
also because in many of the dsveloping countries food output is not keeping
pace with population growth.

Maximum effectiveness under Canada’s bilateral program can best be
achieved through close co-operation with other donor nations and through
participation in international committees and forums. Among the latter I would
include the Development Assistance Committee of OECD, composed of all the
major aid giving nations of the West and designed to facilitate exchanges of
information, standardization of procedures and the improvement of the terms
and performance of the collective effort; the ‘International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, popularly known as the World Bank, whose spon-
sorship of consortia and consultative groups for particular countries has made it
possible for external assistance to be extended in a more orderly way and to be
more carefully dirceted to planned long-term economic growth. Regional devel-
opment banks such as the Inter-American Develcpment Bank which.is closely
involved in our Latin American program, and the Asian Development Bank to
which Canada has pledged $25 million over the next five years.

3 While a long list of countries should remain eligible for Canadian assist=
ance, our effort, I believe, should be concentrated in selected countries where
Canada has important interests and which have demonstrated a willingness and
ability to make effective use of the resources available to them, so that the
impact of Canadian aid will not be weakened through a proliferation of small
projects in a large number of countries all over the world.

The Canadian business community has become, and should continue to be, a
major participant in Canada’s development assistance activities. Last ysar more
than forty Canadian engineering and construction firms were engaged on
projects abroad under the aid program. Several hundred manufacturers and
producers were suppliers of machinery, equipment and commodities purchased
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with Canadian aid funds. Some 350 companies recieved supplier contracts on
one capital project alone. It has been estimated that $1 million of foreign aid
expenditure generates 120 man years of work in Canada.

These professional and commercial groups have played a helpful role in
identifying projects appropriate for aid financing, but they might be further
encouraged to make contributions of their own by the provision of technical
know-how and by investment in plants in the overseas countries.

The close working relationships between the External Aid Office and the
principal voluntary agencies engaged in the field of aid should be maintained
and expanded to reach those smaller organizations which might desire our
advice and guidance. While government officials must never attempt to influ-
ence the direction or content of the voluntary programs, the replies to the
questionnaire circulated to organizations across Canada by Dr. Grace Maynard,
the Liaison Officer in the External Aid Office, have clearly demonstrated a
willingness on the part of those organizations to furnish the External Aid Office
on a regular basis with operational details which will in turn enable us to
record in international forums this most impressive and valuable supplement to
Canada’s official program.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence, I might be permitted a
personal comment. In the late 1940’s I appeared frequently before this Com-
mittee as a departmental witness in my capacity of Assistant Undersecretary of
State for External Affairs. Since my return to Canada in 1960, I have had the
privilege each year of reviewing and discussing with Committee members
Canada’s development assistance program. This morning I come before you for
the last time, and I cannot let the occasion pass without expressing my
gratitude for the most helpful co-operation I have consistently received from
Members of this Committee and from other Members of Parliament.

The establishment problems, on which I have reported in earlier years,
have not been completely overcome, but we do have in the External Aid Office
today a group of able and dedicated people who have been' experiencing the
unique problems and the inevitable frustrations which surround foreign aid
work in any country. They would wish me, I know, on their behalf, to convey to
this Committee their appreciation of the support and encouragement which you

have provided.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Moran. I also wish to seize this occasion of
your departure to thank you, on behalf of all the Committee members, for your
statement this morning and for your very valuable services in the past.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Chairman, I, too, on behalf of the Committee, would like
to say that we do very much appreciate not only what Mr. Moran has told us
today but the leadership he has given in this field over the years. With your

‘Permission, I propose to ask some questions which may be of a critical nature,

but I would like to make it clear that my criticism is not directed either at the
idea of maintaining a foreign aid program, or at the work that has been done,
and is being done, by Canada through this deal; nor is it directed at Mr. Moran
in any sense or form. My criticisms would be more of those who are responsible
Perhaps for limitations on the work, and are designed to suggest that there are
certain crucial gaps and inadequacies in the program. One feels that when one
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draws attention to gaps or inadequacies one may be thought to be running
down the effort that has been made, and that certainly is not my intention.

One of the points is the inadequacy of our overall contribution and I would
like to deal with that.

In the June 1965 report, at page 5—I don’t know whether Mr. Moran has it
available—there is a summary of the total Canadian effort. In order to see
whether we are growing or expanding, or what we are doing in this field, I
would like to see a similar summary, which I could not find in the report with
which we have been furnished today, for the fiscal year ’65-66.

I would also like to have the figures for 1966-67 which we are now
considering—the comparable figures.

e (11.45 am.)

The summary, Mr. Chairman—and Mr. Moran will be familiar with this—
showed, in the year ’64-65 the total aid, only the first three of which
were, perhaps, under the direct responsibility of the External Aid Office:
Bilateral grant aid 60.6 million; bilateral development loans, $50 million; food
aid, $22 million, including $7 million supplementary; bilateral export credit, $76
million; multilateral grants, 9.6; subscription to I. D.A. 7.9; for a total of 226.1.

Is it possible that we could have the figures for the total actual effort in
’65-66, and, from the Estimates we are now discussing, the projected total aid
summarized in this way for 1966-67 so we can get a look at it?

I appreciate that some of these are not under your jurisdiction, Mr. Moran,
but no doubt this information is available.

Mr. MoraN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I can give you those figures now, if you
wish. They are not in the book this year because we do not have the final
figures for export credits. This, as you pointed out, is not a responsibility of
ours, and they work on a different year basis than we do. Ours is based on the
fiscal year.

What is the first figure, Mr. Brewin?
Mr. BREWIN: The first figure was bilateral grant aid, 60.6.

Mr. MoraN: I want to make sure it is in the same form as in last year’s
report. I am afraid that the difference is that I have food aid included in the
bilateral grants, rather than separated out, as I gather was done in the report
you are quoting. But the figures would be: Bilateral grants, 1964-65, $75.6
million; in 1965-66, they had risen to 83.6 million; and in the Estimates for
1966-67 they are 123.6 million.

The bilateral loans remain steady at $50 million through each of those
years. There is no change. ‘

The multilateral was 24.51 in 1964-65; increased to 31.67 in 1965-66; and
further increased to 36.94 in 1966-67. These are contributions to multilateral
organizations, mainly the United Nations.

Mr. MacpoNALD: Do these incorporate the ECIC part?
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Mr. MoraN: No. We are not in a position to give the final figures for last
year except to say that the Export Credits Insurance Corporation has authority
to loan one hundred million dollars each year under section 21(a) of the Export
Credits Insurance Act. These amounts fluctuate because they depend on applica-
tions from the overseas countries for that type of financing, and they vary from
year to year.

Therefore, on the three items which you are considering this morning you
come up with the following totals: 1963-64, $66.37, in 1964-65, $150.11 million;
in 1965-66, 165.27 million; and in 1966-67, 210.54 million. To get the picture of
Canada’s overall economic assistance effort there would have to be added the
flow of the long-term credits under section 21(a).

Mr. BREWIN: You have not got them?

Mr. MoraN: I have not got them. Last year I believe the figure was 76
million.

Mr. BREWIN: Yes; at least, that was shown in the ’64-65 figures.
Mr. MoRrAN: That is right.

Mr. BREwIN: I note, although I have not the figure—and perhaps we can get
it somewhere else—that in this year’s estimate this has been a decreasing—

Mr. MorAN: I would think this is quite likely. It is a fluctuating figure. Two
years ago it was in the neighbourhood of $40 million; last year I think the
figure was $76 million; and this year it will be anything up to one hundred mil-
lion—it cannot exceed one hundred million because that is the extent of their
lending authority. But if it was $50 or say $70 million you would add that
amount to come up with a total Canadian effort of $200 million odd.

Mr. BREwIN: I have just one or two questions.

I know that your administration is not responsible for this, but it is a fact,
is it not, that a number of international organizations, including the United
Nations, have recommended, as a target, at any rate, one percent of the gross
national product as the figure at which the various developed nations should
aim in order to produce an adequate total effort. Is that right?

Mr. MORAN: Some have, yes. This was originally introduced in the United
Nations. I think it was four or five years ago that the Indian representative
suggested this percentage as an appropriate target for economic assistance from
the advanced countries.

Other organizations have accepted this target in a variety of forms. DAC,
for example, has accepted it as a reasonable target, with adjustments being
made for particular circumstances in particular countries. UNCTAD, the United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development, which met in Geneva specifical-
ly to study the relationship between trade and aid, has recommended, as an
appropriate target for the advanced countries, one percent of gross national
product at factor cost which, as you know, is a figure something different from
the one published in the press as the Canadian gross national product, with due
allowance being made for nations which are net importers of capital, which of

course, includes Canada.
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I'think one thing that perhaps has not been made clear in Canada—and it is
the point T was attempting to make in my opening statement—is that “this
percentage figure is made up of official contributions and private flows, and in
the case of Canada there is almoest no private flow—it is a completely incidental
figure; whereas in the case of the United States the amount moving through
private channels is .2 percent of their gross national product, and in the case of
the United Kingdom it is .3 percent.

Most international organizations have abandoned this statistical method of
trying to compare individual countries, efforts since it is an unrealistic ap-
proach. I have never been able to have anyone explain why the figure of 1
percent of gross national product was selected. Why is it not a percentage of our
exports? Why is it not related to our foreign exchange position? Someone one
day said, “This would be a nice, tidy, round figure”.

DAC has abandoned the percentage system of comparison because of the
weaknesses of using completely unrefined statistics to come up with a logical
conclusion. For one thing, there has never been an accepted definition of what
constitutes aid, and therefore there is no common yardstick with which to
measure an individual country’s effort.

I do not think any table of statistics is meaningful unless you can look
behind the figures and see what they represent, and this is why I have been
trying to stress over the years, and again in this statement, how important
quality is. If we want to abandon quality and just go out and dump bags of
money around the underdeveloped areas so that we can say we have now got
our program up to 1 per cent of gross national product, I would not want to be
associated with that type of program. I think—and I have learned this from
discussions with finance ministers—that they would far prefer to have a million
dollars in grant funds without any repayable obligations than ten million
dollars which impose future debt-servicing obligations requiring repayment of
both principal and interest.

How do you statistically adjust this quality factor? How do you prorate the
millions of dollars of grant funds that Canada, from 1951 and throughout our
record in the aid field, has concentrated on, in order to relieve the repayment
burden? Where would India be today if the $300 million of grant funds which
Canada has given to that country were part of its debt-servicing burden which
has all of the countries of the western world worried today? India is now in a
critical financial position, and I have explained that it is in large measure
because of the debt repayments.

Having said all this, the last impression I would want to leave is that I
consider the Canadian aid effort to be adequate in terms of volume. I think the
needs are so great that no country in the western world, including Canada, can
take satisfaction from what we are doing today in the matter of volume. But I
do deplore these people who go around proclaiming this magic formula of 1 per
cent of gross national product. I am pleased to see that, in large measure, the
press of our country has abandoned this, because it is not realistic. A

It is my personal hope—and I tried to indicate as much in my opening
statement—that the Canadian aid program will continue to increase in volume. I
do not think we can take satisfaction from the size of our program today, but I
do take satisfaction from the fact that it is growing, that it is moving in the
right direction, and that it is on the most highly concessional terms offered by
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any aid-giving nation today. That is why it is popular in the overseas countries—
its terms.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Moran, I am glad to have provoked this statement from
you because I think it is helpful; but, after all, I think you acknowledge yourself
that the one per cent, however inadequate, has been set as the international
standard. It was not just that some people thought it up. It was reviewed by
representatives of world bodies, was it not?

Mr. MoraN: I had not intended to leave that impression. This was put
forward in the United Nations in a resolution which was accepted. It was
adopted by the countries as a reasonable resolution. But I have already
explained the position DAC has taken. I have already explained the resolution
of UNCTAD, which is the one that is internationally accepted today. This
conference was attended by representatives of 119 countries, from both the
developed and developing areas, and they passed a resolution recommending
one per cent as a reasonable target for the advanced countries, based on factor
cost and making due allowance for countries that are net importers of capital.

If you read that resolution you will see it does not say that Canada ought to
be giving one percent of the gross national product. I am not saying Canada
should not be, but I think you have placed an interpretation, Mr. Brewin, on the
UNCTAD resolution that is not strictly in accordance with what the delegates
had in mind when they voted for it.

Mr. BREwIN: I think you have given us proper qualifications for it but still
you can see that it remains an objective—a reasonable objective—set by some
international standards, do you not?

Mr. MoraN: Not the phrase you used, ‘“one per cent of gross national
product”. I do not know where that is a target, except among some Canadians
who keep raising it.

Mr. BREWIN: What is the one per cent then?

Mr. MORAN: One per cent of gross national product at factor cost with due
allowance being made for countries that are net importers of capital. That is
quite different from the little chopped off phrase “one per cent of gross national
product”. For example, the two figures are quite different. The gross national
product of Canada I am not sure—I think it is 52 billion now—but it is not 52
billion when at factor cost.

Mr. BREWIN: What is the factor cost?

Mr. Moran: I do not know as I am not an expert on this; it may be 48
billion, or 47 billion, I do not know. It is something different than $52 billion.

I do not want to quibble on small matters, Mr. Brewin, but for four or five
years I have read, and heard people talking, about “one per cent of gross
national product”, and, while this quite clearly does not apply to you, nobody
has been able to indicate why they believe in “one per cent of gross national
product”.

First of all, why are we putting a ceiling on our appropriations? I would
hope that one day Canada and the other western nations would be far beyond
one per cent of gross national product. !

24015—2
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I am sorry to have got off on this line. You quite rightly used the words
“provoked this explanation”, because it has been a provoking experience to
be continuously confronted with a hypothetical sort of target.

Should I continue?
The CHAIRMAN: Please do.

Mr. MoraN: In the case of the United States, .2 per cent of the gross
national product represents private flows, that is private investment, contribu-
tors of voluntary agencies and things of that kind; and in the United Kingdom
these constitute .3 per cent.

Is it suggested that in Canada, where there is no private flow, one per cent
should still remain the target for official funds? This would hardly put us in a
comparable position with countries like the United States and the TUnited

Kingdom.

Mr. BREWIN: Mr. Chairman, I did not want to suggest to Mr. Moran that we
were not comparably doing what we ought to do. I just wanted to find out from
him, with his experience, whether he thought we were making over-all an
adequate contribution. I am not talking about quality; I am now talking about
quantity. Would he like to express an opinion whether we should be expanding
our over-all contribution.

Mr. MoraN: I thought, Mr. Chairman, I had already answered that ques-
tion. I said two things: That I thought the needs of these developing countries
were so great that no country in the western world, including Canada, could
take satisfaction from the present level of its aid; and the second comment I
made was that I took satisfaction from the progressive increases in the
Canadian aid program over the years. I think the phrase I used was “moving in
the right direction”.

If you go back, Mr. Brewin, to 1958: In 1958 Canada’s only aid program
was the Colombo Plan; we had nothing else. In that year the government
introduced a program of $10 million over a five-year period for the Caribbean
area and, at that same time, increased the Colombo Plan appropriations from $35
million to $50 million per year. Therefore, if you take your starting point just
prior to 1958, you have a Canadian aid program of $35 million plus a very
inconsequential contribution to multilateral organizations. Today we have just
dealt with figures in excess of $200 million. Surely this is progress; surely this is
moving in the direction that you want to go and that I want to go.

Mr. BREwWIN: I had a number of other questions but I do not want to take
up the time of the Committee. I just want to ask Mr. Moran about one thing,
perhaps now, if I may.

I do not know how much of this article I have in front of me is you, Mr.
Moran, and how much is the editorial writer of the Globe and Mail, but there
was an editorial on the 28th of April in the Globe and Mail entitled “Crucial
Gaps in Our Foreign Aid” which drew very heavily on a speech which I think
you had made a very short while before, in which you emphasized, apparent-
ly—and you mentioned it again here today—the stifling effect of the staggering
growth in population. You spoke particularly of the situation in Pakistan and in
India, and you went on to say: “India and Pakistan have received little external
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help with this urgent problem, although the desire for family planning is
stronger in these two countries today than at any other time in their history.”
Now, I think that part of that was a quotation of your own point of view.

Mr. MoraN: All of it was.

Mr. BREwIN: I would like to ask you: Do you see any possibility of the
acceptance of greater Canadian responsibility in this field which, I must say,
seems to me to be one that is absolutely crucial, because if we spend a lot of
money increasing productivity and at the same time your population increases
almost proportionately you are no further forward at the end?

Is there a Canadian program, or a contribution by Canadians of programs,
in this field which we have not had in the past and which we hope to develop in
the future?

Mr. MORAN: Mr. Chairman, I think, if you would agree, it would be safer,
for the record, if I quoted the words of that statement which I have before me
rather than relying on editorial interpretation. I said on that occasion:

Through the World Health Organization, UNICEF, various national
aid programs, and through voluntary organizations like the Canadian
Save the Children Fund, the developing areas have received the advan-
tages of the latest medical research, modern medicines, support for
national health programs and more effective techniques to lower the
death rate, but paradoxically they have not been given any similar help
in family planning. We all recognize that this is a delicate area for many
governments and therefore any assistance in the formulation and execu-
tion of a population control program through the provision of literature,
advisory services and needed materials, will probably have to come
mainly through international and private agencies, at least in the fore-
seeable future.

Mr. BREWIN: What international agencies, or is there just that one—

Mr. MorAN: The World Health Organization, UNICEF, and the Canadian
Save the Children Fund, are the three that I mentioned here.

I might say, incidentally, that the World Health Organization is doing
something on this problem at the present time, and quite extensively in India.

Mr. HARKNESS: Mr. Moran, I am very glad that you have done something to
dispel some of the fallacies with regard to this one per cent figure which I think
has caused trouble to all of us, and which is quoted so frequently in letters
which I and, I think, most other members receive in regard to the amount of
external aid which we provide.

Now, reverting to some extent to what Mr. Brewin was just talking about,
the thing that struck me most was the statement you made that it is estimated
there will be a billion people in India by the end of the century at the present
rate of increase. Is there any possibility in the world of a billion people being
fed in India by the end of the century, by the development of their own
agricultural resources and by what aid might be given to them?

Mr. MorAN: I am a long way from being an expert in that field, but I
gather from people who are knowledgeable in this area there will be little
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possibility, on present production trends, short of the development of the
synthetic foods which everyone is suggesting will one day be our normal diet.
I think the disturbing thing in places like India and Pakistan, where the

population is moving ahead so rapidly, is the deterioration in their own-*

agricultural production. We can all remember when the Punjab was the
granary of southeast Asia, and what are regarded as the developing countries
today were, in 1930, exporters of food to the extent of something like 20 or 30
million tons a year. The position has now deteriorated to the point where they
are importers of millions of tons. The paradox is that in these countries
two-thirds of the people work on the land and yet most of the population is
hungry.

In the Indian situation they have two problems in 1966 in respect of their
critical food position: One is to obtain the amounts required abroad because of
the short fall in their own crop and the additional people who must be fed; and
the other is the port handling facilities and the distribution system within the
country for the amounts required. India has, with help from the United States
and some from Canada, improved their port handling facilities to the point
where they can accept about a million tons of wheat a month on the average, or
12 million tons a year. This is an average because it drops in the monsoon
period to something like maybe 900,000 tons per month. This means there is a
serious distribution problem even if countries were in a position to make
available—

Mr. HARgNESS: The basic point I am getting at is this, that in some of the
countries which need aid the most—and India and Pakistan are two outstanding
examples—the rate of increase in population is such that there seems to be no
reasonable prospect whatever of preventing starvation in those countries unless
this rate of increase is stopped. Therefore, my question would be this: Would it
not be in the interests of the people of these countries, and in the interest of the
world as a whole, to be concentrating more of our aid along the lines which Mr.
Brewin has suggested, of the curtailment of family size by, say, both informa-
tion and the physical means of doing that?

Mr. MorAN: This would be a useful form of help from some source.

Mr. HARKNESS: As we have been giving a very considerable amount of aid
to India, would it not be a desirable thing to channel more of our aid into those
lines rather than the straight matter of giving them so much wheat which never
keeps up with—and I see no possibility of it ever keeping up with—the increase
in the rate of population?

Mr. MoRAN: As you will appreciate, Mr. Harkness, this gets into the area of
policy on which I cannot speak. My job is to interpret the problems and needs
in the developing countries, and the form and nature of our assistance is for
decision by others.

Mr. HARKNESS: However, you would agree that that type of aid is perhaps
the most essential type that could be given, would you?

Mr. Moran: I think that the most serious problem confronting the develop-
ing countries today is the population growth, and there may be a variety of
ways in which this can be overcome.
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In the case of India they have embarked on a very extensive family
planning program. When I was there a year ago, Mr. Mehta, their minister of
planning, said he had just returned from a trip through the country, and one of
the things that had struck him was the change in the psychology of the people;
he had fouhd them readier for some of the family planning techniques than
ever before. He told of going into a village and talking to one of the elderly
bearded villagers and asking ‘“What changes have you noticed here since you
were young?”’ and his answer was ‘“The tremendous number' of children
around.” Mr. Mehta said it is coming home to the people that the population
press is a problem in the villages as well as in the cities, and as a result of the
improved health services in the country, whereby people are living longer, .the
necessity for parents to have nine or ten children in the hope that two or three
might survive to support them in their old age is now less necessary. There is
now a trend in that direction—a trend towards smaller families.

e (12.15 p.m.)

I suppose to some extent what we are discussing today is in the short term
pretty academic, because even if some program was introduced immediately it
will be almost another generation before it has any real effect on the kind of
broblems that we are discussing.

Mr. HARRKNESS: Another of your statements I would like to ask a question
or two about is that you said our aid, in your view, should be concentrated in
certain countries rather than spread too widely. With that I would generally
agree.

What countries in particular did you have in mind in which our aid should
be concéntrated?

Mr. MorAN: My definition was: Countries in which Canada has important
interests and which have demonstrated both a willingness and an ability to
make effective use of the external resources that are made available to them.
Those countries may vary from year to year, but if you look at the present
Canadian program there is a fair measure of concentration in it now.

In southeast Asia our aid goes preponderantly to India and Pakistan, with
Smaller amounts to Ceylon and Malaysia; we have about three million dollars, I
think it is, for all of the non-Commonwealth countries of southeast Asia.

In Commonwealth Africa our program is mainly in Nigeria and Ghana,
with Tanzania gradually receiving larger allocations from Canada, mainly
because it has made progress in its project preparation and now has projects
Which can be effectively financed by Canada.

In the Caribbean, most of Canadian aid goes to Trinidad and Tobago and
Jamaica. This is, in part, because these two islands are independent; it is, in
Part, because their economic planning has advanced to a point that they have
need for external assistance on major capital projects.

In French Africa a pattern has not emerged to the same extent, but at the
moment the three principal recipients of Canadian aid are the Cameroons,
Tunisia and Morocco. But in all of these countries—in all of these areas—there
are a number of smaller countries which are receiving modest amounts of Cana-

dian assistance, mainly in the form of technical assistance.
24015—3
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Mr. HARKNESS: And educational aid.

Mr. Moran: Yes, educational aid, such as the supply of teachers; and, of
course, from an administrative point of view there are great advantages in
concentration, as you can imagine. I have never felt that a country with
Canada’s resources should try to undertake a global program. This is how you
lose your impact, and of course the administrative expenses are out of all
proportion to the value of the aid you are giving.

Mr. HARKNESS: This is one of the things I was wondering, whether it would
not, perhaps, be advisable for us to concentrate more of our aid in the
Caribbean countries rather than spreading it over a very large number of the
new countries in Africa. For one reason, the area is closer to us, we have less
expense in providing the same amount of aid and perhaps a greater possibility
of accomplishing results than in many of these other areas.

Mr. MoraNn: I think that over the years in determining the direction of
Canadian aid we thought in terms of countries with which Canada has had
historical links. For that reason all of the countries of the Commonwealth are
eligible for Canadian assistance.

Then, because of the bilingual and bicultural eomposition of our country we
are in a special position to help French language countries, as we are doing in
francophone Africa and in the countries of southeast Asia—Viet Nam, Laos and
Cambodia.

Within these broad categories I think we should look at the countries that
can make the most effective use of our assistance.

Mr. HARKNESS: I have just one other question: In regard to the interest-
free loans, is the cost of those loans included in any of these statements you
have given?

Mr. MoraN: The cost to the government?
Mr. HARKNESS: Yes, the cost to the Canadian people.
Mr. MoraN: No.

Mr. HARKNESS: Because at the present time, of course, the government has
to pay 5% per cent, or something like this, in order to secure funds, and the cost
of refunding this amount seems to go up; therefore, the cost of these interest-
free loans must be quite considerable. It has struck me that this is one of the
elements in our foreign aid, so far as the general public is concerned, for which
we have not been getting credit.

Mr. MoraN: Yes, I think this is right. This is a matter that has been
discussed, whether this should be included as a budgetary item within the aid
estimates. As you quite properly say, this is a cost to the government. This is an
expenditure Canada makes on behalf of these countries.

Mr. HARKNESS: And this is a constantly increasing cost.

Mr. MoraN: It is as much a contribution to the developing country as is the
extension of the capital itself, the principal of the loan. On the other hand—

{
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Mr. Hargngss: Have any compilations of the cost of that been made, to
your knowledge?

~ Mr. Moran: No, sir, not yet. These are quite new. I think the first loan was
Signed some time in 1965—only last year—and these moneys are advanced as the
Project progresses and as the funds are needed to buy Canadian equipment or
Pay the Canadian engineers.

Mr. HARKNESS: What countries have had these interest-free loans, and what
are the amounts of them?

_ Mr. Morax: India, $48.15 million; Pakistan, $33.36 million; Ceylon, $2.5
million; Thailand, $1 million; Trinidad and Tobago, $4.9 million; Jamaica, $5.25
million; Nigeria, $3.5 million; El Salvador, $3.24 million; Ecuador, $1.26 million;
and a loan has just been signed with Tanzania for $2.45 million.

Mr. HargNESS: That would aggregate over $100 million, would it?
Mr. MoRaN: It is $105.6 million; and we have $100 million—

Mr. HARRNESS: If you include the interest rate it would be a contribution of
over $6 million a year.

Mr. Moran: Our soft loans have been further softened this year by the
Temoval of the three-quarters of one per cent service charge and commitment

charge that formerly applied.

Mr. Groos: I think Mr. Thompson has another appointment so I would like
to defer to him; I can ask a question afterwards.

Mr. Trompson: Time is too short to go into any lengthy detail, Mr.
Chairman, but I do want to personally express my appreciation for the helpful
attitude that has always been displayed by the External Aid Office under Mr.

oran’s direction. His information and willvngness to co-operate on some of the
broblems that we may have personal experience Or interest it has always been
gratifying, and I would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation
and to wish you well as you go on to your new assignment, Mr. Moran.

I am only going to ask one or two very brief questions. The first is related
to this one million tons of gift wheat to India. I hear repercussions of the
Inability of India’s foreign exchange situation to pay for the freight that is
Involved in shipping this amount of food to India. This may seem strange to us
but in their crisis on foreign exchange I think it is something very real to them.

Has consideration been given to perhaps increasing the aid allotment for
them to be able to pay for this freight, or to decreasing the amount whereby the
Saving would permit the payment of the freight on this wheat shipment?

Mr. MoraN: This problem, Mr. Thompson, was very much in the minds of
€veryone at the time the government decided to forgive the remaining pay-
ments of some $10 million on a loan owing to Canada by India, as direct relief
to their foreign exchange position. This would go a long way to helping them
With their transportation problem.

The second consideration is that countries which wanted to help in the food

Crisis, but did not themselves have foodstuffs available, made their contribution
24015—33
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in the form of either shipping services, if the country concerned had vessels
available or a contribution of cash to enable India to pay for other shipping
services. Britain did this, for example. They made a contribution—I believe it
was in the form of a soft loan to India—of several millions of dollars with which
to pay shipping charges on foodstuffs supplied by other Commonwealth coun-
tries.

India, in the matter of shipping, is not in as difficult a position as some
developing countries, because it has a number of ships of its own. Much of our
grain has in the past been carried, and will be carried this year, in Indian
bottoms. The delivery schedule is worked out with the Indians and they tell us
when their ships will call at the port. It is then our responsibility to have the
grain available in Vancouver, Saint John, or Halifax, wherever it is being
shipped from, on the specified date.

Mr. TaoMpsoN: Does this mean, then, that this amount of wheat is going to
be taken advantage of by India? Have they given that assurance?

Mr. MorAN: Oh, yes. This figure of 1 million tons is related to the amount
India indicated it could use.

Mr. THOMPSON: One million tons—
Mr. MoraN: Up to one million tons.

Mr. THOMPSON: One other question in regard to food in India. It is reported
that if India were able to conserve their food properly they would not have a
real basic food problem today; that 20 per cent of their food is lost through
rodents, through feeding of sacred animals, through their inability to preserve
-and to package food. :

Is the external aid program considering anything beyond their freedom
.frorh hunger campaign in the Mysore project, towards helping improve the
situation in India?

It seems to me that here is one area where something much more beneficial
in long term assistance could be provided, rather than just food gifts directly.

'Mr. MoRrAN: Yes, I think this is quite right. I do not know what the wastage
percentage is, but clearly one only needs to travel in the country and to see the
conditions under which food must be stored to realize that there is wastage.

I have indicated a number of the ways in which we have given assistance
in the agricultural field. We have had advisors out there on this particular
problem, although the direct help in food storage has not been extensive; but it
is a matter of where to direct your assistance in the agricultural sector, because
India is getting help from other sources in this respect.

The Canadian project under the freedom from hunger committee at
Mysore is concerned with this whole problem of food technology—packaging,
storing, preserving, and so on; and under the aid program we have given help
to that particular project. Although the project is being carried out by a
private organization it has been assisted with official funds, and recently
through counterpart funds Canada built a hostel for the students who will be
attending this school at Mysore.
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The problem, as you rightly point out, exists, and we have given some
help, although our major assistance in the agricultural sector has been in other
fields, in other ways.

Mr. THOoMPSON: I have two very short questions. Is Canada’s contribution,
the government’s contribution to the CUSO program of transportation and of
administrative assistance included in external aid, or is that met through some
other department?

Mr. MoRrAN: No, the transportation figure is not included in these estimates;
this is done by the Department of National Defence and I am unaware of how
they account for that amount, which I think is estimated at—I do not have
their estimate but it is a National Defence figure.

The amount of direct support we are giving to CUSO this year is $750,000
and that comes out of the bilateral grant aid appropriation. It is part of the 48.5
million dollar item.

Mr. THOMPSON: One last question: Is external aid participating in the
coming conference which is to be held in Canada with the heads of governments
of the various Caribbean countries? Is there a program of consultation and ne-
gotiation regarding aid in the Caribbean area included in that.

_ Mr. MoraN: Yes; there is a meeting of officials going on at this moment
Which I would normally have attended but another member of the office is there
to discuss the forthcoming conference.

Mr. THompsoN: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GrRooS: Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask Mr. Moran about a geographic
area which does not seem to be covered in our external aid program, and I am
thinking of Cyprus. :

I am a member of the NATO Parliamentarions Association and I recall,
about a year and a half ago, Senator Javits, who is a member of the economic
committee of this association, with a group of others, took the initiative to try to
Work out some long term solution to the problems in Cyprus between our two
NATO allies, Turkey and Greece, by basing a solution on perhaps an identity
of economic and industrial interests with the assistance of the Ford Foundation
they have been studying this proposition.

It seems to me that this is a particularly fruitful area for Canadian aid,
because it might be helped by the presence of specialist Canadian servicemen on
the site, and I say particularly fruitful because it certainly gives one ray of hope
for a solution to this very unfortunate position.

I am wondering if this has come to your attention and whether we have
investigated the possibility of lending some aid in this area.

This brings me to yet another question, and I do not know whether you
Will have time to answer this, but I just wondered if, for my own enlighten-
ment, you could give me some idea how programs of external aid are initiated.

Before I ask you to answer this first question of mine, I hope, Mr. Chairman,
You will let me join with our colleagues also in thanking Mr. Moran for his
Many years of service to Canada’s external aid program. ] -
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Mr. Moran: Cyprus is eligible, Mr. Groos, for Canadian aid and, as in the
case of so many of the smaller countries, our help has taken the form mainly of
technical assistance.

We have had six students from Cyprus come to Canada for training under
our program. Last year we brought two students who created a problem that
we are experiencing with greater frequency—it is in fact becoming a very
troublesome problem—namely, the reluctance of some students to return home.
This, of course, is contrary to the real objective of any country’s aid program
and most countries enforce the return home rule quite rigidly. It is a common
policy and one which is supported internationally as well as receiving very
strong support within Canada.

The Association of Canadian Universities and Colleges, then the Canadian
University Foundation, established a committee to look into some aspects of
higher education in Canada and they, within their terms of reference, included
the question of foreign students, not only under the aid program but all foreign
students attending Canadian institutions of higher learning.

In their report one of the recommendations was that in no circumstances
should any student from a developing country, who has been sponsored under
an official government aid program and whose training has been financed by
public funds, be allowed to remain in Canada.

The principle is well established, is supported and has been accepted by the
public, but we do encounter individual cases where special circumstances seem
to justify an investigation and where, on occasion, it is felt that an exception
should be made. Yet we all know what happens with exceptions, and as a result
this has become a very severe problem for us, because the numbers of
applicants are increasing.

We had this problem, as I say, with the two whom we brought from Cyprus
last year. When they had completed their course of training they made
representations to be allowed to remain in Canada. As a rule, these students can
find a sponsor or a supporter somewhere—their professor or the dean of their
faculty—who have had association with them and who have come to find them
likeable people. This has been our most recent experience with the two we
accepted from Cyprus last year.

On your broader question of how the programs are initiated—while the
funds have now all been lumped in one general vote, you will remember that
they used to be voted by individual area programs. One was the Colombo Plan
for south east Asia. To be eligible for Canadian assistance you must be a
member of the Colombo Plan. Another is the special Commonwealth African aid
program, and there you must be a Commonwealth country in Africa. There is
also a program for the French states of Africa. Therefore, in the African area
you will find a country like Sudan excluded because it is neither a francophone
country nor a Commonwealth country. This is one of the disappointments of Mr.
Thompson, for example, in respect of Ethiopia. Unfortunately that country does
not qualify under either of those two bilateral programs. The one in the
Caribbean is pretty straightforward as it includes all of the West Indies islands.

That is the basis of eligibility. Then, the government each year makes
allocations to individual countries or areas based on a number of factors, and
we then work out with the recipient countries suitable programs related to the
amount of funds available.
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There are two or three places where allocations are not made to individual
countries each year. The country allocations are restricted to the larger
recipients. There is an allocation of funds, in the case of the Colombo Plan for a
group of countries. It reads: “Non-Commonwealth countries in the Colombo
Plan; Thailand, Burma, Viet Nam etc.—"” Similarly in Africa there will be
allocations to the major recipients of Nigeria, Ghana, East Africa; and then
there will be an amount which provides for countries like Malawi, Zambia and
so on. In the case of the Caribbean there are specific allocations to Trinidad and
Tobago, and to Jamaica, but the little eight are lumped as a unit in an allocation
of something in the order of $2% million.

Mr. Groos: Getting back to Cyprus, Mr. Moran, our effort has been limited
so far to education of students?

Mr. MoraN: Yes; that is all we have done.

Under the allocation method I have just described we would have very
limited funds for Cyprus because it is not a Commonwealth African country, it
is not a member of the Colombo Plan and consequently it qualifies only under
an old heading that used to read “for Commonwealth countries not included in
other programs”. This picked up places like Hong Kong, Cyprus and, before
they were included in the Caribbean program, British Honduras and British
Guiana. The amount of money for that block is quite limited, so that under
bresent allocations we would not be able to do anything very extensive in
Cyprus.

e (12.45 p.m.)

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, I just want to add my congratulations to Mr.
Moran. Perhaps if the Chairman is amiable enough we might meet you out in
the Far East again if the external committee decides to investigate conditions
out there. :

I have just a few questions on the scope of our aid. Are we running ahead
of public inclination with the scope of our aid, or behind it? I see letters to the
editor saying “If you can’t pay our old age pensioners more than $75 a month
maybe we shouldn’t be helping other nations”. In the scope 6f our external aid
brogram do you feel that we are ahead of public inclination, just about even, or
running a little behind? This all has to do with public relations, of course.

Mr. MoRAN: I am not sure what the basis of judgment on a matter like this
should be; I suppose we all have our own views on people who write letters.

As a result of talking to Canadians across the country and visiting
Organizations and church groups I would be inclined to say that we were
Tunning behind.

On the other hand, in this last month or two an increasing number of
letters critical of the growing aid expenditures have been received in our office.
These started at the time the increased food assistance for India was announced.
They are not a concerted effort; they come from different parts of the country,
are phrased in the different language, and do not use common arguments. We
find ourselves at ten o’clock in the morning answering a letter from a person
Who is advocating one per cent of gross national product, and at half past ten
We are engaged in an answer to a person in another part of Canada, who has
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said that we cannot afford aid at this level; I hope we are ingenious enough to
assemble arguments that will satisfy both points of view. But in the last two
months the letters critical of the growing program have increased in number.

Mr. WALKER: Do you feel that Canadians generally are sufficiently informed
about the aims and objects of our external aid program?

Mr. MoraN: No; and I think this is one of the deficiencies of my office. I do
not say this in the sense that we have not been aware of the deficiency. It is a
problem we have tried to cope with and we have attempted to inform the public
in various ways. I assume members are receiving the monthly newsletters that
go out from our office in French and English.

Incidentally, I forgot to mention that the French edition of this green
backed report will follow, but it is the usual problem of the translation service
being overburdened. A brochure has been prepared which, I think, will be of
some assistance.

In the time that one can find to be away from the office, I have tried to
accept speaking engagements, as have other members of the office, but, to be
perfectly frank, development assistance has been described by some of my
newspaper friends as a rather sexless subject. The result is that a successful
project apparently is not regarded as being particularly newsworthy. This
attitude is not peculiar to Canada. I think it is true of all the countries. I know
that my colleagues in the United States and Britain and elsewhere are com-
plaining of the same thing.

Paul Hoffman, Director of the United Nations Special Fund, when he was
here about a year ago, initiated the subject in our discussion. He said he had
gone to a newspaper friend in New York—a newspaper editor—and explained
that the Fund had just extended to Chile some of the most useful help that that
country had received in the way of a pre-investment survey from which quite
substantial private investments had flowed. It was a real news story but he
could not get any paper to carry it. Mr. Hoffman said, “My newspaper friend
looked at me and said, ‘Mr. Hoffman, if you put up a skyscraper we will give
you a paragraph on the business and financial page, but if you blow up a
two-storey building you will have a headline on the front page’ ”’. This, I suppose
reflects one point of view about aid projects. ,

There is an interesting tendency that I have noticed among the press in
Canada to give preferred treatment to despatches from abroad. We put out a
press release from our office announcing Canadian participation in an airport
project in Ceylon, and it was not used by any newspaper in the country; but
ten days later it appeared under a dateline “Colombo”. This also happened on
our road survey in Thailand. The most recent example was just last week when
a press release of ours was not used by any newspaper, but a few days later it
was on the front page of several including one of the local Ottawa papers, w1th
an overseas dateline. I do not know what it proves.

Mr. WALKER: Is this an area of activity which your department is seriousl&
looking into?

Mr. MORAN: Yes; very much so. As you know, over a year ago, Mr. Westall,
who was formerly the Globe and Mail correspondent in the parliamentary press
gallery, joined us, and he has been doing a most effective and industrious job
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and I am sure that the goodwill he enjoys among his former colleagues is an
asset, but it still does not overcome the problem of adequate coverage.

Mr. Sharp gave a very sophisticated speech on the subject of aid in
Toronto last week, but I have not seen a paragraph on it in any newspaper. It
was a speech dealing with the principles of aid, which was thoughtful and
informative and might well have been of interest to the general public.

Mr. WALKER: I wanted to ask questions about the qualifications for countries
who are receiving aid, but that has been fairly well covered, except for one
point: What are the criteria? You see the words ‘“developing nations”. This
must be very hard to decide if the only eligibility for a certain nation is that
it is considered a developing nation. Is there a cut-off point anywhere?

Mr. MoraN: I do not think, Mr. Walker, it is too difficult to make this
judgment, except perhaps in Latin America. You do encounter marginal cases
there, but I do not think you have this same difficulty in Asia or Africa.

The world bank categorizes countries on the basis of annual per capita
income and they relate this in turn to the terms on which assistance will be
extended. Islands like Trinidad and Jamaica are not eligible for loans from the
International Development Association, which is the soft lending agency of the
world bank, because they have an annual per capita income of $250 or $260. This
is regarded as too high for an IDA type loan, which is a loan equivalent to our
soft loans—the same terms, with no interest rate.

Countries like India and Pakistan, where the annual per capita income is in
the neighbourhood of $70, are clearly eligible for IDA type financing.

Mr. WALKER: There is an accepted measurement for the definition of a
developing nation, then?

Mr. MoraN: I do not think there is a specific definition. It has just been
accepted that you can readily identify a country that should be included in the
category of a developing nation.

Mr. WALKER: I have one other question about qualifications, but this has to
do with staff and personnel. Is age one of the qualifications? Has age anything
to do with the personnel—doctors, nurses, and other people—who may be part of
our external aid personnel assistance in other countries? Is age a factor?

Mr. MoraN: No, sir. We have, at the present time, a number of people in
their twenties, who are serving abroad; we have one adviser who is 64 years of
age; we have one over 70; we have two retired company executives—I am not
Sure of their age now, but they retired at 65; there is a company vice president
Who retired a month or two ago at the age of 65, who we are hoping to be able
to recruit for an overseas assignment.

Age does become an important consideration for the individual volunteer
because of the climatic and other conditions in which he will have to live, and
this is a factor that he has to weight before offering his services. However, from
our standpoint, if he passes his medical examination and the doctors declare him
thSically fit to undertake life in a developing country, we are quite satisfied. *
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Mr. WALKER: At the moment could you use more retired doctors, nurses
and people, everything else being equal—their qualifications, their experiences?
Are there holes—?

Mr. MoRraN: There are; it would depend on the profession or skill. There
are areas in which we are never requested to provide an adviser, although this
does not mean that these particular skills are not needed. We are almost never
asked for a general administrator or a man who has had simply executive
experience, because the countries are inclined to use their available external a1d
funds for the services of professional and technical personnel.

I could give you a list of the categories that we are most frequently asked
to provide. I suppose our greatest demand at the moment is for academic
people—university professors and teachers. Again in the teaching profession
there are certain types for whom we are never asked. The principal demands
are for teachers of mathematics, teachers of science and teachers of French or
English as a second language. They are among the most frequent requests.

Mr. WALKER: Do you have an increasing number of applications from
Canadians? Do they know that there might be a chance their services could be
used in external aid? Do you have an increasing number of applications coming
into your office?

Mr. MoraN: Yes, we have quite a large number of applications but the
difficulty is that many are what you might call general duty personnel rather
than specialists. Therefore, frequently when we receive a request for a specialist
we have to find the person somewhere other than from our roster of applicants.

One of the problems we are encountering—and this is particularly true of
the medical field—is the cost to the program—the financial terms on which we are
able to get a qualified individual.

Our program is different in a number of respects from CUSO. The requests
which come to us are for people who have had several years of practical
experience in their trade or profession, because they will be employed as
advisers, or in the case of our teachers, they probably will be asked to serve as
principal of a school or the head of a department, or to develop the school
curricula, or help in the drafting of an examination system.

It is a similar situation with doctors. In the villages of Africa and Asia
practising medical personnel are greatly needed but this is not the type of
person we are asked to provide because the countries have found that they can
usually get general practitioners in other ways. They can get them through
voluntary organizations or through private medical groups especially in the
United States. Therefore, again they use their available aid funds for the
specialists that they need. Many of our medical personnel have gone out as
members of a medical team, such as we sent to Malaysia and the two or three
that we have at the present time in Viet Nam.

Mr. WALKER: I have just two more short questions. Do you advise on the
export-import insurance applications at all?

Mr. MoraN: Our principal associaion with the Export Credit Insurance
Corporation is in connection with their long term loans, where we are consulted
if it is a loan to a country in which our aid program operates, because it is felt
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that we may have some background knowledge of the country concerned or
sometimes of the particular project.

P Mr. WALKER: But those in which you have a program are referred to you?

Mr. MoraN: Yes, there is an ECIC committee and when one of these
projects is on the agenda we are asked to send a representative to the meeting.

Mr. WALKER: I have just one last question: As your department is set up,
if, by a miracle, overnight you had twice as much money to spend could you
spend it in a year.

Mr. MoraN: Oh, no, not immediately. I will not get started on this topic
because it is another quite technical problem in development aid, and an
experience that all of the donors have had.

Perhaps it is not correct to say that we could not spend it because, of
course, you can spend any amount of money. But can you spend it effectively
and in a way that, five years from now, somebody will say “That was a good
Canadian project” as against asking “Who in the world ever thought such a
project would make a contribution to the economic development of this
country?”

Programs have to be developed slowly, and the World Bank on its
experience urges careful investigation of projects. One of the severe problems
in development assistance is what the technicians call the long pipeline—the
money that is available for capital projects, but has not yet been committed.
That is why we think we have moved quickly on the development loan program
to have been able in the two year period to commit 98 of the 100 million dollars.

Mr. CHURCHILL: Now that Mr. Moran is leaving the country I think we can
safely congratulate him on his excellent piece of work over the years on
External Aid. I do it anyway, whether he is leaving or not.

May I say this, on the matter we were discussing, with regard to those
people in the country who favour external aid and the critics who think we are
attempting to do too much, that I recall that when I had responsibility for the
Colombo Plan operation, when it was in Trade and Commerce, time and again I
drew attention to the fact that a greater part of the money allotted to External
Aid was spent right here in Canada. You touched on this in the course of your
remarks, to a certain extent.

I recall that at that time I was able to report that 80 per cent of the total
money available was spent here in Canada, either in the employment of
Canadian people in factories or on Canadian manufactured produets or on
Canadian wheat. I do not know what the percentage is now but it may be about
the same. I think that that has to be repeated and repeated and repeated in

N\ order that people will realize that it is not just a gift of money handed out to
some countries far away that we perhaps have never heard of before.

Would the percentage be about the same now, Mr. Moran?

Mr. MoRAN: It certainly would not be less; and what you have said is so
true. We keep repeating that cash transfers are not made.
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Mr. CHURCHILL: This is not understood and I think it deserves constant
repetition.

Mr. MoRrAN: Yes; even someone as eminent and well-informed as Mr.
Randall laboured under this misunderstanding—which was the basis, and also
the error of his speech. He started from a false premise and inevitably arrived
at a false conclusion, because his theory was based on the assumption that aid
money was handed over to the authorities in the overseas countries.

Mr. CHURCHILL: One of the not publicized but effective reorganizations
within government departments when we were in office was the shifting of the
Colombo Plan from Trade and Commerce to External Affairs and the setting up
of the External Aid Branch of External Affairs.

I will not bother the Committee with taking any official credit for that at
the moment!

The other point I wanted to raise on this, is that I quite agree with what
was said, and with what Mr. Harkness and others emphasized, that there is a
danger of proliferation of our External Aid. We are spreading ourselves too
thinly over too many countries.

I am not going to single out any of these, but you just wonder, looking at
the record, how we got mixed up with Afghanistan, for example, and Algeria
and the Philippines. It is not that they do not require assistance, but there must
be two dozen other countries that require assistance.

I favour what you suggested, that we should concentrate on certain selected
countries. Then, following up that line, I wonder would it not be possible to
effect a much greater concentration on the Caribbean area, the West Indies, with
the hope that over a period of, say, 20 years some of those islands that we
would be assisting would become self-sufficient and would no longer require
aid?

Some long range program like that, on a much larger scale than we now
have adopted, might in the long run be much more effective. What would you
think of that?

Mr. MoraN: I think the Caribbean is certainly an area of very major and
direct interest to Canada, and it is also an area in which there is an increasing
public interest because of the growing number of Canadians who go down there
for winter vacations and then come back as emissaries of the particular island
they have visited.

Our program has been growing at a fairly respectable pace in the Car-
ibbean, and each year the allocation is slightly higher. It is only two years ago
that the little eight islands got a million and a half dollars, last year it was two
million and this year it will be two and a half million. Trinidad and Jamaica
between them get more than seven million, which was around the level of our
program over a five-year period for the entire area when Canada started to aid
the Caribbean; so it is growing.

I think one evidence of the interest of Canada and, I am pleased to say, to
some extent, also of the United States, is the tripartite mission which, over the
last three months, has been visiting the little islands to prepare a report for the
three sponsoring countries on the potential of these islands in foreign exchange
earnings, export trade and where priorities should lie in their development
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plans. This report was made available to a meeting yesterday in Washington,
attended by representatives of Britain, the United States and my deputy
Director General who represented Canada. I would hope that, based on this
report, there will emerge larger assistance program and perhaps a more orderly
one; more orderly in the sense that I think a large element of cooperation is
needed between these small islands themselves. I think some type of regional
planning agency is desirable so that each individual island will not seek its own
harbour, or its own separate air strip. I think common services can be
established in these little islands, but this will require a large measure of
cooperation on their part.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it is now past 1 o’clock. We have been sitting
for more than two hours.

There are still three gentlemen who have expressed the wish to ask
questions, Mr. Allmand, Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Régimbal. If these three
gentlemen agree to forego their right to ask questions we may dispose of
External Aid today. If not, we shall have to meet again.

Mr. REGIMBAL: Are we going to have the opportunity of speaking with Mr.
Moran again, apart from this?

The CHAIRMAN: Well, no; as I say, if we complete External Aid today Mr.
Moran will not be required to appear again before the Committee.

Mr. REciMBAL: Would you be willing to give me about three minutes for
one particular question which I would like to have answered?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Allmand, Mr. Macdonald?

Mr. ALLMAND: I was going to ask if there is anybody else available from
the department? I have a short question, too.

Mr. WALKER: If it is just a question of 10 or 12 minutes I am certainly
willing to continue, but I do not know if Mr. Moran is available.

The CHAIRMAN: If we want to dispose of External Aid today we can do it. It
would mean the end of the committee.

Mr. WALKER: What have we got left—about 10 or 12 minutes?

Mr. RécrvsaL: I will be five minutes at the very most.

Mr. WALKER: Well let us try it.

Mr. MacpoNALD: I forego the rest of my questions.

Mr. REGIMBAL: Mr. Moran, I would like to come back to this question of

Population growth for a moment.

Could you tell us how the present situation compares with the situation,
say, 10 or 12 years ago, as far as the actual birth rate is concerned—the number
of people being born? Let us forget the ones who are staying alive for a minute,
and see if any improvement has been recorded in the natural control of the
actual birth rate.

. Mr. Moran: I think that in many of the countries the actual percentage
Increase has been quite gradual but, as I mentioned in my statement, it becomes
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significant in terms of the population base to which that percentage is being
applied.

A few years ago India, I think, had about a two per cent annual increase
while today it is around 2.8 per cent but the net result is that India now
reproduces every year half the population of Canada.

Mr. REcGIMBAL: But this has been so for several years?

Mr. MoraN: No; because a few years ago, the population base was very
much less while the percentage has grown gradually. As you apply that each
year to a larger existing population it results in that many more people.

I have some figures here which show the position in the less developed
areas, such as South East Asia. This is the average for South East Asia.

e (1.15 pm.)

Mr. REcrMmBAL: That is, our first contributions usually are to feed them,
then to help them to get the means to produce themselves so that they can feed
themselves and eventually, in principle anyway, solve their problems. There-
fore, all these improvements are perfectly justified.

I cannot help but question the advisability of, and the justification that we
could have for, taking one more step, which has been suggested through health
organizations, in preventing them from being born. I wonder if this is not an
area where there is legitimate concern about the extent to which this could be
our business?

Mr. MorAN: Here is a figure which perhaps is interesting. It was produced
by the senior research demographer in the office of Population Research at
Princeton University, who has said that a continuation of present trends in
India will mean a population by the year 2,000 of 1 billion, two hundred and
thirty-three point five million. If India’s birth rate could be cut in half her
population by that year would be only 908 million.

Mr. REciMBAL: I am still concerned with the advisability and the justifica-
tion of our participating in anything which would prevent them from being
born.

Mr. MorAN: I am not advocating that.

Mr. REGiMBAL: Any help in family planning could be interpreted by them
as a form thereof.

Mr. Moran: I tried to make this clear by reading from my statement in
which I indicated that this is a delicate area for many governments.

All T was saying is that in the years ahead any assistance will probably have
to come from private organizations and international agencies.

I consider it my responsibility to this committee, and to others, to point out
the fundamental problems in the developing countries—the factors which are
stultifying economic advances. You ask me: What has been accomplished under
aid programs? Why is more progress not being made? There are a whole series
of problems to overcome of which I regard population growth as one of the most
serious. I feel that I have a responsibility when reporting to the Committee to
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say I regard it as a problem. The solution is in somebody else’s hands, including
the Indians’.

Mr. ALLmManDp: Mr. Moran, you said that the greatest percentage of our aid
was allocated to bilateral projects rather than multilateral projects. Is this a
policy of the government to favour bilateral aid rather than multilateral aid,
and, if so, why?

Mr. MoraN: No; I think it would not be right to say that it favors
multilateral as against bilateral—

Mr. ALLMAND: It would be the other way around, would it not?

Mr. Moran: Yes; that it favours bilateral as against multilateral. I was
looking for a statement I recently made on this subject, but it was to the effect
that both forms of assistance have their merits, and in some countries bilateral
assistance is much more appropriate than multilateral; and in other countries it
would be the other way around. But the larger appropriations for bilateral aid
as opposed to multilateral aid is common to every aid-giving country.

I think one thing we must keep in mind is that it is under the bilateral
programs that the citizens of your own country can experience direct benefits,
and automatically become more enthusiastic supporters of aid. Under a mul-
tilateral program you have no control over the direction of your funds, where
they are spent, or how they are spent. Such contributions do represent cash
transfers to international organizations.

Mr. ALLMAND: Here is the problem that I am concerned about: It would
seem to me that, in the long run, it would be better to favour multilateral aid
because multilateral organizations, such as the United Nations, would be in a
better position to assess the real need and would be less apt to give aid on
political considerations.

This morning you have spoken about the need to concentrate aid, and it has
been said “Why give a little bit here and a little bit there?”” Would it not be
better for these countries with only a little bit to give if they gave it to the
United Nations where it could be used in large amount to best help the people
of the world?

Mr. MoRAN: This is a complex problem which certainly cannot be decided
In three minutes. I have given half-hour speeches on the relative merits of both
methods. I am not prepared in this limited time to go beyond the summary, that
there is an appropriate place for both types of assistance.

There are many answers to your proposition. One is the cost of multilateral
aid. At an international conference where the French delegate spoke in some
detail on this point, he submitted a calculation that, for the same amount of
money, the French program could offer 10 scholarships as against 6 from the
UNESCO. I do not think that this is a fact that you can dispute, nor is it any
reflection on the United Nations, because they have an unique situation when
forming a Secretariat, or appointing people to their organization, where national
representation must be considered, and this, of course, makes for higher
administrative and operating costs.

In the case of the recipient countries, many of them prefer bilateral aid, for
a series of reasons. As recently as the current food crisis in India, there was, as
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you probably know, a suggestion that the food be funnelled through a selected
international organization. This was unacceptable to the Indians for reasons of
their own.

The composition of UN teams that go into the field has experienced
great difficulties because so frequently they are made up of say an Englishman
and an American and a Belgian who share no common language; there is no
common background or system against which they are framing their proposals
and their advice. ‘.

These are just a few of the considerations. As I say, you are into a field
that could well be debated interminably.

Mr. BREWIN: Is not the World Bank developing a system to overcome some
of these problems in UN aid?

Mr. MoRAN: Oh, yes. Through the consultative groups and consortia that I
referred 'to in my opening statement, the Bank plays a very key role. I
mentioned regional banks but I mentioned also the World Bank; I mentioned
the Development Assistance Committee and others; but I understood Mr.
Allmand’s question to be something different—that instead of spending your
money bilaterally, you hand it over to an international organization and say
“take it and do with it as you see fit”.

Mr. ALLMAND: As you say it is a long question, I will not go any further
with it. :

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, is item 30 carried?

Carried.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall Item 35 carry? Item 35 is economie, technical,
educational and other assistance, in the amount of $84,100,000.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Carried.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall item Li 25 carry?

Carried.

Gentlemen the next meeting will be held next Thursday.

We will have as witnesses Mr. B. M. Williams and Mr. R. E. Collins, both
assistant under-secretaries, Mr. Williams will deal with the administrative
aspects and Mr. Collins will deal with political aspects in Africa, Asia and
Europe except NATO.

On behalf of the committee I wish again to express our appreciation to Mr.
Moran for his co~operation, and to wish him well on his next assignment.

Mr. MoRAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, June 2, 1966.
(8)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.10 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

Members present: Mrs. Maclnnis, Mrs. Wadds and Messrs. Allmand,
Churchill, Dubé, Faulkner, Forest, Foy, Groos, Harkness, Klein, Laprise, Lind,
Macdonald (Rosedale), McIntosh, Nesbitt, Stanbury, Thompson, Walker (19).

Also present: Mr. Cowan, M.P.

In attendance: From the Canadian Section of the International Joint
Commission: Messrs. A. D. P. Heeney, Q.C., Chairman, Canadian Section; J. L.
MacCallum, Assistant to Chairman and Legal Adviser; D. G. Chance, Secretary,
Canadian Section.

The committee resumed consideration of the Estimates of the Department
of External Affairs, 1966-67.

The Chairman called Item 40:

International Joint Commission, Salaries and Expenses of the Com-
mission and Canada’s share of the expenses of studies, surveys and in-
vestigations of the Commission—$392,000.

The Chairman introduced the witness, Mr. Heeney, who made a statement
and was questioned.

Item 40 was carried.
At 1.00 p.m. the Committee adjourned until Thursday, June 9, 1966.

Dorothy F. Ballantine.
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

THURSDAY, June 2, 1966
e (11.00 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum.

First of all, I have a memorandum which I will convey to the Committee.
Mr. Speaker, Lucien Lamoureux, advises that a ceremony and a reception will
take place in the Railway Committee Room at 12.30 p.m. today to honour the
former Speaker, Mr. Alan Macnaughton, on the occasion of the hanging of the
traditional Speaker’s portrait. Mr. Speaker Lamoureux would be grateful if
chairmen of committees would conclude their meetings by 12.30 today in order
to permit members to attend the ceremony.

Gentlemen, we are resuming consideration of the estimates of the De-
partment of External Affairs for 1966 and 1967. At the end of the meeting last
week I expected the two witnesses today to be Mr. B. M. Williams and Mr. R. E.
Collins, both assistant Under Secretaries of State, but there has been a change
and we have with us today Mr. Heeney, whom you all know very well. Mr.
Heeney is now the Chairman of the Canadian Section of the International Joint
Commission. If it is agreeable to the meeting we shall start today with Item No.
40, which reads as follows:

B—International Joint Commission

40. Salaries and expenses of the Commission and Canada’s share of
the expenses of studies, surveys and investigations of the Commission,
$392,000.

Under that item I would ask Mr. Heeney to make a statement and I am
sure he will be ready to answer your questions.

Mr. MacINTOosH: Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Heeney starts—I do not know
what methods you use in cutting down the list of those who are asking
questions but at the last meeting I knew I had to leave before the meeting was
over and I put my name down early but you let others, who had had to leave
also, ask the questions. Now, is there going to be an opportunity or not for us to
Question the last witness again? Is he finished?

The CHAIRMAN: We are finished with that item.
Mr. MacINnTosH: All right.

The CHAIRMAN: The way I, as Chairman, propose to act is to recognize
Mmembers as they raise their hands and if you wish to be recognized first today it
Would be my pleasure to recognize you now, as soon as—

) Mr. MacInTosH: I just noticed that it was not done that way last time; that
1s all.

213
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The CHAIRMAN: There were quite a few who raised their hands last time
and I made note of them in the order in which their hands were raised.

Mr. A. D. P. HEENEY (Chairman, Canadian Section, International Joint
Commission): Mr. Chairman, this is, as you say Item No. 40, regarding the
salaries and expenses of the Commission, and I thought, perhaps, it would be
most useful to members of the Committee if I were to say something in general
and to some extent, in particular, about cases covered before the Commission, at
this stage, and then subject myself to questions. You were kind enough to say
that I would answer questions. I will try to answer questions, if they are posed
after my somewhat informal statement is made. I regret having notes here but I
have no formal submission to make to you, Mr. Chairman, partly because of the
relatively short notice of my invitation to appear before you and, partly,
because I think it might be more useful if what I have to say is less formal or
formidable than has been the normal practice in the past.

You will, I hope, Mr. Chairman, permit me to say it is always a pleasure to
come before this Committee. It is a Committee before which I have appeared
over a period of many years, in various different capacities, but I can remember
many happy discussions at the time that I was an official of the Department of
External Affairs.

Members of the Committee will, of course, be aware that the International
Joint Commission is an international body which was established by treaty with
the United States. The treaty is called the Boundary Waters Treaty, which was
signed in 1909. Perhaps it is as well to recall what the purpose of the treaty is
and I will therefore quote very briefly from its preamble: :

—+to prevent disputes regarding the use of boundary waters and to settle
all questions which are now pending, between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada involving the rights, obligations or interests of either
in relation to the other or to the inhabitants of the other, along their
common frontier, and to make provision for the adjustment and settle-
ment of all such questions as may hereafter arise—

That is the end of the quotation from the preamble, the general statement of the
purpose of the treaty.

e (11.15 a.m.)

The Commission has three American members, appointed by the President
of the United States, and three Canadian members, appointed by the Governor
in Council in Canada. The Commission maintains offices in Ottawa and in
Washington.

It is, I think, important to recall that the Commission acts not as a
continuing conference of two national delegations—delegations under instruction
from their respective governments—but they act as a single body, seeking
solutions in the joint interests and in accordance with the principles set out in
the treaty.

I emphasize this, Mr. Chairman, because this is not always understood. We
are a unitary body, although composed of two sections, and decisions taken and
recommendations arrived at are not arrived at on the basis of a negotiation
between a Canadian and American team; but in the way a court would arrive at
a decision in a case placed before it, according to the individual opinions of the
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commissioners after hearing the evidence and seeing the results of the studies
that are made by their technical boards.

The Commission itself does not maintain a large staff either in Canada or in
the United States. It pursues its investigations and obtains its advice by means
of specially constituted boards, and this is of some importance.

The members of these boards are selected by the Commission from the
departments and agencies of the two governments where the best technical
knowledge and competence are to be found. This is an authority and privilege
that we are given by the executive authority of the two governments, that is, to
select from the government services in Washington and in Ottawa those who
are best suited to investigate the problems which are before us, and we bring
these people together in boards, again, jointly formed, but a common unitary
body, to proceed with these investigations which the governments, ask us to
undertake.

Over the years, this has proved to be an effective and efficient means of
mobilizing the authority and the variety of talent that is required for the
Commission’s purposes. It has also avoided the necessity of building up a large
and expensive establishment of our own, and this is the reason why the estimates
asked by the government for the support of the Canadian section of the
International Joint Commission are so modest. Frequently people are surprised
that the amount of cost directly involved, for the Commission, in its Canadian
Section and its American section, is so small. But, the explanation is that we use
the officials from the various departments of government where the technical
knowledge and competence is to be found.

Since its first meeting in 1912 over 80 questions have come before the
Commission, either for final approval under the quasi-judicial jurisdiction
which we have under Article 8 of the treaty, to approve applications, or
references—that is, the so-called references under Article 9—for examination
and report to Ottawa and to Washington.

In all but a very few of these investigatory cases, which constitute the bulk
of our business, governments have accepted and acted upon the Commission’s
recommendations.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if it is agreeable to you, I thought I might select, from
the casesthatarebeforeus,a number of current ones which seem to be of
the most importance and likely to be of the most interest to members of the
Committee. If there are questions concerning other ones that I do not mention, I
would, of course, be glad to attempt to deal with them.

Selecting then, some examples, and moving from the east to the west,
beginning with the Atlantic provinces, we have had an investigation in opera-
tion for some time on the St. Croix river, both in regard to regulation and to
pollution. Pollution, as they say nowadays is, of course, very big, and, under the
treaty, which is our charter, pollution is prohibited. The two governments
agree that pollution shall be prohibited on the one side of the boundaries if it
affects property or health on the other. That is to say, each government is
under an obligation to prevent, on its side, the pollution of boundary waters or
Waters going across the boundary, if the result of that pollution is injurious to
health of property on the other side.
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The St. Croix river reference was given to us in 1955, and four years later,
the Commission, after making its technical investigations, made its report. It
recommended, as is common in pollution cases, specific water quality objectives
for the St. Croix river and their adoption by the government in both countries,
on the basis of the criteria which were set out in our report. The objectives we
recommended in this case—and I cite this as a typical pollution case—were
approved by the governments and then the problem arises of how these are
enforced.

The Commission, of course has no penal authority, no executive function to
carry out the recommendations which it makes, and which are approved by
governments; but here reliance must primarily be placed on local authority,
where the jurisdiction rests. In the case of the St. Croix, the primary jurisdic-
tion rested, of course, in the state of Maine, and the province of New
Brunswick. The progress made in this case, has, I think, been disappointing,
although the governments of Canada and the United States have communicated
with the province of New Brunswick and the state of Maine respectively,
seeking and urging them to move forward along the lines of the International
Joint Commission’s recommendations.

Within recent months we have had more encouraging response from those
local authorities, and it is to be hoped that the municipalities on the two sides,
whose sewage is partly responsible for the pollution, and the industrial plant
on the United States side, which is very largely responsible for the pollution,
will take necessary measures to bring about a gradual clarification of this very
important international stream.

Mr. HARKNESS: On a point of order, if I might just interject, has either of
the federal governments any real power to force either the provincial of
municipal governments to take action?

Mr. HEENEY: Well, Mr. Chairman, I suppose the answer to that question is a
legal opinion, which possibly I should not give. But let me suggest a possible
line of response.

This is an obligation—a treaty obligation of the governments of Canada and
of the United States—to prevent pollution occurring on their respective sides, to
the injury of health or property on the other side. Therefore, I take it that it is
within federal competence on each side to do what is necessary to discharge
these obligations. Now, the method by which it must do this, I suppose, is
through local authority; the province on the one side and the state on the other.
How this can be accomplished in a compulsive manner, I Ido not think that I
am really competent to say, or possibly I should not even venture an opinion.
What has happened, over the years, is that persuasion and pressure have been
brought to bear and, on the whole, pretty successfully, in a number of cases.

The speed of improvement has, perhaps, not always been what might be
desired from the point of view of cleaning up water situations. As I am sure Mr.
Harkness knows, Mr. Chairman, these are complicated problems, not only
politically and jurisdictionally, but also economically because the industry
which, in the case of St. Croix, is a principal polluter, is of the greatest possible
importance to the economy of the whole district, which is not a very high level
economic area. Companies normally take the position that if they are to move in

(
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capital equipment necessary to bring about this improvement, this will make
their business unprofitable, et cetera—you know, the usual argument.

In my judgment, and experience, this is a slow process. One cannot expect
to bring about a satisfactory situation overnight. All one can hope for is a
constant pressure and a willingness to co-operate, on the part of private
industry, with the encouragement, financial and otherwise, from governmental
authorities.

Mr. HARKNESS: Well, it has always seemed to me that this is the crux of the
situation, that the constitutional power of the federal government, in each case,
was really not sufficient to ensure that the measures which were recommended
were carried out.

Mr. HEENEY: Well, it is part of the treaty power. I suppose a court would
hold that the government—well, I should not express a legal opinion, Mr.
Chairman, in the presence of so many legal authorities. But it is a treaty
obligation of the government of Canada and a treaty obligation of the govern-
ment of the United States.

Mr. HARKNESS: We had a great example of a treaty which could not be
carried out in regard to the Columbia because of the refusal of the province to
meet some of the conditions. So, therefore, the treaty had to be changed.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Heeney, you do not have to give a legal opinion. You
are very free to answer or not to answer, but perhaps the Committee would
permit the witness to finish his statement first; then we will proceed with
questions.

Mr. HEENEY: The next example I would like to give of a case before the
Commission, which would be of interest, is the Champlain reference. This is the
reference made by the two governments to the Commission to examine the
economic feasibility of developing and improving the waterway between New
York and the St. Lawrence through Lake Champlain, the Hudson and the
Richelieu rivers.

This investigation is now complete. Only a fortnight ago we had our final
hearings on the Canadian and United States sides of the boundary at St. Jean,
Quebec, and at Burlington, Vermont. This is the customary procedure we follow
in such investigations.

Normally, after the references have been made by the government setting
out the questions which they wish to have answered, we have preliminary
hearings in the areas likely to be principally affected to give opportunity to
Public bodies, private individuals and others, to express their opinion, and to
bring evidence before the Commission. We then set to work the combined board
of experts, drawn from the two governments, to make a technical investigation
of the economic and engineering features of a possible undertaking like the
Champlain waterway. Then, after the board’s report is before us, we make this
report public and we deposit it in various points where it can be accessible to
those who would be affected by the project. We then have a final series of
hearings and we have now arrived at that stage with the Champlain waterway.

The board’s report, which, as I say, is now being made public, and the
Supplementary report which we asked for on this problem, concluded, in
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essence, that there were no insurmountable engineering problems involved in
the construction of an improved waterway through this area, but that the value
of the transportation savings that would be realized, is far below the level
required to justify its construction. Now, at the moment we have all this
evidence, both technical, and the evidence of witnesses, and we are now
struggling with the problem of preparing our recommendations for government.

e (11.30 a.m.)

I will only touch upon the St. Lawrence river power application which is a
case that continues to concern us. It is, of course, a very important one and I
would be glad to go into it further if members of the Committee wish, Mr.
Chairman. This, of course, concerns our part of the Seaway development where
we continue to have an important responsibility in the controlling of the levels
and flows of waters at Barnhart and down into the lower river. We do this, also,
through a board, which, in this case, is not an advisory board, but a board of
control. They maintain a constant watch on the levels and flows in order to do
the best that can be done for the various interests concerned; not only power
being developed on the two sides of the river at the Barnhart Works, but also, of
course, in regard to navigation, not excluding the very important, tricky,
business of the levels of Montreal Harbour.

Mr. CowaN: What about the level of Lake Ontario?

Mr. HEENEY: The level of Lake Ontario is also, of course, a very important
feature of this. Oh, no, we do not neglect that, indeed. we have very important
criteria for the maintenance of this level as far as human beings can maintain
that within a range of stage which is settled in our order of approval.

Mr. CowaN: I notice you said power first although the table—

Mr. HEENEY: This has no significance whatever. It just came into my mind
first, because power does not come first, as you, I am sure, very well know.

Mr. CowaN: Third position.

Mr. HEENEY: Exactly, third position. No; please do not read any signifi-
cance, Mr. Chairman, into my having said that first. There is no priority for
power of course.

Let me say something about the Great Lakes reference that was given to us
in 1964. I am referring, now, not to the pollution reference but to the reference
on regulation and the range of stage. This is certainly the largest, most
expensive, hydrological study that has ever been undertaken by the Commis-
sion. I was just informed this morning that there are about 100 Canadian
technical people engaged on this examination now.

The question put to us by governments here, arising, of course, out of this
very severe and difficult low water situation which existed a year or more ago,
was to determine,—and I am quoting now—

Whether measures within the Great Lakes basin can be taken in the
public interest to regulate further the levels of the Great Lakes, or any of
them, and their connecting waters, so as to reduce the extremes of stage
which have been experienced, and for other beneficial effects in these
waters.
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Here, when the reference had been settled and given to us, we established
what we call the International Great Lakes Levels Board, drawing upon the
best people we could find in the departments in both Washington and Ottawa.
We directed this board to undertake the required technical investigations, which
are of a great complexity and extent, and after their preparation of what they
regarded as the best way to go about this, we approved the program and they
are now engaged very intensively in this.

The Committee might be interested, Mr. Chairman, to know that the
board’s studies have been broken down here into four main areas.

First, the effect of various levels on shore property—and there is some
10,000 miles, I think, of shoreline involved here. Second, the effect of regulation
on navigation, which is, of course, important to both countries. Third, the effect
on power production, and fourth, the regulation studies in anticipation of the
possibility of bringing some or all of these lakes under a stricter regimen of
regulation.

The Canadian costs of these studies for the period 1965-66 right through to
1971—and not until then do we expect to have the study completed—are
tentatively estimated to be about $1,500,000. The cost of studies of the regulato-
ry works required to effect regulation have not as yet been estimated but these
might run to another $500,000. The United States costs—new costs are estimated
to be about $800,000 since a great deal of the preliminary work on that side of
the line had already been done before the International Joint Commission
obtained its reference.

The board tell us that they expect to have their report in our hands by
October 1970. This seems a long time but I can assure members of the
Committee, Mr. Chairman, that this is a really vast undertaking. Some engi-
neers have told me that this is the largest hydrological undertaking of which
they are aware. Fortunately, of course, the situation is not as critical as it was
when the reference was originally given to us.

May T pass on now to perhaps the most urgent and important investigation
that is currently underway, under the auspices of the International Joint
Commission, and that is the investigation into the pollution of Lake Erie, the
international section of the St. Lawrence river and Lake Ontario.

Perhaps I might read here the questions that were put to us in this
connection by the two governments. The questions were three: First, are the
waters of Lake Erie, Lake Ontario and the international section of the St. Law-
rence river being polluted on either side of the boundary to an extent which is
causing, or likely to cause, injury to health or property on the other side of the
boundary? This is what, of course, brings it into the international context.

Second, if the foregoing question is answered in the affirmative, to what
extent, by what causes and in what localities, is such pollution taking place?

Third, if the Commission should find that pollution of the character just
referred to is taking place, what remedial measures would, in its judgment, be
most practical from the economic, sanitary, and other points of view, and what
would be the probable cost thereof?

Again, when this problem was put to us, we assembled the best technical
advice we could in advisory boards for the purpose, and the program of
investigation is, of course, well under way now.
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In Canada, the members selected for the Canadian section of the advisory
boards were drawn from the Departments of National Health and Welfare,
Fisheries, Mines and Technical Surveys and, for the province of Ontario, from
the Ontario Water Resources Commission. Here, the Canadian section of our
international board is a federal-provincial mechanism. The TUnited States
similarly drew their experts from the corps of engineers, and from the
Department of Health Education and Welfare, and now from the Department of
the Interior, which, in the United States, has primary responsibility with regard
to anti-pollution measures.

Not long after the studies got under way, the Commission, on advice, came
to the conclusion that this was an exceedingly urgent matter and we adopted
the course of preparing, with the advice of these technical boards, an interim
report to governments. This was put before the two governments in December
of last year.

In a moment I am going to remind members of the Committee, if I may,
Mr. Chairman, of the recommendations that we made at that time. But perhaps
I should say something about the scope of this study because I think it is not
generally appreciated what an extensive and complicated problem this is.

Financial facts are not necessarily a reflection of magnitude and urgency
but they do give some measure of the order of magnitude, and by looking at the
estimates of the International Joint Commission, you would get no real notion
of the size of this undertaking, for the reasons that I explained in my
introductory remarks. That is to say, by reason of most of the expenses coming
through other departments of government rather than by direct vote attributa-
ble to the Commission itself.

The preliminary estimates related to the “investigation for the period
1966-67, that is, this current year, up to 1970-71, are as follows: The Fisheries
Research Board—and they are playing an important part here—$5,200,000; Mines
and Technical Surveys, $8,131,000; National Health and Welfare, $1,491,000; a
total of nearly $15 million, excluding, of course, capital expenditures for the
building of ships and the construction of laboratories, and so forth.

The Commission is not, of course, in a position to require—and this is an
important item which I want to draw to the attention of the Committee—the
assistance and co-operation of provincial authorities. The province of Ontario is
very conscious of its own responsibilities in regard to pollution in these
boundary waters, comprising these two lakes and the international section of the
river, and there is only one provincial authority, of course, involved here. On
the other side of the line there are, I think, four states involved which
somewhat complicates our position.

The province of Ontario being directly concerned, and conscious of the
urgency of this problem, is co-operating directly with the Commission through
membership in our board—the one board on the Canadian side. The Ontario
Water Resources Commission, which has been designated by the government of
Ontario to play the co-ordinating part at Queen’s Park, is directly involved in
the program of investigation and study.

That agency, the O.W.R.C. as it is called, has agreed to schedule its
operations so as to assist and complement the investigations which are being
carried out by the rest of the Canadian section of this board drawn from the
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federal departments. The Ontario Water Resources Commission estimates that
the cost of the work which has been allocated to it will be approximately $1%
million by the time they are through.

The government of Canada have agreed with the province of Ontario to
pay half the costs of that portion of the work that is done by the province of
Ontario through the Ontario Water Resources Commission under a typical cost
sharing arrangement. You will see when you come to look at the details of the
vote before you that we are inviting you to recommend that there be provision
made for that portion of the work done by the Ontario Water Resources
Commission which is to be paid by the federal government. This is a new
procedure and this is why there is an item of, I think, $240,000 in the vote as it
stands now.

In December, 1965, as I said a moment ago, Mr. Chairman, the Interna-
tional Joint Commission made an interim report to governments on this
situation. It seems to me to be important enough to repeat for the record of this
Committee—although, I have no doubt that this is known to many members, if
not all-—the recommendations which we made at that time in this report. They
appear on page 15 of a report which is entitled: “Interim Report of the
International Joint Commission of the United States and Canada on the
Pollution of Lake Erie, Lake Ontario and the international section of the St.
Lawrence River—December 1965.”

Mr. Linp: Mr. Chairman, May I ask Mr. Heeney a few questions? A couple
of weeks ago there was a report from the Ontario government that they
expected to have the pollution problem in Lake Erie completely eliminated by
1970. It came out in the Globe and Mail to that effect. Are the O.W.R.C. actually
doing anything about it or just studying it at the present time?

Mr. HEENEY: I could comment on that right now, if you like. Do you want
me to answer that now, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: No.

Mr. HEenEY: Well, I will do whatever the Committee wishes, Mr. Chairman,
I will attempt to answer now or I will leave it to after I have finished my
statement.

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps you had better finish the statement first. Mr.
Heeney will then answer all questions because there are quite a few who have
given their names for asking questions.

Mr. HEeNEY: Very good, then. I will go on with the quotation, Mr.
Chairman, of our recommendations made in December of last year.

“The Commission recommends that the governments of the United

States and Canada, as soon as possible, and in association with state and
provincial governments, take appropriate action to ensure

(a) sufficient purification of all municipal and industrial wastes
before discharge into these waters and their tributaries, to achieve the
maximum possible removal of phosphates; (b) prohibition of the con-
struction of combined sanitary and storm sewers and the initiation of
a program of separating existing combined sewers in communities dis-
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charging wastes into these waters and their tributaries; and (¢) an
effective system of regular sampling of effluents discharged into these
waters and their tributaries in accordance with programs approved by
the Commission.

Paragraph 2 of the recommendations—
Mr. WALKER: Do you use the word “sanitary’?

Mr. HEENEY: I spoke about both sanitary and storm sewers, the proposition
here being that the separation is an important step in the direction of cleaning
up the situation.

I continue with the second paragraph of the quotation.

The Commission recommends that the two governments support
fully the Commission’s program of investigation and research as outlined
in this interim report and as subsequently developed by the provision of
the personnel and facilities required from time to time for its effective
implementation.”

Now, both governments, in Washington and in Ottawa, have taken this
interim report seriously. They have expressed themselves as being aware of the
importance and urgency of this problem, and, indeed, at a meeting of the joint
ministerial committee on trade and economic affairs held in Washington,
reference was made to this in the communiqué after a discussion of this
problem.

As yet, there has been no formal acceptance of these recommendations by
either government. I presume that the problem, if it be a problem, to which
reference was made a few moments ago in another content, Mr. Chairman,
namely, the relationship between federal and local authority on both sides of
the line, may have been responsible for any delay or deferring of formal ap-
proval. I do not know whether or not the fact that formal approval has not been
given has slowed up the remedial action. I am not in a position to say. But that
is the fact, that formal approval has not yet been given to those recommenda-
tions.

Meanwhile, the Commission, in accordance with its mandate and within its
jurisdiction and powers, is pressing forward with the investigation as a matter
of fullest urgency. The Canadian side alone—and this, again, is some measure of
the importance that we attach to it—has some 200 officials involved in this
investigation at present.

~ There are a number of other cases that I might just touch on more briefly.
Again, exemplary, rather than for their intrinsic importance. The pollution of
the Rainy River and the Lake of the Woods for instance, in which some
members will be particularly interested. Here we had an investigation which
was made under a reference from the two governments in 1959. After some
years of investigation, the Commission reported to the two governments that
the Rainy River was being polluted on each side of the boundary to the
disadvantage and injury of property and health on the other side, and
recommended that water quality objectives, as set forth in the report, be
adopted by the governments and that the appropriate enforcement agencies
require the industries and municipalities concerned to initiate construction of
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appropriate pollution treatment facilities necessary to achieve these standards
or objectives which we set forth.

We also recommended that the Commission be authorized to establish and
maintain supervision over these waters to see how these objectives were being
met. Here, I can report, with some satisfaction, that the federal governments
have accepted these recommendations and are in active contact with the
state of Minnesota and the province of Ontario. I think there is good reason to
believe that the situation is going to be improved considerably within a
relatively short time.

Moving west again, Mr. Chairman, we have the first reference we ever had
on pollution in a water crossing the boundary, namely, the Red River. In 1964
we were asked to investigate pollution of the Red River at the international
boundary. Hitherto, all our studies in this field have been concerned with
waters that formed the boundary.

The main problem here seems to be the result of industrial activities south
of the line, such as potato factories and sugar beet factories, which have an
effluent which is causing difficulty. Conditions are aggravated in the winter
because of the ice cover then. We have had our initial investigation by our
board and the Commissioners are going out to have a look at it in the autumn.
We are advised that that is the best time to go. Here, we received excellent
co-operation from the state and provincial authorities of Manitoba, North
Dakota and Minnesota in the establishment of our board and I am hopeful that
we will be able to arrive at agreed recommendations to the two governments
and that we will be able to improve that situation there.

Another case in Manitoba of some interest, because of the principles
involved, has to do with the Pembina River. Here a reference was made to us in
1962 when we were asked to examine the Pembina River. For those members
who are not familiar with that stream, Mr. Chairman, it arises in Manitoba,
loops into North Dakota and then comes back into the Red River, just below
the boundary in Manitoba. We were asked by the two governments to look into
the possibility of a co-operative development there, on the two sides of the
boundary, to see whether such a co-operative development between the two
nations had something to offer which could not be found in separate national
developments.

The problem on the United States side was primarily flood control; the
problem or the possible benefit on the Canadian side was not so much flood
control as the possibility of improved irrigation. Here, our boards have made a
careful investigation; we have had preliminary hearings and final hearings. The
board has put up three plans of possible co-operative development and, at the
moment, with the assistance of our technical adviser, we are endeavouring to
achieve an agreed report which we can recommend to the two governments. If
one can jump ahead a little bit, it does look as if there are possbilities of
achieving modest, beneficial cost ratios for a joint development here.

To my mind, the importance of this is not so much that the benefits will be
dramatic in this particular scheme, but here we are dealing with a kind of
laboratory example of the possibility of regional development across the line.
We shall see how this works out. I suspect that the conclusions we come to may
have some important value from the point of view of precedents in future and
perhaps larger cases.
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Now, those are the cases that I have selected, not at random, but because I
think they are the most interesting, or the most important that are before us.
We have a great many other cases. We have a number of cases which are before
us in a continuing surveillance role. These include, for example, the levels of
Lake Superior, the flow of the Souris River, the levels of Rainy Lake, which are
causing some anxiety now, from the point of view of their height, the levels of
Kootenay Lake, the backwater effects of the Grand Coulee Dam on the
Columbia River, the control of levels and flows in the St. Croix River, which I
mentioned in connection with pollution, and the operation of the Niagara
control structure and the Lake Erie ice boom.

This completes what I have to say, in chief, as it were, Mr. Chairman.
Perhaps I could now make a few references to the actual estimates, if the
Committee would find that useful and then try to deal with such questions as
members may wish to put.

Mr. HARRNESS: May I just ask if there is no longer any reference as far as
the Milk River and the St. Mary River are concerned.

Mr. HEENEY: This is a matter which is being dealt with by the governments
in a separate section of the treaty, as you know. There is no reference before us
on this. The division of waters provided for under the treaty is made as
between the Canadian and the United States authorities. Am I not right there?
Under a general supervisory authority which the International Joint Commis-
sion have under the terms of the treaty.

Mr. FAULKNER: Mr. Chairman, because Mr. Heeney’s general statements are
not dealing specifically with budget items, I think there are a number of general
questions rather than specific items and we might proceed just as fast if we
were now allowed to ask these general questions, which may well do away with
the necessity for details, when we might get down to it.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it agreed that we proceed with the general questions
now?
Some hon. MEMBERS: Agreed.

Mr. FAULKNER: Mr. Heeney, I would like to go back to the subject of the
Great Lakes. In what manner is the co-ordination maintained between the
studies done on the United States side and studies done on the Canadian side?

Mr. HEENEY: Are you speaking of levels or of pollution?
Mr. FAULKNER: I am speaking of pollution.

Mr. HEENEY: The method of co-ordination is typical throughout the whole
1.J.C. structure. The pattern which obtains at the top as it were, that is to say, a
joint commission, composed equally of United States and Canadian members, is
maintained throughout our advisory boards and committees, which do the
actual investigation and study, for report to us.

Let us take the regulation study of the levels on the Great Lakes. Here we
have an international board composed on the same pattern as the international
Joint Commission itself, of an equal number of Canadian and United States
representatives. They act as one ultimately. That is not to say that, during the
course of the investigation, they do not separate for the purpose of pursuing
their studies. But, they come together in order that their reports to us may be
joint in nature. Do you see what I mean?
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Mr. FAULKNER: Yes. So that the pattern of research is'really on a lake-wide
basis. What is going on on the United States side is fully understood and
probably, in large measure, duplicates what is going on on the Canadian side.-

Mr. HEENEY: Complements is a better word than duplicates because I am
quite sure that not only do they try to avoid duplication, that is to. say, the
Canadians and the Americans studying the same phenomena at the same
location, but they do achieve this complementary operation to an extraordmary
measure.

If there is a unique thing about the International Joint Commission Mr.
Chairman, it is this co-operative, integrated, complementary method of pro-
ceedings between two nations.

Mr. FAULKNER: You mentioned that the International Joint Commission
submission to the two federal governments had not been formally endorsed yet
it appears that there are appropriations in other estimates of the Canadian
federal government involved in carrying out some of the recommendations or at
least the studies the report recommends.

Mr. HEENEY: That is quite right. That is why, Mr. Chairman, I did not
intend to give too much significance to the lack of formal acceptance or
approval of these recommendations because, here, actions speak louder than
words or formal endorsements and the federal authorities—as members will see
when the estimates of the various departments come forward—are providing the
funds which are necessary to carry on the program of investigation and study
which we have recommended.

Mr. FAULKNER: What are the appropriation levels on the American side?

e (11.59 am.)

Mr. HEENEY: Well, for historical reasons, the situation there is different.
When we started our joint program of investigation, and this is true of levels as
well as of pollution, they were, generally speaking, more advanced in their
knowledge. There had, for example, been very substantial studies done by the
corps of engineers on the United States side in both areas, so that they had
assembled a good deal more data than we had in the Canadian departments at
the time of the initiation of the study.

I do not think I could indicate now the extent of the moneys that will be
spent between 1966 and 1970 from United States funds. It may be somewhat
less than that to be spent on the Canadian side under the program simply
because, in a sense, they started ahead of us.

Mr. FAULKNER: But it could not be pos_sibly argued that there is a greater
effort of research being done on the one side of the great Lakes than on the
other.

Mr. HEeNEY: No; I certainly would think not. In fact, I would like to say,
Mr. Chairman, that the program launched by the Canadian section of the
international board, as approved by us, is a very impressive program and I
think it is quite the largest of its kind that has ever been undertaken in Canada.

Mr. FAULKNER: There is just one other question I would like to ask, ndt
exactly along the lines of Mr. Lind, but it relates to the question he put. Maybe
he will have an opportunity to ask that question directly, because I think it is
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very interesting that while we are in a process of spending $16 million or more
‘federal dollars, it.seems to me that the Ontario government is the one which is
going to clear. up. the pollution on Lake Omntario. Possibly that could be
answered. - . - s
=~ Iwas wondermg what is the Ontario Water Resources Commission doing in &3
the Great Lakes—ZFErie and Ontario—other than by contributing, in part, to this
particular study? Their role here is fairly minor, in view of their appropriations,
assuming that there is some relationship between what they are going to
‘achieve and what they are going to spend. |

Mr. HEENEY: Well, Mr. Chairman, they have a very substantial program |
and, I think it is fair to say, in comparison with other local jurisdictions in
North America, an advanced program, for the improvement of situations of this
kind which, of course, apply to the whole of Ontario.

I am sure members of the Committee will, from time to time, have seen w
‘announcements of the provisions of their role and the regulations of the Ontario
Water Resources Commission calling for programs—from the pulp and paper
industry, for example—setting out means by which these industries propose to
improve their effluents between the time the regulation was made and a given
date in t};e future. This is subject to penalties, which of course, the Ontario
governmenb are in a position to impose under the constitution and under their
law. So that industries located on international waters would, of course, be
subject to the same program and the same sanctions, and the same incentives
— because there are incentives involved here as well—to clean up the situation.

So I would say that, from the point of view of Ontario, Mr. Chairman, that
industrial and municipal polluters are in the same situation as other industries
and municipalities within the jurisdiction of the province of Ontario.

Mr. FAULKNER: Sp, in fact, what is happening is that steps are being taken
by the Ontario Water Resources Commission to control obvious sources of
pollution at the same time as studies are being undertaken in the Great Lakes
to locate sources of pollution other than the obvious ones.

| Mr. HeEENEY: Mr. Chairman, I am, of course, not a competent witness on
this. It is my understanding that this program of the O.W.R.C. is being moved
forward. I am not really in possession of much more information in this matter
than has become public although I could, of course, obtain it. But I understand
that this is being done and that attention, in this connection, is being given to
‘the recommendations which we included in our report of December.

~ Mr. FauLgNeR: Would it be fair to say that the $16 million appropriation
from Fisheries, Mines and Technical Surveys, Health and Welfare, are ex-
clusively devoted to study?

Mr. HEENEY: Oh, yes, exclusively devoted to study—investigation or study. ‘
‘It is not academic. study in the sense that it is not removed, it is not pure re-
.search; this is very much applied research. This is research, not only to find J
out what the situation is, but it is also research to find out what are the methods \
‘which can best be employed to improve the situation. That, I think, is an im- |
portant deta11 s Si B

- Mz, FAULKNER' Yeés. Thank you
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g Mr. HEENEY: My attention has just been drawn to one paragraph in our
Interim report, at the top of page 9, which reads as follows:

On the Canadian side of Lake Ontario the municipal wastes from a
population of 2.5 millions are discharged into the lake; 82 per cent of the
wastes receive secondary treatment, seven per cent primary treatment
and one per cent no treatment.

In terms of municipal wastes, this is not a bad record.

The CHAIRMAN: The names of the members on my list now: Mr. Foy, Mr.
Walker, Mr. MacIntosh, Mr. Lind and Mrs. Wadds. Perhaps you will permit the
Chairman to strike a happy medium between the people physically to my right
;/}ld the people physically to my left and to recognize Mr. MacIntosh first, then

r. Foy.

Mr. MacInTosH: Well, I would prefer that you go ahead and ask those who
had their hands up first, as we decided. Agreed?

Mr. Foy: Mr. Heeney, I would like to direct my questions to the St. Clair
River, specifically around the area of Sarnia which, as everyone knows, is the
great chemical valley of Canada. In the last couple of years or more there has
been a great deal of discussion in the area, and in the adjoining area across the
Tiver in the state of Michigan, specifically the town of Port Huron, regarding air
and water pollution.

I am wondering what study the federal government is entertaining at the
Mmoment in this regard. Before you answer, I wonder if I could just verify what
I believe to be the federal activity.

It is my understanding that, in the beginning this is really a state and a
Provincial affair. In this particular case, I understand that the city of Port
Huron complained to Washington, and, in turn, Washington complained to
Ottawa, and that it has become a matter for the International Joint Commission.
Is this true?

Mr. HEENEY: Not quite, Mr. Chairman. Some years ago these narrow waters
were under reference to the Commission and have been the subject of a report.
I am informed that we reported in 1950.

Mr. Foy: I think that was specifically in the Windsor-Detroit area, was it
hot?

Mr. HEeNEY: I am talking about water pollution now. I will say a word
about air pollution there too, if you wish.

This report was accepted by the two governments, certain standards were
adopted and I Ithink very considerable improvement was made. That is not to
Say that the situation is by any means wholly satisfactory now. It happens that
the International Joint Commission are making a visit to Sarnia and that
Whole area next week.

Mr. Foy: Is that as a result of what I just mentioned?

Mr. HEENEY: No; I do not happen to be aware of that particular complaint.
That has not as yet been communicated to us by the government. We are going
to take the opportunity there, on both sides of the river to see how things have
Come along since the commencement of the regime which was established under
our recommendations.
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On the Canadian side, apart from Sarnia, there has been a good deal of
co-operative work—perhaps of a semi-voluntary kind—done by industry and
there has been a great awareness of the difficulty. I think there is good reason
for hope that that situation will continue to improve. It has a long way to go. As
you know, the west end of Lake Erie is another cause of anxiety. The pollution
can be seen from the air, I understand.

The only reference we have had on air pollution in the Windsor-Detroit
area has been that resulting from smoke from vessels plying the Detroit river.
And this, as a direct result, I think, of our investigations and report, has been
vastly improved within the past five years, in particular.

Mr. Foy: With regard to air pollution around the Sarnia area, the industrial
complex has increased a great deal in the last seven years.

Mr. HEENEY: There has been no reference on air pollution deriving from
industry, only on air pollution deriving from passing vessels. I suppose I can
say, although, Mr. Chairman, it is not my business, that I do know the two
governments are now considering the desirability of a reference to us with
regard to industrial air pollution throughout the whole St. Clair-Detroit rivers
area.

Mr. Foy: And this will be done in conjunction with the province of
Ontario?

Mr. HEENEY: Oh, yes, it would have to be done in co-operation with the
state of Michigan and the province of Ontario.

Mr. Foy: Have you any knowledge, sir, of continuous tests for air pollution
being made in the area? I refer to the devices or equipment used by the Ontario
government for this purpose. Do you know if this is a continuous feature?

Mr. HEeNEY: Should this investigation be given to us to make, I would
expect there will be a good deal of data available to us at once, as a result of
testing on both sides. But whether this is adequate or sufficient for the purpose
of formulating conclusions, I do not know.

Mr. Foy: You might call it a complaint, but one observation from people,
other than management of plants in the area, say that when officials from the
provincial authority come to Sarnia to test water and air pollution, the indus-
tries are aware of this in advance and take advantage of this. Is there any
remedy for this?

Mr. HEeNEY: Well, I suppose we could be suddenly parachuted in, Mr.
Chairman. But, I have no knowledge of the ducks being put in order for us to
count. No, I am afraid I have heard no complaints of this. I have heard no
substance to such complaints.

Mr. Fov: This has been brought to my attention by a number of organiza-
tions in the area, including members of the medical profession, who seem to
know.

Mr. HEENEY: Are you speaking of water or air, in particular?

Mr. Foy: Both water and air.

Mr. HEENEY: Both water and air.

Mr. Foy: They say that the day the people come in to make the tests, then
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the industries are pretty careful and that the people who are making the tests
are not getting the true picture.

Mr. HEENEY: I would be surprised, Mr. Chairman, if it were feasible, at
relatively short notice, to suddenly make the effluent pure in the water;
certainly in an industrial process. I would have thought the same difficulty in
producing pure air might be encountered. But I am not an expert in these
things. I must rely upon my experts. I would be very glad to have this
considered; the possibility of the evidence being, shall we say, arranged?

Mr. Foy: You say your representatives are going to Sarnia in the next week
or so.

Mr. HEENEY: I am going myself.

Mr. Foy: Will you meet, then, with the American principals of the
American federal organization?

Mr. HEeNEY: We will go as a Commission, that is to say, both the Umted_
States and the Canadian commissioners will go together. We will have with us
our board, which is United States and Canadian, and which consists: of federal
and state officials. So we will be in the official “net” as it were.

Mr. Foy: Well, then, could you tell me what your activities will be vwhen
You are there? Will you be having a meeting with the industrialists?

Mr. HEENEY: We will be meeting with them and visiting actual plants andJ
Municipal sewage disposal plants as well.

Mr. Foy: Will you also be available for the people I mentmned Who have
been complaining to me about these things?

Mr. HeenNEY: Well, I would welcome the opportunity of speaking' 1o
anybody with whom you would like to put me in touch.

We are not holding any hearings; this is an inspection v151t not a hearmg
But I would welcome either personal conversation or correspondence from
anybody who has any anxiety about the matter Mr. Foy has mentioned, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Foy: One more question. When you have completed your activity in
Sarnia within the week, could you give me a follow-up? Supposing you discover
that air pollution is prevalent in the area, what would your next step be?

Mr. HEENEY: Well, the air pollution is not a matter which is before us now,
although it is likely to come before us.

Mr. Foy: Your visit concerns water pollution?

Mr. HEENEY: Yes, water pollution is the cause of our visit now. We have the
Water pollution problem before us. I am simply informed that the two govern-
ments are considering a reference to us on air pollution. I would be very glad to

ave a chat with you when I come back in ten days or so.

Mr. Foy: That would be fine.

Mr. WALKER: You just mentioned boundary waters for the I.J.C. what
about offshore waters? Are you involved at all on either side of the coast?.

Mr. HEeNEY: No, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALKER: This is not considered a boundary water?
24323—33
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Mr. HEENEY: No, it is not.

Mr. WALKER: Besides the boundary waters, are you ever involved with
underwater products such as fish, minerals and this sort of thing?

Mr. HEENEY: No, not directly, although in the investigation we are making
in pollution of the Great Lakes, for example, we are, of course, very much
concerned with effect of pollution on biological phenomena. The Fisheries
Research Board are undertaking an important part of the investigation because
for instance, of the effect of pollution on fish life.

Mr. WALKER: Actually, what I am really thinking about is ownership. If, for
instance, a huge oil deposit were discovered under Lake Erie, would this be
subject matter for international discussion?

Mr. HEENEY: It would only be a matter for consideration by us if the
governments asked us to take it into account.

Mr. WALKER: All right. Let me start on another one then.

Mr. HEENEY: Perhaps, I should add, Mr. Chairman, that the treaty makes it
possible for governments to report to the International Joint Commission any
matter of any kind along the frontier, or indeed, elsewhere. But we require a
reference before we can take notice, sir.

Mr. WALKER: You do not have initiative powers right now. You are like one
of our standing committees.

Mr. HEENEY: Well, we have initiative powers in relation to—
Mr. WALKER: Subjects which have been referred.

Mr. HEENEY: No, we have another jurisdiction, which is a quasi-judicial
jurisdiction, which requires the approval of the International Joint Commission
before any new use, or obstruction, or construction which affects the levels or
the flows in boundary waters can be undertaken. That is an original jurisdic-
tion.

Mr. WALKER: Which affects the levels or flows.

Mr. HEENEY: Right, the levels or flows.

Mr. WALKER: If somebody wanted to put an oil well up in the middle of
Lake Erie it would not affect you.

Mr. HEENEY: It would not be our affair unless the governments asked us to
look into it.

Mr. WALKER: All right. You mentioned the decisions you make having to be
ratified or referred back to government. Do you use the word “government” in
place of the words “parliament” or “Congress”.

Mr. HEENEY: Government; yes.

Mr. WALKER: Government.

Mr. HEENEY: The executive branches.

Mr. WALKER: The executive branches?

Mr. HEENEY: What the Americans call the executive branches.

Mr. WALKER: There are a lot of discussions and studies now in progress
regarding the northern waters. If some of these northern waters crossed the
boundary would you be a party to the discussions that would take place on this?
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Mr. HeeNEY: This, Mr. Chairman, would depend upon what the govern-
ments decided. The International Joint Commission is there and could be

employed in such a context if it were the decision taken by the two govern-
ments.

~ Mr. WaLKER: I think Mr. Harkness brought up the matter of the jurisdic-

tion the I.J.C. have or might not have over municipalities and such. You have
been using persuasion and reason, but has any test ever come to course on the
actual powers that you have?

¢ Mr. HeenNey: No; I do not think there is any real difficult legal question
mvolved, so far as that is concerned, Mr. Chairman. We do communicate
directly with offending municipalities and seek to persuade them of the wisdom
of the course we propose. Beyond that we have no sanction.

Mr. WALKER: In other words, if they told you to go and jump in the
Polluted lake, you would never consider pressing further with a matter? '

Mr. HEENEY: There are two things that we do. We direct our attention to
the municipalities and seek to have them abide by the accepted standards that
We have laid down. If they fail to do so, our recourse is to the two federal
governments. We draw it to their attention the fact that such and such a
Municipality has failed to comply. It is up to the federal government to take the
ball from there.

Mr. WALKER: In the case of Canadian municipalities do you deal directly
With the municipality or through the provincial authority?

Mr. HEENEY: We do, indeed. And, I should say, Mr. Chairman, that, on the
Whole, the results have been very gratifying. The International Joint Com-
Mission in previous years and under previous dispensations have drawn matters
Seriously to the attention of municipalities. The record is that municipalities
haye paid attention. &

Mr., WALKER: This may be a little difficult because it gets into a personal
area but I am interested because the Canadian people are working very closely
With the Americans on this. Do you find yourselves almost taking opposite
roles? For instance, do you find yourselves pressing Canadian offending parties
involyed, to do certain things on behalf of American interests, and do you find
the American members pressing their offenders to take certain measures in
order to clean up things for Canadians? Does your personnel become ‘‘dena-
tionalized”? ‘

Mr. HeeNEY: I think the answer to your last question is that we become
almost completely denationalized, as I think we should. Although, if you take
the St. Croix as an example, I would perhaps have a greater sensitivity about a
Municipality on the Canadian side, say, St. Stephen, than would the Chairman
of the United States section, simply because I am a Canadian and would like to
have the Canadian side of the record clean. He might have more sensitivity
about Calais, which is the municipality on the other side. And, although, also, it
Is our practice to follow-up immediately on our own side of the river, as it
Were, and I take the initiative with the Canadian offenders while he takes the
initiative with the United States offenders, yet we maintain our unity of actions
and responsibilities. Does that answer your question? :
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Mr. WALKER: Yes, it does. I have just one last question. In that context, if
the I.J.C. had unquestioned authority to put into effect their programs and
measures, and you had the necessary budget to do this, if it involved capital
expenditure, could you clean up the pollution problem much faster than the
way you are doing it now?

Mr. HeeNEY: Well, Mr. Chairman this would be quite contrary to the
concept of the International Joint Commission which is embodied in the treaty.
We have no administrative function. It would mean the establishment of the
International Joint Commission—at least in some measure—as a supra-national
body with authority to execute on both sides of the boundary. This, of course,
would be a very radical departure from the present philosophy of the treaty.

Mr. WALKER: That is quite right, sir. You may not want to answer this; but,
if that were so, in your judgment, could the pollution problem and other
boundary water problems be cleaned up much faster?

Mr. HEENEY: I do not want to take refuge, Mr. Chairman, in suggesting that
this is wholly a hypothetical question but I am not sure that this solution, which
has been suggested in various quarters, would be as effective if it were feasible,
as it would appear to be on the surface.

A number of people have made suggestions at various times that what we
need, for example, is a supra-national regime for the Great Lakes basin; that
some international authority, perhaps the International Joint Commission or
some new authority, should be. clothed with all authority with regard to all
matters in the Great Lakes basin. This would be such a radical departure from
our historic and traditional national position, that I find it very difficult to
visualize in the present state of the world, the strength which each country
continues to feel should obtain for the national authority—the national authority
is involved here—and this would involve the giving up of sovereignty, on both
the Canadian and American sides, to an international body. In the present state
of humanity, I cannot see this on the cards, although I would like to think we
were moving closer to that kind of thing.

Mr. WALKER: You do not think we can get a United Nations concept with
boundary waters?

Mr. HEENEY: I do not see this in the immediate future.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it is 12.30; does the Committee wish to
continue, or to attend the reception?

An hon. MEMBER: Is Mr. Heeney going to be back next week?
Mr. HEENEY: No; I am going to Sarnia next week.
The CHAIRMAN: When can you come back, Mr. Heeney?

Mr. HEENEY: I will come back next week if the Committee insists. We have
this arrangement for this visit to the Sarnia area. I can absent myself, Mr.
Chairman, if that is the wish of the Committee.

Mr. MAcpoNALD (Rosedale): On a point of order, I wonder if we might just
continue with Mr. MacIntosh and the rest can ask their questions while we have
it fresh in our minds.
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~ Mr. MacIntosH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Heeney, I am concerned
With the problem of pollution, generally, and I would ask whether, in the terms
Oﬁ reference to the International Joint Commission, you deal only with interna-
tional waters. Is that correct?

Mr. HEENEY: Boundary waters and waters which cross the boundary.

Mr. MacINTOSH: My second assumption, I think, is wrong from a statement
You made a few moments ago about the Red River, and so on. I took it for
granted that the flow of water would naturally be from north to south, and that
IS not so, because I see you are shaking your head.

Mr. HEENEY: South to north in Manitoba.

® (12.28 p.m.)
Mr. MacInTosH: No; but generally speaking across Canada.

Mr. HEENEY: Most rivers which cross the boundary are flowing from
Canada into the United States.

Mr. MacINTosH: From Canada to the United States.

; Mr. HEENEY: I am told that this is a dubious generalization and that it
Mmight be closer to 50-50, but I am not able to answer this question. Anyway, I
do know that the Red River runs north and a great many run south.

Mr. MacInTosH: That is what made me say that my second assumption is
Wrong then. But you did mention government financial assistance to pollution
Problems. Now, you have not too many powers in order to put into effect what
Yyou believe. I wonder have you made any recommendations to the government
On an extensive program to speed up these remedial recommendations that you

ave put forth? Pollution is a problem that has to be stopped in our fresh
Waters and, apparently, those on the Commission have realized this, you know
the sources of it. I am thinking of industries that could be helped for relocating
Or changing their system of disposal.

Would it not be a good thing for your Commission to recommend to the
government that, because of the pollution created by these industries, they now

€ given financial assistance to correct that measure?

Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, we have not hitherto adopted such a course.
Our practice has been to draw to the attention of the governments the situation
as we find it to be and to recommend that measures, which we identify, be
taken to eliminate or improve the situation. We have not, however, gone into
the specifies of financial aid or subsidy or accelerated depreciation, or any of

ese things which have been adopted or discussed on the two sides of the line.

Perhaps we should get into this area, it is a matter that we might well
Consider. I would be very glad to talk this over with my colleagues. Hitherto,
We have not done this. We have relied upon the state and federal governments
adopting the laws and policies which they consider to be most appropriate for
he achievement of the objectives we have recommended which they have
accepted.

Mr. MacInTosH: Well, can I ask you this question: In your opinion, do you
think the steps now being taken by the various levels of government are
holding the pollution in check or is it a very serious problem; more serious than
We, as citizens of the country, believe it to be?
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Mr. HEENEY: It certainly is more serious, Mr. Chairman, than most
Canadians—and I think most Americans—realize. I think it would be fair to say
the situation is continuing to deteriorate and that, before it can even be stopp€
from further deterioration, very serious and urgent measures are required. It
is difficult to give a general judgment on whether the measures adopted oR
either side are all that they might be. Myself, I do not think they are all that
they might be. This is my own opinion, and, here, I am not speaking for the
International Joint Commission. i

Of course, a great deal more might be done. There is a great deal of money
involved in this. You referred to the relocation of industry for example, Mr
Chairman. This is a costly business and may have an important economi¢
impact upon the employment in an area, for example, in the Rainy River ared
on which I touched this morning.

The pulp and paper business in International Falls and Fort Frances is the
virtual sole employer in that whole area and, therefore, the costs involved are @
fact of great importance. The financial measures to be taken by govern-
ments—state, provincial and federal—are costly, if this situation is to be im-
proved or checked in a short period of years.

Mr. MacInTosH: I did not actually mean the relocation of industry from qne
area to another, but the relocation of the type of disposal they are using, whic
would not have any effect on the unemployment situation in one particular
area.

Mr. HEENEY: No; except that it involves large capital costs which, of course,
affects, the profitability of the enterprise. This is the kind of difficulty industries
encounter. If I am required to install new capital facilities, in order to improve
the quality of the effluent from my mill, this will make my costs so great that
will not be able to continue in business. This is the kind of argument we aré
encountering.

Mr. MacIntosH: Well, then, I take it that you have, as a Commission, made
recommendations to your different governments with regard to this seriou$
problem.

Mr. HEENEY: We have not recommended legislation or legislative or finan-
cial measures, but we have recommended standards to which both private and
public polluters should be required to adhere. But, so far, we have not felt it our
function to suggest particular legislative measures. The governments themselves
on both sides of the line, are, of course, very actively considering both from theé
financial and legal points of view, what is the best way to deal with these
situations.

Mr. MacINTOSH: In your opinion, then, it is just at a consideration stage:
You have seen no active participation to eliminate the problems.

Mr. HEENEY: Yes, there have been a number of measures taken, let us say
by the province of Ontario and the federal government in relation to Ontar}o
pollution. Certainly Ontario has made considerable progress. If I am correct, 1
the federal sphere there have been some tax incentives provided by way ©
accelerated depreciation for the installation of pollution improvement equiP~
ment, which should be of substantial importance in accelerating the improve-
ment of industrial effluents. Then, of course, there are several sources to which
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Municipalities may apply for favourable loans and grants to improve their
Sewage treatment.

% Mr. MacInTosH: Is action taken, then, keeping abreast with the increase of
€ pollution of the waterways?

3 Mr. Heeney: I am not, of course, an expert, but so far as I am able to
hswer, I would say no, the situation is continuing to deteriorate.

Mr. MacInTosH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

re Mr Linp: Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Heeney a question
garding the O.W.R.C. You made a statement that they contribute $1,500,000 to
Tesearch on pollution problems. I am speaking mainly of Ontario, and, in
Particular, the Lake Erie Region. The federal government contributes 50 per
c¢ent of that. Is that correct?

. Mr. Hegney: Mr. Chairman, the position is this: the various responsibili‘ties
}n the agreed program of investigation are allotted to, first of all the appropriate
ede‘? al authorities and, secondly, to the provincial authority; the attempt being
0 give to each entity that function which he is most competent to discharge.
And 1 think the experts managed to do this pretty well. Ontario has undertakep
a certain part of this program and that total program undertaken by Ontario, if
dremember the figures I quoted, is to cost something like a million and a half
ollars. The government of Canada have agreed to pay one half of that cost.

& Mr. Linp: Does this include any of the costs of the sewage disposal plants
Onstructed under the O.W.R.C.?

Mr. Heeney: No, Mr. Chairman.

th Mr. Linp: Now, getting back to one other point regarding the O.W.R.C, is

at the only research being done in that area by the O.W.R.C. or does the

%’Vernment of Canada, under the auspices of fisheries, or mines Or health and
elfare departments do nay research in that area.

Mr. Hegngy: The answer, Mr. Chairman, is yes.
Mr. Linp: Now, as you stated earlier this present project consists of

y

?ntario plus 5 states. What are the 5 states doing regarding fche controlling of
ural, urban and industrial pollution of their area of Lake Erie?

Mr. HeexEY: Well, Mr. Chairman, 1 would not be able to give any detailed
reD.ly’ but I can say one or two things. The states vary in the intensity with
Whlc_h they have attacked this problem of pollution. There has been a very
Considerable acceleration of activity in all the states even within the past year,
argely, in my opinion, as a result taken by the government of the United States
Inder their Clean Water Act. This is an act which was passed by the Congress
Within the last year under which the federal authority may move in if the local
authority_ that is to say the state—fails, by a certain date, to fix acceptable
Standards for the water within their local jurisdiction. I think this has had a
Very beneficial effect upon the activities of the states, which have tended to vary
3 between the eight that are involved as riparian to the Great Lakes.

t Some states have been more effective and more up to date than.c others, in

he Measures they have adopted and have been more pressing in their adminis-

tration of the measures that they have on their statute books. I think Michigan
as been particularly advanced in this field; they have done a lot of work here.
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But I would not want to attempt to give you any detailed description of the
programs that exist in the states. They vary and, I think, generally speaking, it
would be true to say that those who are anxious and worried about this
problem and particularly Lake Erie, which is the outstanding example of a
polluted lake, are not satisfied that all that can be done is being done or at a
rate which is acceptable.

Mr. Linp: Is the International Joint Commission, satisfied with the progress
of the Ontario Water Resources Commission? An article appeared in the Globe
and Mail, in which the statement that there is nothing to worry about; that the
pollution of Lake Erie will be cleaned up by 1970, is attributed to the
International Joint Commission.

Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you could identify that statement?
Did it come from the chairman of the O.W.R.C.? I saw the headline, myself and,
in fact, I read the account.

Well, it is difficult for me, Mr. Chairman, to comment on a press account
and, if you will forgive me, I will not do so. But I will say that I would be
foolish to be satisfied with the rate of improvement in any jurisdiction with
which I have come into contact, because this is a very anxious, urgent problem.

Mr. Linp: Population-wise, around Lake Erie the problem would be divided
into nine parts; one part for Ontario and eight parts for the bordering states.
That would be about the ratio, would it not?

Mr. HEENEY: No; I do not think that would be right. Have we got the
figures on population?

Mr. Linp: Well, the population on the Canadlan side is about 1,200,000 and
on the American 51de it is about 9,000,000.

Mr. HEENEY: This is on Lake Erie?
Mr. LinD: Yes.

Mr. HEENEY: Yes; this is where the disparity is the greatest; the Lake
Ontario portion is another thing again. The United States are the principal
offenders on Lake Erie, of course.

Mr. Linp: What mainly concerns me, regarding the pollution of Lake Erie
is, of course, that we are expected to use these lakes as sources of water supply,
both for urban use and for industrial development in southern Ontario. If it is
true that the phosphates going into the lake are deteriorating the oxygen
content to the extent that the fish life has been changed, then this problem must
be much more serious than we really think it is.

Mr. HEENEY: I think, Mr. Chairman, it is difficult to exaggerate the gravity
of the position of Lake Erie. Our scientific advisers, both Canadian and
American, tell us that this situation is continuing to deteriorate; and to devise
means of even stopping it where it is, is an exceedingly complicated and difficult
problem. So far as I know, no wholly satisfactory method has yet been devised.

When we made our report in December recommending, as you, sir, have
reminded us, that the phosphates are one of the principal offenders, we were
satisfied, on the advice that we had, that phosphates were a principal, if not the
principal offender, causing the growth of algae and the destruction of the
oxygen in the water, with which we are familiar. But, there are probably other



June 2, 1966 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 237

elements involved in this which are also causing great difficulty and, as our
studies proceed, no doubt we will get further advice on this.

But we thought the introduction of the phosphates was sufficiently iden-
tified and sufficiently serious for us to draw this, at once, to the attention of the
governments.

Mr. Linp: Is this of sufficient importance that we should be urging the
federal government to take a more active hand in this and bring pressure to
bear on the American states to speed up this process of pollution control so that
We can, in the near future, arrest it and break even?

Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, it certainly is my belief and conviction that

gnything that can be done to accelerate the process of improvement, should be
Oone.

One of the greatest difficulties is to determine, not only what the facts
Precisely are, but what should be the means of improving the situation. The
Scientists are not wholly decided on this, but there are some things we can do.
That is why, in December, we recommended the two things about which we felt
certain, namely the elimination reduction of phosphates and the cessation of the
Practice of having combined sewers.

Mrs. WaDpDs: Mr. Chairman, I am going to brief. I would like to congratulate
Mr. Heeney on his exact answers.

Along the St. Lawrence, where I live, some time before this became a
Popular problem, we had the problem of international shipping. Has there been
an increase in fines or attention paid to this area of the pollution problem since
the pressures have been put on generally?

Mr. HEENEY: Yes; I think I can say that the answer to that is yes, on both
sides of the line. As the traffic, of course, has increased in the St. Lawrence
Seaway, too, more attention has been given to this. You are talking about refuse
and pollution from ships?

Mrs. Wabps: Yes.

Mr. HEENEY: This is exceedingly difficult to police as you, I am sure, are
aware. But more attention has been given to this over the past two years,
during the time I have been concerned with these matters.

Mrs. WaDDS: This is under the Department of Transport?
Mr. HEENEY: That is right, the Department of Transport in Canada.

Mrs. Wapps: Do the complaints just come in, willy nilly and are then dealt
With or is there a definite policing being done, and, if so, has this increased?

Mr. HEENEY: I could not state on the extent and nature of policing, but
there certainly is a policing. However, how extensive, or effective it is, I am
afraid I am not in a position to say.

~ Mrs. Wapps: Therefore, you are not in a position to say whether or not this
might be increased to the advantage of the overall pollution problem

Mr. HEENEY: I am sure it would be an advantage to increase it.
' Mrs. WaDpDps: One other question; in our area we are particularly interested
I tourism. You mentioned the Champlain development. When, and by whom,
Was that instigated, and do tourism and pleasure traffic come into the considera-
tions of this development?
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Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, to answer Mrs. Wadds’ second question first;
certainly, recreation—that is our general heading for tourism and so forth—cer-
tainly was a consideration in the examination by the board of the possibilities of
the Champlain waterway. Nowadays, this is becoming rather “big”, as they say,
and the benefits to be derived from recreational development, such as boating,
swimming, all that kind of thing, is becoming something of great importance—a
direct financial advantage. This was weighed and considered.

On the former question; which had to do with where the activity in favour
of the Champlain waterway developed, this is quite an old story. This is the
second report the Commission have made on the Champlain waterway possibili-
ties, both on the United States and the Canadian side. The principal interest on
the Canadian side derives from the valley of the Richelieu, Sorel, St. Jean and
the right of way leading to the mouth of Lake Champlain; those areas which
looked forward to the possibility of ocean-going vessels travelling within their
areas and improving industrial possibilities, and so forth.

On the American side, not so much in the area of Lake Champlain,
although there was some support there, but on the upper Hudson river, by those
who are interested in the port of New York and the short way from New York
to Montreal.

Mrs. Wapps: When was the first report made?
Mr. HEENEY: Nineteen thirty-eight.

Mrs. Wapps: Nineteen thirty-eight; and is it up to the municipalities in the
areas along this route, to continue to put on pressure from the recreation and
tourist angle?

Mr. HeeneEY: Well, the interest really goes beyond municipalities. As we
can see the recreational possibilities now, certainly provincial and state govern-
ment are becoming very active with regard to recreation because they see the
possibilities of improvement, not only for the local area, but for the larger
jurisdiction.

Mr. ForesT: I will be very brief. Mr. Heeney, in the province of Quebec
besides Lake Champlain and Lake Memphremagog, would there be any other
rivers or lakes that would fall under the jurisdiction of the International Joint
Commission?

Mr. HEENEY: The upper waters of the Saint John?
Mr. ForesT: The St. Jean River.

Mr. HEeeney: Yes; which crosses the boundary below Riviére du
Loup—around there somewhere?

Mr. ForesT: There were no special studies made or contemplated for,
say, Lake Memphremagog?

Mr. HEENEY: No. Lake Memphremagog straddles the boundary at the south
end as you know.

Mr. ForesT: It is in my riding, I know.
Mr. HEENEY: It is a very nice place to have in your riding.

An hon. MEMBER: Roughly how many waterways across Canada come
under your jurisdiction, Mr. Heeney—100?
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Mr. HEENEY: Well, we have 80 dockets, I can remember that. But this does
not mean that, in the event of a dispute, there are not others which could be put
under our jurisdiction, should the governments decide to do so. There has to
be a dispute or a difference of opinion before an investigation is made.

The CHAIRMAN: Shall Item 40 carry?

Mr. CowaN: Mr. Chairman, I came to the first meeting of this Committee
and told you I wanted to be present when the I.J.C. were here. I was out at the
last meeting but you said I would be advised of when the I.J.C. were to be
Present. I found out today that the hearing was on. I have a few questions I
Wwould like to ask.

Could the witness supply us with a table showing the high and low
figures that have been set by this international joint St. Lawrence board of
control for the level of Lake Ontario? I know that it has only been in effect for
about six or seven years so it should not be too hard to supply the table and the
dates on which these figures are varied. I do not know the exact figures but
Sometimes it is running at something like 241 feet low and 246 feet high, then
eight months later, it has changed to 240 feet low and 245 feet high.

Mr. HEENEY: The range of stage—I am speaking from memory and I hope
my memory will be corrected—is from 242 feet to 246 feet approximately during
the navigation season, Mr. Chairman, and that we attempt to maintain. I could
Certainly get that table for you and would be glad to.

Mr. CowaN: I want it from the time it was started and then each time it
Was altered.

Mr. HEENEY: It has never been altered. The range of stage has never been

changed, but it has not always been possible to maintain it. But, what I think
the questioner would actually like, Mr. Chairman, is the actual figure.

Mr. Cowan: Well, I am putting a question. I happen to know that there
have been three different changes on it. For instance, one thing has been
called—going from memory—1958 (c), and another one has been called
1958-2 (D) or something like that. There have been changes.

Mr. HEENEY: I misunderstood. The plans of regulation, to which reference
has been made, had to do primarily with the flows. My recollection is that the
Tange of stage provided for in the order of approval is a fixed range which, as a
Criterion, has not varied since the order of approval was made. Am I not
Correct?

Mr. CowAN: Then put in the accepted figures of the rate of flows as well, in
answer to my question.

Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, could I inquire how long back—

Mr. Cowan: It only goes back to 1958 when—

Mr. HEENEY: You would like the figures for the flows per month, let us say?
Mr. Cowan: What ever time you set.

Mr. HeEenNEY: I just want to be perfectly clear on what I may have to
broduce. I take it you would like the monthly figures on flows, from the time
Tegulation commenced under the order of approval, of course; a monthly
average, or something like that over the period of the years. And also the levels
of Lake Ontario during that same period?
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Mr. Cowan: That is right.

Mr. HEenEY: If I understand you correctly, this, I think, would give you the
information you wanted.

Mr. CowaN: Another question I wanted to ask is this; does your authority
or jurisdiction extend over the St. Lawrence river, where it has Quebec on both
sides, or does it end at the international border?

Mr. HEENEY: It ends at the international boundary, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CowaNn: I raise that question simply because you make mention of the
Red River, and I think, in answer to Mr. Maclntosh, you said you were
interested in the water which came across the border into the Red River.

Mr. HEENEY: Mr. Chairman, we have jurisdiction over two types of rivers.
One, the boundary waters, that is to say, those that constitute the boundary or
through which the boundary runs, and also the waters which cross the
boundary. The Red River comes under the latter category, running from the
United States into Canada. It is that, which gives us jurisdiction there.

Mr. CowaN: Do you have jurisdiction over the Red River in Manitoba?
Mr. HEENEY: Noj; sir.
Mr. Cowan: Well, where is your jurisdiction—on the invisible line?

Mr. HEENEY: It is the invisible line, if you like, yes. It is in relation to the
crossing of the boundary that we have jurisdiction. The particular reference
given to us on the Red River has to do with pollution moving from upper
waters into the lower waters.

Mr. Cowan: The point on which I am endeavouring to get some facts is
this, and I am talking about moving east. You are quite interested in the pollu-
tion of that water as it moves into the St. Lawrence River at Cornwall, between
the two Quebec sides.

Mr. HEeNEY: Well, we are interested, if that is the word, Mr. Chairman, in
pollution in the international section, which, of course, affects the national
section.

Mr. Cowan: Up to Cornwall.
Mr. HEENEY: Yes.

Mr. Cowan: The International Joint Commission is interested in the
question of pollution in the water of the St. Lawrence up to Cornwall.

Mr. HEENEY: Yes.

Mr. Cowan: But after it gets into the two Quebec borders, you do
not care whether or not Montreal dumps all its sewage in there. Yet you want
the water to be clean when it goes into Quebec.

Mr. HEENEY: I have no right to be concerned, but, as a Canadian, I am very
much concerned.

Mr. Cowan: That is a very fine answer; I appreciate that answer very, very
much. These were all the questions I wanted to ask.

Mr. HEeNEY: There is one other question if I might volunteer an observa-
tion, Mr. Chairman, which is perhaps relevant to what has been asked.
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At an earlier stage, I mentioned the Montreal harbour as being an interest
of the International Joint Commission. It is not a direct responsibility of the
International Commission, but the International Joint Commission, in its exami-
nation of this levels and flows problem on the St. Lawrence, have agreed—need
less to say at the urging of the Canadian members of the Commission—that the
level of the harbour of Montreal, as a great international port, is an interest of
ours, if not, strictly within our legal jurisdiction. And that, in our regulation of
the international river, we should do everything possible to maintain the level
of the Montreal harbour at an acceptable level, from the point of view of
navigation, provided this can be done without harm to those interests for whom,
of course, we have a legal responsibility. That is of some relevance to what you
were saying.

Mr. CowaN: What about maintaining the level of Lake Ontario, which is a
direct responsibility.
® (1.00 pm.)

Mr. HEENEY: This is something to which the International Joint Commission
gives very first attention.

Mr. Cowan: It gives very first attention?

Mr. HEENEY: First attention.

Mr. CowaN: Myself, I thought it was Montreal harbour.
Mr. HEENEY: No; I would not accept that for one second.
The CHAIRMAN: Shall Item No. 40 carry?

Some hon. MEMBERS: Carried.

The CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Committee, I wish to thank Mr Heeney
for his kind co-operation and I wish him bon voyage to Sarnia.

Mr. HEENEY: Thank you, as usual, it was a pleasure and a privilege.
The CHAIRMAN: Meeting adjourned.
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The Clerk of the House.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, June 9, 1966.
9)

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11:10 a.m. this day, the
Chairman, Mr. Dubé, presiding.

Members present: Mrs. Wadds and Messrs. Allmand, Asselin (Charlevoix), Brewin,
Churchill, Dubé, Faulkner, Forest, Foy, Groos, Harkness, Klein, Laprise, Lind,
Macdonald (Rosedale), Macquarrie, Mclntosh, Pilon, Regimbal, Stanbury, Thompson,
Walker (22).

In attendance: From the Department of External Affairs: Messrs. B. M. Williams,
Assistant Under-Secretary; A. J. Matheson, Finance Division; F. M. Tovell, Personnel
Services Division; J. A. Irwin, Administrative Services Division; B. A. Keith, Administra-
tive Improvement Unit.

The Committee resumed consideration of Item 1 of the Estimates of the Department
of External Affairs for the fiscal year 1966-67.

The Chairman introduced the witness, Mr. Williams, who then made a statement
on the administration of the Department of External Affairs.

Mr. Williams, Mr. Irwin and Mr. Keith were questioned.
Item 1 was allowed to stand.

Items 5, 10 and 15 were severally carried.

At 1:05 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Dorothy F. Ballantine,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

THURSDAY, 9 June 1966.
® (11.00 a.m.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order, please. We have a quorum. Mrs. Wadds, gentlemen, we are
resuming this morning with consideration of item 1 of the estimates, and we have with us
r. B. M. Williams, who is Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs for
Administration. Mr. Williams will have a statement and he will answer questions based
on his statement. Afterwards we shall deal with the items as they appear on the estimates
€xcept for item 1. You may ask questions on item 1, but this item will not be disposed of
this morning because we still have to hear from the Secretary of State.

Mr. B. M. WLLIAMS (Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs): Mr.
Chairman, members of the Committee, I think I should first express the regret of the
_Under-Secretary, Mr. Cadieux, in not being able to be here this morning. Mr. Cadieux
18 in Brussels with the Minister, and he will be returning either later today or tomorrow.
I would, however, like to make the comments which the Under-Secretary had hoped to
make and if you will bear with me I will try to be as brief as possible.

We welcome the opportunity of joining with you in an examination of the work of
the Department of External Affairs. I am at the disposal of the Committee in providing
information as required but I thought it might be of interest if I were to start with a brief
Statement on the administrative organization of the Foreign Service. While international
developments and events often attract public attention, as does the nature of Canadian
involvement in the world scene, there is less awareness of the extent to which a sound
administrative organization must exist if the Foreign Service is to operate effectively in
implementing the foreign policies of the Canadian Government. The costs of good admini-
Stration run high but they must be met if the Department is to carry out the responsibilities
assigned to it by Parliament.

Let us consider how the Department of External Affairs is o.rganized for its work,
Particularly in terms of administration. We have endeavoured to bring about a number of
improvements in administration within the past two years and I shall give them special
attention.

At headquarters we are divided into 29 divisions and service units. These include 8
political divisions and 11 functional divisions. There are 7 administrative divisions:
Administrative Services, Communications, Finance, Personnel Operations, Personnel
Services, Registry and Supplies and Properties. In addition, we have 3 special units —
the Administrative Improvement Unit, the Organization and Methods Unit and the
Inspection Service.

Policy Direction
Policy direction for all of the divisions and units is provided at.tl'{e senior manage-
ment level by a policy group chaired by the Under-Secretary and consisting of the Deputy
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Under-Secretary and four Assistant Under-Secretaries. The various divisions report to
them and to the Under-Secretary in accordance with a logical grouping of responsibilities
and also taking into account the special experience and qualifications of the Assistant
Under-Secretaries concerned. The administrative divisions and special units I mentioned
earlier are co-ordinated by an Assistant Under-Secretary and at the present time this is
my principal responsibility.

The administrative workload is influenced not just by the total strength of the Depart-
ment at home and abroad but by the size and the dispersal of our overseas posts where our
officers and staff members are serving. To provide all the necessary housekeeping and
support services along with the required links and liaison with our network of posts is a
major undertaking. An up-to-date listing of the diplomatic missions is to be found at page
103 of the Blue Book of Estimates, and the consulates are at page 108. Included in these
lists are 63 diplomatic missions and 18 consulates. In addition, we have 3 international
supervisory commissions in the Indo-China countries, bringing the total to 84 posts.

Included in this list is the Canadian Embassy in Addis Ababa which was opened very
recently. It is one of the new African posts authorized by the government. The second
will be in Dakar, the capital of Senegal, where an advance party has been active since
January. The third will be in Tunis, where an advance group is expected to arrive late this
summer. It has also been announced that a resident Canadian High Commissioner will be
appointed to Nairobi, the capital of Kenya, which is important as a newly independent
commonwealth country in Africa. If we add these three proposed posts to the printed list
in the estimates book, the total becomes 87. I mention this figure to give some impression
of the magnitude of our administrative requirements.

In addition to the resident missions there are also 31 countries with which Canada
nas exchanged diplomatic representatives to the extent of accrediting to the government
concerned a Canadian representative who is resident elsewhere. These non-resident posts
involve us in a good deal of administrative requirements although, of course, not as much
as do the resident missions.

As I mentioned, within the past two years we have made a consistent effort to improve
the administration. It has been an endeavour in which all of the administrative divisions
and special units have been involved and one in which we have also been assisted by the
staff of the Treasury Board and the Civil Service Commission and in certain respects by
outside agencies. I might explain at this point why we undertook a determined drive for
administrative improvement. A primary reason was the increased involvement of Canada
in world affairs and the resulting need of a stronger and more extensive foreign service.
Over the years overseas missions had been added and the Foreign Service Officer strength
had been increased but there had not been a parallel strengthening of the administrative
structure. We had found it necessary to give priority to operational requirements.

In early 1964, there were several indications of the need for change. First, there was
recognition within the Department that improvements and modernization were needed if
we were to handle our increased workload. Second, the Glassco Commission had issued
a report on the Department of External Affairs which had been helpful in pointing out
some of the broad measures that could be taken. Third, major developments were taking
place within the government service which had implications for us. These included con-
version of staff classifications in preparation for collective bargaining, delegation to
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departments of increased financial authority, and management improvement generally in
anumber of fields.

We launched an administrative improvement programme in March, 1964. For this
Purpose we formed an administrative improvement unit under the direction of a senior
officer, to co-ordinate the programme and develop co-operation with other departments
and with outside organizations. For the first seven months of this period we benefited
from the assistance of a firm of management consultants — Urwick, Currie of Toronto.
The consultants were asked to identify weaknesses of administration in the Department
and to propose means of correcting them; to recommend an appropriate organizational
structure; to assist in the development of a personnel programme; to make proposals on
the personnel resources required for good administration and to provide a detailed pro-
gramme for an organization and methods unit. It was agreed that the consultants would
confine themselves to headquarters administration matters and specifically to the responsi-
bilities related to Personnel, Administrative Services, Supplies and Properties, and Registry

ivisions.

Subsequent to the completion by the consultants of a number of reports in these
fields, the Department, with the co-operation of the central agencies, has carried on a
Programme of implementation. The results have been gratifying. The process of adminis-
trative improvement, both on the basis of the studies by the consultants and on the strength
of the Department’s own analysis of problems, is continuing. Three officers and other staff
Members were hired to constitute an Organization and Methods Unit which devotes itself
to the improvement of the Department’s management techniques and operating pro-
cedures. Cooperation of the Civil Service Commission has been obtained in making a
study of departmental organization, which is still going on, and the Treasury Board staff
are giving assistance in determining the implications for External Affairs of the financial
Management concepts advocated by the Glassco Commission.

I think we must, for a long time, continue to strive for increased effectiveness and
efficiency, together with economy. We are endeavouring to maintain a management review
System on a continuing basis so that our administrative capabilities will be kept equal to
the task at all times, whatever the future growth rate or special requirements might be.
Our operational needs had been so pressing that for a period we could not spare any
officers to staff the Inspection Service. However, we have got it started again by the recent
appointment of an Inspector General in the person of a senior officer who has had exten-
Sive experience in management positions at home and as an ambassador abroad. While
the main job of the Inspection Unit will be overseas inspection work, we will ask it to
assume certain headquarters’ responsibilities to help us ensure that the Department is
adequately staffed and organized.

I pause here to examine with you some of the reasons why administration is onerous
and complex in a foreign service. We cannot operate in quite the same way as does a
department whose concerns are largely confined to Ottawa. We have all the normal
Problems of an Ottawa department, that is recruitment of staff, maintenance of proper
Working conditions and equipment, and all the problems of internal communication, of
Preparation of documents, of co-ordination of policy and procedures. Our main business
owever is conducted in all parts of the world and we must have an administrative system
that will look after this widely dispersed organization. To fulfil obligations and responsi-
bilities of Canada’s foreign policy we must have missions in a great many countries and
Special agencies at the headquarters of international organizations.
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What is required to set up and maintain these overseas posts? Well, when you start
listing administrative problems that arise when a decision is made to open a new post,
you can go on for some time. The first need is for people to staff the mission and this means
we must have a recruiting and training system that will enable us to have available people
of the right levels of experience and capability to represent Canada abroad and to carry
out policies of the Canadian Government in foreign countries and in international organi-
zations. These field officers perform a wide variety of duties and we must have people to
handle a variety of responsibilities. There are the senior people with diplomatic rank
ranging from an ambassador with a lifetime of career experience behind him down to the
third secretary who is likely to be a university graduate with one or two years service at
headquarters. There are also External Affairs officers who do information work, consular
and administrative work. There are communicators and security guards, clerks and stenog-
raphers. There are also sometimes members of other government departments for whom
External Affairs must provide office accommodation and general administrative support
at an overseas mission.

Next, we must have buildings and in this respect we usually start by renting business
offices, an official residence for the Head of Mission and a variety of housing for staff
members. We have a property acquisition programme under which we buy and sometimes
construct buildings for these purposes. The problems of accommodation are often urgent
and usually difficult.

Related to these requirements is the question of the conditions of service under which
our staff members operate; we must make sure that they can live in health, comfort and
decency and that their families can lead a life that is satisfactory. Inevitably it is going to
be a quite different life and sometimes a much more difficult one than they enjoy here in
Ottawa. We must, through special allowances and other arrangements, make sure that
there is an opportunity for the children of our employees abroad to obtain adequate
education — a matter that is more pressing as the average age of the children increases
and educational standards go up. Our diplomatic personnel are required, if they are to
do their job well, to receive in their homes officials and important citizens of the host
country. We must ensure through the foreign service regulations that it is financially
possible for them to do so. At a great many posts in the world, medical problems are
severe and we must give attention to health matters to the extent that a department whose
employees were in Ottawa would never dream of doing. We must also concern ourselves
with those who have suffered disabilities through adverse health risks, particularly relating
to tropical diseases. In some areas, we must make special arrangements to ensure that
people can get out of the post for a vacation period each year to break the monotony of
restrictive conditions or to alleviate the oppressiveness of climatic conditions.

We are aware that in making special provisions to support the people in our overseas
missions, we are fulfilling certain broad objectives of the Canadian Government. In regard
to housing, for instance, it is in the government’s interest to get its employees housed
without delay, so that they can devote themselves to their official duties; to place them in
accommodation that is secure and satisfactory so that working efficiency will not be
impaired and to ensure that officer accommodation is suitable for receiving guests so that
proper contacts and relationships can be established.

We must attend to all of these things in a way that will strengthen morale. In other
words, we must meet the need and also reassure our employees that the Canadian Govern-
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ment is fully behind them in the important work they are doing. The regulations must be
so administered that the employees concerned will be well disposed towards their employer
and will be buoyed up by the knowledge that their endeavours are given tangible support
and are appreciated. We need to look beyond the financial implications in examining the
allowance arrangements and to focus attention on the personnel policy considerations. This
requirement is not more valid today than in the past, but it is certainly more pressing in
these days when the Department of External Affairs is in competition with other agencies,
both public and private, for the kind of employee that is best qualified to serve his country
in foreign posts. Without good policies in this field, we will not be able to attract and keep
the high calibre of people whom we want to have at our posts abroad. We must be sure
that all their normal needs are met and that the total situation in which they find them-
selves is sufficiently attractive to encourage them to take a succession of postings and to
stay in the foreign service as a lifetime career. It is an interesting life for them and their
families, but often a most difficult one. It is one that is hard on family relationships, on
emotional stability and on the ability of the employee and his family to find their true
identity and build a satisfactory existence. We feel that those in charge should be constantly
aware of the direct relationship between the conditions of service abroad and the readiness
of an employee to accept foreign assignment. The Department must try to implement
arrangements that will induce employees to undertake tours of duty at difficult and
unhealthy posts and to devote their lives to a series of overseas engagements.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my general remarks on the organization of the Depart-
ment with particular reference to administration.

e (11.30 am.)

The CualrMAN: Thank you, Mr. Williams. Now Mr. Williams will answer all
questions relating to his statement; that is, questions dealing with administration, of
course, not questions on policy. Once we have finished with these broad questions we can
tackle the items one by one. I recognize Mr., Walker.

Mr. WALKER: Mr. Chairman, if I may. You mention a consultant’s report, Mr.
Williams. Have all the major recommendations been acceptable? Are there others still to
be put into effect?

Mr. WirLLiams: I think the short answer is yes, all the recommendations were accept-
able and have been implemented. The Urwick, Currie firm reviewed our personnel and
our supplies and properties work. With respect to supplies and property, I am oversimplify-
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