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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

THURSDAY, January 26, 1956.
House oF COMMONS,

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mitee on External Affairs:

Arsenault, Garland, MaclInnis,

Balcer, Gauthier (Lac-Saint- MacKenzie,

Bell, Jean), Macnaughton,

Boisvert, Goode, McMillan,

Breton, Hansell, ' Montgomery,

Cannon, Henry, Patterson,

Cardin, Huffman, Pearkes, ‘
Coldwell, James, Richard (Ottawa East), -
Crestohl, . Jutras, Starr,

Decore, Knowles, . Stick,

Diefenbaker, Lusby, ; Stuart (Charlotte),
Fleming, MacEachen, Studer—35.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on External Affairs be empowered
to examine and enquire into all such matters and things as may be referred to
them by the House; and to report from time to time their observations and
opinions thereon, with power to send for persons, papers and records.

'Fripay, March 2, 1956.

Ordered,—That items numbered 92 to 115 inclusive of the Main Estimates
1956-57, be withdrawn from the committee of Supply and referred to the
Standing Committee on External Affairs, saving always the powers of the
Committee of Supply in relation to the voting of public moneys.

TuEsDAY, March 13, 1956,

Ordered,—That the said Committee be authorized to sit while the House
is sitting.

Ordered,—That the said Committee be empowered to print from day to day
seven hundred and fifty copies in English and three hundred copies in French

of its minutes of proceedings and evidence and that Standing Order No. 66 be
suspended in relation thereto.

Attest.

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

TuUESDAY, March 13, 1956.
y The Standing Committee on External Affairs begs leave to present th
following as its '
FIRST REPORT

- Your Committee recommends:

1. That it be authorized to sit while the House is sitting.

2. That it be empowered to print from day to day, seven hundred and fifty
copies in English and three hundred copies in French of its minutes of proceed-
ings and evidence and that Standing Order No. 66 be suspended in relation
thereto.

Respectfully submitted,

MAURICE BOISVERT,
Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuUESDAY, March 13, 1956

The Standing Commiftee on External Affairs met at 11.00 o’clock A.M.

this day for organization purposes. The Chairman, Mr. Maurice Boisvert,
presided.

Membg‘rs present: Messrs. Balcer, Bell, Boisvert, Cardin, Coldwell, Crestohl,
Decore, Diefenbaker, Fleming, Gauthier (Lac St-Jean), Hansell, Huffman,

James, Jutras, Knowles Lusby, MacEachen, Montgomery, Patterson, Pearkes,
Richard, Starr Stick, and Studer.—(24). ‘

Mr. Boisvert extended thanks to members of the Committee for his election
as Chairman.

The Orders of Reference were read by the Clerk of the Committee.

On the motion of Mr. Crestohl, seconded by Mr. Huffman,

Resolved,—That a Sub-committee on Agenda and Procedure be appointed
comprising the Chairman and 8 members to be designated by him.

On the motion of Mr. Jutras, seconded by Mr. Decore.

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

On the motion of Mr. Stick, seconded by Mr. Huffman,

Resolved,—That a recommendation be made to print 750 copies in English
and 300 copies in French of its minutes of proceedings and evidence.

The Committee was informed that the services of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs will be available for three days and it was suggested that

Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday of the week of March 19th might be suitable
for his appearances before the Committee.

iy The Committee adjourned at 11.15 A.M. to the call of the Chair.

THURSDAY, April 12, 1956

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 3 o’clock p.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. Maurice Boisvert, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Arsenault, Balcer, Bell, Boisvert, Breton, Cannon,
Cardin, Coldwell, Decore, Diefenbaker, Garland, Goode, Hansell, Henry, Huﬁ-

man, James,. Knowles, MacEachen, MacKenzie, McMillan, Patterson, Rlchard
(Ottawa East), Starr, Stick, and Stuart.—25.

In attendance: The Honourable L. B. Pearson, Secretary of State for
External Affairs and Messrs. R. M. MacDonnell, Deputy Under-Secretary, W. D.
Matthews, Assistant Under-Secretary, S. D. Pierce, Deputy High Commissioner

to the United Kingdom, A. A. Day, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State
for External Affairs.
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6 a STANDING COMMITTEE

The Chairman, after calling the meeting to order announced that the fol-
lowing members have consented to serve with him on the Sub-Committee on
Agenda and Procedure: Messrs. Diefenbaker, Balcer, Coldwell, Patterson,

Stuart, James, Decore, and Macnaughton.

The first item of the Main Estimates of the Department of External Affairs,
Item 92, was called. :

Mr. Goode, while paying tribute to Mr. Pearson for the fine reputation he
emoys abroad, deploring the lack of attention paid by the press to the subject
of External Affairs.

The Honourable Mr. Pearson expressed appreciation for the opportunity of
addressing the Committee and made a general statement outlining his views

on the following subjects:
1. Recent developments in the Soviet Union and their implications.
2. The North Atlantic Treaty Orgamzat10n—m1htary, economic and
political aspeets.
3. Asia and its relations with Eastern and Western countries.

4. The Colombo Plan.

During questioning which followed, Mr. Pearson made further observations
concerning social, economic and political conditions in the USSR, relations
between Russia and China, and developments in India and Ceylon.

The Secretary of State, Mr. Pearson, tabled a statement of Canada’s post-
war financial assistance abroad. (See Appendix A).

At 5.30 o’clock P.M., Mr. Pearson’s questioning still continuing, the Com-
mittee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

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

ApriL 12, 1956.
3.00 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, as we have a quorum the meeting is open.

Before the last meeting I did not go to the trouble of asking the following
gentlemen tq be members of the steering committee. These member have
given me their assent: Messrs. Diefenbaker, Balcer, Coldwell, Patterson, Stuart,

James, Decore and Macnaughton. I am sure that these names will meet with
the warm approval of the committee.

As our first item of business we will deal with the first item of the estimates

of the Department of External Affairs which appear at page 18 the details of
which are on page 173.

First, however, Mr. Goode has asked me to give him an opportunity to make
a statement.

Mr. Goope: Mr. Chairman, I know we are all very anxious to hear Mr.
Pearson. Within the last three weeks I was in New York and had the oppor-
tunity of seeing the United Nations building again. I saw it at one time, being
on the delegation, as most of the members of this committee have been. I
learned again from some of the members of the staff how highly regarded
our Secretary of State for External Affairs is in New York. It is because of
that high regard for the status of Canada in the United Nations that I wish
to bring to the attention of this committee, not in a facetious manner but in a
very serious vein—because I know that each member of this committee views
his responsibility very seriously—the fact that the overseas press—not speaking
of the local press in Ottawa or in the House of Commons—but the members
of the overseas press are stressing, to my mind, external affairs on a very
limited basis at this time. In reading the paper this morning, a copy of which
I have before me, I notice that a coalition has been formed between Jordan
and Syria. That takes the position on the front page of this Montreal paper of
one column of about two inches. I notice there is a picture also, where Mr.
Dag Hammarskjold is meeting a certain Egyptian official.

On the front page of another paper, in a spread some fifteen or twenty
inches three columns wide, it goes into some detail respecting the marriage of a
certain movie star whose marriage will most likely last for one year. That is
given in a spread which over-shadows our Department of External Affairs.

I hope that the country as a whole will view the importance of one matter
as against the other, and I am sure the people of Canada will regard Mr.
Pearson’s statement in this committee as important.

I was speaking to one member of the press gallery this morning and
he tells me the wires are practically full of the news of this coming wedding.
He said to me—and I go along with his view—that the news on the front
pages of some of our Canadian papers was sickening. I agree with that.

I hope that when Mr. Pearson speaks the country will be able to read of
his very valued comments.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): I hope this statement will not cause inter-
national dissension with the State of Monaco.

7
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The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, we have the pleasure today of having the hon.
the Secretary of State for External Affairs with us.

Dealing with the first item, I think this is the proper time to ask the
minister to make the usual statement which I am sure will be enlightening
to every member. Mr. Pearson.

Hon. LESTER B. PEARSON (Secretary of State for External Affairs): Mr.
Chairman and gentlemen, I do not flatter myself by thinking that anything I
can say this afternoon will compete in popular interest with developments in
Monaco. However, I still am happy to have the privilege of appearing before
you in the customary way and subjecting myself to you for examination on
international developments, especially those which affect our own country.

I am not certain, Mr. Chairman, how the members of the committee would
prefer me to proceed. I could make a statement, a rather general statement,
dealing with certain aspects of the current international scene, and then
could be available for questioning afterwards; or, I could take up three or four
subjects and be questioned on each before I proceed to the next one. I am,
of course, in your hands on that. ‘

Naturally there will be a lot of things on which I will not touch even in
the most general statement. But if there are matters with which I do not deal
in any statement I may make 1 will naturally be glad to do all I can to
exchange views later with the committee on those, if they are raised by
members.

If you think it desirable, I could begin by giving the committee my views
and the views of our department on certain recent developments in the Soviet
Union which have affected, I think, the basis of east-west relations at the
present time.

I would like, then, also to say something about NATO and NATO problems;
and finally some observations on our relations with the countries of Asia, both
political and economic.

The first subject then, if I may proceed, that I would like to touch on is
recent developments in the Soviet Union affeéting relations between what we
call the east and the west. We in Canada are not a principal in some of
these developments but we are certainly vitally concerned with them. In
respect of them we can exercise some influence not only because of the
importance of our country but because of our close relationship to the United
States, the United Kingdom, and France which are principals on the western
side.

I would like to begin by going back to the summit conference, as it is
called, of last summer at Geneva. This made it pretty clear, I think, that both
the Soviet Union and the western countries have tacitly accepted the fact that
a global war involving thermonuclear weapons would be a war of mutual
annihilation, and therefore is to be avoided.

The conference of foreign ministers at Geneva which followed the summit
conference made it, I think, almost equally clear that the Soviet Union had
not, however, changed its major foreign policy objectives and was not willing,
at least at this stage, to negotiate with the west over the most important of
those objectives.

The ldgical conclusion, as I draw it, from these two conferences is that
Soviet policy is now to be pursued at least for the time being by a variety of
methods short of global war. From that possibility we can take some comfort.
The limits to which activities on both sides may be pushed without running the
risk of global atomic war have possibly now been extended, although I do not
© think any of us know how far. But, having said that, I repeat what I have

also said—and I think this is the significant fact—Soviet objectives remain the
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same even though Soviet methods may have changed to what .they probably
consider, from their point of view, to be a more positive and fruitful fapp;'oach.
As T see it the main objectives of Soviet policy remain, so far as policy in the
west is concerned—I am not talking about Asia—the dissolution of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and the withdrawal of the United States frqm
western Europe. The Soviet lgaders have made it pretty clear that they will
not tolerate the umification of Germany within NATO. For the time being at
least Soviet terms for unification of Germany are, to use the words Mr.
Molotov used, whether by calculation or by accident, at Geneva: the preserva-
tion of the social and economic structure of a communist eastern Germany
within a unified Germany.

It may be, however, that the Soviet leaders are genuinely anxious to
reach some agreement on disarmament in order to free labour and resources
for non-military purposes. I would not dismiss that. The fact that we are
taking the disarmament subcommittee in London so seriously is an indication
that we do not dismiss it. That, so far as it goes, is an encouraging factor.
But it also is true that the Soviet remains very suspicious of many of our
western ideas on disarmament.

It is also, I think, true that in view of the relative stability which has now
been reached in the positions on either side in the west—the relative stability—
the Soviet leaders are turning to the middle east, and to south and southeast
Asia where they hope to extend their influence and diminish western influence
and prestige. We know, of course, how they are trying to do this; by promoting
discord in the area—this is particularly shown in their middle east policy—
and by offers of assistance of one kind or another in southeast Asia and Africa.

A few weeks ago there was a chance to check this analysis of Soviet policy
by an examination of the conclusions of the communist party congress in
Moscow which was, of course—I do not need to tell the members of the com-
mittee—an event of very great significance. It is quite a chore to read the
speeches of the communist leaders at that conference, but it is a labour well
repaid in the knowledge gained of Soviet policy by anyone who wishes to
undertake it.- Mr. Krushchev’s speech particularly should be examined and
re-examined by anyone who wants to understand what is going on in Russia
and in the communist party. I am not sure today that it is not as important a
blueprint as Hitler’s Mein Kampf was for Nazi policy. It is a long speech, 7%
hours, and it takes a long time to read. A lot of it is pretty dull but it also is
of great importance. After careful study of that statement and of the statements
of other Soviet leaders at that congress, I, and the officials of the Department
of External Affairs, have drawn certain conclusions. I submit these, of course,
with some diffidence because conclusions in a matter of this kind can easily
be wrong: 3

One, the Soviet leaders are full of confidence. They believe in the correct-
?ests' and the ultimate success of their policies and of the success of their new
acties.

Secondly, the principle of what they call collective leadership and which
has very little to do with democracy as we understand it, is now pretty firmly
established, at least for the time being. That does not mean that anything like
parliamentary democracy is being introduced into the Soviet Union, but it
does mean that eleven, or nine, or seven, or three despots have been substituted
for one. In that group—and they seem to get on very well together—Mr.
Krushchev would appear—and I emphasize the word appear—to be the dominant
factor. He certainly at the moment, does not give any indication of trying to
set himself up as the successor of Stalin, but I would not myself wager more
than even money that ultimately out of all this may come another single Russian
ruler. It is in the tradition of Russian history, and the tradition of communist
ideology, to have a single ruler. That may develop although there is no indication
that it is developing at the moment.
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Third, and this is something which is very important in all our minds,
the former Russian dictator, Stalin, has been discredited for his policies and
for his doctrine; and discredited by those very men who probably owe their
survival today to slavish unquestioning obedience to him when he was alive.
The communist leaders who took issue with Stalin when he was alive are
not around to discredit him today. Not Stalin,sbut Lenin remains as the sole
interpreter of Marxism. Yet, the present leaders of Soviet Russia are confident
enough of themselves and of their power to be prepared to modify even some
Leninistic precepts in the light of current conditions. That is to me a rather
surprising development. ' If you refer to Mr. Krushchev’s speech he had this to
say: “There is, of course, a Marxist-Leninist precept that wars are inevitable
as long as imperialism exists. This precept was .evolved at a time when (1)
imperialism was an all-embracing world system and (2) the social and political
forces which did not want war were weak, poorly organized, and hence unable
to compel the imperialists to renounce war.” He went on to say that this
Leninist precept was not necessarily valid in the conditions of today.

I think that represents a good deal of confidence in their doctrinal as
well as their political position.

Fourth, the congress showed that there had been some mellowing of the
regime, and the dictates of the regime in both internal and external policy.

The internal discontent of the communist intelligensia, if I may call them
that, with the Stalinist straight-jacket, may be one of the reasons for this.

I suspect however that a more important reason for this mellowing is
that the present leaders of Russia feel so sure of themselves and of their
system that they now think that a mild increase in liberalism, spelled with a
small “1”, contains no threat to their policy, and indeed might strengthen it.

Externally this mellowing springs from a realization that “normal” rela-
tions with other states and a more civil approach are likely to contribute to,
and succeed in, a period of détente. The removal of our fear would seem to
be one of their main objectives now, and they probably feel that our fear
of Soviet imperial communism is based largely on memories of Stalin, and
of his threats and of his tyranny. If they can remove the fear of Stalinism
from our minds, they may think that we may relax in the western world and
fall apart.

Then there is another conclusion from Krushchev’s statement he stated
it in definite words: that heavy industry will continue to get priority over
consumer goods, to enable the Soviet Union to catch up with the west indus-
trially. Yet at the same time they have made some concessions to the people,
in order to ensure their support of the regime without recourse to terrorist
methods, by appealing to their desire for more creature comforts.

Peaceful co-existence between states of differing social systems will con-
tinue to be the theme of Soviet foreign policy, in carrying this out the Soviet
Union will concentrate its attention on the neutral and uncommitted nations,
particularly by economic means, at the same time—and there is lots of evidence
of this—they will try to enter into bi-lateral negotiations with western democ-
racies in an attempt to weaken their unity, to play one off against the other
and especially to play all of us off against the United States.

But in spite of this talk of peaceful co-existence which runs through all
of Khrushchev’s statement as well as the other statements at the congress,

there is every indication that the Soviet Union intends to maintain and even to -

strengthen its own military capabilities and alliances.

I can again use Khrushchev’s own words to prove that. He said that they
must take all measures necessary to further strengthen the defence potential
of the socialist state, and to maintain their defences at the level demanded by

presint day armaments and science and to ensure the security of their socialist
country.

e b e e,
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You know they are very critical and very condemnatory in Soviet Russia,
I heard a great deal about this from them while I was there, of what they ecall
aggressive blocs; especially NATO. If you read Khrushchev’s speech, however,
you will note that he had no hesitation in referring to the necessity of strength-
ening the unity and power of the socialist camp. The socialist camp, hovyever,
is a bloc which is far more monolithic, on the surface at least, than any in the
western world.

So Khrushchev said in his speech that they would continue in one way or
another to help the socialist states, the communist states, with assistance. As
he put it: “We regard it as our fraternal duty to the camp of socialism, to
strengthen the entire socialist camp and to guarantee the ffeedom, independence
economic and cultural program of each of the countries making up this great
camp.”

Then as I have already stated—and this is a conclusion that can be drawn
from the Communist Congress, to reinforce the conclusion we have already
drawn from the Geneva meetings—the implications of thermonuclear warfare
are now recognized by the Soviet leaders. And as a consequence the in-
evitability of war between the communist and the non-communist world is
rejected because of the supposed deterrent effect of Soviet thermonuclear
warfare capabilities and Soviet economic strength.

In a sense they have turned against us our own doctrine of atomic deter-
rents. However, while they reject the inevitability of war, and insist on the
desirability of co-existence between states of differing social systems, they are
quite emphatic in stating that there can be no co-existence between ideologies.
Khrushchev had something very interesting to say about that. “The winning
of a stable parliamentary majority backed by a mass revolutionary movement
of the proletariat and of all the working people could create for the working
class the conditions capable of securing fundamental social changes.

In the countries where capitalism is still strong and has a huge military
and police apparatus at its disposal, the reactionary forces will of course in-
evitably offer serious resistance. There the transition to socialism will be
attended by a sharp class, revolutionary struggle.”

And he went on: “whatever the form of transition to socialism, the decisive
factor is the political leadership of the working class of the communist parties
headed by its vanguard.” .

He followed this up with the following sentence: ‘“In this connection we
cannot pass by the fact that some people are trying to apply the absolutely
correct thesis of the possibility of peaceful co-existence of countries with
different social and political systems to the ideological sphere. “That,” he said,
“as a harmful mistake.” That last was one part of his statement which did not
get very much attention but it was of some importance in relation to the new
Soviet idea of competitive co-existence. There can be no co-existence between
ideologies. This is the final conclusion which I draw from the party congress:
that a conscious effort is being and will be made to recognize and placate
different forms of socialism. It is probably an effort on the part of the Soviet
leaders to work up the idea in various countries of a popular front. They
emphasize now that different forms of socialism can be recognized and that not
all countries would achieve a communist objective on the pattern of the Soviet
Union.

Well, Mr. Chairman, that sumr‘narizes the conclusions which we have
drawn from this very important Communist Party Congress. From that sum-
mary, and from our study of the earlier Geneva conferences and other devel-
opments, I think it is fair to say that the new regime in Russia—and it is a
new regime—has shown strength and ability in developing new policies suit-
able for the present circumstances.



12 STANDING COMMITTEE o

I tlfink also that in their tactics, words, and policies, there are indications of

a certain stability in the Soviet political system. They have brought about
these changes, and they have been changes without much in the way of upris-
ings or bloodshed inside the Soviet Union. That may not prove the permanent
strength of the regime becausé we do not know how strong or how weak
it.is going to be permanently; but the exhumation, if you like, of Stalin, and
his degradation—I do not think that is too strong a word to use—could scarcely
have been accomplished by a group of men who felt weak and uncertain of
themselves. Changes have taken place, and they may result in other changes
which will be to our benefit and to the benefit of peace. I feel myself that the
menace of the SovietaUnion, while it has changed in character, remains strong.
In some respects it is a more dangerous one than that provided by the nakedly
aggressive policy of Stalin himself.

Yet there are some—I was going to say some comforting features in this
change—there are some encouraging features. I cannot help for instance but
think of the effect of this exhumation of Stalin on opinion ‘in Russia, how it
must be unsettling and disturbing. I do not see how it can help but have some
effect on the views of people there. -

After all they have been taught for twenty years:that this man was a god,
and now they are being taught that if not a devil, he certainly is no god. And I
think also that this process of dethronement is bound to have an effect on the
communist parties in other countries. Those communist parties are bewildered
by all this. That bewilderment is pretty cbvious from their publications. How-
ever, I .suppose they will'toe the line. They are getting arqund to doing that
now; they are moving in and lining up behind the new orders.

But that itself proves once again—if proof were necessary—that the com-
munist parties in other countries are satellites of Moscow, and they.are bound
to follow any soviet order even to the extent of repudiating Stalin himself. All
this certainly makes nonsense of that pretence to nationalism which is now
being emphasized by communist parties in various countries, including the
communist party in Canada. I think also that the process of restoring to
respectability some of Stalin’s victims must have an unsettling effect and pro-
voke some questioning even amongst the most disciplined minds. A very good

example of that is found in the restoration to post-humous respectability of |

Rajk, the former communist leader in Hungary who not very long ago was

hanged as a traitor, a spy, a Titoist and everything else that was horrible. But '

now the’Kremlin states that all this was just a mistake, and boasts that the very
fact that the communist party is willing to recognize its past mistakes shows
how strong and honest it is. But this does not explain how Rajk himself,
before he died, admitted all his alleged crimes, all his offences; said that
hanging was too good for him, and that he was even worse than his accusers
stated that he was. )

It is not going to be so easy to explain away the process by which a man
who is now made respectable again after execution could say those things about
himself before his death. It is interesting to speculate how he got into that
position if he were really innocent all along. Yet the Soviet leaders do not
seem to be too worried about these implications of their tactics.

These leaders seem convinced that in the long haul their system has a better
_Chz?nce of survival than ours; that the lack of discipline in the west will make
it impossible for our people to stand up to a long period of competitive co-
existence,

They are pretty sure that time is on their side; especially that a time of
relaxation of tension will cause the west to slaken its defence effort, will afford

new opportunities for dividing the western powers and will permit of greater
communist penetration of the free world.
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In brief, the Soviet’s basic position on major issues remains unmodified
but the manner of conducting its foreign relations has undergone a notable
change, one which may persist for a considerable time, one which we may be
able to exploit to our own advantage and to strengthen the chances of peace,
but one which also has considerable danger for us because it is based on tactics
more flexible than the one which Stalin so rigidly and tyrannically enforced.

That is all I wanted to say about this particular subject. If you would
like to have a discussion on it now, I am quite willing to pause. Or, if you
would like me to go on I could deal with one or two other subjects.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee that we should discuss
this matter right away, or wait until the minister has finished

Mr. DECORE: Let the minister finish his other statement.

Mr. HANSELL: I wonder, Mr. Chairman whether there is any degree of
urgency in the matter of a discussion. I am somewhat encouraged by some
of the minister’s observations; I think they are valuable enough to be thought
over and analyzed. Speaking for myself; I would prefer questions to be left
over until another meeting when we have had time to consider more carefully
the minister’s statement. I am not going to press this opinion, but if that
course were agreeable to the committee the minister could go on to make his
further statement and questions can be put after we have received the printed
record. :

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Perhaps the minister could say whether what he has
said up to now is all he has to say with regard to the relations between the
U.S.S.R. and the iree world, or whether he has some other subject upon which
he wishes to speak. )

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: That was my idea—that I would leave this matter for
the time being. ‘I was going on to discuss NATO, and then—,

Mr. DiereNBAKER: If that is the case, I think it would be very much more
helpful to put questions now rather than to postpone questions until the
conclusion. We would be dealing with that particular matter.

Mr. CoLpweLL: Will the minister not be dealing, in the course of further
discussions, with the activities of the Soviet Union in Southeast Asia, for -
example? I was wondering if we should not discuss the activities of the
Soviet Union when we have the whole picture before us, including Southeast
‘Asia. It occurs to me that we could have a more comprehensive discussion
if we took the attitude of the Soviet Union into consideration as a whole,
including its activities in Southeast Asia. y

The CHAIRMAN: I would personally be inclined to think it would be better
if we had the whole statement made today and if we were to start questioning
at the next session. ‘

Mr. Stick: My idea in mentioning this matter was that Mr. Pearson’s
statement is fresh in our minds at the moment, whereas if questions are
delayed it would no longer be so. However, if the committee wishes to hear
the whole statement, it is all the same to me.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the wish of the committee to delay questioning until
the end of the statement or not?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: At the end of the statement.
Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There are one or two other matters, Mr. Chairman,
which I thought I should mention. One, of course, was NATO, a subject with’

which I cannot deal very exhaustively at this time, but which I might introduce
for discussion.
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It seems to me that in the second world war we, on the allied side, suffered
considerably by reason of the gap which developed between military policy
and political purposes.' I sometimes think that we are in danger of making that
same mistake now and that our experience in and with NATO provides an
illustration of that danger. Another way of putting it would be to say that the
North Altantic Treaty Organization is, or should be, far more than a mere
agency of defence policy, and I think the feeling is growing that if this is not
recognized and acted upon, NATO may not survive at all.. Now as I said, the
Soviet Union certainly realizes this and that is why they are working so hard
to remove our fears. They assume that fear is the only thing holding us together
in NATO because that is what holds their coalitions together.” NATO is, of
course, of vital importance as an organization for collective defence. There is
no doubt about that. I will even agree that that is its primary task—the deter-
rence of aggression, acting as an agency for collective defence. But at the
present time it is also very important as an agency for organizing common policy
in other fields, and I think its importance in that regard is growing. It is im-
portant as a means of organizing a common political and economic approach
to world problems and for coordinating our views and policies as to how we
should meet threats other than military. There are also its economic functions,
how it could assist materially underdeveloped countries.

NATO itself is not, I think, the proper administering agency for this; it is
too limited in membership and in character. But the NATO council is a good
place in which to discuss these economic matters. g

That brings me to the forthcoming NATO council meeting in about three
weeks, where practically all the subjects on the agenda, which is now being.

brepared, are non-military in character—I mean, non-military in the limited,
technical sense. We shall have, I hope, at this meeting more opportunity than
we have had in"previous council meetings to discuss these non-military matters,
especially the co-ordination of our foreign policies.

There is another gap in policy which is hurting the west; that is the separa-
tion between economic and technical aid to materially underdeveloped countries
and political objectives; or, maybe I should put it this way: we are suffering
from efforts to close that gap in the wrong way by associating aid with the
acceptance on the part of the receiving countries of “cold war” political and
strategic objectives, I think myself—and I had a very good opportunity last
autumn to examine the matter at the Colombo Plan ministerial meeting at
Singapore and subsequently when I visited Colombo plan projects in India and
Pakistan—that the purpose of foreign aid is as important as the aid. itself. Aid
of this kind, economic assistance of any kind on an international scale, is, I admit,
bound to be a political act of some kind. The question is: what kind? There
has not been a great deal of difficulty in connection with this aspect of the
_problem of economic assistance in Europe, where the menace of communist
imperialism, concentrated in Moscow, was direct and understood; where people
had not forgotten Prague and Berlin. But in Asia the situation is very different
indeed, and the menace, though it exists, is not understood in the same way. I
think that this is quite natural. :

A professor at the University of Chicago, Hans Morgenthau, who has been

writing some articles on international economic assistance, had this to say in
one of his recent ones: ¢

Nov&{here in Asia, with the exception of Japan, is the conflict between
communism and democracy even intelligible as a philosophic contest

‘petyvéen tyranny and freedom, between a totalitarian state and the
individual. !
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I think it is very desirable for us to keep that in mind as we approach
this problem of international economic assistance. The Russians, of course,
are moving into this field if not in a big way, from one point of view, then
certainly in a dramatic way, in a “headline” way. There is no doubt that in
moving into this field of international economic assistance in Asia and Africa
the Soviet Union is guided primarily by political considerations. They are
making lavish offers of help, some of which they will not be able to carry
out and which, probably, they have little intention of carrying out; but there
are others, on the other hand, which they intend to carry out and which they
may indeed carry out very effectively. It would be a mistake, I think, to
minimize the effort which they are making. They are doing something else.
They are associating these offers of aid with assurances of sympathy and with
understanding of the passionate desire of these Asian and African peoples
f.or‘ national freedom, for betterment and greater human welfare. They are
lining up with them—sometimes hypocritically—on that front.

They also associate their economic efforts with denunciations of colonialism.
That is, of course, an easy way of becoming popular in that part of the world
where they have been all too successful in obscuring their own record as the
greatest colonial exploiters and the greatest suppressors of freedom in modern
times. During the very period in which they were posing as the champions of
Asian peoples struggling to be free they were keeping from freedom nations
and peoples who have traditions of freedom going back for centuries. It would
be a very good thing if we exposed this hypocrisy on. their part at every
opportunity given to us.

The idea that the Soviet Union should pose as the champion of people
struggling against colonial suppression is pretty absurd when you think of the
colonial oppressors in the last 25 years in the Baltic States, in the Ukraine,
with its traditions of freedom going back to medieval times; in Poland, in
Bulgaria, Rumania and in all the satellite states, to not one of which the ruling
clique in Moscow allows any expression of popular will. In Asia, on the other
hand, six or seven hundred million people—I am not sure of the exact figure—
have achieved national freedom since the war and in the case of other colonial
peoples who have not yet done so that objective has been accepted by
the colonial states who are themselves helping the peoples in question to
attain freedom. Nevertheless, it is true that the Russians have been very
successful in Asia in identifying themselves with this freedom movement and in
causing people to forget their own record in Europe. Then, also—and this
helps to account for the fact that they seem to get more credit for their mere
offers of assistance than the western powers, especially the United States, get
from assistance which has been given—in whatever state they are operating,
they get behind the policies of that state. There are many examples to show
this. The visit of Mr. Khrushchev and Mr. Bulganin to India and Burma is only
one dramatic illustration of what they will do. Then, of course, they take
advantage of every possible opportunity to weaken the position of the west
by promoting strife and prejudice.

What should we in the west do to counteract all this, and what should be
the principles upon which our international aid policy should be based?

As T said a little while ago I think we should pay a little more attention
to the “why” and “how”. Why do we help these people, and how do we help
them? We must consider these:things and not merely what we are doing to
help them. I think in this regard that it is essential to divorce our aid from
political considerations and if we—as I am sure we do in connection with the
Colombo Plan—go out of our way to respect the national and cultural sensitive-
ness of the people with whom we are co-operating in this field; and if we
make sure that our aid is practical and well administered and if before we
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engage in any project we work out an agreement between the countries con-
cerned, the giver and the receiver, as we do under the Colombo Plan, then
we shall be working in the best and most practical way.

Finally, I think we should bring the United Nations into these matters as
much as possible—more than we have in the past—because there is no better
way of removing any suspicion that there is some ulterior purpose in granting
aid than in having it administered by an international organization. The
Colombo Plan is a good example. If we operate in this way I do not think
we need to worry about competing with the Soviet Union in this field. Indeed
we would be making a mistake, I think, if we tried to match their promises and
compete with them in that way. If we could only “get across” to the peoples
of Asia what the west has done in this field it would, I think, be an excellent
thing.

In that connection, Mr. Chairman, there has been, even in our own country,

some misunderstanding of the nature and scope of our own participation in .

schemes of international economic and financial assistance. I have, for instance,
seen references to our Colombo Plan activities which have in my view played
down what we have done, and I have seen other public references which by
using the wrong figures very greatly exaggerate what we have achieved. If
the committee feels it will be useful, I would like to table an authoritative
statement giving the details both in regard to the value and the destination of

everything which we have contributed in the field of financial and economic,

assistance since the end of the second world war. I could go through the
document and read it, but I think if it were just put on the record it would
give members of the committee a chance to become familiar with it.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the desire of the committee that it should have this
document tabled and printed in the minutes of this meeting?

Agreed.
(See Appendix A)

Hon. Mr. PEArsON: I have also thought—and this is my final word on this
subject—that it would be useful if we could extend the technique of examina-
tion of and consultation over plans and projects which has worked so very
well in the case of the Colombo Plan through the annual meeting of the

‘ministerial committee. If we could extend that technique to the United Nations

in respect of all international assistance projects so that each year a United
Nations committee of some kind—one of the existing committees under the
economic and social council or a new committee—would act as a clearing house

for all schemes of international economic assistance; if every country which

was willing to participate in this activity and every country receiving assistance
could meet and exchange views as to what was being done and why it was
being done, I think this would represent a real advance. I do not mean by
this that existing machinery, such as the Colombo Plan machinery which is
working so well, should be scrapped, or that the United Nations should
administer all international economic assistance. I, myself, believe that that
would be a mistake in present circumstances. But I do think that the United
Nations could be used to an extent to which it is not being used at present
to coordinate plans and to act as a clearing house. I think, also, that this

would be a good way of finding out what is being done by all the countries—

on both sides of the Iron Curtain if you like—which are engaged in this
work, and that it would give us some indication of whether there are, or are
not, any ulterior or undesirable political purposes behind the activities them-
selves. I think that is all I would like to say on that matter, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. DierENBAKER: I do not want to break in, but at this moment I might
Suggest one question. How will the operation through the United Nations be
beneficial in meeting the Soviet economic challenge in this regard when the
Soviet and its satellites are members of the United Nations? |

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: Mr. Chairman the question is whether this kind of
Procedure is beneficial to the non-communist world.

I think there might be some benefit to the non-communist world in this
Way: we would have a chance, if there were a United Nations examination
of this kind, to see how much each country was doing, not how much each
country was promising. I think that it would be of interest and importance
to the receiving countries if the list of the projects and their value could be
worked out by a United Nations committee and circulated as a United Nations
document, not as a document coming from any one government which might
make it suspect in certain countries as being tainted with national propaganda.

I think also that it would be very useful to the non-communist world to
find out from the other side if they were willing to participate in the examina-
~ tion of what they actually are prepared to put on the table as projects for the
ensuing twelve months. It would, I hope, take a good deal of the propaganda
content out of some statements on their side; and, if there were such content in
statements on our side, it would have the same effect. But so far as the
Colombo Plan is concerned, which is the one I know most about, I do not
think we can be accused of propaganda in offering assistance under that plan.
I am not so sure about the other side.

The CuAmRMAN: On your behalf, gentlemen, I wish to thank the_ minister
for the very very interesting statement he made this afternoon. If it is your
Wish to start with the questioning, you are free to do so. ,

Mr. ParteErRsON: Is that the conclusion of the minister’s address at this
time?

The CHARMAN: That is what I understand from the minister.

Hon. Mr. PeaksoN: I would hope so, Mr. Chairman, then if other matters
are brought up, I could deal with them later. If I went on fo other areas of
he world now I could go on speaking for an hour or an hour and a half more
and I think that would be too long. ;

Mr. PaTTErsON: I was wondering if the minister was going to make a
statement regarding the middle east situation. I am sure that is vital at the
Present time. )

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: If the committee would like me to say something about
that I can. 3 P

So far as our views are concerned on the political situation and the
Principles which I think should underline a peace settlement there, I have said
Something about that in the House of Commons; but I would be glad to say a
word about that now if the committee would like me to. i :

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Possibly you could reserve thaﬁ until after questions
are asked at the next session because it is rather dxﬁ‘icul_t yvxth the house
sitting at the present time to continue while the house is sitting. Persona.lly
I would suggest after these questions are asked covering the matters with
which you have dealt, that then you will give us a statement on the middle

east situation. :
Mr. CoLpweLL: And the far eastern situation.
Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I was wondering, Mr. Chairman, if -I could have some
indication now from the committee of other matters which the committee

Might be interested in.
72020—2
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Mr. CoLpwWELL: There is the point raised which Mr. Patterson and Mr.
Diefenbaker raised; and I think then the far eastern situation regarding
Formosa and China, and what the situation developing in Japan means to the
western world where I think they are having some important changes.

Mr. PATTERSON: Mr. Chairman, personally I would like to see the minister
give his complete statement as it was suggested before, and after his statement
is complete and we have time to give consideration to his statement, we would
be in a better position to ask questions.

Mr. GoopE: I think, Mr. Chairman, we should realize that when we see
ithe minister’s statement in print it might be, as has been the case in so many
instances, a considerable time, as we know in years gone by it has been three
weeks before we have seen the minister’s statement in print. Unless there
is some change in that printing arrangement; it is going to be some time before
we can question the minister.

I would be in agreement with Mr. Diefenbaker that we proceed with the
questioning on the minister’s statement now and then if the minister sees fit
to make a further statement on the middle east we could listen to it.

The CHAIRMAN: Is it the desire of the committee to start asking questions
with respect to this statement already made by the minister?

Mr. CoLpwELL: Could Mr. Pearson tell us his experiences regarding the
social and economic conditions as he saw them during his trip through the
Soviet Union? I think that has some bearing on the stability of the present
regime in the Soviet Union. Does he confirm, for example, what Mr. Duncan
and Mr. Norman Smith said regarding the improvements and so on?

Hon. Mr. PEARsSON: I could say a word about that; but, of course, I was in
the Soviet Union a relatively short time and, as I have said in other places,
if my observations there were useful, and I think they were, it was primarily
as a means of checking against information which I had secured from other
sources, for instance ambassadorial staff there who report to us regularly on
conditions in the Soviet Union, and from other reports and material. The
value of my observations—if they are of any use—is also related to the fact
that I had the chance, not to talk to as many people as did Mr. Duncan, for
instance, but to some of those who are directing Soviet policy at the present
time.

Having regard to all those-factors, of personal observation, of study and
analysis by people who know more about the Soviet Union than I do, I would
say—as I have already said—that the material conditions of life in the Soviet
Union have improved and are improving; that there is no outward evidence
of discontent and that kind of thing. But having said that, I should add that
if there was discontent smouldering a visitor would not learn about it and he
would not see it. Very often a regime which seems to be at the very height
of its monolithic power and unity is on the verge of collapse. So, you have
to be very hesitant about drawing conclusions from a totalitarian system of
any kind. Yet, as I have said so many times since I returned, you get the
Impression of a very powerful people; irrespective of the nature of their gov-
ernment they seem to have some of the old Russian-Slav pride in their state
and its accomplishments. They have somehow or other managed to harness
modern educational methods, especially in the engineering and technical field,
to _the'requirements and the demands of the state; and in that sense they are
building up a very powerful society. There must bé, underneath the surface,
a germ of discontent, and I think in some of the areas where the people are
not Russian there must be more than a little discontent. Be that as it may,
they have a very powerful state mechanism and it seems to be operating with
an effect which we know from the way it expresses itself in material power.
The rulers of that state have enough confidence at the present time in their posi-
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tion and in their power to permit of some relaxation of domestic tensions. As
I said a few minutes ago, that is not proof that the Russian state is solidly based,
but it is an indication that the leaders are confident in their power and in their
position. One of the things—and this is borne out by Mr. Duncan’s observa-
tions—which is most impressive and most frightening, is the harnessing of
modern technical educational methods by this regime to the totalitarian state.
There are lots of facts and figures to prove how dangerous this is to the world
if we believe in the underlying aggressive concepts and tendencies of the Soviet
system. We have good reason to be frightened of these tendencies from the
history of the last 10 or 15 years.

Their weak point, I suppose, is that everything is based on the state and
on the denial of the basic rights of the individual. If the individual in Russia
is willing to conform to the dictates of the state he has rights and certain
freedom, but that freedom has to be related always to the demands of the
state. Every day and every hour every aspect of his life is under the control
of the state. In the long run that seems to me to be a basic weakness of
any political system and it may express itself eventually in Russia. The
leader they must, I should think, have some feeling of fear that their own
system is not yet deeply established in the hearts and minds of the people,
or they would give the people more freedom even within the limits of com-
munist doctrine than they now have. The best illustration of the weakness
of communist society, not only in Russia but in the satellite states, is the
fact that they will not even contemplate any such thing as free elections in
any part of the communist empire. I believe we do not use that enough in
our progaganda. Take Germany. It is all right for Mr. Krushchev and the
others to say that they cannot agree to the unification of Germany as long
as Germany remains in NATO. That is the ostensible reason for their ob-
jection; it is not the real reason. Mr. Molotov blurted out the real reason
in Geneva when he said there can be no unification of Germany except on
the basis of a communist united Germany. That is why they cannot accept,
even in principle, free elections; because if there were free election in east
Germany there would be no communist Germany.

There has only been one area in Europe which had been under com-
munist control where the people were given a chance to express their views
of such control, and of communism by elections after communist occupation.
That was in the Soviet zone of Austria. You recall the result. They had
nearly 10 years to work on those people in the Soviet zone of Austria, and
after that length of time, in spite of the fact that they had worked as hard as
they could to inject them with communist doctrines—and that they had all the
media of mass propaganda at their disposal—in spite of all that when the
elections took place, I think early last year, I believe that 95 per cent of the
people voted against communism or maybe it was more than that. Surely
we should make more of that fundamental weakness of their system. That
is Why they will not permit people freely to express their will in the Ukraine
or in the Baltic States. In the long run that will defeat them.

Mr. CoLpweLL: Is there any hope that the expansion of their educ-
ational facilities will build up a widespread intellectual group who may want
liberation of the Russian states?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There are indications that that in fact is taking place
There is, as I mentioned earlier, a certain Soviet intelligentsia, a privileged
class in Russian communist society, and the new “classes” as opposed to the
“masses” are becoming conservative and are anxious to retain the benefits
they have won from the system they have steadily lost some of their re-
volutionary zeal. The distinction for instance, that exists between incomes
is now not only accepted but enforced. If you look at the rates of pay, for

72029—23%
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instance, in the red army, the gap between the pay of a private and the pay
of a colonel is greater than in our army. We would not stand for it here.
Of course, that kind of thing must have worked on the minds and hearts and
ambitions and desires of the Russian people who are enjoying those benefits
and want to retain them.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: What would be the effect on those people—

Mr. Stick: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, but are we going to have questions
or what? ;

Mr. CoLpweLL: We have been invited to ask questions by the chairman.
Mr. Stick: It was not decided by the committee.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: What, in your opinion, will be the effect among those
people behind the iron curtain who desire to throw off the yoke of their
tyrants when those tyrants are welcomed as they will be in the next few
days in Britain? What is the effect on the heart of the people standing alone
in these countries against these tyrants when they see them welcomed as
they will be, not only in so far as these-two are concerned, but also as to
Malenkov on his recent visit to Britain?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I would not find it easy to answer that question. It
may well be that some of those people behind the iron curtain who are
waiting for the day to throw off the yoke may be discouraged; but, it may
also have the opposite effect because they may feel that their best chance of
regaining freedom is in a world where tension is reduced and where there is
relaxation not only in the western world but also inside Russia. If this
development which we have been talking about does take place inside Russia,
an easing of the situation there, it might be that the people behind the iron
curtain in the satellite states who want freedom would have a better chance
of getting it than in a situation of rigid cold war with all its terrors and
tensions. But you can answer the question as well as I can.

Mr, DiereNBARER: It is a pyschological alternative.

The CHAIRMAN: I think it would be fair to Mr. Stick to permit him to
-ask the few questions which he intended to ask earlier.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I thought there was some invitation, and that was why
Mr. Coldwell came to ask his question, and I came to ask mine.

Mr. Stick: I have no objection, but I thought it had been decided that
we were going to ask questions. I was willing to let Mr. Pearson carry on,
but otherwise I prefer to proceed on a businesslike basis with whatever is
decided, and to stick to it. I have three or four questions I would like to
ask. In the course of your statement, the first question is this: it looks to
me as if the policy has not changed in regard to world domination by the
communists, but that their tactics have changed. I think that was really
your statement. The second statement is: what is the position of the Red
army in U.S.S.R. politics today? It is a moot question, and it is the opinion
of some people that the Red army is having more influence on the political
situation in Russia than it did formerly. Would you care to comment on that?

Hon. Mr. PEarSoN: I cannot answer it. I can only give you my own views
based largely on the views of others and on recent developments. It is, I
think, pretty clear that the Red army has a stronger position in the new regime
than it had under Stalin. That is shown in more than onhe way. It is shown,
for instance, in the fact that the NVD seemed to have lost some of its power
vis a vis the army. It is also seen in the fact that Marshall Zhukov who had
been in seclusioni, more or less, under Stalin has now become an important
figure in the Soviet state and is an alternat member of the Politburo, I
think this is the first occasion that any Red army Marshall has been on the
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Politburo, except the political marshalls. Voroshilov and even Bulganin were
marshalls. It is felt that Mr. Bulganin is in close touch with the army, and
Mr. Bulganin is a very powerful man in the regime. So by and large I think
the Red army is playing a bigger part in the Soviet state now than it did

under Stalin. But I should add that the communist party is still the dominat-
ing influence of course.

Mr. Stick: My third question is this: what are the relations between the
U.S.S.R. and China? Is there any deterioration now, or is there any sign
of a split?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There are no obvious signs of any split that I have
read or heard about. There has been some indication that the economic de-
mands of the Peking regime on the Soviet Union are causing the Soviet
authorities some trouble, and that those demands are increasing. It has also
been suggested that it cannot be the ultimate objective of Soviet communist
policy to see a great Chinese industrial empire challenging Moscow for the
domination of the communist world quite apart from the fact that there are
normal and historical reasons for division between the Russian and Chinese
states. And there is the additional reason that China is beoming a primary

communist state and no satellite. Eventually this may lead to difficulties
between the two.

Mr. CorpweLL: Is that not a reason why we- should seek to have some
arrangement with the new Chinese regime, so as to drive a further wedge
between communist Russia and China? That is a step about which I feel very
strongly. d

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I will answer that by saying anything that can be
done to develop a wedge between the two communist empires should be done,
but I am not quite sure how to do it. There are various ways of attempting
it. There is an old adage that can be applied at times to undesirable policies,
but which may be applied also in a desirable sense, namely, “divide and rule”.

Mr. CannoN: On that subject it appears to me that if you recognize com-

munist China it would not in any way drive a wedge between that country
and communist Russia.

Hon. Mr. PEARsSON: I have not heard the word “recognition” but whether
we could do anything with the China regime.

Mr. Stick: I have only one more question. Article 2 of NATO deals with
economic union with NATO and I understand that Russia today is trying to
make bi-lateral trade agreements with Great Britain and other NATO count-

ries and that they are trying to destroy that article two by making those bi-
lateral trade agreements. '

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: They want to destroy NATO and all aspects of NATO,
but I do not think they have that in mind especially in their trade agreements
because—I may be wrong in this, although I think I am right—they had many
agreements with western European countries even before NATO was estab-
lished. T think that the British had a trade treaty with them, as well as other
countries in Europe, for many years, I mean with the Soviet Union.

Mr. Stick: You do not agree that the economic question is more important
than formerly. I wonder if in the treaty which Russia is advocating now, they
are trying to make a “steal” away from this country.

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: They may have that in mind. When we talk about
Article 2 and we are talking about it a good deal, economic co-operation is
only one aspect of co-operation under that article. While I think that the
NATO Council is a very good place to discuss economic policies and especially
the political impact of economic policies, trade with iron curtain countries and
things like that, I do not think that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is
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the best agency in the world for developing economic co-operation by means
of special economic agreements between its members. The reason I say that
is that NATO is both too large and too small to be of maximum effectiveness
in that field.

I do not think it would be realistic that we should have any special trade
arrangements within NATO which we would not extend to certain other
countries with which we have just as close if not closer relations than with
certain NATO members.  'So the idea that you can offer a sort of preferential
trade and economic grouping inside of NATO does not seem to me to be
realistic. But I think the NATO Council is a very good place to discuss
especially the political side of economic policies.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Do you think it would be rational to believe that the
day will come when there will be economic co-operation within NATO by
preferences given by the nations in order to induce and to concentrate various
economic factors in order to meet the Russian challenge today?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: I cannot think myself of any arrangement of that kind
inside NATO which we could accept and which would mean the exclusion of
certain other countries with whom we have close economic and political rela-
tionships; but I can conceive of this kind of economic realtionship within a
group which might be larger than NATO.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: How do you envision the application of Article 2 unless
there could be some economic arrangement among these nations in a bond of
defence through strength economically?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Well, we have attempted to deal with that in other
ways. For instance, we discussed mutual aid in the NATO Council. Mutual aid
is a form of economic policy; it is military policy and it is also a form of economic
help. I also recall that at the last meeting of the NATO Council we dealt with,
but only in a very summary way, new moves towards European economic
integration, which began at the Messina conference, and which is expressing
itself functionally in such things as the European coal and steel community;
that kind of approach to European unity. It was a very proper step to discuss
in the NATO Council the relationship of that trend or development to the
Atlantic community. On our part, talking of Canada, we might give every
kind of encouragement to this move towards European unity, but we would
also be worried if it expressed itself in a high tariff restrictive European area
with the exclusion of our products in a way in which they are not excluded
now. That kind of economic discussion at the NATO Council is very proper
, under Article 2.

Mr. Stick: Thank you. I have finished.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Decore.

Mr. Decore: If I understood you correctly you said that Soviet opinion is
increasing in Asia for the reason, among other things, of their denunciation of
colonialism, when at the same time they are one of the worst oppressors of
captured nations within the U.S.S.R. and the satellite states. Do you not think
that the western world has not been very effective in exposing this fraud, and
by not proclaiming the fact that they are the worst offenders and the worst
colonialists in the world today?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I think that is true. We have not been nearly as effec-
tive as we should have been in exposing the colonial record of the suppression
of free people by the Soviet Union. At the very time when they are going
around the world posing as champions of native peoples against colonial oppres—
sion, they are the greatest colonial oppressors in modern times.
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Mr, HANSELL: Do you think that the free nations pave done very much to
encourage the people of those enslaved colonial countries, let us say, to expect
that the day will ever come when they can have free status?

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: I wish we could do more in that connection, bu.t it is
not easy to see what you can do except in the field of prop'c_xganda and in thg
determination to make clear that if we are to take the Soviet words at their
face value—if they really want peace and the easing of tension, they should
give us a real indication of their sincerity by giving the peoples that they have
enslaved a chance, to become free again.

We are handicapped in this kind of contest. I am talking about the propa-
ganda field; because when the Soviet army moves into a neighbouring state—take
the Baltic states—or the Ukraine—we do not hear anything about the peoples
in those countries who are still agitating for freedom and fighting for it. It is
totalitarian conquest, and when they take over a state, they really take it over!
When there are Asian people, however, who are under the colonial control of a
European country which is leading them to freedom through a process of
education, anybody in that colony who wants to get up and shout for freedom
more quickly, or who wants to write to the newspapers about it, can do so.
You hear about the people in that colony who are not satisfied with the progress
they are making towards freedom; but you do not hear about the people in
those other communist controlled countries. It is pretty difficult to overcome
that disadvantage. It is part of the price we have to pay for freedom.

Mr. DEcore: Do we not have the wrong impression about the U.S.S.R.?
What we mean by the U.S.S.R. in the western world is that it is Russian,
whereas in fact it comprises many peoples? Do we not look upon the U.S.S.R. as
being all Russian whereas in fact more than one half of the population within
the U.S.S.R. are not Russian? Take the Urkraine which has a territory larger
than France and a population of nearly 50 million, with distinct and different
traditions and backggound, and with a vast list of people who have died for
freedom; but that is not generally known in the western world. The western
world seems to look upon that territory as part of Russia, whereas in fact they

are different from the Russian people themselves. Don’t you think much of
that is our fault?

Hon. Mr. PEArsoN: That certainly is part of the difficulty, but the diﬁiculty‘
is increased by the nature of the U.S.S.R. It is a communist empire and even
in the Russian republic it is dominated by a communist minority. That is
communist policy. So when you go into these non-Russian Soviet states, the
communist party dominates them. The people you meet, if you are going on
an official visit, will go out of their way to show you how happy they are
at the present state of affairs because they are communists; they are not
Ukrainians or Uzbeks or Latvians. You do not get to the people, but you do

meet the communists who are no doubt quite happy with the present state
of affairs.

Mr. Decore: Is it not true that nationalism as it was in the past will

continue to motivate affairs, and that is true in Europe and especially in
the U.S.S.R.?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I am sure that this is true. That is the reason they
have established a central power in Moscow, which attacks what they call
“cosmopolitanism”, which is their word for nationalism, that is why they send
to these Soviet republics communists who are trained in Moscow and who are
Russians. If you go to the Asian republics you will find that NVD and other
people at the top are largely from Moscow and are Russians. But I have
no doubt that nationalism still lives in those areas.

Mr. HanseLL: I have one more question which I would like to ask. Mr.
Stick says the minister has indicated that in his belief the Soviets or the com-
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munist leaders have not changed their views respecting their ultimate objective
of world conquest, but that probably they have altered their views in respect to
tactics. Now, what concerns me is this: so far the Soviets have been able to
carry on a program of conquest through economic and political means plus
revolutionary means within certain states. Now I am concerned with this: does
the minister feel that the best way to meet that challenge of Soviet aggressfon
is by a program of competitive co-existence?

Perhaps if I could explain that question the minister might be able to
answer further. Does the minister take the attitude that it is possible for these
two separate camps, having two separate world objectives or ideologies, to
pursue their respective programs indefinitely and keep the peace for an
indefinite period, say for centuries to come? Or, on the other hand, if a
program of competitive co-existence is pursued and we in the West are able
to meet that challenge and beat the Soviets on that competitive basis, does
the minister believe the Soviets would then resort to a “hot” war?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I think you are just as capable of answering those
guestions as I am, Mr. Hansell. It all depends on the individual point of view.
They are very fundamental and far reaching questions. If any of us knew
the answer to them we would all have a much clearer view of the future.
There is no doubt that, whether we like it or not, we have to “co-exist” with
these people. That word, however does not make any particular sense to me,
because, of course, we have to co-exist with all the other people who are
on this planet. ‘

Mr. HanseLL: We are both here.

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I ‘“co-existed” with Germans in the first war in very
uncomfortable surroundings but there was nothing, or at least not very
much, I could do about it. We are in the same position now. Cooperation,
however, is another matter. I am not sure whether we can constructively
cooperate with any communist society to the benefit of the people of this planet.
We have to make an attempt at it, however, without weakening ourselves in
the process or deceiving ourselves. If we believe that living together on some
terms with these people is impossible then we believe in the inevitability of
war. I do not believe in that inevitability because I think there are too many
things which might happen inside Russia to change the situation. “Competitive
co-existence’” is the expression in use now. They mean by this that each side
—if I can put it in terms of competition—will do its best by non-military
means to make its system prevail throughout the world. The Russian com-
munists claim to be confident that their system will prevail without resort
to force because it is fundamentally better than our own and because the
capitalist system will collapse because of its inherent contradictions. Mr.
Krushchev told me when we were arguing about this one night: “Why should
we want to go to war? We are not suicidal. We know too well what atom
bombs can do, to wish to challenge the West in that kind of atomic combat.
Why should we want to do that when we are going to win, anyway? All we
have to do is to wait. We are making more progress than you are; we are
not yet equal to you in many aspects of life, but look at the position we were
in when we started, say 50 or 60 years ago—they were a somewhat primitive
society then—and look at what we have done today. In another 50 years
people everywhere will be glad to come into our camp because they will see
what remarkable things we have achieved.”

It is up to us to prove that they are wrong. The question you suggested,
Mr. Hansell, was this: once they get to the point—if they ever reach it—
when they know they are going to be beaten in this field of competitive
co-existence will they then resort to military means to achieve their objective?




EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 25

I do not know. I doubt it while there are hydrogen bombs available, able to
destroy the world. They know all about that and I am not sure it is not a
good thing that they have hydrogen bombs themselves—I do not want them
to have many of them—but I say it may be a good thing in this sense, that
having knowledge of the explosive power of the hydrogen bomb they know
what it can do and they know what the Americans, who have a lot of them,
can do. Therefore, even if they felt they were going to be beaten in “com-
petitive co-existence” they might not resort to military means which would
mean catastrophe. But I do not know.

Mr. PATTERSON: Mr. Chairman, much has been said about the difficulties
among the Western powers, but I would just like to ask the minister if the
Western nations have any definite unified policy which they are endeavouring
to implement as an answer to the communist program?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: Well, we are endeavouring to work out unified policies
with regard to such matters as economic aid and foreign policy. We do try to
work these things out together and that is one reason why we meet at the
permanent NATO council every few days and at the ministerial council every
few months. We also try to work together in other ways, but it is not very
easy to match the Soviet Union in flexibility because they have the advantage
of central unified control. I do not know how many men run Russia now,
but I suspect it is only a handful. They hold a meeting in the Kremlin and
decide, let us suppose, that they are going to change their tactics—going to do
something in India or Egypt, for instance. After discussion they agree—this is,
of course, only a hypothetical picture, but I suggest it may be pretty close
to what actually happens—and then all they have to do is press a few buttons
and all the resources of the Soviet Union and the Satellite States can be
put to work to change the policy along the lines they have decided.

What happens when the coalition of the Western world wants to change
a policy? There are a good many free peoples inside that coalition. The leader
is the United States and the United States has to agree to a change that takes
a good deal of doing, to get agreement in the United States domestically, which
is understandable. Once they have agreed on something they have to consult
with all the rest of us which takes even more doing at times. Thus, we cannot
match the Soviet Union in flexibility but subject to the handicaps and limita-
tions of freedom—and they are very small compared with the advantages and
values of freedom—we are not really doing so badly. I think sometimes we get
a little too depressed about our inability to work together. I am not sure we
should not be amazed about how much we have accomplished in the last 20
or 30 years in the field of cooperation; in comparison with the period, say, 75
, or 100 years ago, realizing that at that time it was almost impossible to get

nation states to work together for any collective purpose. We have made
remarkable progress, but we could make a lot more.

Mr. PATTERSON: Going back to the claim made by Russia to be the libera-
tor of colonial nations, I would like to ask the minister to what extent the mat-
ter of Russia colonialism is discussed at the various conferences which are
held?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I have been at meetings where we have talked about
ways and means of trying to get that across to the peoples of Asia and Africa:

Mr. PATTERSON: Perhaps I should specify that I meant to add: “in the
presence of Russian leaders”.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Oh, we have attached them at the United Nations
on this question and there have been some strong speeches made down there,
especially by some of the Asian leaders on the side of the free world. I have
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heard General Romulo make blistering attacks on Russia as a colonial nation.
Some of the speeches at the Bandung conferences provided other examples,
where the Russians were described as being worse colonial oppressors than
the British ever were.

Mr. PATTERSON: I was thinking more especially of top-level conferences
such as those at Geneva where representatives of some of the main nations—

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: I do not know what they talk about at the summit. I
have had arguments on this subject with Russian leaders but you don’t get
anywhere with them because you start a million miles apart in your premises.
They just deny that they ever oppressed anybody, and assert that the only
true freedom is to be found in life under a communist system and, therefore,
that when a people joins a communist state, within the Soviet Union, they
become free. It is no use trying to argue with them. Perhaps if one could
get into contact with, say, young students, they might display a different atti-
tude and more openness of mind. I do not know.

Mr. GoopE: Mr. Pearson in his statement made a clear distinction between
the military approach and what he called the civil approach to the Western
world. Some of us are concerned over matters in India at the present time
and the success of the visit made by Mr. Krushchev and Mr. Bulganin to that

country. Could the minister tell us how much effect that *visit had on India?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I think it has had some effect. I have seen a number
of reports by experts with regard to the effect of this visit. Some people
think it was largely superficial, and that once the two Russian leaders had
returned the Indian people forgot all about them. According to these reports
the people love circuses and turned out for a holiday and that was that. Others
take a rather more gloomy view of the effect of this visit and think it made
a very considerable impression on the Indians and that it caused them to feel
that the Russians were their friends, which is what Mr. Krushchev and Mr.
Bulganin set out to do. Some observers think very definitely that the Russian
leaders achieved that result in the minds of the people who saw them. I am
not talking about the educated Indian classes, but about ordinary people who
know very little about communism and very little about Russia—too little to
think of ‘communism as a dreaded enemy. They know more about the British,
because the British were in that country for 100 years and more, and when
they have been told that they have been freed from British colonial rule they
understood what that means. It may have been benevolent rule, but anyway
the British got out and the British were the colonial power. They know
nothing about Russian colonial rule. When Mr. Krushchev and Mr. Bulganin
went to Indian and smiled I do not think they found it hard to make a
favourable impression, though how lasting it will be I do not know. I hope
it will not be very lasting.

Mr. JamEes: What is the background of the upset in Ceylon, a Colombo
Plan country?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I cannot tell you because, like a lot of people, I was
rather surprised. I am always surprised by upsets in elections and this is
quite an' upset.

Why it happened I do not know, but it is, I think, permissible to deduce
from the result that a pro-Western policy, as we call it, is not necessarily a
gc_)od platform on which to succeed in a free election in an Asian country.
Sir John Kotelawala was identified with the West; he was friendly, cooperative
and strongly anti-communist. That did not save him, though it might not
have been the reason for his defeat. There were a lot of local issues, of course,
but it was a little surprising from many points of view. I do not think we
should draw any extravagant conclusions from the fact that he has been

WPy peppa——
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defeated and a new leader has taken over, one who is not, on his past declara-
tions, identified with the same policy and who has indicated that he would be
more interested in what is sometimes referred to as neutralism.

Mr. JamEs: He is not, I think, described as a communist at this point?

Hon. Mr. PEarRsoN: Oh no, and we must not draw the wrong conclusions
from this election. The fact that a country such as-Ceylon has changed its
government does not mean, and should not be interpreted as meaning, that
this is a blow at friendly relations between us a.nd Ceylon. It should not
mean that at all.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): My impression is that the policy of Russia
is still one of encirclement of the free world by political and economic means
with the promise of revolutions and small wars; they do not want a big war.
That saps our energy and diverts our armies. They go down the coast of
China; they move into eastern Asia and southern Asia. I have the impression
that they are in Africa now. Is there evidence of any real communistic
activity in Africa?

Looking forward—and this is somethlng which interests me greatly—how
far advanced are they in South America which I always fear will be their
sphere of activity some years ahead? -

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Wherever there is unrest there are communists to
exploit it and to take advantage of it, but there would be lots of unrest in
Asia and Africa today, even if there were no communits in any part of the
world, because of national ideas and aspirations for improved social conditions
which would express themselves even if the communists were not around.
But the communists do seem to be able to take advantage of these movements,
and often they organize them. That is a real danger.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): Are we doing anything, for instance in South
America, to try to keep these countries friendly to us and close to our ideology?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: We are doing everything we reasonably can, I think.
The United States has given large quantities of material aid to the Latin Ameri-
can countries and they have adopted, and tried their best to put into effect, a-
good neighbour policy. They certainly do not attempt to wield the big stick any
longer; they have definitely and, I think, successfully, tried to carry out good
neighbour policies with respect to all the Latin American states. They have
done a lot of things, and I find it difficult to see what more they could do.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): We are not in the Pan-American Union yét?

Hon. Mr. PEaRsON: No, not at the moment.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): Have we been invited recently?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: We belong to a good many clubs, you know.

Mr. RicHaARD (Ottawa East): This is an important one; it is in our hemis-
phere.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, but our relations with the Latin American States
are growing in importance and intimacy and we have, as you know, diplomatic
contacts with nearly all of these states. I think I can say that we have given
increasing emphasis to our contacts with Latin America, though we have not yet
formally joined that particular club.

Mr. RicHARD (Ottawa East): Have we any objection to joining it?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I think I had better save the answer to that for my
next meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: I will call on Mr. Bell and, if it is acceptable to the com-
mittee, he will be the last questioner this afternoon.
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Mr. BeLL: I just wanted to mention more specifically that considerable
attention was given to the fact that the United States virtually gave a complete
steel mill to India worth hundreds of millions of dollars.

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: The Soviet Union?

Mr. Berr: No. I understand that the United States—if my information
is correct—virtually assisted outright as a grant the steel industry in some
way in India, and that the Soviet Union came along a while later and sold
on a long-term basis some steel bars or something of a much smaller amount,
and yet in the papers down there they were given considerably more credit
than were we. You meéntioned the fact that the U.N. could perhaps expose
the differences of such aid, but I wondered how more definitely we could make
that known in India. It would seem to me they know that but do not want

to admit the disparity of the gifts, and that is why we are failing to make our
point clear.

Hon. Mr. PearsonN: I am not familiar with the particular example which
you gave. I did not know, although it may be the case, that the United States
had given a steel mill to India. They have helped finance some of the existing
steel mills and they may have given other help to that industry. They have
also given, of course, a great deal of assistance to India in the industrial field.
It is true that the Russians did come along a little while ago and offer to
build a very modern mill—the last word in a steel mill. The Indians are to
pay for it, but it is also true that they have given them a low rate of interest
and a long-term credit; so financially the situation is easier. Some people think
that this is the best way to do things, to work out easy financial arrangements
and not give things to them. But I do not think it is this which accounts for
the difference in reaction—if you like—in India to help from one quarter or
the other. The Russians, as I said, are very careful that there are no strings
attached. If you want help from our side or from somebody else, they say,
that is fine; we just want to help you and share our last crust of bread with
you, as Mr. Krushchev put it. It sounds fine.

The United States and the rest of us sometimes give the impression that
‘there is a connection between our economic assistance and the cold war. That
frightens some people who think we are trying to drag them into some kind
of political alignment which they do not want to follow. That is why I said
we should continue to operate as we do under the Colombo plan, and divorce
our aid from policy considerations. There is nothing of that in the Colombo
plan. I have not heard any suspicion expressed by anyone. that there is any
ulterior motive in anything they are necessary in the Colombo plan. We sit
around a table, and the majority of the people there represent Asian countries
and are on an exact basis of equality with the rest of us. There is no feeli_ng
of difference. We talk about our plans and projects, and there is no suggestion
made by anybody that if we give you this or that we hope you will be more
aware of the dangers of communist aggression. We feel that if you help these
people to help themselves and to raise their standard of living, that in 1t§elf
is a good way of stopping communism; but we do not, and I do not think
we should, tie up our assistance to promises of that kind, that they should
join any anti-communist alliance, I hope we will continue in that way.

Mr. BeELL: Then you would sort of say that our gifts should be more of a
so-called Christian act than a gift to aid in the fight against communism? ‘

Hon. Mr. Pearson: It is a Christian act, but I would not like to describe it
exactly in that way in Asia too often! It is mutual aid. We help each other.
I think that is probably the best way to put it; that is Christianity.

Mr. Goope: May I ask if Mr. Pearson is available for the next meeting?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: Yes, any time.
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Mr. Goobe: When will the next meeting be held?

3 The CHAIRMAN: Monday, if it suits the members of the committee. I
might suggest Monday morning.

Mr. Stick: We will leave it to you, Mr. Chairman.
Hon. Mr. Pearson: Either in the morning or the afternoon.

_ The CHamrMAN: We will meet again on Monday at the call of the chair
if it is convenient to the minister.
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" : APPENDIX "A"
CANADA’S POST-WAR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ABROAD, 1945-57
(Millions of Canadian dollars)

Main
Expenditures to Mar. 31, 1955 Estimates Estimates Total
1955-56 1956-57 1945-57
1. RECONSTRUCTION loANS—
157 O O A PR SN R o el S 68-8
e PR A Py S 65-0
CrechoBlovakif. i . .. k. fuoen i ok e 16-7
BERNDE S 1S T M LR 253-4
Netberlands. o.i - oo il bvass domts 123-9
IRHOTBRIA. | v oo M s e A 15-5
e 2 P R e R A g T L S 23-7
Tnited Kingdom ... ool 2 0w 1,185-0
| EJES 5 M N B O e 15-2
sy rE (N 2t e SRR o I P T AT 1,767-2
2. Miurary RELIEF—
Balkans, Belgium, Denmark, France, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway....... 105-2 |............ .. foccoiiiiiiiiies 105-2
3. GRANTS—
(a)To UN Agencies and Programmes
TN A el i s s duiu s te e 154-0
Post-UNRRA Relief........... 12-1
Intergovernmental Committee on
BIOBE .4 55a s auis x S iR e -2
D S o S e B i 18-8
RN 2 o e e e o -05 05
IR kP L SE R  Sesad 15 13 13
UNTCER . .ol v vasive 8-9 5 65
INERA . % v inres e s aspis 7-75
Palestine Arab Refugees........ L R, S e R 5 ;
.G WY, RIS S R P U 3-9 1:45 2-1 1-8 3-1 215-1
209-9
(b) Colombo Plan—
Capital and Technical Assistance......... 10151 26-4 34-4 162-3
(¢) Special Relief— 3
Greece (wheat).........c....i.. -85
g ] ) AR (A e -75
D NEIREAT: o s o B i o g 5-00 (wheat) -05 (floods)
Greece (earthquake relief). ... .. -50
India, Pakistan, Nepal (floods). . -23
AR RN, .5 x i e 2 i s -03
Japan (flood relief).............. <04
Xugoslavia (eh) o .o isas - -05
Br. West Indies (hurricane relief) -05
European Flood Relief (1952).... 1-00
Indig (flood relief). ... inve ie st smmiians oo o -05 -15 8-6
' (d) NATO—
Mutual Aid (Transfers from Canadian
stocks, new production items, NATO
airerew training, ete.) and infrastructure1,099-9 175-0 143-0 1,417-9
4. INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS—
ABRIEN s o e T G e 70-9
11 e el VB R e 293-4
L1 IR SR s U Lt ) L 1 ] Ay VSIS e T 367-9
364-3 ‘
Grand totall. .o it 5 S hD e s 3 0 AT 3,656-5 207-2 180-5 4,044-2

hil A deduction of $529,296 from the money appropriated has been made to exclude appropriated funds
;;e n(;:h lapsed before March 31, 1953. Later appropriations will not lapse but will remain available until
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COVERING NOTE FOR TABLE OF
CANADIAN POST-WAR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ABROAD

The following are the full names for some of the abbreviations used on
a
this table:

UNRRA—United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration.
IRO—International Refugee Organization.
ICEM—Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration.
UNHCR—United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees.
UNICEF—United Nations Children’s Fund.

UNKRA—United Nations Korean Reconstruction Agency.
UNTAA—United Nations Technical Assistance Administration.
IBRD—International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
IMF—International Monetary Fund.

IFC—International Finance Corporation.

2. The figures given for the Canadian subscription to the IMF, IBRD and
IFC are stated in Canadian dollars. The figures for the IMF and IBRD are given
for March 31st, 1955, as they appeared in the public accounts of Canada. The

figure for the IFC is for June 30th, 1955, as reported by the Department of
Finance.

3. The figures given in the table for reconstruction loans and military relief
represent the amounts actually utilized from the total which had been appro-
priated. No allowance has been made for subsequent repayments. On March

31, 1956, $1,529+1 million were outstanding on account of both Reconstruction
Loans and Military Relief.

4. The figures for Canadian’participation in the Colombo Plan should be
considered with the following points in mind:

(a) The figures generally represent the amounts appropriated (except

for the deduction mentioned in footnote No. 1 of an amount which
had lapsed). > 4

(b) After 1953-54 the Colombo Plan contribution has been voted in such
a form that it does not lapse .at the end of each fiscal year but is
available until spent.

(¢) From 1953-54 onwards the capital and technical assistance votes

were combined although a distinction continues to be maintained

by the Canadian authorities between these two forms of expenditure
for administrative purposes. :

.The administrative costs for Canadian Colombo Plan operations both
in Ottawa and abroad are generally included in the Department of
External Affairs, and Department of Trade and Commerce estimates
and not in the Colombo Plan vote itself.

(d)
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TUESDAY, April 17, 1956

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.00 A.M. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. Maurice Boisvert, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Balcer, Ball, Boisvert, Breton, Coldwell, Crestohl,
Decore, Diefenbaker, Gauthier (Lac-St-Jean), Goode, James, Knowles, Mac-
naughton, Montgomery, Patterson, Pearkes, Richard (Ottawa East), Stick,
Stuart (Charlotte). (19)

In attendance: The Honourable L. B. Pearson, Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Mr. R. M. MacDonnell, Deputy Under-Secretary, Mr. A. A.
Day, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for External -Affairs.

The Chairman called the meeting to order and suggested that Members of

" the Committee might wish to ask further questions of the Minister.

During questioning which followed, Mr. Pearson included in his remarks
reference to the following topics:

1. The trial in Indonesia on a capital charge of a citizen of th
Netherlands. :

2. A speech by the United States Ambassador to Canada delivered
at Vancouver, April 16, 1956.

3. Developments in the Middle East.

4. NATO—The effect of the request by the Government of Iceland
for the withdrawal of American military forces.

5. Sulphur Springs Conference.
6. Formosa.

Questioning of Mr. Pearson continuing, the Committee adjourned at 12.45
P.M. to the call of the Chair.

J. E. O’'Connor,
Clerk of the Committee.
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AprIiL 17, 1956
11 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Order, gentlemen. We now have a quorum and we shall
start immediately. At the last meeting the minister finished his statement and _
we began to ask him questions. So we shall continue with our questioning of
the minister this morning.

Mr. MACNAUGHTON: Mr. Chairman, 1 wonder if this is the time to bring
up the question which I wish to put. :

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Macnaughton.

Mr. MACNAUGHTON: Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Pearson: I would like to ask
the minister a question concerning the trial in Indonesia of Mr. Leon
Jungschlager, a Dutchman who has been charged with assisting rebel forces in
Indonesia. This has been a well-publicized and rather sensational case, and I
fully appreciate that the minister may not wish to comment extensively on a
matter which is within the exclusive jurisdiction of another state. I think,
however, that this committee should be made aware of the nature of the case in
broad outline, because it is my information that there has been a miscarriage
of justice in the case of Mr. Jungschlager in that procedures at this trial leave
a great deal to be desired in terms of judicial objectivity. As the London Times
so aptly pointed out in a recent editorial commenting on it, “any country which
lays claim to administer justice must expect its conduct of the trial of a foreign
national to be open to international comment”.

The bare.facts of the Jungschlager case are, as I understand them, as
follows: Leon Jungschlager is a citizen of the Netherlands who was an official
of a Dutch shipping company in Djakarta. Along with several other Dutch
nationals living in Indonesia, he was arrested by the Indonesian authorities in
v January 1954, on charges of having assisted the Darul Islam, a terrorist organ-
ization hostile to the Indonesian Government. It was alleged that he was
himself the head of a Netherlands-sponsored guerilla organization which had
the support of the British and American embassies in Djakarta, and which had
as its purpose the undermining of established authority. If the charges them-
selves sound fantastic, the conduct of the trial has been even more so. For one
thing, there are reports that torture has been used against the person of
witnesses to obtain evidence against Mr. Jungschlager. I also understand that
his counsel, a Dutch lawyer, was the object of so many threats and so much
intimidation that he was finally forced to give up the case and leave the country.
Subsequently, the Indonesian authorities refused a visa to a British lawyer who
had been engaged to continue the defence. Even though it was brought out in
evidence that Mr. Jungschlager was in Holland at the time he was supposed
to have committed the crimes with which he is charged, the public prosecutor
recently demanded the death penalty against Mr. Jungschlager. If my reports
are correct—and I have no reason to doubt them—they give rise to a strong
suspicion that Mr. Jungschlager’s trial was conducted for the political purpose
of discrediting the Dutch and their interests in Indonesia, and without regard
for the elementary principles of justice. I wonder, therefore, if the minister
would care to tell the committee whether he has any information on this trial
and whether there is any action which he thinks the Canadian government
could usefully take, perhaps in the form of representations to the Indonesian
government to see that justice is done.
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Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, on this particular matter our embassy in
Indonesia has been keeping us informed in the course of its regular reporting,
and we have been following this trial with interest. We have also been informed
of the concern which is felt about it on the part of the Netherlands government.

I am sure that our Indonesian friends are aware that the matter has
attracted wide international attention. So far as our information goes, however,
sentence has not yet been passed on Mr. Jungschlager, and the trial has not
been completed. Therefore I think the committee will agree that it would not
be proper for me to comment further on a case which is still sub judice.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I would like to raise a question which was not dealt
with by the minister the other day but which has to do with the speech delivered
yesterday in Vancouver by the United States Ambassador. I am not going to
- enter into a controversy about it at the moment, but it does seem to me to be
an unwarranted intrusion by the Ambassador of a very friendly and neighbourly
power, and particularly does it seem to me to be an unwarranted reflection on
the man who occupies the position of leader of the opposition.
I would like to ask the minister just one question in connection with it:
did he have any knowledge in advance of the speech, and was any text of the
speech submitted to him or to anyone in the government of Canada before
its delivery?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, the text of the speech was not, as far
as I know submitted to anyone. I am not suggesting that it is normal practice
for an ambassador of any country to submit to the Department of External
Affairs a copy of his speech in advance; but in this case it was not done to
my knowledge.

I heard that the American Ambassador was in Vancouver and was going
to speak. I did not know what subject he was going to speak on, of course,
but T did send to his embassy yesterday afternoon to see if there was a copy
of his speech because very often there are copies which are left behind in
Ottawa when people make speeches out of Ottawa. I have a copy of that
speech now but I have not read it. I have read the press comments on it,
and I would not like to say anything about it until at least I have had a
chance to study the text of the speech. :

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: It is somewhat reminiscent of a speech made in 1911
by Champ Clark, but then it was delivered in the United States Congress, and
not in Canada dealing with a diplomatic matter.

Mr. CoLpweLL: I have read the reports but I have not read the text
of the speech and while I am often at differences with the leader of the
opposition in his policies and in his statements, it struck me when I read it—
and I said this to the press this morning—that this was not only unusual but
a highly improper thing for an ambassador to do. I do think that this is a
matter upon which the minister should express to his government some
objection to the entry of an ambassador into what is at the moment a very
hot political and controversial subject in Canada. I am not defending Mr.
Drew. He can do that for himself, but speaking as a member of parliament
I feel that this is something which should be commented upon by the minister
officially.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: Naturally, I propose to read the speech with all the

interest that its subject matter seems to warrant but I would not like to say
anything more about it at this time.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I am not asking the minister to say any more about
it at this time, but when he is looking at the speech I would like him partic-
ularly to refer to the references to the trans-Canada pipe line bill which is
going to be before parliament, and in respect to which the Ambassador has

\
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become a proponent of the bill which will be before the house. That seems
to me to be a gratuitous intrusion upon the rights of parliament.

Mr. GoopE: Has Mr. Diefenbaker a copy of the speech which was made
yesterday? :

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Yes, I certainly have.

Mr. Goope: I wonder if it is proper to ask how Mr. Diefenbaker obtained
a copy of that speech? 2

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: It is quite simple to get a copy. When I heard that a
speech was going to be made by the Ambassador I asked the United States
embassy if there were copies available and they sent me over one yesterday
evening.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: In order to satisfy my friend’s curiosity let me say
that it was delivered to me last evening by a member of the press gallery to
whom there had been a distribution made.

Mr. GoopE: I did not think there was anything improper about your
having it. . '

Mr. DiereNBAKER: I do not want to leave any misunderstanding.

Mr. GoopgE: We from Vancouver are most concerned over this speech and
I hope that the minister will be in a position very soon to make a statement on

it. I have seen the press reports from Vancouver and they are most concerned
there.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Now, there is another matter, the question of the situa-

_tion in the Middle East. The minister did not deal with that matter the other

day and I did not want to ask any questions which in any way would cause
embarrassment to him or to the Canadian government, but there has been a
great deal of discussion in recent days respecting the request by the Israeli
government for the delivery of super-jets. The New York Times contains a
lengthy reference to this subject in its Sunday edition and I would like to ask
the minister if there has been a request for some 20 jets, the number of the
original request having been increased to some 36?7 Is the situation in the
Middle East not very different than it was when the foreign affairs debate
took place some weeks ago, in view of Colonel Nasser’s very truculent atti-
tude and threatening speeches, and in particular the combatant speech in
reference to Israel. Has reconsideration been given by the government to
the problem of permitting the shipment of arms into that area in view of
Egypt’s and the Arab world’s generally increasing warlike attitude?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, at the last meeting of the committee
I was asked by more than one member, I think, to say something today about
the situation in the Middle East. Possibly I might try to deal with Mr.
Diefenbaker’s specific point, in the context of a more general statement that I
might give, if the committee desires, at this time. I would certainly come to
the point which Mr. Diefenbaker has raised. \

The CHAIRMAN: Would the members of the committee agree to this sug-
gestion?
Agreed.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the present ferment
—that certainly is not too strong a word—in the Middle East is due to
more than one factor; indeed it is due to a combination of circumstances. There

~ is the growth of Arab nationalism; there is the development of a strong feeling

in that part of the world as well as in other parts of the world of what I might
call anti-colonialism. There is unrest which would exist even if the political
situation were stable; that is the situation between the various states in the
area. If the situation were stable there would still be unrest caused in certain
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countries of the Middle East by the pressure of the population on the available
resources. Take Egypt, for instance, its population has increased from under
8 million, I think, in 1885, to a population of over 22 million today, without
very much in the way of increased resources to take care of the increased
population, with the inevitable effect that has on the standard of living. All
these factors are operating. Then there is the fourth factor and the one which
is probably most in our minds at the moment; but it is only one factor, though
the one which is most immediately important and dangerous. It is the unsettled
dispute between Israel and the Arab states. I venture to suggest, however
that even if that dispute did not exist, there might well be difficulties in that
part of the world. There is, finally, the intervention of the Soviet Union in
middle eastern affairs, which I believe has aggravated the situation caused by
those factors which I have mentioned—because I do not believe that that inter-
vention has been for the purpose of solving problems or removing tensions.

1t is clear also now, I think, from the nature and effect of this intervention,
that Soviet policies have to be taken into account in one way or another when °
considering the Middle East. I repeat, however, that in my own view—and I
think this would be the view of the committee—the greatest danger at the
moment arises out of the continuation of the Arab-Israeli dispute which pre-
vents a restoration of stability to the area. It hinders moves toward economic
and social progress and it gives opportunities to those whose interest it is to
create or increase trouble.

This tension between Israel and the Arab states which is that part of
the situation most in our minds at the moment, is of course continuous. It
has been going on for years, ever since the foundation of the State of Israel,
and it results in intermittent flare-ups of varying degrees of seriousness, any
one of which might lead to conflict. As far as I am aware—the information
which is available to us bears this out—there has been no indication that a
decision for war has been taken by either state, but both sides have certainly
deployed their forces so that there is increased danger that border incidents
and clashes might deteriorate into full-scale hostilities. That is probably the
greatest immediate danger.

The current trouble in the Gaza area, apparently began on April 5, with
a shooting affray involving border patrols developed to include artillery
exchanges, air incidents and the incursion into Israel of Egyptian irregular
suicide raiders known as “Fedayeens”. Unofficial and incomplete casualty
reports indicate the combined losses of the two sides since these affrays began
to be about 100 killed and about an equal number wounded. The Egyptians
seem to have suffered a larger proportion of the casualties when the city of
Gaza came under artillery fire.

Especially because of those recent incidents, one has to welcome the
presence in the area at this time of the Secretary-General of the United Nations
and of General Burns, who is doing such good work there. They are ‘working
hard to bring this immediate situation under control. They seem to be making
some progress.

The western powers, particularly the United Kingdom, the United States
and France, have indicated the general line which they consider a political
solution of the Arab-Israeli problem should follow. So far, the Arab-Israeli
stands on the key questions—and I think they are the key questions—of
bprders and refugees, have been diametrically opposed. The Arabs have pub-
hcly insisted on repatriation of the refugees and on land concessions by Israel
Whlf:h would in effect, reduce that state to the borders envisaged in the United
Nations resolution of 1947. It will be recalled that when these resolutions
were passed, and when an attempt was made to put them into effect, the
Arab states went to war rather than accept them. Therefore, it may be

considered a little unrealistic now that they should insist on them as the basis
of any peace settlement.
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Israel has declared that repatriation of refugees to their former homes in
Palestine is impossible for security and economic reasons, though they would,
I think, be willing to take a token number back. They have also said in Tel Aviv
that territorial concessions are out of the question. It is evident, therefore, that
the two.positions are pretty far apart and that a settlement can be achieved
only if both sides are willing to make some compromises in respect of the
position which they have taken up publicly. To what extent they may be willing
to do this is not yet ascertainable, though efforts are being made in diplomatic
channels to find out.

The problem, then, is to bring about condltlons which would be most con-
ducive to a settlement by negotiation. As I have said already, in the present
state of crisis and tension, Israeli fears and suspicions have been increased
by the communists’ arming of the Arabs and also—this seems to be the most
fundamental point of all—there has been no indication, as far as I know, that
the Arab states are willing to negotiate at all on the basis of admitting the
existence of any state of Israel-—and surely that is basic to the whole question.

I must say that unless the Arab states are willing to -accept that basic
fact, of the existence of a state of Israel, I do not see how this conflict can be
resolved by any political settlement.

Now, while the search for a pelitical settlement goes on, ef’forts are being
made to offset the danger of the renewal of war by steps which will remove or
lessen the possibility of incidents on the border. For that purpose, the United
Nations Security Council, as the committee knows, on April 4 unanimously
adopted the resolution requesting the Secretary-General to undertake as a
matter of urgent concern a survey of the various aspects of the enforcement
and of compliance with the four general armistice agreements on Palestine
and other Security Council resolutions on this subject. The Security Council
also requested the Secretary-General to report to the council at his discretion
within a month, in order to assist the council in considering what further action
may be required. That gives him fairly wide terms of reference. The resolu-
tion called upon the Secretary-General to arrange with the parties to the
armistice agreements for the adoption of any measures which he considers would
reduce existing tensions along the demarcation lines. It envisages such measures
as the withdrawal of forces from those lines and a freer movement of United
Nations observers. The Secretary-General is at the moment, as you know,
negotiating with both sides on this matter and our information is that he is
making some progress. However, the idea of an international force for
Palestine—which a few weeks ago got a good deal of attention—does not
appear now to be regarded on either side, or by others most concerned, as
practicable.

It has been brought to our attention by the government of Israel that the
balance of military strength in the area is swinging against Israel because of
the arming of Egypt and to a lesser extent certain other Arab countries, by
the Soviet Union and its satellite states. It has been urged that this growing
imbalance—which I do not think has yet been achieved to the disadvantage
of Israel, though the trend is certainly in that direction; there is no doubt
about that—is itself a danger as long as the other side to this dispute will not
accept the basic requirement of a political settlement. Therefore, the govern-
ment has been requested to make available—Mr. Diefenbaker mentioned this
point—some F-86 jet interceptors. Other governments also have been asked
to assist Israel in correcting this imbalance by making available defence
supplies. There has been no change in the original Israeli request. It has not
been raised from 20 to 36.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Has there been any increase requested in recent days?

Hon. Mr. PeEarson: No.
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Mr. DIEFENBAKER: There is one other question. Has the American govern-
ment in any way given an indication that it is opposed to any assistance being
given of this nature by Canada?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: When this request was made, following our usual
custom in these matters, we exchanged views with the governments of the
United Kingdom, the United States and France. It is obviously desirable to do
that, because what those other governments—and, indeed, governments addi-
tional to those three—are doing in respect of exporting defence equipment to
that area has a bearing on the decision made by any single government and
certainly it would have a bearing on any decision we would make. While the
responsibility of course must rest on the government concerned—in this case,
the Canadian government—it is helpful and it is wise and it is part of an
understanding we have with those governments, to exchange views whenever
we get a request for defence equipment for this and other sensitive areas. This
matter was taken up in that way with the United States government and they
made it quite clear to us that they would have no objection if this order were
accepted.

Mr. CoLpwEeLL: Is that in line with their own policy?

Hon. Mr. PeEarsoN: Mr. Dulles has said once or twice recently that it is
not their policy to exclude arms shipments to Israel. He has not got any
further than that recemtly. As you know, because you are familiar with
it, the declaration of 1950, the Tri-Partite Declaration which has been recently
reaffirmed by the three governments concerned, while expressing opposition
to an armed race between Israel and the Arab states, does support the policy
of controled armed shipments. Mr. Dulles’ most recent statement was that
the policy of the United States government was not to exclude arms to Israel.
While I know there have not been any shipments of arms in recent weeks from
the United States to Israel, there have been some requests made to the United
States which I understand are under consideration.

Mr. Goope: Could you tell us the views of the United Kingdom and
France on this matter?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes. The United Kingdom and France raise no objec-
tion—I should put it that way—they raised no objection to the supply of F-86
interceptors to Israel. Of course, we welcome their views, positive or negative,
but the responsibility is on the government here for the decision. The
French government would certainly take that position because they have only
recently sent some Mystere jet interceptors to Israel—12, I think.

Mr. CoLpwELL: Is there any indication from the three parties to the Tri-
Partite Agreement, if war should break out, what they would do to protect
the state of Israel which they helped to organize?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: The United Kingdom and the United States have
recently, I think, said what they would do. I think they have reiterated that
they would take action in accordance with the Tri-Partite declaration if an
aggression were committed there. You will recall that the President of the
United States said the other day that the United States would take appropriate
action within its constitutional processes against any aggressive move in that
area, against aggression in that area.

Mr. CoLpweLL: That means, with Congressional approval.

Mr. STICK: He stated he would have Congressional approval.

Mr. CoLpwEeLL: Which means delay in a crucial point.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: Constitutional processes often mean some delay.

Mr. DIEFENBAI.{ER: Would you be prepared to comment on the statement
made by the President or his secretary, to the effect that the United States
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intended to rely very strongly on the United Nations bringing about a settle-
ment? Is it not a fact that the United Nations would be practically emascu-
lated from acting in order to prevent aggression, by the veto?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I think the United Nations aspect of this situation can
be looked at from two points of view. First, there is the possibility of United
Nations action in case of aggression. Secondly, there is the question as to
what the United Nations can do to bring about a political settlement. ‘In so
far as the first aspect of United Nations intervention is concerned, Security
Council action to intervene against the aggressor could—as you know—be
vetoed by any permanent member of the Council. That would make it
ineffective, to say the least. The only reason why the Security Council was
able to take quick action in Korea was the accidental absence of the Soviet
Union from the meeting.

Through a resolution passed by the Assembly, an effort was made to
facilitate United Nations action through the Assembly, if the Security Council
action were frustrated by the veto. A resolution of that kind in the Assembly
can be put into effect speedily, but maybe not speedily enough to save a country
from attack if such an attack were launched by bombing planes 10 or 15
minutes away from the capital of the country. More important, there is the
question of United Nations action to bring about a political settlement, which
is the best protection for a state in the long run, if you are ever given a
long run.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Did not that announcement represent a retrogressive
attitude from the responsibility assumed by the United States under the Tri-
Partite Agreement of 1950.

Hon. Mr. PeaArRsoN: I am not aware that anything the United States
administration has said in regard to United Nations’ action has conflicted with
anything they have said they will do under the Tri-Partite Agreement—so I
really just cannot answer that question. I would hope that the United Nations
now will actively intervene—as indeed it has begun to do—in this situation
to bring about a political settlement and will agree on the principles which
should underly such a setllement. Mr. Dulles indicated what in his view
might be done under these headings, in his speech last July. If agreement
can be reached in the Security Council—and this is quite a big “if”—then I
think that, if the two sides can be persuaded to’ sit down and talk about a
political settlement there would be a basis on which to operate, namely, the
agreed United Nations principles which would underly that settlement. How-
ever, if one side refuses even to talk about a peace settlement then of course
you have a different situation. It seems to me that some consideration should
be given to that party to the dispute which is willing to discuss and negotiate
a peace settlement. It should be given some kind of protection if it is willing
to do that and the other side is not. '

Mr. DIErENBAKER: Would you consider it proper that any such discussions
should have the U.S.S.R. as one of the main parties to it?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, I do. They take part in the discussions in the
Security Council now; and, in any plans or proposals which are being worked
out, U.S.S.R. views should, I think be brought in from the beginning.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I do not think I made myself clear. There is some
suggestion made that four powers should gather together and discuss this
situation—DBritain, France, the United States and the U.S.S.R. Do you think
the U.S.S.R. should have representation in such a conference?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I think that if there is preliminary discussion between
certain members of the Security Council before any action is proposed in the
Security Council, that discussion might well include the Soviet Union, as well
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as the United Kingdom, the United States and France. I am not suggesting that
the inclusion of the Soviet Union will make agreement easier; but the Soviet
Union is very much concerned with the matter. It would not be a question
of inviting the Soviet Union to take part in discussions in an area of the world
in which she had no interest. Unfortunately, the Soviet Union has a very great
interest in the Middle East. The question now is not the risk of Soviet inter-
vention in the Middle East: the question today is what to do in a situation
where Soviet intervention already exists.

Mr. GoopeE: Would such a conference be effective if the Soviet Union is
included?

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: It could be effective from the point of view of the United
Nations Security Council. It is good to find out in advance whether the Soviet

Union will join in proposals for a peace settlement to be brought about through
United Nations action.

Mr. CoLpweLL: Is there any possibility of a political settlement so long as
the Arab states refuse to recognize the existence of the State of Israel? Is there
any indication that they have receded from that position which they have taken
up right along?

Hon. Mr. PEarson: I cannot accept the irrevocability of the Arab position;
that no State of Israel can be accepted in any circumstances.

Mr. CoLpweLL: None of us can.

L
Hon. Mr. PearsoN: They have given no indication as yet that they are
willing to accept any state of Israel at all, but if you proceed on the assumption
that that is an irrevocable and final stand then of course there can be no settle-
ment, no agreed settlement.

Mr. CoLpweLL: I wonder if there has been any indication at all recently
that they have been receding. Apparently there has not been.

Mr. MAcNAUGHTON: Would you not say that the western attitude has
stiffened quite recently, in the last few weeks? For example, the apparent
British policy of conceding the zone and getting out of the Suez Canal and all
the rest of that, and their reversal and revolution against radio broadecasts from
Cairo, their taking up of a stiffer stand in the United States and replying to
Nasser, has already produced a certain small increase in prestige for the British.
The shipping of planes from France would seem to indicate that the western
stand has stiffened considerably and already the situation would appear to be
slightly better, to be improving as a result of the stiffening of the western
.attitude.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I do not think I can very usefully comment on changes
or developments of policy in other countries on this matter. There is the point
of view, that if a government is in a position to bring any influence to bear on
one side or the other with a view to making that side more conciliatory and
more favourable to negotiation, it has to be careful not to take up a position
finally and definitely on either side of the dispute.

' Mr. MacNauGHTON: I appreciate that stand, but I still cannot forget a
certain fact. In the last war 25,000 people of Jewish origin took part in the
allied armies, whereas there was not one of Arab Egyptian origin.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: That would be somewhat of an exaggeration, that
there was not one soldier of Arab origin. I think there were some pretty
good soldiers in North Africa in the French army.

Mr. Stick: I am at a loss to understand the Arab position. You said that
officially they do not recognize Israel at all. I think the mere fact that they
have received the Secretary General of the United Nations in Cairo to discuss
?he Israel_question and the raising of it and their participating in discussions
in the United Nations—is not that fact a recognition of the State of Israel.
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Hon. Mr. PearsoN: That is right. That is de facto as opposed to the
de jure recognition—a distinction which we have often talked about and
thought about in other connections. The armistice commission, on which there
are both Israel and Arab representatives, does indicate a de facto recognition
of the existence of the state, but the Arab states do not recognize de jure a

state of Israel and do not consider themselves de jure at peace with the
state of Israel.

Mr. DiereNBAKER: They do not admit any diplomatic relations. They do
not admit people from Israel into Arab countries.

Hon. Mr. PEarRsoN: No, no, there is no recognition of that kind.

Mr. Stick: My point is that the fact of their receiving the secretary
general of the United Nations and participating in the debates on Israel in
the United Nations—would that not be a basis of recognition or of negotiation,
a base to begin on to try and iron out the difficulties? I can understand the
official position of the Arabs, that when it suits them they will not recognize
Israel at all, but the fact that they are prepared to sit around the table and
discuss a situation should be a basis of trying to bring about peace in that
area. Has that point been brought home to the Arabs?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, many times. There is the desirability of accepting
the state of Israel as a state which has to be negotiated with in respect of a
peace settlement, the conversion of the armistice into a peace settlement, a
peace settlement which would deal with permanent boundaries and economic
matters. Economic co-operation would be of great advantage to all the states
in the area, and they need all the economic co-operation they can get. There
is also the working out of such things as the Jordan river improvement scheme,
which would be of great benefit to the states there. There is the refugee
problem also—there are 900,000 refugees. All these things have to be worked
out by negotiation some time. I believe that if some satisfactory basis can not
be found voluntarily, it may have to be imposed through the United Nations.

Mr. Stick: ‘I know the East fairly well and I understand the Moslem
attitude. Would you say that the difficulty amongst the Arab states is that the
governments do not rule, that it is the mob which rules? It has been amply
demonstrated in the past that there are governments there which have placed
themselves in such a position that it would be very difficult for them to
alter the stand they have taken in regard to the recognition of Israel, because
they would have to deal with the mobs. It has been demonstrated in Cairo
time and time again that when the mobs run amok the government has to
sit up and take notice. When we are ‘dealing with Egypt and other states,
although we are dealing with an official government, the situation there, as
far as the populace is concerned, is so inflammable that the leaders of those
countries are in a very difficult position.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There are extremist popular movements in all those
Middle Eastern countries, of course, but the basic difficulty from the Arab
point of view stems from what they consider to be the gross injustice to the
Arab people caused by the United Nations setting up a State of Israel at all.

Mr. CoLpwELL: The armistice is never complete as far as the demarkation
boundaries are concerned as long as Egypt insists on preventing the passage
of Israeli ships through the Suez Canal. For instance, it is a state in which
they still regard themselves as more or less at war. ~

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, in some respects they regard themselves as more
or less in a state of war. That is the only way in which they can justify and
do justify interfering with Israeli shipping going through the Suez Canal.

Mr. CoLDWELL: It seems to me strange that the United Nations has not
taken a stronger stand in regard to that international waterway.
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Hon. Mr. PearsoN: You will notice in the press this morning that it has
been referred again by the Israeli government to the United Nations.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Adverting again to the first question I asked, I do not
know whether I heard the answer clearly. When was it that Israel indicated
it would like to purchase these 20 aircraft? How long ago was it?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I have not the date in my mind, but it was some time
last week.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: It was as recent as last week?

Hon. Mr. PEarsOoN: I will get the exact date. It was early last week. I
do not want to mislead you and my memory may be wrong. It was either
last week or the week before.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: It was within the last two weeks?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: And the number asked for was just 20?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: No, the number was not 20. I am in some difficulty.
I do not know whether, without indicating to the Israeli ambassador, I should
give the number. The publicity may have some bearing on their plans. It
was not the figure of 36. It was between 20 and 36.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: In addition to that, did they ask for other munitions?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: No, that was the only request. There are two other
requests which are before the government, for defence supplies, which have
not been dealt with and I have not given details about those. They are not
very substantial requests but we have been asked not to give the details. The
Israeli government is not unique in this request that we should not give the
details. If the State concerned does not get the supplies from us, they may
want them from elsewhere. From the point of view of military intelligence,
if it should get out exactly what they are asking from all governments it would
give an indication of their strength or weakness. So I have not mentioned
these other requests in detail but they are not very substantial and they are not
aireraft.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: In addition to that, does the United States Department
of State take a stand averse to the shipment of aircraft to Israel?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: From Canada?

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Yes.

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: No, they do not. I think I said before that ‘there
would be no objection on their part. We asked their advice and they gave it.
They said they had no objection.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Was there advice against it, or do you care to say that?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: When they say there is no objection on their part if
we fill this order, that would not be negative advice.

Mr. CoLpweLL: Did not Mr. Dulles say on one occasion that he would be
happy to see Israel with arms?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I do not think he used that phrase.

Mr. CoLpweLL: It seems such an odd position to take .“that other people
can arm Israel and we are not going to object to it.”

Hon. Mr. PEArsoN: At a press conference some two weeks ago, Mr. Dulles
made a reference to that, but I do not think the word was “happy”.

Mr. CoLpweLL: No, but that was the impression he gave.

4 lﬁr. Stick: The United States did not object to France giving arms to
rael?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: No.

S
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Mr. Stick: That should be good enough.

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: The United States position in this matter seems to re-
late to the fact that certain countries have been normally traditional suppliers
of defence equipment to the Middle East. That of course would not include
Canada but it might be taken to include France and the United Kingdom. The
United States may also have in mind—and I am not here to explain United
States policy—that their ability to exercise a conciliatory and mediatory in-
fluence would be prejudiced if they accepted at this moment a large order for
Israel. ' .

Mr. CoLpwEeLL: Oil may have some bearing on the matter.

Mr. Stick: Very inflammable material.

Mr. GoopE: It was said in the house yesterday that the matter of Israel
was being given consideration.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, the matter is before the government for con-
sideration.

Mr. CresTOHL: Did they have objection until recently to shipping arms to
Israel?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Tt is a little difficult for me to go back and make public
the exchanges of a confidential kind we have had between governments in
respect of a matter of this importance. We have asked their views. They are not
under any obligation to give us their views and certainly we have to accept
responsibility for the decisions we make. I would hesitate to say what the view
of any particular government was in respect of a matter of this kind a month
ago, three months ago, or a year ago. I have not that hesitation in regard
to this particular request, because the United States administration itself,
through Mr. Dulles, has said publicly what I am saying now and therefore
it is possible for me to talk about it.

Mr. CRESTOHL: I did. not intend to press any confidential disclosure. I
wanted to make a comparison, as to whether there has been a change in the
attitude recently.

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: If you study the official statements in London and
Washington in the last two or three months, you will be able to detect any
trend—and we would be glad to make those statements available to you.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Would you think that the trend—if there has been one of
change and I am inclined to think from your statement that there has been—
results from the possibility that there is greater imminence of danger, having
in mind what Mr. Stick- has said, that it is not the government there which
rules but the mob?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I would hesitate to express an opinion on that. I am
" not trying to be coy with the committee, but my ‘difficulty is that this particular
subject is before the government now in relation to a request for defence
equipment for Israel and I would not like to say anything in public which
would prejudice the consideration which the government is giving this matter
at this particular time.

Mr. CreEsTOHL: Therefore, may I ask that all the questions that I have
asked be struck out?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I am not suggesting that any question on your part
could cause trouble. Some answers on my part might.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I wish to turn one other matter. The minister dealt with
the question of NATO. Would he give some indication as to whether or not,
in consequence of the recent action of the Icelandic parliament in asking the
United States troops to withdraw from Iceland, in recommending that the
United ‘States troops should withdraw, if such action were followed, it would
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not have a very detrimental effect on the whole picture of a united defence
in NATO? Secondly, when did the minister first become aware of the fact
that the man upon whom, in my opinion, NATO relies above all others and
whose work must bear and will bear the approval of history, General Gruenther,
was about to resign? When did the minister first learn that General Gruenther
was going to resign and what were the reasons for that resignation?

Mr. Goope: I have only one objection to that. We started out with the
idea we would take these things in sequence. I expected that this morning we
would discuss Mr. Pearson’s remark regarding the Soviet Union but he was
committed to discuss Southeast Asia. Now we are going away from the Middle
East, on which I am sure some other members of the committee have questions,
as I certainly have, and we are going to Iceland. Are we not putting Mr. Pearson
in the position where he cannot complete his answers? He has not said he has
completed his remarks about the Middle East, but we interrupted him.

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: I have no more to say about the Middle East, unless
there are other questions.

Mr. GoopE: I have one question. There have been suggestions that the
United Nations might occupy the Gaza Strip. Just what regulations would have
to be observed and what conversations would have to be held before that could
be done, if it is going to be done?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There would have to be agreement with the government
of Egypt which, under the Armistice Agreements, now occupies the Gaza
Strip. There are hundreds of thousands of refugees—200,000 or 300,000 of
the 900,000—there, so it would not be practicable for the United Nations to
take over that area, with all its problems, unless first the existing occupying
authority agreed and secondly unless the United Nations realized they would
be taking over a lot of refugees as well as a Strip.

Mr. Goope: Would this decision be made in the Security Council?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: It could be, as the question is now before the Security
Council I am sure it could be considered there. It could also be considered
in the Assembly.

Mr. GoopeE: It would then be subject to veto by any of the great powers?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: Not in the Assembly.

Mr. GoopE: I said in the Security Council.

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: If there were some proposals to occupy the Gaza Strip,
that would be a vetoable proposition and any of the five permanent members
could exercise the veto.

Mr. GoopeE: Would it be your opinion that in present circumstances the
U.S.S.R. might exercise a veto in that connection?

Hon. Mr. PEARsoN: I have no idea. I think it would depend a great
deal on the attitude of the Arab states to a proposal of this kind, especially
Egypt. I certainly do not think the U.S.S.R. would veto a proposal if it were
acceptable to the Egyptians.

Mr. GoopEg: Is it a genuine question of help between the U.S.S.R. and the
Arab states, or is it a matter of using supply bases for munitions?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I think I had better let the Arab people decide on the
genuineness of the moves on the part of the Soviet Union to help them. They
will recall, no.doubt, that many years ago the Soviet Union was following a
policy diametrically opposed to them, at least opposite to that which it is
following today. I think they are wise enough to realize that, in the supply
of arms by the Soviet Union and its satellites and any other help which the
~ Soviet Union might offer diplomatically or economically to the Arab states,

?)
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there are certain conditions which the Soviet government will undoubtedly
in its own mind attach to those offers of help. I do not think it is single-
minded generosity on the part of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Stick: Or friendship either.
Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Or friendship.

Mr. PATTERSON: I wonder if the minister would care to give any comment
regarding whether the present situation is an indication of pro-communist
leanings on the part of the Arab countries in the Middle East or is more an
indication of nationalism or anti-colonialism?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I can say without any hesitation that it is not the
result of any pro-communist leanings on the part of the Arab people. Moslem
peoples are not inclined toward communism. If you examine the attitude of
the Egyptian government in the last ten years to the communist party in
Egypt, you would realize that they are intensely anti-communist—or have
been. I think nationalism has something to do with this acceptance of assis-
tance. But surely the fundamental reason for it is their determination to get
strong and to accept help from any quarter, because of their hostility to the
State of Israel. It has been put to me—it was put to me when I was in Egypt,
and I am merely repeating this point of view—that Egypt was entitled to
put itself in a state of effective defence against Israel aggression, which they
claimed was an imminent threat to them. They claimed also that the conflict
between Israel and Egypt some years ago was a tragic demonstration of the
weakness militarily of Egypt and that they were not going to be caught in
that position again. Fearing aggression from Israel—this is the Egyptian
point of view—and unable to get sufficient military assistance from western
powers, they are quite prepared to get it wherever they can. The fact that
they are getting it from the communist states does not mean—again I am
repeating their case—that they have any intention of becoming communist or
allying themselves politically with the communist powers. In other words,
they are just getting military help wherever they can get it.

Mr. DECORE: Is not there any danger that pro-communist influences might
develop, now that they have support and sympathy?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There is no doubt in the world that the feeling in
those countries is becoming more favourable towards communist powers than
it was, not merely because they are getting communist help, not merely because
they are getting political support at the United Nations and elsewhere, but also
because they are getting economic support. The U.S.S.R. are taking the surplus
cotton from Egypt at a time when American surplus cotton is competing with
Egyptian cotton in the markets of the world.

The Soviet Union and Communist China moved in and said they would
take surplus cotton at a good price. All this is bound to have an effect on
public opinion and incline it towards the country helping them in that way.
However, the government claim that this is not going to determine their
policy in the future.

Mr. MACNAUGHTON: Have we any information as to the number of
engineers or Russian technical experts flying into Middle Eastern countries,
into Egypt and oil producing countries?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There is some information on that point but I do not
think I ought to try to give details of it here, as I am mot myself satisfied how
much of it is valid and how much is based on unconfirmed reports. There
are technicians from communist countries moving into that part of the world,
among other things to train them in the use of new arms. The report which
appeared in the press a few weeks about a training school for military officers
which was established in what was once Gdynia, I do not know what it is
called now, in the Baltic, shows that these reports are more or less accurate.

73022—2
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Mr. BELL: How about pilots in that connection?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I have seen mnothing to indicate that there are Soviet
or other communist pilots in Egypt except for training purposes. There are
lots of stories about what is going on in this connection but I am not quite
sure how much is fiction and how much is fact.

Mr. CoLpweLL: Have you any idea if any technicians are giving assistance
in the . irrigation?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I do not know.

Mr. CoLbDWELL: There are some stories to that effect.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: We might see if there is any information on that,
which we will be willing to make public. Once I make it public, it gives it,
I suppose, someg official status. We might however have some information which
has been verified.

Mr. PATTERSON: I have one or two questions regarding the refugee problem.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Some of these questions could be answered better if
there were a little more time to get the information. If members of the com-
mittee would give the questions now, we will then get the information.

Mr. ParTeERsoN: I would like to ask, following on what the minister said
about Israel’s possible willingness to accept a token number of refugees, if
he has any information as to how many they would be willing to accept in
order to effect a settlement. The minister stated also that one of the key
problems was that of refugees. Has the government considered, or will it
consider, the advisability of making further contributions to the refugee fund
conditional upon their disbursement for the purpose of rehabilitation rather
than for the maintenance of those people in the refugee camp?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Those are two very good questions. I will have to get
the facts on both of them. It is a very important matter whether we should
make any contribution of that kind conditional. We have been thinking. of
ways and means of bringing some kind of friendly pressure at least on the
governments most concerned, to liquidate this refugee problem, which is
growing in extent all the time. There are more refugees now than there were
when hostilities ended. I think it would be of some use to the Committee if
I had a statement prepared on the refugee problem and what we think might
be done about it. :

Mr. MonTcoMERY: I wonder if Egypt has enough land to settle those
problems?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: No. There is no country in the world which has less
suitable land for its population than Egypt. The population is now 22 million.
They have lots of land, but it'is mostly desert. The cultivable land in Egypt
is not nearly enough for the people and thus the s*’“fndard of living has been
going down steadily for the last 40 or 50 years. Th. ! is why it is vitally im-
portant to Egypt to get this high dam built on the hill which will irrigate
many hundreds of thousands of acres and give them a better chance. There
:redother Arab lands which could take some of the refugees if they wished
o do so.

Mr. Decore:. Mr Diefenbaker has raised two questions concerning NATO
and I would like to make one observation, with all due respect to the question
he raised. It seems to me the one dealing with General Grunther might be
f:mbarrassing not only to the minister but also to the government, as to when
it was first known that the general had decided to resign. Then there is the
other_ question leading from that, as to why he resigned. This is now becoming
a political issue in the United States. With all due respect to Mr. Diefenbaker,

I think it is a very embarrassing question both to the minister and the
government.
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Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I certainly would not wish to bring up any question
which would be an embarrassing political issue in the United States or
embarrass the United States ambassador in Canada in his activities. I was
not even thinking of the possibility of that, as I certainly did not want to
emulate him. :

Hon. Mr. PEaRsoN: It would have been embarrassing if I had known in
advance, but I did not know and therefore it is not embarrassing. As to the
reason, General Gruenther himself gave the reason and said it was for personal
reasons and no one could elicit any more than that.

Mr. DEcore: There has been a lot of speculation.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I cannot say anything about speculation.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: In regard to Iceland and the attitude of the Canadian

. government, after all we have in Canada many thousands of people of Icelandic

origin, they are the finest citizens and I think representations made by Canada,

having regard to the great contribution which the Icelandic people have made
to Canada, would be beneficial.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I would like to make a short statement on that, maybe
at the next meeting. We have been thinking of this matter and our ambassador
in Norway, who is also accredited to Iceland, was asked, since this development
occurred, to go over to Iceland for two or three weeks and find out the feeling
there. I think there may be a report in from him which would help me to
make a short statement on this at the next meeting.

Mr. KnowLES: There is another question in another field. I wonder if
the minister could make a further statement to the committee on the visit which
he and the Hon. Prime Minister made to White Sulphur Springs, particularly
in the light of a rather strange comment on that meeting which appeared in
the April 9 issue of the “New Republic”’. I do not know whether the minister
saw it or not. I have it in front of me-and will read two or three sentences,
written by this reporter whose initials are T. R. B. It says:

We have talked to several reporters back from the Eisenhower-
Canadian-Mexican conference at White Sulphur Springs. Their eyes are
still popping. The chief executives from Ottawa and Mexico City
couldn’t seem to figure out what it was all about. Neither could the
reporters. Eisenhower knew; he had come to play golf with professional
Sammy Snead. The reporters couldn’t kick—there was a free bar open
all the time—but why, after all were they there? Mexicans were happy;
they were upgraded. Canadians were miffed; they were down-graded.
Otherwise the two had little in common. There was no agenda. At the
wind-up Eisenhower scheduled two-hour individual conferences with
each guest; these = sre cut down to 20 minutes when it turned out they
had nothing to say Ike got out on the links again.

Mr. DeEcore: Who is T. R. B?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: He is the Washington correspondent of the “New
Republic”. I may say that there are many details in that paragraph which
has been read out which are not either fair to our hosts or accurate. For
instance, the idea that a two-hour conference was cut down so that the
President could play golf—there is nothing which could justify that statement.

Mr. KNowLES: What was the length of this interview at the end?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: About an hour and a half, I should think. The President
and the Prime Minister and Mr. Dulles and I were there. We had ample
opportunity ‘to exchange views on anything which might occur to us. That,
after all, followed a meeting in which the three governments exchanged views
in the morning for two or three hours. I do not know whether one should
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dignify comment of this kind by trying to answer it, but it is surely obvious
that no Canadian would feel down-graded because we attended a meeting with
our Mexican friends. I am sure that the Prime Minister did not feel down-
graded in any way, shape or form. As a matter of fact, as he said in his state-
ment, it was a very agreeable and helpful experience to have met the President
and the Foreign minister of Mexico and with them to have had a general talk
and discussion on many things with the United States.

Mr. CoLpweLL: This brings up the question I asked also with regard to
the information on China and Asia, that was discussed at this conference, as
I understand from the press.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, it came up. Mr. Dulles spoke of it at our morning
meeting, when the three groups were there. These meetings were very
informal. We did not even sit around a table: we were in a room sitting
informally in chairs. The morning meeting was devoted largely to a report of
Mr. Dulles on his recent visit to Asia where, as you know, he touched at a good
many countries. He spoke for about 45 minutes or an hour and we interrupted,
asking questions. In that report he mentioned his visit to Formosa and at ’
that time he was asked some questions about their attitude towards Formosa
and Peking.

That initiated an exchange of views on that subject. As has been stated
already, there was no dispute—that was suggested in one newspaper report
in the United States—or anything approaching ill feeling between the Cana-
dian and United States representatives when we discussed this matter. Not at
all. There was a very friendly exchange of views in which there was no
reference to any change of Canadian policy. The United States, through the
President and the Secretary of State, made its position quite clear. We have
heard it before, but it was reaffirmed. We have heard their attitude towards
recognition of Peking and toward the off-shore islands. There was a reference
on our side to the growing embarrassment—this is quite true and has been
accurately mentioned in the press—to a growing difficulty, as we saw it, at
the United Nations. We were not talking about the recognition of Peking,
so much as the growing embarrassment at the United Nations of a good many
countries which had recognized Peking, at the continued representation of
China there by the representative of Chiang Kai-shek. The events of last
autumn showed that this difficulty was increasing. That was said and that
was all. :

Mr. CoLpweLL: Did the Canadian delegation share the embarrassment?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: We have not recognized the communist government
of Peking. We recognize the Chiang Kai-shek representative as the repre-
sentative of China at the United Nations. You had better ask Mr. Martin
if he felt embarrassed.

Mr. KnowLES: You were glad to be away at the time.

Mr. CoLpweLL: I asked a question last week about the situation in and
around Formosa.

Hon. Mr. PEarRsoN: You did. I have a few notes on that. I hope I have
dealt sufficiently with the question of “down-grading”.

‘Mr. KnNowLEs: I do -not wish to interrupt your continuance on Formosa.
I wish to know at some time you might give a more complete report on what

went on at White Sulphur Springs. I suggest that you proceed with the
statement on Formosa.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: During the past year there seems to be little outward
change at least in the situation on Formosa and the islands of Quemoy and
Matsu. The nationalist government continues to hold these islands with large
forces. I am talking now about Formosa and the off-shore islands. Most of




EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 51

the men are still drawn from those who evacuated to the mainland in 1949 but
some have been recruited from the mainland in recent years and there is an
increasing propostion of Formosans in Chiang Kai-shek’s forces.

Mr. CoLpwELL: Are the Formosans conscripted?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I think they are but we will find that out. The United
States is, under its Mutual Defence Treaty with the nationalist government,
helping to train and supply those forces and provide sea and air protection
for Formosa, in accordance with United States policy which has already been
declared. Quite a high proportion of the forces of the nationalist government—
I do not mean a majority of the forces but a substantial proportion—are
stationed on the off-shore islands—to defend those islands, I take it, against
attack from the mainland. It seems to me that the principal change which has
taken place in this area during the last 12 months has been the growth of
the hope that the Chinese communists have realized now that there would be
serious dangers involved in an attack on Quemoy and Matsu. There is still
irregular firing from the mainland at the islands and vice versa but in some
quarters the hope has grown that the communists will not attack those islands,
with all the risk of conflict which is involved.

Mr. CoLpwEeLL: How far are they from the mainland and how far from
Formosa? :

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: The nearest off-shore island is, I think, about four
miles from the mainland. I hope I will be permitted to correct that figure
if it is wrong. I think it is about 80 or 90 miles from Formosa. The United
States of course is committed to the defence of Formosa against attack by
the Chinese communists and the fact that no attack has materialized during
the last year may suggest that the Chinese communists realize the probable
effect of such an attack. There has been some encouragement, as I have said,
drawn ftom that fact that no attack has taken place.

The United States position in regard to Formosa is quite clear; the United
States position in regard to Quemoy and Matsu is less clearly defined. United
States policy is based on the assumption of responsibility to make secure and
protect the position of territories which, in the judgment rof the President of
the United States, are necessary or related to the defence of Formosa. As Mr.
Dulles himself has said, that is not in itself a commitment to defend the coastal
islands as such. Those words “as such” may turn out one day to be pretty
important. The Chinese communists may have decided—I hope they have—
that an attack on Quemoy and Matsu or an attack on Formosa would be too
dangerous, but it certainly would be premature to come to any categorical
conclusion on that matter.. While therefore the potential for a Chinese com-
munist attack on’Quemoy and Matsu remains, there is reason to hope that the
Peking authorities have decided that anysadvantage which they might gain
from such an attack would not justify the risk involved. That is the present
position. It is quiescent. There is no evidence that we have been able to
secure from any quarter which would indicate than an attack on these islands,
let alone an attack on Formosa, a full-scale attack, is imminent; but the pos-
sibility of such an attack remains.

Mr. CoLDWELL: These islands are adjacent to important Chinese mainland
ports—Amoy, for example.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, they are not far from Amoy. The position which
the Canadian government has taken is that an attack on Formosa would be
one thing, while an attack on Quemoy and Matsu would be something else. An
attack on Formosa might conceivably be aggression, if it were so determined
by the United Nations, as the position of Formosa has not been decided finally
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in international law. We do not necessarity accept the Chinese communist
position, or indeed the Chinese Nationalist position that Formosa is part of
China. That is something to be decided and in that decisionas has been said
we think that the wishes of the Formosans should be considered. Anyway, it
is indeterminate at present. An attack on Formosa might therefore be con-
sidered by the United Nations as aggression and if so, we as members of the
United Nations would be under obligation to take an appropriate part in
any action the United Nations might decide.

Mr. CoLbWELL: It would be very difficult, with the veto in the Security
Council.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: There is always the “Uniting for Peace” resolution.. So
far as Quemoy or Matsu are concerned, we consider this as part of continental
China and that the struggle between the two chinese armies for these islands
is incidental to the Chinese civil war, and therefore we have no obligation to
intervene in any way, shape or form. Our policy has been pretty clearly laid
down. It is understood, and it has not changed. :

Mr. CoLpWELL:It is the same thing with the recognition of the Peking
government? i

Hon. Mr. PEarson:I do not think I will go beyond the very clear state-
ment I made on this matter a few weeks ago in the House of Commons.

Mr. STEWART (Charlotte): You mentioned there were some citizens of com-
munist China who went down to Formosa. Have you any idea of the numbers
involved?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I can get some reports. I have no idea how accurate
they are. I will see if I can get some information in regard to those who may
have trickled in through Hong Kong. , :

Mr. STEwART (Charlotte): There was some discussion on that but we were
not given the figures involved. It would be interesting to know the numbers
dissatisfied with the way of life in communist China and who are making that
move.

Hon. Mr. PearsonN: It is hard to find out, because a good many have come
to Hong Kong, because they are dissatisfied with the communist regime. They
have stayed there, and the population has grown. Some have gone on through
Hong Kong. o

Mr. StuarRT (Charlotte): The same thing is referred to in that article in
regard to Hong Kong.

Mr. CoLpweLL: What about Canadian nationals and property in China?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: There are wery few left. We will get figures. Our
Canadian embassy property in Nanking is still intact. We get reports about
it occasionally and it is still looked after by our custodian, a Chinese employee
who has been there for years. As far as we know, the property is intact.

Mr. CoLpweLL: You get reports from the British?

: Hon. Mr. PearsoN: Yes. Once or twice there have been reports from the
ritish. ' : '

Mr. KnowLEs: What is his political persuasion?
Mr. Stick: He is a caretaker.
Mr. CoLpweLL: Has the minister anything to say about the Pescadores?

Hon. Mr. PEAI}SON: Anything I have said regarding Formosa includes the
Pescadores which is not part of the continent of China.
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Mr. Stick: I understand we are to discuss the speech: of the United States
ambassador and as some members of the committee have already got a copy
of the text, would it be possible for every member of the committee to be
supplied with one. I could not discuss it unless I had a copy.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: If application is made to the United States embassy,
I think they will be glad to send a sufficient number of copies.

The CuAlRMAN: That will be done. The Committee is adjourned to the
call of the chair.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

{

Fripay, April 20, 1956

The Standing Committee on External Affairs met at 11.30 a.m. this day.
The Chairman, Mr. Maurice Boisvert, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Arsenault, Bell, Boisvert, Crestohl, Decore,
Diefenbaker, Fleming, Goode, Huffman, James, Jutras, Knowles, MacKenzie,
Montgomery, Patterson, Stick, and Stuart (Charlotte.) 17

In attendance: The Honourable L. B. Pearson, Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Mr. R. M. Macdonnell, Deputy, Under-Secretary, Mr. A. A.
Day, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for External Affairs.

The Chairman called the meeting to order, stating that additional statistical
data relating to the estimates of the Department of External Affairs was now
available to members of the Committee.

By leave of the Committee it was ordered that the document be printed in
the record. (See Appendix A)

During the course of questioning, Mr. Pearson referred to the following
topics: ) :
1. The Far-East (including Formosa, Quemoy and Matsu);

2. The Middle-East (The refugee problem, and the cease fire agree- .
ment) ;

3. The address of the Ambassador of the United States to Canada at
Vancouver, April 16, 1956. ;

Questioning continuing, the Committee adjourned at 12.40 p.m. to the call
of the Chair.

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

FrIDAY, April 20, 1956,
11.45 a.m.

The CHAIRMAN: Having a quorum, we will proceed. Before, I wish to
distribute to the members of the Committee a document which contains the
details of the estimates, and perhaps I could have a motion that these details
be printed with the minutes of this meeting.

Mr. FLEMING: That is agreeable.

Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, I believe the minister is ready to answer two or three
questions which were left unanswered at the last meeting.

Hon. LeEsTER B. PEARSON (Secretary of State): Mr. Chairman, certain
questions were put to me at the previous meeting concerning the Far East and
the Middle East and I can deal with them now.

One question which was asked while we were discussing the situation
in Formosa was whether the Formosans who serve in the Chinese Nationalist
forces on that island were conscripted, and the answer confirms what I then
said, tentatively, that Formosans are liable to military service in the forces main-
tained by the National Government of China. I was also asked the distance
of the off-shore islands from the mainland and from Formosa—the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu—and I gave tentative figures which were not entirely
accurate, though they were reasonably close to the truth.

Quemoy is five miles from the mainland—I think I said four miles. There
is, however, one small island of the group which is closer somewhat to the
mainland.  The islands are roughly 100 miles from Formosa.

I was also asked whether we had any reliable information about the
numbers of communist Chinese who have escaped to Formosa. That, as I
indicated the other day, is a very difficult question to answer. It has been
estimated that since 1952 about 26,000 Chinese have moved from the mainland
to Formosa, for the most part through Hong Kong. It is, of course, impossible
to say categorically if any of those could be described as communist Chinese
but I suspect all of them were Chinese who were dissatisfied with the form of
government now in China, and anxious to escape from it.

The estimate of the movement of Chinese to Formosa from the time the
Chiang Kai Shek government was driven off the mainland—and an estimate
which we believe to be reliable—is as follows: there were approximately
two million troops and dependants in the original withdrawal. That would
be about 1950. Subsequent arrivals included troops and dependants from Indo
China—27,000 in 1953, or thereabouts, troops and dependants from Burma,
7,000; prisoners captured in Korea who preferred to go to Formosa rather than
return to communist China, 14,000.

Mr. FLEMING: A moment ago the minister gave us a figure and said “troops
and dependants”. Is the figure given the figure for the troops only, or is it an
inclusive figure?

Hon. Mr. PEarRsoN: The figures cover troops and dependants. The depend-
ants are included in the total figures.
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To continue the list, the total includes civilians evacuated from Tachen
island, 17,000 in 1955; overseas Chinese students who chose to go to Formosa
rather than to the Chinese mainland, 15,000; refugees sponsored by the Council
for the Protection of Intellectuals, about 15,000; and other refugees from Hong
Kong, about 17,000, totalling in all about 2,092,000.

I was also asked the other day how many Canadian Nationals were still
in China. According to the records of our department there are 46 Canadian
Nationals in mainland China at the present time. Five of these are Canadian
missionaries—two protestant women missionaries and three catholic nuns.
The remaining 41 Canadian Nationals are Chinese Canadians—Canadians of
Chinese race—and of that number of 41, ten have proceeded to China within
the last two years.

I was also asked about the status of Canadian property in China—I had
made some reference to our government property there. In so far as unofficial
property is concerned it is very hard, of course, to get accurate information.
We understand that a large portion of the Canadian missionary property once
held in China was progressively turned over to Chinese congregations and
adherents during the years preciding and following the Japanese war. We
have received only one claim for compensation in respect of confiscation of
property by the government of China. No, I am wrong about that, Mr.
Chairman. We received one claim in 1954, and since then we have received
one additional enquiry relating to alleged misappropriation of Canadian-
owned property. That enquiry has not, however, been followed up yet by
a claim for compensation.

Those, I think, were the only questions that arose with regard to the Far
East with which I did not deal.

I was asked a further question in regard to refugees in the Middle East
—Palestine refugees—and I said I would make a short statement on that. I
will be glad to do so now. The question of these refugees is, as the committee
knows, one of the most unhappy and vexatious of the problems arising out of
the Israeli-Arab dispute. The Arabs regard the refugee and boundary ques-
tions as the most important issues, and the problem of the refugees is one
of deep concern to us all, not merely because it involves the fate of hundreds
of thousands of human beings but because it is one of the reasons why a
political settlement in that part of the world has been difficult. By the end
of the Palestine war of 1948 approximately 950,000 Arabs left their homeland
and became refugees in neighbouring countries. A certain number of them
have been absorbed—there has been a very small amount of resettlement with
the cooperation of the governments concerned—but by far the greater number
of these people are still living as refugees in camps largely maintained by the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine refugees.

The United Nations’ report of 1955 indicated that the total number of
refugees now being looked after by that organization is over 900,000—905,936,
to give the exact figure—of which 214, approximately, are in the Gaza Strip,
half a million, approximately, in Jordan, 103,000 in the Lebanon and 88,000 in
Syria.

The Arab governments maintain that the plight of these refugees is the
responsibility of Israel, and they insist that the refugees’ right of repatriation
to their former homes, now that these are, for the most part, inside the borders
of Israel, must be maintained in accordance with the 1949 Resolution of the
General Assembly of the United Nations. Holding these views they have done
very little toward the resettlement of refugees. Indeed, the Arab league dis-
courages such resettlement and the Arab states have taken very few refugees
fqr resettlement. In any case, a country such as Egypt would have great
difficulty in absorbing refugees.
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That resolution of the United Nations in 1949 which I have mentioned does
provide that refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at peace with
their neighbours should be permitted to do so at the earliest practical date and
that compensation should be paid in respect of the property of those who do not -
want to return, and that any loss of property or damage to property should,
under the principles of international law or in equity, be made good by the
government or authority responsible.

Arab spokesmen have also on occasion,—and this is not surprising—Ilinked
the refugee problem with the boundary question. They claim that Israel should
make territorial dispositions which would permit the resettlement of refugees.

The government of Israel has accepted financial responsibility and the
principle that it should pay compensation, but it has so far rejected the possi-
bility of repatriation on any but a nominal scale.

Israel is already a very crowded country and the government of Israel feels
it would be impossible to repatriate such a large number of Arabs. It has,
however, as I have said, accepted some financial responsibility for resettlement.
So far there has been no sign of a concession in the public positions taken up by
either side on the refugee question, though at times there is private expression
of opinion that a splution might be reached within the context of a general
political agreement. In the present circumstances, however, there is no basis
on which to speculate with regard to the number of refugees which might be
repatriated beyond the very small percentage admitted to rejoin their families
in Israel. : :

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: At this point, Mr. Chairman, may I ask whether the
minister has anything to say with regard to the cease-fire which has been
arranged since the committee commenced its hearings. I think all of us owe a
deep debt of gratitude to the secretary-general for what he has done and
achieved.

Would the minister say now, having regard to that cease fire, from the
information he has received since it took: effect, whether the government’s
decision respecting the shipment of Sabre aircraft to Israel is receiving further
consideration, and what effect the cease fire will have on the government’s
decision in that regard? {

I think that is a matter which falls within this discussion of Middle East
affairs and that it is of first importance today. Generally speaking, there is
intense interest across the country in this question.

"Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Mr. Chairman, so far as the actual terms of the cease-
fire are concerned, I have not yet received authoritative information, that is,
I had not received it when I left my office this morning, but we did receive a
message to the effect that argreement on a cease-fire between Israel and Egypt
had been signed and I echo what Mr. Diefenbaker has said: we should be very
grateful for that news and for the efforts of the Secretary-General which have
made it possible.

The Secretary-General is now attempting to bring about similar agreements
between Israel on the one hand and Jordan, Syria and the Lebanon on the other
and I hope he will be successful in this regard, too, because thgre have_been
incidents on these frontiers as well as on the Egypt-Israel fronher. I will be
glad to make the details of the cease-fire arrangement available as soon as I
get them. However, they will probably appear in the press as soon as they
reach us. It must be remembered, though, that while we are t}}ar}kful flor_ Whgt
has been done, this is only a first step. Therey has been an armistice e;qstmg in
that part of the world for a good many years and there have been fairly long
periods of time during which no incidents took place on the Egypt-Israel
frontier. This particular cease-fire is an agreement between the governments
concerned to return to the conditions of the armistice. There were not supposed
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to be any incidents in any event. The importance of this agreement will depend
a good deal on the machinery which will be set up to carry it out—in other
words, whether some effective arrangement can be made under this new agree-
ment to keep the soldiers apart; and I am not at the moment familiar with
the details which have been worked out for this purpose.

It should also be remembered that while a cease-fire is very much to be
desired, and very important, the negotiation of a political settlement which
would make the armistice or a cease-fire unnecessary is still more important,
because there would then be peace between the countries concerned.

Naturally, this development, especially if it is followed by other cease-fire
agreements, will have a bearing on the consideration being given by any
government, including the Canadian government, to requests received from
Israel for defence equipment, and any subsequent moves by the Secretary-
General will be among the considerations which, undoubtedly, the government
will have in mind in coming to a decision in respect of this matter. It may also
have come to the attention of the committee that'one of the subjects now being
discussed in London between the United Kingdom government and the visitors
from Soviet Russia is the shipment of arms to the Middle East.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Has there been any date fixed by the government for a
decision on this question? Some two weeks have gone hy Since the application
was made by Israel for either 20 or 30 Sabre aircraft. That application was
made at a time when the situation was extremely precarious; Egypt was making
very outspoken threats. Now that a cease-fire has been brought about between
Egypt and Israel, has the government any date in mind as a “target” before
which they intend to make their decision?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: I would not like to say there was any particular date
in mind. This matter was discussed and considered again at the cabinet
meeting yesterday. It will be recalled that when the request was first made—
I think it was on April 3—that was the very time when the Secretary-General
was leaving for Palestine, and an important factor in reaching a decision about
a request of this kind involving aircraft, are the efforts made by the Secretary-
General to bring peace to this particular area. The situation in that regard
is still fluid and he is still in the process of negotiations for a cease-fire on
the other frontiers. I think, therefore—though I cannot speak for all my
colleagues that it would unrealistic to expect a decision until-we. have had
a final report from the Secretary-General about his efforts.

Mr. KNowLES: Has the Secretary-General the authority of the United
Nations to sign something more than a cease fire agreement—to sign, for
example, a political settlement?

Hon. Mr. PeEArRsON: I read his terms of reference to the committee the
other day and while his main task is to cease tension by bringing about a
better state of affairs on the border, those terms of reference are wide enough,
I think, to enable him to make recommendations to the security council on
a broader basis. But the first step is to try to stop the frontier incidents, and
that is what he is doing now.

The CHamrMAN: Will you allow me to ask one question in connection
with the point which Mr. Diefenbaker has raised?

Did General Burns take part in bringing about this new agreement
between Israel and Egypt? '

Hon. Mr. Pearson: Yes, he did. He took quite an active part, and when
I saw Mr. Dag Hammarskjold in New York before he left, he told mé he was
going to rely a great deal on General Burns’ experience and Wisdom in the
negotiations he was contemplating. Members of the Committee will have

seen from the press that General Burns was present with him in Cairo and
in Tel Aviv.
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By the way, Mr. Diefenbaker, I can assure you that while I cannot fix
a date for any definite decision this matter will be before the cabinet again
next week—the matter of the Israeli request will be up for consideration at
next week’s cabinet meeting.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I realize fully the limitations there, but I was wonder-
ing whether in view of the changed situation there is, in your opinion, as
much demand for immediate action now as was indicated by the situation
two weeks ago or, possibly, three days ago?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Still, the situation—the immediate impact of events
seems to change quickly over there.

Mr. MACKENZIE: I heard on the 10 o’clock news that Egypt had already
accused Israel of breaking the cease fire agreement.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Like Mr. Marler, I did not listen to the radio news this
morning.

Mr. Goope: I hstened and Mr. MacKenzie is entirely right.

Is there any time limit on this cease fire? Are you in a position to answer
that question?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: I am not in a position to answer that, but I would be
surprised if there were any time limit. I believe it would be the hope that it
would run while the armistice was in effect. The news which some members
of the committee have heard over the radio to the effect that already there have
been charges of breaking the cease fire agreement appears to confirm what I
was suggesting, namely that this was only one step and that we should not
read too much into this particular development, important and valuable though
it may be.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: Does the minister think that this is just a cease fire
within a cease fire? '

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: It is just a cease fire within an armistice—and in an
armistice there should be no firing to cease, anyway.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: That is what I was wondering about. And because of
that you have some doubts as to ‘whether it will be observed by the parties?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: We .should be cautious with regard to the observance
of arrangements of this kind in the Middle East in present circumstances. We
hope they will be observed but we should not become too optimistic.

Mr. CReESTOHL: Did you complete your statement on the question of the
refugees before Mr. Diefenbaker put his question?

Hon. Mr. PEARsoN: I think so.

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions in relation to the Middle
East and the Far East?

Mr. GoopE: Is Major General Burns to continue to stay in that area?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: General Burns’ tour of duty is supposed to be up in
June, I think, and I believe the United Nations Secretary General will be
discussing with him—if he has not already done so—the possibility that he
might stay on for another year. That will confront General Burns with the
necessity of making quite a decision.

Mr. Goopg: I think each one of us will hope that the decision will be
favourable and that he will stay there. I mean by that that no man in the
world could have done a finer job than General Burns in that part of the
world. :

Hon. Mr. PEarson: He has shown great skill and patience. Patience is the
quality which is most required.
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Mr. PATTERSON: I regret, Mr. Chairman, that my arrival here has been
delayed. I was wondering if the minister has replied to my question relative
to the refugee problem. ;

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. PEarson: I have not, as a matter of fact, said anything about our
Canadian contribution; I talked generally about the problem and its difficulties.
I think, possibly, you asked a specific question about what Canada had done?

Mr. PATTERSON: My question was: has the government considered, or will
it consider, taking up the position that any further contributions to the fund
must be for rehabilitation rather than just for maintenance?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Perhaps I should say a word about that. I have some
facts on it. During the time this United Nations agency has been in operation
we have contributed about $4 million to it. That contribution was made
since 1952, and during the last session of the general assembly we announced
that subject to parliamentary approval we would contribute half a million
dollars for the forthcoming year, of which $300,000 will be in the form of
wheat. When we made that announcement in New York we urged once again
on the Arab states and Israel that they should cooperate in trying to bring
about some solution of the refugee problem and, especially, to assist rehabilita-
tion projects as the principal way of ensuring the resettlement of refugees.

Mr. Patterson has referred to the suggestion that our contribution to the
support of Palestine refugees should be made conditional on progress made
toward definite resettlement. There are over 900,000 of them still on relief
rolls. Reduction can only be made by repatriation or resettlement, and repat-
riation for political and economic reasons is difficult, indeed impossible, in so
far as the great bulk of them are concerned. ~

That brings up the question of resettlement. The United Nations agency
has worked out some very good resettlement projects. It has concluded pro-
grams or projects envisaging expenditures amounting to about $11 million,
and a good deal of preliminary work has been done to bring these projects
into operation.

Over $5 million have already been spent on these projects. The best
known of them is the Jordan Valley scheme which will involve, if ever com-
pleted, an expenditure of over $40 million. That project is related to the Eric
Johnson plan for river development in the Middle East, and it is now the
subject of negotiations between the Arab states, Israel, and Mr. Johnson
representing the United States. But there has been very little progress made
in those negotiations because of the political difficulties between the states
concerned.

And until the political situation has improved I do not think it would be
realistic to expect that this particular resettlement scheme will be in opera-
tion. I hope that I am wrong but none of the information I have received leads
me to believe that this can go forward, and other projects like it, until there
has been some political improvement.

Mr. FLEMING: Before the minister leaves the subject I wonder if he would
say a word as to the relationship between the Johnson scheme and the proposed
diversion of waters of the Jordan by the government of Israel.

Hon. Mr. Pearson: There is certainly a relationship between the two
things. The government of Israel has more than once expressed its readiness
and indeed its anxiety to proceed in co-operation with its Arab neighbours to
implement the Eric Johnson scheme for Jordan development, it would be of
great economic value to the whole area; but there has been no progress made
because of the refusal of the Arab states to go ahead.

Now, the government of Israel, understandably impatient at the lack of
progress, has said that she will go ahead with a Jordan development scheme
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of its own. This particular scheme, I think, is on the border between Israel
and Syria, and the Syrian government has said that as the diversion or canal,
whatever it is, would be inside or just on the armistice demilitarized zone,
that they would consider it to be a hostile act, and would take steps to oppose
. it. I think that is one of the most dangerous situations in the Middle East at
the moment, because Israel might go ahead on her own to dig this canal,
and Syrian troops on the border—and they would be quite close to where the
work was going on—would fire, and trouble would start.

Now to return to the Canadian side; we have more than once in New York
expressed our disappointment over the fact that our contributions are going
towards relief rather than towards resettlement, because relief is only a
palliative and is not a cure for this problem. And we have wondered whether
we should make our contribution conditional on evidence that resettlement
projects were being put into effect and that the refugees were being absorbed
in those projects. But there are 900,000 in that area who themselves, as indi-
viduals, are not responsible for the political difficulty which makes resettlement
impossible, but who have to be kept alive by relief, because there is no other
way of keeping them alive; and we have not yet come to the conclusion that
we should attach specific conditions to our contribution which would make
those contributions dependent on resettlement. But we shall have to give
consideration to that matter between the present time and the next assembly,
when we shall be asked to make another contribution.

Mr. PATTERSON: I wonder if the other nations who are making contributions
are likewise putting pressure on them, too?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: They are indeed; and we have been in touch with them
about this, and I think that before the next assembly we should have a
discussion with our friends who have been contributing to see if we cannot
concert some attitude or policy in this matter.

Mr. CrResTOHL: What contributions are the Arab states making?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: The Arab contributions to refugees have been very
small because they accept no responsibility for this problem which they say
is one which should be accepted by Israel and those members of the United
Nations who have assisted in the establishment of Israel. But I must say that
Lebanon, Jordan and Syria are not very rich countries, and they have their
own economic problems. Jordan has done something to help the refugees which
are on its territory, but so far Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Irak have not made any
but very small contributions.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I have to leave to attend a meeting at 12.20 o’clock,
along with the members of the house who belong to Kiwanis, therefore I would
like to know if Mr. Pearson is going to answer the question I asked him the
other day in regard to Ambassador Stuart, and in particular whether any
communication has passed between the Canadian government and himself,
or the State Department, relevant to his statements made in his speech in
Vancouver; and also whether there was any perusal of such speech by any
member of the cabinet prior to its delivery in Vancouver, and were there any
suggestions made as to alterations in some of the unveiled criticisms of political
domestic matters in Canada.

The CHAIRMAN: That is a very broad question!

Mr. Decore: I wonder if Mr. Diefenbaker would mind pointing out what
parts of the speéch he is taking objection to. We now have the text of the
speech before us. Maybe Mr. Diefenbaker could tell us what parts of that
speech he is objecting to in particular.

Mr. KnowLES: Does that mean that we are leaving the Middle East?
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Hon. Mr. PEARsoN: We are leaving the Middle East for the fart west.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I have to leave, and when my hon. friend asks what
parts of the speech I object to I simply answer him by saying that if there had
been as direct criticism of the Prime Minister or of any of the cabinet
ministers as there is of the leader of the opposition in a domestic matter, I
would have taken an equally strong stand against what was said.

Mr. Goobpg: I shall speak right now. I think Mr. Diefenbaker has posed
a question to the committee through you, Mr. Chairman. He said that certain
of the statements which Mr. Stuart had made were what he called statements
on politically domestic matters. Then he says he is going to a Kiwanis meeting,
which he has every right to go to. But I do not intend to leave this matter at
quarter after twelve on a Friday afternoon and thereby miss the press in the
afternoon for anything which Mr. Diefenbaker may wish to say. If we are
going to discuss this matter in full, then let us discuss it! I have a question
to ask in connection with what Mr. Diefenbaker was going to ask.

Mr. FLEMING: Would it not be right for the minister to answer the first
question which has been put to him?

Mr. GoopeE: The minister can answer them all, because my question is in
connection with Mr. Diefenbaker’s question.

The CHAIRMAN: Just a moment, gentlemen; order; order!

Mr. Goobpg: I shall ask this question, and the minister may answer it in
connection with Mr. Diefenbaker’s question.

Mr. FLeminG: Let us take this on an orderly basis! Surely there will be
ample opportunity for Mr. Goode and for other members to ask questions! But
are we going to start in with a second question before the minister has
attempted to answer the first question? Let us take one thing at a time.

Mr. CresToHL: We do not know what is being objected to.

The CHAIRMAN: I quite agree with the hon. member who has just spoken.
Mr. Diefenbaker asked a question which was a very broad one. I see some
implications in his question.

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: There were none!

The CHAIRMAN: On the other hand we have Mr. Decore who asked Mr.
Diefenbaker to quote that part of the speech to which he is raising objection.
I think that it is a good question. I think that we should limit the debate to
the part of the speech to which the hon. member is objecting.

Mr. FLeminG: I suggest that the minister is quite capable of dealing with
a broad question as well as with a specific one. We do not have any rule in our
committees that questions must be very specific. In fact ministers often answer
very broad questions. So I think we should let the minister proceed.

The CuairMAaN: If it is the wish of the hon. member, I shall be glad.
Mr. KNowLES: I move that the minister be now heard! '

Mr. DecorE: I read this speech and I think it is a very good speech!
The CHAIRMAN: Some might think that it is too good!

Mr. Decore: I want to know what parts of the speech are being objected
to. I think we have the right to know just what parts of the speech are being
objected to. /

Mr. FLEMING: Probably those parts which Mr. Decore enjoyed the most!
Mr. DEcorg: Just which ones are they?
Mr. GoobE: Perhaps Mr. Diefenbaker will answer that for himself.

Mr. KNowLES: Why all this attempt to silence the minister. Let us hear
from him!

Mr. DIEFENBAKER: I asked what had been objected to. That is all.
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The CHAIRMAN: The minister is ready to answer Mr. Diefenbaker’s ques-
tion.

Hon. Mr. PeArsOoN: If Mr. Goode has a short question, maybe I could
include it.

Mr. Goope: Mr. Pearson is here to be questioned. All I was going to
ask him was—and it is complementary to Mr. Diefenbaker’s question—did the

minister have any prior knowledge of the speech which was going to be made
in Vancouver.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Well, this matter was brought up at the last meeting,
and although I do not recall exactly, as I remember it, I was asked whether
I had any comment to make on the speech, and I said no, because I had not
read it; I had glanced at it but I had not read it.

I am now asked if I have any comment to make on it after having read
it, because of course I have read it since we met last, with all the care and
interest which it deserves, I would be glad to say a few words on tl‘1e subject
of that speech.

It will help to keep this matter in proper perspective if we remember
that there is a tradition of frank speaking between Canadians and Americans
which, I am sure, we all wish to preserve. This is a unique and wvaluable
feature of our relationship, concerning which we have often, and rightly,
congratulated ourselves on both sides of the border. It can be spoiled by abuse
on the one hand, and oversensitiveness on the other.

I have no doubt that the United States Ambassador, in making his Van-
couver speech, had this tradition very much in mind. As a conscientious
representativé of his country he would naturally be concerned with any
development which, in his opinion, might affect relations between Canada
and the United States. The subject of his speech, “Investment of U.S. capital
in Canada, and Charges of U.S. Domination of Canadian Industries and Natural
Resources”, dealt with one such development. It was more than a domestic:
subject; It was international in scope, and affected relations between the two
countries.

In his speech, Mr. Stuart endeavoured to meet certain charges and
criticisms by explaining his government’s attitudes and objectives.. That was
a perfectly proper thing for him to do as the representative of his cou_ntry,
whether we agree with the substance of his argument or not. Thgre is no
reason why, in a public speech, he should not try to refute suggestions that
either the purpose or the result of American investment pphmes in Canada
would be to make Canada an economic dependency of the United States.

I am sure that in making this speech Mr. Stuart felt that he was giving the
frank and honest views of a sincere friend of Canada, which we all know him
to be. I do not believe the Ambassador had any intention of intervening in our
domestic affairs.

In his speech, however, there were one or two passages which seemed to me,
in the context in which they appeared, and coming from a diplomatic, rather
than a political or a private personage, to have been, unfortunately, of a
character likely to provoke controversy.

Mr. FLEMING: Mr. Decore will please note those passages.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I am sure that Mr. Stuart, on the eve of his departure
from our country, where he has gained so many friends, will be the first to
regret that his words have, in fact, been the cause of such controversy.

In so far as the question of representations to the United States is concerned,
a member of the Canadian Embassy saw a member of the United States State
Department on April 17th and drew his attention to certain passages in Mr.
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Stuart’s speech delivered to the Canadian Club in Vancouver which he pointed
out had been criticized in Canada. And that member of the State Department
noted what our embassy representative said.

Mr. FLemING: May I ask which passages were specifically drawn to the
attention of the State Department by the representative of the Canadian
Embassy in Washington? I ask this question for the information of my friend,
- Mr. Decore. ;

Hon. Mr. PEARsSON: I have not that information as to what passages were
drawn by our representative in Washington to the attention of the State
Department.

Mr. FLEMING: That information could be obtained, could it not?

Mr. KNOWLES: It would not be a reference to Mr. Pearson’s remarks.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I am not sure, because I said, I think, in the quotation in
which I was mentioned, that the day of relatively easy and automatic relation-
ship between the two countries was over. I think the word “relatively” was left
out, but that is of no importance. In answer to Mr. Goode I can say that I had
heard on the day the speech was to be made that the American Ambassador was
making a speech at Vancouver. So I sent out in the afternoon to see if I could
get an advance copy of the text, because it is often the practice, that advance
copies are available in Ottawa of speeches which are made outside Ottawa.

I was able to secure it; but I had no knowledge until that time of any
speech that Mr. Stuart was going to make, or any knowledge of his intention to
make one, or any indication of the text.

Mr. FLEMING: Does that apply to all the members of the Canadian govern-
ment as well?

Hon. Mr. PEArRsoN: I cannot speak for all my colleagues, but I do not know
that any advance consultations were held between Mr. Stuart and anybody in
regard to this speech. That is all I can say.

Mr. FLEmING: Can the minister obtain for us the identification of the par-
ticular passages which were drawn to the attention of the State Department
in Washington by the representative of the Canadian Embassy there?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I think that should be possible, Mr. Chairman, and I
shall enquire.

Mr. FLEMING: Thank you. The minister was also asked—I think he cleared
up the question so far as it related to events and consultations; but has there
been any reply received from the State Department in Washington to the
representations which were made by a representative from the Canadian
Embassy in Washington?

Hon. Mr. PEArsoN: I have seen no message from Washington dealing with
this speech except the one which I quoted, when we were in touch with the
State Department. I have seen nothing from any agency of the United States
government on this speech.

Mr. FLEmING: The minister was asked in the house the day before yes-
terday as to any knowledge the Canadian government had as to whether the
State Department had been consulted in advance on the delivery of the speech
by the Ambassador, and the minister answered to the effect that it was usual
.in speeches of this kind that copies would be lodged with the State Department

in Washington before delivery, and he said that he had no doubt that that had
been done. Has he any further information?

Hon. Mr. PearsoN: No, but I shall be glad to make enquires whether in

fact a copy of his speech had been sent by the Ambassador to the State Depart-
ment before he gave it.
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It is the normal practice when our Ambassador makes a speech of any
importance for him to send it up here beforehand so that we may have a
look at anything we might be interested in; at what he is going say.

I have been going over his speeches on economic affairs in the last two
or three days. He has made many speeches in the United States in which he
dealt very frankly with the effect of United States economic policy on Canada,
and I am glad he did that. During the course of some of those speeches on
economic developments, he has referred to matters which were before the
United States Congress, and I am glad he did that too.

Mr. Goopk: Have there been any protests from the United States govern-
ment in regard to anything he might have said?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: No, we have had no protests from the United States
government in regard to anything he might have said.

Mr. GOoDE: Is it not true that if you took a trial balance of the unfavour-
able statements which have been made in both countries, that the balance would
not be entirely favourable on our side, because some of our ministers have
made rather frank statements in the United States in regard to relationships
between the two countries.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: That is quite true. There is of course a distinction to
be drawn between political personages and diplomatic personages. I have
spoken in the United States on occasion quite frankly, but I am not a diplomat.

Mr. FLEMING: Would the minister tell us at what point in the sequence
of events the Department of the Secretary of State for External Affairs re-
ceived knowledge of this speech, either the text or the portent of it?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I shall have to speak from memory, but the day the
speech was delivered somebody told me—I am not sure who it was in ‘Fhe
department—that he had heard from the press gallery that a speech was going
to be delivered in Vancouver by the United States Ambassador and that copies
had been distributed in advance which is normal procedure. And I said that
if that was the case I would like to have a look at it.

Mr. CresTOHL: Might I ask through the chair—we all have the speech
in front of us—if the minister would be good enough to point out the passages
in the speech which he found offensive or unduly critical, so that we may be
able to follow the dialogue between Mr. Fleming and the minister.

Mr. FLemING: I shall be glad to do it. But in the meantime I am trying
to locate the particular passages which the Canadian government thought to
be of a nature calling for the making of representations in regard ‘thereto by
the Canadian government’s representative in Washington to the Umted States
State Department in Washington, and I do not propose to be diverted from
that course. o LS

Now, following up the question I was putting to the minister, the minister
indicated that he heard of this speech through the press gallery, who had
advance copies of it. Did the department have an advanc.e copy or an intima-
tion of the purport or nature of the speech prior to its delivery by Ambassador
Stuart in Vancouver? ;

Hon. Mr. PeEarsoN: Not to my knowledge. I heard qf this speech in the
way indicated, that it was dealing with economic questions, United St.ates-
Canadian economic relations, and since I was in the process of preparing a
speech on that subject myself, I certainly got interested in what he m.1ght be
saying, I probably would have sent for it in any event; but I was partxcularly
interested in this subject.

Mr. FLeminG: And that date was April 16th?

Hon. Mr. PEarsoN: That was the day the speech was given.
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Mr. FLEMING: According to the press release we have furnished to us
today it was delivered on April 16th.

Hon. Mr. PEARsON: Then it was April 16th that I heard of the speech, and
it was in the afternoon of the 16th that I had a look at it. I think it was:
given at Vancouver at 5 o’clock that afternoon, our time.

Mr. FLEmING: And it was only on the 18th that the minister said that re-
presentations were made at Washington to the Department of State there by
a representative of the Canadian Embassy.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: Yes, the telegram is dated April 18th saying that our
representative saw a member of the State Department.

Mr. FLEMING: Would that indicate that he saw the State Department
representative that day?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: I shall have to confirm that. I can get the exact
time and date if it would interest Mr. Fleming.

Mr. CResTOHL: Would this be the proper time for Mr. Fleming to answer
my question?

Mr. FLEMING: I shall wait until I hear what particular passages were
objected to at Washington. The minister indicated that he would get that
information for us, then I shall compare them with my own feelings about the
passages in the speech.

Mr. CRESTOHL: Are you preparing to make your protest after the passages
are pointed out to you? Have you got the passages in the speech which you
consider personally to be offensive? I could not find any.

Mr. FLeminGg: That is very interesting, because we hear it now from
Mr. Crestohl, and we have heard it earlier from Mr. Decore that there was
nothing in that speech which they thought was out of place, being delivered by
a United States Ambassador in Canada, and it indicates that they are at
variance with the views of the government, because it is found that the
government here thought there were passages in that speech of such a nature
that they should be made the subject of representations to the State Department
in Washington by a representative of the Canadian government in Washington.
I am quite interested to find that fact, and I shall be equally interested to find
out for the instruction and edification of my friends opposite, just what are
the particular passages which came within the scope of the Canadian govern-
ment’s protest or representations to Washington, and I shall be interested
at that point to hear an expression of disapproval by Mr. Decore and Mr.
Crestohl, of the Canadian government for their differences of opinion con-
cerning the passages in question.

Hon. Mr. PEarson: I want the record to be quite clear. I have not said
at any time—and it would not be accurate if I had said it—that we had made
protests or—what are called in diplomatic language—representations. What
we did was this—and I said this a few moments ago; we asked a member of
the embassy—the Ambassador asked one of his staff to go to the State
Department and see an officer of the State Department and draw his attention
to Mr. Stuart’s speech, which he said had caused some controversy in Canada,
which certainly was the case.

This morning I said there were certain passages in the speech which—
because of the fact that he was an Ambassador—were of a character, unfortun-
ately, which would be likely to provoke controversy. Indeed that is a statement
of fact, because they have provoked controversy.

Mr. FLEminG: I think it could be called an understatement of fact.

Mr. KNowLES: I suppose the grade of the official asked to go to the United
States authorities and the grade of the opposite number he saw would mark
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the degree of the concern which the government felt on this matter. It was
not from the dambassador to the Secretary of State?

Hon. Mr. Pearson: No, it was from the minister in the embassy to the
official in the State Department in charge of the Canadian desk.

Mr. KnowLES: That is a little higher than I gathered from your previous
description.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: A member of the embassy.

Mr. KNOWLES: A member or a minister?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: A member of the ambassador’s staff with the rank of
minister. “Minister” in this connection is a diplomatic rank.

Mr. KNowLES: He is not just a clerk, but he is not an ambassador.

Mr. FLEMING: He is the man next to the ambassador and that is the
normal channel of communication.

Mr. KNOWLES: Can the minister tell us in how many speeches Mr. Heeney,
to the minister’s knowledge, has ever said of any American political figures
that they did not appear to be seeking a solution but rather the creation of
an issue? Has he ever said of any American figures that they were being
“emotional rather than logical”’?

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I cannot answer that question with relation to any-
thing Mr. Heeney has said. I have no knowledge that he has ever made that
kind of statement, and I am not sure that that kind of statement was made in
Mr. Stuart’s speech.

Mr. KNowLES: I was quoting directly from it.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: I would like to be sure of the context in which, for

. example, he used the word “emotional”.

Mr. KNowLES: On page three, after quoting directly, between quotation

marks, he said: ;
“He warned, in a somewhat emotional appeal to his audience . . .”

This is a reference to a prominent Canadian whose name, I think, is
pretty well established.

The CHAIRMAN: The minister has to leave now.

Hon. Mr. PEARSON: May I ask the indulgence of the committee? I have to
go to lunch, like Mr. Diefenbaker, but mine is half an hour late.

The CHAIRMAN: I am sure it will be the pleasure of the members of this
committee to adjourn to the call of the chair..

Mr. FLemING: The committee is always ready just after lunch.

Mr. GoopE: Though Mr. Pearson has left I have one question which 1
would like to ask before we adjourn the committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I must point out that we no longer have a quorum and I
therefore move that we adjourn to the call of the chair.

73284—2
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APPENDIX “A"

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
MAIN ESTIMATES 1956-57

Information material prepared for Members of the 1956 Standing Com-
mittee on External Affairs.
This material is in two main parts, viz., comparison of the 1956-57 Estimates
with those of 1955-56 with explanations of all substantial changes, and a series
of Appendices comparing the 1956-57 Estimates with the expenditures of
1955-56 (estimated) and the actual expenditures of 1954-55.

MAIN ESTIMATES 1956-57 COMPARED WITH 1955-56

b{,%tgf Service 1952—57 1952—56 Incr:ase Dec;ease
Eotall ) o e e S ges s 56,196,523 46,408,953 9,787,570
(S) Minister’s Salary and Motor Car Allowance. . . 17,000 17,000
A—DEPARTMENT AND MISSIONS ABROAD
92 Departmental Administration................. 4,379,430 3,827,769 551,661
8.« PassportOMBen. -5 15 . o0 1,0 3¢ ki Dok ie setsisrrcliv, 275,251 253,779 21,472
94  Representation Abroad—Operational, o 7,210,961 6,700,339 510, 622
95 Representation Abroad—Capital. . . 1,987.907 - 2,362,190 .. 5.0, 374,983
96, "Ofheinl Hospitaliby - §o.. - fu i wnsasd e - ois e ) ,000
97  Relief and Repat.—Distressed Canadians. . ... 15,000 15,000
98 Representation at International Conferences. .. 200,000 200,000
99 Grant to U.N. Association in Canada......... 11,000 11,000
100 Grant to'Int. Red Oross.. . tdes i cibeamivin 15,000 15,000
101  Grant to Atlantic Treaty Assoc. of Canada.... R ) RARSeS 2,500
102 Fellowships and Scholarships................. 125,000 125,000
A—Bub-Bobal . iGdis vrdst, s dia s 14,251,349 13,540,077 711,272
A—Total Department and Missions
% a1 KB g B SR 14,268,349 13,557,077 711,272
B—GENERAL
103  Assessment in Int. Organizations............ '. . 2,977,569 2,918,210 59,359
104 NATO Headquarters Bldg. ..... Ao B b 165,077 84,660 80,417
105 TU.N. Exp. Prog. for Tech. Assist.............. 1,798,875 1,448,438 350,437
00 TN Chaldren’s Fand iz 200 St n ol 650,000 500,000 150,000
B—8Bub-Tofal, }. ... ek ns 5,591,521 4,951,308 640,213
107 NATO Btaff Assignmenta. ../ 0. s 2sss s 35,484 34,383 1,101
B—Sub-total.l... . . ... 35,484 34,383 1,101
108 TICAO Rental AsSiStance.............ooceeeus 200, 543 LA R 1,329
BBub-total . oo s A . 200,543 PO BIZ. 1,329
(8) Annuity to Mrs. H. Y. ROY....ovvvveeeeannnns 1,667 1,667
BCHuhtotaly: . . 5. i v v 1,667 1,667
109  I1.J.C.—Salaries and 00t AR A St 100, 745 (T g i 3,869
110 LJ.C.—Studies and Surveys.................. 199,180 111550 87,630
15 e AR LSRR AR P RIS 299, 925 216,164 83,761
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MAIN ESTIMATES 1956-57 COMPARED WITH 1955-56—Concluded
No. of

Vote Service 1956-57 1955-56 Increase  Decrease
§ $ $ $
111 . Célombo Plaf,. o550 R o R R o] 34,400,000 26,400,000 8,000,000
112  Assessment for Membership in LC.EM....... 209, 534 166,482 43,052
113  Grant to U.N. Refugee Fqu ................. 125,000 125, 000
114 Grant to UNRWA Near East................. BODLOO0. L 500, 000 3
115 International Commissions Indo-China........ 564, 500 OB i U 140, 500
Appropriation not required for 1956-57..................... BOGOBB. = . it L 50, 000
B—Sub-total................. t... 85,799,034 27,446,482 8,352,552
B—Total, General................ 41,928,174 32,851,076 9,076,298
SUMMARY
Tobe vobedd Sl v tons o B Loy e e 56,177,856 46,390,286 9,787,570
Authorized by Statute.... ... ....c...ve. oot 18, 667 18, 667
Total Estimates....:............. 56,196,523 46,408,953 9,787,570
—REFERENCES—
92—DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION—INCREASE $551,661. "
Increase  Decrease

(1) oo T SERIERER LS WETARRP - Rl e S A P e, L Sl oAl A R e 303,697 —

(@) Allowances.......... N g A A i B T e S MR ANy e — 8,175

4) Professional and Special Services..:J.......ocuiiit i iateanie e — 27,500

5) & TiCohrler Narvaces s Sul s maleaton ni N e gt S IO PR L A e 14,000 =7

25) Removal and Home Leave Expenses..............coviiiinnennnn.... 43,675 -—

(5) “< 'Other Travelling Hixpenses .cie Sl . s vl i, Jh i T = =

(6) Freight, Expressand Cartage. ............cooiviiiiinieniou.. — 3,000

7 Postage....... oI v ae AR A e A W S e — 9,500

Esg Cg.rria,ge of: Piploraatic. Mail? ok o 8 i el ol o - —

(8)  Telephones, Telegrams and Other Communication Services.......... 193,049 —

(9)  Publication of Departmental Reports and Other Material............ 11,500 35
(10) Displays, Films and other Informational Publicity.................. = =
(1)  Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment . ......................... — 3,035
(12) Purchase of Publications for Distribution............................ 19,900
(12)  Materials and Bupplies. ... oL oo Tl e
(18)  Acquisitionof Equipment..................oL 6,170
(17)  Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment .. ........................... 5,880

(22)  Compensation to Employees Loss of Effects..................... i
(297 - = DundsieB)e: St sel ettt b i S L et LS SR S 5,000

oo

92—(1) Salaries—Increase $303,697

This increase is due to the addition of 59 positions to the present establish-
ment and to annual salary increments. The additions to staff include an increase
of 26 in Communications Division (Teletypists and Clerks) and an increase of
16 in “Floater” positions (from 27 to 43). S

92—(2) Allowances—Decrease $8,175

In 1955-56 provision was made for payment of a terminable allowance
to each Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs in order to raise
his remuneration to that of a Foreign Service Officer Grade 9. As each Assistant
Under-Secretary is now granted the acting rank and salary of a Foreign
Service Officer, Grade 9, no provision for payment of Terminable Allowances

is required.
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92—(4) Professional and Special Services—Decrease $27,500

The decrease within this Primary is caused by the elimination of the
amount provided in the last two years for Canada’s possible share of the
expenses which would be involved in the setting up of an International Ar-
bitration Tribunal to adjudicate in claims of U.S. citizens for damages allegedly
suffered as a result of the construction of the Gut Dam. While at the present
time, it is not known when this Tribunal will be set up, if it is established in
this fiscal year the amount of $30,000 may have to be requested in Supple-
mentary Estimates.

92—(5) Courier Service—Increase $14,000

The additional amount required in Courier Service is needed to operate
our Ottawa-London-Paris courier service for a full year. Funds were pro-
vided for this service in 1955-56 for only part of the year.

92—(5) Removal and Home Leave Expenses—Increase $43,675
This increase is needed to cover the increased number of removals and
postings in this fiscal year.

92—(6) Freight, Express and Cartage—Decrease $3,000

Funds were provided in the 1955-56 fiscal year for the transportation
costs in connection with an Art Exhibit to Commonwealth Countries and a
Canadian Art Exhibit in Sao Paulo, Brazil, which are now looked after by
the National Gallery.

92— (7)—Decrease $9,500
This year our estimate for postage is based on one full year’s experience.

92—(8) Telephones, Telegrams and Other Communication Services—Increase
$193,049
This is due to the increase in our regular telegraphic communications
and the rental of teletype equlpment arising from the increase in cable traffic
originating in Ottawa, which in turn will result from the installation of machine
cypher facilities at selected posts, the general trend towards increased use of
telegraphic facilities and the increasing number of conferences.

92—(9) Publication of Departmental Reports and Other Ma.terzal——Inc'rease
$11,500

This increase is largely the result of the publication of “Canada, from
Sea to Sea” for which the preliminary costs were provided in the 1955-56
Estimates.

92—(11) Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment—Decrease $3,035

This decrease is brought about by the elimination of repairs to office equip-
ment and appliances which is being provided for by the Queen’s Printer this
year.
92—(12) Purchase of Publications for Distribution—Increase $19,900

This year it is proposed to make substantial gifts to chosen libraries in
the Columbo Plan area, to establish centres in these countries where compre-
hensive information about Canada, its history, economy, social structure and
culture is available to serious students. It is also proposed to publish a
Spanish edition of the Canada Handbook based on Canada 1955, due to the
great demand for such an edition. The last Spanish edition, which was very
successful, was issued in 1945, and has been out of print for several years.
92—(16) Acquisition of Equipment—Increase $6,170

This increase is needed to purchase teletype equipment to replace equip-

ment presently used on a rental basis and additional teletype units te provide
adequate operating and maintenance facilities.
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92—(17) Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment—Increase $5,880

This is needed to provide additional maintenance spare teletype parts due
to the increase in the amount of teletype equipment here in Ottawa.
92— (22) Sundries—Increase $5,000

This increase is needed for storage of furniture of employees abroad due
to the Department’s policy of supplying household effects at some posts and an
increase in the number of movements of personnel going abroad.

93—Passport Office—Increase $21,472

Increase Decrease
: ! $ $
10 s B 1 ot T U o e R L - g ST R S 5,661

CTIPPOSIONE  Ginhs o it e tan S i e e e s e &
(11) Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment 12,411 —

(11) Microfilming Supplies and Equipment .. 3,400
(22) Sundries

Total: Inerease: A5 s ¥al el oirl e 21,472

93— (1) Salaries—Increase $5,661

The increase in salaries is due to the addition of two junior typists to the
establishment for maintenance of a card index.

93—(11) Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment—Increase $12,411

The main increase here is in the amount required for Passports and Certi-
ficates of Identity in order to bring the stock on hand to safe quantities.

93—(11) Microfilming Supplies and Equipment—Increase $3,400

The increase in this Primary is caused by the Department’s intention to
have the Queen’s Printer do the work this year. In 1955-56 the microfilming
was done by renting a camera and supplying the Passport Office with three
extra men for from two to three months. This year the extra men will not be
available for the Department and the Queen’s Printer will do the work.

94—Representation Abroad—Operational—Increase $510,622

Increase Decrease
$ $

(19~ LS Iamet Y SR S e i o, e e g 264,013 —
o)) S 0 5 (0 ot g SRV S gy B S L LT 138,019 —_
(4) Professional and Special Services ......... 621 —
(5)' Traveling Expenses il picinivsic X 2,410 —
(6) Freight, Express and Cartage ........ ..... 475 -
(7 P OSTAER . ol roidh s et aisaa e Sy (e o 665 —

(8) - Telephones, Telegrams and Other Com-
U CALION . SO ICeS il it o i s & g 52,350 —

(11) Office Stationery, Supplies and Repairs to
Ofice  EQuibmenfiv i, e aas s i o - 50,902

(12) Fuel for Heating and Other Materials and
SanpHes At R S T 3,390 —

(14) Repairs and Upkeep of Buildings and Works 71,055

(150 Rentals of Buildings and Works .......... - 9,129
(17) Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment ........ 27,760 Rt
(18). Rental’ of ‘Equipment il a e sy s — 2,500
(19) Munieipal and Public Utility Services ..... 16,850 T
(21) Benefits in Consideration of Personal Services 1,170 b
(22) " SUNATIES . 4 s ve sio o Saionn eioalon sineinna s siaos — 5,625 .

Total THOTOASE it e s WA o a8 WO TP 35,0 510,622




74 : STANDING COMMITTEE

94—(1) Salaries—Increase $264,013

The increase in salaries is due to the increase in the establishment of 88
positions due to improvement of communications, additional information work
and increases at various posts abroad as a result of an increase in the volume
of work.

94—(2) Allowances—Increase $138,019
The increase in allowances is due mainly to staff increases, and upward
reclassification of certain positions abroad.
94—(8) Telephones, Telegrams and Other Communication Services—Increase
$52,350

This increase is mainly due to the Department’s intention of installing telex
communication facilities between London and five selected posts in Europe.

94—(11) Office Stationery, Supplies and Repairs to Office Equipment—i
Decrease $50,902

This decrease is caused by the transfer this year of the amounts needed
for purchase of Security Equipment and Office Equipment and Appliances to
our Capital Vote for Representation Abroad.

94—(12) Fuel for Heating and Other Materials and Supplies—Increase $3,390

This increase is due to the additional amounts needed for heating in
the Embassy in Tokyo which will be about twice its previous size and to heat
our new Chancery in The Hague.

94—(14) Repairs and Upkeep of Buildings and Works—Increase $71,055

The increase here is to bring this Primary more into line with anticipated
and present expenditures. The amount, needed for the fiscal year 1955-56 was
substantially underestimated.

94—(15) Rentals of Buildings and Works—Decrease $9,129

This decrease reflects the reductions in rentals due to th_g Government’s
policy of purchasing Chanceries and Residences wherever feasible.
94—(17) Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment—Increase $27,760

Due to the Department being involved in an increasing number of furniture

programs for Official Residences, and, where it is felt economical and advisable

to do so, providing staff residence furnishings in the past several years, the cost
of upkeep is increasing.
94— (18) Rental of Equipment—Decrease $2,500

Through the purchase of air conditioning units at some posts, the number
rented is being reduced.
94—(19) Municipal and Public Utility Services—Increase $16,850

The increase within this Primary cannot be pinpointed to any one factor as
the amount is estimated on present day expenditures. Partial responsibility for

this increase can be accounted for by the increase in the cost of electricity

resulting from the installation of air conditioning in such posts as Colombo,
Cairo and Djakarta and the increased cost of electricity in Port-au-Prince, Haiti,
and Dublin, Ireland.

94—(21) Benefits in Consideration of Personal Services—Increase $1,170

Th.is estimate fluctuates from year to year and can only be based on existing
regulations pertaining to employment in foreign countries.

94—(22) Sundries—Dgcrease $5,625

This decrease is entirely based on past and present expenditure patterns.
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95—Representation Abroad—Capital—Decrease $374,983

Increase Decrease
$ $
(11) Office Furnishings and Equipment .......... 142,298

(13) Acquisition, Construction and Improvement of
Properties for Offices and Residences Abroad

Y e LT I B R R R e S o e 393,400
(16) Acquisition of Teletype Equipment and Furni-

ture and Furnishings for Residences Abroad 182,545
(16) Procurement of Motor Vehicles and other

ERDIEE s Sl it et et T 29,700
(16) - Basic Household Equipment and Furnishings

1or-SIatt A Bread. o ot b R e 28,964

Folalebograase v v b e st e 374,983

95—(11) Office Furnishings and Equipment—Increase $142,298

For the first time, this year, office equipment and appliances are being
provided for in this vote rather than the operational vote. The amount required
for these items has been slightly increased this year to cover the cost and
installation of a new telephone system in the new Chancery building in Paris.
The amount required for office furnishings has also been increased to bring it
more in line with present and anticipated expenditures.

95—(13) Acquisition, Construction and Improvement of Properties for Offices
and Residences Abroad including Land—Decrease $393,400
The main decrease in this Primary results from the following facts:

(a) $15,000 less is required for work on the construction of the new
Chancery in Paris because of the progress being made.

(b) Similarly there is a decrease of $72,500 in the amount required for
construction of the new Chancery in The Hague. ;

(c) For the same reason there is also a decrease of $167,500 in the
amount required for construction work in connection with the
addition to the Chancery premises in Japan.

(d) In 1955-56 our Estimates included $54,000 to cover the purchase of
a Chancery and Hill Station 