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INTRODUCTION

Le volume 25 est le second de deux volumes qui portent sur la période du 10 juin
1957 au 31 décembre 1958, les 18 premiers mois du gouvernement du premier
ministre John G. Diefenbaker du Parti progressiste-conservateur. Le premier volume
expliquait la participation active du Canada aux affaires des Nations Unies, de
I’Organisation du Traité de I’ Atlantique Nord et du Commonwealth, trois organismes
multinationaux. Il contenait également des chapitres sur 1'énergie atomique et les
relations avec les pays de I’Europe de 1I'Ouest. Le présent volume traite des relations
du Canada avec les Etats-Unis, le Moyen-Orient, I’Extréme-Orient, I’Europe de I’Est,
I’Union soviétique et I’Amérique latine.

Dans ce volume, la période étudiée montre que ce sont les questions de défense et
de sécurité dans le contexte de la guerre froide qui ont continué de retenir Iattention
des décideurs canadiens en matiére de politique internationale. Comme les documents
du chapitre premier I’attestent, le gouvernement conservateur a hérité du régime
libéral sortant un programme de défense canado-américain qui comportait un certain
nombre de questions essentielles et litigieuses. La principale question était le plan
d’intégration du contréle opérationnel des forces de la défense aérienne de I’ Amérique
du Nord. En se fondant sur les deux mémoires préparés par le ministére de la Défense
nationale [documents 10 et 11], le premier ministre Diefenbaker approuva
personnellement la création du Commandement de la défense aérienne de I’ Amérique
du Nord (NORAD), le 24 juillet 1958. Alarmés de voir qu’une question d’une telle
portée n’avait pas été examinée en détail par le Cabinet, les hauts fonctionnaires du
ministére des Affaires extérieures réussirent A convaincre le secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures, Sidney Smith, de faire pression auprés de son homologue de la
Défense nationale dans le but d’obtenir un échange de notes intergouvernementales
[document 20]. Le général George Pearkes et le ministre de la Défense nationale
acquiescerent i la requéte de Smith. La démarche entreprise pour officialiser les
arrangements concernant le NORAD fut rendue encore plus urgente par Diefenbaker
lui-méme, qui voulait faire taire les critiques croissantes que cet accord suscitait au
Parlement et empécher que les détails du désaccord entre les ministeres ne soient
connus du public [document 25]. Les négociations qui suivirent avec les autorités
américaines se déroulerent sans heurts, et des notes diplomatiques furent échangées en
mai 1958. Les ministres du Cabinet cherchérent également & obtenir une supervision
politique des opérations du NORAD en créant un comité ministériel, proposition a
laquelle le ministére des Affaires extérieures s’opposa d’abord. Finalement, les
négociateurs canadiens et américains se mirent d’accord sur la création d’un comité de
contrdle qui serait chargé d’examiner toutes les questions de sécurité bilatérale.
Diefenbaker et le président Dwight D. Eisenhower donnérent leur accord 2 la création
d’un comité canado-américain de défense conjointe A 1'occasion de la visite
d’Eisenhower a Ottawa, en juillet 1958. Les ministres canadiens et leurs homologues
américains convoquerent par la suite la premiére réunion de ce comité a Paris, en
décembre 1958 [document 135].

La deuxi¢me grande question concernant la défense et la sécurité qui se posait au
gouvernement Diefenbaker était le programme des intercepteurs CF-105. Faute d’es-
pace, nous n’avons reproduit qu’un faible pourcentage des documents se rapportant a
I’annulation du projet Avro Arrow. Nous ajouterons néanmoins que la plupart des do-
cuments d’archives non reproduits sont du domaine exclusif de la politique de défense
nationale et ont peu de rapport avec la conduite des affaires étranggres du Canada.




INTRODUCTION

Volume 25 is the second of two volumes documenting the period from 10 June
1957 to 31 December 1958, the first eighteen months of Prime Minister John
G. Diefenbaker’s Progressive Conservative government. The earlier volume focused
on Canada’s active participation in three multinational organizations—the United
Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and the Commonwealth. It also
contained chapters on atomic energy and relations with Western European countries.
This volume documents Canada’s relations with the United States, the Middle East,
the Far East, Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, and Latin America.

Cold War defence and security issues continued to dominate the attention of
Canadian foreign policy-makers during the period covered by this volume. As the
documentation in Chapter I indicates, the Conservative government inherited from the
outgoing Liberal administration a Canadian-American defence agenda containing a
number of critical and contentious items. The most important issue was the plan to
integrate operational control of North American air defence forces. Based on two
submissions prepared by the Department of National Defence [Documents 10 and 111],
Prime Minister Diefenbaker personally approved the formation of the North American
Air Defence Command (NORAD) on 24 July 1958. Alarmed that a matter of such
magnitude had not been vetted by Cabinet, officials in the Department of External
Affairs convinced the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Sidney Smith, to lobby
his Department of National Defence counterpart to seek an intergovernmental
exchange of notes [Document 20]. General George Pearkes, the Minister of National
Defence, consented to Smith’s request. These efforts to formalize NORAD
arrangements were given added urgency by Diefenbaker himself, who sought to
deflect growing Parliamentary criticism of the deal and to prevent details of inter-
departmental dissension from reaching the public {Document 25]. Subsequent
negotiations with American officials proceeded smoothly, and diplomatic notes were
exchanged in May 1958. Cabinet ministers also sought to establish political oversight
of NORAD operations through the creation of a ministerial committee, a proposal that
was initially opposed by the Department of External Affairs. Eventually, Canadian and
American negotiators agreed to create an oversight committee that would be
responsible for studying all bilateral security matters. Diefenbaker and President
Dwight D. Eisenhower approved the formation of the Canada-United States
Committee on Joint Defence during Eisenhower’s visit to Ottawa in July 1958.
Canadian Ministers and their American counterparts subsequently convened the first
meeting of this Committee in Paris in December 1958 [Document 135].

The second major defence and security issue confronting the Diefenbaker govern-
ment was the status of the CF-105 interceptor programme. Space limitations only
permit the printing of a small percentage of documents concerning the cancellation of
the Avro Arrow. Moreover, much of this unprinted archival material rests exclusively
in the domain of domestic defence policy with little applicability to the conduct of
Canadian foreign affairs. Nevertheless, the documents included in this volume provide
a detailed look at the efforts of senior bureaucrats and Cabinet ministers to respond to
the foreign policy implications of the Arrow decision. During the first seven months of
1958, the prohibitive costs of the Arrow and the potential decline of the Soviet man-
ned bomber threat clouded the future of the CF-105 production programme. But as
late as 31 July 1958, Robert Bryce, the Clerk of the Privy Council and a trusted
Diefenbaker advisor, informed the Prime Minister that the Arrow programme should




Xii INTRODUCTION

Toutefois, les documents reproduits donnent un apercu détaillé des efforts déployés
par les hauts fonctionnaires et les ministres du Cabinet pour pallier les conséquences
sur la politique étrangere de la décision d’annulation du projet Arrow. Pendant les sept
premiers mois de 1958, les coiits prohibitifs du projet Arrow et Iatténuation possible
de la menace que faisait planer le bombardier soviétique piloté assombrirent I’avenir
du programme de production du CF-105. C’est finalement le 31 juillet 1958 que
Robert Bryce, greffier du Conseil privé et conseiller de confiance de Diefenbaker, dit
au premier ministre que le programme Arrow devait continuer [document 69].
Cependant, 2 la suite de la visite de Pearkes 2 Washington au cours de la premiére
semaine d’aolt, Diefenbaker et Pearkes, se rappelant leur entente concernant la créa-
tion du NORAD, décidérent en privé d’abandonner le CF-105 [document 70). Pendant
les six semaines qui suivirent, la proposition d’annuler le projet Arrow domina I’ordre
du jour du Comité de la défense du Cabinet et du Cabinet plénier; finalement, il fut
décidé de poursuivre le programme de développement du projet Arrow jusqu’au
31 mars 1959 [documents 88 et 89]. D’autres documents présentent en détail la déci-
sion d’adopter le missile BOMARC et la négociation de I’accord de partage de la
production avec les Etats-Unis.

L’ajout d’armes nucléaires au parapluie de défense aérienne nord-américaine a
compté pour beaucoup dans la création du NORAD et dans la décision de miser sur le
missile BOMARC plutdt que sur le CF-105 pour contrer la menace militaire
soviétique. Les Etats-Unis firent pression pour que les autorités canadiennes intégrent
des moyens offensifs atomiques au bouclier de défense continentale, la premiere fois
en décembre 1957 [documents 26 et 27], et le Cabinet approuva avec circonspection la
tenue de négociations exploratoires pour le stockage d’armes nucléaires sur le
territoire canadien, 3 Goose Bay. Cependant, les hauts fonctionnaires du ministére des
Affaires extérieures furent rapides  faire observer que les tentatives du ministere de la
Défense nationale de minimiser ou de méconnaitre les ramifications politiques du
déploiement d’armes nucléaires au Canada étaient une erreur, car cela impliquait que
le Canada ne jouerait plus un rdle de défense passive mais un « role de fournisseur
d’installations destinées & renforcer la puissance de frappe des forces offensives du
Commandement des forces aériennes stratégiques » [document 35]. Le Comité du
Cabinet sur la défense discuta de la question de maniére approfondie, en avril 1958
[document 55], et les pourparlers militaires se poursuivirent jusqu’a la fin de 1’année.
La décision d’acquérir des missiles BOMARC fit changer le ton et I’urgence du débat.
Comme ces missiles devaient étre munis de tétes nucléaires pour bien fonctionner, le
gouvernement canadien était dés lors, selon toute logique, décidé a acheter des armes
nucléaires pour les forces canadiennes. Par la suite, le Cabinet accepta d’entamer des
négociations « difficiles et complexes » pour acquérir des armes nucléaires [document
95], et des consultations interministérielles intensives eurent lieu pour préparer les
ministres 2 la réunion du Comité conjoint de la défense a Paris, en décembre 1958. Le
point le plus important qui a fait I'objet de discussions au Comité se révéla étre le
contenu de la version préliminaire d’une déclaration devant étre faite 2 la Chambre des
communes portant sur la décision du Canada de négocier les modalités de P’acquisition
d’armes nucléaires, et aussi de savoir qui était I'autorité politique supréme décidant de
leur utilisation éventuelle,

Par ailleurs, le gouvernement Diefenbaker s’est penché sur un certain nombre de
questions frontaliéres cruciales d’ordre économique, dont la plupart concernait les
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be continued [Document 69]. Diefenbaker and Pearkes, however, in a decision
reminiscent of their agreement to implement NORAD, privately decided to scrap the
CF-105 [Document 70] following Pearkes’ visit to Washington in the first week of
August. During the next six weeks, the proposal to cancel the Arrow topped the
agenda of the Cabinet Defence Committee and the full Cabinet; ultimately, the deci-
sion was made to continue the development programme for the Arrow until 31 March
1959 [Documents 88 and 89]. Additional documentation details the decision to adopt
the BOMARC missile and the negotiation of a production sharing agreement with the
United States.

The introduction of nuclear weapons into the North American air defence umbrella
was intimately related to the formation of NORAD and the decision to rely on the
BOMARC instead of the CF-105 to counter the Soviet military threat. The United
States first pressed Canadian officials to incorporate atomic capabilities into the
continental defence shield in December 1957 [Documents 26 and 27], and Cabinet
cautiously approved exploratory negotiations aimed at stockpiling nuclear weapons on
Canadian soil at Goose Bay. Department of External Affairs officials, however,
quickly emphasized that Department of National Defence attempts to minimize or
ignore the political ramifications of deploying nuclear weapons in Canada were
misguided, since it involved switching from a passive defence role to the “provision
by Canada of facilities to enhance the striking power of the Strategic Air Command
offensive forces” [Document 35). After the Cabinet Defence Committee discussed the
issue in a detailed fashion in April 1958 [Document 55), military talks continued
throughout 1958. The decision to acquire BOMARC missiles altered the tone and
urgency of the debate. As the BOMARC required nuclear warheads to function
effectively, the Canadian government was now logically committed to acquiring
nuclear arms for use by Canadian forces. Cabinet subsequently agreed to begin the
“difficult and complicated” negotiations to secure nuclear weapons [Document 95],
and intensive inter-departmental consultations occurred to prepare ministers for the
December 1958 Joint Committee on Defence meeting in Paris. The most important
matter discussed by the Joint Committee proved to be the contents of a draft statement
to be made in the House of Commons about Canada’s decision to negotiate terms for
acquiring nuclear weapons, including the ultimate political control over their potential
use. :

The Diefenbaker government also addressed a number of critical cross-border
economic issues, many of which concerned restrictive import measures adopted by
both Ottawa and Washington. Canada contemplated raising duty values on fruits and
vegetables and placed restrictions on turkey and fowl imports. The Department of
External Affairs believed these measures violated Canadian GATT obligations, a view
shared by the American government, which protested Canadian actions as
“disappointing in the context of the need for expansion of world trade so often stressed
by leaders of the Canadian government” [Document 188]. Canadian officials were
equally concerned with new American restrictions on crude oil and lead and zinc
imports, as well as the perennial problems posed by American surplus disposal
policies under Public Law 480. Ottawa issued a flurry of strongly worded diplomatic
notes objecting to Washington’s policies, with seemingly little effect.

Despite these important trade irritants, a major breakthrough was made in the
complex negotiations designed to secure agreement with Washington to develop the
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mesures de restriction des importations adoptées par Ottawa et Washington. Le
Canada envisageait d’augmenter les droits sur les fruits et les 1égumes et d’imposer
des restrictions sur les importations de dindes et de volaille. Le ministére des Affaires
extérieures jugeait que ces mesures violaient les obligations du Canada imposées par
le GATT, point de vue partagé par le gouvernement américain qui protesta contre ces
mesures canadiennes, 4 son avis « décevantes, compte tenu de la nécessité du
développement du commerce international si souvent soulignée par les dirigeants du
gouvernement canadien » [document 188]. Les hauts fonctionnaires canadiens étaient
€galement préoccupés par les nouvelles restrictions imposées par les Etats-Unis sur les
importations de pétrole brut, de plomb et de zinc, et aussi par les problémes sans fin
posés par les politiques américaines d’écoulement des excédents en vertu de la Public
Law 480. Ottawa envoya une série de notes diplomatiques bien senties pour marquer
son opposition aux politiques de Washington, mais elles eurent apparemment peu
d’effets.

Malgré ces grands sujets de discorde commerciale, on enregistra une percée
majeure dans les négociations complexes qui visaient A trouver un accord avec
Washington pour la mise en valeur du bassin du fleuve Columbia. Le gouvernement
Diefenbaker constitua un comité sur les problemes du fleuve Columbia, qui en fin de
compte se révéla capable d’établir des mécanismes de liaison avec le gouvernement
provincial de la Colombie-Britannique en octobre 1958. Les notes diplomatiques
€changées entre Ottawa et Washington en novembre et en décembre 1958 [documents
223 et 225] jetérent les bases qui permirent d’amorcer les négociations officielles par
Pentremise de la Commission mixte internationale.

Le chapitre II du présent volume décrit la politique étrangere du Canada au Moyen-
Orient, région qui continuait d’étre un grand sujet de tensions Est-Ouest. Ottawa de-
meura engagé dans son rdle de maintien de la paix apres la crise de Suez de 1956, et
réaffirma sa participation 2 la Force d’urgence des Nations Unies (FUNU) en juillet
1957 [document 256]. Par ailleurs, la délégation canadienne, présente  la Douziéme
Session de I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies, joua un réle déterminant en don-
nant au financement de la FUNU une assise solide et permanente. Le gouvernement
Diefenbaker s’employa également avec diligence & maintenir I’embargo canadien sur
les envois de matériel militaire au Moyen-Orient, en approuvant une politique com-
pléte en matiere de contrdle des exportations d’armes en septembre 1957 [document
236]. Cette politique fit I’objet d’une attention de plus en plus grande aprés que le
gouvernement israélien eut présenté des demandes pour se procurer du matériel mili-
taire au Canada. Les représentations dans ce but furent faites sous trés forte pression
lors de la visite du ministre israélien des Affaires étrangeres, Golda Meir, a Ottawa, en
octobre 1958 {document 388].

Les probléemes du Moyen-Orient furent cependant éclipsés par la crise
internationale qui éclata au Liban et en Jordanie 2 I’été 1958. La poursuite de la
pénétration économique de 1'Union soviétique au Moyen-Orient et I’union entre
I"Egypte et la Syrie en vue de former la République arabe unie (RAE) avaient
provoqué une escalade des tensions dans la région au début de I’année. Au printemps,
le Liban et son gouvernement pro-occidental faible, dirigé par le président Camille
Chamoun, étaient de fait assiégés. Le Canada chercha activement des assurances de la
part de I'ONU pour le Liban, et il accepta de servir dans le Groupe d’observation des
Nations Unies (GONUL) en juin 1958 [document 326). Toutefois, le renversement,
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Columbia River Basin. The Diefenbaker government established the Cabinet
Committee on the Columbia River Problems, which eventually proved able to
establish liaison mechanisms with the provincial government of British Columbia in
October 1958. Diplomatic notes exchanged between Ottawa and Washington in
November and December 1958 [Documents 223 and 225] laid the basis for formal
negotiations to commence through the International Joint Commission.

Chapter II of this volume documents Canada’s foreign policy towards the Middle
East, a region which also continued to be a flashpoint for East-West tensions. Ottawa
remained committed to a peacekeeping role in the aftermath of the 1956 Suez Crisis
and reaffirmed its participation in the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) in
July 1957 [Document 256]. Moreover, the Canadian delegation to the Twelfth Session
of the United Nations General Assembly played a leading role in placing UNEF
financing on a sound and permanent footing. The Diefenbaker government also
worked diligently to maintain Canada’s embargo on shipments of military equipment
to the Middle East, approving a comprehensive policy to control the export of arms in
September 1957 [Document 236]. This policy came under increasing scrutiny as a
result of the Israeli government’s requests to secure military equipment from Canada.
These representations were most forcefully made during the visit of the Israeli Foreign
Minister, Golda Meir, to Ottawa in October 1958 [Document 388].

These Middle Eastern matters, however, were overshadowed by an international
crisis in Lebanon and Jordan in the summer of 1958. Continued Soviet economic
penetration of the Middle East and the union of Egypt and Syria to form the United
Arab Republic (UAR) had steadily increased tensions in the region early in the year.
By the spring, Lebanon and its weak pro-Western government headed by President
Camille Chamoun was effectively under siege. Canada was active in seeking UN
assurances for Lebanon and agreed to serve in the United Nations Observer Group in
Lebanon (UNOGIL) in June 1958 [Document 326]. But the bloody overthrow of the
pro-Western Iragi monarchy resulted in Lebanon’s immediate call for military support,
and American and British troops landed in Lebanon and Jordan to preserve the
existing governments in Beirut and Amman. The American intervention activated
NORAD states of readiness protocols and brought home to Ottawa for the first time
the unforeseen and far-reaching implications of North American defence cooperation
[Document 66). Eventually, in August 1958, an Emergency Special Session of the
United Nations General Assembly was convened to defuse the crisis. While Sidney
Smith reported from New York with typical Canadian modesty that he was “not
ashamed of Canada’s contribution” to the special UN debate [Document 382], the
American reaction was more gratifying. United States Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles praised Ottawa’s diplomatic effort as “the key to a successful outcome”
[Document 383].

As much of the documentation in Chapter III indicates, Cold War themes
dominated Canadian foreign policy in the Far East. Ottawa was keenly interested in
policy issues concerning Communist China. Canadian officials, spurred on by the
desire to increase Sino-Canadian trade, again evaluated the merits of recognizing the
Peking government, before deciding that there was “no clear cut balance of argument
discernible” on the issue [Document 466]. Washington, of course, remained impla-
cably opposed to any change in the West’s longstanding opposition to the recognition
of Communist China. President Eisenhower emphasized this in personal discussions
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dans le sang, de la monarchie iraquienne pro-occidentale poussa immédiatement le
Liban & demander un appui militaire, et des troupes américaines et britanniques
débarquérent au Liban et en Jordanie pour protéger les gouvernements en place
Beyrouth et 4 Amman. L’intervention américaine déclencha les protocoles du
NORAD d’intervention immédiate et fit voir 2 Ottawa, pour la premiére fois, les
conséquences imprévues et la grande portée de la coopération en matiére de défense
nord-américaine [document 66]. Finalement, en aofit 1958, une séance extraordinaire
d’urgence de I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies fut convoquée pour désamorcer
la crise. A la déclaration empreinte de modestie habituelle propre aux Canadiens que
Sidney Smith fit 2 New York, a savoir qu’il « n’avait pas honte de la contribution
canadienne » au débat spécial des Nations Unies [document 382], les Américains
eurent une réaction plus flatteuse. Le secrétaire d’Etat américain John Foster Dulles
loua en effet les efforts diplomatiques d’Ottawa « ayant rendu possible une issue
heureuse » [document 383).

Comme la plus grande partie des documents du chapitre III I'indiquent, les thémes
de la guerre froide ont dominé la politique étrangére canadienne en Extréme-Orient.
Ottawa s’intéressait vivement aux enjeux politiques concernant la Chine communiste.
Désirant développer les échanges commerciaux avec la Chine, les hauts fonctionnaires

-canadiens évaluérent de nouveau les avantages de reconnaitre le gouvernement de
Pékin avant de décider qu’« aucun argument décisif ne faisait pencher la balance d’un
c6té plutdt que de I’autre » [document 466]. Washington, bien siir, resta farouchement
oppos€ a tout changement de la position traditionnelle de 1’Ouest, qui était de ne pas
reconnaitre la Chine communiste. Le président Eisenhower insista 1a-dessus au cours
des discussions personnelles qu’il eut avec le premier ministre Diefenbaker [docu-
ment 7], tandis que le département d’Etat fit suivre la démarche du président d’un
aide-mémoire « complet mais quelque peu dogmatique » [document 468] en aoiit
1958, qui insistait sur le maintien d’un front commun occidental.

Le débat diplomatique sur la reconnaissance du gouvernement de Pékin fut rapide-
ment balay€ par I'irruption d’une autre crise grave dans le détroit de Taiwan. Les con-
séquences stratégiques des actions militaires américaines dans le Pacifique amenérent
Sidney Smith a prévenir personnellement I’ambassadeur américain que le gouverne-
ment canadien était « profondément préoccupé » par la crise et par les complications
que pourraient entrainer une déclaration d’intervention d’urgence immédiate par les
commandants du NORAD, impliquant les forces de défense aérienne canadiennes [do-
cument 427]. Tout au long de la crise, les hauts fonctionnaires canadiens 2
Washington et ceux aux Nations Unies, & New York, suivirent la situation avec un vif
intérét jusqu’a la diminution graduelle des tensions dans la région en octobre 1958.

Le Canada resta concerné de fort prés par la guerre froide asiatique en raison de son
adhésion aux commissions internationales de surveillance et de contrdle. Pour le Laos
et le Cambodge, Ottawa jugea que les commissions avaient eu leur utilité, mais que le
temps était venu de les dissoudre. Le présent volume relate les tractations diploma-
tiques auxquelles a donné lieu la décision du Cabinet d’avril 1958 de se retirer unilaté-
ralement de la Commission du Laos si I'Inde et 1a Pologne en refusaient la dissolution;
la Commission ajourna finalement sine die en juillet. Toutefois, le volume ne compte
aucun document sur la Commission du Cambodge, car I'impasse créée par la dissolu-
tion de la Commission en 1956 — documents dans le volume 23 — ne fut pas résolue au
cours de la période visée ici. Arthur Blanchette, chef de la délégation canadienne 2
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with Prime Minister Diefenbaker [Document 7], while the State Department followed
up the President’s démarche with a “comprehensive but somewhat dogmatic” [Docu-
ment 468] aide-memoire in August 1958 insisting on the maintenance of a common
Western front.

This diplomatic debate over the desirability of recognizing Peking was quickly
superseded by the outbreak of another serious crisis in the Taiwan Straits. The
strategic impact of American military actions in the Pacific caused Sidney Smith to
personally warn the American Ambassador that the Canadian government was
“gravely concerned” about the crisis and the possible complications of a declaration of
a state of readiness by NORAD commanders involving Canadian air defence forces
[Document 427]. Throughout the crisis, Canadian officials in Washington and at the
United Nations in New York monitored the situation with keen interest prior to the
gradual de-escalation of tensions in the region in October 1958.

Canada remained most closely exposed to the Asian Cold War through its member-
ship in the International Commissions for Supervision and Control. In Laos and
Cambodia, Ottawa believed that the Commissions had served a useful purpose but that
the time had come for their dissolution. This volume documents the diplomacy in-
volved in the April 1958 Cabinet decision to withdraw unilaterally from the Laos
Commission if India and Poland did not agree to dissolution; this Commission eventu-
ally adjourned sine die in July. However, no documentation on the Cambodian Com-
mission is included in this volume as the deadlock that developed over dissolution of
this Commission in 1956—documented in detail in Volume 23—was not resolved in
the period covered by this volume. Arthur Blanchette, the head of the Canadian dele-
gation in Phnom Penh, summed up the Canadian attitude towards the inertia of the
Cambodian Commission when he informed his superiors that “rarely in the course of
human events has so much money been spent by so many countries to so little avail”.!
The Diefenbaker government recognized that the Vietnam Commission continued to
play an important role in preserving a semblance of political stability in the region in
the face of North Vietnamese attempts to destabilize the South Vietnamese regime.
For this reason, Canada was alarmed at American proposals advanced in the summer
of 1958 to increase the number of United States military advisors in Vietnam. Strong
representations made by Canadian officials — who feared the destabilizing effects of
Washington’s plans — failed to sway American opinion.

As the documentation in Chapter IV indicates, Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union remained high on Ottawa’s foreign policy agenda. Cabinet continued to devote
attention to the problem of Hungarian refugees, although an unfortunate jurisdictional
dispute between the Department of External Affairs and the Department of Citizenship
and Immigration resulted in Canada’s refusal to admit thousands of needy Hungarian
refugees and the embarrassment of Canada’s chief immigration representative in
Geneva. A Soviet diplomatic initiative in December 1958 resulted in an exchange of
correspondence between Soviet Premier Nicolai Bulganin and Prime Minister
Diefenbaker and spurred early East-West discussions aimed at the convening of a
summit meeting. Moscow’s increasing confidence on the international stage and
internal changes in the Soviet Union also prompted debate within the Department of

! Phnom Penh Letter 23?, Commissioner, ICSC, Cambodia to Under-Secretary of State for External
Affairs, November 26, 1958, DEA/50052-C-40.
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Phnom Penh, résuma, dans une communication a ses supérieurs, les sentiments du
Canada envers I’inertie de la Commission du Cambodge en ces termes : « Rarement a-
t-on vu dans I’histoire des activités humaines, autant d’argent dépensé par un si grand
nombre de pays pour si peu de résultat »'. Le gouvernement Diefenbaker admit que la
Commission du Vietnam continuait 2 jouer un role important, car elle préservait une
relative stabilité politique dans la région face aux tentatives nord-vietnamiennes de
déstabilisation du régime sud-vietnamien. C’est pour cette raison que le Canada s’a-
larma quand Washington proposa, a I’été 1958, d’augmenter le nombre de conseillers
militaires américains au Vietnam. Les diplomates canadiens, qui craignaient les effets
déstabilisateurs des plans de Washington, protestérent énergiquement, sans parvenir
toutefois a infléchir 1’opinion américaine.

Selon les documents du chapitre IV, I’Europe de I’Est et 1’Union soviétique
resterent en haut des priorités du programme de la politique étrangére d’Ottawa. Le
Cabinet continua de porter attention au probléme des réfugiés hongrois, mais en raison
d’un malheureux conflit de compétences entre le ministére des Affaires extérieures et
celui de la Citoyenneté et de I’Immigration, le Canada refusa d’accueillir des milliers
de réfugiés hongrois dans le besoin, ce qui plongea le représentant principal de
'immigration du Canada 4 Geneéve dans I’embarras. En décembre 1958, une initiative
diplomatique soviétique fut 4 1'origine d’un échange de correspondance entre le
premier ministre soviétique Nicolai Boulganine et le premier ministre Diefenbaker et
amorga les premiéres discussions Est-Ouest en vue de la convocation d’une réunion au
sommet. L’assurance croissante de Moscou sur la scéne internationale et les
changements en Union soviétique suscitérent, au ministére des Affaires extérieures,
des débats sur les intentions des Soviétiques et sur les stratégies occidentales pour les
contenir. Un document préparé par le Ministere et largement distribué, engagea
finalement les pays de I’Ouest a adopter un mode d’action « au coup par coup et fondé
sur la patience » s’inscrivant a I'intérieur d’un « projet de grande envergure et
empreint d’imagination » en vue d’obtenir une coopération Est-Ouest [document 520].

Pendant les trois premiers mois du mandat conservateur, John Diefenbaker
s’occupa du portefeuille des Affaires extérieures, en plus de remplir ses fonctions de
premier ministre. Tout au long de son mandat, il garda un vif intérét pour les affaires
internationales et insista pour traiter lui-méme les questions de politique étrangére
délicates, comme il Ie fit dans les dossiers du NORAD et du CF-105. La tendance de
Diefenbaker a prendre les décisions de politique étrangére capitales venait également
de sa méfiance envers les hauts fonctionnaires du ministére des Affaires extérieures,
certains étant, a ses yeux des « Pearsonnalités » en raison de leur allégeance apparente
a leur ancien chef politique. Par conséquent, en aofit 1957, Robert Bryce fit en sorte de
faire nommer H. Basil Robinson agent chargé de la liaison permanente entre le
Cabinet du premier ministre et le Ministére, fonction dont Robinson s’acquitta
remarquablement. En septembre 1957, Diefenbaker nomma Sidney Smith, recteur de
I'Université de Toronto, au poste de secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures.
Administrateur et universitaire capable, Smith ne réussit pas 3 acquérir un role
indépendant en tant que ministre des Affaires extérieures avant son décés soudain en
mars 1959.

! Phnom Penh, lettre 23?, du commissaire, CISC, Cambodge, au sous-secrétaire d’Etat des Affaires extéri-
eures, 26 novembre 1958, MAE/S0052-C-40.
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External Affairs about Soviet intentions and Western strategies for containment. A
widely-circulated paper prepared in the Department ultimately called for the West to
adopt a “patient and piecemeal approach” within a “grand and imaginative design” to
secure East-West cooperation [Document 520].

For the first three months of the Conservative mandate, John Diefenbaker held the
portfolio of Secretary of State for External Affairs in addition to his duties as Prime
Minister. Throughout his term in office, Diefenbaker maintained a keen interest in
international affairs and insisted on personally addressing critical foreign policy issues
himself, as evidenced by his handling of the NORAD and CF-105 situations.
Diefenbaker’s tendency to make key foreign policy decisions also resulted from his
suspicion of senior Department of External Affairs officials, some of whom he viewed
as “Pearsonalities” due to their perceived allegiance to their former political master.
As a result, Robert Bryce arranged in August 1957 to have H. Basil Robinson
appointed as a full-time liaison between the Prime Minister’s Office and the
Department, a responsibility that Robinson handled with distinction. In September
1957, Diefenbaker selected Sidney Smith, President of the University of Toronto, to
fill the position of Secretary of State for External Affairs. An able academic
administrator, Smith failed to carve out an independent role for himself as foreign
minister before his sudden death in March of 1959,

Both Diefenbaker and Smith were able to draw on the advice of a veteran group of
senior External Affairs officials during the first eighteen months of the Progressive
Conservative administration. Jules Léger continued to serve as Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs until Norman Robertson replaced him in October 1958.
R.M. Macdonnell assisted Léger and Robertson as Deputy Under-Secretary from
September 1958 (this position had been vacant from May 1957). The Department
depended on the services of four Assistant Under-Secretaries during the period
covered by this volume: John Holmes, Douglas LePan, W.D. Matthews, and Marcel
Cadieux. Cadieux also served as the Department’s Legal Adviser.

No major changes in representation occurred at Canada’s most important posts
abroad until the autumn of 1958. Norman Robertson served as Ambassador in
Washington until 10 October 1958 before he returned to Ottawa to assume his duties
as Under-Secretary. A.D.P. Heeney replaced Robertson in Washington. Jules Léger
left Ottawa to become Canada’s Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic
Council and Representative to the Organization for European Economic Cooperation
in September 1958; he replaced the retiring Dana Wilgress in these posts. In June
1957, Diefenbaker appointed George Drew as High Commissioner to the United
Kingdom. David Johnson served as Canada’s Ambassador in Moscow from
September 1957.

Documents in this volume were selected primarily from the records of the Depart-
ment of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. Additional documents were
chosen from the files of the departments of Trade and Commerce and Citizenship and
Immigration, and from the private papers of Cabinet ministers and senior government
officials. In preparing this volume, I was given unrestricted access to the files of the
Department of External Affairs and generous access to other collections. A complete
list of the archival sources consulted to prepare this volume is found on page xxv.
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Diefenbaker et Smith purent tous deux profiter des conseils d’un groupe d’anciens
hauts fonctionnaires des Affaires extérieures pendant les 18 premiers mois du gouver-
nement conservateur. Jules Léger demeura sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extéri-
eures avant que Norman Robertson ne le remplace en octobre 1958. R.M. Macdonnell
les seconda tous les deux en qualité de sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint 2 compter de
septembre 1958 (ce poste était inoccupé depuis mai 1957). Pendant la période cou-
verte dans le présent volume, le Ministére compta quatre sous-secrétaires adjoints, a
savoir : John Holmes, Douglas LePan, W.D. Matthews et Marcel Cadieux. Ce demier
fut également jurisconsulte du Ministére.

Aucun changement majeur d’ambassadeur n’intervint dans les principales missions
du Canada a I’étranger jusqu’a 1’automne 1958. Norman Robertson fut ambassadeur a
Washington jusqu’au 10 octobre 1958, date a laquelle il regagna Ottawa pour assumer
ses fonctions de sous-secrétaire. A.D.P. Heeney le remplaga dans la capitale
américaine. Jules Léger quitta Ottawa pour devenir le représentant permanent du
Canada au Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord et & I’Organisation européenne de coopération
économique en septembre 1958; il remplaga a ces postes Dana Wilgress, partie 2 la
retraite. En juin 1957, Diefenbaker nomma George Drew 2 titre de haut-commissaire
du Canada au Royaume-Uni. David Johnson fut ambassadeur 3 Moscou 2 partir de
septembre 1957.

Les documents présentés dans le présent volume ont été choisis principalement
dans les archives du ministére des Affaires extérieures et du Bureau du Conseil privé.
D’autres documents ont été choisis dans les dossiers des ministéres des Finances, du
Commerce, de la Citoyenneté et de I’'Immigration, ainsi que dans les papiers person-
nels de ministres du Cabinet et de hauts fonctionnaires. J’ai bénéficié, pour préparer le
présent volume, d’un acces illimité aux dossiers du ministére des Affaires extérieures
et d’un accés généreux a d’autres collections. Une liste compléte des archives consul-
tées figure a la page xxv.

Le choix des documents du volume 24 est guidé par les principes généraux énoncés
dans 'introduction au volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), et amendés dans I’introduction au vo-
lume 20 (p. xxiii). En bref, la série se voudrait un « compte rendu indépendant des
principales décisions de politique étrangére prises par le gouvernement du Canada »,
en se concentrant sur les relations bilatérales et multilatérales les plus importantes de
celui-ci et sur les grands dossiers internationaux qui ont amené des membres du
Cabinet et de hauts fonctionnaires a prendre part aux décisions politiques de fond.

Méme si cinq décennies ont passé, des parties importantes de documents clés
relatifs & I’acquisition d’armes nucléaires traitée dans ce volume n’ont pas été
déclassifiés par le Bureau du Conseil privé et le ministére de la Défense nationale
selon les dispositions de la Loi sur ’accés a linformation. Environ 70 lignes de texte
des conclusions du Cabinet du 9 décembre 1958 [document 134] et du 22 décembre
1958 [document 137] qui portent sur la politique proposée du Canada en matiere
d’armes nucléaires demeurent inaccessibles aux chercheurs. Quatre lignes du texte des
conclusions du Cabinet en date du 24 janvier 1958 [document 120] qui portent sur le
ravitaillement des installations américaines au Canada ont été retirées. Le mandat du
NORAD attaché au document 45 n’est pas, non plus, reproduit. Les noms de plusieurs
particuliers ont également été retirés des documents 242, 243, 245, 247, 253, 254 et
459 pour protéger leur identité selon la Loi sur la protection des renseignements
personnels.

M s o
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The selection of documents in Volume 24 is guided by the general principles out-
lined in the Introduction to Volume 7 (pp.ix-xi), as amended in the Introduction to
Volume 20 (p. xxiii). In short, the series attempts to provide a “self-contained record
of the major foreign policy decisions taken by the Government of Canada,” by con-
centrating on Canada’s most important bilateral and multilateral relationships and on
the major international issues that directly involved Cabinet members and senior
bureaucrats in substantive policy decisions.

Despite the fact that nearly five decades have elapsed, significant portions of the
key documents pertaining to the acquisition of nuclear weapons included in this
volume have not been declassified by the Privy Council Office and the Department of
National Defence under the terms of the Access to Information Act. Approximately
seventy lines of text from the Cabinet Conclusions of 9 December 1958 [Document
134] and 22 December 1958 [Document 137] discussing Canada’s proposed nuclear
weapons policy remain closed to researchers. Four lines of text from the Cabinet Con-
clusions of 24 January 1958 [Document 120] discussing American military refuelling
facilities in Canada have been withheld. The NORAD Terms of Reference attached to
Document 45 are also not printed. The names of several private citizens have also
been removed from Documents 242, 243, 245, 247, 253, 254, and 459 to protect their
identities under the terms of the Privacy Act.

The editorial apparatus employed in this volume remains identical to that described
in the Introduction to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger (1) indicates a Canadian document
that is not printed. Editorial excisions are shown by an ellipse (...). The phrase “group
corrupt” indicates decryption problems in the transmission of the original telegram.
Words and passages that were struck out by the author, marginal notes, and distribu-
tion lists are reproduced as footnotes only when important. Unless otherwise indicated,
it is assumed that documents have been read by the intended recipient. Proper and
place names are standardized. The editor has silently corrected spelling, capitalization,
and punctuation, as well as transcription errors whose meaning is clear from their con-
text. All other editorial additions to the documents are indicated by the use of square
brackets. Documents are reprinted in either English or French, depending on their
original language.

Many individuals collaborated in the preparation of this volume. The Historical
Section continues to rely on the staff of the National Archives of Canada for help in
locating relevant records. In particular, Paulette Dozois and Maureen Hoogenraad
responded quickly to requests for assistance. At the Privy Council Office, Ciuineas
Boyle, the director of the Access to Information and Privacy Division, and Herb
Barrett facilitated access to classified Cabinet records for the period and declassified
several documents that are printed in this volume. At the Diefenbaker Canada Centre,
Bruce Shepard, the Director, Johnson Kong, and Rob Paul provided invaluable assis-
tance during my stay in Saskatoon and responded quickly to many subsequent requests
for information. Basil Robinson steered me toward important documentation con-
tained in his personal papers. Finally, Father Jacques Monet, s.j., graciously granted
permission for me to view the papers of Jules Léger.

Ted Kelly helped research portions of this volume and supervised the production
process with great efficiency. Boris Stipernitz, Liz Turcotte, and Michael Carroll
provided invaluable assistance in researching extensive sections of this volume.
Christopher Cook conducted archival research and proofread the manuscript. Hector
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Les signes typographiques employés dans le présent volume sont les mémes que
ceux décrits dans l'introduction au volume 9 (p. xix). Une croix (f) indique un
document canadien qui n’est pas imprimé. Les suppressions éditoriales sont signalées
par une ellipse (...). L’expression « groupe corrompu » signale des problemes de
décryptage dans la transmission du télégramme original. Les mots et les passages qui
ont été barrés par I’auteur, les notes dans la marge et les listes de distribution sont
reproduits sous forme de notes de bas de page uniquement quand ils sont importants.
Sauf indication contraire, il est entendu que les documents ont ét€ lus par le
destinataire prévu. Les noms propres et noms de lieu sont normalisés. Le rédacteur a
corrigé discretement les fautes d’orthographe, de majuscule et de ponctuation, ainsi
que les erreurs de transcription dont le sens est clair d’aprés le contexte. Tous les
autres ajouts rédactionnels aux documents sont indiqués par des crochets. Les
documents sont reproduits en anglais ou en frangais, selon leur langue originale.

De nombreuses personnes ont collaboré a la préparation du présent volume. La
Section des affaires historiques continue de s’en remettre au personnel des Archives
nationales du Canada pour localiser les archives recherchées. Paulette Dozois et
Maureen Hoogenraad ont, en particulier, répondu rapidement aux demandes d’aide.
Au Bureau du Conseil privé, Ciuineas Boyle, directeur de la Direction de 1’acces a
I'information et de la protection des renseignements personnels, et Herb Barrett ont
facilit¢ la consultation des archives classifiées du Cabinet de 1’époque et ont
déclassifié plusieurs documents reproduits dans ce volume. Au Centre Diefenbaker
Canada, Bruce Shepard, le directeur, Johnson Kong et Rob Paul m’ont été d’une aide
précieuse pendant mon séjour a Saskatoon, et ils ont répondu rapidement aux
nombreuses demandes de renseignements que je leur ai ensuite adressées. Basil
Robinson m’a dirigé vers une documentation importante faisant partie de ses papiers
personnels. Enfin, le ptre Jacques Monet, s.j., m’a gentiment permis d’examiner les
papiers de Jules Léger.

Ted Kelly a aidé a la recherche pour certaines parties du présent volume et
supervisé le processus de production avec beaucoup d’efficacité. Boris Stipernitz, Liz
Turcotte et Michael Carroll ont prété leur précieux concours pour effectuer la
recherche nécessaire a de grands passages du présent volume. Christopher Cook a
effectué des recherches dans les archives et corrigé le manuscrit. Hector Mackenzie et
Mary Halloran ont dispensé des conseils et apporté un soutien moral pendant la mise
en forme. John Hilliker, qui a longtemps été éditeur général de cette série, et son
successeur Greg Donaghy, ont examiné soigneusement tout le manuscrit et ont
suggéré des idées constructives et détaillées pour I’améliorer. La production de la série
elle-méme ne serait pas possible sans le soutien de 1’ancien directeur de la Direction
des programmes de communications et de sensibilisation, Gaston Barban, de Roger
Bélanger et de René Cremonese, ses successeurs a la Direction des programmes de
sensibilisation et des communications électroniques. Je suis seul responsable du choix
final des documents présentés dans ce volume.

La Section des affaires historiques a fourni le texte supplémentaire et coordonné la
préparation technique du présent document. Aline Gélineau a tapé et composé le ma-
nuscrit. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin a corrigé fe manuscrit et dressé la liste des personnes.
Le Bureau de la traduction a fourni le frangais pour I’essentiel des légendes et des
textes secondaires, qui ont été soigneusement revus par Francine Fournier de la
Direction des services de communications.
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Mackenzie and Mary Halloran provided advice and moral support during the editing
process. John Hilliker, the long-time general editor of this series, and his SuCCessor,
Greg Donaghy, carefully scrutinized the manuscript in its entirety and offered
constructive and detailed suggestions for improvement. The series would not be
possible without the support of the former director of the Communications Programs
and Outreach Division, Gaston Barban, and Roger Bélanger and René Cremonese, the
successive directors of the Outreach Programs and E-Communications Division.
I remain solely responsible for the final selection of documents in this volume.

The Historical Section provided the supplementary text and coordinated the
technical preparation of this volume. Aline Gélineau typed and formatted the
manuscript. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin proofread the manuscript and composed the List
of Persons. The Translation Bureau supplied the French for most of the captions and
ancillary texts. These were carefully edited by Francine Fournier of the
Communications Services Division.

Finally, my wife, Robbie, patiently endured another extended period of separation
while I completed this volume. I thank her for her continued support.

MICHAEL STEVENSON
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Enfin, mon épouse, Robbie, a supporté patiemment une autre longue période de
séparation, pendant laquelle j’ai terminé le présent volume. Je la remercie de son appui
indéfectible.

MICHAEL STEVENSON
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Department of Trade and
Commerce Files, National
Archives (RG 20)

John Diefenbaker Papers, Diefenbaker

Centre (the file Number follows the
series number)

Jules Léger Papers
National Archives (MG 32 A3)

Privy Council Office—
Cabinet Conclusions and
Cabinet Documents
National Archives (RG 2)

Other documents from
PCO records
National Archives (RG 2)

tions déposées aux Archives nationales du Canada sont entre parenthéses.

This is a list of the symbols used to indicate the location of documents. The call numbers of collections

deposited at the National Archives of Canada are in parentheses.
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CHINCOM
CIA
CINCNORAD
CNS
CcocoM
CpC

CPSU
CRO

CSsC
CUSRPG
DDP

DEW

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ANTI-INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE
AUTOMATIC FLIGHT AND FIRE CONTROL SYSTEM

ACTING UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
BALLISTIC MissiLE EARLY WARNING SYSTEM

CHIEF OF THE AIR STAFF (CANADA)

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF

CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE

CEASE FIRE AGREEMENT

CUBIC FOOT SQUARED

CHINA COMMITTEE OF THE PARIS CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (US)
COMMANDER-IN—CHIEF, NORAD

CHIEF OF THE NAVAL STAFF (CANADA)

COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT CONTROLS
COMBINED PoLicy COMMITTEE

COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION
COMMONWEALTH RELATIONS OFFICE (UK;

CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE

CANADA/UNITED STATES REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP (NATO)
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE PRODUCTION

DISTANT EARLY WARNING

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION US)

FOREIGN OFFICE (UK)

FREE TRADE AREA

GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE

STATE EcoNomic PLANNING COMMISSION (SOVIET UNION)
GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF CHINA
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE FOR EUROPEAN MIGRATION
INTERNATIONAL CONTROL COMMISSION

INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION (CANADA-US)
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE {Us)
INTERMEDIATE-RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILE

MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP

MILITARY STUDY GROUP

MOST FAVOURED NATION

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION
NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICER

NEUTRAL NATIONS

NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE

NEW ZEALAND

ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES

ORGANIZATION FOR TRADE COOPERATION (GATT)
PEOPLE’S ARMY OF VIETNAM

PERMANENT MISSION OF CANADA TO THE UNITED NATIONS
PRIVY COUNCIL (OFFICE)

PUBLIC LAw (US)

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE (CANADA-US)
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED PoLICE

ROYAL CANADIAN NAvy

ROYAL LAOTIAN GOVERNMENT

RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (US)
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SACEUR
SACLANT
SAGE
SEATO
SHAPE
SMA
STOL
SVM
TACAN
TERM
UAR
UK

UN
UNEF
UNHCR
UNHQ
UNOGIL
UNTSO
UNRWA

USA
USAF
USDA
USSEA
USSR

LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS

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

SOUTHEAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION

SUPREME HEADQUARTERS, ALLIED POWERS, EUROPE (NATO)
SENIOR MILITARY ADVISERS (ICC)

SHORT TAKE-OFF AND LANDING

SOUTH VIETNAMESE MISSION

TACTICAL AIR NAVIGATION

TEMPORARY EQUIPMENT RECOVERY MISSION

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

UNITED KINGDOM

UNITED NATIONS

UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

UNITED NATIONS HiGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES
UNITED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS

UNITED NATIONS OBSERVER GROUP IN LEBANON
UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION
UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES
IN THE NEAR EAST

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS



LISTE DES PERSONNALITES!
LIST OF PERSONS!

ABBAS, voir Ardalan.

ACHESON, Dean, ancien secrétaire d’Etat des
Ftats-Unis.

ADAMS, gouverneur Sherman, adjoint exécutif du
président des Etats-Unis.

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

ALPHAND, Hervé, ambassadeur de la France aux
FEtats-Unis.

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

ANSAR], dr. S.S., président indien, CISC, Laos.

ARDALAN, Abbas Gholi, représentant permanent

suppléant de I'Irak auprés des Nations Unis
(-juill. 1958).

ARMSTRONG, Willis C., conseiller économique de
I’ambassade des Etats-Unis.

AZKOUL, Karim, délégué du Liban & 1’ Assemblée
générale des Nations Unies.

BAILEY, John H., deuxiéme secrétaire (commerci-
al), ambassade en France.

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

BEAM, Jacob D. ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
Pologne.

BEAULIEU, Paul, ambassadeur au Liban.

BECKER, Loftus, conseiller juridique, département
d"Etat des Etats-Unis.

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

BENNETT, W.C., premier ministre de la Colombie-
Britannique.

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

BITAR, Salah al-Din, représentant de la Syrie a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies, 1957.

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

ABBAS, see Ardalan.

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

ADAMS, Governor Sherman, Executive Assistant
to President of United States.

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal
Republic of Germany.

ALPHAND, Hervé, Ambassador of France in United
States.

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

ANSARL, Dr. S.S., Indian Chairman, ICSC, Laos.

ARDALAN, Abbas Gholi, Alternate Permanent
Representative of Iraq to United Nations (-July
1958).

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

AZKOUL, Karim, Delegate of Lebanon to United
Nations General Assembly.

BAILEY, John H., Second Secretary (Commercial),
Embassy in France.

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

BEAM, Jacob D., Ambassador of United States in
Poland.

BEAULIEU, Paul, Ambassador in Lebanon.

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

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

BENNETT, W.A.C., Premier of British Columbia.

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

BITAR, Salah al-Din, Representative of Syria to
United Nations General Assembly, 1957.

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

'Ceci est une sélection des principales personnalités canadiennes et de certaines personnalités de I’étranger
souvent mentionnées dans les documents. Les notices biographiques se limitent aux fonctions qui se
rapportent aux documents reproduits dans ce volume.

This is a selection of important Canadian personalities and some foreign personalities often mentioned in
the documents. The biographical details refer only to the positions pertinent to the documents printed

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

BOULGANIN, Nikolai A., président, Conseil des
ministres de 1I'Union soviétique (-mars 1958).

BOWER, R.P., amabassadeur au Venezuela.

BOYERSEN [BOYSEN], Jens Mogens, représentant
permanent de la Norvege, Conseil de
I’ Atlantique Nord.

BRIDLE, Paul, conseiller, délégation permanente
auprés du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

BROWNE, W.]., ministre sans portefeuille.

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

VOIR BOULGANIN.

BUNCHE, Dr. Ralph, sous-secrétaire, Bureau des
sous-secrétaires sans département, Secrétariat
des Nations Unies.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, sous-secrétaire aux
Affaires monétaires, département du Trésor des
FEtats-Unis (-juill. 1957); représentant
permanent, Conseil de 1’ Atlantique Nord.

BURNS, major-général E.L.M., (lieut.-gén., janv.
1958) commandant, Force d’urgence des
Nations Unies.

BURWASH, Dorothy, Direction économique.

CACCIA, sir Harold, ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni
aux Etats-Unis.

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

CAMPBELL Smith, R., premier secrétaire
(commercial), ambassade en France.

CAMPBELL, maréchal de V'air H.L., chef d’état-
major aérien (sept. 1957-).

CAMPBELL, Ross, chef, Direction du Moyen-Orient
(ao(t 1957-).

CARLSON, Delmar, deuxiéme secrétaire, ambassade
des Etats-Unis.

CARR, Robert M., directeur, Bureau des ressources
internationaux, département d'Etat des Etats-
Unis.

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

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

CHAMOUN, Camille, président du Liban (-sept.
1958).

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

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

SEE BULGANIN.

BOWER, R.P., Ambassador in Venezuela.

BOYERSEN {BOYSEN], Jens Mogens, Permanent
Representative of Norway to North Atlantic
Council.

BRIDLE, Paul, Counsellor, Permanent Delegation
to North Atlantic Council.

BROWNE, W.]., Minister without Portfolio.

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

BULGANIN, Nikolai A., Chairman, Council of
Ministers of Soviet Union (-Mar. 1958).

BUNCHE, Dr. Ralph, Under-Secretary, Office of
Under-Secretaries Without Department, United
Nations Secretariat.

BURGESS, W. Randolph, Under Secretary for
Monetary Affairs, Treasury of United States
(-July 1957); Permanent Representative to
North Atlantic Council.

BURNS, Maj.-Gen. E.L.M,, (Lt.-Gen. Jan. 1958),
Commander, United Nations Emergency Force.

BURWASH, Dorothy, Economic Division.

CACCIA, Sir Harold, Ambassador of United
Kingdom in United States.

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

CAMPBELL Smith, R., First Secretary
(Commercial), Embassy in France.

CAMPBELL, Air Marshal H.L., Chief of Air Staff
(Sept. 1957-).

CAMPBELL, Ross, Head, Middle East Division
(Auvg. 1957-).

CARLSON, Delmar, Second Secretary, Embassy of
United States.

CARR, Robert M., Director, Office of International
Resources, Department of State of United
States.

CARTER, Thomas LeMesurier, Commissioner,
ICSC, Vietnam.

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

CHAMOUN, Camille, President of Lebanon (-Sept.
1958).

e .




LIST OF PERSONS

CHAPPELL, N.R., attaché 2 la Production pour la
défense, ambassade aux Ftats-Unis.

CHEHAB, général Fouad, commandant en chef de
I’armée, premier ministre du Liban (mai 1958);
président (sept.1958-).

VOIR TCHANG KAI-CHEK.
VOIR TCHOU EN-LAL
CHURCHILL, Gordon M., ministre du Commerce.

CHUVAHIN, D.S., ambassadeur de I'Union
sovietique.

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

CORDIER, Andrew W., adjoint exécutif au
secrétaire général des Nations Unies.

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

COUILLARD, J. Louis, chef, Direction économique
(-oct. 1958); ambassadeur au Venezuela.

CROSTHWAITE, P.M., représentant suppléant du
Royaume-Uni auprés la Commission pour le
désarmement des Nations Unies,

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

DALE, William N., agent responsable des Affaires
britanniques et irlandaises, Bureau des Affaires
du Commonwealth britannique et d’Europe
nord, Bureau des Affaires européennes,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis (<juin 1958);
sous-directeur, Bureau des Affaires du
Commonwealth britannique et d'Europe nord
(juill. 1958.).

DAVIS, Henry F., ministre-conseiller, ambassade
en France (-avr. 1958); chef, Direction
européenne,

DE GAULLE, général Charles, premier ministre de
la France (juin 1958-).

DEMBOWSK], S., conseiller politique 2 la
délégation polonaise, CISC, Laos.

DESAL, ML), secrétaire aux Affaires du
Commonwealth, ministére des Affaires
extérieures de I’Inde.

DIEFENBAKER, John G., premier ministre;
secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures (juin-
sept. 1957).

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

XXxi

CHAPPELL, N.R., Attaché (Defence Production),
Embassy in United States.

CHEHAB, General Fouad, Army Commander in
Chief, Premier of Lebanon (May 1958);
President (Sept. 1958-).

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

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

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

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

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

CORDIER, Andrew W., Executive Assistant to
Secretary-General of United Nations.

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

COUILLARD, L.E., Head, Economic Division (-Oct,
1958); Ambassador in Venezuela.

CROSTHWAITE, P.M., Alternate Representative of
United Kingdom to the United Nations
Disarmament Commission.

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

DALE, William N., Officer in Charge, United
Kingdom and Ireland Affairs, Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs,
Department of State of United States (-June
1958); Deputy Director, Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs
(July 1958).

DAvIs, Henry F., Minister-Counsellor, Embassy in
France (-Apr. 1958); Head, European Division.

DE GAULLE, General Charles, Prime Minister of
France (June 1958-).

DEMBOWSKI, S., Political adviser, Polish
Delegation, ICSC, Laos.

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

DIEFENBAKER, John G., Prime Minister; Secretary
of State for External Affairs (June-Sept. 1957).

DIEM, Ngo Dinh, President of Republic of
Vietnam.,
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DILLON, C. Douglas, sous-secrétaire adjoint aux
Affaires économiques, département d’Etat des
Fitats-Unis.

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

DREW, George A., haut-commissaire au Royaume-
Uni (aofit 1957-). ’

DULLES, John Foster, secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

EBAN, Abba, ambassadeur de I'Israél aux Ftats-
Unis.

ECCLES, sir David, président, chambre de
commerce du Royaume-Uni.

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

ELBRICK, C.B., sous-secrétaire d’Ftat adjoint aux
Affaires européennes, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

ENGEN, Hans, représentant permanent de la
Norvege aupres des Nations Unies (-juill.
1958); ministre des Affaires étrangeres de la
Norvege.

ENGLISH, John, sous-ministre adjoint, ministére du
Commerce (-mai 1958); sous-ministre.

ENTEZAM, Nasrollah, ambassadeur de I'Iran en
France et représentant  la douziéme
Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

ERELL, Moshe, premier secrétaire, ambassade de
I'Israél.

FARQUHARSON, R.A., conseiller, ambassade aux
Ftats-Unis.

Fawzl, Dr. Mahmoud, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de l’figypte.

FLEMING, Donald, ministre des Finances.

FORD, R.A.D., chef, Direction européenne (-mars.
1957); ambassadeur en Colombie.

FORSYTH-SMITH, C.M., commissaire commercial 2
Hong Kong.

FORTIER, colonel Laval, sous-ministre de la
Citoyenneté et de 1'Immigration.

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

FULTON, E. Davey, ministre de la Justice.

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

GAUVIN, Michel, 1*= Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

DILLON, C. Douglas, Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

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

DREW, George A., High Commissioner in United
Kingdom (Aug. 1957-).

DULLES, John Foster, Secretary of State of United
States.

EBAN, Abba, Ambassador of Israel in United
States.

ECCLES, Sir David, President, Board of Trade of
United Kingdom.

EISENHOWER, Dwight D., President of United
States.

ELBRICK, C.B., Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of State
of United States.

ENGEN, Hans, Permanent Representative of
Norway to United Nations (-July 1958);
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Norway.

ENGLISH, John, Assistant Deputy Minister,
Department of Trade and Commerce (-May
1958); Deputy Minister.

ENTEZAM, Nasrollah, Ambassador of Iran in
France, Representative to United Nations 12*
General Assembly.

ERELL, Moshe, First Secretary, Embassy of Israel.

FARQUHARSON, R.A., Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

FAwzi, Dr. Mahmoud, Foreign Minister of Egypt.

FLEMING, Donald, Minister of Finance.

FORD, R.A.D., Head, European Division (-Mar.
1957); Ambassador in Colombia.

FORSYTH-SMITH, C.M., Trade Commissioner in
Hong Kong.

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

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

FULTON, E. Davey, Minister of Justice. |

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

GAUVIN, Michel, Defence Liaison (1) Division.



LIST OF PERSONS

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

GIAP, voir Vo Nguyen Giap.

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

GOLDSCHLAG, Klaus, deuxiéme secrétaire, haut-
commissariat au Royaume-Uni (-aoit 1957);
Direction économique.

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

GOODMAN, E.A., avocat a Toronto.

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

GREEN, Howard, ministre des Travaux publiques.
GREY, R.Y., Direction économique.

GROMYKO, Andrei, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de I'Union soviétique.

GUEST, Gowan T., adjoint exécutif et secrétaire
particulier au premier ministre.

HAMILTON, Alvin, ministre des Affaires du Nord
et des Ressources nationales (aoit 1957-).

HAMMARSKIOLD, Dag, secrétaire général des
Nations Unies.

HARKNESS, Douglas, ministre des Affaires du
Nord et des Ressources nationales et ministre
d’Agriculture par intérim (juin-aodt 1957);
ministre d’Agriculture.

HARVEY, Denis, directeur, Division des produits,
ministére du Commerce.

HAUGE, Gabriel, adjoint spécial au président des
Etats-Unis.

HEENEY, A.D.P., ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
(-mai 1957).

HENDERSON, Loy, sous-secrétaire adjoint de
I’ Administration, département d’Etat des Ftats-
Unis.

HERTER, Christian A., sous-secrétaire d’Etat et
président, Conseil de coordination des activités,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

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

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., ancien sous-secrétaire d’Ftat;
conseiller au département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

HOPPER, Dr. W.C,, conseiller (Agriculture),
ambassade aux Etats-Unis.
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GEORGES-PICOT, Guillaume, Permanent
Representative of France to United Nations.

GIAP, See Vo Nguyen Giap.

GOLDEN, David, Deputy Minister of Defence
Production.

GOLDSCHLAG, Klaus, Second Secretary, High
Commission in United Kingdom (-Aug. 1957);
Economic Division.

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

GOODMAN, E.A., lawyer in Toronto.

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

GREEN, Howard, Minister of Public Works.
GREY, R.Y., Economic Division.

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

GUEST, Gowan T., Executive Assistant and Private
Secretary to Prime Minister.

HAMILTON, Alvin, Minister of Northern Affairs
and National Resources (Aug. 1957- ).

HAMMARSKIOLD, Dag, Secretary General of
United Nations.

HARKNESS, Douglas, Minister of Northern Affairs
and National Resources and Acting Minister of
Agriculture (June-Aug. 1957); Minister of
Agriculture.

HARVEY, Denis, Director, Commodities Branch,
Department of Trade and Commerce.

HAUGE, Gabriel, Special Assistant to President of
United States.

HEENEY, A.D.P., Ambassador in United States
(-May 1957).
HENDERSON, Loy, Deputy Under Secretary of

State for Administration, Department of State
of United States.

HERTER, Christian A., Under Secretary of State
and Chairman, Operations Coordinating Board,
Department of State of United States.

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

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., former Under Secretary of
State of United States; advisor to Department
of State.

HoPPER, Dr. W.C., Agricultural Counsellor,
Embassy in United States.
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Huck, W.H., sous-ministre de la Production pour
la défense.

HUSSEIN, roi de la Jordanie.

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

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

JAMALI, Fahdil al-, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de 1'Irak (-juill. 1958).

JARRING, Gunnar V., représentant permanent de la
Suéde auprés des Nations Unies (-1958) ;
ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis.

JAWAD, Hashim, représentant pemanent de I’Irak
aupres des Nations Unies (juill. 1958-).

JOHNSON, sénateur Lyndon B., (D.-Texas), Chef
de la Majorité, Sénat des Etats-Unis.

JupD, Walter H., (R- Minnesota); représentant des
Etats-Unis au deuxiéme Comité de la 12 i¢me
Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

KAGANOVICH, Lazer, chef du Parti communiste
soviétique et stalinien.

KALUARVI, Thorsten V., sous-secrétaire adjoint
aux Affaires économiques, département d’Etat
des Etats-Unis.

KANENBERG, Hollis M., Division des carburants,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

KAUL, T.N., ambassadeur de 1’Inde au Vietnam
(fév. 1957-).

KENNAN, George F., ancien ambassadeur des
Ftats-Unis en Union soviétique (1952-53).

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

KISSINGER, Henry, directeur associé, Centre for
International Studies, Université Harvard,
Boston.

KOCHER, Eric, directeur, Bureau des Affaires de
1’ Asie du Sud-Est, département d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

KRISTJIANSON, K., secrétaire, Comité consultatif
des programmes d’utilisation des eaux,
ministere des Affaires du Nord et des
Ressources nationales.

KUBITSCHEK DE OLIVEIRA, Dr. Juscelino, président
du Brésil.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

HUCK, W_H., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Defence Production.

HUSSEN, King of Jordan.

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

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

JAMALL, Fahdil al-, Foreign Minister of Iraq (-July
1958).

JARRING, Gunnar V., Permanent Representative of
Sweden to United Nations and Security
Council (-1958); Ambassador in United States.

JawaD, Hashim, Permanent Representative of Iraq
to United Nations (July 1958-).

JOHNSON, Senator Lyndon B., (Democrat-Texas),
Majority Leader, Senate of United States.

JupD, Walter H., (R- Minnesota); Representative
of United States to Second Committee of
United Nations 12 General Assembly.

KAGANOVICH, Lazer, Soviet Communist Party
leader and Stalinist.

KALUARVI, Thorsten V., Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs,
Department of State of United States.

KANENBERG, Hollis M., Fuel Division, Department
of State of United Sates.

KaUL, T.N., Ambassador of India in Vietnam
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WATKINS, J.B.C., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs (-Sept. 1958);
Ambassador to Denmark.

WEEKS, Sinclair, Secretary of Commerce of
United States.

WERSHOF, M.H., Permanent Representative to
European Office of United Nations.

WILCOX, Francis, Assistant Secretary for
International Organizations Affairs, Department
of State of United States.

WILGRESS, L. D., Permanent Representative to
North Atlantic Council and OEEC (-Oct.
1958).

WILLISTON, Ray, Minister of Lands and Forests of
British Columbia.
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WILLOUGHBY, Woodbury, directeur, Bureau du
Commerce international, département d’Etat
des Etats-Unis (-aolit 1958); directeur, Bureau
des Affaires du Commonwealth britannique et
d’Europe nord, Bureau des Affaires
européennes.

WILSON, Charles, secrétaire a la Défense des
Etats-Unis (-oct. 1957).

WILSON, D.B., Direction économique.

WORMSER, Olivier, directeur, Affaires
économiques et financiéres, ministére des
Affaires étrangeres de la France.

YEH, George, ambassadeur de la République de la
Chine aux Etats-Unis.

ZEINEDDINE, Farid, représentant de la Syrie aupres
des Nations Unies.

ZHUKOV, maréchal Giorgi K., candidat &
Praesidium du Soviet supréme de 1'Union
soviétique et ministre de la Défense (-oct.
1957).

ZORIN, Valerian A., sous-ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de 1’Union soviétique.

ZORLU, Fatin Riistii, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la Turquie.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

WILLOUGHBY, Woodbury, Director, Office of
International Trade, Department of State of
United States (-Aug. 1958); Director, Office of
British Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs.

WILSON, Charles, Secretary of Defense of United
States (-Oct. 1957).

WILSON, D.B., Economic Division.
WORMSER, Olivier, Director of Economic and

Financial Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of France.

YEH, George, Ambassador of Republic of China
in United States.

ZEINEDDINE, Farid, Representative of Syria to
United Nations.

ZHUKOV, Marshal Giorgi K., Candidate member
of Praesidium of Supreme Soviet of Soviet
Union and Minister of Defence (-Oct. 1957).

ZORIN, Valerian A., Deputy Foreign Minister of
the Soviet Union.

ZORLU, Fatin Riistii, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Turkey.
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PA 112265

D. Eisenhower and John Diefenbaker standing outside of the Prime Minister’s residence at 24 Sussex
Drive, 8 July 1958.

Dwight Eisenhower et John Diefenbaker a la résidence du premier ministre, au 24, rue Sussex, le
8 juillet 1958.



PA 112268

Eisenhower addresses Parliament, 9 July 1958.
Eisenhower prenant la parole devant le Parlement, le 9 juillet 1958.




PA 112268
John Foster Dulles, Dwight Eisenhower, John Diefenbaker, and Sidney John Foster Dulles, Dwight Eiwnhower, John Diefenbaker et Sidney
Smith conver during official visit, Ottawa, July 1958. Smith s’entretiennent pendant une visite officielle a Ottawa, en juillet 1958.
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Minister of Defence, George Pearkes, Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery, and John Diefenbaker,
Ottawa, May 1958.

Le ministre de la Défense nationale, George Pearkes, le maréchal Bernard Montgomery et John
Diefenbaker, Ottawa, mai 1958.

E 2107524

An aerial view of the St. Lawrence Power Project showing the dam after flooding the power pool.
Vue aérienne du chantier hydroélectrique du Saint-Laurent, montrant le barrage aprés I'inondation
du bassin.



DND PL-107093
The CF-105 Avro Arrow is unveiled at Malton, Ontario, October 1957.
Le CF-105 Avro Arrow est présenté officiellement a Malton (Ontario) en octobre 1957.

DND PL-113821

A Boeing “BOMARC” ground-to-air- missile is launched on a test
flight in October 1958.

Lancement d'un missile sol-air BOMARC lors d’un vol d’essai en

octobre 1958.




DND ME-289
Three members of Canada’s UNEF contingent prepape to leave Egypt in September 1957. The three

Canadians are (1 to r) Andy Dolha of Niagara Falls, Ontario, Norm Whillans of Vanvouver, B.C., and Fred
Wade of Sydney, N.S.

Tois membres du contingent canadien de |
Les trois Canadiens sont (de gauche a droite)
Vancouver (Colombie-Britannique) et Fred

a FUNU se préparent a quitter l'Egypte en septembre 1957.
Andy Dolha, de Niagara Fa]l§ (Ontario), Norm Whillans, de
Wade, de Sydney (Nouvelle-Ecosse).



UN 55931
Sidney Smith addresses the United N

ations General Assembly concerning the status of the United
Nations Emergency Force in November 1957.

Sidney Smith prend la parole devant I’ Assemblée générale
Force d’urgence des Nations Unies, en novembre 1957.

des Nations Unies au sujet du statut de la
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The Israeli Foreign Minister, Golda Meir, and John Deifenbaker, La ministre israélienne des Affaires étrangeres, Golda Meir, et John
Ottawa, October 1958. Diefenbaker, Ottawa, Octobre 1958.
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RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

VISITE DU SECRETAIRE D’ETAT A OTTAWA, LE 28 A 29 JUILLET 1957
VISIT OF SECRETARY OF STATE TO OTTAWA, JULY 28-29, 1957

1L DEA/50399-40
Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
SECRET. PERSONAL. [Ottawa], July 31, 1957

REPORT OF U.S. AMBASSADOR ON MR. DULLES’ VISIT!

This morning the U.S. Ambassador called, and in the course of his call gave me his
own account of the conversations between Mr. Dulles and the Canadian Ministers.
Mr. Merchant was present at all times when discussions took place.

2. Disarmament: According to Mr. Merchant’s report, a good deal of the time between
Mr. Diefenbaker and Mr. Dulles was spent on the subject of disarmament. He said that
Mr. Dulles had explained to Mr. Diefenbaker some of his worries about the disarmament
discussions in London.? He was concerned lest an agreement might be reached which
would unwittingly give the Russians considerable advantage. He mentioned his fears of
which we are already aware, particularly the fear that the result might be a neutralized
Europe, and his concern over the status of East Germany in any inspection scheme.
Mr. Diefenbaker raised with Mr. Dulles the question whether or not he should issue a
statement of the Canadian position on zones of inspection in order to bring it publicly in
line with what the U.S. already said. Mr. Diefenbaker indicated that if he did so, he would
prefer to omit the first proposal which was the proposal to open all of Canada along with
the U.S. in return for inspection throughout all of the Soviet Union. Before leaving
Ottawa, Mr. Dulles, who in the meantime was somewhat concerned about a foreshortened
Canadian announcement of this kind, suggested to Mr. Diefenbaker that he might put off
issuing a statement until the situation in London had clarified a little. Mr. Merchant was
not quite certain, but he thought that Mr. Dulles had told Mr. Diefenbaker that he would
send him a message from London giving him an impression of his discusstons, and that on
the basis of this report Mr. Diefenbaker would decide whether to make a statement.
Mr. Merchant explained to me that a public statement of the kind Mr. Diefenbaker had
suggested would make the Canadian position somewhat different from that of the U.S., but
the U.S. could not abandon its proposal of inspection of all of the U.S. and all of the Soviet
Union, as this was the original Eisenhower proposal.

! Les fonctionnaires canadiens n’ont rédigé aucun compte rendu officiel de la visite de Dulles,
No official record of Dulles’ visit was prepared by Canadian officials.
? Voir/See Volume 24, Document 117.
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3. Exchange of Visits: Mr. Dulles said that President Eisenhower would be very happy to
have Mr. Diefenbaker pay a visit to him in Washington. He was not quite certain which
dates would be convenient and would be glad to have Mr. Diefenbaker’s suggestions.
Mr. Diefenbaker said that he expected to be in Washington with the Queen for several
days.> Mr. Dulles said that they would, of course, be happy to see Mr. Diefenbaker at that
time, but what the President had in mind was a visit at which Mr. Diefenbaker would be
the principal guest and there would be time for discussions. Mr. Diefenbaker said that it
probably would have to be early in October, but I gather there was nothing very definite
considered. The question also arose of a meeting of the Joint Committee,* and my impres-
sion from Mr. Merchant was that there was some agreement in principle for the possibility
of such a meeting, but nothing specific was arranged.

4. China: Mr. Dulles raised the question of China. He gave Mr. Diefenbaker a copy of his
recent speech in San Francisco® and hoped that Mr. Diefenbaker would be able to study it.
He emphasized the strength of U.S. policy on this subject and the fact that they had no
intention of changing it. Mr. Diefenbaker said that he had already read parts of this speech
and he agreed with them. He said that his position had not changed since 1954 when he
had said that he would oppose in the House a move for recognition of Peking. He did not
necessarily rule out recognition permanently, but he thought it would be mistaken at this
time because it would discourage anti-communist forces in Asia.

5. Exchange of Security Information:® Mr. Diefenbaker referred to the Canadian note on
the exchange of security information, and expressed the hope that there would be an
American reply in the near future. Mr. Dulles said that this would be forthcoming, and
Mr. Merchant indicated to me his expectation that this would be received in the next week
or so.

6. Economic Matters: Mr. Merchant expressed strongly the view that the exchanges on
economic questions had been very valuable because they had been quite frank on both
sides. He thought it was a very good opportunity for those present to get the others’ points
of view on some of the problems involved. From his conversation I would gather that most
of this discussion took place after dinner, and that the lead on the Canadian side was taken
by Mr. Fleming and Mr. Fulton. Mr. Diefenbaker, however, did speak of the Canadian
feelings on such subjects as surplus disposals’ during his talks alone with Mr. Dulles.
Some of the points which Mr. Merchant noted in these discussions were as follows:

7. In reply to what he described as Mr. Fleming’s very candid explanation of our attitude
on disposal of surplus wheat, Mr. Dulles said that he thought the policy of liquidating
surpluses under PL-480 would dwindle during the next year and probably by that time no
longer be used. However, he wished Canadian Ministers to understand the purposes of this
action. He said that they recognized the difficulties caused some of their friends. However,
these policies had been pursued for general international purposes with which he was sure
the Canadian Government would be in agreement. If, as he expected, the U.S. would cease
disposing of agricultural goods in this way, Canada would find itself with still greater
problems connected with such surpluses. The U.S. had been using this policy for the most
part to help countries like India and Pakistan which were in desperate need and which

3 Voir/See Document 2.

4 Voir/See Document 138.

3 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XXXVIL, No. 942, July 15, 1957,
pp. 91-95.

¢ Voir 4¢ partie, section B de ce chapitre./See Part 4, Section B of this chapter.

7 Voir 5¢ partie, section C de ce chapitre./See Part 5, Section C of this chapter.
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would be in a very serious position if they did not receive such assistance. In a year’s time,
therefore, there might be a very serious situation in which Canada might be involved.
Mr. Merchant said that he personally referred to the recent American suggestions that
Canada might collaborate with the U.S. in a surplus disposal policy towards Poland. He
hoped that the new government might have a look at this kind of possibility. In reply to
Mr. Fleming’s statement that Canadians particularly objected to the fact that these disposal
agreements negotiated with the U.S. tied the market of the recipient countries to the
American purchase in the future, Mr. Merchant said that he told Mr. Fleming that this was
true in only a very few cases, that out of a hundred or more such agreements he knew of
only about four in which there was such provision. Mr. Fleming said that he had not under-
stood this to be the case.

8. On the subject of American investments in Canada, Mr. Merchant said that Mr. Dulles
and he tried to explain that this was the result of the free enterprise system and not in any
sense a result of deliberate official American policy to gain a slice of the Canadian econ-
omy. If Canada wished to get investments from other countries, it was, of course, entirely
up to them to do so.

9. Mr. Fleming spoke strongly about the way in which the U.S. practised restrictive trade
measures in response to pressure groups within the country. He referred particularly to the
question of lead and zinc® and also what he described as a recent arbitrary exclusion of
hardboard. Mr. Merchant said that he stated quite frankly that this was a matter in which
not only the U.S. was guilty. He said that one might get the impression from Canadian
statements and newspaper editorials that Canada practised nothing but complete free trade
and avoided protection of any kind. Since his arrival here, however, he had been involved
in protesting a great many arbitrary measures by the Canadian government. He referred
particularly to restrictions on Florida grapefruit about which the Floridians felt very bitter.
He mentioned the regulations on turkeys as the latest of this kind.® He said that he men-
tioned these cases simply in order to argue that these problems were mutual and that they
could only be solved by both countries considering together the interests of each other.

J.W. HIOLMES]

¥ Voir 5¢ partie, section B, subdivision II de ce chapitre./See Part 5, Section B, Sub-Section II of this
chapter.
® Voir 5¢ partie, section E de ce chapitre./See Part S, Section E of this chapter.




4 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

28 PARTIE/PART 2

VISITE DU PREMIER MINISTRE A WASHINGTON, LE 16 OCTOBRE 1957
VISIT OF PRIME MINISTER TO WASHINGTON, OCTOBER 16, 1957

2. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], October 19, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works
and Acting Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Green), (for morning meeting only)
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks), (for morning meeting only)
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees), (for moming meeting only)
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer), (for morning meeting only)
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice
and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr), (for morning meeting only)
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton), (for morning meeting only)
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate (Senator Haig).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Founier), (Mr. Martin).

VISIT TO WASHINGTON; INTEGRATED CANADA-U.S. AIR DEFENCE COMMANDS;
REPORT BY PRIME MINISTER

1. The Prime Minister said his stay in Washington had been an interesting and useful one.
The Queen’s visit appeared to be successful, but the arrangements in Ottawa were patently
quite superior to those made for her U.S. trip, a fact which had not escaped the notice of
the Royal Household.

He had discussed a number of important matters with the President and with the
Secretary of State. Several of those to whom he had spoken referred in warm terms to the
manner in which Canadian Ministers attending the Joint Canada-U.S. Committee on Trade
and Economic Affairs had conducted their side of the discussions.!® The Secretary of
Commerce had apologized for the remark “we fixed ’em,” which had been attributed to
him in the press as he was emerging from one of the meetings.

The situation in the Middle East was very serious and was causing considerable concern
in Washington as elsewhere. Syria had proposed inscription of a resolution on the U.N.

9 Voir/See Document 138.
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General Assembly agenda'' alleging aggressive acts by Turkey, as well as by other
Western nations, to bring about changes in Syria by force, and proposing the establishment
of a fact finding committee. At first, the U.S. Secretary of State had been opposed to such
an investigation, then he had changed his mind. The U.K. Foreign Secretary claimed that
the terms of reference of the committee were not wide enough and that the concentration of
Russian troops in Bulgaria and along the northern border of Turkey should come within
the investigation’s ambit. Eventually, the Syrian resolution had been inscribed. Questions
had also arisen as to whether the committee should be established under the auspices of the
General Assembly or the Security Council, and as to its membership. At the moment it
would appear that India, Sweden, and Japan would be selected.

The West had underestimated the strength of Arab nationalism. The cement holding the
Arabs together was the existence of Israel. The U.S. had hoped to gain some support for its
Middle East policy from Saudi Arabia and Iraq but they were just as strongly against direct
or indirect interventions in the Middle East, by any country associated with the free world,
as were other Arab nations.

2. Mr. Diefenbaker said he had also spoken to the President about the decision to inte-
grate the operational control of Canadian and continental U.S. air defence forces in peace-
time,'? and had informed him of the criticism in Canada of the government’s agreement to
this plan. Mr. Eisenhower had been sympathetic. He had said that, depending on consulta-
tion with his advisers, he would be prepared to let it be known that whoever was in com-
mand at Air Defence Command in Colorado Springs when the first evidence of war
occurred should communicate with the President and the Prime Minister, or their duly
constituted representatives, before ordering action. The Minister of National Defence
should get in touch with the U.S. authorities as to the kind of announcement that would be
made in this connection'. Not much more than this could be done, but it would confirm
the authority of the civil power over the military.

On disposals of agricultural surpluses, the President said he was most anxious to
remove causes of division between Canada and the U.S. Now, Mr. Eisenhower said the
U.S. at least knew quite clearly what Canadians did not want and this would be a useful
guide to him and his government in formulating their policies.

3. Mr. Diefenbaker said there was no limit to Mr. Eisenhower’s congeniality and friendli-
ness. Their talks had been helpful and he hoped that from these and earlier representations
Canada’s position was more clearly understood and that our interests would be better
protected.

4. The Cabinet noted with approval the report of the Prime Minister on his discussions in
Washington with the President and other U.S. officials, and agreed that the Minister of
National Defence communicate with the U.S. authorities as to a joint announcement to be
made respecting civilian control over the initiation of operations under the integrated
Canadian and U.S. air defence commands.

' Voir chapitre II, 4¢ partie/See Chapter I, Part 4.
12 Voir la 4¢ partie, section A de ce chapitre./See Part 4, Section A of this chapter.
'3 Voir/See Document 24.
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3¢ PARTIE/PART 3

VISITE DU PRESIDENT ET DU SECRETAIRE D’ETAT A OTTAWA,
LE 8 AU 10 JUILLET 1958
VISIT OF PRESIDENT AND SECRETARY OF STATE TO OTTAWA,
JULY 8-10, 1958

3 J.G.D. XII/A/422 Vol. 13

Note du secrétaire du Cabinet
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary to Cabinet
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], July 2, 1958

EISENHOWER DISCUSSIONS

I am not sure what you have in mind discussing with President Eisenhower and
Mr. Dulles when they are here next week, or whether you want any suggestions from me
or others. I thought I might suggest a few subjects very briefly and if you want more we
can follow it up for you. There will not now be much time to let Washington know in
advance of items on which you would hope agreement could be reached or announced.

On the general international side, I assume you will wish to discuss such subjects as
relations with Russia, Summit talks, atomic test suspensions, disarmament, Arctic inspec-
tion proposals, the position of Yugoslavia and Poland vis-a-vis Russia, attitudes toward
China, Lebanon, Algeria, the general French situation, the role of the U.N., the economic
offensive of Russia and general attitudes toward the Afro-Asian nations. The Department
of External Affairs is the logical source of information and suggestions on these questions
and I expect they are covering all that they know you to be interested in, but perhaps in the
absence of Basil Robinson you would like me to pass on some points to them. (There will
of course be more opportunities for discussions with Dulles than with the President.)

On the defence side, there are some questions that would merit discussion but frankly
I doubt if we are ready yet with specific proposals. Mr. Smith would like, I know, to
announce agreement on setting up a joint Cabinet Committee to consult on defence ques-
tions but I understand Mr. Pearkes thinks this should be done by putting Ministers on the
Permanent Joint Board in place of the present members, which seems to have some real
advantages, and Cabinet has not yet considered the proposal. Perhaps it could be advanced
and agreed in quite general terms, leaving the exact form, and the relation to the Perma-
nent Joint Board, to be worked out. (It might not be a bad idea to leave the impression with
the public that you and Eisenhower were taking a personal interest in this and giving
instructions it be done, not just rubber-stamping what the diplomats have already
arranged.) I would think, too, that if Mr. Smith and Mr. O’Hurley agreed, you might sug-
gest to the President that there should now be a serious effort on both sides to achieve a
greater degree of effective integration on the production side of air defence, following logi-
cally upon NORAD, and in keeping with the spirit exemplified there. This would be
consistent with the line the President took at NATO in December, I think, and Golden
could readily furnish you with a note on the problems though we are not yet ready with
specific proposals for their solution.

SRR DR
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On the economic side we have anticipated some requests from you and I attended a
meeting on Monday about this with officials of the main departments interested. Several
notes are being prepared for you and other Ministers. You may wish to have a meeting
with the Ministers and senior officials concerned, as we did before the discussions with
Macmillan. You said then we should do it more often, and Mr. Fleming now suggests we
might meet either Friday morning or evening to review where we stand on the
Commonwealth Conference preparations and the relation of this to the talks with
Eisenhower."

Broadly speaking, we would suggest you raise with Eisenhower the possibility of his
making some statement before September suggesting an increase in the resources of the
International Bank and the Monetary Fund, and if possible on several other issues of
international economic affairs, having in mind the need for some positive leadership in the
Western world in these economic matters to which the Russians are now devoting such
efforts. This would make it possible for the Commonwealth Conference to take these up
and endorse the American initiative, rather than be asking the United States to do things.
In addition, there are several matters relating to our trade and other economic relations
with the United States itself on which you will no doubt wish to say something — e.g. base
metals, oil, wheat disposals. On wheat I think it would be good tactics to express now
some appreciation of the efforts the United States has made to meet our interests on this,
while urging them to continue and extend these efforts. The same might be done on lead
and zinc. You may wish to speak in fairly general terms of your suggestion about a food
bank to channel surplus foods to countries that cannot afford the food they need.

On the other hand, we must expect Eisenhower or Dulles, or both, to raise some ques-
tions on economic affairs that may be a bit troublesome to you. The most general would
be, just how protectionist does this government intend to be, particularly in view of the
budget proposal on cost of production values for duty (the U.S. realize the potential signifi-
cance of this). They are also apt to question our action re embargos on farm products
whose prices are being supported here, and on this perhaps you could and should offer to
consider more consultation and permitting some imports by quotas, as they do.

The President or Mr. Dulles may propose (as their Ambassador suggests) that the
Canada-U.S. Joint Economic Committee meet in August before the Commonwealth Con-
ference and the Bank-Fund meetings in Delhi in October. We think this August meeting
would be undesirable and that this Committee should meet toward the end of the year (after
Mr. Fleming returns in November). The one good reason for an early meeting might relate
to the International Bank and Fund questions, but these could properly and usefully be
discussed between Mr. Fleming and the U.S. Secretary to the Treasury in Washington later
in this month, or in August.

R.B. B[RYCE]

" Voir le prochain document./See next document.
'3 Voir volume 24, premier chapitre, 3¢ partie./See Volume 24, Chapter 1, Part 3.
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4. J.G.D. XII/A/19 Vol. 2
Proceés-verbal d’une réunion

Minutes of Meeting

SECRET [Ottawa], July 4, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister, (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of Finance, (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce, (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister without Portfolio, (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. Smith).

The Secretary to the Cabinet, (Mr. Bryce),

The Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Taylor),

The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. Léger),

The Assistant Deputy Minister of Trade and Commerce, (Mr. Isbister),
The Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada, (Mr. Rasminsky),

The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Plumptre),

The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. LePan),
Mr. S.S. Reisman, (Department of Finance),

Mr. S.C. Hudson, (Department of Trade and Commerce),

Mr. W.R. Martin, (Privy Council Office).

1. The Minister of Finance said that an agenda consisting of the following items had been
prepared:

(1) Brief report on the London meeting of officials in preparation for the
Commonwealth Trade and Economic Conference.'6

(2) Consideration of further action to regain access to Commonwealth markets.

(3) Points to be taken up with President Eisenhower relating to trade and finance during
the President’s visit July 8-10. ’
(4) Commonwealth institutions.

2. The Prime Minister said it would be desirable first to consider the question of what
might be raised when President Eisenhower was in Ottawa.

3. The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Plumptre) said that the work at the
meeting of Commonwealth officials was in a sense closely linked with future U.S. action.
The London talks had been conducted on the basis of certain assumptions of what the U.S.
might do. These assumptions were as follows:

(a) All the representatives in London assumed that the recession in the U.S. had reached
bottom, or was nearly there, and that conditions would soon improve. Canadian officials
were somewhat more optimistic than others.

(b) It was assumed that there was something of a new attitude on the part of the U.S.
towards some international economic problems and that there would be a willingness in
the U.S. to support an enlargement of the financial resources of the International Bank and
the International Monetary Fund.

' Pour une narration des préparatifs de la Conférence commerciale et économique du Commonwealth
tenue & Montréal en septembre 1958, voir volume 24, chapitre III, 3¢ partie.
For an account of the preparations for the Commonwealth Trade and Economic Conference held in
Montreal in September 1958, see Volume 24, Chapter III, Part 3.
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(c) The U.S. Congress would likely look favourably on a renewal of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act. In fact, during the meeting, a not unsatisfactory version had been passed
by the House of Representatives.

(d) The U.S. would be less rigidly opposed than it had been in the past, with regard to
commodity arrangements. Mr. Nixon’s experience in South America had probably brought
home to the U.S. authorities that all was not well with U.S. policy in South America.l”

(e) The U.S. would act favourably in the foreign aid field, with the main emphasis on
economic, as against military, assistance. Indeed, the Senate had indicated the sense of
Congress when it had endorsed, in a draft measure, the objectives of India’s present five-
year plan.

4. The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. LePan) recalled that
when the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom was in Ottawa,'® it had been generally
agreed that whatever was done at the Montreal Conference should be folded in with what
the U.S. might be able to do. Officials had been considering what the Prime Minister might
suggest to Mr. Eisenhower and the implications of a situation in which the Commonwealth
Conference might find itself, if no initiatives had been taken in the U.S. by that time. He
believed that the U.S. was a long way on the road towards taking a decision in favour of
increasing the resources of the Fund and the Bank, although, as the U.S. Ambassador had
informed him, this decision would involve protracted processes. It was not, therefore,
beyond the bounds of possibility that Mr. Eisenhower might be able to say in August that
the Administration favoured increasing the resources of these two international institu-
tions. An increase in liquidity would help to promote convertibility, but that was not to say
that the two were necessarily linked. Unless such an initiative were forthcoming from the
President it might be the reverse of helpful if the Commonwealth “needled” the U.S. at or
following the Montreal meeting.

5. The Prime Minister said he would like to have something developed to present to the
President, in a casual way, which would be helpful not only to ourselves and to the
Commonwealth, but also to Mr. Eisenhower’s own position, which now appeared to be a
pretty unsatisfactory one. He would not wish to bring anything to the President as an inter-
mediary of the U.K., but he would like to be able to suggest something useful and desirable
on which the U.S. could take the lead.

6. The Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada (Mr. Rasminsky) said that this kind of
approach was a most desirable one and augured well for the future. The U.S. government
had no doubt come to the conclusion that their position as a result of such things as Sputnik
and the Nixon incidents in South America, needed re-thinking. Therefore, it was psycho-
logically the right moment for the U.S. to take initiatives. The rest of the world needed
something that could be regarded as a counter to Russian programmes. The free world had,
so far, gone through the U.S. recession without being seriously harmed. At the same time,
it was still apprehensive about the effect of U.S. difficulties continuing. Some felt that
there was a lag in the effects of the U.S. recession, which would be bound to be felt soon.
What was needed was a U.S. initiative that would inspire confidence and be of practical

"La toumée du vice-président Nixon en Amérique latine a été troublée par des manifestations et des
émeutes antiaméricaines, plus particuli¢rement au Pérou et au Venezuela. Voir Time magazine, volume

71, no. 21, May 26, 1958.
The tour of Latin America by Vice-President Nixon was disrupted by anti-American demonstrations and

rioting particularly in Peru and Venezuela. See Time magazine, volume 71, no. 21, May 26, 1958.

¥ Voir volume 24, chapitre III, 7¢ partie, section A, subdivision Ill./See Volume 24, Chapter 11, Part 7,
Section A, Sub-Section III.
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significance — an indication that the U.S. would play its part fully in international eco-
nomic affairs, having in mind the aspirations of others.

Officials had been giving some thought to the outline of the statement which the Prime
Minister might make to the President. The results of these reflections were largely as
follows.

The world was essentially interested in trade and development. On trade, the passage of
a bill by a reasonable majority to renew the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act for five
years would put the President in the position of being able to say that he had a fresh man-
date from Congress to enter into negotiations with others looking to the removal of obsta-
cles to trade. For the U.S. this meant mainly a lowering of tariffs. Other countries needed
to remove quotas and achieve convertibility. The expansion of trade depended on countries
being able to finance such trade. Since late in 1957 there had been a real improvement in
the liquid position of the world. Indeed, since February 1st the U.S. had lost $1.3 billion to
$1.4 billion in gold. The other side of this was that the gold reserves, particularly of the
U.K., had been increased. From September last to the present, U.K. reserves had moved
upward from $1.8 billion to $3.1 billion. Mr. Rasminsky’s own personal feeling was that
the U.K. was in better financial shape now than it had been since before the war. However,
countries whose livelihood depended mainly on the production of industrial raw materials
were suffering from declines in commodity prices.

On the financial side, one of the ways in which the Conference could give real encour-
agement to trade would be to support an increase in the resources of the International
Monetary Fund. The largest drawings on the Fund had been made by Commonwealth
countries, with the largest credit made from the Fund extended to the U.K. The Fund’s
total usable reserves had been nearly $4 billion, of which only $1.2 billion remained
uncommitted. If every country increased its quota by 50 per cent, this would represent a
significant addition to the international liquid position of approximately $3 billion in total.
Such action would promote confidence throughout the world and help to avoid restrictive
steps.

On the investment side, the International Bank had been very successful. Each member
country subscribed to capital stock, the U.S. having put up $3.2 billion, the U.K. $1.4
billion, and Canada $325 million. Each country’s subscription consisted of 2% in gold,
18% in national currencies, available for lending only with the consent of the country con-
cemed, and a remaining 80% in the form of unpaid capital which was available to enable
the Bank to meet its obligations. Against its reserves, the Bank issued debentures, most of
which had been bought by private investors. The private investors looked to the guarantees
of the strong financial governments in the Fund to protect their investments. So far the
Bank had made loans of $3.8 billion, the largest borrowers being Commonwealth coun-
tries. India had borrowed $400 million, Australia $300 million, for example. This year the
Bank’s loans were increasing quite rapidly and, in the absence of an increase in reserves,
the Bank might soon reach the limit of its lending powers which would be a serious blow
to investment throughout the world. Mr. Eugene Black, the President, was discussing the
situation with his directors and with the Secretary of the U.S. Treasury, all of whom, it
could be said, had a strong disposition to see that this situation did not occur. Mr. Black
was contemplating a doubling by member countries of their 80% subscription of unpaid
capital. This would enable the bank to borrow several billion dollars more from the private
capital market. Mr. Black had approached the Minister of Finance last autumn asking
if Canada might purchase some debentures, but it had been decided to defer a decision
on this until after the Commonwealth Conference. Meanwhile, the Bank had sold
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$250 million to Germany, thus bringing into play a large amount of cash for development
purposes throughout the world.

7. Mr. Rasminsky said that there were indications that the U.S. Administration would look
favourably on increasing the reserves of the Fund and the Bank. If the President was able
to give a lead in this it would be very helpful indeed. The important thing, of course, was
the level of economic activity in the U.S. If the President was also able to point to evidence
that the bottom of the recession had been reached, and that there was reason for optimism
now, the rest of the world would be greatly encouraged. On the question of commodity
arrangements, the U.S. had in the past adopted a fairly doctrinaire approach. Recently,
however, evidence had come to hand that U.S. authorities were changing their views in
this regard. Their willingness to participate in a coffee study group was an example.

8. The Prime Minister said that it would be very helpful to have a memorandum along
these lines on which he could formulate points and thoughts for discussion with
Mr. Eisenhower.

9. During the discussion that ensued that following points emerged:

(a) The proposal to increase the resources of the Fund would involve an additional non-
budgetary outlay for Canada. Some thought that Canada’s expansion since our quota had
been originally established was such that an increase was desirable, not only from the
international standpoint but also in Canada’s own interests. We might want ourselves to
draw on the fund in the future in time of need.

(b) Material should be prepared on specific matters such as wheat, oil and base metals for
discussion with Mr. Dulles as well. It might be feasible to say something to the U.S. on
their withdrawal from wheat barter programmes.

(c) Canada should not accept the U.S. contention that the operation of their oil restriction
programme was in our interests as well as theirs,!9

(d) Action to increase the resources of the Fund and the Bank required legislation action
in the U.S., as well as in Canada, in which case the President mj ght be unable to make an
announcement in August.

(e) U.S. disposal programmes were still hurting Canada to some extent so we should not
be too grateful for what the U.S. had done in regard to its barter arrangements.

10. The Meeting noted the discussion on the points which might be raised with President
Eisenhower during his visit to Ottawa and the preparations to be made for this purpose.

WR. MARTIN
Secretary

"® Voir 5¢ partie, section B, subdivision I de ce chapitre./See Part 5, Section B, Sub-Section IT of this
chapter.
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S. _ J.G.D. XII/A/422 Vol. 13

Note du secrétaire du Cabinet
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary to Cabinet
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa]l, July 8, 1958

TOPICS FOR FIRST DISCUSSION WITH MR. EISENHOWER

I have gone over the papers prepared for the meetings and discussed the subjects with
Mr. Léger and Mr. LePan, who have been in touch both with Mr. Smith and Mr. Merchant.
I would suggest the following:

1. Arrangements of Discussions in General

(a) The meeting Tuesday afternoon might cover, in general, the international situation,
disarmament, the Soviet economic offensive and relations with Communist countries,
defence questions in general.

(b) At the Cabinet Wednesday morning, the same general subjects might be discussed
more briefly, with an opportunity for some discussion of them by other Ministers.

(c) Mr. Dulles and Mr. Smith on Wednesday afternoon would discuss trade and economic
questions with the Ministers directly concerned (Mr. Fleming, Mr. Churchill and
Mr. Harkness).

(d) Mr. Dulles and Mr. Smith on Thursday afternoon would discuss defence questions
with Mr. Pearkes and Mr. O’Hurley, and later, boundary waters questions with Mr. Alvin
Hamilton and Mr. Green.

(e) At another convenient time Mr. Dulles and Mr. Smith would discuss foreign policy
questions with the Ambassadors and other officials.

(f) On Thursday morning the President and you would discuss such matters as you decide
in the meantime to take up then.

2. It is understood the United States would like to take up the effects upon them of our
immigration regulation requiring immigrants to come directly to Canada and not through
the United States. This might be discussed in the first instance between Mr. Dulles and
Mr. Smith at a time to be decided by them.

3. You have also mentioned wishing to discuss with the President the setting up of an
informal committee of Members of Parliament and of Congress. This might well be dis-
cussed at the outset, after settling the general plan of the talks, so that if agreement in
principle is reached to recommend this, the press would have this as definite news tonight.

4. The International Situation. You might call on the President to comment on this general
subject. It is likely that he would do so for five or ten minutes and then call on Mr. Dulles.
You may wish to focus attention on several points before Mr. Dulles starts in, as the latter
may have so much to cover that he may take up a good deal of the time available. We
assume you would wish to consider the general question of disarmament, prospects for
Summit meetings, and in particular the prospects for inspection plans to guard against sur-
prise attacks taking into account Khrushchev’s last letter on this subject. There are several
other subjects noted in Part F of the External Affairs brief that you may wish to raise.

5. The Soviet Economic Offensive and Relations with Communist Countries. The general
review should lead into this. It will give you an opportunity to set the stage somewhat for

i3
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the ideas about an initiative which you wish to take up privately with the President. In
addition you may wish to consider:
(a) The relaxation of strategic controls?
(The Americans may urge us to keep nickel and cobalt on the list. This will give you an
opportunity to relate what is done on strategic controls on the metals in which we are
interested to the U.S. policy being followed in regard to the encouragement of produc-
tion elsewhere as noted in the papers in your brief.)
(b) Effect of U.S. foreign assets control on Canadian trade with China?'
(You are familiar with this and have papers in the brief upon it. Perhaps it would suffice
to make a general reference to it and suggest that it be discussed by Mr. Dulles with
Mr. Churchill on Wednesday afternoon.)
(c) Trade with China in general
(d) Possibly — recognition of China
6. Defence Matters in General. I would suggest you indicate to the President that we are
now confronted with a number of quite serious problems in defence, particularly in
connection with air defence, and many of these involve cooperation with the United States
in various degrees and in various ways. There are such important policy problems to be
settled that we feel further arrangements for discussions between members of the Cabinet
of both countries are desirable. In addition, our public is now aware of the very close
working relations between our military services and it is desirable for us to emphasize the
civil control over military operations and the contact being maintained with the United
States on the civil side. With this in mind, you would like to suggest to him the
establishment of a joint committee of members of the Cabinet of both countries along the
lines with which you and Mr. Smith are familiar.22 You might mention that a draft note on
this point has already been shown to the American Ambassador here.

In addition, it would be well I think to indicate that some of the important problems that
now confront us relate to the integration of our defence production programmes with those
of the United States, particularly in regard to the production of the elaborate weapons sys-
tems now involved in air defence.?® As a consequence you would hope that the U.S. offi-
cials concerned with defence production would be prepared to discuss seriously with us the
more effective integration of our defence production programmes. I am giving you a copy
of a brief memorandum which Golden has prepared for his Minister on this matter.4
I'would hope that it will be possible at some stage in the discussions with the President and
Mr. Dulles to agree to say something to the press in fairly firm terms about this matter. On
the other hand it would be premature to try to reach any specific arrangements with the

* Voir chapitre IV, 4¢ partie./See Chapter IV, Part 4.

*' Voir chapitre III, 3¢ partie./See Chapter I1I, Part 3.

2 Voir la 4¢ partie, section A de ce chapitre pour un compte rendu des négociations relatives a la
constitution du Comité ministériel conjoint Canada-Etats-Unis de la défense.
See Part 4, Section A of this chapter for an account of the negotiations to form the Canada-United States
Joint Ministerial Committee on Defence.

3 Voir 4¢ partie, section A./See Part 4, Section A.

* Non retrouvé./Not located.
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United States at this meeting on particular aspects of this highly complicated set of ques-
tions which the Canadian government itself has not yet had an opportunity to review.?

R.B. B[RYCE]

6. J.G.D. XI/A/19 Vol. 2

Procés-verbal d’une réunion entre le secrétaire d’Etat
des Erats-Unis et des ministres canadiens

Minutes of Meeting between the Secretary of State
of United States and Canadian Ministers

SECRET [Ottawa], July 9, 1958

Present:
Canada
The Honourable D.M. Fleming, (Minister of Finance),
The Honourable G.M. Churchill, (Minister of Trade and Commerce),
The Honourable D.S. Harkness, (Minister of Agriculture),
The Honourable S. Smith, (Secretary of State for External Affairs).
Mr. N.A. Robertson, (Canadian Ambassador to the United States),
Mr. R.B. Bryce, (Secretary to the Cabinet),
Mr. J.H. English, (Deputy Minister of Trade and Commerce),
Mr. AF.W. Plumptre, (Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance),
Mr. D. LePan, (Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs),
Mr. L.W. Pearsall, (Department of Agriculture),
Mr. W.R. Martin, (Privy Council Office).

United States

The Honourable John Foster Dulles, (Secretary of State of the United States),
His Excellency Livingston Merchant, (U.S. Ambassador to Canada),

Mr. Tyler Thompson, (Minister, U.S. Embassy).

Mr. W.C. Armstrong, (Economic Counsellor, U.S. Embassy),
Mr. G. Green, (U.S. Department of State).

1. The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith) said that it had seemed desirable
to both sides to have meetings of an informal nature, such as he proposed this one to be,
rather than to have representatives of both countries discuss subjects formally at a confer-
ence table. He suggested that Mr. Dulles might wish initially to raise problems as seen
from the United States view point. Specifically, he mentioned the recent amendments to
the Canadian immigration regulations.

® Les fonctionnaires canadiens ne semblent pas avoir conservé de comptes rendus détaillés ou cohérents
de toutes les réunions se rapportant 2 la visite du président Eisenhower et du secrétaire Dulles. Plus
particulierement, aucun compte rendu canadien de Ia réunion du 8 juillet tenue 2 Ia résidence du premier
ministre Diefenbaker entre Eisenhower, Dulles, Livingston Merchant, Diefenbaker, Sidney Smith et
Norman Robertson n’a pu étre trouvé. Pour un compte rendu détaillé de cette réunion du point de vue
des Américains, voir United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of United States, 1958-
1960, Volume VII, Part 1, Washington: Government Printing Office, 1993, pp. 692-697.

Canadian officials do not seem to have kept detailed or coherent minutes of all meetings relating to the
visit of President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles. In particular, no Canadian account of the July 8
meeting held at Prime Minister Diefenbaker’s residence between Eisenhower, Dulles, Livingston
Merchant, Diefenbaker, Sidney Smith, and Norman Robertson can be located. For a detailed account of
this meeting from the American perspective, see United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations
of United States, 1958-1960, Volume VII, Part I, Washington: Government Printing Office, 1993,
pp. 692-697.
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2. The Secretary of State of the United States (Mr. Dulles) said he had not come prepared
to talk about problems other than in the broad context of international relations.
U.S.-Canadian problems were in a sense international, of course, but the U.S. government
looked at them in a different light than those concerned, for example, with the U.S.S.R.,
Lebanon, or Indonesia.

3. First, Mr. Dulles wished to express appreciation for the repeal of the Canadian maga-
zine tax. This had removed a point of irritation. Secondly, he said that, in regard to trade
with the Sino-Soviet bloc, an intensive review had been made of the items on the
COCOM-CHICOM lists, and while there were several still in dispute, he thought the
difficulties would soon be resolved and the effect of the discussions would mean a consid-
erable liberalization of the lists. Mr. Dillon, the newly appointed Under Secretary of State
for Economic Affairs in the State Department, was responsible to him for this matter. The
U.S. thought it important to retain controls on exports of nickel and cobalt. Copper was not
so important.

4. Thirdly, Mr. Dulles suggested that the Canada-U.S. Continuing Committee of
Ministers and Secretaries on trade and economic affairs might meet on August 4th.2¢ He
would not be present himself, but Mr. Dillon could attend in his place and the U.S. Secre-
taries who usually attended meetings of the Committee would be present. It would be
desirable, from the U.S. standpoint, to have this meeting before the Commonwealth Trade
and Economic Conference in Montreal.

5. The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming) said that August 4th would be inconvenient for
Canadian Ministers. A later date would be more suitable. However, Canadian Ministers
would take this matter up immediately amongst themselves and let the U.S. authorities
have their views.

Commonwealth Trade and Economic Conference

6. Mr. Fleming informed the U.S. side of the preparations for the Commonwealth Trade
and Economic Conference to be held in September. The Conference would not be like the
1932 Ottawa meeting. The world was different, the Commonwealth was different, and
problems were now different. It was not the intention to create a new system of prefer-
ences, although existing preferences would be maintained. Canada would be pressing for
the removal of discriminatory restrictions and he hoped to see an improvement in this
direction. If the U.K. were able to make advances other sterling area countries in the
Commonwealth would probably also be able to make some progress. U.S. interests here
appeared to be parallel with Canadian interests. If restrictions were removed, they would
be removed generally.

1. Mr. Fleming said that Commonwealth countries, particularly the newer self-governing
nations, were all deeply interested in development. Canada was a large net importer of
capital; nevertheless, we would have to think of what additional assistance we could pro-
vide. Here again, Mr. Fleming thought that U.S. interests ran parallel with Canadian
interests. Another question which would probably arise was that of the creation of a new
Commonwealth institution or institutions to provide forms of credit not now generally
available. Maybe a new institution might be helpful for development and for technical
assistance and training. Thinking on this subject had not crystallized as yet. However, the
U.S. authorities could be assured that no step would be taken which would cut across the

* La Commission mixte du commerce et des affaires économiques ne s'est pas réunie jusqu'en janvier
1959.
The Joint Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs would not meet until January 1959,
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really valuable work of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development and
the International Monetary Fund. He thought nothing would be entertained which would
adversely affect or undermine the work of these two institutions, to which Canada fully
adhered. Indeed, discussions might be held on the question of enlarging their usefulness
and resources.

8. Another subject to be discussed, Mr. Fleming said, would be stabilization of markets
and commodity prices. This was of particular importance to the newer Commonwealth
countries, who depended so largely on the sale of primary products. Canada was very
much interested in a renewed international wheat agreement. We hoped the United
Kingdom would rejoin.

So far as trade agreements were concerned, it was hoped to have discussions on a bilat-
eral or trilateral basis to extend trade, having in mind, of course, that no new preferences
would be created.

9. Mr. Fleming said he hoped there was no thought in U.S. minds that the Conference
would be directed against the U.S. Indeed, constructive results in most fields could not be
achieved unless Commonwealth countries worked closely with Washington.

10. The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill) agreed that the Conference was
not aiming at restrictive policies. In fact, its success would measured by what expansion of
trade might flow from the discussions.

11. Mr. Dulles said he did not think the U.S. would be sensitive about Commonwealth
discussions on economic matters. The U.S. was mature enough to realize that if trade
developed between two countries, it would not necessarily hurt a third. Trade was not a pie
to be divided. It was a question rather of increasing the volume of trade generally. The
U.S. would like to see the sterling area strong because when it encountered difficulties the
U.S. usually had to come to its assistance. Trade which increased its reserves benefited
everyone.

12. On the question of new financial institutions, Mr. Dulles did not want to exclude the
possibility that new ones could be created. The U.S., for that matter, was trying to establish
a development loan fund to make credit available which could not be provided by the
World Bank or by the U.S. Export-Import Bank. Unless there was a general expansion of
credit and loans, the challenge of Communist economic penetration would prevail. Unless
the underdeveloped countries could be afforded some resources for development they
would be forced to turn to the Communist world. However, Mr. Dulles was bound to say
that the U.S. government thought a proliferation of financial institutions was not a good
thing. It involved unnecessary expenditures, wasting of resources, a duplication of staffs
and frequent jealousies. The U.S. believed it would be necessary to add to the resources of
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development and the International Mone-
tary Fund and to do so in the next twelve months. The U.S. was studying the problem now
with a view to submitting proposals to Congress at its next session. Mr. Dulles doubted if it
would be possible for the U.S. to make any public utterances with regard to this important
matter before the October meetings of the Bank and the Fund in New Delhi.

13. Mr. Fleming said that the timing of an announcement had a bearing on the September
Commonwealth Conference. It would be helpful to the Conference if an announcement
could emerge from Washington before September 15th. Mr. Dulles said quite frankly that
the Administration did not want to give any indication of its views until Congress had dealt
with its present programme. Congress would probably adjourn about August 15th.
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Commodity Arrangements

14. Mr. Dulles said that the U.S. looked with less disfavour on arrangements for stabiliz-
ing prices and markets for primary products than it used to do. Today, for example, it was
participating in a study group with Latin American countries on coffee. He doubted, how-
ever, if this would be very useful because African producers were not present. The U.S.
was convinced that Soviet economic policy would prevail unless there was greater stability
in primary products. Primary producing countries wanted to be assured that they could
obtain from the sales of their commodities an adequate amount of manufactured goods to
support and improve their standards of living. The Soviet barter policy lent itself to meet-
ing the needs of primary producing countries, although the U.S.S.R. was perhaps not yet
ready in a position to embark, all out, on extensive barter arrangements. The underdevel-
oped countries were probably willing now to withstand a certain amount of Soviet pressure
and assume the domestic risks involved, but they could not do so if violent fluctuations in
prices of their commodities continued. Economic dislocation in these areas would be
seized on by forces hostile to the West. The U.S. was considering this whole problem
seriously and studying how it could meet competition from the U.S.S.R. With regard to
dumping of commodities which the Soviet Union had accepted in barter arrangements
from other countries — Egyptian cotton, for example — Mr. Dulles did not think it could
be said yet that this was deliberate policy on the part of the U.S.S.R. He went on to say,
however, that the U.S. was examining what the Soviets could do if they decided
consciously to adopt this kind of policy, and also, if they did, what policies the U.S. should
adopt. '

Although the U.S. was thinking through its policy on commodity arrangements, it could
not view with sympathy artificial stabilization programmes which would have the effect of
“milking” the U.S. consumer. U.S. authorities were trying to aim at policies which would
produce a reasonable degree of stability. Unfortunately, this was complicated by ignorance
in underdeveloped countries on the relation of their supplies to the world demand and
outlets for them.

World Food Bank; NATO Food Bank

15. Mr. Dulles said that the U.S. Administrative did not think too highly of proposals for
a World Food Bank or a NATO Food Bank.?” It was true that they had considered plans for
such things as full granaries, located around the world at strategic points, but those who
had been studying these matters had concluded that the cost was prohibitive. He would not
wish to have his remarks interpreted, however, as the final view of his government at the
present time.

The U.S. was extremely “gun-shy” of anything that smacked of stabilizing farm prices
at high levels in view of their costly domestic experience. At home, their programme for
limiting acreage for grain had not achieved its purpose. On cotton, one of the main results
had been that the South, which historically had been internationally-minded, had now
become inward-looking and restrictionist.

16. The Economic Counsellor, U.S. Embassy (Mr. Armstrong) explained that, as regards
NATO, the U.S. had offered food free if other NATO countries would provide transporta-

%" Le premier ministre Diefenbaker a proposé la création d’une banque alimentaire mondiale 4 la réunjon
des chefs de gouvernement de I'OTAN en décembre 1957 (voir Volume 24, document 254). Voir le
volume 24, document 301 concernant la proposition relative a une banque d’aliments de 'OTAN.
Prime Minister Diefenbaker proposed the creation of a world food bank at the NATO Heads of Govern-
ment in December 1957 (see Volume 24, Document 254. See Volume 24, Document 301 for the NATO
food stockpile proposal.
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tion and storage, but the cost again had proved to be too heavy for prospective recipients to
contemplate. For such countries as Pakistan and India, the problem had been storage space
and ability to handle stocks in such a way as not to interfere with normal marketings.

Immigration and Travel Restrictions
17. Mr. Dulles lodged a complaint with respect to this matter.

18. The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce) said it was his understanding that the recent
Canadian regulations, which insisted that immigrants, travelling by air, come direct to a
Canadian port, had been applied in the interests of efficient administration. It was much
easier to handle such immigrants by having them land in Canada, rather than dealing with
them as part of the regular cross-border traffic exchanges.

19. The U.S. Ambassador to Canada (Mr. Merchant) said that U.S. airlines, in 1957
alone, had carried approximately 25,000 immigrants destined for Canada. The change was
a major factor for U.S. airlines who were now exerting great pressure, and this was coming
at a time when some trans-border air routes were about to be re-negotiated.

20. Mr. Dulles said that the U.S. had no similar restrictions.

U.S. Trade Policy

21. Mr. Dulles, in response to questions from Mr. Fleming, said that the prospects for the
U.S. trade agreements legislation in the Senate were not nearly as good as they had been in
the House, which, on the whole, had passed a very satisfactory bill. He expected something
acceptable would finally emerge from Congress but he doubted if the Trade Agreements
Act would be extended for five years and he assumed some other compromises would have
to be made. He was not able to say, at the moment, what the U.S. Administration proposed
to do under the new bill. He did know, however, that it wished to be in a position to
negotiate with the European Common Market with a view to keeping the Common
Market’s tariffs at a reasonable level.

Base Metals

22. Mr. Fleming said that Canada was naturally pleased that no action had been taken by
Congress or the Administration to increase tariffs on zinc and lead. He felt he should say,
however, that the effects of a subsidy programme could be just as damaging as increased
tariffs.

23. Mr. Dulles said that the whole of the trade agreements legislation would have been in
peril if the Administration had done nothing. They were trying to keep amounts down so
that the overall effect would do as little damage as possible to Canada and Mexico. He
thought that the situation was better than it would have been if the Tariff Commission
recommendations had been accepted or if Congress had negotiated a formula of its own.
He thought this situation and the situation respecting copper would be improved by the end
of the year. On copper, Mr. Dulles said the duty had been suspended until June 30th and no
action had been taken to renew the suspension so the U.S. tax at 1.7 cents a pound had
been automatically re-imposed.

24. Mr. Fleming noted that a bill to impose a 4 cents a pound duty on aluminium was now
before Congress. He realized this was not an Administration bill but he hoped that Cana-
dian interests would be borne in mind.

As regards nickel, the International Nickel Company had just announced a further large
cut-back in production. What was worrying at the moment was the U.S. interest in Cuban
sources of supply.
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25. Mr. Dulles explained that it was U.S. policy to withdraw from the Nicaro operation in
Cuba as soon as this could be done, having in mind the fact that it was desirable for the
U.S. government to get what money it could out of the operation, and also the conditions in
Cuba at the present time.

Petroleum

26. Mr. Fleming reviewed briefly the events which had led up to the voluntary restrictions
programme in District Five of the U.S. and said that the understanding of 1950, on the
need to develop a sound industry, on a continental basis, for defence purposes, was just as
applicable today. As a result of the U.S. restrictions, pressure for a pipeline to serve the
large Montreal market was growing. This would be very upsetting for the U.S., Venezuela
and of concern to importers of Middle Eastern oil. The longer the restrictions were main-
tained, the greater the pressure would be.

27. The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness) said that the psychological effect in
Western Canada was serious and had had the effect of slowing development. Resentment
against the U.S., for this reason, was quite strong.

28. Mr. Dulles said he realized this was a fact but he submitted that it ought not to be a
fact. The condition of the market, not the quota that had been imposed in District Five, was
the reason why Canadian exports had been reduced. U.S. oil production was severely
rationed. The programme of restrictions had been designed to provide foreign importers
with as large a percentage of consumption in the U.S. as they had historically enjoyed.
This was not an inequitable principle. It was impossible to expect U.S. producers to bear
the full brunt of the deterioration throughout the world. The District Five restrictions had
been designed to protect Canada, as much as the U.S., from a flood of foreign oil. The U.S.
was working to preserve Canadian interests.

Exports to China
29. Mr. Dulles suggested that the following announcement be made:

“The Canadian and United States Governments have given consideration to situations
where the export policies and laws of the two countries may not be in complete harmony.
It has been agreed that in these cases there will be full consultation between the two Gov-
emments with a view to finding through licensing procedures satisfactory solutions to
concrete problems as they arise.”

30. Mr. Dulles said the U.S. would be prepared to grant a permit to parent companies in
the U.S. which would enable subsidiaries in Canada to engage in a transaction when this
had an appreciable effect on the Canadian company and the Canadian economy. He did not
think U.S. laws should operate to the disadvantage of a Canadian company. On the other
hand, he did not want to open the door wide in regard to subsidiaries of U.S. parent compa-
nies around the world, nor, he thought, would Canada wish this to be done.

31. Mr. Churchill said the proposal appeared to him to be a good one. He added that some
Chinese offers to purchase in Canada were not firm offers.

Wheat

32. Mr. Churchill said that the withdrawal of the U.S. from barter deals for strategic
materials had been helpful. He hoped such arrangements would not be renewed.

33. Mr. Dulles agreed. Legislation was before Congress now on this subject, but he
thought something would emerge which would not contain the barter provisions to which
Canada had objected.
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Cattle

34. Mr. Harkness said there were stories from Washington concerning possible embar-
goes and increased duties on exports of Canadian cattle. He wondered if any assurance
could be given that such steps would not be taken.

35. Mr. Merchant said he knew of no movement for tariff increases. He added that Cana-
dian proposals for increased protection for other agricultural produce, such as fruits and
vegetables, would have a bearing on the thinking of otherwise liberal minded agricultural
opinion in the U.S.

Feed for Animals in Canadian Drought Area

36. Mr. Harkness asked if it would be feasible to cut hay on soil bank lands for use in
Canada, to meet the very serious prospective drought situation.

37. Mr. Armstrong said it was his understanding that this was impossible under present
U.S. law.

38. The meeting adjourned at 5:05 p.m.

WR. MARTIN
Secretary

7. DEA/1415-E-40

Compte-rendu d’une réunion
entre le secrétaire d’Etat des Etats-Unis
et le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Record of Meeting
between Secretary of State of United States
and Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], July 10, 1958

1. DEFENCE AND DEFENCE PRODUCTION

There were also present Messrs. Pearkes and O’Hurley, Thompson, Green, Robertson
and officials from the Departments of National Defence, Defence Production and External
Affairs.

Mr. Dulles said he welcomed the opportunity to thrash out difficulties; it made him feel
entirely at home to be wrestling with the hard core of problems.

Mr. Smith said that the first subject for discussion would be defence and defence
production.

Mr. Pearkes explained that in order to avoid loss of time he had condensed into a brief
paper the comments he wished to make. He then read a paper along the following lines:

The most important consideration with respect to Canadian defence matters is geo-

graphical. Half the Canadian defence budget is now devoted to air defence and the pro-

portion will probable increase. The reason is mainly because of our geographical
position vis-a-vis the United States.

At the time of the Korean incident Canada was asked by the United States to accelerate

its production. Accordingly, a fairly large-scale defence industry was set up.

This large-scale defence industry has also been used in order to aid our NATO partners.

Many of the items produced by Canadian defence industries have U.S.-made compo-

nents. Accordingly this contributes significantly to the adverse balance of payments
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between Canada and the United States. As an example, the Argus aircraft has a 35%
U.S. content. Nevertheless, the United States will not buy this aircraft from Canada.
Indeed, no aircraft is produced in Canada for common use by the two countries.

The number of units of any piece of equipment required by Canada is of course limited.
Therefore it is necessary either to produce in small quantities or to purchase our needs
from the United States. In addition, there is the question of maintenance and spare parts.

The total of all Canadian forces is approximately 120,000. Therefore the requirements
must inevitably be small in total quantity and the unit costs high. In consequence,
Canada is rapidly approaching a critical situation.

During the recent visit to Ottawa of Generals Partridge and White, the nature of future
defence problems was discussed. From what General Partridge said, it seems that there
are two major problems. The first problem is to provide defence against ballistic
missiles. The second problem is to round out our defence against the manned bomber.

These two problems involve in the Canadian view mutual commitments. Canada is at
the present time making a modest contribution with respect to the development of the
ballistic missile. There has been close and continuing co-operation with the United
States scientists. However, we feel this should be a truly joint effort. There is fear that
we may spend too much on defence against the manned bomber and in consequence be
unable to provide the funds for development of ballistic missiles. If we do not keep up
in the development of ballistic missiles we shall be left behind and not be able to catch
up later.

In providing for the completion of our defence against the manned bomber there will be
heavy expenditures for many years to come.

The NORAD Agreement has now been approved by the Canadian Parliament and is in
operation.

There is lots of co-operation operationally. The need now is for co-operation in
production.

A particular example is the development of the CF105. The United States air defence
have indicated that they want us to g0 ahead with it. The CF105 will constitute the first
line of defence for the Continent. It will be equipped with U.S. Naval Sparrow and with
U.S. electronic equipment. In the development stage, as much as 20% of the electronic
equipment will come from the U.S. and later on this will amount to between 10 and
15%. We have already spent $250 million on the development of the CF105. Within the
Dext two or three years we shall have spent another $530 million dollars. Canada needs
approximately 100 of these aircraft. Accordingly, each unit will cost about $5 million.
If U.S. air squadrons based in Canada could use the CF105 the unit cost would be much
reduced.

From the intelligence provided by our military experts, it is clear that we will have to
introduce SAGE, which will mean an additional very heavy expenditure. As a matter of
fact, there is at present what might be termed a gap in SAGE so far as the Canadian
industrial area of southern Quebec and Ontario is concerned. In addition to SAGE, we
should have more radar as well as Bomare. The introduction of these elements would
push the continental defence area north by 250 miles. The cost to Canada would be
$350 million. In order to fit in with the U.S. development of defence, these require-
ments would have to be met by 1963. Consequently our defence budget would be up by
25 to 30%.
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In the past, Canada and the United States have entered into cost sharing arrangements
for products built in Canada for the defence of both countries, e.g. Pinetree, Dew and
Mid-Canada lines.

We believe that a wider application of the principle of cost sharing is now necessary.
There have already been approaches between service personnel on the official level,
especially concerning the Bomarc and SAGE. However, we would like to go further
and discuss the principle of cost sharing at a higher level as early as possible.

We are reaching the stage where it is not possible to develop or produce complicated
weapons purely for Canadian use. Furthermore, it is imperative that we should be able
to maintain and repair all weapons that are used on Canadian soil. Finally, it is neces-
sary to maintain our defence industrial facilities for availability in the event of an
emergency.

To sum up, the items with which we are concerned are the CF105, SAGE, radar,
Bomarc and ballistic missiles.

There would seem to be two problems of mutual concern: (1) cost sharing; (2) sharing
of development and production costs.

Mr. Dulles said that he was not qualified to deal with the substance of the representa-
tion. However, he was very glad to receive it and would see that it received proper atten-
tion at a high level. He was grateful for the extraordinary, indeed unique, co-operation
which exists in defence matters.

The problems which Mr. Pearkes had outlined were not dissimilar to problems with
which the U.S. is concerned. The cost of modern weapons is almost fantastic. Last week
the Secretary of Defence indicated the mounting costs by comparing a World War II plane
at $100,000 with a modern plane at approximately $5 million.

The problem, he said, justifies your desire to study the matter jointly.

At the NATO meeting in December 1957 the U.S. put forward suggestions for the pro-
duction in Europe of a number of defence items. It will of course take some time before
this can be put into effect.

Mr. Dulles said he knew that the Secretary of Defence is anxious to talk with
Mr. Pearkes and he hoped that a meeting would take place very shortly.?

The Secretary emphasized that the U.S. is impelled to place ever increasing importance
on the limitation of armaments. Otherwise it will be a question of who goes bust first, the
Soviet Union or ourselves.

The productive base of the industrialized free nations is about three times the base of
the Soviet bloc. On the other hand, there are certain advantages in a highly organized and
disciplined society where an austerity can be enforced which we cannot impose except in
time of war. Our people will not accept it in time of cold war.

We believe, said Mr. Dulles, that if there could be arrived at a system of inspection of
northern areas it would be a great step forward. The United States has been pressing for
that for three years. The latest Soviet Note may be a step forward but it is important to
observe that it avoids suggestion of inspection of the Arctic zone and refers to Europe and
the Pacific Coasts of the U.S.A. and USSR instead. However, it may justify exploration to
see whether any positive results are possible.

I believe, he added, our only hope is in providing safeguards against surprise attack.
The Secretary doubted the possibility of arriving at any formula for reduction of arma-

28 Voir/See Document 71, note 120.
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ments. He commented on the proposal for Arctic inspection which had been placed before
the Security Council recently and had received support of all except the Soviet Union. At
that time U.S. information was that Soviet satellite countries were urging acceptance of the
proposal. Perhaps the latest Note offers some hope that the Soviet Union is now willing to
try inspection.

In any event, Mr. Dulles saw some such system of safeguards as the only hope for
relieving the mounting burden of defence costs.

Mr. Pearkes said that while the means of detection are being eventually evolved, we
cannot stand still. The Secretary remarked that it will be two or three years before any
significant aerial inspection could be counted on and even then it would be only partial.

Mr. Dulles said that any way of reducing unit costs should be fully explored. He will
see to it that the presentation given to him by Mr. Pearkes gets at once to the Secretary of
Defence who, he repeated, wishes to talk with Mr. Pearkes. If appropriate, the newly cre-
ated ministerial committee on defence should be prepared to give consideration to the
question.

Mr. Dulles added that it is necessary to consider the nature of the Soviet threat and from
intelligence received determine the degree of threat from manned bombers as against the
degree of threat from ballistic missiles.

Mr. O’Hurley endorsed what Mr. Pearkes had said and explained that the presentation
had been prepared by the Departments of National Defence and Defence Production. He
said that his desire was to find out what was the future for the installations in Canada on
which we have spent a great deal of money. A heavy investment of capital is involved. He
therefore would like to know the future of our production programme,

Mr. Dulles said that the briefing given to the National Security Council last week on the
costs of military equipment was really alarming.

Mpr. Smith said that he wished to make clear that Canada was not asking for mutual aid.
We sought to make a joint effort with the United States in production.

Mr. Pearkes emphasized that unless we get in on the early stages of missile production
We may not get in at all at a later stage.

Mr. Dulles pointed out that the present family of missiles would probably be obsolete in
three or four years, so that it might not make much difference. Those to be installed in
1959 and 1960 are, in his view, only a stop-gap.

General Foulkes said that it was important to provide a defence against ballistic
missiles and that many installations will have to be placed in Canada.

8. DEA/1415-E-40

Commentaires sur les problémes relatifs au fleuve Columbia et a I'Alaska
au cours de la réunion entre le secrétaire d’Erat des Etats-Unis
et le secrétaire d’Etat aux Alffaires extérieures

Comments on Columbia River and Alaska Problems
During the Meeting Between Secretary of State of United States
and Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], July 10, 1958

(Also present at the meeting was Hon. Alvin Hamilton, Minister of Northern Affairs
and National Resources)
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II. COLUMBIA RIVER

At the meeting between the President and the Prime Minister this morning the President
had urged that agreement with respect to the use of the waters of the Columbia River
should be accelerated.

Mr. Dulles explained that within the United States Government this matter was almost
entirely dealt with by the Department of the Interior. The United States Government is
anxious that the discussion of the Columbia be brought to a head. A greater measure of
certainty is desired as to how the subject is to be dealt with. He added that the President
knew General McNaughton well but he found him a bit stubborn.

Mr. Hamilton said that the Canadian Government was awaiting several engineering
reports, particularly two outstanding ones which have been commissioned by the Province
of British Columbia and by his own Department.

The Canadian Cabinet Committee expects to receive a report from economists in about
two weeks.

Mr. Hamilton pointed out that United States figures on the Columbia River have been
available for some time and therefore the United States is, as Governor MacKay has said,
ready to discuss matters at any time.

Mr. Hamilton said that an aide-mémoire had been received from the United States Gov-
ernment recently concerning the Libby Dam application. A reply had now been prepared
and was ready to deliver.?® In short, it would say that if the United States is serious in
negotiating it must make realistic offers. The offer that has been made is not a starting
place. .

Mr. Hamilton said he felt he should say that General McNaughton had saved us on the
Columbia. However, we look upon the International Joint Commission as being purely a
judicial body, although we know that on the United States side a different view is taken.
Accordingly, when General McNaughton makes statements, he makes them on his own
and the Government may or may not agree with him. In any event, the General is held in
very high regard by the Canadian Government.

Mr. Dulles said he had known General McNaughton for many years. In particular, he
recalled meeting him in New York when he was the Canadian delegate in the Security
Council and dealing with the control of atomic energy. He also recalled having discussed
with him the importance of the St. Lawrence Seaway.

Mr. Hamilton explained that we do not separate Libby Dam from the whole Columbia
River system.

Mr. Smith made clear that there is at present no definitive Canadian Government policy
with respect to the Columbia River.

Mr. Hamilton agreed and said that he was responsible for gathering information on the
subject and it was in fact not yet ready. He added that there were certain problems in each
country, particularly the contest between supporters of private and public power. The
Canadian problem in this regard is somewhat less sharp than the United States problem.

Mr. Cleveland added that the International Joint Commission is proceeding on a two-
week tour of the Columbia River system beginning on July 20. The Commissioners will be
accompanied by members of the International Columbia River Engineering Board by some
economists and by Counsel for the two governments.

» Voir/See Document 216.
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Mr. Hamilton said that it might be difficult to get rational discussion before November
because of the United States elections. Therefore, it would probably be better to stay with
considerations of economics for the time being. In fact, he added, the whole subject is
fraught with strong political feeling. In any event, we cannot go faster than the engineers.

Mr. Hamilton then inquired whether the United States had any preference with respect
to the technique of getting together to discuss Columbia River matters. From the Canadian
point of view the International Joint Commission is primarily a judicial body and can
therefore not deal with all matters of negotiation. The previous administration had accord-
ingly arranged to have diplomatic talks with the United States. He wondered which chan-
nel the United States preferred and to what extent each one might be best used.

Mr. Thompson replied that there was no preference on the part of the United States, to
his knowledge — certainly the channel of the diplomatic talks is still open.

II. ALASKA

Mr. Smith said that Canada had welcomed the advent of statehood for Alaska. He won-
dered whether it might raise certain questions.

Mr. Hamilton said he thought there might be certain opportunities arising from Alaskan
statehood. Coastal shipping was a matter of great interest in the northwestern area. Trans-
portation is a very big cost factor to them. Better communications between Alaska and the
Pacific Northwest on land will undoubtedly become of considerable urgency in the near
future.

Mr. Dulles said this had been discussed to some extent this morning. The President had
referred to the Neuberger bill and said that it probably would not be acceptable to Canada
to have an arrangement imposed by act of Congress. The President felt that the agreement
should be freely negotiated. However, Mr. Dulles said there will be an increasing demand
for improved transportation facilities for Alaska.

9. DEA/1415-E-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d'Erat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
et pour la Direction de I’Extréme-Orient

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
and Far Eastern Division

TOP SECRET [Ottawa, July 14, 1958]

MEETING IN PRIME MINISTER’S OFFICE
BETWEEN MESSRS EISENHOWER, DIEFENBAKER, DULLES AND SMITH.
MESSRS. LIVINGSTON MERCHANT, N.A. ROBERTSON AND JULES LEGER
WERE ALSO PRESENT.

The Prime Minister and the President first cleared the text of the announcement to be
given to the press on the establishment of a Cabinet Committee to be known as the
Canada-U.S. Committee on Joint Defence.®

% Voir Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, Affaires Extérieures, vol. 10, N 8, aofit 1958, p. 173.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, External Affairs, Vol. 10, No. 8, August 1958, p. 173.
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Most of the meeting was spent on the problem of China. Reference was also made to
the Columbia River.

China

Mr. Sidney Smith joined the discussion by suggesting that public opinion in Canada
was getting more and more interested in some form of normalization of our relations with
Communist China, particularly in the field of trade. He also referred to the difficulties in
the United Nations of holding the present line and thought that the majority on any “mora-
torium resolution” would become smaller and smaller.

The President replied categorically that he did not think “they could hold the United
Nations together” if Communist China were admitted. Public opinion in the United States
was dead set against this. While there was no such word as “never” in diplomatic lan-
guage, he could not see the day when recognition would become possible. He even felt
more strongly about the admission of Communist China to the United Nations than about
recognition. Recognition, if extended by the Administration, would lead the Senate and the
House to call for an immediate withdrawal from the United Nations and the departure of
the United Nations from American soil. Later on in the discussion, the President added that
the China policy was “an obsession” and that they would have more difficulty in support-
ing Canada in this field than in any other field.

Among the reasons advanced in defence of such a policy over Communist China, the
President referred to aggression in Korea, the detention of United States prisoners, and
aggression in Vietnam. Drawing on his own experience in the Far East,* the President also
referred to the importance of retaining the loyalty of overseas Chinese. If they had no
alternative but to look to Communist China as their “homeland,” they would all become
Communists.

Throughout the discussions the President made it clear that they considered the admis-
sion of Communist China to the United Nations as a much more serious problem than
recognition.

Mr. Dulles could only interpret the recognition of Communist China as a very serious
setback for the free world. He said that the United States was carrying ninety percent of
the responsibility of the defence of the free world in the Pacific. If recognition were
extended, most if not all pro-Western countries in the Far East would in due course pass
within the Communist orbit and American forces would have to withdraw to Hawaii.
Under such conditions the defence of the Pacific would become next to impossible. They
therefore needed the cooperation of their friends. He thought that recognition should only
be extended when it was in the national interest so to do. At the present time the national
interest was to make sure that Communism was to remain as far as possible from
American, and for that matter Canadian, shores.

Mr. Dulles also referred to his conversation with General de Gaulle on this subject and
pointed out that for their own reasons the French had decided, after an extensive review of
the matter, not to extend recognition at this time. They had come to this conclusion for
their own reasons, the main one being that they could not afford to let the three Indo-
Chinese states pass into Communist hands in view of the many interests they are retaining
there.

The problem of trade with China was raised by the Prime Minister, with specific refer-
ence to the question of Canadian subsidiaries of American companies being prevented

3t Note marginale :/Marginal note:
What experience? [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
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from accepting orders placed with them for sale in China. Mr. Diefenbaker pointed out that
the Opposition was showing considerable interest in the recognition of China and that if a
substantive motion were made in the House, this could lead to serious complications.
There was a strong feeling that the present situation could not £o on much longer. This was
complicated by the fact that some solution had to be found to Canadian surpluses and the
pressure would therefore continue so long as those surpluses existed.

President Eisenhower first pointed out that he thought personally that there were too
many bars in the way of world trade and that restrictions might have spurred the Commu-
nists to even greater economic progress than would otherwise have been the case. In his
view, however, recognition would not open up avenues for more extensive trade. He did
not think they could buy much and on the whole believed that the hopes of those who
expected to expand trade with Communist China were not well placed. Mr. Dulles added
that the U.S. was not asking its friends not to trade with Communist China. Their policy
was designed to give encouragement to similar policies of non-Communist countries so as
to prevent Communist infiltration through trade in weaker economies, particularly in such
countries as the Philippines. They knew that such penetration would not take place were
trade with China expanded in countries such as the United States or Canada, but the situa-
tion was quite different in countries with weaker economies.

In answer to a question from Mr. Smith about the possibility of attempting to lure
Peking away from Moscow by adopting more flexible policies, Mr. Dulles replied that this
question was related to the very nature of Communism and that on the whole they could
not yet come to the conclusion that there was such a thing as “national Communism.” So
long as the Soviet Union and Communist China were in the hands of strong Communist
parties, it was impossible to think that anything could be done in attempting to separate
Moscow from Peking.

Columbia River

The President raised the question of the Columbia River. He thought that time had come
for the Prime Minister and himself to put some pressure on the different agencies now
considering the problem so as to make sure that something was being done. He was under
the impression now that the experts, and particularly General McNaughton, were finding
obstacles and not solutions. Mr. Eisenhower added that he himself had no solution but
thought that the two Secretaries of State should consult on this matter so that some pro-
gress could be made. He added that the United States would make as many concessions in
this field as Canada would.

The Prime Minister, in referring to the comments about General McNaughton, said that
the General had not been authorized to make any statements on behalf of the Canadian
Government on this issue and that he would have a word with him shortly. Mr. Smith
referred to the Engineering Report of the International Joint Commission and thought that
it would be ready in the not too distant future.

J. LIEGER)
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4¢ PARTIE/PART 4

QUESTIONS DE DEFENSE ET SECURITE
DEFENCE AND SECURITY ISSUES

SECTION A

DEFENSE AERIENNE CONTINENTALE
CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE

10. J.G.D. XII/F/335 Vol. 117

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet

SECRET [Ottawa], July 22, 1957

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN
AND CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

1. In the approved Canada-United States Emergency Defence Plan the following planning
directive is set out: “Air defence plans should be based upon the concept that the air
defence of Canada and the United States is a single problem and that plans for the use of
air defence resources of Canada and the United States must be developed on a combined
basis so as to provide the most effective defence possible for agreed vital targets.” A fur-
ther step in the implementation of these accepted principles is the need for closer integra-
tion of Canadian and United States air defence. A study on the control of North American
air defence forces was undertaken last autumn by a Joint Canadian-United States Study
Group at the direction of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States
Joint Chiefs of Staff. (The conclusions and recommendations of the Military Study Group
were submitted in December 1956, and are attached as Appendices “B” and “C”).32 This
study has concluded that the operational control of Canadian and United States air defence
forces should be further integrated under a joint Canada-United States headquarters
responsible to the Chiefs of Staff of both countries.

2. This principle of operational control in collective security arrangements is well estab-
lished in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization where, for example, the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe has operational control over all assigned national forces.

3. The establishment of an integrated operational control system for the air defence of
Canada, the Continental United States and Alaska would be based on the following:

(a) The Joint Canadian-United States Headquarters would be responsible for the
following:

(i) In Peacetime. The development of plans and procedures to be used in war. These
plans and procedures to be agreed to in peacetime and be ready for immediate use in an
emergency. They will be reviewed, amended or approved by the Chiefs of Staff of both
countries and Government approval will be sought before any plans are implemented. It

32 Voir/See Volume 23, Document 41.
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will be responsible for the general pattern of training and the general supervision of
practice exercises in order to ensure the readiness of the forces and facilities in time of
emergency. :

(ii) In War. In time of war it will be responsible for the direction of air operations in
accordance with the plans which have been agreed to in peacetime.

(b) The Commanders of the national air defence forces of both countries will continue to
be responsible, in both peace and war, for logistics, administration, discipline, internal :
organization and unit training under their respective national Chiefs of Staff. ‘

4. It is considered that there are several advantages to Canada in accepting this form of
integration, as this procedure:

(a) Leaves with the Canadian Air Defence Commander complete command and adminis-
tration over Canadian troops and equipment.

(b) Affords the Canadian authorities early and continuing opportunities to influence and
participate in the formulation of Joint air defence policy.

(c) Provides early opportunity for joint examination of intelligence and circumstances
which may lead the United States authorities to call an alert.

(d) Will provide a further channel for closer cooperation with the United States Air Force
in the field of development and production of common techniques and equipment, and thus
avoid unnecessary duplication.

(e) Will provide an adequate basis for reaching a high standard of readiness and the least
possible delay in passing from a peacetime to wartime footing.

(f) Will bring the Air Defence Command in North America in line with the other
Commands in NATO.

5. The United States Joint Chiefs of Staff and the United States Secretary of Defense have
approved these proposals.

6. The terms of reference for the unified command will include the points set out in
Appendix “A”.33

7. The Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I concur, that approval in principle be given for
the establishment of an integrated operational control system for the air defence of Canada,

the Continental United States and Alaska, under a joint Canadian-United States head-
quarters, based on the provisions set out above.

s

[GEORGE PEARKES]

1L J.G.D. XII/F/335 Vol. 117

Note pour le ministre de la Défense nationale

Memorandum to Minister of National Defence
SECRET [Ottawa), July 23, 1957

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND
CONTINENTAL US. AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

1. This submission deals with the further measures recommended for the improvement of
the joint air defence arrangements for Canada and the United States.

—_—

 Voir volume 23, la piece jointe 2 du document 46./See Volume 23, Document 46, Enclosure 2.
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2. Until substantial measures are taken to implement a comprehensive disarmament plan
we must continue to provide a reasonable air defence for this country, and it is obvious that
these arrangements must be made in collaboration with the United States. In spite of the
disarmament talks now in progress* the Soviet Union continues to modernize and build up
its fleet of long range bombers, which is estimated to be between 1400 and 1500, all capa-
ble of delivering thermonuclear weapons to North American targets. In addition we may
expect unmanned bombers and ballistic missiles of medium and long range in the next ten
years. To meet this threat, both Canada and the United States have worked out over the
past ten years an air defence system covering the North American continent. This system
provides a comprehensive early warning and an interceptor network covering the conti-
nent. The early warning system on the continent is just being completed and will be in
operation this summer. This system consists of the DEW line, built and operated by the
United States. The Mid Canada line is wholly operated by Canada and the Pinetree radar
system is jointly operated and financed, with Canada financing 12 stations but manning
17, while the United States has financed 25 but only mans 20. The fighter elements of this
early warning and interceptor system are the regular fighter squadrons of both countries;
Canada providing 9 and the United States 70, with a further number being available for
reinforcements from other U.S. sources. At a later stage ground to air guided missiles will
be introduced into the joint air defence system.

3. The agreed concept of air defence for North American requires that hostile forces be
engaged as early as possible and be kept under constant engagement in order to achieve
maximum destruction before they penetrate to vital areas. This requires defence in depth,
with overlapping radars and control systems, with weapons deployed and controlled in
such a manner as to permit the earliest possible engagement at the maximum rate, regard-
less of the avenues of enemy approach. It therefore follows that weapons and aircraft based
in the United States should be allowed to operate over Canada, and in other circumstances,
aircraft based on Canadian bases should be allowed to operate over U.S. territory. It is
quite obvious that international boundaries cannot be respected when fighting an air battle.

4. Under our present arrangements, United States air defence forces stationed on the
leased bases in Newfoundland come under the operational control of the RCAF, and
arrangements have been made to provide for cross-border intercepts and specific rules of
engagement to deal with such circumstances. The high speed of the enemy threat, the long
range of weapons, and the introduction of automaticity in air defence control systems,
require rapid decisions which cannot always be accomplished under our present arrange-
ments for co-ordinating control which requires consultation of national commanders. The
present arrangements do not, therefore, provide the authoritative control of all the weapons
which can be profitably employed against hostile targets. It is clear that the whole air
defence system must be planned and operated as one single integrated system. While our
present arrangements under the Canada-U.S. Emergency Defence Plan in some measures
prescribe the operational procedures to be used jointly in an emergency, all that we are
able to do is to provide a common basis for separate Canadian and United States plans
which are difficult to co-ordinate after their original conception. Indeed these are some-
times changed by one country without reference to the other, although one nation’s plans
are dependent upon those of the other. For these reasons there has been a growing recogni-
tion in both countries for the need for a more complete integration of planning and opera-
tional functions of air defence. One of the lessons which came out of the last war was that
in conducting joint operations in war the commanders concerned must have complete con-

34 Voir volume 24, les documents 117 4 123./See Volume 24, Documents 117-123.
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fidence in each other. This requires them to work together in peacetime to establish the
confidence needed to make the right decisions in war and to be able to practice in peace-
time with the same set-up they are going to use if hostilities commence, so that they are
able to make their mistakes in peace and the right decisions in war.

5. It is recommended that approval in principle be given for the establishment of an inte-
grated operational contro) system for the air defence of Canada, the Continental United
States and Alaska, under a joint Canadian-United States headquarters, based on the provi-
sions set out above. Further, I recommend that a very senior RCAF officer be appointed as
Deputy Commander of this joint Canada and United States Air Defence Headquarters.

12. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], July 31, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister
and Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs
and Acting Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Brooks),
The Solicitor General
and Acting Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice
and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources
and Acting Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnelt),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Pelletier),
Privy Council Office (Mr. P.M. Dwyer).

APPOINTMENTS; CANADA-US. AIR DEFENCE COMMAND; CHIEF OF AIR STAFF;
NATIONAL FILM BOARD; CANADIAN PENSION COMMISSION
29. The Minister of National Defence submitted recommendations for appointments to the
Canada-U.S. Air Defence Command and the Chiefs of Staff.
30. The Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration submitted a recommendation for
an appointment to the National Film Board.

31. The Minister of Veterans Affairs submitted a recommendation for an appointment to
the Canadian Pension Commission.
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32. The Prime Minister explained that an integrated Canadian-U.S. Air Defence Com-
mand was to be created with its operational centre at Colorado Springs. The appointment
of a Canadian as Deputy Commander-in-Chief would give Canada a proper measure of
responsibility in any decisions that might have to be taken to defend North America
against an attack. In a recent conversation with the U.S. Secretary of State,3S he had
emphasized the importance which Canada attached to a voice in any decisions resulting
from information obtained from the Distant Early Warning line.

33. The Cabinet:

(a) approved the recommendation of the Minister of National Defence:

(i) that Air Marshal C.R. Slemon be appointed Deputy-Commander-in-Chief of the
Canada-United States Air Defence Command, and as such draw consolidated rates of
pay and allowances equivalent to the Chief of the Air Staff, plus the allowances of a
Foreign Service Officer Grade 7; and

(i) that Air Vice Marshal H.L. Campbell be appointed Chief of the Air Staff, with the
rank of Air Marshal, effective September 1, 1957,

(b) approved the recommendation of the Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
that Jules Léger, the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, be appointed a member
of the National Film Board; and

(c) approved the recommendation of the Minister of Veterans Affairs that John Fabian
Bates be appointed a Commissioner of the Canadian Pension Commission for a further
period of eight years.

(Orders in Council were passed accordingly; P.C. 1957-1033; P.C. 1957-1034; P.C.
1957-1035; P.C. 1957-1036, July 31)

13. DEA/50309-40

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

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary to Cabinet

SECRET [Ottawal, July 31, 1957

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN AND CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES IN PEACETIME

The United States Ambassador has just been to see me in connection with the press
release which is to be issued tomorrow evening announcing Canadian agreement on opera-
tional control. He had learned about Canadian agreement from Washington and understood
that our respective military people had agreed on the text of the release. This was the first
word we had had that the Government had taken a decision. According to the Ambassador,
the Prime Minister last Friday saw Mr. Pearkes and General Foulkes and gave his agree-
ment saying that he did not need to discuss it in Cabinet.

As you know, this Department has not opposed this agreement but has been concerned
with some aspects of it. Before proceeding to concert with the American Embassy, I would

3 Voir/See Document 1.
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just like to have you confirm that the decision has in fact been taken. The Americans had
also suggested that this should be mentioned in the NATO Council and would like us to
instruct Wilgress to concert with their man in Paris.

I am sending this note to you as I expect to be tied up with a couple of Ambassadors at
12 o’clock. If you think anything urgent should be done, perhaps you might call Jack
McCordick.

JW. HOLMES

14. DEA/50309-40

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

Memorandum from Secretary to Cabinet
to Assistant Under-Secretary of State Jor External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa), August 1, 1957
In answer to your memorandum of July 31st on integration of operational control of
Canadian and continental U.S. air defence forces in peacetime, I am sending you this note
to confirm the information I gave you orally that this matter was decided by the Prime
Minister and the Minister of National Defence in consultation, and they decided it was not
necessary to discuss it in Cabinet before informing the United States of our agreement.

In fact the matter was discussed in Cabinet yesterday at the time of Air Marshal
Slemon’s appointment as Deputy Commander of the integrated headquarters.

I think you may therefore assume that all the steps necessary for government approval
of this matter have now been taken and that the press release and any necessary exchange
of documents with the United States can be worked out between the Department of
National Defence and your Department and the Americans.

I am sending a copy of this note to General Foulkes for his information.

R.B. BRYCE

15. DEA/50309-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat par intérim aux Affaires extérieures
au sous-ministre de la Défense nationale

Acting Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Deputy Minister of National Defence
SECRET [Ottawa], August 2, 1957
Dear Mr. Miller:

INTEGRATION OF OPERATION CONTROL —- CANADA-UNITED STATES
AIR DEFENCE FORCES
We have already had enquiries from some of the NATO Embassies in Ottawa
concerning the announcement made yesterday by the Minister of National Defence on this
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subject,® and we would expect to have to answer further enquiries. To put us in a position
to be able to deal with such enquiries effectively we need further information which you
may be in a position to supply.

It would be most useful if you could provide us with an official transcript of your
Minister’s press conference of August 1 on the subject. If a full transcript does not exist,
we should be grateful if you could provide us with an outline of the essential points which
the Minister made. It is to be assumed that various reports, coloured by the particular point
of view of individual journalists, will appear in the press and may be confusing to the
representatives of some of our NATO allies who can be expected to be interested in such
an important development. I believe we should make an attempt as well to provide the
State Department with an outline of what the Minister of National Defence said. A copy of
telegram No. 1670 of August 1, from our Embassy in Washington, has already been
referred to you. An additional copy is attached for ease of reference. It indicates that there
was some preliminary discussion on the matter of handling press enquiries. I believe it
important that we should be in a position to give the State Department a fairly detailed
outline of your Minister’s remarks in order that we may not be exposed to the charge,
which we have occasionally in the past levelled against the State Department, of not being
informed of official comments made on subjects of concern to both Governments.

The second question on which I would seek your assistance has to do with the substance
of the Government’s approval of this integration of operational control. We are not certain
to what document exactly the Prime Minister gave his approval, but assume that it was the
report of the Canada-United States Military Study Group. For a matter of such importance
as this, we believe that there should be some written Governmental agreement which
would be completed through diplomatic channels.

I should be grateful if you could let me have your comments on the points raised in this
letter as a matter of some urgency, since as I have indicated, we would expect to have to
handle a number of enquiries from interested foreign missions in the near future.

Yours sincerely,
J.W. HOLMES

36 Voir/See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Canadian Weekly Bulletin, Vol. 12; No. 32, August 7,
1957, p. 3.
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16. DEA/50309-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat par intérim aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chief of Staff Committee,
to Acting Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, August 7, 1957
Dear Mr. Holmes:

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN
AND UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES

Your letter of 2 August addressed to Mr. Miller regarding the marginally-noted subject
has been passed to me for reply.

First of all, I would point out that it is not understood why this letter was addressed to
Mr. Miller. I would draw attention to the fact that External Affairs Personnel Administra-
tive Notice of 6 January, 1954, clearly lays down that correspondence originated by
External Affairs should be addressed to the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, on:

(a) all NATO military matters; and
(b) all matters affecting strategy, tactics, employment of forces, etc.
I thought it was well known in your Department that the integration of operational control

of Canadian and United States forces was a matter which was being dealt with by my
office and not by the office of the Deputy Minister.

I am somewhat concerned regarding your letter and also numerous enquiries from
officers of your Department at various levels in the Department of National Defence con-
cerning the lack of information regarding this matter of the integration of operational con-
trol. I would point out at the outset that I have tried to keep External Affairs completely in
the picture on the development of this matter, which has had a long and varied passage
since it was initiated by the Study Group over a year ago. This subject was discussed at the
604th meeting of the Chiefs of Staff on 1 February,” when Mr. R.M. Macdonnell was
present. It was discussed again on 15 February (605th meeting),®® when a draft paper for
Cabinet Defence Committee was circulated,” discussed and amended, and a specific
amendment was suggested by Mr. Macdonnell of your Department. Copies of the draft
papers were circulated to your Department in connection with each of these meetings. You
may recall that this matter was prepared for a meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee
to be held in early April and the papers were then circulated for this meeting and available
to your Department. This meeting was later cancelled.

In the meantime the United States Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense had
already approved the same recommendations of the Study Group which were incorporated
in our submission to the Cabinet Defence Committee.

This subject was again prepared for Cabinet Defence Committee for a meeting to be
held on 13 June, and copies of the papers including copies of the Study Group Report were
forwarded by the Privy Council office to the Department of External Affairs on 12 June.

3 Voir/See Volume 23, Document 44.
% Voir/See Volume 23, Document 47.
¥ Voir/See Volume 23, Document 49.
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You may recall, however, that the former Government took a decision not to deal with this
matter.*d However up to this date your Department was kept fully informed of every step
which was taken in the development of this subject and all papers were available to your
Department.

When Mr. Pearkes became Minister of National Defence this matter, in the same form
as it had been presented to the former Government, was presented to him. It was pointed
out that there would be considerable embarrassment in any further delays in this matter as
the United States Secretary of Defense had already approved the recommendations of the
Study Group, and furthermore this subject had been under active consideration since
December, 1956. As it had been passed by the U.S. Secretary of Defense and Chiefs of
Staff, the chances of a leak in the press or a question being asked in Congress were
altogether likely. It was therefore quite urgent that this matter should be dealt with.
Mr. Pearkes then made some minor editorial changes in the memorandum and he was
advised by the Chiefs of Staff to see whether this could not be taken up by Cabinet
Defence Committee. As you are aware, to date no Cabinet Defence Committee has been
formed and Mr. Pearkes had some doubts as to whether the Prime Minister would be
prepared to set up a Cabinet Defence Committee at this particular time, before his whole
Cabinet was organized, to deal with this one particular subject. On receiving this informa-
tion from Mr. Pearkes that he had some doubts as to whether, first of all, this needed to go
to Cabinet Defence Committee, and secondly, whether the Prime Minister would set up a
Cabinet Defence Committee in time to deal with this proposal, I informed the Under-
Secretary of State for External Affairs of the situation. I also informed Mr. Bryce, and
Mr. Bryce assures me that he also had a discussion with Mr. Léger regarding the possibil-
ity of getting this matter approved without setting up a Cabinet Defence Committee.
However I had the necessary papers prepared for a Cabinet Defence Committee meeting in
case it was decided to deal with it in this way.

On 24 July the Minister informed me that he was going to discuss this paper with the
Prime Minister that afternoon, and later that day he gave me back the paper I had prepared
for the meeting with the Prime Minister, which is endorsed as follows:

“Discussed with the Prime Minister and approved 24 July, 1957”.

I was instructed by the Minister of National Defence to take the necessary steps to have an
agreed press release prepared and for the appointment of a Canadian Deputy Commander
for the Canada-United States Air Defence Command. Therefore I think we can assume that
the Prime Minister and the Minister of National Defence approved the memorandum to
Cabinet dated 22 July, a copy of which is attached.

Mr. Pearkes also cleared with the Prime Minister a copy of the press release and it was
understood that this joint declaration of the Minister of National Defence and the Secretary
of Defense was sufficient for the purpose of approving the recommendations of the Study
Group in regard to the setting up of an integrated headquarters. However I am informed by
M. Bryce that this matter was discussed in Cabinet on 31 July and the appointment of Air
Marshal Slemon as Deputy Commander of the integrated headquarters was placed before
Cabinet in the form of an order in council. It would appear that, for Canadian purposes, the
approval of the Deputy Commander of the Canada-United States Air Defence Command in
the form of an order in council would be sufficient authority. Therefore I am still wonder-
ing why you consider it necessary to have some written governmental agreement com-
pleted through diplomatic channels. I would emphasize again that the action which has

“ Voir/See Volume 23, Document 51.
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been taken by both governments is the approval of recommendations contained in para. 2
of the Canada-U.S. Military Study Group’s 8th Report of 19 December, 1956, and this
recommendation deals with the setting up of a military command. The National Defence
Act (para. 18) gives authority to the Minister of National Defence to set up military com-
mands. Furthermore, as this had already been approved by the Secretary of Defense, it
would in my opinion have created considerable embarrassment if we had required an
exchange of notes, with the resulting delay of several weeks while terms were agreed to in
a joint note, and we would have been placing in question the authority of the Secretary of
Defense of the United States to set up a joint command with Canada. We would have
further been placing this very delicate situation in a position where it might be jeopardized
by leaks as more people would have been aware of the probability of a solution to this
problem.

I'am not aware of any advantage there would be in having an inter-governmental agree-
ment on the setting up of a military command. This procedure has not been used in the
past. Since it is only a public announcement made by two defence ministers, it is assumed
that at any time we wish to discontinue such arrangements this could be done by the two
ministers. It is not the first time that defence arrangements, even of much greater signifi-
cance than this, have been made by joint declarations. You may recall that the Ogdensburg
Agreement,*' which bound Canada and the United States to co-operate in military opera-
tions, was made by public declarations of the President of the United States and the Prime
Minister of Canada, and I have no knowledge that there was an exchange of notes in 1940.

We of course have no objection to any written governmental agreement which you
might wish to draw up with the State Department, but we would have had some concern if
we had had to delay the announcement of this matter, which was long overdue, while we
waited for the several weeks it takes to exchange notes.

In your second paragraph you have asked for an official transcript of the Minister’s
press conference on this subject. As far as I am aware, no transcript was kept of this
memoire (copy attached) and from the memorandum to Cabinet and the appendices
attached. The Minister did not issue any prepared statement, not did he read from a pre-
pared statement. Most of the discussion was on a question and answer basis and the
answers were all in accordance with the discussion in the Study Group. Therefore it will
not be possible to provide you with a statement to send to the State Department outlining
the Minister’s remarks. The Minister did not intend to have a press conference but only
intended to meet any members of the press who had any further questions to ask regarding
the release and therefore no elaborate arrangements were made for this press conference.
I understand that Mr. Wilson had a similar press conference in Washington and we have
not requested a transcript of Mr. Wilson’s comments.

As we are unable to provide you with the points which were raised at the conference,
I would suggest that if you have enquiries from interested foreign missions we would be
Pleased to draft answers to these questions.
Yours sincerely,

CHARLES FOULKES

————

! Voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1940, N° 14./See Canada, Treaty Series, 1940, No. 14.
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17. DEA/50309-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au président du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], September 10, 1957
Dear General Foulkes,

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN
AND UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES

I refer to your letter of August 7 to Mr. Holmes on the above subject. I assume your
Jetter must have been based on a misinterpretation of our letter of August 2, and I hope this
Jetter will clear up any misinterpretation which may exist.

2. Our letter of August 2 was concerned mainly with two questions and contained in
addition an expression of this Department’s view on the matter of a possible intergovern-
mental agreement with respect to the integration of operational control of the air defence
forces of Canada and the United States. Your reply indicates that you are “somewhat con-
cerned regarding your letter and also numerous enquiries from officers of your Department
at various levels in the Department of National Defence concerning the lack of information
regarding this matter of integration of operational control.” Our letter of August 2 was
certainly not meant to express dissatisfaction concerning your liaison with this Department
on this matter. We asked first for a transcript of your Minister’s press conference because
we had been asked for this and thought it would be useful to us as well. You indicate in
your letter of August 7 that no official transcript was kept. We asked what document was
approved by the Prime Minister in this respect; you indicate your assumption that it was
the memorandum to Cabinet of July 22. This Department had not received a copy of that
memorandum when Mr. Holmes wrote to you. The enquiries of officers of this Department
to which you refer probably only reflected the natural interest of Departmental officers in a
highly important development in our defence relations with the United States.

3. You have in your letter, however, raised some additional points on which we should
like to comment. As background to these comments I would re-emphasize our Depart-
ment’s view, which was put forward on a number of occasions in the past when Depart-
mental representatives were considering this subject together with their service colleagues.
We have always regarded the eventual decision on the integration of operational control of
the Canadian and United States air defence forces as a decision of great national impor-
tance, for which there was no precedent in recent Canadian history in that it was a decision
to grant in peacetime to a foreign representative operational control of an element of Cana-
dian security forces in Canada. There is a precedent in the NATO structure for the opera-
tional control of Canadian units by non-Canadian commanders, but this, of course, does
not apply to forces within the national boundaries. At no time did this Department question
the military necessity of the integration. We have, however, been conscious, as I am sure
you have also, of the importance of this integration to our political relations with the
United States and other NATO governments, for which of course this Department is
mainly responsible.

4. It was with these responsibilities in mind that Mr. Macdonnell suggested at the 605th
Meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Committee (and the Committee agreed) that a paragraph
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should be inserted in the memorandum to the former Cabinet Defence Committee to read
as follows: “The United States authorities should be reminded that Canadian willingness to
agree to joint operational control of the continental air defence forces should be met by a
corresponding United States recognition of the need for adequate consultation with the
Canadian authorities on matters which might lead to the alerting of the air defence sys-
tem.” Our reasoning in this context is well known to you. It is difficult to conceive that the
United States could take any overt action to protect itself which would not immediately
affect Canada. It is possible to conceive of action taken by the United States which would
not, for example, involve her allies in the Rio Pact.? Geography, and our willingness to
cooperate effectively in joint continental defence efforts, give us a special right to demand
that United States consultation with Canada be adequate at all times. Canadian consent to
enter into an agreement with the United States to set up a single operational commander of
air defence forces, who would be an American, should certainly provide us with an oppor-
tunity which should not be lost to reassert the need for close consultation and to impress
upon the United States Government Canada’s special place among the countries allied to
the United States. This has been our view in the past and continues to be our view. (We are
at the moment, as you are aware, in the process of negotiations with the United States
authorities on alerts procedures.) We should have been happier if something along the lines
of the quoted paragraph referred to above had appeared in your memorandum to Cabinet of
July 22, which you indicate was the memorandum approved by Cabinet.

5. 1 turn now to consider the joint press release which you mention in your letter under
reference. In light of the view which we have held of the importance of this subject, we
had always assumed that this Department (and on the United States side, the State Depart-
ment) would be consulted on any joint press release, in accordance with the provisions of
the joint Canada-United States directive governing the release of information relating to
joint Canadian-United States defence plans and operations, covered by our exchange of
notes with the United States Government effective March 1, 1951. The directive referred to
in this exchange reads in part: “The diplomatic channel will be used in obtaining advance
clearance of proposed releases and statements regarding important matters of policy, such
as any new general principles of defence collaboration adopted by the two countries, or the
establishment of important new defence installations by either country in the territory of
the other.” The reference in the agreed statement of August 1 to NATO is a further matter
of interest to this Department. We fully respect your right to disagree with our view, but we
think that some consultation on the matter of the press release was in order.

6. We recognize that there is validity in the arguments you have put forward, but this
Department still believes that there would be advantage in an inter-governmental exchange
on a matter of this importance. You make reference in your letter to the Ogdensburg
Agreement of 1940. It does appear, as you are undoubtedly aware, in two of the Canadian
Treaty Series publications, the Canadian Treaty Series of 1940, No. 14 and the Canadian
Treaty Series of 1947, No. 43. In the latter case it is combined with the joint statement by
the Governments of Canada and the United States regarding defence cooperation between
the two countries. Perhaps something along the same lines might be in order in this case.
We did not, in our letter of August 2, suggest what form the exchange might take. A

. *2Signé le 2 septembre 1947 par les Etats-Unis et 19 pays d’Amérique latine, le Traité interaméricain
d’assistance réciproque (le Traité de Rio) a créé une zone de sécurité hémisphérique. Les pays
s’engagent a se défendre collectivement les uns les autres.

Signed on September 2, 1947 by the United States and 19 Latin American nations, the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (the Rio Pact) created a hemispheric security zone in which nations
pledged to collectively defend one another.
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thought which had occurred to us however was that the conclusions of the Military Study
Group, paragraphs 36 to 50 of the Military Study Group’s report, might make up the sub-
stance of an exchange of notes with the United States. We would see the exchange as an
opportunity as well to re-emphasize the desirability of close consultation between the two
Governments on matters which might lead to the alerting of the air defence system. Itisa
matter of orderly practice for governments to record important decisions affecting their
relations in diplomatic exchanges. We have many defence agreements with the United
States on matters which, in our estimation, are no more important than the integration of
operational control of the two air defence forces. (A recent example is the “Dew-Drop”
project exchange of notes of July 25 concerning the establishment of a communications
facility at Cape Dyer N.W.T.)* We had in mind as well that an exchange of notes setting
out some of the main principles on which the integration of the two air defence forces
would be based (which might perhaps, in their final form, be unclassified) might perhaps
make easier the answering of questions in the House which may be asked on this matter
when Parliament reconvenes. We would not expect that you would think it desirable to
declassify the whole MSG report.

7. We fail to understand your argument that by suggesting an inter-Governmental note
“we would have been placing in question the authority of the Secretary of Defence of the
United States to set up a joint command with Canada.” Nor do we understand your
reference to “any written Governmental agreement which you might wish to draw up with
the State Department.” An inter-governmental agreement, by its very nature, cannot fail to
respect the authority of the ministers most concerned. This Department does not make
agreements with the State Department; the agreements are between the Canadian and
United States Governments. Your points concerning timing and security have some merit,
although the subject has been before officials of the two Governments since December
1956 at least, and has been known to all the officials who would have been concerned in
any exchange of notes.

8. We shall be taking up with our Minister in the near future the question of some formal
inter-governmental exchange on this subject. We should be grateful therefore to have your
views on what points of substance should be included in such an exchange.

9. T am sending a copy of this letter to the Secretary to the Cabinet for his information.
Yours sincerely,
JULES LEGER

4 Le 27 juin 1957, le Cabinet a approuvé une demande des Etats-Unis pour la construction d’une station
de communication 2 diffusion troposphérique 2 Cape Dyer, sur I'ile de Baffin. Des notes non publiées
autorisant la construction ont été échangées le 25 juillet 1957.

On June 27, 1957, Cabinet approved a United States request to construct a tropospheric scatter commu-
nication station at Cape Dyer on Baffin Island. Unpublished notes authorizing this construction were
exchanged on July 25, 1957.
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18. DEA/50046-A-40
Procés-verbal de la réunion du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

TopP SECRET [Ottawa), September 19, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister, (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Pearkes),
The Acting Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance, (Mr. Fleming).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin).
The Secretary to the Cabinet, (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Taylor),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. Golden),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Miller),
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, (General Foulkes),
The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. Holmes).

1. GENERAL REVIEW OF DEFENCE POLICY AND COMMITMENTS

1. The Minister of National Defence said that before dealing with the subject on the
agenda, he would like to sketch the background of the Canadian defence programme.
Canadian defence policy was designed to provide for the security of Canada through col-
lective arrangements within NATO. These arrangements constituted a deterrent to aggres-
sion and thus minimized the possibility of a third world war. The advantage in collective
defence within an alliance such as NATO was that the necessary combination of forces
could be provided along the most economical lines. Smaller countries, such as Canada, did
not have to strive for completely balanced forces. Rather each partner attempted to concen-
trate on providing the elements which met its own particular needs and which could be
most effectively built up and maintained.

The most important element in the deterrent to war was made up of the U.S. Strategic
Air Force, augmented by the U.K. Bomber Force, and protected by the Air Defence Sys-
tem of Canada and the United States. To protect the NATO area, shield forces had been
established in Europe. These, together with the naval forces in the North Atlantic, all
formed part of the deterrent and were complementary to the retaliatory forces of the NATO
alliance. Canada’s defence requirements stemmed from this concept of retaliatory and
shield forces of NATO.

The introduction of nuclear weapons had modified the concept of war. Latest NATO
guidance stated that a war of the future would divide itself into two phases — the first a
period of violent large-scale organized fighting of relatively short duration, not likely to
exceed 30 days, during which there would be the greatest intensity of nuclear exchange,
and the second, a longer period of indeterminate duration for reorganization and the
accomplishment of the tasks leading to the conclusion of the war. It was likely, however,
that there would be no clear division between these two phases in the pattern of war at sea,
where submarine operations would be continuous.

2. Mr. Pearkes had reviewed the conditions expected to prevail in Canada during each
phase of war, and had concluded:

(a) that as war was likely to come with little or no warning, Canadian forces to meet
D-Day requirements must be ready, in position or on station when a war began, and that
there would be little or no time for reinforcing or mobilization;



42 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

(b) that in the early days of a war in the 1960’s, the services would have to devote the
maximum resources to assist in survival; and

(c) that the battle of survival would be the first priority task and until it had been accom-
plished it would not be possible to carry out additional military activities.

The conditions expected to prevail in the later phases of a war were difficult to forecast.
Although the thermonuclear bombardment might be of short duration, problems of survival
and rehabilitation would continue for some time. Until survival had been accomplished and
rehabilitation commenced, it might be impossible to undertake additional military activities
to those being conducted in the first phase. In Europe, military operations would have to be
limited initially to the containment and liquidation of such Soviet forces as were on NATO
territory. Should conditions here allow, Canada might be required to assist in the rehabili-
tation of Europe and in the operations in the NATO areas.

Canada’s commitments to NATO for the defence of Europe and North America were
now as follows:

R.C.A.F.—In Europe, an air division of eight fighter squadrons of 200 F86 day fighter
aircraft and four air defence squadrons of 72 CF100’s. In Canada, the main effort was
in the air defence system for which nine air defence squadrons of 162 all-weather fight-
ers were provided, together with early warning interceptor radar and communication
systems.

Army—In Europe, Canada provided a brigade group of three infantry battalions, a field
regiment and other supporting troops, to be augmented this year by an armoured
regiment. In Canada, the Army maintained a division, less a brigade group, available at
D-Day plus shipping time. Originally it had been planned that this division would be
dispatched to join up with the other brigade in Europe within the first 30 days.
However, conditions now expected to prevail would make this role improbable, and it
was most likely that the division, less the brigade, would not be used in the first phase
of a battle.

Navy—The Navy’s commitment included the provision of an aircraft carrier and 42
escort vessels from D-Day to D plus 180, to assist in keeping open sea lines of commu-
nication under the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic. This commitment was being
revised to provide more ships, immediately on D-Day, to deal with the submarine threat
from the outset of war and perhaps be able to reduce the commitment of 42 escort
vessels.

The R.C.A F. provided 48 maritime aircraft to operate with the Navy in its role of patrol
of the Canadian sub area.

Other commitments were those relating to the cold war and included Army detachments
in the Middle East and some personnel in Indo-China, with a few in Kashmir. The
R.C.A.F. also had a commitment to the United Nations Emergency Force of an air trans-
port unit based in Naples.

Having in mind the order of magnitude of the defence budget that might be available
for the next few years, he had grave doubts whether these previously announced commit-
ments could be met and Canadian forces continue to be equipped with modern weapons.
Already there were serious gaps in the long-range forecast of re-equipping. There was no
provision made, for example, in the forecasts for re-equipping the Air Division. When the
F-86 fighter became obsolete, which would not be too far distant, a decision regarding the
future of the division would be necessary. SACEUR had already made certain recommen-
dations regarding the organization and re-equipment of the division which would involve
considerable expenditure. SACEUR had been advised that these were not acceptable and
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had agreed to withdraw the recommendations on the understanding that the future of the
division would be discussed with him next year.

In considering the problem of the Air Division, it was necessary to assess carefully
responsibilities for the defence of Canada, together with contributions to the defence of the
NATO area in Europe. As expenditures for the defence of North America increased, reduc-
tions must be made in other parts of the defence budget. It would appear necessary to
continue to provide modern fighters and improved detection devices for the air defence of
Canada, and later on we might be expected to assume a share in the arrangements to meet a
ballistic missile attack. The threat of missile-carrying submarines would require the contin-
ued provision of long-range maritime aircraft and new escort ships. It was expected that
increased expenditures would be required next year to develop further the air defence sys-
tem, including the CF-105 and its associated weapons system, and for ships and aircraft for
maritime defence. Later on he intended to submit proposals to the committee in connection
with the development and production of the CF-105.

In view of all these considerations, he had had a very careful study made of our present
and future commitments to ascertain where economies could be made and to point out
possible repercussions of making arbitrary reductions in some of the present activities.

II. AREAS OF POSSIBLE ECONOMIES IN DEFENCE EXPENDITURES

3. The Minister of National Defence said that, in view of the foregoing, one of the most
obvious areas of achieving economies was in the field of reserve and auxiliary forces. The
requirement for such forces, except for assisting civil defence activities, had now almost
disappeared. However, their complete elimination might raise some repercussions. On the
other hand, it was difficult to justify the present level of expenditures involved in these
commitments. In the case of the R.C.A.F,, last year it had been decided to withdraw the
auxiliary forces from the order of battle of the air defence of Canada. Flying in these auxil-
iary squadrons had then been limited to day fighter squadrons for providing reinforcement
pilots, and to transport and light bomber squadrons. The cost of operating 11 squadrons
was $12.9 million. It might not be advisable to eliminate all at one time. Therefore consid-
eration was now being given to eliminating the squadrons in Saskatoon and Edmonton and
reducing activities in the squadrons in Winnipeg, Calgary and Hamilton, but maintaining
those in Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver in their present form. As regards the R.C.N., it
was hoped to have the bulk of the regular fleet afloat in peacetime at a reduced establish-
ment. It would be brought up to strength, on an alert, by regular personnel already
earmarked in training and static establishments. Officers and other ranks in the reserve
would be earmarked to fill these static positions on the outbreak of war and the naval
reserve component would be tailored to meet these requirements. This could be done and
savings affected by reducing the naval complement to the immediate requirements and by
closing down some of the least efficient naval divisions at Cornerbrook and Saint John in
Newfoundland, Charlottetown in Prince Edward Island, Kitchener, North Bay and Port
Arthur in Ontario, and Prince Rupert in B.C.

The role for which the Army Reserve, or the Militia, had been organized did not now
exist. It required over 600 officers and NCQO’s from the regular force to carry out the
present training and the total cost was somewhere around $50 million. The Chiefs of Staff
had recommended reorganization of the reserve, but it might not be feasible to complete
reorganization this year. However, some savings could be made by reducing training and
in certain other militia operations.

The three services conducted extensive officer training in universities across Canada.
The programme cost about $8 million a year but the number of officers who entered
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reserve or active forces had been disappointingly small. It was felt that economies could be
made by reducing the number of trainees in the Navy from 300 to 225; in the Army from
550 to 300; and in the Air Force from 400 to 300. This would achieve some savings this
year. The reduction plan would involve eliminating officer training by 1959 in six smaller
universities and eliminating training by some of the services in twelve other universities.

Savings could also be achieved by transferring to other government departments some
activities in which the defence interest had lessened and which civilian government
departments might be able to operate at considerable economies. Items which had been
considered in this connection were:

(a) Transfer of the Labrador to the Department of Transport.
(b) Transfer of R.C.AF. stations at Whitehorse, Churchill and Goose Bay to the Depart-
ment of Transport.

(c) Transfer of the Northwest Highway System, in whole or in part, to the Department of
Public Works.

(d) Transfer of the Northwest Signal System to the Department of Transport.

Economies might also be made next year by deferring a number of projects which had
been planned for inclusion in the estimates. for 1958-59. These would include:

() Construction projects such as warehouses, the tri-service hospital at Ottawa, installa-
tions at static headquarters, and married quarters.

(b) Cancellation of the introduction of an air-to-air missile for the F-86; deferment of
replacement for the Canso; deferment of replacement of a medium transport aircraft; can-
cellation of the programme for the CF-100 (MK. VI) and that part of the Sparrow project
related to it; deferment of the building of the wind tunnel and the taking over of the
National Aeronautical Establishment.

(¢) In the Navy, deferment of construction of tanker supply ships, small yard craft, anti-
submarine helicopters, and modifications to the S2F tracker aircraft.

Minor economies might be achieved by closing the naval armament depot at Longueuil
and transferring activities to Halifax; by reducing activity in Sydney, N.S.; and by closing
out the Suffield Detachment of the R.C.A.F. Central Experimental Proving Establishment.

Arbitrary reductions would be made in such things as travel, transportation, advertising
and operating costs, but consideration should be given to the items he had mentioned,
which might present local problems, in order to avoid reducing present commitments to
NATO and so that the development of modern defence could be continued and the budget
kept within reasonable limits.

4. Mr. Pearkes recommended that consideration be given to all these areas where econo-
mies were possible so that progress could be made in preparing defence estimates for the
next fiscal year.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, September 18th, 1957 — Document D12-571).

5. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) In October, a review of the CF-105 programme would be required from the defence
production point of view, so that a decision could then be made as to whether, and to what
extent, the programme should proceed. This form of review was different from the defence
problem which was that of making an assessment of the aircraft and its weapons system in
relation to its usefulness for defence.
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(b) The Militia had not been given a civil defence role, although it had had limited train-
ing for civil defence. It was intended that the Militia concentrate on training in this field
next year. The role in this regard differed as between the various services. Savings could
be achieved if the Army Reserve at any rate was devoted to civil defence. The Minister of
National Defence intended to establish a committee to ascertain how many militia units
were required for civil defence. Then suggestions would be made as to which units might
be disbanded.

(c) The Militia produced few recruits for the Regular Army, although at the present
moment there was no difficulty in obtaining recruits from other sources. In fact, limitations
on regular recruiting were necessary at the present time. If the Militia were reduced it
would be possible to reduce the strength of the various commands and thus effect a small
reduction in the Regular Army and keep it as effective as before. As a preliminary to
reductions, training in universities should be restricted starting this year. It would still be
the intention to pay tuition in universities for selected personnel who intended to enter the
active services.

(d) It was certain that savings could be achieved by transferring some activities to other
departments as the Minister had suggested. The Department of Transport would welcome
the acquisition of the Labrador. As regards the Northwest Highway System, discussions
were being held with the B.C. government in connection with the standards of the road.
Possibly B.C. might assume part of the maintenance costs on that part of the Northwest
Highway that had already been paved. In any event, Public Works ‘could operate the road
better than National Defence.

(e) The previous government had decided to proceed with the CF-100 (Mk. V1), equipped
with the Sparrow, to fill the gap between the present and the time at which the CF-105
would be available. The Chiefs of Staff felt that cancelling this programme was a risk but
that it might be accepted. They had two reasons for recommending this. First of all, it
would not be available by the time originally proposed, and secondly it was considered that
it would be better to take a risk between now and 1961 rather than after that period. The
reason for the delay lay mainly in complications in the Sparrow programme. If that part of
the programme related to the CF-100 (Mk. VI) were cancelled, work on it would continue
for possible use in connection with the CF-105.

(f) Cancelling the order for CF-100 (Mk. VI's) would mean that 35 additional CE-100
(Mk. V’s) would be required, and this would mean that lay-offs at Avro would not be as
great as the CF-100 (Mk. VI) cancellation of itself might imply. Such cancellation would,
however, mean that additional overhead costs would have to be charged to the CE-105
programme.

(g) Any delay in reaching a decision about the continuation or otherwise of the CF-105
programme would mean added costs.

(h) It was important to ensure that U.K., U.S. and Canadian research and development in
defence was co-ordinated to avoid duplication and increased costs. As regards the CF-105,
Canada had studied carefully all the different types of aircraft which might be available in
the three countries during the period when an aircraft of the required characteristics was
needed. Nothing which the U.S. and the U.K. would have available in the period had been
found to be suitable. The U.S. were working on fighters for use during the period when the
proposed CF-105 would be in service, but these were equipped to operate, generally speak-
ing, with a great deal of ground environment. One of the reasons why it was decided to
develop the CF-105 was that not as much ground environment would be required, which
was expensive and became more so as distances became greater. The U.K. and the U.S.
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had urged Canada to proceed with this programme. It was very doubtful if any could be
sold in the U.S. The U.K. would not be apt to buy any, although they would be glad to
accept anything that was given to them.

(i) Canada’s defence research programme was a smaller percentage of the total National
Defence budget than in the U.S. and the U.K. However, the money spent on this purpose
here had led to desirable economies. The Defence Research Board was under strict instruc-
tions to avoid duplicating work undertaken by our two main partners and to concentrate on
fields in which Canada might have special knowledge and techniques.

(j) As regards the wind tunnel, all aircraft needed testing both for development and in the
production stages. Only small tunnels were available in Canada and a large one was
needed for the R.C.A.F. Now a great deal of testing, both by the Air Force and civilian
industry, had to be done in the U.S.

(k) As regards restriction of training in the universities, the method proposed might be
modified but a recommendation along these lines should be made.

6. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on areas of possi-
ble economies in defence expenditures and agreed to recommend,

(a) that in the preparation of the defence estimates for 1958-59, consideration be given to
the items and areas mentioned by the Minister where economies might be possible, and
that general approval be given to proceed with planning in this direction; and

(b) that approval be given at the present time for the proposed reductions in officer train-
ing at the universities and for the cancellation of the programme for the CF-100 (Mk. VI)
and that part of the Sparrow programme related to it

W.R. MARTIN
Secretary

19. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures®™

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs®

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa], October 7, 1957

In a joint press release on August 1 by the Minister of National Defence and the United
States Secretary of Defence it was announced that the two governments had agreed to the
setting up of a system of integrated operational control of the Canadian and United States
air defence forces. The integrated headquarters at Colorado Springs (NORAD) which
became operational on September 12 is commanded by a United States officer with a
Canadian deputy.

44 Le Cabinet a approuvé I’annulation du CF-100 Mark VI le 20 septembre 1957.

Cabinet approved the cancellation of the CF-100 Mark VI on September 20, 1957.
45 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
1- Letter
2- Te[?]
3- Consult U.S.
4- NATO
5. Tabled in Parl. [auteur inconnu/author unknown}
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2. A study on the control of North American air defence forces was undertaken a year ago
by a joint Canada-United States Military Study Group at the direction of the Chiefs of Staff
of both countries. The Military Study Group report which was submitted in December
1956 concluded that the operational control of Canadian and United States air defence
forces should be further integrated under a joint Canada-United States headquarters
responsible to the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. The Study Group report together with
the explanatory memoranda which were submitted to interested Ministers in July are
attached for convenience of reference.*

3. This Department has never questioned the military judgment that this integration was a
defence necessity. We have, however, been conscious of the importance of this integration
to our political relations with the United States and other NATO Governments. We have
believed as well that it has important domestic political implications. We have therefore
always considered it desirable that the setting up of the integrated command should be
recorded in an intergovernmental agreement. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff is uncon-
vinced of the need for an intergovernmental agreement on the subject. He has argued that
the Minister of National Defence has the authority to set up military commands and that
the command is within the NATO concept and should not therefore be difficult to explain
to Parliament or to the public.

4. Our main arguments for the desirability of an intergovernmental agreement are the
following:

(a) It is a matter of orderly practice for governments to record in diplomatic exchanges,
important decisions affecting their relations. We have many defence agreements with the
United States on matters which are far less important than the matter under discussion.

(b) The establishment of NORAD is a decision for which there is no precedent in
Canadian history in that it grants in peacetime to a foreign representative operational con-
trol of an element of Canadian security forces in Canada. It would seem desirable, there-
fore, to record in an intergovernmental agreement, the reasons for the decision and the
principles upon which the decision is based.

(¢) An intergovernmental agreement outlining the important features of the integration
which could, perhaps, be tabled in the House, would make easier the answering of parlia-
mentary questions which may be asked when the House reconvenes.

(d) An exchange of intergovernmental notes would give us another formal opportunity to
record United States recognition of the need for adequate consultation with Canadian
authorities on matters which might lead to the alerting of the air defence system.

5. It might be useful to expand somewhat on the points dealt with in subparagraphs 4(b)
and 4(d) above. There is a precedent in the NATO structure for the operational control of
Canadian units by non-Canadian commanders. This, of course, does not apply to forces
within the national boundaries. The establishment of NORAD is “within the NATO con-
cept.” The Commander-in-Chief, NORAD, however will not be responsible to the NATO
Standing Group. The NATO Council and the Standing Group were merely informed that
NORAD was being established on the day that it was established. To the best of our
knowledge there is no desire at this point to create in North America a truly NATO
command similar to SACEUR which would leave the way open for the service in it of
senior officers of our NATO allies.

* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
The attachments are those sent to us under the CCOS’ letter of Aug 7. 1J. M{cCardle]
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6. The reasoning behind subparagraph 4(d) above is the following. It is possible to con-
ceive of an action taken by the United States which would not involve her allies in the Rio
Pact for example. It is difficult to conceive that the United States could take any overt
action to protect itself which would not immediately affect Canada. Geography and our
willingness to cooperate effectively in joint continental defence efforts give us a special
right to demand that United States consultation with Canada be adequate at all times.
Canadian consent to the establishment of NORAD should provide us with an opportunity
which should not be lost to reassert formally the need for close consultation and to impress
upon the United States Government Canada’s special place among the countries allied to
the United States.

7. The terms of reference of the Commander in Chief, NORAD, have not yet been drawn
up in detail. They will be submitted eventually to the Chiefs of Staff organizations on both
sides of the border. Governmental approval of them will be required. Perhaps this would
be the time for an intergovernmental note although in our view we would not have to wait
for detailed terms of reference to be worked out if it is agreed that the intergovernmental
note should simply record the principles upon which the integrated command is based.

8. We believe that the political aspects both domestic and international of the
establishment of NORAD raise questions which can only be decided by Ministers. We
would recommend therefore that you discuss the points we have raised with the Minister of
National Defence with a view to reaching a decision in principle as to whether or not an
attempt should be made to work out an intergovernmental agreement with the United
States authorities. If it is decided that an attempt should be made to work out such an
agreement there is much to be said for taking the initial steps towards that end as quickly
as possible. If questions are asked early in the session of Parliament concerning the
establishment of NORAD the government would then be in a position to say that a detailed
agreement on the subject was in the process of being worked out with the United States
Government. It would of course be necessary to seek the preliminary agreement of the
United States authorities that an intergovernmental agreement should be negotiated before
anything could be said publicly in this vein.

J. L{EGER]

20. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au ministre de la Défense nationale

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Minister of National Defence

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], October 18, 1957

My dear Colleague,

I have now had an opportunity to study the announcement which you made on August 1
concerning the setting up of a system of integrated operational control of the Canadian and
United States air defence forces. I understand that the integrated headquarters at Colorado
Springs (NORAD) became operational on September 12. My particular interest in this sub-
ject centres on what I believe is its importance to our political relations with the United
States and other NATO governments. I think you will agree as well that the estabhshment
of NORAD has important domestic political implications.
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2. With these thoughts in mind, I would like to suggest for your consideration that we
should make an effort to record at some convenient time, the establishment of this inte-
grated headquarters in an intergovernmental agreement with the United States Govern-
ment. It is a matter of orderly practice for governments to record in diplomatic exchanges,
important decisions affecting their relations. There can be no doubt of the importance of
the establishment of NORAD and it would seem to me desirable, therefore, that we should
make an attempt to work out with the United States Government an exchange of notes
which would set out the reasons for the decision and the principles upon which the deci-
sion was based. It seems to me as well, that there would be merit in drafting the exchange
of notes in such a fashion that they could be tabled in the House. I think we can expect
parliamentary questions on this subject and the Government would be in a better position
to answer such questions if it was able to table the kind of exchange of notes which I have
in mind. We would, at the same time, be in a position to inform our NATO allies in some-
what greater detail than we have so far done, about a development which cannot but be of
interest to them affecting as it does, the defence of an important part of the NATO area.

3. T understand that the, detailed terms of reference of the Commander-in-Chief of
NORAD have yet to be drawn up and that they will be submitted eventually to the Chiefs-
of-Staff organizations in Ottawa and Washington. I presume that governmental approval of
these terms of reference will be required. Perhaps this would be the best time to work out
intergovernmental notes which could embody in general, the terms of reference of
NORAD as a substantial part of the notes to be exchanged.

4. If you agree with me that an attempt should be made to work out such an intergovern-
mental agreement, I think there is much to be said for taking the initial step towards this
end as quickly as possible. If we could reach a decision in principle that an exchange of
notes with the United States Government is desirable we should seek the preliminary
agreement of the United States authorities that an intergovernmental agreement should be
negotiated, If such agreement is obtained, and I see no reason why it should not be, the
Government would then be in a position, if questions are asked in Parliament, to say that a
detailed agreement on the establishment of NORAD was in the process of being worked
out with the United States Government.

5. I should welcome your comments on the points which I have raised in this letter.
Yours sincerely,
SIDNEY SMITH

P.S. The suggestion of the P.M. about making NORAD subject always to the civil power
in the two countries is not irrelevant to this proposal.

21 DEA/50309-40

Le ministre de la Défense nationale
au secrétaire d’Etat qux Affaires extérieures

Minister of National Defence
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

Ottawa, October 25, 1957
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My dear Colleague,

I wish to thank you for your letter of October 18 regarding the establishment of the
integrated headquarters at Colorado Springs. I find myself in general agreement with the
sentiments expressed in your letter and I suggest that the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff
contact officers of your department in order to work out the details regarding the exchange
of notes between our government and the government of the United States at the earliest
opportunity.

With regard to the question of the terms of reference, I would suggest that the notes
should not delimit these terms too precisely. Should an occasion arise in the future when it
is felt necessary to change these terms, this could be done then without the necessity ofa
re-exchange of notes.

Yours sincerely,
GEORGE R. PEARKES

22. . DEA/50309-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, October 28, 1957
Dear Mr. Léger:

INTEGRATION OF OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF CANADIAN
AND UNITED STATES AIR DEFENCE FORCES

Reference is made to your letter of 10 September 1957, and also to the letter from
Mr. Pearkes to Mr. Smith dated 25 October 1957, regarding an exchange of notes with the
United States Government on this matter.

I have read your letter of 10 September over carefully, and we were of the opinion in
this Department that an exchange of notes could be proposed on the basis of the terms of
reference of NORAD. However, as the proposed terms of reference have just been
received and are now being studied by the Joint Planners for further consideration by the
Chiefs of Staff, it is likely to be some time before they are agreed. Therefore, if you feel
that it is necessary to exchange a form of notes before the terms of reference have been
agreed in detail, it is suggested that the contents of the notes should only be made in the
broadest possible terms in order that changes in the terms of reference can be made in the
future without the necessity for a re-exchange of notes.

When you are ready to discuss the contents of the notes it will be appreciated if you
would have your representative get in touch with Brigadier R.P. Rothschild, Coordinator
of the Joint Staff, for preliminary discussions on the contents.

Yours sincerely,
CHARLES FOULKES
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23. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], October 29, 1957

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works
and Acting Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Justice
and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio
and Acting Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate (Senator Haig).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin).

AVRO-ORENDA LAY-OFFS; CONTINUATION OF THE CF-105 PROGRAMME
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE OCTOBER 25)}

23. The Minister of National Defence reported that the problem of lay-offs at Orenda
Engines Ltd. and at Avro Aircraft Ltd. had been further studied by him and the Acting
Minister of Defence Production with their officials and with officials of the two
companies, in an attempt to reach a programme which would be acceptable to the R.C.A.F.
and at least reduce the lay-offs.

Officials of Orenda Engines intimated there would be an immediate lay-off of 1,120
men, and further ones up to a total of 1,370 by next June. By accelerating work on the
Iroquois engine, transferring some work from de Havilland's at Downsview, producing
additional engines for 20 CF-100’s, and by transferring some work from the United
Kingdom, the lay-offs at Orenda would be reduced to 450. For this programme $5.8 mil-
lion would be required in 1957-58 and $6 million in 1958-59. The funds required in 1957-
58 could be met from the present R.C.AF. vote.

As regards Avro Aircraft, a new programme of tool improvement and the production of
20 additional CF-100 Mark V’s would reduce lay-offs by next June from 2,100 to 1,075.
Normal attrition would take care of a portion of these lay-offs. In 1957-58, $2.5 million
would be required and in 1958-59, $7.25 million. The R.C.AF. had no requirement for
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these extra CF-100’s but they would probably be acceptable as mutual aid for some
N.A.T.O. countries.

These two proposals were based on the assumption that the CF-105, or Arrow pro-
gramme, together with work on its Sparrow missile, would continue. A decision on this
important project was therefore required now. The CF-105 was a supersonic fighter
designed to encounter the anticipated bomber threat the Russians might have in the 1960’s.
By March 31st, 1958, $226,260,000 would have been spent on its development. It had not
yet flown, and further development and testing was required before a decision could be
made to go into production for squadron service. An estimated $172,612,000 was required
during the next fiscal year for the Arrow and related equipment, including the Sparrow II
missile. The production programme might begin the year following.

The pre-production programme anticipated construction of 29 aircraft. Some of these,
no doubt, could be taken into squadron service if it were decided to equip the RC.AF.
with this aircraft. The programme for the CF-105 and its intended Sparrow missile had
been re-assessed. It had been confirmed that the Arrow promised to be superior to any
other known contemporary fighter and it was considered an essential requirement of the
R.C.AF. The Chiefs of Staff agreed that the work on it should be carried forward.

The Minister recommended that the development programme for the CF-105 and
Sparrow II missile proceed for a further twelve months and a decision be then made as to
whether the government embark on procurement. He also proposed that the programmes to
reduce lay-offs at Orenda Engines and Avro Aircraft be implemented.

An explanatory memorandum was circulated. (Memorandum, undated, unsigned,
headed “AVRO-ORENDA Lay-Off”)t

24. Mr. Pearkes added that the CF-105 programme could be stopped if new developments
warranting such a step occurred. He recognized that an enormous amount of money was
involved but he could suggest no alternative.

25. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) So far as the lay-offs were concerned, the solution suggested went a long way towards
solving the problem.

(b) As for proceeding with the CF-105, it was a tremendous gamble. $400 million would
have been spent before it was known if the aircraft could be put into use in the R.C.AF.
However, there was no time to study and weigh the programme in its entirety. Meanwhile,
the situation could be closely watched and the programme stopped if necessary.

(c) The Prime Minister of the United Kingdom had said a few days before that central
banking policy in his own country and probably in the U.S. and Canada would have to be
modified. The fear of inflation had been replaced by a growing fear of widespread unem-
ployment. The lesser of two evils was to deal appropriately, and in time, with the question
of money supply. A strong stand would have to be taken with the Bank of Canada.

(d) The transfer of some work by Orenda Engines from the U.K. was going to occur in
any event, so there was no question of reducing U.K. purchases.

(e) As regards the employment situation generally, an additional amount of money to the
$150 million made available for low-cost housing should be provided.

26. The Cabinet noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the lay-offs at
Avro Aircraft, Ltd. and Orenda Engines, Ltd. in Toronto and on the CF-105 programime,
and approved,

(a) the continuation for another 12 months of the development programme for the Arrow
(CF-105) aircraft, including the ordering of 29 pre-production aircraft, improvement of
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tooling for the aircraft, acceleration of the development of the Iroquois engine, and
continuation of the necessary related programmes;

(b) the continuation of the Sparrow II missile programme;

(c) the procurement of an additional 20 CF-100 Mark V aircraft and the convertion of the
Orenda engines necessary for them; and,

(d) the transfer of certain engine repair and overhaul work to Orenda Engines, Limited.

24, ' DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], December 2, 1957

NORAD — POINTS OF SPECIAL INTEREST TO EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

Since the establishment of NORAD has been the subject of questions in the House, you
may be questioned further on this subject in the External Affairs Committee. You can,
I believe, legitimately decline to comment on the purely military aspects of the command
which are of main concem to the Minister of National Defence. On the other hand, the
following aspects of the matter will be more directly related to your responsibilities and
you may wish to deal with any questions which may touch on them. (This memorandum
should be read in conjunction with an additional background memorandum on NORAD
which has been prepared for you.)t

2. Intergovernmental Agreement. The Minister of National Defence said in the House on
November 4 that there was no formal or written agreement on the establishment of
NORAD between the Canadian and United States Governments but that a note was in
course of study.”” He said on November 5 in the House that NORAD was operative on an
interim basis until a formal agreement had been drawn up.*® You may wish, if questioned,
to reaffirm the Government’s intention to conclude an intergovernmental exchange in due
course and to indicate that the United States Government has agreed in principle to this
course of action. You may also wish to indicate the Government’s willingness to table this
exchange in the House if security permits. You should bear in mind, however, that notes
have not as yet been drafted.

3. Relationship with NATO. This is not an easy question. The Minister of National
Defence said on November 5 in the House that “the general defence of the North American
continent is equally part of the object of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization” but he did
not give a direct answer to a question as to whether C-in-C NORAD was a NATO com-
mander.* The Prime Minister, on November 13, spoke of NORAD in the House as an

“' Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débars, 1957-58, volume L, 4 novembre 1957, pp. 736 a 737.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume I, November 4, 1957, p. 702.

“ Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats, 1957-58, volume 1, 5 novembre 1957, p. 794.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume I, November 5, 1957, p. 758.

“ Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats, 1957-58, volume I, 5 novembre 1957, p. 794.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume I, November 5, 1957, p. 758.
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“arrangement within the Canada-United States regional planning group (CUSRPG)” and is
a “further step in achieving the agreed NATO objectives for the CUSRPG."®

4. In a letter to us of November 26,F the CCOS stated in part “NORAD is actually a
NATO command set up within the Canada-United States region ... it does not necessarily
have to be designated a NATO command to come under the NATO umbrella.” He went on,
however, to express the hope “that it will not be necessary to make any further approaches
to the NATO Council in this regard.” Officials in this Department do not believe that
NORAD is a NATO command in the normally accepted sense of the term. CUSRPG is the
one remaining planning group of the original five which were established under the NATO
Treaty in 1949. Since that time the other planning groups have been organized into NATO
commands. Much of the reluctance to establish a multinational command in North
America has been on the United States side and has been related to United States disclo-
sure policy. CUSRPG relations with the NATO Council have been more nominal than real.
The paradox has existed, therefore, that while constantly stressing that North America is
part of the NATO area and that continental defence is a part of the NATO defence effort,
there has not been full integration of CUSRPG activities in the NATO military
organization.

5. The most recent expression of United States views in this respect are interesting. A few
weeks ago our Ambassador in Washington was told by a senior State Department official
that Mr. Dulles thought there might be some feeling among European NATO partners that
the establishment of NORAD represented a closer and more intimate identification of
Canadian defence with United States defence than the United States was prepared to con-
cede in regard to the interrelationship of United States defence and NATO European
defence. Against this background, the United States authorities were considering whether
it would be helpful at the Paris Meeting for the United States and Canada to offer to make
our continental defence arrangements a NATO command. On November 27, another State
Department officer told the Embassy that while there might be some political advantages in
Mr. Dulles’ line of thought, the United States military authorities would not initiate or
favour any action in this direction.

6. Tt is true that NORAD's establishment is within the NATO concept and that NATO
nations are encouraged to make bilateral arrangements in order to achieve balanced forces
and more efficiency. Officials in this Department think it would be unwise at this stage to
go beyond this general statement in speaking of the relationship between NORAD and the
NATO military organization. It will not be possible for Canada unilaterally to declare that
NORAD is a NATO command; United States agreement to this concept would be essential
and as we have indicated above, the United States military are not prepared to implement
such a concept at the moment. The door could be left open, however, for further
consideration of a closer link with NATO if circumstances seem to warrant such action.
Any questioner can be assured that the current arrangements are satisfactory to NATO
authorities.

7. Civil Control and Sovereignty. The draft terms of reference for NORAD which are
presently under consideration provide that C-in-C NORAD will be responsible to the
Chiefs of Staff organizations in Canada and the United States. Any plans, therefore, which
may be recommended by NORAD for continental air defence will be subject to the concur-
rence of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff and therefore the Canadian Government. The loss of
Canadian sovereignty which may be involved in the setting up of a joint air defence com-

50 Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats, 1957-58, volume I, 13 novembre 1957, p. 1112.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume I, November 13, 1957, p. 1060.
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mand under a United States officer is more apparent than real. The machinery remains for
national authorities to exercise control over this individual and the fact that his deputy is a
Canadian and that Canadian officers are integrated into the combined headquarters offer
further guarantees that Canadian interests will be given proper attention.

8. Consultation. There have, as you know, been a number of questions in the House on
the degree of consultation which C-in-C NORAD will be required to have with Canadian
authorities before he orders Canadian planes into action. The question of exact military
relationships in this field is more properly one to be dealt with by the Minister of National
Defence. You may, however, wish to be in a position to make some general comments. We
suggest it might be possible for you to emphasize that this is an air defence command and
not a command which will take the initiative in launching an offence against the Soviet
Union. It will react only if directly attacked. It is only common sense that if enemy planes
are within the air defence warning system (i.e. the radar lines) the command should have
the ability to react immediately to investigate and if necessary to deal with such incoming
planes which are definitely identified as being hostile. Arrangements have always existed
for the two separate air commands to take action immediately in the event of surprise
attack. These plans for action are military plans approved in advance by the national
authorities. There is no reason to believe that a unified plan of the same general order will
not be approved for the new unified command by the national authorities.

J. L{EGER]

25, J.G.D. XII/F/335 Vol. 117

Projet de note du premier ministre
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieuress!

Draft Memorandum from Prime Minister
to Secretary of State for External Affairs®

SECRET [Ottawa), December 4, 1957

NORAD ARRANGEMENTS

I am somewhat concerned over the impression that is being given to the public, for
example in this morning’s papers,? concerning the lack of consultation with External
Affairs over arrangements made with the United States for the establishment of the North
American air defence operational control. I thought I should let you know my understand-
ing of what happened so that should the matter come up again in Parliament or in public,
we can all safeguard against creating the impression that there has been some serious
dispute within the government or between the departments of External Affairs and
National Defence on this matter.

Most of the preparations for this integration of operational control went forward under
the previous government. It is my understanding, which I have already told the House of

5!'On ne sait pas avec certitude si une version finale de ce document a été envoyée a Smith.
It is not clear if a final version of this document was sent to Smith.

2 Voir, par exemple, le Ortawa Citizen du 4 décembre 1957, p.16.
See, for example, The Ottawa Citizen, December 4, 1957, p. 16.
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Commons on November 22nd,% that these preparations had got to the point where the
substance of the proposals were before the previous government for decision, but no deci-
sion was taken for reasons that it is best that they explain rather than ourselves. My under-
standing is that they simply did not wish to take action which might lead to controversy
before an election, nor to authorize this matter after the election, when they were leaving
office.

During these preparations over a period of several months, I understand that the depart-
ment of External Affairs knew very well what was going on and that in fact senior officers
of that department had discussed the matter on a number of occasions at meetings of the
Chiefs of Staff and indeed had made suggestions that had been accepted by the Chiefs in
connection with the recommendations that should be made to Ministers. I have no doubt
myself that Mr. Pearson was quite familiar with what was going on, but of course we are
not in a position to prove this in public. I would assume, and I am sure you can verify, that
the department must have done some work on this in advising Mr. Pearson on the matter in
preparation for consideration of it when it came before Ministers in a group.

After we took office, the Chiefs of Staff placed this matter before Mr. Pearkes as was
their duty. He went into it in detail and came to the conclusion that the proposal of sub-
stance should be implemented without further delay. The delay occasioned by the preced-
ing government had already been so long that it was embarrassing to delay further on
matters of procedure or form when the question of substance was of such importance and
agreement in substance had been achieved.

M. Pearkes brought the matter to me in my capacity as Secretary of State for External
Affairs as well as Prime Minister. I understand that before he did so, the Chairman of the
Chiefs of Staff had advised the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs that
M. Pearkes considered the matter should not be taken up by the Cabinet Defence Commit-
tee as originally had been expected but directly between Ministers and possibly by the
Cabinet.

When Mr. Pearkes and I discussed the matter, we came to the conclusion that it did not
require action by the Cabinet and it should be put into effect and announced without any
further delay. In agreeing to this, I was acting as Secretary of State for External Affairs as
well as Prime Minister. I was responsible for the degree of consultation that took place
with officers of the department of External Affairs. It is my understanding that immedi-
ately after Mr. Pearkes and I took the decision we did, he went directly to Mr. Léger’s
office and informed Mr. Léger of what was decided, so that the department of External
Affairs would know immediately what was involved. He also informed the Secretary to the
Cabinet at about the same time and to the same effect.

Mr. Pearkes and I informed the Cabinet of what we were proposing to do in connection
with the appointment of Air Marshal Slemon as deputy commander in the new integrated
centre at Colorado Springs and at the time of approving his appointment on July 31st,* the

53 Diefenbaker a bel et bien fait des observations & propos du NORAD 2 la Chambre le 22 novembre, mais
la déclaration en question a été faite le 13 novembre. Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats,
1957-58, volume II, 13 novembre 1957, pp. 1113 2 1114,

Although Diefenbaker did comment on NORAD in the House on November 22, the statement referred
to here was made on November 13. See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume I,
November 13, 1957, p. 1061. '

54 Voir/See Document 12.
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Cabinet noted and took no objection® to the proposals regarding the integration of
command.

It may well be that the department of External Affairs had some useful suggestions to
make concerning the procedure by which this command should be established and the
nature of the negotiations with the United States concerning it and the form in which it
should be officially recorded. I do not recall whether they offered me any advice on this
matter when I was Secretary of State for External Affairs.5

I hope it will be possible for you, Mr. Pearkes and myself to present a common under-
standing on this important matter now and to ensure that our officers concerned with it do
not say or do anything of which the echoes would reach the public.

I notice that Pearson has suggested in the House that there was not adequate govern-
ment consideration of this matter.” This is really none of his business. The government
accepts full responsibility for what is done and how we reach a decision is the business of
the government and not of Parliament.

The immediate problem is to see to it that the terms of reference of NORAD are prop-
erly defined, that the lines of authority are properly drawn and that the understanding with
the Americans is properly negotiated and recorded.’® I think now that your department as
well as National Defence should address themselves to this question and see to it that this
important matter is handled in the best way possible. I do not know of any reservations that
you and your department have on the questions of substance involved and I would think it
is possible now to work out the procedures and necessary formal agreements in a satisfac-

tory manner.
26. DEA/50210-F-40
L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 2630 Washington, December 12, 1957

TOP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel 2626 Dec 12.1

USA PROPOSALS RE CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

As the State Department had informally indicated in advance to us, Mr. John Jones,
Acting Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, called me to the department today for the

% Dans une note marginale, Diefenbaker a encerclé « took no objection » et a écrit « agreed ».
In a marginal note, Diefenbaker circled “took no objection” and wrote “agreed”.
* Diefenbaker a écrit « omit » 3 cbté de ce paragraphe.
Diefenbaker wrote “omit™ beside this paragraph.
%" Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats, 1957-58, volume II, 26 novembre 1957, pp. 1602 2
1605.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1957-58, Volume II, November 26, 1957, pp. 1523-1526.
% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
? [J.G. Diefenbaker]
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purpose of outlining USA proposals for the closer integration of atomic capabilities in
defence of North America. General Loper, Chairman of the Military Committee to the
Atomic Energy Commission, was present, as were representatives of the Office of the
Special Assistant for Atomic Energy matters in the State Department, and officials from
the Canadian desk. Jones explained that he was receiving me in the absence of Burke
Elbrick, who has left for the NATO meetings. He began by referring to earlier discussions
between Mr. Elbrick and my predecessor on September 19, 1956, when the State Depart-
ment outlined its plans for an agreement governing the use by USAF of the MB-1 air to air
rocket.®® This particular agreement was now in effect as a result of formal exchanges of
notes between the two governments. Jones said that the earlier meeting constituted the first
step in the study of means by which satisfactory arrangements could be made to incorpo-
rate atomic weapons into common air defence of the North American Continent. The
MB-1 agreement which had been concluded on February 19, 1957, had been renewed on
June 28 last to be effective until July 1, 1358.%

2. The USA authorities now wished to begin explorations in the first instance in USA-
Canadian military channels of ways and means of bringing about a closer integration of
atomic capabilities in continental air defence. (This intention was referred to in the®! most
recent USA note concerning MB-1 rocket overflight arrangements.) The matters they
would like to take up in these talks would include:

(a) ways and means under the Atomic Energy Act of supplying MB-1 rockets to RCAF
interceptors;

(b) the provision of atomic warheads to any Bomarc units that may be established in
Canada;

(c) possible Canadian requirements for Nike-Hercules type weapons with atomic
warheads.

3. These proposed talks would also include plans for storage of MB-1 rockets for employ-
ment by USAF interceptors at Goose Bay and certain other points in Canada. The USA
navy is prepared to undertake separate discussions with the Canadian navy concerning an
item of more urgency, namely, the introduction of nuclear anti-submarine devices at the
leased base in Argentia.

4. Jones indicated that before any steps are taken to initiate the proposed discussions
through military channels, the views and comments of the Canadian government were
being sought in advance.

% Voir/See Volume 23, Document 28.

| ’échange de notes du 28 juin 1957 prorogeant jusqu’au 1¢ juillet 1958 1’autorisation de survol donnée
aux forces aériennes des Etats-Unis munis de missiles nucléaires MB-1 maintenait la limite d’origine de
ces vols & 50 degrés de latitude nord. Le 12 mai 1958, un échange de notes étendait la zone de survol
des forces aériennes des Etats-Unis 4 54 degrés de latitude nord a condition que les armes nucléaires ne
soient pas entreposées 2 Goose Bay, qui se retrouvait a l'intérieur du territoire de survol élargi. Le
30 juin 1958, il y a eu échange de notes renouvelant I'accord de survol — y compris 1'élargissement de la
zone de survol — pour 12 mois encore.
The notes exchanged on June 28, 1957 extending permission for overflights by USAF aircraft equipped
with MB-1 nuclear missiles to July 1, 1958 maintained the original limit for these flights at 50 degrees
north latitude. On May 12, 1958, notes were exchanged extending the range of USAF overflights to
54 degrees north latitude on the understanding that nuclear weapons would not be stored at Goose Bay,
which fell within the extended overflight territory. On June 30, 1958, notes were exchanged renewing
the overflights agreement — including the extended boundary — for a further 12 month period.

6! Note marginale :/Marginal note:

June 28 ’S7 note [auteur inconnuw/author unknown}
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5. As a separate matter, the State Department wished to raise the question of the storage
of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay for SAC, in order to improve the operational effective-
ness of the Strategic Air Command. The USA request on this aspect was set forth in an
aide mémoire, the text of which is contained in my telegram 2631. Jones explained that the
question of the arrangement for the deployment of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay was
being taken up with us directly without prior military consultation primarily for the reason
that long standing (XYZ) procedures have been in effect with Canada covering the clear-
ance of SAC planes carrying atomic weapons.

6. On all the foregoing matters it was made clear that the USA authorities looked for an
expression of the views of the Canadian Government before any explorations through mili-
tary channels are begun. I told Jones in reply that these proposals would be brought to your
attention at once, but indicated that in view of the forthcoming NATO meeting,®* and the
absence of ministers from Ottawa, there might be some delay in obtaining your views.

7. I raised the question of the relationship of the presentation of these proposals to any
proposals which may be made at the forthcoming NATO sessions. Jones recognized the
clear relationship between the two and said that the proposals presented to us today might
have to be modified in some respects as a result of the NATO discussions, and that con-
versely, they might to some extent affect the proposals to be made in the NATO context.
The State Department had concluded, however, that these proposals should be brought to
our attention before the NATO meeting primarily because of the long history of close
cooperation in defence matters, and our common responsibilities in joint defence.

8. The question was raised as to whether the proposed provision of the MB-1 rocket to the
RCAF could be arranged within the limitations of the present atomic energy legislation.
General Loper replied to this, pointing out that the limitations of present legislation
required USA custody, but that this was one of the detailed matters which it was hoped to
explore further in the military discussions envisaged. Presumably similar problems would
have to be examined in connection with the proposed provision of atomic warheads to any
Bomarc units that might be established in Canada, and to the possible provision for
Canadian requirements of Nike-Hercules weapons with atomic warheads.

9. In view of the importance of these proposals, and their political as well as military
implications for Canada, I drew attention to my understanding that when the question of
the establishment of storage for non-nuclear components at Goose Bay had come up some
years ago, under the previous administrations in both countries, we had been informed of
the internal constitutional arrangements which would govern the reaching of a decision by
the President to authorize the use of nuclear weapons. My understanding was that while the
responsibility of decision for their use lay ultimately in the hands of the President, there
had been set up a direct chain of prior consultation in which the Secretary of State was
included which had to be followed before a final decision with respect to use was taken.
I asked if these arrangements were presently in force. General Loper said that under
existing legislation and the rules of procedure, the President had the final authority, and
that he assumed that the decision as to whom he should consult would be his. (I feel that
this matter of internal USA procedure though technically a domestic one is in fact of very
great and direct concern to a country associated as closely with USA defence as Canada
is).

10. In reply to a further question on my part, Jones and General Loper both confirmed
that the arrangement requested in the aide mémoire for the storage of nuclear weapons at

%2 Voir volume 24, chapitre 11, 4 partie /See Volume 24, Chapter II, Part 4.
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Goose Bay was similar to an arrangement already concluded between the USA and the UK
Government. On this point my understanding is that the new element is that while arrange-
ments are presently in effect for the storage of the non-nuclear components at Goose Bay
for SAC, the present request relates to a request for the storage of the nuclear components.

11. We are not proposing any distribution of this message. You will presumably, however,
repeat it to the Minister at NATO Paris, where he can discuss it with the Prime Minister
and General Pearkes.

{N.A.] ROBERTSON

27. DEA/50210-F-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2631 Washington, December 12, 1957

ToP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel 2630 Dec 12.

USA PROPOSALS RE CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

Following is the text of the aide mémoire referred in our reference telegram concerning the
proposed storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay: Begins:

In order to improve the general operational effectiveness of the USA Strategic Air
Command, the USA Government desires to deploy nuclear weapons to existing storage
facilities at Goose Bay. This proposed deployment is intended to implement long-range
planning for the maintenance of the operational effectiveness and readiness of the Strategic
Air Command.

It is envisaged that, upon receipt of the general clearance of the Canadian Government
for the proposed deployment program, subsequent notification of aircraft movements
would be made by filing of flight plans 48 hours in advance, as specified in procedure “Y”
of schedule B to Order-in-Council (PC 2307) dated 17 April 1952. Government-to-govern-
ment clearance under established “Z” procedures will of course be required in any case
where an immediate strike is contemplated. Ends.
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28. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. Ottawa, December 13, 1957

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

There are attached for your information copies of telegrams 2630 and 2631 from our
Embassy in Washington. They report a United States approach, the object of which eventu-
ally is a closer integration of Canada-United States atomic capabilities in continental air
defence.

2. The United States proposals cover the whole range of defence possibilities on land, sea
and in the air. They deal as well with the deployment of the strategic deterrent. They
involve providing atomic warheads for use (a) in the air, i.e., the MB-1 rocket, (b) from the
ground, i.e. Bomarc units and Nike-Hercules type weapons, and (c) against the sea threat,
i.e., in anti-submarine devices at the U.S.-leased base in Argentia.

3. The proposals do not call for immediate decision. Indeed, they are of such importance
militarily and politically that they will require the most serious consideration by Ministers.
In putting forward the proposals, the United States authorities evidently emphasized that
they are seeking first the concurrence of the Canadian Government on a political level to
the principle of greater integration of atomic capabilities in the continental air defences.
Only thereafter will explorations begin on details through military channels. After you
have given consideration to the attachments, you may, therefore, think it desirable to have
them examined as they stand by an inter-departmental group of officials representing both
civil and military arms of the Government. It may be that you would wish at a later stage to
have the political agreement in principle, between the two Governments, however it may
be modified upon examination from the proposals set out in the attachments, recorded in
some exchange of correspondence with the United States Government to serve as a base
upon which the military discussions on detail may go forward. We would estimate as well
that after agreement had been reached in military channels on specific projects, once again
there would be a requirement to record these detailed agreements in inter-governmental
exchanges.

Relationship to U.S. Proposals for NATO

4. Perhaps the most immediate importance of this approach is in terms of its possible
effect on our attitude at the NATO Meetings of the next few days in Paris. Our
understanding of the United States proposals for stock-piling in the NATO countries are
that they will involve two distinguishable features, the first the stockpiling of atomic
warheads in Europe for factical use (Nike-and Corporal-type weapons) and the second, the
stockpiling of atomic warheads in Europe for strategic use (i.e. for IRBMs). The United
States proposals in the attachments have the same two features. Telegram 2630 deals
primarily with atomic capability for weapons which will be used tactically in the defence
of this continent; telegram 2631 contains the text of the United States proposal for the
stock-piling of nuclear weapons (i.e., bombs) for use strategically by the Strategic Air
Command (SAC).
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5. It would seem, therefore, that our attitude toward the proposals put before NATO,
which will be primarily for European decision, will have to be sufficiently flexible to leave
the Canadian Government a free hand in making its eventual decision with respect to
stock-piling of atomic weapons (or their use from Canadian territory) in the defence of the
continent. At the moment it is perhaps sufficient to be aware that NATO agreement to
accept the principle of atomic stock-piling would make a Canadian decision with respect to
the United States proposals politically easier, while conversely, a NATO refusal to accept
atomic stock-piling could make difficulties for the Government with respect to the United
States proposals outlined in the attachments.

U.S. Proposals with Respect to Strategic Stock-Piling at Goose Bay

6. The proposal set out in the United States aide mémoire in telegram 2631 opens a new
phase in our defence cooperation with the United States in that it involves the deployment
of the strategic deterrent to Canadian soil. Taken together with the United States request
for SAC refuelling facilities which has been before the Government for some time, this
will involve decisions of the Government to move from cooperation with the United States
in a strictly air defence role to cooperation involving the provision by Canada of facilities
to enhance the striking power of SAC offensive forces. Here again, the United States
seems to be seeking political clearance first from the Canadian Governmient, to be
followed by implementation with procedures already established between our two Govern-
ments for the over-flight of Canada by SAC aircraft carrying nuclear material. You will
note from paragraph 9 of telegram 2630 that the Ambassador was not given a substantive
answer to the question he raised concerning the exact degree of Presidential control of the
use of nuclear weapons by SAC. You will be aware from a recent telegram from London
which was sent to you that the issue of control of SAC units based in the United Kingdom
has been aired in the United Kingdom Parliament.

Control of Atomic Weapons

7. Inherent in the proposals both with respect to weapons for tactical use and weapons for
strategic use is the problem of control by United States personnel, even if these weapons
are based in Canada. Under present United States legislation (which the United States
authorities indicated might be examined further in later discussions) the heart of the prob-
lem for the United States is to obtain agreed facilities for storage of nuclear weapons in
other countries or for the use of nuclear weapons from the territory of other countries, with
the United States retaining custody and control of the weapons. Here again, decisions
taken in the NATO context will presumably have some effect on the ease or difficulty for
the Canadian Government in dealing with the United States proposals.

8. As I have indicated above, I do not believe that immediate decisions on the United
States proposals are required. I would recommend, if you agree, that these proposals be
considered by some appropriate inter-departmental group, perhaps under the chairmanship
of Mr. Bryce. I propose to send copies of this memorandum and its attachments to
Mr. Smith and Mr. Pearkes for such value as it may have for them at the forthcoming
meetings in Paris. I would not propose to circulate this material at this stage beyond the
interested Ministers, the Secretary to the Cabinet and the Deputy Minister of National
Defence.

JW. HOLMES
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29. DEA/50210-F-40

Note de la 1°* Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Defence Liaison (1) Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], December 18, 1957

U.S. PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA — CHIEFS OF STAEF COMMITTEE MEETING
DECEMBER 18, 1957

A very useful discussion at which this Department was represented took place in the
Chiefs of Staff Committee on December 18 concerning the United States approach,
reported in telegrams 2630 and 2631 of December 12 from Washington, for closer integra-
tion of atomic capabilities in the defence of North America. The Chiefs had been directed
by the Minister of National Defence before he left for Paris to produce a paper on this
subject “for Cabinet consideration” on Saturday, December 21. Since we are not certain to
what extent the Minutes will reflect the discussion, we thought we should prepare our own
on the meeting. ‘

Committee Decisions. The Committee decided to make the military recommendations
(a) that the deployment of nuclear weapons by the USAF to existing storage facilities at
Goose Bay would enhance the strength of the free world’s deterrent and, therefore, should
be approved by the Canadian Government, and (b) it would be desirable to authorize the
exploration in military channels of ways and means of bringing about a closer integration
of atomic capabilities in continental air defence with respect specifically to the weapons
dealt with in para. 2 of telegram 2630 of December 12. The Committee agreed as well to
recommend to the Minister of National Defence that further inter-departmental considera-
tion be given to these draft papers with the object of putting before Cabinet two papers
agreed inter-departmentally. It was recognized that the substance of the NATO discussions
on similar matters would have to be reflected in the final papers. The Committee is to meet
again on Friday morning, December 20, to consider the draft papers which will be pre-
pared by the Joint Staff.

Committee Discussion. In the course of the discussion the following points were raised,
some of which may well be reflected in the military papers which are drafted and all of
which we might expect would be dealt with in final Cabinet papers:

(2) We said that we thought this Department would wish to suggest to Ministers that the
opportunity afforded by Canadian Government agreement to the U.S. proposals, if that
agreement was given, be taken to remind the U.S. Government once again of the necessity
of adequate consultation with Canada on situations which could lead to the possible use of
the strategic air force.

(b) We said we thought the Government would wish to be in a position to assure the
Canadian public (as in the case of the MB-1 Rocket Agreement) of the adequacy of safety
Precautions at Goose [Bay] in connection with the storage of nuclear components there. In
discussion of this point, it was revealed that there were few, if any, Canadian experts who
would be able to pass judgement on the adequacy or inadequacy of the safety precautions
and that we might well have to be content with an assurance from the Americans that the
normal precautions which they took in this respect in the United States were adequate. It
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was agreed, however, that whatever the practical situation might be in this respect, the
Government would probably have to say something publicly about safety precautions.

(c) There was some brief discussion as to whether it would be necessary to down-grade
the XYZ procedures which at present govern the over-flight by SAC aircraft of Canadian
territory. It was agreed that this matter would have to be considered when a decision was
taken as to what publicity the Government wished to give to any agreements it might make
with the U.S. Government for the closer integration of atomic capabilities in the air
defences of the continent.

(d) We raised the question of whether or not it would be desirable at some later stage to
give an indication to our NATO allies of the nature and substance of our bilateral discus-
sions with the United States on this general subject. Members of the Committee were
reluctant to agree that bilateral discussions of this sort should be brought to the attention of
the NATO Council.

(e) There was considerable discussion, based on our memorandum of December 13 to the
Prime Minister, of the point made there that provision of facilities for SAC by the
Canadian Government would involve a move from cooperation with the United States in a
strictly air defence role to cooperation in an offensive role. It was recognized that decisions
in this respect as well as decisions with respect to the problem of control of atomic weap-
ons were matters which could be decided only by Ministers in the light of their apprecia-
tion of the domestic repercussions of one action or another. There was a realistic
assessment of our lack of capability in the final analysis to keep complete control of U.S.
activities insofar as the strategic air force was concerned. In the final analysis we would
have to rely primarily on the good faith of the United States Government to consult us
adequately in matters affecting the alerting of SAC.

J.J. MCCARDLE

30. DEA/50210-F-40

Le secrétaire du Comité des chefs d 'Etat-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Secretary, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET Ottawa, December 18, 1957

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

1. Attached for your consideration are copies of two papers:
(a) Military Discussion, and
(b) Storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay,
which have been produced for submission to Cabinet Defence Committee as directed by
the Chiefs of Staff at the SPECIAL meeting held on Wednesday, 18 Dec. 57.
2. These papers will be discussed at the SPECIAL meeting of the Chiefs of Staff to be
held at 10:00 Friday—20 Dec. 57, in the office of the Chief of the General Staff.
F.W.T. LUCAS
Captain, RCN
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[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

Projet de note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Draft Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], December 18, 1957

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA — MILITARY DISCUSSIONS

1. The Canadian Ambassador in Washington has reported a United States approach
through his office, the object of which eventually is a closer integration of Canada-United
States atomic capabilities in continental defence. This approach was reported in telegram
2630, copy of which is attached.

2. The United States authorities have indicated that they would wish to conduct explora-
tory discussions on a service to service basis,5* but before giving clearance to their own
services to contact the appropriate Canadian service authorities, the United States Govern-
ment has requested assurance that the opening of such exploratory discussions would be
agreeable to the Canadian Government.

3. The topics proposed by the United States Government for service-to-service discus-
sions are as follows:5

(a) the storage and use of nuclear weapons by Royal Canadian Air Force (interceptor
forces;)ss

(b) the storage and use in Canada of nuclear weapons by United States Air Force inter-
ceptor forces; 56

(c) the storage and use of nuclear anti-submarine weapons by the Royal Canadian Navy
and the Royal Canadian Air Force maritime forces; and

(d) the storage and use in Canada of nuclear anti-submarine weapons by United States
Navy forces.

4. The Chiefs of Staff envisage future Canadian requirements for nuclear weapons in the
defence of North America as follows:

(a) the eventual requirement for air-to-air missiles with atomic warheads by the Royal
Canadian Air Force. No decision has yet been reached to adopt either the MB-1, which is
used now by the United States Air Force, or any alternative defensive weapon;’

® Les mots suivants rédigés A 1a main ont été insérés a la place de «service to service basis » :/The
following handwritten text was inserted in place of “service to service basis™;
military level [auteur inconnu/author unknown)
Les mots suivants rédigés 2 la main ont &té insérés a la place de «are as follows » :/The following
handwritten text was inserted in place of “are as follows™:
include the following [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
% Les termes « interceptor forces » ont €té biffés./The words “interceptor forces” were struck out.
* Note marginale :/Marginal note:
(requirements for Nike Hercules?) [J.J. McCardle]
¢ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
(Bomarcs. Nike Hercules.) [J.J. McCardle)



66 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

(b) the Royal Canadian Navy and the Royal Canadian Air Force maritime forces
earmarked for the Supreme Allied Commander (Atlantic) will require nuclear depth bombs
and torpedoes.

5.1t is fully appreciated that some of the subjects which the United States services wish to
discuss with the Canadian services are of political as well as military importance, and that
the results of any such discussions will require the most serious consideration by Ministers.
However, a great deal more information is required concerning the specific United States
proposals®® before the subjects mentioned would be suitable for further consideration at
Cabinet.

6. Therefore, the Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I concur, that the United States Govern-
ment be informed that the Canadian Government agrees to the holding of exploratory dis-
cussions between the Canadian and United States military authorities concerning the closer
integration of atomic capabilities in the continental defence of North America.®’

[GEORGE R. PEARKES]

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

Projet de note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Draft Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa)], December 18, 1957

USA PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA — STORAGE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AT GOOSE BAY

1. A request has been received from the United States regarding a proposal for the storage
of nuclear weapons in existing storage facilities at Goose Bay airfield in order to improve
the general operational effectiveness of the U.S. Strategic Air Command. The proposed
deployment is intended to implement long range planning for the maintenance of opera-
tional effectiveness and readiness of the Strategic Air Command. (Reference Annex 1)

2. The Canadian Government in its support of the strategic concept of NATO has agreed
to support the execution of the strategic air offensive operations of the U.S. Strategic Air
Command, which is the main part of the deterrent. As the proposed deployment of nuclear
weapons at Goose Bay is part of a long range plan to enhance the operational effectiveness
of the deterrent this proposal is in line with Canada’s defence policy and responsibilities
under the Canada-U.S. regional area of NATO.

3. It will be noted that upon agreement of the Canadian Government for the proposed
deployment programme, subsequent notification of all U.S.A. aircraft movements resulting
from such deployment will be made in accordance with the agreed procedures now in

s Les mots suivants rédigés 2 la main ont été insérés 2 la place de «the specific United States
proposals »:/The following handwritten text was inserted in place of “the specific United States
proposals”:

the US concept for closer integration of atomic capabilities in cont[inental] air defence [auteur
inconnu/author unknown] ’

¢ Note marginale :/Marginal note:

Note [J.J. McCardle]
Consideration NATO {J.J. McCardle]
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existence and which are considered satisfactory for such flights carrying nuclear
components.™

4. In October 1951, a secret arrangement was made between Canada and the United
States for the United States to construct storage facilities at Goose Bay designed to store
nuclear weapons,” but on the understanding that there would be no storage of such
weapons there without the express approval of the Canadian Government. If approval is
now given as requested, it should be conditional upon safety precautions and security
arrangements being made satisfactory to the Canadian Government.”?

3. Discussions with appropriate Government departments concerned have revealed that
no change in Canadian legislation will be required to allow for the import, export and
storage of such weapons in Canada. Under the Atomic Energy Control Regulations the
Board may issue a general order permitting dealings in nuclear weapons and” components
as authorized from time to time by the Minister of National Defence and authorizing the
Departments of Trade and Commerce and National Revenue to issue the required export
and import permits therefor.

6. Recommendation—In the light of the foregoing the Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I

concur, that as the storage of nuclear weapons of the Strategic Air Command at Goose
Bay will enhance the effectiveness of the deterrent, the Canadian Government agree to the
United States proposal as set out in the text of the Aide Mémoire at Annex 17* subject to
the existing regulations governing the notification of U.S.A. aircraft movements carrying
nuclear components’ and that appropriate’ safeguards surrounding the storage of such
weapons are taken.”

[GEORGE R. PEARKES)

™ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Explain control [J.J. McCardle]

" La premiére partie de cette phrase (de « In October 1951 » 2 « store nuclear weapons ») a été biffée par
un fonctionnaire du MAE inconnu./The first portion of this sentence (from “In October 1951” to “store
nuclear weapons”) was struck out by an unknown DEA official.

2Les mots suivants rédigés a la main ont ét¢ insérés a la place de « Canadian Government » /The
following handwritten text was inserted in place of “Canadian Government”:

Minister of National Defence [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
™ Note marginale :/Marginal note:

nuclear [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
7 Voir/See Document 27.
7> Note marginale :/Marginal note:

by note [J.J. McCardle]

" Les mots suivants rédigés & la main ont été insérés 2 la place de « appropriate » :/The following hand-
written text was inserted in place of “appropriate”:

satisfactory [auteur inconnu/author unknown]

7 Note marginale :/Marginal note:

-Goose Bay Lease [J.J. McCardle]
- control of use. [J.J. McCardle]

Une note illisible inscrite dans la marge se trouve également au bas de ce document.
An illegible marginal notation is also present at the bottom of this document.
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31 DEA/50210-F-40

Note de la 1% Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d *Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Defence Liaison (1) Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], December 20, 1957

U.S. PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES
IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA — CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE MEETING DECEMBER
20, 1957
We attended on December 20 a second special meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Commit-
tee to consider the above subject. The Committee had before it two draft papers which had
been prepared by the military for submission to the Minister of National Defence in accor-
dance with the directions which he gave prior to his departure for Paris.

2. The Committee accepted the comments which I had made on the Minutes of the

December 18 meeting (my letter of December 19 to the Secretaryt) with one exception.
That had to do with inclusion in the Minutes of any reference to the XYZ procedures. The
Committee agreed, however, with the point of view which I put forward in my letter of
December 19 on this point.
Committee Decisions. A number of important drafting changes were made in the two
papers which were before the Committee. It was decided, however, that the papers should
not attempt to include other than Service opinion. The Committee recognized the desirabil-
ity of further inter-departmental consideration of the papers before they were submitted to
Ministers and agreed to recommend strongly to the Minister of National Defence that the
papers submitted by the military not be regarded as final until there had been an opportu-
nity for inter-departmental consideration.

Committee Discussion. Aside from the drafting changes suggested, a number of other
points were made in the course of the discussion, some of which are included below:

(a) The Deputy Minister of National Defence posed the question as to why the U.S.
request for storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay had come at this particular time, and
suggested that the Chiefs should be prepared to answer questions along these lines which
might be put by Ministers.

(b) We raised again, as we had at the first meeting, the desirability of including references
to consultation, relationship with NATO, and the exchange of inter-governmental corre-
spondence on the subjects.

(c) It became evident that while the Services could not foresee an immediate Canadian
requirement for Bomarc and Nike-Hercules type weapons they were interested in hearing
U.S. proposals on the subject. The individual members of the Committee skirted gingerly

around the issue of which service would control these ground-to-air missiles, whose main
role, if adopted in Canada, would be in the realm of air defence.

(d) We said that we thought Ministers should be reminded in the paper concerning the
storage of weapons at Goose Bay of the relevant paragraph of Mr. Bulganin’s note to the
Prime Minister.”

(e) It was generally agreed that there were a number of political judgements to be made
with respect to control of the weapons, the more intimate associate which Canada would

78 Voir/See Document 508.
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have with the strike force if these U.S. proposals were accepted, and, generally, the diffi-
culty of making a suitable public explanation of developments in which a high degree of
military security was involved.”

J.J. MCCARDLE

32. DEA/50045-40

Note du secrétaire du Comité des chefs d’état-major
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures®

Memorandum from Secretary, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs®

ToP SECRET Ottawa, January 3, 1958

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC
CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

(a) Military Discussions
(b) Storage of Nuclear Weapons at Goose Bay

1. The attached document concerning the above subject is forwarded for your
considerations:

Memorandum to Cabinet dated 3 Jan 58

2. This matter will be discussed at the 615th meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Committee to
be held on 8 Jan 58 at 0930. (Item II of agenda).

FW.T. Lucas
Captain, RCN
[PIECE J OINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet

DOCUMENT CSC: 1888.1 TD: 15A [Ottawa], January 3, 1958
TOP SECRET

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC
CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA
1. The Canadian Ambassador in Washington has reported a United States approach
through his office, the object of which eventually is a closer integration of Canada-United

™ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
How would the “double veto” theory developed at the NATO meeting apply? J. L[éger]
% Notes marginales :/Marginal notes:
We would expect progress reports & some time to consider political implications before being ready
to discuss in Cabinet
What sort of time table is contemplated
Status of earlier papers [Jules Léger]

4
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States atomic capabilities in continental defence. This approach was reported in telegrams
2630 and 2631, copies of which are attached.

2. The United States authorities have indicated that they would wish to conduct explora-
tory discussions on a military level, but before giving clearance to their own services to
contact the appropriate Canadian service authorities, the United States Government has
requested assurance that the opening of such exploratory discussions would be agreeable to
the Canadian Government.

3. The topics proposed by the United States Government for military discussions include
the following:

(a) the possibility of the storage and use of nuclear weapons by the Royal Canadian Air
Force;

(b) the storage and use in Canada of nuclear weapons by United States Air Force
interceptor forces;

(c) the possibility of the storage and use of nuclear anti-submarine weapons by the Royal
Canadian Navy and the Royal Canadian Air Force maritime forces; and

(d) the storage and use in Canada of nuclear anti-submarine weapons by United States
Navy forces. :

4. The Chiefs of Staff envisage future Canadian requirements for nuclear weapons in the
defence of North America as follows:

(a) air defence missiles for use by the Royal Canadian Air Force;

(b) anti-submarine weapons for use by the Royal Canadian Navy and the Royal Canadian
Air Force.

5. In addition to the above and in order to improve the general operational effectiveness
of the U.S.A. Strategic Air Command, the United States Government desires to deploy
nuclear weapons to existing storage facilities at Goose Bay. This proposed deployment is
intended to implement long range planning for the maintenance of the operational effec-
tiveness and readiness of the Strategic Air Command.

6. It is appreciated that some of the subjects which the United States services wish to
discuss with the Canadian services are of political as well as military importance and that
the results of any such discussions will require consideration by Ministers. However, a
great deal more information is required concerning the United States proposals for closer
integration of atomic capabilities in the defence of North America and the proposals con-
cemning the deployment of nuclear weapons to existing storage facilities at Goose Bay,
before recommendations can usefully be made to the Cabinet.

7. Therefore, the Chiefs of Staff recommend, and I concur, that the United States
Government be informed that the Canadian Government agrees to the holding of
exploratory discussions between the Canadian and United States military authorities,
without prejudice to any future decision of the Canadian Government,

() concerning the closer integration of atomic capabilities in the continental defence of
North America, and

(b) on the deployment of nuclear weapons to the existing storage facilities at Goose Bay.
[GEORGE R. PEARKES]
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33. DEA/50045-A-40
Procés-verbal de la réunion du Comité des chefs d’état-major
Minutes of Meeting of Chiefs of Staff Commirtee

TOP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], January 8, 1958

Present
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes)
Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant-General Graham)
Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf)
Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Campbell)
Chairman Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman)

Also Present

F.R. Miller, Esq., Deputy Minister National Defence.

R.B. Bryce, Esq., Secretary to the Cabinet.

J. Léger, Esq., Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.

(for discussion of Item III):
Commodore Raymond, Representing Chairman, Joint Planning Committee.
G.G. Crean, Esq., Chairman, Joint Intelligence Committee.
L. Bowen, Esq., Director Joint Intelligence Bureau.
Group Captain Ingalls, Director of Air Intelligence.
Dr. Amell, Director of Scientific Intelligence.

Brigadier Rothschild, Coordinator Joint Staff,

Secretary, Chiefs of Staff (Captain Lucas).

I. MINUTES OF 614TH MEETING
1. The minutes of the 614th meeting were approved.

I. US PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF
NORTH AMERICA (TOP SECRET)

2. The Committee had for consideration a proposed Memorandum to Cabinet concerning
US proposals for closer integration of atomic capabilities in the defence of North America.

(CSC: 1888.1 TD: 15A of 3 Jan 58)

3. General Foulkes reviewed the background of this proposed Memorandum and
informed the Committee that it was a combination of the two memoranda prepared by the
Chiefs of Staff at the SPECIAL meetings held on 18 and 20 December 1957.

4. The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff considered that there was no immediate urgency in
replying to the US proposals and that a great many questions in connection with these
proposals needed to be discussed and agreed to in Canada before useful discussions could
be commenced with US authorities.

5. Regarding the specific request by the US to store nuclear weapons at Goose Bay, the
Chairman considered that before any recommendations were placed before the Govern-
ment it would be highly desirable to ascertain from the USAF its plans for supporting the
Strategic Air Force from bases in Canada. He suggested that unless this were done we .
might find the request regarding Goose Bay to be only one of a number of similar requests
of which we were unaware.

6. Mr. Léger replied that his Department had no evidence that the U.S. did not regard
these proposals as urgent: the Department of National Defence would therefore have to
assume the responsibility of a decision that would delay a reply to Washington. Mr. Léger
also made the point that the United States request at the present time was to obtain
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Canadian Government approval of the proposal for closer integration of atomic capabilities
in the defence of North America. If the Committee agreed to the recommendations merely
to obtain approval that military discussions be continued, then the question put by the U.S.
Government remained unanswered. He also questioned whether it was necessary to go to
Cabinet for approval to carry out the military discussions.

7. The Chairman considered that it would be desirable to get Cabinet approval to proceed
with the military discussions in order that the members of the Government would have
some knowledge of the subjects which it was proposed to discuss with the U.S. Therefore,
whether or not Cabinet approval was necessary, it would be desirable for the Minister of
National Defence to report to Cabinet on the subjects to be discussed.

8. The Committee Agreed:

(a) to obtain Ministerial approval for military discussions concerning closer integration of
atomic capabilities with US authorities; and

(b) to arrange for the Chiefs of Staff to be briefed by the US authorities regarding overall
plans for the support of strategic air activities from bases in Canada.

(Revised by corrigendum dated 21 Jan 58)

4. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], January 10, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works
and Acting Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice
and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate (Senator Haig).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin).
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PRELIMINARY MILITARY DISCUSSIONS OF UNITED STATES PROPOSALS
FOR STOCKPILING ATOMIC WEAPONS
17. The Minister of National Defence said that the United States authorities had asked for
exploratory discussions at the military level on the stockpiling in Canada of atomic
weapons to be used by Canadian and U.S. forces. Such talks would in no way whatsoever
bind the government when it came to making future decisions of substance on these
matters.

18. The Cabinet noted the report of the Minister of National Defence and agreed that
exploratory discussions be held by Canadian military officers with United States military
authorities about the U.S. proposal for stockpiling of atomic weapons in Canada.

35. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du chef de la 1° Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], January 18, 1958

MEETING OF CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITT) EE, JANUARY 20 — INTEGRATION
OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

Cabinet accepted the recommendations of the Minister of National Defence that there
might be exploratory discussions between the Canadian and United States military authori-
ties concerning the closer integration of atomic capabilities in the defence of North
America and the deployment of nuclear weapons to Goose Bay. These discussions are to
be without prejudice to future decisions of the Canadian Government with respect to the
United States proposals in these two fields made on December 12. The main paper for
consideration at the Chiefs meeting on January 20 is likely to be the attached paper dated
January 13 prepared by General Foulkes.

Procedural Comment

2. T understand that you plan to say something at the meeting on the procedural aspects of
Chiefs of Staff meetings generally and that your concern is (a) that papers of direct interest
to the Department of External Affairs which are to be considered by the Chiefs of Staff
Committee should be made available to the Department at least five working days before
the Committee is convened; (b) that there should be some clear statement of the degree to
which External Affairs participates in the decisions taken at Chiefs meetings; and (c) that
the Minutes reflect more accurately the discussion at the meetings.

Substantive Points

3. General Foulkes’ paper attached suggests (a) that an arrangement should be made for a
visit from a United States team who could brief the Canadian Chiefs of Staff on SAC plans
insofar as they affect Canada, and (b) that the Chief of the Naval Staff and the Chief of the
Air Staff should come to the meeting with proposals affecting their particular services
insofar as requirements for nuclear weapons are concerned.

4. There is attached a copy of a letter to Mr. Pearkest which has been prepared for
Signature by the Minister. You may wish to use it as the basis for some of your comment.
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The main points made in it are (a) that no Canadian Government decision has been taken
as yet on the United States proposals and officials are therefore not in a position to give the
United States authorities “the views and comments of the Canadian Government” which
were sought by the United States authorities in their approach to the Canadian Ambassador
in Washington on December 12; (b) that at every stage these important proposals of the
United States should be examined with both military and political considerations in mind;
it is suggested, therefore, that at any briefings conducted by the United States authorities,
you and Mr. Bryce or your representatives should be present; and (c) that the Ambassador
will be instructed to give an interim answer to the State Department in the near future
reflecting the inability of the Canadian Government at this time to offer comment, and
clearing the way for further exploratory discussions on the United States proposals in both
civilian and military channels.

5. While it may not be appropriate at this stage to enter into further details of the political
considerations involved, it may be useful for you to have the following summary of points
which we have already made at the Chiefs of Staff Committee meetings at which this
subject was considered:

(a) the problem of control of the weapons and their use from Canadian territory by SAC;

(b) the relationship, if any, of our bilateral arrangements with the United States in this
field to our NATO commitments, and the question of whether or not at some stage our
NATO allies should be informed of the nature and substance of our bilateral discussions;

(c) the desirability once again of emphasizing the increased need for political consultation
between our two Governments arising out of our added involvement in the offensive
striking power of SAC;

(d) the relevance, if any, of our decisions to Soviet charges (i.e., the Bulganin note to the
Prime Minister) of our dangerous subservience to the United States;

(e) an appreciation of the domestic political repercussions of storage of nuclear weapons
on Canadian territory, which presumably would be a short time requirement in view of the
fact that SAC will be a wasting asset with the introduction of missiles; is whatever political
risk there is worth taking for an essentially short-term requirement; and

(f) recognition that our agreement to the storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay opens
a new phase in our defence cooperation with the United States in that it involves the
deployment of the strategic deterrent to Canadian soil; this, together with the SAC refuel-
ling facilities project involves a Canadian move from cooperation with the United States in
a strictly air defence role to cooperation involving the provision by Canada of facilities to
enhance the striking power of SAC offensive forces.

PAUL TREMBLAY
P.S. You may wish to scout the possibility of some use being made of the Canada-U.S.
Military Study Group (on which this Department has low level observer status) for
continuing discussions with the United States on the various aspects of this problem.
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Ottawa, January 13, 1958

UNITED STATES PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION
OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF NORTH AMERICA

1.1 have been informed that the Cabinet have approved the submission of 3 January
which recommended that the United States Government be informed that the Canadian
Government agrees to holding exploratory discussions between the Canadian and U.S.
military authorities without prejudice to any future decisions of the Canadian Government:

(1) concemning the closer integration of atomic capabilities in the continental defence of
North America; and

(2) on the deployment of nuclear weapons to the existing storage facilities at Goose Bay.

2. This decision requires early consideration of the ways and means in which these
exploratory discussions will be carried out. I would suggest that the following points
should be considered.

(1) Action should be taken by the Chief of the Air Staff at an early date to advise the
Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force that the Canadian Chiefs of Staff would
appreciate a visit from a United States team who would be prepared to brief the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff on SAC plans insofar as they affect Canada, particularly in regard to Goose
Bay. It should be borne in mind that any substantial increase in personnel or the addition
of any new formations would require government approval.

(2) In regard to the closer integration of atomic capabilities in the continental defence of
North America, the following points should be considered:

(a) The Chief of the Naval Staff®! should be prepared to discuss with the Chiefs of Staff
proposals for the requirements of nuclear anti-submarine devices for use by the RCN
and the implications of storage for both Canadian and United States use at locations in
Canada on both coasts;
(b) The Chief of the Air Staff should be prepared to bring forward proposals for
consideration of the Chiefs of Staff concerning:

(i) storage of MB1 rockets in Canada for United States use;

(ii) the possible use and storage of MBI rockets for Canadian use; and

(iii) the storage of Bomarc warheads if and when a decision is taken that Bomarcs

will be sited in the North Bay area.

3. It is suggested that preliminary consideration should be given to the points mentioned
above so that decisions can be taken at an early meeting of the Chiefs of Staff regarding
the procedures to be followed in implementing the decision taken by the Government in
regard to these matters. !

CHARLES FOULKES

& Note marginale :/Marginal note:
& Chief of the Air Staff [Jules Léger]
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36. DEA/50045-A-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Chiefs of Staff Committee

TOP SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY. [Ottawa], January 20, 1958

Present
Chairman Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes)
Chief of the General Staff (Lieutenant General Graham)
Chief of the Naval Staff (Vice Admiral DeWolf)
Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Campbell)
Chairman Defence Research Board (Mr. Zimmerman)

Also Present
F.R. Miller, Esq., Deputy Minister National Defence.
R.B. Bryce, Esq., Secretary to the Cabinet.
J. Léger, Esq., Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
(for discussion of Items III and 1V)
Group Captain Ingalls, Director Air Intelligence.
G.G. Crean, Esq., Chairman, Joint Intelligence Committee.
1. Bowen, Esq., Director Joint Intelligence Bureau.
Dr. Amell, Director Scientific Intelligence.
Secretary, Chiefs of Staff (Captain Lucas)

II. US PROPOSALS FOR CLOSER INTEGRATION OF ATOMIC CAPABILITIES IN THE DEFENCE OF
NORTH AMERICA (TOP SECRET)

3. General Foulkes referred to his letter dated 13 Jan 58 regarding early consideration of
the ways and means in which exploratory discussions between the Canadian and US
military authorities might be carried out without prejudice to any further discussions by the
Canadian Government.

4. Referring to para 2(2)(a) on page 2, he suggested that this para. should be amended to
read “the Chief of the Naval Staff and the Chief of the Air Staff” instead of the Chief of the
Naval Staff as now written. In this respect he suggested that the Chief of the Naval Staff
and the Chief of the Air Staff should first determine the Canadian requirements for the use
and storage of nuclear anti-submarine devices and should then discuss with the appropriate
American authorities the possible requirements for the storage of American weapons in
Canada and what opportunities there might be for joint storage. At the conclusions of the
discussions with the American military authorities, the Chief of the Naval Staff and the
Chief of the Air Staff should report back to the Chiefs of Staff Committee the result of
their talks. .

5. With reference to para. 2(2)(b), the Chairman suggested that the Chief of the Air Staff
should advise the Committee at the earliest opportunity whether or not it is intended to use
the MB-1 rocket in the RCAF and if so, what our storage requirements would be. Discus-
sions should be held with US authorities to determine US requirements for storage of
MB-1 rockets at Goose Bay and Harmon Field. The Committee would also want a review
of the factors relevant to the siting of Bomarc squadrons in the North Bay sector as against
their siting in the U.S.

6. Referring to para. 2(i), the Chief of the Air Staff informed the Committee that arrange-
ments were in hand for a team from Strategic Air Command to brief the Committee on
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Strategic Air Command plans insofar as they affect Canada, during the last week of
January or the first week in February. )

7. The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs suggested and the Committee agreed
that any papers concerning the use or storage of atomic weapons in Canada, both by
Canadian and American forces, must include a statement that Canadian authorities were
satisfied with the safety precautions.

8. The Chairman Chiefs of Staff considered that after the CNS and the CAS had
completed their discussions with US authorities, the Committee would have to further
investigate the question of controls, particularly with reference to the use of anti-submarine
weapons in Canadian waters.

9. Air Marshal Campbell questioned the legal implications of the importation of nuclear
weapons into the leased bases.

10. The Chairman stated that he had examined the leases and there were no clauses which
would prohibit this being done but that he had no knowledge of any such action having
been taken.

11. Mr. Léger referred to a letter from the Secretary of State for External Affairs to the
Minister of National Defence in which the Secretary of State had suggested that our reply
to the U.S. authorities concerning their request of the 12th of December should point out
that the Canadian Government was not yet in a position to give firm answers to the ques-
tions they had posed and that any discussions regarding those questions should take into
consideration both the political and military implications. The Canadian Ambassador in
Washington should now forward an interim reply to the U.S. Government along these
lines. Mr. Léger said that in any agreement with the U.S. authorities the problem of control
of the weapons should be examined. In order that the discussions should proceed satisfac-
torily it was essential that there be complete coordination of ideas between the Chairman,
Canadian Joint Staff, Washington, and the Canadian Ambassador in Washington.

12. It was agreed that the Chief of the Naval Staff and the Chief of the Air Staff would
initiate discussions with U.S. authorities concerning the use and storage of anti-submarine
nuclear weapons in Canada and that the Chief of the Air Staff would discuss with the
USAF their storage requirements for MB-1 rockets at Goose Bay and Harmon Field.
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37. DEA/50030-K-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion du Comité
sur les aspects économiques des questions de la défense

Extract from Minutes of Meeting of Panel
on Economic Aspects of Defence Questions

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], January 31, 1958

Present:
Mr. R.B. Bryce, Secretary to the Cabinet, (Chairman).
Mr. F.R. Miller, Deputy Minister of National Defence.
M. Jules Léger, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.
General Charles Foulkes, Chairman, Chiefs of Staff.
Dr. A.H. Zimmerman, Chairman, Defence Research Board.
Mr. A.F.W. Plumptre, Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance.
Mr. G.W. Hunter, Assistant Deputy Minister of Defence Production.
Mr. W.R. Martin, Privy Council Office, (Secretary).
Mr. D.B. Dewar, Privy Council Office, (Assistant Secretary).

Also Present:
Mr. N.A. Robertson, Ambassador of Canada to the United States.
Mr. F.A. Milligan, Department of Defence Production.
Mr. P. Tremblay, Mr. F.G. Hooton, Mr. D.B. Wilson, Department of External Affairs.
Mr. R.G. MacNeill, Mr. C.L. Read, Mr. E. Gallant, Department of Finance.

I. POSSIBLE PURCHASE BY THE UNITED STATES OF CF-105 AIRCRAFT.

1. The Chairman welcomed Mr. Robertson to the meeting and asked if he would care to
comment on the discussions which had been held in Washington regarding the possibility
of the United States purchasing some CF-105 aircraft.

2. Mr. Robertson said that the Canadian Embassy had taken up with United States author-
ities, about six weeks ago, the possibility of the purchase by the United States of Argus and
CF-105 aircraft. It had seemed at the time that the United States might be more interested
in Argus aircraft but the sale of this type now appeared quite unlikely. The United States
Air Force had indicated that they were not prepared to order CF-105s for their own use as
interceptors; the USAF appeared to have decided to go ahead with the development of the
F-108. They had said, however, that they were anxious to see the CF-1035 used in continen-
tal air defence in the north in future years and were interested in seeking ways of helping
Canada financially to introduce CF-105s into RCAF service. One way of doing this might
be for the United States to purchase CF-105s and then return them to the RCAF for
Canadian use. A factor in the U.S. unwillingness to buy CF-105s for their own use was the
proposed reduction there in manned interceptor squadrons and the stretching out of
contracts as the U.S. tried to answer their own policy questions.

3. General Foulkes said that according to current estimates the CF-105 could not be in
squadron use until 1962 and that the Air Defence Command could not be completely
equipped with them until 1965. A decision on whether to proceed with production of the
CF-105 would have to be taken in the near future. Canadian-U.S. intelligence estimates of
the size and duration of the manned bomber threat were not completely in accord, and
attempts would be made in the near future to come closer to agreement on this point. We
would be more likely to obtain a considered opinion from the United States on the useful-
ness of the CF-105s after the prototype had been flown, at which time we would discuss
with United States authorities the desirability of proceeding with production of the
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CF-105. Therefore we should perhaps not proceed with further discussions with the United
States about this aircraft at the present time. As long as we were uncertain whether we
would be undertaking production of the CF-105 in quantity, the question of what action
should be taken on the re-armament of the Canadian Air Division in Europe would remain
difficult to answer.

4. Mr. Miller commented that for reasons of geography and the shortness of the warning
time, the CF-105 was not appropriate for the air defence of Western Europe. It seemed
inevitable that air defence in Europe would be provided in the main by missiles.

38. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’'Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], February 6, 1958

CANADIAN DRAFT NOTE ON NORAD

There is attached at Appendix “A” for your consideration the first Canadian draft of a
possible note to be exchanged with the United States on the establishment of the North
American Air Defence Command (NORAD). The attachment is generally satisfactory to
officials of the Department of National Defence and of this Department. It is being submit-
ted this afternoon to Mr. Pearkes for consideration over the week-end. It has been sug-
gested that you and he should discuss your reactions to it with each other and with the
Prime Minister. It seems to officials that if there are major doubts in your minds about this
first draft, it might be wise to attempt to arrange a meeting between the Prime Minister, the
Minister of National Defence and yourself at which your senior officials might be present.
It is Mr. Pearkes’ hope that before he leaves Ottawa next Thursday it will be possible to
have a draft which can be submitted for negotiation to the United States authorities. The
process of negotiation with the United States may be lengthy.

2. Much of the discussion on NORAD in the House centred around two points, (a) the
degree of civilian control to be exercised over CINCNORAD, and (b) the exact relation-
ship between NORAD and NATO. Paragraph 6 of the attachment is the most relevant para-
graph of the proposed note. It is to a degree weak on both the points mentioned above, but
it is difficult to make any stronger statement of the case. We are inclined to think that false
issues were raised on these points in the discussion in the House. CINCNORAD will be
responsible to the highest military authorities on both sides of the border, who will not
approve of anything for NORAD which is not acceptable to their Governments. On the
purely bilateral aspect of NORAD, therefore, civilian control is certain. When one turns to
the NATO aspect, it is true that NATO’s civilian Council will not have any direct relation-
ship with NORAD. NORAD’s link with NATO will be a reporting link in essence. This,
link is not greatly different from the link of other subordinate NATO commands to the
NATO Council. Nor does the NATO Council exercise any civilian control over NATO
Commands except that which is provided by national governments through their represent-
atives on the Council. We are inclined to believe that an attempt to make this paragraph
more concise would tend to give ammunition to those who hold the view that the link
between NORAD and the NATO Council is a Very tenuous one.
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3. There is attached as Appendix “B”} a paper outlining briefly the similarities and differ-
ences between NORAD and other NATO Commands. There is attached as Appendix “C"f
a memorandum prepared by our Service authorities comparing the terms of reference for
CINCNORAD, SACEUR and SACLANT. This documentation will set out as clearly as it
is possible to do the similarities and differences of NORAD’s relationship on the one hand
to NATO and on the other hand of relationships of other major commands to NATO
Council.

4. The possibility has been suggested by the Department of National Defence that we
might propose that three Canadian Ministers and their United States counterparts might
form the political committee of the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group in
order to provide the maximum of political control of NORAD’s activities. We do not think
this is a feasible suggestion for it would amount to establishing a second NATO Ministerial
Council to supervise the activities of a subordinate command. We do not think it is a valid
concept in itself nor do we believe that it would be acceptable to our NATO allies in
general or to the United States in particular. We have given preliminary thought to the role
which might be played in this connection by bodies already in existence, such as the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence. None of these, however, has the essentials of political
control for they are bodies of officials. We are inclined to believe, therefore, that the
Government should meet its critics, so far as this point is concerned, on the basis of a
paragraph not too dissimilar from that which is in the attachment.

5. At this stage I wish to make only one further point of detail with respect to paragraph
10. The original Military Study Group Report contained the recommendation: “When con-
sidering the requirements for geographical boundaries, the international boundary shall be
used whenever operationally and technically feasible.” Our military authorities have urged
omission of this thought and argue that the international boundary will not in all likelihood
prove to be a satisfactory operational boundary for sub-areas of the continental defences.
We thought we should draw this omission to your attention, however, because members of
the former government may well remember that this important principle was included in
the Military Study Group’s Report.

6. A good deal of discussion and compromise has gone into preparation of the attachment.
You may, therefore, wish to discuss it at some length with us before taking it up with your
colleagues.®

J. LIEGER]}

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Appendice A
Appendix A

SECRET [Ottawa], February, 1958

FIRST CANADIAN DRAFT OF POSSIBLE CANADA-UNITED STATES EXCHANGE OF NOTES
ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE COMMAND
I have the honour to refer to discussions which have taken place between Canadian and
United States authorities concerning the necessity for integration of operational control of

8 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Committee of 6—3 Ministers—3 Sec[retaries] ;
P[rime] Mlinister] away—Military Committee & then Cabinet [Sidney Smith] !
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Canadian and United States air defences and, in particular to the study and recommenda-
tions of the Canada-United States Military Study Group. These studies led to the joint
announcement on August 1, 1957, by the Minister of National Defence of Canada and the
Secretary of Defense of the United States indicating that our two governments had agreed
to the setting up of a system of integrated operational control for the air defences in the
continental United States, Canada and Alaska under an integrated command responsible to
the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. Pursuant to the announcement of August 1, 1957, an
integrated headquarters known as the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD)
has been established on an interim basis at Colorado Springs, Colorado.

2. For some years prior to the establishment of NORAD, it had been recognized that the
air defence of Canada and the United States must be considered as a single problem.
However, arrangements which existed between Canada and the United States provided
only for the co-ordination of separate Canadian and United States air defence plans, but
did not provide for the authorities control of all air defence weapons which must be
employed against an attacker.

3. The advent of high yield nuclear weapons, the great improvements in the means of
effecting their delivery, and the automaticity of the air defence control systems demand
rapid decisions to keep pace with the speed and tempo of future air battles. To counter the
threat and to achieve maximum effectiveness of the air defence system, defensive opera-
tions must commence as early as possible and enemy forces must be kept constantly
engaged. Arrangements for the coordination of national plans requiring consultation
between national commanders before implementation had become inadequate in the face
of a possible sudden attack with little or no warning. It was essential, therefore, to have in
existence in peacetime an organization, including the weapons, facilities and command
structure, which could operate at the outset of hostilities in accordance with a single air
defence plan approved in advance by national authorities.

4. Studies made by representatives of our two governments lead to the conclusion that the
problem of the air defence of our two countries could best be met by delegating to an
integrated headquarters the task of exercising operational control over all elements of the
national forces made available for the air defence of the two countries. Furthermore, the
principle of an integrated headquarters exercising operational control over assigned forces
has been well established in various parts of the North Atlantic Treaty area. As the Canada-
United States Region is an integral part of the NATO area, the establishment of the North
American Air Defence Command will assist our two governments further to implement
their commitment to meet the strategic objectives which the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation has established for the Canada-United States Region.

5. In view of the considerations outlined above, and on the basis of the experience gained
in the operation on an interim basis of the North American Air Defence Command, our
two Governments agree that the following principles will govern the future organization
and operations of the North American Air Defence Command.

6. The Commander-in-Chief NORAD (CINCNORAD) will be responsible to the Chiefs
of Staff Committee of Canada and the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States, who in
turn are responsible to their respective governments. He will operate within a concept of
air defence approved by the appropriate authorities of our two governments who will bear
in mind their commitments in the defence of the Canada-United States Region of the
NATO area. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization Military Committee will continue to
be kept informed through the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group of arrange-
ments for the air defence of North America.

<
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7. The North American Air Defence Command will include as component commands
United States Air Force Air Defence Command; United States Army Air Defence Com-
mand; United States Naval Forces, Continental Air Defence Command; and the Air
Defence Command of Canada.

8. CINCNORAD will exercise operational control over all air defence forces assigned,
attached or otherwise made available to him by the military authorities of Canada and the
United States. “Operational control” is defined as the power to direct, coordinate and con-
trol the operational activities of forces assigned, attached or otherwise made available. No
permanent changes of station would be made without approval of the higher national
authority concerned. Temporary reinforcement from one area to another, including the
crossing of the international boundary, to meet operational requirements will be within the
authority of commanders having operational control. The basic command organization for
the air defence forces of the two countries, including administration, discipline, internal
organization and unit training, shall be exercised by national commanders responsible to
their national authorities.

9. The appointment of CINCNORAD and his deputy must be approved by the Canadian
and United States Governments. They will not be from the same country, and
CINCNORAD staff shall be an integrated joint staff composed of officers of both
countries.

10. The organization for operational control shall be based on geographical sub-divisions
of the area to be defended and operational control shall be exercised through commanders
of such geographical areas. These commanders shall be selected according to the following
principles:

(a) in those geographical areas lying wholly in one country and containing only forces of
that country, commander and staff shall be from that country; and

(b) in those geographical areas which include the territory of both countries and/or the
forces of both countries, the commander and his deputy shall not be from the same
country. The staffs shall be joint staffs composed of officers of both countries.

11. The plans and procedures to be followed by NORAD in wartime shall be formulated
and approved in peacetime by appropriate national authorities and shall be capable of rapid
implementation in an emergency. Any plans or procedures recommended by NORAD
which bear on the responsibilities of civilian departments or agencies of the two Govern-
ments shall be referred for decision by the appropriate military authorities to those agen-
cies and departments and may be the subject of intergovernmental coordination.

12. Terms of reference for CINCNORAD and his Deputy will be consistent with the prin-
ciples established in this Note. Changes in these terms of reference may be made by agree-
ment between the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff, provided that these changes are in consonance with the principles set out in this
note.

13. The question of the financing of expenditures connected with the operation of the
integrated headquarters of the North American Air Defence Command will be settled by
mutual agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

14. The release to the public of information by CINCNORAD on matters of interest to
Canada and the United States will in all cases be the subject of prior consultation and
agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

15. It is agreed that the North American Air Defence Command shall be maintained in
operation for a period of ten years or such shorter period as shall be agreed by both
countries in the light of their mutual defence interests and their commitments under the

|
{
o
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terms of the North Atlantic Treaty. The terms of this agreement may be reviewed upon
request of either country at any time.

16. The Agreement Between Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty Regarding the Status of
Their Forces signed in London on June 19, 1951,% shall apply.

17. The establishment of integrated air defence arrangements of this nature increases the
importance of the fullest possible consultation between our two governments on all matters
affecting the joint defence of North America. Only if such consultation is regularly and
consistently undertaken can defence cooperation between our two countries be worked out
on a mutually satisfactory basis.

18. If the United States Government concurs in the points set out above, I propose that
this Note and your reply should constitute an agreement between our two governments
effective from the date of your reply.

39. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], February 11, 1958

DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TO GOOSE BAY

There is attached for your information a draft Memorandum to Cabinet Defence
Committee prepared by the Department of National Defence. It concerns the United States
request of December 12 for permission to store nuclear weapons at existing storage
facilities at Goose Bay. The paper is to be considered at the Chiefs of Staff Committee
meeting on February 13.% This Department will be represented at that meeting.

2. We do not believe that the attached paper is adequate. It is a straightforward military
recommendation but takes no account of political factors. On a number of occasions
already this subject has been considered at meetings of the Chiefs of Staff Committee and
we stressed some of the political factors which we thought should be taken into account by
Ministers in reaching a decision on the United States request. Our comments are not
reflected in the attachment.

3. Canadian agreement, if it is given to the storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay,
opens a new phase in our defence cooperation with the United States in that it involves the
deployment of the strategic deterrent to Canadian soil; this action, taken together with
Canadian Government approval of the establishment of SAC refuelling facilities in
Canada, involves a Canadian move from cooperation with the United States in a strictly air
defence role to cooperation involving provision by Canada of facilities to enhance the
striking power of SAC offensive forces.

% Voir volume 17, chapitre V, 6° Partie./See Volume 17, Chapter V, Part 6.

% Le Comité des chefs d’Etat-major n'a pas discuté du mémoire destiné au Comité du Cabinet de la
défense, le 13 février. Le ministre de la Défense, George Pearkes, a approuvé le contenu du mémoire
avant la réunion.

The memorandum for the Cabinet Defence Committee was not discussed by the Chiefs of Staff
Committee on February 13. Defence Minister George Pearkes approved the memorandum’s contents
prior to this meeting.
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4. Against this background, it seems to us that the matter of control of the weapons in
storage and of their possible use from Canadian territory must be considered by Ministers.
Present United States legislation requires United States custody of nuclear weapons wher-
ever they may be. The same problem is inherent in the United States proposal for the
stock-piling of nuclear weapons in other NATO countries. Any Canadian concessions
which might be necessary with respect to control over these weapons might be more palat-
able if they could be explained in the light of similar concessions made by our NATO
allies. The United Kingdom government has already had to face up to this problem when it
became an issue last December in the United Kingdom parliament. There is a two-fold
problem in the United Kingdom involving not only the storage of weapons but also the
basing of SAC planes in the country. After some initial skirmishing in the House,
Mr. Macmillan finally stated emphatically that SAC weapons would not be used except on
instructions from both governments.® On January 4 Mr. Macmillan referred to the matter
again in a broadcast to the nation.® There is attached an excerpt from his statementt which
is immediately relevant.

5. When the United States request was made in December, General Loper, Chairman of
the Military Committee to the Atomic Energy Commission said that the limitations of the
present United States atomic energy legislation was a detailed matter which might be
explored further. At that meeting our Ambassador in Washington pointed out that when the
establishment of storage facilities at Goose Bay had come up in 1950,8” we had been
informed of the internal United States constitutional arrangements covering the reaching of
a decision by the President to authorize the use of nuclear weapons. At that time our under-
standing was that the responsibility for a decision as to their use lay ultimately in the hands
of the President. The Ambassador asked what the present situation was in this respect.
General Loper said that under existing legislation and rules of procedure, the President had
final authority and General Loper “assumed that the decision as to whom the President
should consult would be his own.” This did not constitute a very straightforward answer.
This matter of internal United States procedure is, of course, technically a concern of the
United States but we believe it is in fact of great concern as well to a country associated as
closely as Canada is with United States defence. We would seem to have a reasonable case
for raising with the State Department this matter of control so that the Government would
be in the same position as the United Kingdom if the matter is raised at some stage in the
House. This same problem will arise when the Government is asked to consider the second
proposal made in December by the United States, for military discussions concerning the
integration of atomic capabilities into the air defence system of Canada and the United
States.

6. The storage facilities at Goose Bay which would be used are located within an area
which was leased to the United States under an exchange of notes between the two govern-
ments on December 5, 1952.38 The present leasing arrangements cover the period until

% Le 28 novembre 1957, Macmillan a affirmé : « it is absolutely clear that no bombers or American
aircraft based in this country can be used without the joint decision of the two Governments. » Voir
United Kingdom, Parliamentary Debates, Commons, 1957-58, Volume 579, col. 1276.

On November 28, 1957, Macmillan asserted that “it is absolutely clear that no bombers or American
aircraft based in this country can be used without the joint decision of the two Governments.” See
United Kingdom, Parliamentary Debates, Commons, 1957-58, Volume 578, col. 1276.

% Pour des extraits de ce discours, voir The Times, January 6, 1958, p. 5
For excerpts from this speech, see The Times, January 6, 1958, p. 5.
87 Voir volume 16, les documents 826 & 840./See Volume 16, Documents 826-840.
88 Voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1952, N° 22./See Canada, Treaty Series, 1952, No. 22.
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1972.%° The main exchanges of notes were made public immediately. There were, however,
additional classified letters exchanged on the same date, one of which provided that “the
Canadian Government will expect to be consulted with regard to any proposal substantially
to increase the numbers of United States personnel to be stationed at Goose Bay.” In 1954
a request came from the USAF for permission to conduct tanker operations and occasional
exercises at Goose Bay. Cabinet approval was given to this request in January of 1955%
and was passed to the USAF through service channels. Something less, therefore, than a
formal inter-governmental agreement exists covering SAC operations at Goose Bay. When
dealing with this latest United States request for permission to store weapons at Goose
Bay, it may be desirable to cover in a formal inter-governmental exchange all arrange-
ments affecting SAC operations at Goose Bay.

7. We believe as well that this opportunity should not be lost to emphasize again to the
United States authorities the increased obligation which would fall on them for political
consultation with the Canadian Government on matters which might lead to the possible
use of the Strategic Air Command. The facilities which exist for consultation are numer-
ous, but they are susceptible to continuous improvement and require frequent review.

8. We are inclined to believe as well that we should indicate formally to the United States
that the safety precautions which will be established at Goose Bay must be satisfactory to
Canadian authorities. Arrangements were made when the MB-1 rocket agreement was
under negotiation for a team of Canadian service representatives to assure themselves that
adequate safety precautions existed. We see no reason why this same course of action
should not be followed.

9. In summary, then, we believe that the attachment should be considerably expanded to
include some or all of the points mentioned above. We are inclined to believe that when
the recommendation does go to the Cabinet Defence Committee it should £0 in your name
as well as in the name of the Minister of National Defence. I should be grateful if you
could let me have your comments on the points made in this memorandum in time for my
use of them at the Chiefs of Staff Committee meeting on Thursday, February 13.91

J. LIEGER]

—_—

¥ Note marginale /Marginal note:
20 years [Sidney Smith]

¥ Voir/See Volume 21, Document 341.

* Notes marginales :/Marginal notes:
This is a very important decision politically as well as militarily; there is no particular urgency to it
& I suggest that its consideration be postponed until the next regular meeting of the Cabinet Defence
Committee. [Jules Léger]

Minister noted: “Stand over until after Easter” [J.]. McCardle)
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

CDC DOCUMENT: 3-58 [Ottawa), February 10, 1958
TOP SECRET

THE DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TO THE EXISTING
STORAGE FACILITIES AT GOOSE BAY

1. On 13 January 1958, the Cabinet approved the holding of discussions between
Canadian and United States military authorities concerning the deployment of nuclear
weapons to the existing storage facilities at Goose Bay. On 5 February 1958, the Chiefs of
Staff met with the Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command, to explore fully the
implications of this proposal.

2. Strategic Air Command plans are based on the premise that the enemy holds the initia-
tive. Therefore, the capability must exist, after absorbing the first attack, to retaliate in such
strength that it would be unprofitable for the enemy to initiate nuclear war. To this end, its
forces are widely dispersed in the United States with forward bases in the United
Kingdom, Spain, North Africa, Alaska and the Pacific. Nuclear weapons are dispersed at
these overseas bases so that aircraft may be rearmed for a second attack without making
the long flight to their home bases.

3. Because of its favourable strategic location, Goose Bay would be a valuable alternate
forward base for Strategic Air Command.

4. It is not intended to change the status of Goose Bay to become a permanent bomber
base, or to launch initial strikes from this base. It will continue to be used, as in the past,
for tanker squadron operations and for occasional exercises. The storage of nuclear
weapons at Goose Bay may require a small additional increment to the permanent USAF
establishment there to provide for care and maintenance of the weapons. Strategic Air
Command does not intend to request similar facilities at any -other base in Canada. No
increase to the air defences of the area is anticipated.

5. The Chiefs of Staff conclude that the storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay would
add to the flexibility, capability and effectiveness of the deterrent force of Strategic Air
Command. Aid to the maintenance of the strongest possible deterrent is one of the respon-
sibilities accepted by Canada as a member of the Canada/US Regional Group and is
compatible with our responsibility in NATO. It was ascertained that the storage of nuclear
weapons in Goose Bay does not create any additional risk.

6. No change in existing legislation is required to permit the import, export and storage of
nuclear weapons and components in Canada.

Recommendation

7. The Chiefs of Staff recommend and I concur that the Canadian Government approve
the requests by the United States for the deployment of nuclear weapons to the existing
storage facilities at Goose Bay.

[G. PEARKES]




RELATIONS AVEC LES ETAT-UNIS 87

40. : DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State Jor External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], February 21, 1958

NORAD — POLITICAL CONTROL

You asked us to look again at the question of political control in the NORAD context
with a view to deciding whether some Ministerial committee might be given special

the same time provide another link between NORAD and the NATO Council.

2. There is attached for your consideration a papert setting out a few preliminary ideas on
the subject which have occurred to officials.

Cabinet Defence Committee exists to give ministerial consideration and direction to the
work of officials in these joint Canada-United States groups. Under ideal circumstances,
therefore, any defence problem can be given adequate consideration by both officials and
Ministers before Cabinet as a whole is called on to take decisions. So far as our policy
requirements are concerned, it would seem that there is adequate existing machinery to
ensure proper consideration of important defence problems of interest to the Canadian and
United States Governments. This machinery could be used to give consideration to politi-
cal problems arising from the activities of NORAD. Admittedly there is the problem of

4. The attachment gives some attention to the Joint Canada-United States Committee on
Trade and Economic Affairs which was established in 195392 and which has some of the
features which are of interest to you. A committee of this sort is not, as the attachment
indicates, without disadvantages. One of the major defects in the operation of such a

this respect has been perhaps due in part to the very nature of the Meetings; they are not
Meetings of an organized body but rather ad hoc meetings where the representation varies

—

% Voir volume 19, les documents 838 a 848./See Volume 19, Documents 838-848.
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from time to time. Perhaps meetings of Ministers might better be kept informal and an
effort made to avoid as much publicity as possible. Obviously it is more difficult to keep
Ministerial meetings from the public eye than is the case in meetings of officials.

5. We believe that your consideration of the possibility of a Ministerial Committee should
not be limited to the NORAD context. The terms of reference of any ministerial group
which might be created should, we believe, include all defence matters of common concern
to Canada and the United States. The activities of NORAD will cover much of the field of
interest in defence for Canada. There will, however, be other major defence problems.
Such problems are taking shape already, e.g., defence construction in Canada; the future of
the CF105; the storage of nuclear weapons on Canadian territory. If the idea of a
Ministerial Defence Committee is to be explored further with the United States, I would
recommend that attention be directed to a field broader than the activities of NORAD. If
this recommendation commends itself to you, we would not necessarily have to include a
reference to any new ministerial committee in the NORAD note. Rather, we could negoti-
ate with the United States, at the same time as we were negotiating the NORAD note, an
agreement on the establishment of a Ministerial Defence Committee and could make the
two agreements public at the same time.

6. Our departmental ideas on this matter have not been put to you in the form of a recom-
mendation for I believe that the matter should be given additional consideration by both
Ministers and interested officials. We know that the Minister of National Defence is anx-
jous to discuss the matter with you as soon as possible. We have not yet sought the views
of Mr. Robertson in Washington. I would propose to send him a copy of this memorandum
and its attachments. I thought, however, I should put before you our tentative ideas for
your consideration and comment.

J. L{EGER]

41. PCO/D-28-3(f)

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au ministre de la Défense nationale

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Minister of National Defence

SECRET Ottawa, February 22, 1958

My dear Colleague,

Further to the conversations which we have had concerning the desirability of new
machinery which would make real and apparent the political control of the Government
over the activities of NORAD, I attach for your consideration the memorandum which
I have had prepared on this subject.

You will note that I have concluded that we should attempt to reach agreement with the
United States Government on the establishment of a ministerial committee with scope to
consider problems in the whole field of our defence relations with the United States. I have
come to feel that a committee with a scope broader than that related to NORAD alone
would be desirable.

I should be grateful if you could let me have any comments which occur to you on the
attached memorandum. I would propose then to send the memorandum to the Prime
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Minister for his views. I would think that at the same time we could forward to the Prime
Minister the draft note on NORAD which has been drafted by our two Departments.

Insofar as that draft note is concerned, I think we have reached agreement on the dele-
tion of paragraph 10 and for the inclusion in paragraph 11 of a sentence along the
following lines: “When considering the extent of operational areas, the international
boundary will be taken into account whenever operationally and technically feasible.”

I will be out of town for some time beginning next week. If, however, the attached
memorandum comments itself to you the Under-Secretary can put it before the Prime
Minister in my absence.

Yours sincerely,
S. SMITH

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Projet de note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Draft memorandum by Secretary of State for External Affairs
SECRET [Ottawa], February 22, 1958

NORAD — POLITICAL CONTROL
It is reasonable to assume that the most likely attack against Canadian territory, if it is

of CINCNORAD. NORAD and the activities of the Command, therefore, become the most
important element of our security against direct attack, if the deterrent fails — and, of
course, it has failed immediately an attack is launched.

2. The importance of NORAD, therefore, to Canada demands that political control of the
Command’ iviti i

whether additional Ministers might be given an active role in the exercise of the political
control which the Government must exert in this field.

3. The other side of the problem is the relationship of our Joint efforts to defend the
continent to our efforts to achjeve collective security in the larger group of NATO allies.
The Canada-United States Region is a part of the NATO area and it is the Government’s
intention that NORAD should fit into the NATO military structure. The Canadian Govern-
ment is committed to further the strategic objectives of NATO in the Canada-United States
Region which, briefly, are the defence of the strategic deterrent based in the United States
and the defence of the industrial capability of the two countries.

4. With this background in mind, it is perhaps not surprising that much of the discussion
on NORAD in the House of Commons centred around two points, (a) the degree of civilian
control to be exercised over CINCNORAD, and (b) the exact relationship between
NORAD and NATO.

3. There are a number of Canada-United States groups, formal and informal, which have
been established since 1939 to deal with Canada-United States defence problems. The
three which seem to have roles relevant to the points made above are: (a) the informal
Meetings of Consultation; (b) the Permanent Joint Board on Defence; and (c) the Canada-
United States Regional Planning Group. These groups do not normally have ministerial
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representation. I believe that there is need at this stage in our defence relationship with the
United States for an additional committee of ministers whose terms of reference should
give them scope to consider all defence matters of common concern to Canada and the
United States. The activities of NORAD would cover much of the field of interest in
defence for Canada. Other major defence problems, however, are taking shape already, for
example, defence construction in Canada; the future of the CF-105; the storage of nuclear
weapons on Canadian territory; anti-missile defence and in the more distant future perhaps
the question of deployment of missiles to Canadian territory. It seems to me therefore that
we should not miss the opportunity provided by our negotiations with the United States
authorities or a note covering the establishment and activities of NORAD to put forward at
the same time the idea of the establishment of a Ministerial Defence Committee. I would
not believe that the scope of activity of the Ministerial Committee should be limited to the
NORAD context.

6. I realize that a Ministerial Defence Committee may have some disadvantages. The
constitutional division of powers in the United States prevents United States Ministers
from assuring executive action in the fashion that Canadian Ministers can. Such a Commit-
tee can also serve as a focal point for American pressure as well as the reverse. Ministerial
meetings tend to raise public expectations which are at times difficult to fulfill. I believe
these disadvantages are outweighed by the need at this stage for a Ministerial Committee
in the defence field. As I see it such a Committee would have the positive advantages of

() constituting a political body which could be kept informed in detail of Canada-United
States defence problems including NORAD's plans and activities and which would, so far
as the Canadian side at least was concerned, assist the Cabinet materially to deal with
specific projects when they come up for decision;

(b) being a body some of whose members at least would also be represented at the NATO
Ministerial Council, it could therefore assess NORAD’s activities in terms consistent with
our commitment to NATO.

7. The exact nature of the Ministerial Committee could perhaps at this stage be left flexi-
ble until we have had an opportunity to sound out the United States Government on the
possibility of the establishment of a Committee. The terms of reference of the joint
Canada-United States Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs are as you are aware
most general; provision is made for the representation of any interested minister aside from
those forming the Committee. It would seem to me to be sensible to have some ministers at
least who attended the NATO Ministerial Meetings represented on this bilateral Ministerial
Defence Committee. Since NORAD’s plans and activities would be a major concern of the
Ministerial Committee another link between NORAD and NATO would be established by
reason of a common representation of Ministers on the Committee and on the NATO
Ministerial Council.

8. I recognize that such a Ministerial Committee could not itself take executive action
with respect to NORAD or with respect to other defence problems. No matter what
machinery exists, new or old, political control in this field as in others must ultimately be
exercised by Ministers in Cabinet. It seems to me, however, that with the growing com-
plexity of the problems which the Government faces in our defence relationships with the
United States there is a need for the kind of high level informal consultations that would be
made possible through the existence of the proposed Committee. Ministers then who
attended the Committee’s meetings because of their association with the problem at an
early stage would be in a better position to assist Cabinet to consider adequately the politi-
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cal implications of decisions which the Government will be called on to take in the defence
field.

42. DEA/50309-40

Le ministre de la Défense nationale
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Minister of National Defence
10 Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET ' [Ottawa], February 25, 1958

My dear Colleague:

Thank you for your letter and memorandum concerning the establishment of a ministe-
rial committee to consider problems in the whole field of our defence relations with the
United States.

n principle, I agree with you that the formation of such a committee would be of bene-

I
fit to us. Its main purpose should be, of course, to facilitate the solution of defence

States than if we tried to set up a formal type of committee.
I have grave doubts as to the advisability of trying to reach agreement on setting up a

With regard to the wording of your memorandum on political control, I would prefer to
see the opening sentences read as follows: “It is reasonable to assume that the most likely *
attack against Canadian territory, if it is to come, may well come by air. Our air defences
therefore become one of the most important elements of our security forces.”

Insofar as the draft note on the establishment of NORAD is concerned, I feel that we
should make no reference to the international boundary. Any such reference as now
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appears in paragraph 10 of the note, in my view is in contradiction of the statement we
make in paragraph 2 of the note where we say — “The air defence of Canada and the
United States must be considered as a single problem.” I feel that any reference to the
international boundary would unnecessarily complicate the note and would not serve any
useful purpose. Any restrictions the Government feels advisable to place on the extent of
operational areas may be done by means of direction to the Chiefs of Staff.

I would also suggest that paragraph 4 of the draft note would read better and perhaps be
more acceptable to the United States if the first phrase of the last sentence in the para-
graph, i.e. “As the Canada-U.S. Region is an integral part of the NATO area,” be deleted.

Subject to my comments as above, I agree that the draft note on the establishment of
NORAD and the memorandum on political control should go forward to the Prime
Minister as soon as possible so that we can get his agreement to use the note as a basis for
negotiation with the United States officials. The terms of reference for Commander-in-
Chief NORAD should also go to the Prime Minister at the same time. You will recall that
these terms of reference have been approved by the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff and
have also been approved, in principle, by our own Chiefs of Staff Committee.

Yours sincerely,
GEORGE R. PEARKES

43. PCO

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa), February 26, 1958

NORAD — EXCHANGE OF NOTES WITH THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

There is attached as Appendix “A” for your consideration a Canadian draft note on the
establishment of the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) which has been
prepared by this Department and the Department of National Defence.

2. Paragraphs 4 and 10 of this attachment contain bracketed portions on which there is
some difference of opinion between our two Departments. The Minister of National
Defence believes that the bracketed section in para. 4 would be difficult for the United
States to accept and for that reason believes it should be omitted. Our Department, bearing
in mind the fact that a good deal of the discussion on NORAD in the House was concerned
with the exact relationship between NORAD and NATO, believe it important that the note
should reflect as much as possible the Canadian desire that NORAD’s activities be consid-
ered a part of our general NATO effort. We realize that our view may not be shared by the
United States Government, but we think United States authorities should be able to accept
a factual statement such as that in the bracketed section of para. 4. We think it particularly
important that the intergovernmental note should reflect our point of view on the NATO
relationship, since NORAD’s terms of reference will not contain any mention of NATO.

3. The Minister of National Defence would not wish to include the bracketed sentence in
para. 10 because (a) it might lead to questions concerning the setting-up of sub-areas of the
NORAD Command to which it would be difficult to give simple answers; (b) mention of
the international boundary is at odds with the general concept of integration, which is the
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main intent of the establishment of NORAD:; and (c) it is unlikely that the international
boundary will prove to be a satisfactory operational boundary for sub-areas of the conti-
nental defences. This Department is inclined to believe that the principle should be
included in the note because: (a) we believe that a requirement should exist that the mili-
tary authorities, when considering operational boundaries for sub-areas of the command, at
least take the international boundary into account, even though they may be able to prove
its use would be militarily unsound; it would seem to us that the inclusion or omission of
the principle should be decided essentially on political rather than military grounds; and,
(b) the principle was stated and elaborated upon in some detail in the Military Study
Group’s report and members of the former Government may well spot its omission from
the inter-governmental note.

4. Having in mind that the other main aspect of NORAD on which discussion centered in
the House of Commons was the matter of political control, Mr. Smith believes it desirable
that some new machinery should be set up between the Canadian and United States
Governments which would make real and apparent the political control of the Canadian
Government over the activities of NORAD. There is attached as Appendix “B”t a
memorandum on political control which Mr. Smith has had prepared.®* He concludes in it
that we should attempt to reach agreement with the United States Government on the
establishment of a Ministerial Committee with scope to consider problems in the whole
field of our defence relationships with the United States. Included within its scope of

notes on NORAD. It would seem to us to be a matter of considerable importance that the
negotiations on the notes and on the establishment of a Ministerial Committee should go
forward concurrently. There are two reasons for this view:

(a) If the exchange of notes on NORAD is completed before agreement is reached on a
Joint Defence Committee, the United States authorities may find it possible to avoid the
creation of such a Committee, which | suspect they might consider vexing and
unnecessary;

(b) Even if they were to agree ultimately to the creation of such a Committee, it would
lose a good deal of the political advantage which our Minister apparently hopes to gain
from it if an announcement about its establishment could be made only several months
after an announcement about the exchange of notes on NORAD.

5. There is attached as Appendix “C” the draft terms of reference for NORAD+ which
have been approved by the Minister of National Defence and by the Chiefs of Staff organi-
zations of both countries. It is not anticipated that the terms of reference would be made
public. I have been asked by the Minister of National Defence to forward the terms of
reference to you along with the other attachments.

6. I have been directed by my Minister to put these papers before you in his absence for
your consideration and to seek your authority to proceed on the basis of Appendices “A”
and “B” to negotiate with United States authorities (a) an exchange of notes governing the
establishment of NORAD, and (b) the establishment of a Joint Committee of Ministers
with scope to consider problems in the field of our defence relations with the United

S A part quelques trés légeres modifications, le texte de cet appendice est le méme que le mémoire annexé
4 la lettre du 22 février 1958 que Smith a adressée i Pearkes.

With very minor alterations, the text of this Appendix is the same as the memorandum attached to the
February 22, 1958 letter from Smith to Pearkes.

B
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States. Before the negotiations are opened with Washington, it will be important to know
whether you wish that the bracketed sections in paragraphs 4 and 10 of the attached note
should be retained or deleted.®*

7. There is also attached as Appendix “D” a copy of a letter dated February 25 from
M. Pearkes to Mr. Smith commenting on the memorandum concerning the establishment
of a Ministerial Committee. You will have noted that the first paragraph of the note has
been amended to meet points raised in the fourth paragraph of Mr. Pearkes’ letter. The
comments made by Mr. Pearkes in the fifth and sixth paragraphs of his letter have been
discussed earlier in this memorandum.

8. Once we have agreed with the Americans on the text of a note, I presume that you
would wish the draft at that time to be submitted either to Cabinet Defence Committee or
to Cabinet as a whole for final consideration.

JULES LEGER

{PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]
Appendice A
Appendix A

SECRET [Ottawa], February 24, 1958

FIRST CANADIAN DRAFT OF POSSIBLE CANADA-UNITED STATES EXCHANGE OF NOTES
ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE COMMAND

I have the honour to refer to discussions which have taken place between Canadian and
United States authorities concerning the necessity for integration of operational control of
Canadian and United States air defences and, in particular to the study and recommenda-
tions of the Canada-United States Military Study Group. These studies led to the joint
announcement on August 1, 1957, by the Minister of National Defence of Canada and the
Secretary of Defense of the United States indicating that our two governments had agreed
to the setting up of a system of integrated operational control for the air defences in the
continental United States, Canada and Alaska under an integrated command responsible to
the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. Pursuant to the announcement of August 1, 1957, an
integrated headquarters known as the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD)
has been established on an interim basis at Colorado Springs, Colorado.

2. For some years prior to the establishment of NORAD, it had been recognized that the
air defence of Canada and the United States must be considered as a single problem.
However, arrangements which existed between Canada and the United States provided
only for the co-ordination of separate Canadian and United States air defence plans, but
did not provide for the authoritative control of all air defence weapons which must be
employed against an attacker.

3. The advent of high yield nuclear weapons, the great improvements in the means of
effecting their delivery, and the automaticity of the air defence control systems demand
rapid decisions to keep pace with the speed and tempo of future air battles. To counter the
threat and to achieve maximum effectiveness of the air defence system, defensive opera-
tions must commence as early as possible and enemy forces must be kept constantly

% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
4 ok with minor change [R.B. Bryce]
10? [R.B. Bryce]
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engaged. Arrangements for the coordination of national plans requiring consultation
between national commanders before implementation had become inadequate in the face
of a possible sudden attack with little or no warning. It was essential, therefore, to have in
existence in peacetime an organization, including the weapons, facilities and command
structure, which could operate at the outset of hostilities in accordance with a single air
defence plan approved in advance by national authorities.

4. Studies made by representatives of our two governments lead to the conclusion that the
problem of the air defence of our two countries could best be met by delegating to an
integrated headquarters the task of exercising operational control over all elements of the
national forces made available for the air defence of the two countries. Furthermore, the

Canada-United States Region is an integral part of the NATO area,]% the establishment of
the North American Air Defence Command will assist our two governments further to
implement their commitment to meet the strategic objectives which the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization has established for the Canada-United States Region.

5. In view of the considerations outlined above, and on the basis of the experience gained
in the operation on an interim basis of the North American Air Defence Command, our
two Governments agree that the following principles will govern the future organization
and operations of the North American Air Defence Command.

6. The Commander-in-Chief NORAD (CINCNORAD) will be responsible to the Chiefs
of Staff Committee of Canada and the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States, who in
turn are responsible to their respective governments. He will operate within a concept of
air defence approved by the appropriate authorities of our two governments who will bear
in mind their commitments in the defence of the Canada-United States Region of the
NATO area. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization Military Committee will continue to
be kept informed through the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group of arrange-
ments for the air defence of North America,

7. The North American Air Defence Command will include as component commands
United States Air Force Air Defence Command; United States Army Air Defence Com-
mand; United States Naval Forces, Continental Air Defence Command; and the Air
Defence Command of Canada.

‘8. CINCNORAD will exercise operational control over all air defence forces assigned,
attached or otherwise made available to him by the military authorities of Canada and the
United States. “Operational control” is defined as the power to direct, coordinate and con-
trol the operational activities of forces assigned, attached or otherwise made available. No
permanent changes of station would be made without approval of the higher national
authority concerned. Temporary reinforcement from one area to another, including the
crossing of the international boundary, to meet operational requirements will be within the
authority of commanders having operational control. The basic command organization for
the air defence forces of the two countries, including administration, discipline, internal
organization and unit training, shall be exercised by national commanders responsible to
their national authorities,

—_—
% La phrase entre crochets fait référence 2 la note dactylographiée au bas de la page :/The bracketed
phrase is referred to in a typed note at the bottom of the page:
NOTE: The Minister of National Defence suggests that paragraph 4 would read better if the portion
in square brackets is deleted.
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9. The appointment of CINCNORAD and his deputy must be approved by the Canadian
and United States Governments. They will not be from the same country, and
CINCNORAD staff shall be an integrated joint staff composed of officers of both
countries.

10. The plans and procedures to be followed by NORAD in wartime shall be formulated
~ and approved in peacetime by appropriate national authorities and shall be capable of rapid
implementation in an emergency. [When considering the extent of operational areas, the
international boundary will be taken into account whenever operationally and technically
feasible.]% Any plans or procedures recommended by NORAD which bear on the respon-
sibilities of civilian departments or agencies of the two Governments shall be referred for
decision by the appropriate military authorities to those agencies and departments and may
be the subject of inter-governmental coordination.

11. Terms of reference for CINCNORAD and his Deputy will be consistent with the prin-
ciples established in this note. Changes in these terms of reference may be made by agree-
ment between the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff, with approval of higher authority as appropriate, provided that these changes are
in consonance with the principles set out in this note.

12. The question of the financing of expenditures connected with the operation of the
integrated headquarters of the North American Air Defence command will be settled by
mutual agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

13. The release to the public of information by CINCNORAD on matters of interest to
Canada and the United States will in all cases be the subject of prior consultation and
agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

14. It is agreed that the North American Air Defence Command shall be maintained in
operation for a period of ten years or such shorter period as shall be agreed by both
countries in the light of their mutual defence interests and their commitments under the
terms of the North Adantic Treaty. The terms of this agreement may be reviewed upon
request of either country at any time.

15. The Agreement Between Parties to the North Atlantic Treaty Regarding the Status of
Their Forces signed in London on June 19, 1951, shall apply.

16. The establishment of integrated air defence arrangements of this nature increases the
importance of the fullest possible consultation between our two governments on all matters
affecting the joint defence of North America. Only if such consultation is regularly and
consistently undertaken can defence cooperation between our two countries be worked out
on a mutually satisfactory basis.

17. If the United States Government concurs in the points set out above, I propose that
this Note and your reply should constitute an agreement between our two governments
effective from the date of your reply.

% Cette phrase fait référence aux deux notes suivantes écrites dans la marge /This sentence is referred to
by the following two marginal notes:
PM prefers omit [R.B. Bryce]
but shall not prevent arrangements required for operational efficiency [R.B. Bryce]
La note dactylographiée suivante au bas de la page fait aussi référence a cette phrase :/The following
typed note at the bottom of the page also referred to this sentence:
NOTE: The Minister of National Defence wishes the sentence in squared brackets deleted since
in his opinion, it is contrary to the opening statement of paragraph 2 of the note.
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4. DEA/50309-40

Le greffier du Conseil privé
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Clerk of Privy Council
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET Ottawa, March 7, 1958
Dear Mr. Léger

EXCHANGE OF NOTES WITH THE UNITED STATES ON NORAD;
PRIME MINISTER’S VIEWS

I took up with the Prime Minister yesterday the memorandum which you had sent to
him dated February 26th on this subject and its appendices. He had seen it but did not
recall much about it and had not made any decision when 1 spoke to him.

After discussing the matter, he agreed that a note of this general nature might reasona-
bly be taken up with the United States now if Mr. Smith and Mr. Pearkes agree that such
should be done and I understand that they have already so agreed.

In regard to the differences between the two Ministers on the text, which you had
marked in ink, the Prime Minister suggested in regard to paragraph 4 that the phrase
Mr. Smith prefers should be retained with a minor change, so that it would read “The

In regard to paragraph 10, as I told you in our discussion this afternoon, the Prime
Minister himself, without knowing the views of any others, said he would prefer to see the
Sentence omitted that you had Placed in square brackets — j.e, the one relating to the
international boundary. He feels that we can achieve the substance of what we have in
mind in making the actual arrangements under the direction of the Ministers concerned
and the Chiefs of Staff and that publishing a direction of this nature might well lead to
charges that we were not fully sincere in our desire to achieve a fully integrated operational
command of maximum efficiency.

While the Prime Minister did not wish to come to a detailed conclusion at this stage
concerning the proposal in your Appendix B regarding the establishment of a joint
Ministerial committee, he felt in principle that it was satisfactory from his point of view to

the one should be contingent upon our agreement and announcement of the other.
Yours sincerely,
R.B. BRYCE
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45. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Ftat aux Affaires extérieures
a ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-257 Ottawa, March 13, 1958

SECRET. PRIORITY.
Reference: Your Tel 470 Mar 3.+

DRAFT EXCHANGE OF NOTES ON ESTABLISHMENT OF NORAD
There is contained in my immediately following telegram the text of draft note on
establishment of NORAD on the basis of which you should now open negotiations with the
USA government. The draft has been approved by Ministers and the text is different in
minor details from that which has already been referred to you.

2. We shall be sending you in the near future further instructions concerning negotiations
with USA on the related question of political control. It would be desirable in our opinion
to open negotiations with the USA on both the draft note and the question of political
control at the same time. We suggest therefore that you take no action to initiate discus-
sions with USA authorities until you have received our further message on political con-
trol. This telegram will be concerned mainly with our comments on the points raised in
your telegram under reference.

3. Your Paragraph 2. Operational Control Over Radar Lines. Your assumptions in this
regard are correct. Operational control has always been exercised by USAF over DEW
Line. A recent change in assignment of responsibility for exercise of this operational con-
trol was the subject of our letter DL-236 of March 7.1 MidCanada line has been under
operational control of RCAF Air Defence Command which under NORAD arrangements
for integration will itself come under operational control of NORAD headquarters. The
exercise of operational control over radar lines therefore by NORAD is simply an exten-
sion of the general principle of NORAD’s operational control over air defence forces of
the two countries and as such does not in our estimation qualify as a new “principle” under
paragraph 11 of the draft note.

4. Your Paragraph 3. Alaska Command. You assumption in this respect is correct. The
Alaskan command under USA military organization is a theatre command made up of
units of all three services which for purposes of defence of Alaska region come under the
control of a Commander in Chief. Individual components such as air defence forces
however are also responsible to their particular service command, e.g., USAF Air Defence
Command for the air defence forces. NORAD will be given operational control for all air
defence activities in Alaska although that control will be exercised through the Com-
mander in Chief Alaska Command, just as for example operational control of Canadian air
defence forces will be through designated component commanders. From the explanation
which we have been given we are satisfied that the draft note and the terms of reference are
consistent on this point.

5. Your Paragraph 4. Detailed Description of CINCNORAD'’s Mission. National Defence
is of the opinion with which we agree that it is unnecessary to put in the intergovernmental
note a detailed description of how CINCNORAD will carry out his responsibilities. He is a
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subordinate commander who can only make recommendations on broad plans for the air
defence of his command to the Chiefs of Staff organizations of the two countries, who may
accept or reject his recommendations. It is the Chiefs of Staff however who decide finally

embarked on this line, to decide where to stop in the matter of detail and we feel that
introduction of such detail into an intergovernmental agreement would tend to introduce
certain rigidities which are undesirable. It is important to realize that paragraph 10 of the
terms of reference contains only a representative selection of the detailed functions of
NORAD and not necessarily a complete listing of his activities.

6. Your Paragraph 5. Permanent Changes of Station. National Defence authorities prefer
the more inclusive phrase (i.e. omission of “in peacetime”) in the intergovernmental agree-
ment. It may be at some stage desirable to seek amendment of the relevant clause in the
terms of reference.

1. Your Paragraph 6. Takeover of Command by Deputy Commander NORAD. N ational
Defence argues, with some merit we believe, that the takeover of command by a deputy in
the absence of his Commander in Chief is normal military practice and as such does not
need to be highlighted in an intergovernmental agreement, :

apparent in the course of negotiations. You will be aware however from discussions on this
point in the House of Commons that it is the government’s intention that NORAD should
fit into the NATO military structure and more particularly that NORAD’s activities should
fall within the purview of the Canada-USA Regional Planning Group.

46. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a Iambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-258 Ottawa, March 14, 1958

SECRET. PRIORITY.
Reference: Our Tel 257 Mar 13.

DRAFT EXCHANGE OF NOTES ON ESTABLISHMENT OF NORAD

Following is text of the draft note which you should submit to USA authorities as the first
Step in negotiation of an intergovernmental exchange of notes on the establishment of
NORAD. Text Begins:

I have the honour to refer to discussions which have taken place between Canadian and
United States authorities concerning the necessity for integration of operational control of
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Canadian and United States air defences and, in particular to the study and recommenda-
tions of the Canada-United States Military Study Group. These studies led to the joint
announcement on August 1, 1957, by the Minister of National Defence of Canada and the
Secretary of Defense of the United States indicating that our two governments had agreed
to the setting up of a system of integrated operational control for the air defences in the
continental United States, Canada and Alaska under an integrated command responsible to
the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. Pursuant to the announcement of August 1, 1957, an
integrated headquarters known as the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD)
has been established on an interim basis at Colorado Springs, Colorado.

2. For some years prior to the establishment of NORAD, it had been recognized that the
air defence of Canada and the United States must be considered as a single problem.
However, arrangements which existed between Canada and the United States provided
only for the co-ordination of separate Canadian and United States air defence plans, but
did not provide for the authoritative control of all air defence weapons which must be
employed against an attacker.

3. The advent of high yield nuclear weapons, the great improvements in the means of
effecting their delivery, and the automaticity of the air defence control systems demand
rapid decisions to keep pace with the speed and tempo of future air battles. To counter the
threat and to achieve maximum effectiveness of the air defence system, defensive opera-
tions must commence as early as possible and enemy forces must be kept constantly
engaged. Arrangements ‘for the coordination of national plans requiring consultation
between national commanders before implementation had become inadequate in the face
of a possible sudden attack with little or no warning. It was essential, therefore, to have in
existence in peacetime an organization, including the weapons, facilities and command
structure, which could operate at the outset of hostilities in accordance with a single air
defence plan approved in advance by national authorities.

4, Studies made by representatives of our two governments lead to the conclusion that the
problem of the air defence of our two countries could best be met by delegating to an
integrated headquarters the task of exercising operational control over all elements of the
national forces made available for the air defence of the two countries. Furthermore, the
principle of an integrated headquarters exercising operational control over assigned forces
has been well established in various parts of the North Atlantic Treaty area. The Canada-
United States Region is an integral part of the NATO area, and the establishment of the
North American Air Defence Command will assist our two governments further to imple-
ment their commitment to meet the strategic objectives which the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization has established for the Canada-United States Region.

5. In view of the considerations outlined above, and on the basis of the experience gained
in the operation on an interim basis of the North American Air Defence Command, our
two governments agree that the following principles will govern the future organization
and operations of the North American Air Defence Command.

6. The Commander-in-Chief NORAD (CINCNORAD) will be responsible to the Chiefs
of Staff Committee of Canada and the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States, who in
turn are responsible to their respective governments. He will operate within a concept of
air defence approved by the appropriate authorities of our two governments who will bear
in mind their commitments in the defence of the Canada-United States Region of the
NATO area. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization Military Committee will continue to
be kept informed through the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group of arrange-
ments for the air defence of North America.
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7. The North American Air Defence Command will include as component commands
United States Air force Air Defence Command; United States Army Air Defence Com-
mand; United States Naval Forces, Continental Ajr Defence Command; and the Air
Defence Command of Canada.

8. CINCNORAD will exercise operational control over all air defence forces assigned,
attached or otherwise made available to him by the military authorities of Canada and the
United States. “Operational control” is defined as the “power to direct, coordinate and

within the authority of commanders having operational control. The basic command organ-
ization for the air defence forces of the two countries, including administration, discipline,
internal organization and unit training, shall be exercised by national commanders respon-
sible to their national authorities,

9. The appointment of CINCNORAD and his deputy must be approved by the Canadian
and United States governments. They will not be from the same country, and
CINCNORAD staff shall be an integrated joint staff composed of officers of both
countries.

agencies and departments and may be the subject of inter-governmental coordination,
11. Terms of reference for CINCNORAD and his deputy will be consistent with the prin-

ciples established in this note. Changes in these terms of reference may be made by agree-
ment between the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the United States Joint Chiefs

12. The question of the financing of expenditures connected with the operation of the
integrated headquarters of the North American Air Defence Command will be settled by
mutual agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

13. The release to the public of information by CINCNORAD on matters of interest to
Canada and the United States will in all cases be the subject of prior consultation and
agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

14. It is agreed that the North American Air Defence Command shall be maintained in

Tequest of either country at any time.

15. The agreement between parties to the North Atlantic Treaty regarding the status of
their forces signed in London on June 19, 1951, shall apply.

¥ Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mr. Rae It's easy to ask questions. What is the press going to do with this circular, or question-
begging, definition of “operational control”? A E. R[itchie]
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16. The establishment of integrated air defence arrangements of this nature increases the
importance of the fullest possible consultation between our two governments on all matters
affecting the joint defence of North America. Only if such consultation is regularly and
consistently undertaken can defence cooperation between our two countries be worked out
on a mutually satisfactory basis.

17. If the United States government concurs in the points set out above, I propose that this
note and your reply should constitute an agreement between our two governments effective
from the date of your reply. Ends.

47. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
& ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-259 Ottawa, March 14, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel 257 of Mar 13.

NORAD — POLITICAL CONTROL
Following for Robertson, Begins:
We have referred to your departmental correspondence dealing with the Minister’s
desire to explore with USA authorities the establishment of a Ministerial Committee to
give special consideration to Canada-USA defence relations. In preparing this telegram we L

have tried to bear in mind the helpful views which you have sent me in your letter of
March 5.

2. The Prime Minister agrees in principle that an approach may be made to USA
government on the basis of departmental memorandum concerning political control in the
NORAD context, a copy of which formed the third attachment to my letter to you of
February 24.F You should therefore, at the time of presentation to USA government of our
draft note on establishment of NORAD, initiate discussions at an appropriately senior level
with the State Department concerning our desire as set out in the departmental papers
which you have to make arrangements for regular consideration by ministers of important
defence problems which have arisen or may be expected to arise between our two
governments. ‘

3. It will be clear to you from the material on this subject which has been referred to you
that the Minister has two main considerations in mind in putting forward the idea of a
Canada-USA Ministerial Committee on Defence Matters:

(a) The ever increasing complexity and importance of problems connected with the
defence of the continent; some of these problems cannot be considered simply an extension
of those connected with the intimate defence relationships which have been established in
the past between our two countries but derive from basic changes in these relationships
which may be required because of technological developments in defence strategy; one
important example which comes to mind is the gradual changeover from Canadian govern-
ment cooperation in the purely defensive aspects of continental strategy to direct support
of the offensive capabilities of the USA;

e
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(b) The establishment of NORAD itself which gives formal recognition for the first time
to the fact that the defence of the continent must be looked at as a single problem and that
coordination alone of the air defence of Canada and USA is no longer enough in the
present stage of warfare.

4. With these objectives in mind, the Minister believes that political control by the
Canadian government of the joint activity of its forces with those of the USA must be real
and apparent. It is essential therefore that an effort be made to create a new ministerial
entity which will (a) provide a better opportunity for adequate consideration by Ministers
of defence problems which may arise and (b) create public confidence in the House and in
the country that the government, being fully aware of the changing nature of our defence
cooperation with the USA, is taking every step to maintain the principle and the fact of
civilian control of military activities.

5. We are all agreed, I believe, that it would be unwise to create any more new machinery
for cooperation than is required. It is not envisaged, therefore, that a Ministerial Committee
would involve creation of any additional official machinery. We believe, therefore that in
exploring this matter further with USA authorities you should mention the meetings of
consultation as is suggested in your letter of March 5 and possibly also some different role
for the PIBD. We agree with your idea of the adoption of a flexible procedure to meet the
need for joint ministerial consultations. The Ministers should meet only as required and in
appropriate forums. We would expect that they would be served by machinery already in
existence. In the Minister’s view however it is tmportant that ministerial direction of this
machinery should be made more apparent, and at this stage therefore the establishment of
some kind of Ministerial Committee to be served by existing machinery, perhaps some-
what modified, should be the object of your approach to the USA authorities. We believe
you can explore this possibility adequately with USA authorities without adopting too rigid
a stance.

6. We agree that it might be best to seek to build upon the language of paragraph 17 of the
draft note on NORAD even though the Ministerial Committee if established would have a
scope of activity larger than that encompassed by NORAD’s activities. You will no doubt
bear in mind as well the negotiations which have been going on for some time on an
exchange of letters on political consultation generally. Cabinet consideration will be given
to this exchange in the not too distant future. The meetings of consultation will no doubt be
a useful analogy but we must avoid labouring this analogy too much. The terms of refer-
ence of the meetings of consultation are not sufficiently general, I think, to serve the pur-
pose which the Minister has in mind. The meetings have as well become perhaps too
greatly concerned with detail of both intelligence and operations. The kind of discussions
which the Minister would hope the Ministerial Committee would have would be such
matters as defence construction in Canada, the future of the CF105, political implications
of storage of nuclear weapons on Canadian territory, anti-missile defence, and perhaps the
deployment of missiles to Canadian territory.

7. I will leave it to your discretion as to how best you can bring these ideas before the
proper USA authorities. The object of the initiative of course at this stage will be to
explore the matter fully with the USA government without leading to the adoption of too
rigid a formula. On the other hand USA officials must be made aware of the Minister’s
desires in a formal enough fashion that they will be required to give earnest consideration
t0 them. It may therefore be desirable to leave some piece of paper with the USA authori-
ties; this cannot be as yet in the form of a draft agreement as in the case of the NORAD
note itself. You will realize of course that even if agreement were reached ultimately on the
Creation of a ministerial committee it would lose a good deal of the political advantage
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which our Minister hopes to gain from it if its establishment cannot be made public at
approximately the same time as the NORAD exchange of notes is made public. On the
whole I think that the two announcements should be made at the same time.

[J.) LEGER

48. DEA/50309-40

Note du ministre de I'ambassade aux Etats-Unis
pour 'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Memorandum from Minister, Embassy in United States,
to Ambassador in United States

CONFIDENTIAL [Washington], March 17, 1958

POSSIBLE POINTS OF PUBLIC CRITICISM IN THE PROPOSED NORAD EXCHANGE

I assume that you will not wish to take many papers with you to New York. This brief
memo might serve as a sufficient reminder of some of the points in the draft Notes on
which it would seem desirable to ensure that Mr. Léger is satisfied that the present text will
not provoke too serious criticism in Canada:

(a) The somewhat circular definition of “operational control” and the related vagueness
concerning the mission and responsibilities of CINCNORAD. In particular, the borderline
between national responsibility (and authority) and NORAD’s functions would seem to be
rather hard to discover.

(b) The continued lack of any indication of the relationship between the Commander and
the Deputy Commander beyond that conveyed by the titles themselves. It might be ques-
tioned whether it is desirable to rely, for purposes of public discussion, entirely on the
“custom” that the Deputy automatically takes over when the Commander is unable to act.
As you will be aware, the paper prepared by the Military Study Group was fairly explicit
about this succession.

(c) The use of the expression “Terms of Reference” to refer to what apparently is intended
to be a detailed and unpublished document rather than to the general framework estab-
lished in the exchange of Notes. This may seem like a point in semantics, but it could have
some significance, particularly if in the earlier Parliamentary discussion mention was made
of the terms of reference being agreed between the two Governments. As you know, the
draft Note contemplates possible alterations in the (apparently unpublished) “Terms of
Reference” by the military staffs of the two countries with approval of higher authorities
only in those cases where that is considered by someone to be “appropriate.” This kind of
language may appear to leave considerable doubt as to the respective roles of the civilian
and military authorities in determining the nature of NORAD in practice."Would it not be
better to regard the exchange of Notes (possibly with some slight elaboration) as constitut-
ing the “Terms of Reference” and to use some more limited expression to identify the
document which the military authorities will have some freedom to alter? For example, the
latter document might be called “Detailed Procedures for Implementing the NORAD
Arrangement” or might be described by some accepted expression from the military
glossary which is usually applied to essentially administrative arrangements.

(d) The description of the relationship of NORAD to NATO. The question here is whether
the present language represents the best compromise that can be reached between what is
understood to be the U.S. attitude and what has been said by Canadians in various places
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regarding the connection between NORAD and NATO. It may well be that the present
formula is the best that can be devised.

the exchange of Notes may be lessened by the arrangements made for political consultation
or control. Finally, it is appreciated that it may be extremely difficult to make substantial
revisions in the present text at this stage. Nevertheless it would seem worth raising these
possible points of future criticism in order to ensure that Mr. Léger is fully aware of them
and that he and the others concerned nonetheless consider that the discussions with the
U.S. should now be initiated on the basis of the current text.

AE. RITCHIE]

49. DEA/50309-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat qux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 648 Washington, March 22, 1958

SECRET. PRIORITY.
Reference: Your Tel DL-259 Mar 14.

NORAD — POLITICAL CONTROL

I saw Elbrick (Assistant Secretary European Affairs), this afternoon, and told him that
Wwe expected shortly to take up with the State Department a draft exchange of Notes deal-
ing with NORAD. At the same time, I thought it would be useful to outline on the basis of
your reference telegram the view of our Ministers as to the need for developing consulta-
tion at ministerial level, not Iepeat not only as a result of integrated air defence arrange-
ments, but also because of the increasing complexity and importance of problems
connected with continental defence. In order that the State Department should be in a
better position to consider this proposal, and in view of paragraph 7 of your reference
message, we left with Elbrick an informal memorandum outlining our suggestions and
requesting the views at an early date of the USA authorities. The text of this informal
memorandum is contained in our telegram 649.

2. I added that although we were conscious of the pressure on senior ministers on both
sides of the border, the closeness of Canada-USA joint defence arrangements and the range
of emerging defence problems made it necessary to recognize the need and to provide for
adequate ministerial consultation,

3. Elbrick was not repeat not in a position to give us any positive indication today, but
said that the Department would look into the matter promptly. As a general observation, he
thought that it was desirable to avoid the establishment of new machinery, and emphasized
that some of the problems with which we were concerned also came up in the context of
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long and close cooperation which was existed in this field as a basis on which ministerial
consultation on a joint basis might be developed.

4. In discussing this matter, I indicated that we hoped it would be possible to reach agree-
ment on the principle of such consultation which might be made public at the same time as
final agreement is reached on the NORAD exchange of Notes. In carrying this matter
forward, it seems to me that it would be useful if the Department could clarify whether we
attach first importance to the establishment of a Ministerial Committee (which in itself
implies new machinery), or whether the position would not repeat not be met adequately
by seeking to reach agreement on the principle of ministerial consultations on continental
defence matters of concern to the two governments, such consultation to take place in
appropriate forums, as required, and with the adaptation of existing machinery. It was my
impression today that this second concept would more acceptably meet the USA position.

[N.A.} ROBERTSON

50. DEA/50309-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Erat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 649 Washington, March 22, 1958

SECRET. PRIORITY.
Reference: Qur Tel 648 Mar 22.

NORAD — POLITICAL CONTROL

Following is text of informal memorandum left with State Department on March 21,
referred to in our reference telegram. Begins:

The Embassy has been asked to bring to the attention of the State Department the view
of the Canadian Government that there is a need for the establishment of a Ministerial
Committee, with representation of the responsible Ministers of the two governments, to
provide for consideration of important joint defence matters of concern to the two
Governments.

2. In putting forward this proposal for consideration, the Canadian Government recog-
nizes that the establishment of integrated air defence arrangements, and the increasing
complexity and importance of problems connected with continental defence, serve to
increase the need for the fullest possible consultation between the two Governments in all
matters relating to joint defence.

3. A number of Canada-USA bodies, formal and informal, have been established since
1939 to deal with joint defence problems. Four of these seem to have roles relevant to the
points made above:

(a) the meetings of consultation which have been held from time to time since 1951 to
consider in confidence and without commitment situations which might lead to the use of
atomic weapons;

(b) the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, which has both military and civil representa-
tion and whose terms of reference are to “consider in the broad sense the defence of the
northern half of the western hemisphere”;
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(c) the Canada-USA Regional Planning Group (part of the NATO military structure)
which in essence is the two groups of Chiefs of Staff:

(d) another agency is the Joint Industrial Mobilization Committee, which has dealt in the
past with certain military as well as civil aspects of defence.

4. In another field, the Joint Canada-USA Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs,

sentatives as necessary of other departments concerned, e.g. defence production and
transport.

and in appropriate forums, and would be served as far as is practicable by joint official
bodies which already exist for consultation.

6. In the Canadian view, it would be desirable to reach agreement on the establishment of
an appropriate joint Ministerial Committee at the same time as final agreement is reached
on the proposed exchange of Notes concerning NORAD. It is considered that while the
scope of such a ministerial body would include consultation on matters relating to
NORAD, it would extend over the whole range of defence problems of concern to the two
governments.

7. The Embassy has been requested to explore the foregoing proposals with the USA
authorities. Ends.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON

51 DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-299 Ottawa, March 26, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our Tel DL-258 of Mar 14.

DRAFT EXCHANGE OF NOTES ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF NORAD
Following for Robertson:

I have now had an opportunity to discuss with other interested officials the comments
on the draft note on NORAD which you brought to my attention last week in New York.
The comments set out below are related to the four points made in the memorandum of
March 17 which you left with me. We cannot be certain that the text of the note which we
are putting forward would meet all possible criticisms which might arise in the House. We
are, however, satisfied that the draft text constitutes a generally satisfactory basis for agree-
Ment between our two governments on the establishment of NORAD.
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2. Operational Control: There is a circumlocution in the definition of “operational
control” included in our draft note. This definition was worked out with a good deal of
difficulty between the Canadian and United States representatives in the Military Study
Group. It is acceptable to service authorities in both countries and we are therefore not
inclined to attempt to change it unless it can be proven to be unsatisfactory in substance.
While operational control is a concept with which the service authorities are completely
familiar it is not an easy concept to define in a few words. Our understanding of what is
meant by it is the following. The operational activity of certain forces are put under
CINCNORAD’s control i.e. he is empowered to make use of the forces put at his disposal
in military operations which are required to implement the plans for air defence of the
continent which have been agreed upon by the two governments. He has no responsibility
however for the administration (including logistic support), discipline, internal
organization or basic training of these forces. If he finds that his operational task (i.e. his
use of these forces) is being made difficult by shortcomings for example in discipline or
training he will no doubt complain to national authorities; he cannot do anything more
himself within the limits of his authority. This distinction between NORAD’s
responsibility and authority and that of national authorities is reasonably clear we think.
Canadian forces have of course on a number of occasions in the past served outside of
Canada under non Canadian commanders who exercised similar operational control.

3. Deputy Commander’s Responsibilities: It is clear that a Canadian will be one of the
senior commanders (paragraph 9 of the note). It has been made clear in statements in the
House that the present Deputy Commander will take over CINCNORAD's responsibilities
in his absence. (Air Marshall Slemon will not however take over all of General Partridge’s
responsibilities e.g. as Commander in Chief of the USAF Air Defence Command.) While
we are not so concerned as you seem to be that lack of mention in the intergovernmental
note of the details of the take over of command in the absence of CINCNORAD will pro-
voke public criticism, we are prepared to have you add a sentence to the end of the present
paragraph 9 to read “During the absence of CINCNORAD command will pass to the
Deputy Commander.”

4. Terminology: We are not inclined to believe that the terminology used for the two
documents, i.e. the intergovernmental agreement and the terms of reference, should pro-
vide grounds for criticism. The terms of reference are a detailed though not necessarily
exhaustive exposition of the duties of CINCNORAD, the individual, which flow from the
agreement between the two governments on the establishment of NORAD, the Command.
The intergovernmental note will constitute the political directive to the military authorities
of the two countries within the terms of which they will order the affairs of the Command.
Paragraph 11 of the draft note states that the terms of reference will be “consistent with the
principles established in this intergovernmental Note.” Only changes “in consonance with
the principles set out in this Note” may be made by the military authorities and even then
only by the most senior military authorities, the Chiefs of Staff. The phrase “with the
approval of higher authority as appropriate” was included in paragraph 11 even though in a
sense it underlines the obvious; the chiefs of staff can certainly be expected to be aware of
their responsibilities towards their civilian superiors. It is not anticipated that the terms of
reference of CINCNORAD will be published. Such documents are not normally published,
in part because of security considerations; they might reveal too many details of the organ-
ization and task of a particular military command. All in all therefore we believe that 2
distinction can legitimately be made between the published intergovernmental agreement
on the establishment of NORAD and the more detailed and unpublished terms of reference
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of its Commander in Chief and that there is no need to change the terminology of the latter
document. :

Committee of arrangements for the air defence of North America as was done in the past
by the two national Air Defence Commands. It is true that the Prime Minister stated that
NORAD would report to the Standing Group and the NATO Council “in a manner similar
to other NATO military commands.” We believe that our wording in paragraph 6 of the
draft note means the same in substance as the Prime Minister’s statement; we think it will
however be more acceptable to the United States authorities.

NATO military structure and we believe that the note as drafted makes the Government’s
intention clear. Ministers did not, however, argue in the House that NORAD was in fact to
be a NATO Command. We believe our draft represents the best compromise possible
between competitive considerations.

7. I suggest that the draft Note be passed to the State Department as quickly as possible.
I should mention that we did last week pass to the United States Embassy here informally
and for information only the text of our telegram under reference since it was assumed that
you would be giving the draft Note to the United States authorities immediately.

[J.] LEGER

52 DEA/50309-40

L'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extéricures

Ambassador in Unites States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 704 Washington, March 28, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Tel DL-299 Mar 26.

DRAFT EXCHANGE OF NOTES ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF NORAD
We  transmitted today to the State Department (Moline, Acting Head of British
Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs) the text of the proposed draft note on
NORAD, as given in your telegram DL-258 March 14, with the inclusion at the end of



110 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

paragraph 9 of the phrase authorized in paragraph 3 of your reference telegram dealing
with the Deputy Commander’s responsibilities. We reminded Moline of the background of
this matter, and pointed out that it had been agreed that in addition to the military terms of
reference, setting out the responsibilities of CINCNORAD, it would be necessary to reach
an agreement on the terms of an intergovernmental exchange of notes outlining the
purposes and responsibilities of the command. We indicated that it was our intention when
the exchange of notes had been agreed to concert with the USA authorities on the appropri-
ate tabling or publication of the exchange. We expressed the hope that we could move
forward as quickly as possible to complete these arrangements. Moline said that the State
Department would examine our draft text and would be in touch with us when they were in
a position to make their comments.

2. At the same time we linked with the eventual publication of the agreed exchange of
notes the particular question which had been raised with the State Department on March 21
(see our telegram 648 March 22) concerning the need for ministerial consultation between
the two governments, not repeat not only in connection with NORAD but also with refer-
ence to continental defence questions generally, and we indicated our view that agreement
on appropriate ministerial consultation might be made public at the same time as the final
NORAD exchange of notes is tabled or made public. Moline said that they were examining
this question, and were exploring various possibilities which might meet the need for min-
isterial consultation on defence. We shall keep you informed of subsequent discussions
with the State Department with reference to the proposed exchange of notes.

[N.A.) ROBERTSON

53. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), April 11, 1958

Present:
The Minister of Public Works, Acting Minister of Defence Production,
and Acting Prime Minister, (Mr. Green) in the Chair,
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith).

The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin).

NORAD; EXCHANGE OF NOTES WITH THE UNITED STATES
4. The Minister of National Defence said he wished to advise the Cabinet of the status of
the discussion with the United States on the establishment of the North American Air
Defence Command. A Canadian draft of the note to be exchanged with the U.S. on this
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subject had been submitted to the U.S. authorities in Washington for their comments, The
detailed terms of reference of the Commander in Chief of NORAD and his Deputy, which
were to be consistent with the principles contained in the note, had been agreed to by the
Chiefs of Staff of both countries and reviewed and approved by the Secretary of State for

of the government and would, of course, be made public. On the other hand, the terms of
reference were secret and should remain so.

5. The Secretary of State Jor External Affairs added that the terms of reference could not

ships with the U.S.

6. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It was highly desirable for the Cabinet to be as fully informed on this subject as
possible. The issue was a controversial one and no doubt the debate on it during the last
Parliament would be renewed in the new one. However, the present was perhaps not the
time to go into details of the matter. Once negotiations on the official level had been com-
pleted, the Cabinet would have an opportunity to review the note,

(b) The Prime Minister had not examined the terms of reference. He had indicated,

ensure that this happened.

(c) Distinctively aggressive acts by the Russians over Canadian or U.S. territory would
immediately involve Canada in a general war. The R.CAF. and USALF. defensive

authorities. In this regard, it was necessary to distinguish quite clearly between the roles of
NORAD and the U.S. Strategic Air Command.

7. The Cabinet noted that the Minister of National Defence and the Secretary of State for
External Affairs had approved the draft terms of reference for the Commander-in-Chief,
North American Air Defence Command and his Deputy, and that these were being trans-
mitted to the United States authorities for discussion and consideration.
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54. DEA/50210-F-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], April 25, 1958

ITEM 3 OF THE 117TH MEETING OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE — DEPLOYMENT
OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TO EXISTING STORAGE FACILITIES AT GOOSE BAY

In my memorandum to you of February 11, a copy of which is attached, I commented
on a draft Memorandum for Cabinet Defence Committee dealing with the above subject.
I believe that the comments made in my memorandum of February 11 remain valid, partic-
ularly as this Department has not been consulted further by the Department of National
Defence in the drafting of the memorandum on this subject which will come before you at
the Cabinet Defence Committee on April 28. You may recall that Mr. Pearkes wrote to you
on January 21 and indicated that the paper for submission to Cabinet Defence Committee
concerning the storage of nuclear weapons at Goose Bay would be drafted “in collabora-
tion with your Department.” There has in fact been no change in National Defence’s
memorandum and no further consultation with us on that memorandum.

2. I wish to draw to your special attention two of the main points which were dealt with in
my earlier memorandum. The first concerns the matter of control of the weapons in storage
and control of their possible use from Canadian territory. I believe that on this matter
Ministers will wish to be in no less favorable a position than Ministers of the United
Kingdom Government, who have had to face the issue squarely in the House of Commons.
Mr. Macmillan’s statement of January 4 forms one of the attachments to my earlier memo-
randum. At that time he was able to state emphatically that the United Kingdom Govern-
ment had an absolute veto on the dropping of any bombs by any Strategic Air Command
planes based in the United Kingdom.

3. The second point which I believe you can legitimately raise as of special interest to this
Department is that no opportunity should be lost to emphasize to the United States
authorities the increased obligation which would fall on them for political consultation on
matters which might lead to the possible use of SAC if additional facilities for that
Command are to be provided on Canadian territory. The facilities which exist for
consultation are numerous, but they are susceptible to continuous improvement and we
believe that frequent reaffirmation of the need for consultation is desirable whenever the
opportunity arises.

4. These two main points of substance raise the matter of desirable procedure. I believe it
would be in the Government’s interest to have recorded in a formal exchange with the
United States the terms and conditions under which SAC operations at Goose Bay will be
conducted. It could be argued that the arrangements covering SAC overflights of Canadian
territory are broad enough to give the Canadian Government control of any SAC opera-
tions which might originate from Goose Bay. Under present arrangements any SAC flights
carrying nuclear components and engaged on strikes or deployments for strikes using bases
in Canada or overflying Canadian territory must be cleared with the Canadian Government
through diplomatic channels. Furthermore, the agreed Minute of June 14, 1951 provides in
part that “requests of the Government of the United States for permission to make use of
facilities in Canadian territory for the deployment of atomic weapons (both without and
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with their nuclear components) and for the conduct of operations involving the use of such
weapons or the overflight of Canadian territory with such weapons ...” will be cleared
through diplomatic channels. It s important to remember, however, that this agreed Minute
was neither signed nor initialled by representatives of the two Governments, although it

ing the degree of Canadian cooperation in support of SAC operations.
5. There are a number of other arrangements which have been made in the past concern-

including the possible storage there of nuclear weapons.

6. In summary, then, while it may be argued that there are, in the language of past under-
standing with the United States Government of varying degrees of formality, grounds for
claiming a high degree of Canadian control over the use of Canadian facilities by SAC
forces, there would be considerable merit, especially for purposes of public presentation, in
drawing together in one agreement a restatement of Canada-United States agreements in
this important area of cooperation in the active defence of North America,

JULES LEGER

5S. DEA/50046-A-40

Extrait du procés-verbal de Iq réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Extract from Minutes aof Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToP SECRET [Ottawa], April 28, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr, Smith).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin)
The Military Secretary (Group Captain Weston)
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Vice Chief of the Air Staff (Air Vice Marshal Dunlap)
The Vice Chief of the Naval Staff (Rear Admiral Tisdall)
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Deputy Minister of Finance (Mr. Taylor),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence (Mr. Miller),
The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Léger),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Golden).
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IV. DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AT GOOSE BAY FOR UNITED STATES STRATEGIC AIR
COMMAND

13. The Minister of National Defence recalled that in January the Cabinet had approved
the holding of discussions between Canadian and U.S. military authorities concerning the
deployment of nuclear weapons to the existing storage facilities at Goose Bay.
Subsequently the Chiefs of Staff had met with the Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air
Command, to explore fully the implications of this proposal.

SAC plans assumed that the enemy held the initiative. Therefore, the capability must
exist to retaliate to any attack in such strength that the enemy would conclude it would be
unprofitable to initiate nuclear war. To this end, SAC forces were widely dispersed in the
U.S. with forward bases in the U.K., Spain, North Africa, Alaska and the Pacific. Nuclear
weapons were dispersed at these bases so that aircraft could be rearmed for a second attack
without making the long flight to home bases.

Because of its favourable location, Goose Bay would be a valuable alternate forward
base for SAC. It was not intended to become a permanent base or to launch initial strikes
from it. It would continue to be used for tanker squadron operations and occasional exer-
cises. Storage of nuclear weapons there should not require any addition to the permanent
USAF establishment. It was also not intended to request similar facilities at any other base
in Canada nor were increases in the air defences of the area anticipated as a result of this
request. The Chiefs of Staff were of the opinion that storage of nuclear weapons at Goose
Bay would add to the capability of the deterrent forces of SAC. Aid to the maintenance of
this deterrent was one of the responsibilities accepted by Canada as a member of the
Canada-U.S. Regional Group and was compatible with our responsibility in NATO. The
storage of such weapons did not create any additional risk.

No change in legislation was required to permit the import, export and storage of
nuclear weapons or components in Canada.

He recommended, on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff, that the request of the U.S. for
the deployment of nuclear weapons to the existing storage facilities at Goose Bay be
approved.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, February 10, 1958, Doc. D3-58).

14. The Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff recalled that this request came from the U.S. in
December last as part of a proposal involving, in addition, discussions with regard to closer
integration of atomic capabilities in continental air defence. It was proposed that these
discussions deal with plans for supplying MBI rockets to the R.C.A.F., provision of atomic
warheads for BOMARC units in Canada, any Canadian requirements for atomic warheads
for NIKE-Hercules type weapons, storage of MBI rockets for employment by U.S.A.F.
interceptors in Canada, naval plans concerning the introduction of nuclear anti-submarine
devices at the leased base in Argentia.

In 1951, the previous government had authorized construction of storage facilities at
Goose Bay® but no approval had been given to store any weapons there as yet, and as far
as he knew no such weapons had in fact been stored there, nor had the approval of the last
government for storage been requested by the U.S. authorities.

15. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that this was a very serious proposal.
This would be the first time that nuclear weapons would be stored in Canada and the impli-

9% Voir volume 17, les documents 677 4 681./See Volume 17, Documents 677-681.
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cations of such a decision were, in his view, very great. As he understood it, any weapons
stored at Goose Bay would not be used until after a war broke out. Nevertheless, the prob-
lem of storage in the U.K. had given rise to serious differences there and had been of deep
concern to the U.K. government. He believed that Canadian Ministers would wish to be in
no less favourable position than U.K. Ministers on this issue and he thought that the
Canadian government would wish to be in a position to say, as Mr. Macmillan had said for
the U.K,, that the Canadian government would have an absolute veto on the dropping of
bombs which had been stored in Canada,

16. The Prime Minister said that the government would be faced with a critical issue
unless it had the agreement of the Leader of the Opposition to any proposal to store nuclear

17. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) When a request for storage of nuclear weapons or for an overflight by an aircraft
carrying such a weapon was made, the Atomic Energy Control Board was in a position to

each case,

(b) All countries in NATO except Norway and Denmark had, by implication at least,
agreed in principle to the storage of nuclear weapons on their territory. However, the only
countries which had actually allowed such storage up to the present time were Germany
and the UK.

(c) While, theoretically, it might be possible to have a veto on a decision to allow SAC
forces to undertake a strike using bombs stored on Canadian soil, if war did break out, jt
had to be recognized that it might not be possible to exercise this veto. If Goose Bay
facilities were not available, it would mean that SAC bombers would have to travel an
additional five or six hundred miles on their missions,

(d) The understanding reached in 1951 concerning Canadian control of the use to be
made of nuclear weapons either on overflights of Canadian territory or from bases situated
in this country, had never been properly approved by the U.S. and Canada. Since 1951

(e) The U.S. did not appear to be pressing now, to the extent they were last December, for
the use of the facilities at Goose Bay. At that time they seemed to be more concerned over
the future situation of their bases in Europe than they were at present. In the circumstances,
it did not seem to be necessary to reach a decision on this particular request at the present
time. Meanwhile, the situation could be further explored in detail if and when the U.S.
Tfenewed its approach. It might be that more attention would be paid now on their part to
the provision of atomic weapons for defensive purposes.

18. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the U.S.
Tequest for the deployment of nuclear weapons to existing storage facilities at Goose Bay
and on the related request for discussions on the use of atomic weapons in defence, and
deferred decision on them pending further consideration of the issues involved and further
discussions with the U.S. authorities as required.




116 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

VIL. REPORT BY SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS ON PROGRESS OF NORAD
NEGOTIATIONS

28. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said he had discussed this subject with the
U.S. Secretary of State when he had been in Washington recently.” The draft note and
draft terms of reference of the Commander-in-Chief, NORAD, were now in Washington.
During his conversation with Mr. Dulles, he drew to the Secretary’s attention the impor-
tance attached to adequate civilian control over the North American air defence arrange-
ments and expressed the hope there would be a favourable reply to the recent
communication left with the State Department in order that the staternent concerning con-
sultation arrangements on the Ministerial-Secretary level could be made at the same time
the text of the NORAD agreement was made public. He had told Mr. Dulles there was no
intention to make public any of the details of the military arrangements respecting
NORAD, but at the same time he had pointed out that the whole question of integrated air
defence had been politically controversial here. Mr. Dulles had informed him that the
Defence Department in Washington had the proposed terms of reference and the exchange
of notes under consideration and said he would urge that this study be expedited. On the
question of Ministerial consultation, Mr. Smith had said that this was a matter on which
action was necessary and desirable in view of the widespread public interest in Canada in
such matters as alerts and the carriage of nuclear weapons over Canadian territory. He
proposed to Mr. Dulles that these consultations be held with the Secretary of State for
External Affairs and the Minister of National Defence and their opposite numbers in the
U.S. at least once a year. Mr. Dulles replied that this proposal was agreeable to the State
Department and he would take it up promptly with the Secretary of Defence. Mr. Smith
said he understood the U.S. had accepted the drafts except that part of them which referred
to NATO. It was rather hard to understand why the U.S. defence authorities objected to this
when the U.S. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as long ago as last December, had
agreed that such a reference might be included in the exchange. Anything that could be
done through military channels to hasten the Defence Department’s consideration of the
matter would be helpful.

29. The Committee noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
progress of the North American Air Defence negotiations with the UsS.

9 Pour le compte rendu des Etats-Unis de cette réunion du 14 avril 1958, voir United States, Department
of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-1960, Volume VII, Part 1, pp. 684 2 685. Un
compte rendu canadien de la réunion se trouve dans MAE/50309-40.

For the United States record of this April 14, 1958 meeting, see United States, Department of State,
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-1960, Volume VII, Part 1, pp. 684-685. A Canadian record
of this meeting is on DEA/50309-40.
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56. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etar qux Affaires extérieures
a U'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State Jor External Affairs
to Ambassador in United Siates

TELEGRAM DL-399 Ottawa, April 29, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE,
Reference: Your Te] 813 of Apr 16.1

2. According to Nugent, certain officials in the Pentagon held the strong view that the
wording of the NORAD note should not give any ground for interference by our NATO
allies in the disposal of forces in the Canada-USA region nor should it even by inference

Treaty which, for convenience of reference, reads: “In order more effectively to achieve
the objectives of this treaty, the parties, separately and jointly, by means of continuous and
effective self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual and collective
capacity to resist armed attack.” It was obvious from what Nugent said that USA officials

between parties to the treaty. While on the face of it we do not see that article three is
Particularly “bilateral” in intent, there is no doubt in our minds from what Nugent said that
if such a reference were inserted in the NORAD note it would be interpreted by the USA
authorities (presumably in public if they saw fit) as sanction for the bilatera] Canada-USA
agreement.

3. Departmental officials in their conversation with Nugent recalled the political

4. Nugent was reminded that at the NATO Heads of Government meeting in December,
as a result of an exchange of views between General Foulkes and Genera] Twining, USA
agreement had been given to the NATO formula used in the Prime Minister’s statement on

ccember 16.1% At that time and in separate correspondence later General Foulkes assured
General Twining that the establishment of NORAD should not lead to any substantive
change in the present reporting relationship between CUSRPG and NATO. Again for con-

—
% Voir/See Volume 24, Document 254,
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venience of reference we include the relative excerpt from the Prime Minister’s statement
in Paris on December 16: “I mention as a striking example of effective integration the
arrangements recently made by the USA and Canada for an integrated air defence system
in North America, which we designate as NORAD. As a result of this integration we hope
to achieve a more efficient and more economical defence for the retaliatory forces based in
North America. I would emphasize that this integrated force is an integral part of our
NATO military structure in the Canada-USA region and will report to the Standing Group
and the NATO Council in a manner similar to that followed by the other NATO military
commands.”

5. Nugent said that State Department officials fully appreciated the Canadian point of
view and had indeed been relieved when they saw the manner in which our draft note had
taken care of the NORAD-NATO link. He said that State Department officials still hoped
to convince their colleagues in the Defence Department that the Pentagon approach was
too narrowly legalistic. Nugent said however that unless some action could be taken at a
high level to remove the roadblock, there might be some delay in ironing out the differ-
ences which existed. It seemed to departmental officials that Nugent was offering at least
mild incitement to us to raise the matter again at a higher level. He mentioned in passing
that perhaps it would have to be settled by an approach from Murphy to the Pentagon.

6. The Minister gave Cabinet Defence Committee yesterday an account of his talk with
Mr. Dulles on April 14 with particular reference to his discussion of the NORAD
exchange. He also mentioned the further information which we had received from Nugent.
Concern was expressed in Cabinet at any further delay in completion of our agreement
with the USA on this important subject. It was agreed that every effort should be made to
have agreement on the exchange of notes completed in time for their tabling immediately
after the opening of Parliament, that is by May 12.

7. With this background in mind I would be grateful if you could raise the matter again at
a high level in the State Department after perhaps letting the Canadian desk in the State
Department know what you have in mind. Nugent’s comments last week were not put in
terms of specific changes of language beyond the possible reference to article three of the
NATO Treaty. There may be some possibility of arriving at compromise wording which
will not further water down the NATO reference but which would be more acceptable to
the defence authorities in the USA. We believe it should be possible at a high level to reach
an understanding of our respective problems and even a meeting of minds on language
which will safeguard our political requirements and which will not create difficulties for
the USA Government. General Foulkes is advising General Sparling of the latest develop-
ments and has instructed him to concert with you in an effort to remove the obstacles
which exist to completion of the exchange of notes. General Foulkes is ready to go to
Washington immediately if you believe that you and he together could sit profitably with
appropriate USA officials to iron out the difficulties. Please let us know if you think
General Foulkes’ presence would be useful. In any conversations which you have with
USA authorities you should remind them that at the NATO Defence Ministers Conference
in Paris a few weeks ago, Mr. Pearkes was assured personally by Defence Secretary
MCcElroy that there should be no difficulty in completing the exchange of notes prior to the
opening of the Canadian House. With all the assurances we have received at the highest
level in Washington, both civil and military, we believe that it should be possible by a
further high level approach on your part to clear up the difficulties which seem to exist
only at the working level in the Department of Defence.
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57. DEA/50309-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 932 Washington, May 1, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your Tel DL-399 Apr 29,
Repeat London (For The Minister).

NORAD EXCHANGE OF NOTES

We had been in touch with Nugent and General Sparling has been in touch with the
appropriate Pentagon authorities concerning the proposed NORAD exchange of notes.
Following receipt of your reference telegram, General Sparling again saw General
Whisenand, Special Assistant to General Twining, and reminded him of the importance we
attach to concluding the exchange of notes in time for their tabling immediately after the
opening of Parliament. At the same time, he drew attention to the fact that the related
question of ministerial consultation machinery is before Secretary McElroy. This afternoon
I'saw Robert Murphy, Deputy Under-Secretary, and emphasized the need to move forward
with this matter as quickly as possible in the light of the Minister’s recent discussion with
the Secretary of State. Murphy fully appreciated the Canadian interest in this matter, and as
matters stand at the moment our understanding is that a meeting will be held between
State, Pentagon, and International Security Affairs officials tomorrow, and that we should
have an agreed USA response to our draft exchange of notes over the weekend or at the
latest by the beginning of next week. I also reminded Murphy of the need for a parallel
statement which could be made at the same time by appropriate ministers with respect to
ministerial consultation on joint defence generally.

[N.A.] ROBERTSON

58. DEA/50309-40

L’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 960 Washington, May 5, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE,
Reference: Our Tel 959 May 5.1

NORAD EXCHANGE OF NOTES — USA DRAFT

Following is text of clean draft of proposed USA redraft of note referred to in our telegram
959. Begins:

__;d
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Sir,

I have the honour to refer to discussions which have taken place between the Canadian
and the USA authorities concerning the necessity for integration of operational control of
Canadian and USA air defenses and, in particular, to the study and recommendations of the
Canada-USA Military Study Group. These studies led to the joint announcement on
August 1, 1957, by the Minister of National Defence of Canada and the Secretary of
Defense of the USA indicating that our two governments had agreed to the setting up of a
system of integrated operational control for the air defences in the continental USA,
Canada, and Alaska under an integrated command responsible to the chiefs of staff of both
countries. Pursuant to the announcement of August 1, 1957, an integrated headquarters
known as the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) has been established on
an interim basis at Colorado Springs, Colorado.

For some years prior to the establishment of NORAD, it had been recognized that the
air defence of Canada and the USA must be considered as a single problem. However,
arrangements which existed between Canada and the USA provided only for the coordina-
tion of separate Canadian and USA air defence plans, but did not repeat not provide for the
authoritative control of all air defence weapons which must be employed against an
attacker.

The advent of high yield nuclear weapons, the great improvements in the means of
affecting their delivery, and the automaticity of the air defence control systems demand
rapid decisions to keep pace with the speed and tempo of future air battles. To counter the
threat and to achieve maximum effectiveness of the air defence system, defensive opera-
tions must commence as early as possible and enemy forces must be kept constantly
engaged. Arrangements for the coordination of national plans requiring consultation
between national commanders before implementation had become inadequate in the face
of a possible sudden attack with little or no repeat no warning. It was essential, therefore,
to have in existence in peacetime an organization, including the weapons, facilities and
command structure, which could operate at the outset of hostilities in accordance with a
single air defence plan approved in advance by national authorities.

The Canada-USA region is an integral part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) area. Furthermore, the principle of an integrated headquarters exercising opera-
tional control over assigned forces has been well established in various parts of the North
Atlantic Treaty area, in support of the strategic objectives established in NATO for the
Canada-USA region, our two governments have recognized, in accordance with the sense
of the NATO Treaty, the desirability of concluding an agreement to integrate headquarters
exercising operational control over assigned forces by establishment of the North
American Defense Command (NORAD). The agreed integration is intended to assist the
two governments to develop and maintain their individual and collective capacity to resist
air attacks on their territories in North America, in mutual self defence.!!

The two governments consider that the establishment of integrated air defence arrange-
ments of the nature described increases the importance of the fullest possible consultation
between the two governments on all matters affecting the joint defence of North America,
and that defence cooperation between them can be worked out on a mutually satisfactory
basis only if such consultation is regularly and consistently undertaken.

101 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Para 4 [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
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In view of the foregoing considerations and on the basis of the experience gained in the
operation on an interim basis of the North American Air Defence Command, my govern-
ment proposes the following principles for governing the future organization and opera-
tions of the North American Air Defence Command.

1. The Commander in Chief NORAD (CINCNORAD) will be responsible to the Chiefs

defence approved by the appropriate authorities of our two governments, who will bear in
mind their objectives in the defence of the Canada-USA region of the NATO area.

defense forces of the two countries, including administration, discipline, internal organiza-
tion and units training, shall be exercised by national commanders responsible to their
national authorities.

4. The appointment of CINCNORAD and his deputy must be approved by the Canadian
and USA governments. They will not repeat not be from the same country, and
CINCNORAD staff shall be an integrated joint staff composed of officers of both
countries. During the absence of CINCNORAD, command will pass to the Deputy
Commander.

5. The individual Canadian and USA military services will continue present arrangements

for reporting nationally to the Canada-USA Regional Planning Group (CUSRPG) of
NATOQ. 12

the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and the USA Joint Chiefs of Staff, with approval
of higher authority as appropriate, provided that these changes are in consonance with the
Principles set out in this note.

8. The question of the financing of expenditures connected with the operation of the inte-
grated headquarters of the North American Air Defence Command wil] be settled by
mutual agreement between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

—_—
' Note marginale /Marginal note:
Principle No. 5 [auteur inconnu/author unknown)

__;
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9. The North American Air Defence Command shall be maintained in operation for a
period of ten years or such shorter period as shall be agreed by both countries in the light
of their mutual defence interests, and their objectives under the terms of the North Adantic
Treaty. The terms of this agreement may be reviewed upon request of either country at any
time.

10. The agreement between parties to the North Atlantic Treaty regarding the status of
their forces signed in London on June 19, 1951, shall apply.

11. The release to the public of information by CINCNORAD on matters of interest to
Canada and the USA will in all cases be the subject of prior consultation and agreement
between appropriate agencies of the two governments.

If the USA government concurs in the principles set out above, I propose that this note
and your reply should constitute an agreement between our two governments effective
from the date of your reply.

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration.

59. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], May 7, 1958

NORAD EXCHANGE OF NOTES

The United States authorities have submitted a number of revisions to the Canadian
draft note on NORAD. Our original text and the United States redraft are attached as
Appendices A!® and B.'* A number of the suggested United States revisions offer no
difficulties and can be accepted.

2. In this Department’s view, however, two suggested revisions, if accepted, could create
parliamentary difficulties:

(A) The first of these is the United States language covering the reporting link between
NORAD and NATO (Principle No. Five). The exact description of the link given in the
United States language, in our estimation, varies sufficiently from the more general refer-
ences to this point made by yourself and other Ministers to create the possibility of ques-
tions in the House of Commons. The language which we had used in our initial draft to
cover the point was in deliberately general terms and was related directly to what the
Ministers had said.

Even though the United States language is more exact than that which we had proposed,
it is not complete. The Canadian and United States military services report to other NATO
agencies in the normal course of events as well as to the Canada-United States Regional
Planning Group.

In the circumstances, we believe that consideration might be given to (a) trying to con-
vince the United States authorities to accept our original language; (b) omitting the princi-
ple entirely; or (c) revising the American language along the lines set out in Appendix “C".

103 Voir/See Document 46.
14 Voir le document précédent./See previous document.
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(B) A second United States revision which we think might present difficulty is the
suggested redraft of paragraph 4. Our drafting was to the effect that:

“NORAD will assist our two Governments further to implement their commitment to
meet the strategic objectives which NATO has established for the Canada-United States
Region.”

quarters, etc.”

In our estimation, the United States language has the effect of making less direct the
link between NORAD and NATO. We are aware that certain military authorities in the

the United States language on this point and Canadian Ministerial statements, which have
tended to underline the closeness of the NORAD-NATO link. Your statement on the point
to the NATO meeting in Paris on December 16 is attached as Appendix “D”,

Nevertheless, we must admit that the United States authorities have come some way to
meet our difficulty. I do not think, therefore, that the parliamentary risks of accepting the
United States language are great enough to warrant our refusal to go along with it. If we
are prepared to accept the new United States slant on paragraph 4, it would be desirable to
redraft the American version along the lines set out in Appendix “C”. Our suggested
redraft we think is both clearer and more accurate. The United States redraft includes refer-
ence to “the desirability of concluding an agreement to integrate headquarters exercising
; Operational control, etc.”. In our estimation this is not what the present exchange of notes is
intended to do. Agreement on the establishment of NORAD and the integration of appro-
priate headquarters was reached last August and announced then by the appropriate
Ministers. The proposed exchange of notes is designed to set out the principles to govern
the future organization and operations of the Command.

3. We recognize fully the advantage there would be in avoiding any possible delay in
completion of the exchange of notes in order that they may be tabled in the House early

satisfactory wording for the note. If a decision is taken to try to reach agreement with the
United States along the lines of Appendix “C”, the delay in tabling the note might be as
long as a week or ten days.

4. I have sent to Brussels for consideration by my Minister when he arrives there
tomorrow morning the points of view outlined above, 105 I would hope to be in touch with
him by telephone tomorrow morning, May 8, to get his reaction.

AVA H[OLMES]

—_—
' Smith était en Europe. 11 assistait 2 Ia réunion ministérielle de ' OTAN qui s’est tenue Copenhague du
5 au 7 mai 1958.

Smith was in Europe attending the NATO Ministerial meeting held in Copenhagen from May 5-7,
1958,

&_;
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Appendice C
Appendix C

SECRET [Ottawa], May 7, 1958

POSSIBLE REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE PREAMBLE TO THE NORAD NOTE

Studies made by representatives of our two Governments led to the conclusion that the
problem of the air defence of our two countries could best be met by delegating to an
integrated headquarters the task of exercising operational control over combat units of the
national forces made available for the air defence of the two countries. Furthermore, the
principle of an integrated headquarters exercising operational control over assigned forces
has been well established in various parts of the North Atlantic Treaty Area. The Canada-
United States Region is an integral part of the NATO area. In support of the strategic
objectives established in NATO for the Canada-United States Region and in accordance
with the provisions of the North Atlantic Treaty, our two Governments have, by establish-
ing the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD) recognized the desirability of
integrating headquarters exercising operational control over assigned air defence forces.
The agreed integration is intended to assist the two Governments to develop and maintain
their individual and collective capacity to resist air attack on their territories in North
America in mutual self-defence.

POSSIBLE COURSE OF ACTION TO DEAL WITH UNITED STATES PRINCIPLE FIVE

(A) Insist on our own language:

“The North Atlantic Treaty Organization Military Committee will continue to be kept
informed through the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group of arrangements
for the air defence of North America.”

(B) Omit the principle entirely.

(C) Redraft the United States language to read:
“The Canadian and United States military services will continue to report on a national
basis to the Canada-United States Regional Planning Group and other NATO
authorities.”
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60. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabiner Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], May 8, 1958

Present:

The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works

and Acting Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees) (for morning meeting only),
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes) (for morning meeting only),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice and

and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr) (for morning meeting only),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comitois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and Nationa] Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate (Senator Haig).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin).

NORAD; EXCHANGE OF NOTES WITH THE UNITED STATES
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE APRIL 11
4. The Prime Minister said that the United States had finally submitted their views on the
? Canadian draft note on NORAD. Some of the suggestions they had made offered no diffi-
; culties and could be accepted. However, two proposed revisions could create problems in

The Chiefs of Staff had said they could “live with” the U.S. wording. However, this
might be difficult for the political authorities. Accordingly, a further draft of the portions
of the note at issue had been prepared for transmission to Washington. The Secretary of

Tedraft would be submitted to Washington. It might take several days before an agreed
version would be ready but it seemed to him preferable to face a delay in tabling the note

B
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in Parliament rather than to agree to something now which would be severely criticized in
the House.

5. During the discussion it was said, on the one hand, that there was in fact so little
difference between the two versions of the note that it would not be hard to accept the U.S.
language, and, on the other hand, that the U.S. version was sufficiently far removed from
public remarks made here that it might lead to further difficulties. It would be best to seek
agreement on the new revisions which had been prepared, even at the risk of some delay.

6. The Cabinet noted the report of the Prime Minister on the proposed exchange of notes
with the United States on NORAD, and agreed that suggested revisions in the U.S. version
be transmitted to the U.S. authorities in Washington for further consideration.

61. DEA/50309-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM DL-440 Ottawa, May 8, 1958

SECRET. OPIMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your Tel 960 of May 5.

NORAD EXCHANGE OF NOTES

Cabinet considered this morning USA redraft of NORAD note, the text of which was
contained in your telegram under reference. In addition the redraft was discussed by tele-
phone with the Minister in Brussels.

2. We have been directed to seek USA agreement immediately to revision of two
paragraphs (a) paragraph 4 of Preamble and (b) Principle No. Five. Ministers are still
hopeful that it will be possible to table exchange of notes on NORAD on Tuesday May 13
and would certainly not wish to have tabling delayed beyond May 16. Since we are pre-
pared to accept many of USA revisions we believe it should be possible for them to meet
our timetable.

3. Paragraph 4 of Preamble. The USA language for fourth preambular paragraph has the
effect of making less direct the link between NORAD and NATO. We realize nevertheless
that USA authorities have come some way to meet our point of view. We are prepared
therefore to accept a good deal of USA language even though we would have preferred our
original paragraph. We do however believe it would be desirable to redraft American
version of preambular paragraph 4 along the lines set out below. Our suggested redraft we
think is both clearer and more accurate.

4. USA Principle No. Five. The exact description of the reporting link with NATO used in
USA draft varies sufficiently from more general references to this point made by Ministers
to create possible difficulties in the House. It would be in the interests of both countries to
avoid if possible having NORAD once again the subject of controversy in the House. The
language which we had used in our initial draft to cover the point was in deliberately
general terms. USA authorities have been assured on a number of occasions that we have
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no intention of bringing about any change in present procedures for the reporting by our
services to NATO.

wording for the principle which is much preferable to us, we would wish as a minimum to
have their present wording revised to read as follows: “The Canadian and United States
military services will continue to report on a national basis to the Canada-United States
Regional Planning Group and other NATO authorities.”

7. There are a number of minor editorial changes which we believe are required which
will probably have occurred to you already. In preambular paragraph 4 reference should be
made to the “North Atlantic Treaty” rather than to “NATO Treaty;” the phrase “North
American Defence Command” should read “North American Ajr Defence Command.” We
believe that the Jast preambular paragraph should read in part “... my government proposes
that the following principles should govern the future organization and operations of the
North American Air Defence Command.”

8. A number of administrative arrangements will have to be made in Ottawa with respect
to tabling of these notes. You might therefore telephone, in the interest of saving time,
Wwhen agreement is reached with the USA authorities on a final text.

9. Following is redraft of preambular paragraph 4:

tudies made by representatives of our two Governments led to the conclusion that the
problem of the air defence of our two countries could best be met by delegating to an
integrated headquarters the task of exercising operational control over combat units of the
national forces made available for the air defence of the two countries. Furthermore, the
principle of an integrated headquarters exercising operational control over assigned forces
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62. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d 'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], May 9, 1958

NORAD EXCHANGE OF NOTES

In your absence Cabinet considered on May 8 the United States redraft of our draft note
on NORAD. We were authorized by the Prime Minister after the Cabinet meeting to seek
revisions to two paragraphs of the United States redraft. The text of those revisions is
attached.

We have been informed today, May 9, that the State Department accepted our revisions.
For all practical purposes, therefore, agreement has been reached on the exchange of notes
and it should be possible to have them signed not later than Monday, May 12. A clean text
of the notes as agreed will be given to you as soon as it is available. The necessary admin-
istrative arrangements will be put in hand to provide copies for tabling in the House early
next week. The French translation which is required is being done.

I will deal with the possible statement on Ministerial consultation in a separate
memorandum.'%

D.V. LEP(AN]

63. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
1o Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], May 10, 1958

NORAD

NORAD Exchange of Notes

Agreement has now been reached with the United States on the NORAD Exchange of
notes and arrangements are going forward to have them signed inWashington on Monday,
May 12. Administrative arrangements are being made to allow for the tabling of the notes
as early as possible next week.'”” The tabling could take place on Tuesday, May 13, if you
wish. Could you let me know as soon as possible whether you or the Prime Minister will
be tabling the notes. The United States authorities are planning to release the text of the
notes at the same time as they are tabled in the House and have asked for as much advance
information as possible on the time and date set for tabling.

106 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
You may wish to inform Cabinet H.B. R[obinson]
107 Pour le texte officiel de ces notes, voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1958, N° 9.
For the official text of these notes, see Canada, Treaty Series, 1958, No. 9.
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Ministerial Committee on Defence

2. It has not, unfortunately, been possible as yet to reach agreement with the United States
authorities on the question of what public reference should be made to the possibility of the
establishment of a joint Ministerial Committee on Defence. I attach for your information a
copy of our telegram DL-438 of May 8% to Washington, which contains our suggested text.
This text was discussed yesterday with the State Department and the United States counter
draft is contained in Washington telegram 1017 of May 9,1 a copy of which is also
attached.

3. The United States counter draft does not contain any reference to the establishment of a
joint committee. It is limited in substance to noting the agreement of the two Governments
“to consult periodically at the Ministerial level on matters affecting the joint defence of
Canada and the United States.”

4. It is clear from the report contained in the attachment that the United States authorities
would be reluctant at this stage to be committed to any new machinery. They set out their
understanding that no elaborate machinery was envisaged for the periodic joint consulta-
tions between Ministers which Mr. Dulles had agreed to in April when he was speaking
with you. It seems to us that the views given our Embassy by the State Department are
perhaps more important than the language which they have suggested. Their views indicate
that there is a basic lack of agreement as yet between us on whether or not the Committee
of Ministers is required. In these circumstances, therefore, any public reference to the
matter of consultation has its disadvantages. If reference is made to the agreement of the
two Governments to consult periodically at the Ministerial level, there could be difficulty,
in the absence of complete understanding between our two Governments on the matter, in
answering the almost inevitable questions either in the House or from the press as to what
the form and content of these periodic consultations would be.

5. We have not as yet had a direct United States response to the memorandum on a possi-
ble Ministerial Committee which was left with the State Department some weeks ago. It
seems obvious that in the absence of an agreed position within their own Government, the
United States authorities are not anxious at this stage to have anything definite said in
public about the Ministerial Committee.

6. I do not think we should agree with the proposed United States statement as it falls
short of your desire to make apparent civilian control in the defence field by the establish-
ment of a Ministerial Committee on Defence. It should be our objective to convince the
United States authorities of the validity of your point of view. Until we can reach a
meeting of minds with the United States authorities on this point, we see little to be gained
by a simple reference to consultation, when it cannot be coupled with an announcement of
an agreement on the establishment of the kind of committee you had in mind. We would
recommend, therefore, that you delay for the time being making any statement on this
point, in the hope that our continuing negotiations with the Americans will be successful.

7. Your decision on what, if anything, is to be said now conceming the matter of consulta-
tion will have some bearing on the arrangements being made for the tabling of the notes. If
the notes are to be tabled on the 13th, it is essential to make arrangements definite as early
as possible on Monday, May 12, both here and in Washington.

JW. H[OLMES)
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64. DEA/50309-A-40

Note du chef de la 1¢¢ Direction de liaison avec la Défense
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures'®

Memorandum from Head, Defence Liaison (1) Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs'®

~ SECRET [Ottawa], June 17, 1958

CANADA-UNITED STATES MINISTERIAL COMMITTEE ON JOINT DEFENCE

I understand that Mr. Merchant, the United States Ambassador, has informed you that
he is recommending to his authorities that an announcement be made at the time of the
Eisenhower visit to Ottawa of the establishment of a Canada-United States Ministerial
Committee on Joint Defence.

2. It is now just over a month since our last conversations with the State Department on
this subject, and the next step is up to us. In that interval we have obtained the Minister’s
approval for a Memorandum to Cabinet recommending approval in principle to the estab-
lishment of the Committee and to the negotiation of an exchange of notes with the United
States Government along the lines of a draft which is attached to the Memorandum to
Cabinet. A week ago you informed the Minister that the Memorandum to Cabinet and its
attachment were in the hands of the Cabinet Secretariat.!®

3. I am somewhat concerned that consideration is being given to this subject in the con-
text of the Eisenhower visit!!” before a final decision has been taken by Cabinet, and
certainly before any formal agreement has been reached with the United States authorities
on the establishment of the Committee. The possibility always exists that those responsible
on the United States side for arranging the visit of the President will give “background”
information to the press concerning possible topics for discussion during the Eisenhower
visit to Ottawa. The reason that nothing specific was said about the Ministerial Committee
at the time of the tabling of the NORAD notes was precisely because we had not reached
agreement with the United States authorities on the establishment of the Committee. It
would be unfortunate if this subject was caught up in the momentum of the arrangements
for the Eisenhower visit before it had been settled on its own merits with the appropriate
United States authorities.

4. 1 would recommend, therefore, that after discussing this aspect of the matter with the
Minister you should, with his authority, speak to Mr. Bryce and urge that the matter be put
on Cabinet’s agenda as a matter of priority. If it is deemed desirable to make some
announcement on the matter at the time of President Eisenhower’s visit, negotiation of our
note with the Americans should be taken up as a matter of real urgency.'"!

PAUL TREMBLAY

18 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Pearkes agreed {Jules Léger]
1% Note marginale :/Marginal note:
on agenda {Jules Léger]
119 Yoir/See Document 3.
'!I' Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Minister agrees that it be placed on agenda. J. L[éger]
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65. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], July 7, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Green)
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comitois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

CANADA-UNITED STATES MINISTERIAL COMMITTEE ON JOINT DEFENCE; ESTABLISHMENT

1. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that there was need, at this stage in
Canada’s defence relationships with the United States, for a Joint Canada-U.S. committee
of ministers to consider all defence matters of common concern. The considerations which
suggested the desirability of such a committee included the establishment of N ORAD, the
necessity for consultation at the ministerial level on events which could lead to the activa-
tion of continental air defences or to the use of U.S. offensive forces, and the necessity for
consultation on domestic repercussions in both countries, which might result from the
Operations of NORAD.

It was essential, in his view, that political control by the government of the joint activity
of Canadian forces with those of the United States be real and apparent. An effort should
be made to create a new ministerial entity which would provide a better opportunity for
consideration of the defence requirements which might be expected to arise out of the
operation of integrated air defence, give Canadian ministers an opportunity to get a fore-
cast of U.S. plans for continental defence, and create confidence that the government was
taking every step to maintain civilian control over military activities.

He did not think it would be wise to create more new machinery than was needed.
The ministers should meet only when required and be served by the existing machinery.
The committee could not take executive action and control must ultimately be exercised by
the Cabinet. The disadvantages in his proposal were that U.S. Secretaries could not give
the same assurances with respect to legislative action as Canadian ministers could, that the
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committee might serve as a focal point for U.S. pressure, and that it might tend to raise
expectations which at times would be difficult to fulfil. These, however, seemed to be
outweighed by the need for the committee.

The U.S. Secretary of State had agreed that the idea of political consultation on defence
was desirable. So far, the U.S. defence authorities had also agreed in principle to periodic
ministerial consultation, but not to the establishment of a committee. He thought the time
had arrived to present a note to the U.S. providing for such a committee and submitted a
draft which might be used for this purpose. It followed closely the form of the note on the
Joint Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs.

He recommended that approval in principle be given for the establishment of a joint
committee and that an appropriate exchange of notes be arranged with the U.S.

(Minister’s memorandum, June 2, 1958—Cab. Doc. 151-58).%

2. Mr. Smith added that the Minister of Defence Production should be included on the
Canadian side. A decision on the proposal was desirable now so that, if it were agreed to,
the matter could be discussed with President Eisenhower and Mr. Dulles in the next few
days.

3. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) More consultation at the minister-secretary level was highly desirable but it was
doubtful if a committee should be formally created for the purpose.

(b) The Permanent Joint Board on Defence had gradually assumed less significance and
its role was not now so important. Once the new committee was established the board
might be brought under its direction. In fact, a good case could be made for abolishing the
board altogether.

(c) The government had been criticized vociferously about NORAD, particularly on the
alleged lack of connection with N.A.T.O. Similar criticism could be expected on the estab-
lishment of this committee. It was pointed out, on the other hand, that the problems arising
from the defence of North America were peculiar to Canada and the U.S. and no one in
N.A.T.O. could object to the two consulting closely together about them. If more discus-
sions had been held prior to the establishment of NORAD not so much would have been
heard about the matter. Nothing in the North Atlantic Treaty prevented such an
arrangement.

(d) One of the committee’s functions as outlined in the draft note was to arrange for
collaboration between subordinate bodies of the two governments. This was a form of
executive power and should not be included.

(e) It would be helpful if an agreed statement about closer consultation could be made at
the conclusion of President Eisenhower’s visit.

4. The Cabinet approved in principle the recommendation of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs for the establishment of a Canada-United States Ministerial Committee on
Joint Defence, subject to the addition of the Minister of Defence Production on the
Canadian side, and the deletion of the proposed power to arrange for collaboration of
subordinate bodies of the two governments.




RELATIONS AVEC LES ETAT-UNIS 133

66. DEA/50309-40

Note du président du Comité des chefs d’érat-major
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, July 15, 1958

INCREASED STATES OF READINESS AS A RESULT OF A CRITICAL SITUATION
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

1. At 11:30 hours this morning, General Sparling the Chairman of the Canadian Joint
Staff in Washington, informed me that he had been asked to attend a meeting of the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff and at that meeting he had been told that the U.S. Chiefs of Staff were
seeking presidential authority to increase the states of readiness of the U.S. forces includ-
ing Air Defence forces as a precautionary measure because of the tension in the Middle
East.112

2. This increased state of readiness only affected the regular forces of the United States

and were of interest to Canada in regard to the Air Defence Command and to an alert

3. General Twining, the Chairman of the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, was proceeding to the
White House to get the President’s approval of these measures and undertook to inform me
as soon as the President had agreed to these measures,

4. At 15:00 hours this afternoon, General Twining telephoned to say that the President

Wwhether arrangements were completed.

6. General Sparling confirmed at 15:30 hours this afternoon that the deployment of one
squadron of tankers to Goose Bay was all that was contemplated at the present time. He
also mentioned that the Ground Observer Corps was not to be alerted and he also
mentioned that members of the U.S. Air Force were not to be recalled from leave.

7. General Twining also intimated that the Commander-in-Chief NORAD would be
requested to bring his forces up to increased readiness.

8. At 16:00 hours, Air Marshal Slemon called me to confirm that we were aware that
because of the tense situation in the Middle East the Commander-in-Chief NORAD
considered it advisable to take the first step in increasing combat readiness of the NORAD
forces. This is in accordance with the authority which was included in the terms of

"2 Voir chapitre II, 5¢ partie, section A.
See Chapter II, Part 5, Section A.
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reference of CINCNORAD in paragraph 10(i) where he was given authority to specify the
conditions of combat readiness and to include states of alert'!>. You will recall that in the
letter from the U.S. Secretary of State of January 1958,1 in which agreement was reached
regarding consultation prior to the declaration of an alert, the Secretary of State stated as
follows: “Further, the alert measures we are concerned with in this proposal would not
include those partial or limited measures such as increased conditions of operational
readiness of the Armed Forces which do not involve or directly influence the population at
large.” This was agreed to by the Canadian Government. This increase of combat readiness
mentioned above is purely one of these normal military precautions which it is prudent to
take in a period of tension. This increased readiness as far as our Air Force is concerned is
as follows: Normally on each aircraft base we have two aircraft at five minutes notice and
ten aircraft at one hour’s notice. This increased readiness raises this number to four aircraft
at five minutes notice and one half of all serviceable aircraft to be available within an
hour’s notice. This means as far as we are concerned between fifteen and eighteen aircraft.
The Early Warning System operates on a twenty-four hour shift and therefore does not
require to be raised to any further states of readiness.

9. These precautions are the normal precautions which any Commander would take on
being notified of a period of tension. It was the intention of the U.S. authorities that only
precautions which would not alarm the people should be taken. However, I have just been
informed by the Chief of the Air Staff that the Commander of the Air Defence Forces at
St. Hubert has picked up on the U.S. television a report that the U.S. forces have been
brought to a higher state of readiness as a result of this emergency.

10. It is therefore quite likely that questions might be asked regarding what action was
taken by the Canadian authorities. It is suggested that if these questions are raised it is
considered that an appropriate answer could be made along the following lines. That after
consultation with the U.S. authorities the Canadian authorities had agreed to take the
appropriate precautionary measures including increased readiness for the Air Defence
Forces under the direction of NORAD.

11. I have already informed Mr. Pearkes of this situation.
[CHARLES FOULKES]

13 Voir 4¢ partie, section C.
See Part 4, Section C.
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67. DEA/50210-H-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa), July 25, 1958

119TH MEETING OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE — JULY 28, 1958
ITEM 1 — EXTENSION OF PINETREE RADAR SYSTEM — U.S. PROGRAMME
ITEM 2 — INTRODUCTION OF SAGE IN CANADA

These projects proposed for approval by the Minister of National Defence concern the
strengthening of our air defences against the manned bomber and, therefore, certain
general comments are applicable to both papers.

2. These two projects were given lengthy consideration, together with the possible estab-
lishment of BOMARC missile sites in Canada, by the Joint Planning Committee (JPC), on
which this Department is represented. Discussions of the items produced considerable con-
troversy among the individual services and between the RCAF and the Defence Research
Board. In our estimation, the JPG study''* was hampered by the terms of reference given to
the Committee, which specifically excluded consideration of this currently accepted air
defence concept. Efforts to explore the concept were resisted by the RCAF and particularly
any suggestion that the Committee should examine the drawbacks of continuing to regard
the defence of SAC bases as the primary aim of air defence in North America; there was a
strong body of opinion in the Committee that serious attention should be given to the pos-
sibility of defending area targets, i.e., cities and vital industrial areas. Our Departmental
representatives felt they could assume no other role but that of interested and impartial
observers. This Department has no specific responsibility to shape air defence strategy.
You may think it desirable, therefore, to limit your intervention in the Cabinet Defence
Committee’s consideration of the subject to some of the basic considerations set out below.

(a) These projects are directed solely to strengthening our defences against the manned
bomber and will make no contribution to defence against the ballistic missile; nor, of
course, will they contribute to the defences of the continent against the possible threat of
submarine-launched missiles. They are evidence of military thinking which is basically
evolutionary rather than revolutionary, i.e., a continued building of strength against the
known manned bomber rather than a determined concentration on the finding of means to
defend adequately against a possible missile threat. This is not necessarily wrong for a
country with the resources of the United States. It may, however, be a more doubtful mode
of thought for Canada.

(b) A considered argument has been made by Defence Research Board that United States
and Canadian air defences should make better use of northern deployment, which would
improve the overall effectiveness of the defences and, more important, would put the
defences in areas where they could be used without great destruction to Canadian territory
and population. (We would be inclined to agree that the present disposition of defence

_—
" Le dossier MAE/50245-40 contient un exemplaire de cette étude du 14 mai 1958 du Comité conjoint de
Planification intitulée « Review of Air Defence Against the Manned Bomber Threat ».
A copy of this May 14, 1958 Joint Planning Committee study — titled “Review of Air Defence
Against the Manned Bomber Threat” — is located in DEA/50245-40.
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weapons suggests that the primary purpose is the defence of the United States rather than
of North America.) The RCAF has challenged this DRB concept, not so much on grounds
of basic error but rather on grounds of the increased cost of proposed DRB sites and the
delay in installation which would be involved. The RCAF has admitted, however, that the
proposed siting in the West of United States BOMARC missiles (just south of the border)
which the five heavy radar dealt with in the submission to Cabinet Defence Committee are
designed to serve, does constitute a danger to the population of Western Canada, over
whose head the air defence battle would have to take place.

(c) How much stronger must our defences against the manned bomber looking northward
be? Are they not sufficiently strong at the moment to make the possibility of manned
bomber attack through that route unlikely? With the present defences of North America
which cover the polar approach, would the Russians not be acting very foolishly if they
launched anything short of a major attack of an ultimate nature against North America?
Until the intercontinental ballistic missile becomes available in operational quantities, is a
Soviet attack by the polar route likely?

(d) The additional costs of these projects (and the later BOMARC missile which these
installations are designed to serve) are substantial even for the United States. You will
recall that the Minister of National Defence earlier this month, in one of the meetings with
Mr. Dulles in Ottawa!!s, said in part: “We feel very strongly that development of defence
against ballistic missiles in North America should be a joint effort and we are concerned
lest we spend too much on rounding out the defence against the manned bomber and not
have the funds available to participate in the development and production of defences
against the ballistic missile.” In considering costs, one cannot ignore predicted costs of
Canadian development of the CF105.

(e) What will be the effect of increased defence expenditures on our commitments to
NATO? If continued defence against the manned bomber and defences against the missile
which will have to be constructed eventually are to have the high price tag which we antic-
ipate, will we be able to afford the assistance of the sort we are giving already to the
defence of the European Region of NATO?

() No specific figures are given in either of the papers to be considered by the Cabinet
Defence Committee of the number of personnel required for manning the radar stations or
the SAGE installations. Our understanding is that the radar sites would require approxi-
mately 250 men each for a total of 1250, and the SAGE installations 500 men each for a
total of 1000. If the United States is to provide most of the personnel, at least for the five
radars, the Cabinet Defence Committee may wish to consider the political implications of
such an increase in United States military personnel in Canada.

3. Further comments of particular relevance to the individual projects are included in the
two appendices to this memorandum.

J. LIEGER]

Appendice
Appendix I

ITEM 1 — EXTENSION OF PINETREE RADAR SYSTEM — UNITED STATES PROGRAMME

The strengthening of the Pinetree Radar System is designed to allow better use to be
made of Canadian and United States fighter interceptors and of United States BOMARC

15 Voir/See Document 8.
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missiles. The Minister of National Defence is seeking the concurrence of the Cabinet to
authorizing the United States to proceed with the construction of five heavy radars and 39
gap-fillers in Western Canada. At a later date he intends to submit recommendations for
Canadian installation of two heavy radars and six gap-filler radars in Eastern Canada,

2. Some of the general comments outlined in the covering memorandum have application
to this particular project, even though it is to be entirely United States financed.

3. If approval is given to the project, we believe that a new exchange of notes is required.
Even though the project can be considered to be an extension of the Pinetree project which
was covered by an inter-governmental agreement in June 1955,116 certain provisions of the
earlier exchange of notes would have to be reviewed. The particular problems which would
have to be considered in the new exchange of notes would include (a) provisions concern-
ing procurement and construction of the new radar, and (b) the division of responsibility
for manning and operation of the stations.

Appendice II
Appendix II

ITEM 2 — INTRODUCTION OF SAGE IN CANADA

Semi-Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE) is equipment which automatically
accepts data from tracking radar, processes it and provides intercept guidance to defence
weapons, both interceptors and ground-to-air missiles. The BOMARC ground-to-air
missile cannot be operated without SAGE. The effectiveness of such sophisticated aircraft
as the CF105 would be greatly lessened without an automatic control system such as
SAGE.

The Minister of National Defence’s recommendation is for the establishment of one
complete SAGE installation (a Direction Centre and a Combat Centre) in the Ottawa Air
Defence Sector, and the necessary re-equipment of certain radar installations which would
be tied in to the SAGE Centre. The initial estimate of Canadian cost would be $55 million,
with the United States bearing an additional $53 million cost for the project.

3. The general comments in the covering Memorandum apply to this project.

4. It seems to us that by indirection at least a favorable decision with respect to the
installation recommended by the Minister of National Defence will commit the Canadian
Government to favorable consideration later of the installation of BOMARC missile sites
in approximately this same area. It would seem pointless to install such expensive
machinery as SAGE and then not follow that up with installation of the most effective
defence weapons which the SAGE would serve. We are aware in any case that
CINCNORAD is likely to recommend the installation of two BOMARC missile sites in the
Ottawa Air Defence Sector.

5. An exchange of inter-governmental notes would, in our estimation, be required to
Cover the installation of SAGE facilities in Canada because (a) the installation will be
known to the public to be a first step in the provision of missile defences in Canada; (b)
United States equipment is to be provided; (c) United States technical personnel may be
Tequired to operate the facility; and (d) some cost-sharing formula will have to be agreed
fo.

e ——
"' Voir/See Volume 21, Document 338.
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68. DEA/50046-A-40

Procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Minutes of Meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee

SECRET [Ottawa], July 28, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Finance, (Mr. Fleming),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley).
The Secretary (Mr. Martin),
The Military Secretary (Group Captain Weston).
The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (General Foulkes),
The Chief of the Air Staff (Air Marshal Campbell).

The Secretary to the Cabinet, (Mr. Bryce),

The Deputy Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Miller),

The Deputy Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. Golden),

The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. LePan),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Plumptre).

I. EXTENSION OF PINETREE RADAR SYSTEM — U.S. PROGRAMME

1. The Minister of National Defence said additional radar coverage was required in
certain areas of Canada to allow for the full utilization of the Air Defence weapons system
of the North American Air Defence Command. One such area lay northwest of the
Ontario-Quebec industrial complex. This would be dealt with in a separate submission.
The other was in Western Canada and the sites were at Olds, Alberta; Alsask,
Saskatchewan; Dana, Saskatchewan; Yorkton, Saskatchewan; Carberry, Manitoba.

It was planned that the improvement and extension to the Pinetree system would be
handled in a similar way to previous agreements between Canada and the United States. In
accordance with this arrangement, the U.S. would assume the costs of the five Western
radars and Canada the Eastern ones. The U.S.A.F. would be willing to proceed on this
basis. Between adjacent main radars there was a gap from ground level to the bottom of the
beam of the radars through which low-flying aircraft could penetrate defences undetected.
To fill this gap, and also to provide data for the control of weapons, small unattended
radars were required. As a result of a survey conducted last summer, it was found that 45
such gap fillers, of which 6 would be in the Ottawa Sector, would be required.

The U.S.A.F. had indicated that they wished to proceed to establish the five heavy
radars in Western Canada at the sites indicated, and 39 gap fillers. The cost of the heavy
radar programme was approximately $75 million and of the gap fillers about $12 million.
Details of procurement and construction would be the subject of an exchange of notes to be
negotiated. The question of manning the five heavy radar stations would be discussed with
the U.S. authorities.

The Minister, on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff, recommended that approval in princi-
ple be given for the U.S. to construct five radars in Western Canada and to implement their
gap filler programme in Canada as a whole.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated. (Minister’s memorandum,
July 22nd, 1958 — Document D7-58).F
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2. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(2) For the original Pinetree programme it had worked out that two-thirds of the cost of
the equipment, construction and installation had been paid for by the U.S. and one-third by
Canada. The U.S. had financed 25 stations and Canada 9, although we were manning a
total of 14. The proposal for the heavy radars was in effect a continuation of the previously
agreed arrangement with the U.S.

(b) The question of manning the U.S. radars could be settled later. The U.S. would be
prepared to man the five new ones if Canada authorized them to do so. About 1,000 men
altogether would be required and if Canada decided to man the installations, the defence
budget would be increased.

(c) In the last three or four months feelings had developed here that Canada might be too
much subject to U.S. control and influence. On the other hand, the number of U.S. service
personnel in Canada was decreasing and the U.S. authorities would be only too anxious to
have Canadians man as many installations as possible in Canada.

(d) The sites had been chosen to provide a pattern which would ensure the best possible
radar coverage.

(e) These radars, both the heavy type and the gap fillers, were required to assist in
meeting a bomber threat which would probably exist for the next ten years. It was true that
the U.S.S.R. was building up its missile strength, but the bomber threat would nevertheless
continue to exist for several years. The Ballistic Missile Early Warning System was being
developed to provide warning against ICBM’s.

3. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on the extension
of the Pinetree radar system and agreed to recommend that, in principle, the United States
be authorized to construct five radars in Western Canada and 39 gap fillers in the system,
as outlined by the Minister; the details of procurement and construction to be negotiated
with the U.S. authorities.

IL. INTRODUCTION OF A SEMI-AUTOMATIC DATA HANDLING AND PROCESSING ENVIRONMENT IN
CANADA

4. The Minister of National Defence said that it had become necessary to add semi-
automatic data handling and intercept computation equipment to the Pinetree radar chain,
in order to overcome the limited handling capacity of the present manual air defence
System, to provide for the introduction of new weapons, such as very high speed
interceptors or surface-to-air guided missiles, and to provide improvements to handle
electronic counter-measures.

A United States development, known as SAGE (Semi-Automatic Ground Environ-
ment), would provide a solution to the problem. This equipment, when added to radars,
allowed not only for the efficient exploitation of weapons, but also for the integration of
the whole continental air defence forces for rapid and effective employment in all sectors.
The U.S. was implementing a SAGE programme consisting of 29 air defence sectors, to be
completed and operating during the period 1958-1962. In the plans which had been worked
out jointly, one Direction Centre and one Combat Centre were intended for Canada, which
Would control not only Canadian air defence weapons but also the activities of the Bangor
Sector in Maine and the Maritime Provinces, and the Northeast Sector, including
Newfoundland and Labrador.

It now seemed appropriate to proceed with the installation of this equipment and join
the US. in implementing the programme as a whole. It was important, however, that an
early decision be reached so that the complete programme could be properly phased and

i
1
B
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timed. If an agreement were reached now, the Ottawa Sector could be operational in 1962,
which would be consistent with the overall programme. The 27th FSQ-7 computer in pro-
duction for the U.S.A.F. could be diverted for the Ottawa Direction Centre. It had also
been indicated that the U.S. would be prepared, as their share of the cost, to provide the
FSQ-7 and FSQ-8 computers to Canada. :

Implementation of this joint proposal would require:

(a) Construction in Northern Ontario of a SAGE Direction Centre (FSQ-7 computer and
associated facilities).

(b) Construction at the same site of a SAGE Combat Centre to control air defence opera-
tions in the Ottawa and Bangor air defence sectors and some manually operated radars in
Eastern and Northeastern Canada (FSQ-8 computer and associated facilities).

(c) Provide the nine Canada-financed Pinetree radars, to be used in the system, with the
necessary automatic equipment to enable them to supply data to the central computer.

(d) Provide the necessary communications from five R.C.AF. radars to the Ottawa
Direction Centre.

The Minister, on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff, recommended that approval in princi-
ple be granted:

(i) to join with the U.S. in the implementation of the SAGE programme in Canada as he
had outlined; and

(ii) to negotiate an agreement with the U.S. for sharing the costs of this programme.

5. Mr. Pearkes went on to say that the estimate of cost of the Direction Centre, Combat
Centre and components for the R.C.AF. Pinetree radars totalled approximately
$108 million.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated. (Minister’s memorandum, July 25th,
1958 — Document D8-58.f Note—The original Document D8-58 dated July 21st was
withdrawn and the paper dated July 25th substituted therefor.)

6. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) Not only should negotiations be started with regard to cost-sharing, they should also
include production sharing. While Canada could not make the major computers, there was
no reason why some components could not be manufactured here. These could be
produced in number for all the computers in the whole U.S.-Canada programme and an
economic production run established in this country. It was necessary, however, to start
discussions with this end in view almost immediately, so that Canada could be fully
integrated in the production programme.

(b) Canada was not committed to paying for half of the programme. Negotiations would
be aimed at a more realistic sharing. Perhaps we could get a better than fifty-fifty deal.

(c) The question was asked whether the project as a whole was designed for the defence
of the U.S. In answer to this it was pointed out that its primary purpose was to assist in the
defence of the deterrent forces, that is, the bases of Strategic Air Command, and, secondly,
to ensure reasonable protection of the populations of Canada and the U.S. As long as the
Russian manned bomber threat existed, it would be necessary to have this element in the
defence system. It was true, however, that the defences of North America had to be
prepared for the future missile threat.

(d) Notwithstanding the urgency of proceeding with this proposal, it would be desirable
to undertake a broader study of production problems. Each stage in the development of 2
project in which Canada did not share made it that much more difficult to attempt to par-
ticipate in the next stage. It had been suggested to the U.S. Secretary of State, when he was
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here earlier in the month, that Canada should have the opportunity of participating at an
arly stage in development of warning and defence systems against the intercontinental
missile. This approach should be followed in connection with SAGE.

() Even if it were decided to forego the CF105 or BOMARC programmes, SAGE would
still be required for the operation of U.S. interceptors over Canadian territory.

(f) The burden on Canada of contributing to the air defence of North America had now
reached the stage where serious consideration must be given to reducing Canadian defence
effort in other fields. It was possible that to achieve the necessary economies it might be
necessary to withdraw some Canadian forces now assigned to NATO, and in this respect it
Was suggested that significant economies could best be achieved by withdrawing the Air
Division rather than the Brigade.

(2) Commitments accepted in 1951, when aircraft cost $400,000 each, could not be
honoured now when aircraft alone cost ten times as much. We could not re-arm and
re-equip all our forces now and still live up to those commitments. In addition, it was quite
probable that we would be called upon more frequently by the United Nations to keep the
peace in various parts of the world. After discussions here in August on the shape of the
future defence programme, it might be desirable to have a meeting of the new Canada-U.S.
Committee of Ministers and Secretaries on defence problems for a thorough airing of the
effect of the proposals contemplated for our joint defence.

(h) As regards mutual aid, if the defence budget was to be kept at an acceptable level, it
was quite likely that the size of the mutual aid vote would have to be substantially reduced.
It was apparent that after 1958/59 there would be little worthwhile material available in
Service stocks for mutual aid transfer and if the programme level was to be maintained it

would be necessary to take additional procurement action in order to permit the transfer of
useful material as mutual aid.

7. The Committee agreed to recommend that approval in principle be given to joining
with the United States in implementation of the semi-automatic ground environment
(SAGE) programme in Canada, including the installation of one Direction Centre and one
Combat Centre, and connecting the appropriate Pinetree radars with United States Direc-
tion Centres and Combat Centres; an appropriate agreement to be negotiated with the
United States for sharing costs and production for this programme, 1’

W.R. MARTIN
Secretary
R.C. WESTON
Group Captain,
Military Secretary

—_—
""Le Cabinet a approuvé le prolongement du réseau Pinetree et I'introduction du systéme semi-
automatique d’infrastructure €lectronique (SAGE) le 1 aoiit 1958,

Cabinet approved the extension of the Pinetree system and the introduction of SAGE on August 1,
1958.
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69. J.G.D. XII/A/45 Vol. 3

Note du secrétaire du Cabinet
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary to Cabinet
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], July 31, 1958

RE: AIR DEFENCE DECISIONS

Before leaving, I thought I should give you my own conclusions on the very important
decisions you will have to consider at Defence Committee the week after next and take at
Cabinet the following week before you leave on August 22nd. (I will be back here late on
the 18th — perhaps the night before).

I have gone into these matters at length, but there is so much detail and so many
considerations that there is never finality and I will not attempt to give the reasons here.

CF-105

This is the central point. I would continue development and production and build the
Air Force programme accordingly, despite the cost and some doubts about how long the
manned bombers will be the main threat. The number and size of squadrons and *“back-up”
should be worked out during September and October, bearing cost in mind.

The Sparrow and Astra

I would switch from these weapons to the MB-1 with nuclear head and a less perfect
electronic system, despite the military limitations. This will minimize great technical risks
and possible delays, save money at the critically important time, and should not cause
serious political difficulties. The Air Force needs a little more time to decide if this shift is
feasible.

The Defence Budget

I think this must be allowed to go up to the neighborhood of $2,000 million a year for
about two years, but on the understanding that the reasons why this is necessary are funda-
mentally temporary and it will be hoped to reduce it in say 1961 or 1962. This is a serious
financial decision, as already the prospective deficit for next year (1959-60) is very large.
Should economic conditions generally worsen, this deficit will be not only tolerable but
desirable; should they improve, however, you will be faced I think by an almost irresistible
case to increase taxes significantly in 1959 or 1960. The decision on the defence budget in
August should be only in principle. Defence and Finance, with External Affairs and
Defence Production assisting, should review the defence programme in detail during the
following two or three months.

The Air Division in Europe

Unless our Defence Budget is to increase much more than what is noted above, which
would seem to me to be unwarranted, we will not be able to re-equip the Air Division with
planes and weapons effective for the 1960’s. Its role is becoming obsolete as well as its
equipment. The Europeans, with U.S. help, can and should take over the air responsibility
there, when we are having to increase substantially our defence budget because of our
North American problems, which is for the central NATO deterrent purpose. The problem
is the effect on European policy and the coherence of the Alliance. I should put this up to
the U.S. and U.K., and be tempted to give notice to NATO this year that we do not plan to
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re-equip this force and recognize that in due course it will have to be replaced by other
more modern forces. Perhaps the diplomats should be asked to see what virtue they can
make of this necessity.

Other Forces

I would suggest the Army and Navy should not be asked to cut back their programmes
now. Unless drastic changes were made, they can contribute but little toward accommodat-
ing the Air Force within the current sort of budget. Moreover, the role of the Army particu-
larly and perhaps the Navy should be reappraised with a view to its being made more
useful and suited to the tasks that seem logical for a middle power in peripheral areas
rather than being designed primarily for a central role in nuclear war. Experience seems to
be showing that modest, ready, mobile forces, of a nation whose motives are not suspected,
can help to keep the peace.

“Cost Sharing” and Bomarcs

I have been convinced that we should have the two Bomarc bases proposed in the
“Ottawa” sector. It is worrying to see how far the whole Bomarc complex, on the map,
seems designed to defend the U.S. and its bases and not Canada, but it is probably too late
to do much about this now, other than have the two Canadian bases in addition to the 30 or
32 in the U.S.

The Bomarc proposal almost inevitably requires we get the nuclear warheads from the
U.S. on some negotiated basis under U.S. control and without paying for them. National
Defence also proposes, and apparently External and Finance, that the U.S. be asked to
provide us with the missiles themselves and perhaps the launching equipment. This is a
new departure in Canadian policy. Ever since Lend Lease was invented in 1940 or 1941
we have seriously endeavoured to avoid having to get arms for Canadian forces for free
from the U.S. In recent years as it became necessary to have some U.S. bases and installa-
tions in Canada, particularly the radar chain, this began to eat away at the edges of our
traditional policy, so now Canadian forces are manning some bases in Canada where the
construction and fixed equipment was provided by the U.S. Now we shall be going a major
step forward in taking actual arms. No doubt this can be done without it being identified as
“Mutual Aid” and without our having to make a mutual aid agreement as others do.
However this is an important step which if followed by other steps could lead to a clearly
dependent position for Canada and its forces. I am reluctantly forced to conclude we must
do it, but you should recognize the significance of it, and the need for clarity and caution in
undertaking it.

Sharing of Production

This should be related to our U.S.-Canadian defence cooperation, and you would do
well to get Golden’s views. I have urged him to develop some specific proposals for
consideration as well as just general principles for Ministers to put up to the U.S.

R.B. BIRYCE]
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70. DEA/50046-40

Note du ministre de la Production pour la défense
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of Defence Production
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT NoO. D-10-58 [Ottawa], August 7, 1958
SECRET

SHARING OF PRODUCTION TASKS IN NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENCE

The new family of Air Defence Weapons Systems affecting Canada on which decisions
are now required are the CF-105, Pinetree Radar Improvement, SAGE and Bomarc.
Following very shortly will be a system for defence against Ballistic Missiles. These are
joint U.S.-Canadian problems because Air Defence is concerned primarily with protecting
the western deterrent — Strategic Air Command bases, and geography has placed Canada
along the main avenue of any attack upon these bases. A secondary role for the defences is
to protect the large centres of population in North America.

The speed of modern aircraft and of missiles, combined with the suddenness of any
attack, demands defence systems of very great depth. This has led to the building of the
Distant Early Warning Line on the northern limits of the Continent; the Mid-Canada Line
on the 55th Parallel, to thicken up the warning system, and the Pinetree Line along the
U.S.-Canada border, which not only provides another Warning Line, but which also
exercises the function of control over the defending aircraft and missiles. The same system
of defence in depth continues right on down into the heartland of the United States and
spreads out on the other perimeters of the Continent from which an attack can come.

Speed also means that defences cannot cope with an attack on the present manual basis.
Hence the move towards automaticity: the Semi-Automatic Ground Environment or
SAGE, which will convert the Pinetree Line into partially automatic warning and control;
the Automatic Flight and Fire Control System known as ASTRA on the CF-105; the
Sparrow Air-to-Air missile and finally the adoption of Bomarc which is automaticity
applied in its fullest form to an interceptor aircraft.

Several important consequences for Canada flow from this evolution of modern
weapons. One of these is that the Americans are now interested in terms of their own
defence in the installation on Canadian soil of not only Waming Lines and
communications, but also actual weapons, such as Bomarcs, to bring down enemy
bombers. However, the concept of area defence in depth, combined with the fact that the
whole complex of radars, computers, communications, aircraft and missiles are part of a
single defence system, indicates that no division can be made between air defence of
Canada and air defence of the United States.

Another important consequence to Canada is the effect which this new round of North
American defence projects will have upon our defence industry. If approved, these new
equipments will present us with an entirely different set of problems from the Pinetree
days, when we produced in Canada relatively unsophisticated radars of proven design, and
with two thirds financed by the U.S.A. and one third by Canada. Now the rapidly acceler-
ating pace of military technology, the greatly increased reliability demanded by completely
different environmental conditions and the systems concept, impose a new set of ground
rules on military production. Enormous resources in terms of men, money, machines and

| @
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know-how are required to design, develop and produce a weapons system. This is stretch-
ing the capacity of all but major nations to finance, and all but major companies, or groups
of companies, to manage. The complexity and interdependence of all component parts of
weapons systems is such that extremely high technical and managerial competence and
experience is required even to maintain, repair, overhaul and modify the equipments. Even
if it is decided to pick up the fruits of U.S. development by payment of licensing fees, for
the manufacture of the complete weapons system in Canada, the premiums, in terms of
time and money, through tooling and engineering for our relatively small requirement, are
becoming unrealistic.

The conclusion is that we should not attempt to set up for limited production in Canada
of the whole range of new weapons systems thus involving ourselves in high costs as well
as arguments with the United States, when they are sharing some of these costs. At the
same time, economic and other considerations require that we participate in the spheres of
research, development and production to the greatest extent possible. The solution seems to
be that as Air Defence is a joint U.S.-Canada problem, we should share the production
tasks associated with this on the basis of the most effective utilization of the joint resources
of the two countries. This in turn leads to integrated military production with the United
States, whereby Canada has allotted to it the production of certain components of weapons
systems for the joint use of the two countries. Obviously, the best place to apply this is at
the start of the eight year cycle required to produce a new weapons system. An example
would be ballistic missile defence on which it would be desirable to sit down immediately
with USAF procurement authorities to discuss integrated production. This would mean
looking at the research, development and production resources on both sides of the border
and allotting tasks. It is unrealistic to contemplate any significant Canadian participation or
contribution to ballistic missile defence unless Canadian industry has earlier experience
and continuity in the engineering and production of complex areas of electronics and
missiles. At great cost, we have established considerable competence in these areas. This
competence must be kept alive, up-to-date and expanded by working on other current
programmes until ballistic missile defence work becomes active industrially.

The present weapons systems under discussion, such as Pinetree Radar Improvement,
SAGE and Bomarc, are mostly fully developed, and in some cases, well into production
Tuns in the United States. However, it is not too late to arrange some integrated production
of components of the systems by Canada. A detailed examination by production authorities
should take place immediately to establish Canadian participation as follows:

(1) Any second sourcing contemplated by the United States involving equipments which
may be installed in Canada, should be established with Canadian industry unless there are
very unusual and compelling reasons to the contrary. It is realized that the U.S. practice of
second sources is now decreasing in importance and that opportunities in the future may
not be very great in this direction.

(2) Determine whether prime sources for total North American requirements might be
established in Canada for certain components in which we have capabilities.

(3) Look into actual requirements for installation on Canadian soil only, irrespective of
who does the financing of equipments. Some equipments may be used in more than one
Wweapons system.

f(4) Examine the possibilities of sub-contracting from U.S. prime contractors to Canadian
rms,

(5) Examine the possibility of developmental or engineering work being done in Canada,
where this phase has not been completed or where modifications are required.
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This is discussed more specifically in the Appendices “A” to “C” dealing with the
.individual programmes. Appendix “D” deals with the CF-105 which is a special problem.

It is suggested that the following should be the principles by which the procurement
authorities of the two countries should be guided in determining the allocation of produc-
tion tasks.

(1) Quantities sufficient to make up economic production runs.

(2) Capabilities — this would include ability to produce equipment which is technically
satisfactory, in the time period required and at reasonable cost. Provided (1) above is met,
it is felt that Canadian industry will shape up pretty well in this area.

(3) Maintenance of balanced Canadian defence industrial facilities in being so that they
can play their part in an emergency.

Recognition should be given to the fact that Canada is going to be asked to participate
in operating and maintaining highly complex weapons systems. The technological capabil-
ity for this has its roots in an industry which can participate in the development and pro-
duction of these weapons systems. We don’t therefore want to be confined to construction
activities, such as was the case in the Dew Line, but rather to branch out into both the
engineering and manufacture of equipment. Furthermore, the word “balanced” used above,
in reference to our defence industrial facilities, would mean that we should definitely have
a part in the important new fields of missilery and electronics. In other words although it
does not make economic sense to produce everything that is being installed in Canada, our
industrial base should be as representative as possible of the types of weapons to be placed
in Canada for North American defence.

Conclusions:

(1) Stationing of modern complex weapons in Canada requires a Canadian industry
capable of maintaining, modifying, repairing and supporting the operation of these
weapons.

(2) As future weapons systems seem to contemplate extensive use of missiles and
complex electronics, every action should be taken to encourage maximum upgrading of
our facilities in these fields.

(3) Under even the most favourable conditions, there will always be a significant U.S.
content in Canadian production programmes. Therefore we should exercise every effort to
get Canadian components into U.S. equipments.

(4) Considerable strides have been made in integrating Canada-U.S. defence. The logical
corollary to this is greater achievement in integrated production.

A brief examination of the past few years indicates that policy agreement between the
two countries on collaboration in defence production is by no means lacking. Starting with
the Hyde Park Declaration of April 1941''8 and following through the agreement of May
1945 for the continuation of the principles of the Hyde Park Declaration and reaffirmed for
the post war period in the “Statement of Principles for Economic Co-operation” of October
1950,!? agreement in principle was reached between the two countries that their economic
resources should be co-ordinated for defence.

Perhaps the clearest statement of this principle is contained in the following excerpts
from the exchange of notes of October 1950, giving formal effect to the “Statement of
Principles of Economic Co-operation”:

18 Yoir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1941, N° 14./See Canada, Treaty Series, 1941, No. 14.
19 Voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1950, N° 15./See Canada, Treaty Series, 1950, No. 15.
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“Itis agreed that our two Governments shall co-operate in all respects practicable and to
the extent of their respective executive powers, to the end that the economic effort of the
two countries be co-ordinated for the common defence, and that the production and
resources of the two countries be used for the best combined result.”

One of the important principles set out in the note was the following:

“In order to achieve an optimum production of goods essential to the common defence,
the two countries shall develop a co-ordinated programme of requirements, production and
procurement.”

It will be seen that there is an extensive background of policy agreement between the
two governments to collaborate in military production problems. The original impetus to
these agreements stemmed however from balance of payments difficulties, real or appre-
hended. In the Korean period practical effect was given to the agreement mainly in the
areas of working out of priorities and allocation of scarce materials.

The practicability clauses in diplomatic notes since 1950 have attempted to guarantee a
proper share for Canadian industry of U.S. financed equipment installed on Canadian soil.
This, however has been a piecemeal approach to a problem which is very broad in its
scope. Furthermore as formal agreement in diplomatic notes usually comes at a fairly late
stage in the development of equipment required for a particular defence project, Canadian
industry often does not have the lead time necessary to prepare for production.

Some progress has been made recently with the United States Air Force whereby proce-
dures have been worked out for consideration of Canadian firms for electronic Research
and Development work. Although a modest step, this is in the right direction and it is
hoped that in the years to come some benefit for Canadian industry will be felt.

Against this background of general policy agreement, and of some minor practical steps
towards integrating Canadian and U.S. industrial resources, it is felt that high level impetus
should be given to the concept of common programmes in the area of North American
defence, whereby one country produces for the other.

Now that the introduction of a new family of weapons systems for the defence of North
America requires some re-appraisal of our overall position vis-a-vis the United States in
the area of costs, it is recommended that this opportunity be taken to discuss the sharing of
production tasks between Canadian and U.S, industry for weapons systems proposed for
the defence of North America.

(RAYMOND O’HURLEY]
Appendice A
Appendix A

SECRET

PINETREE RADAR IMPROVEMENT
This program consists of four phases:
(?) Producing and installing new FPS 6 radars as improved height finders at certain
existing sites.
Producing and installing new FPS 20 radars for improved search range at existing sites.

(b) The construction of seven new radar sites equipped with these new height finders and
Search radars.

(¢) The installation of 51 gap filler radars FPS 18 at sites in between the main radars.
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The main radar sites in the U.S. follow the pattern of Bomarc, i.e. mainly round the
perimeter with some interior sites. The number of such sites is not exactly known but it is
such that their production orders are numbered in hundreds compared with our tens.

It would be logical therefore to recommend for production in Canada those types of
radar which will be required at most of the Canadian sites. These are the FPS 6 and FPS
20, which are already in production in Canada and the FPS 18.

Following a general agreement on the overall policy, a general conference on this Radar
Improvement Program is needed with the USAF to facilitate Canadian participation in
integrated production programs.

Appendice B
Appendix B

SECRET

SAGE
SAGE consists of:

(a) Direction Centres comprised of a building, power station, a big computer designated
FSQ 7, and personnel accommodation,

(b) Combat Centres consisting of a building, power station, another big computer
designated FSQ 8, and personnel accommodation. (Twenty-nine such Direction Centres in
the continental plan are controlled from seven Combat Centres; the most north-easterly
Combat Centre is required to be located in Canada and this will control one Direction
Centre also to be located in Canada, and the most northeasterly Direction Centre in the
U.S. to be located at Bangor, Maine).

(c) Data Processing equipments designated FST 2 at all main radar sites and smaller FST
1s at gap fillers turn the target data at the radars into a digital form which can be transmit-
ted back to the Direction Centres.

(d) Ground-to-air data transmitters designated GKA 5, located at interceptor bases which
will transmit instructions received from the Direction Centres to the interceptors (manned
or unmanned).

(e) Ground-to-ground communications which will connect FST 2s to FSQ 7s, FSQ 7s to
FSQ 8s, and FSQ 8s to GKA S5s.

In the case of Western Canada it will be appreciated that these surface communications
will be running south from main radar sites in Canada to Direction Centres in the U.S.,
while in the East, communications will come up from Bangor and from radar sites in the
U.S. and Canada into the Direction Centre and Combat Centre in Canada, and thence to
interceptor bases.

Here again it will be appreciated that the SAGE equipment to be installed in Canada is
only part of a much larger production and installation program in the U.S.

It will be seen from this very brief summary that some equipments, such as the big
computers, will only be required in limited quantities for installation in Canada while other
equipments, such as the SAGE data processors FST 2 and ground-to-air transmitters GKA
5 will be required in reasonable quantities in Canada.

From an economic production point of view, the latter are the types of equipments for

which we should engineer and tool for production in Canada, while the former, i.e. com-
puters FSQ 7 and FSQ 8 should be obtained from the U.S. Canada may well be able to
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provide some components of the large computers if orders are received in reasonable quan-
tities. These computers are very large equipments whose manufacturing cost alone is of the
order of $20 million for the FSQ 7 and $15 million for the FSQ 8. The computing portions
contain very large numbers of similar subassemblies, and there are also a large number of
display consoles. In 1956 International Business Machines Company Inc., the U.S. manu-
facturer, agreed that in both areas of subassemblies and display consoles Canada could
participate on a subcontract basis from them. Yet they cannot plan such sub-contracts
without direction from USAF HQs and USAF AMC.

There is therefore need for an early discussion with the procurement and production
Directorates of the USAF to determine Just what direction should be given to the compa-
nies in this field. But such discussions at the official level can only follow policy meetings
at Cabinet level in both countries.

Appendice C
Appendix C
SECRET
BOMARC
The content and cost of a Bomarc base is very approximately:
Fixed
Building and Power Station $ 15 million
Launchers $ 15 million
Test Equipment $ 15 million
Installation $ 10 million
$ 55 million
Airborne
60 Missiles 05 x60= $ 30 million
60 Warheads 0.25x60 = $ 15 million
60 Ramjets 0.10x 60 = $ 6 million
$ 51 million

The USAF is providing between 36 to 40 bases around the perimeter of the U.S. and the
U.S. Corps of Engineers is responsible for the site construction. A full base squadron is
designed for 120 missiles but the bases are being initially equipped with 60 missiles.

Boeing Aircraft of Seattle had the contracts for development and preproduction and are
Iow commencing a production program for 4800 commencing with the model 1M99A.
The costs we have quoted are those Boeing expect to reach when half-way along the first
production run of 2400, i.e. at the 1200th missile. Hence two such half bases in Canada
would cost about $200 million.

With regard to physical Canadian participation in the setting-up of these two bases
Defence Construction Ltd. could undertake the work involved in site survey, building con-
Struction and power house. Several mechanical engineering companies in Canada could
undertake the construction of the steel launchers. Other Canadian companies, such as
Honeywell Controls of Toronto could handle the pneumatic controls associated with the
launchers.

With regard to the missiles themselves the Canadian requirement appears to be about
One-twentieth or 5% of the U.S. and the cost of setting up a second manufacturing source
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in Canada might be of the order of $100 million. For the limited Canadian requirements
this does not appear to be economically justifiable. However if some U.S. requirements
were added the position would be changed. Therefore if it is in the joint interest of Canada
and U.S. to set up a second source Canada should be selected for this source.

This source could then provide units for both sides of the border and undertake Repair
and Overhaul work as required in Canada. Time itself is not an argument against setting up
a second source since it is estimated that it takes three years to set up a base whereas
missile deliveries could be achieved in about 33 months.

However the missile comprises a number of major components, such as:

Target Seeker; Command Receiver & Decoder; Guidance Beacon; Coordinate
Convertor; Manoeuvre Control; Battery Power Supply; Inverter; Dynameters;
Rocket Motor; Hydraulic Assembly; Cooling System; Wings, Fins & Structure
Radome; Ramjet Engines; Fuel Tank & Helium Bottle; Warheads.

Several of the companies involved in the manufacture of these components have
affiliates in Canada and if second sources for components only are considered desirable
they could be arranged without questions of patents and proprietary rights arising.

Furthermore in the particular case of the Command Receiver & Decoder this may very
well, in its final form, be the same as that to be installed in the Arrow for the same
purpose, viz course control.

What is now urgently needed before any further action is taken in the U.S. to set up
second sources is a conference with USAF to determine precisely what the above compo-
nents are and what items could economically be produced in Canada. Inherent in this is the
concept that production in Canada would be a second source, i.e. would supply not only
missiles being assembled for the two Canadian bases but also the missiles for U.S. bases.

An agreement must first be reached that there will be a certain proportion of Canadian
production on Bomarc missiles themselves so that we ensure some logistical base in this
country and some know-how in this field.

Appendice D
Appendix D

SECRET

THE ARROW/IROQUOIS/ASTRA/SPARROW WEAPON

It has been previously indicated that a complete Air Defence Weapon System comprises
a series of radar lines for detection, data processing equipment, communications to trans-
mit this radar data to Command Centres where computers calculate interception courses,
communications out to ground-to-air data transmitters and interception bases, and finally
the interceptors themselves manned or unmanned. The Integrated Air Defence System of
North America involves the joint use of these manned or unmanned interceptors, and the
above Arrow/Sparrow weapon was designed to meet the specific requirements of the
Canadian perimeter of the North American Defence area.

In 1951 the earlier interceptor, the CF 100, was developed and produced, armed with
guns and rockets, to meet the threat envisaged at that time, but the complex fire and flight
control subsystems were purchased from the U.S. In 1955 the decision was taken to equip
the new weapon, the CF 105, with automatic fire, automatic flight control and automatic
communication-navigation-identification subsystems made in Canada.
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In order to take advantage of the considerable American expenditure and experience in
this field the development of this integrated electronic system was placed in the U.S. with
some subcontracting in Canada, but plans for its production in Canada have been initiated
and considerable sums committed for this purpose. On the strength of this the Canadian
electronics industry has been building up its engineering skills and preparing its production
facilities.

Any suggestion that the ASTRA program be abandoned would have a tremendous
physical and psychological effect on our industry, put the clock back to 1951 and leave us
again with an unbalanced production base. Retreat now from the plans which have been
worked out with so much effort would effectively eliminate future Canadian participation
in the more sophisticated electronics system of the future.

Large production runs in the U.S. for radars, computers and interceptors result in lower
unit costs and make it possible to utilize effectively a large defence industrial base. In the
case of the Arrow/Sparrow Weapon System, if the military requirement is for the equip-
ment of five interceptor bases in Canada with this weapon, any cutback to meet the restric-
tions of the Budget can only result in increasing the overhead to be carried by the shorter
runs, and in partial equipment of the bases.

The present estimated cost of completing the development and preproduction of the
weapons system is $862 million of which $476 million has been committed so far. This
expenditure is to provide a proven design and facilities which can turn out production. If
the plan for equipment of nine squadrons (169) is pursued, the unit production costs will be
of the order of eight million dollars per weapons system, giving a total production cost of
approximately $1400 million. If the plan of producing 61 aircraft only is adopted, the unit
costs will be of the order of nine and a half million dollars, and the total production cost
will be of the order of $600 million.

If, however, the development and preproduction costs are amortized over the produc-
tion runs, the cost per weapons system increases from $13 million for the plan of 169 to
$24 million for reduced production of 61. This indicates a doubling of overall costs for
production of only sixty-one aircraft, and the figures speak for themselves.

If it is possible to get the United States to purchase Arrow Sparrow Weapons Systems,

or if alternately we wished to make an offer of the systems to the United States, for use in
other perimeter areas, the overall cost per weapons system would be still further reduced.

Any suggestions that economies might be achieved by replacing the ASTRA electronics
System and the Sparrow missile by some proven system and missile presently under manu-
facture in the United States should be treated with reserve. Leaving aside the very great
problems which would be created by abandoning Canadian production, and purchasing
these units in the United States, the matching of a new aircraft electronics system and a
missile to the Arrow airframe is in itself a development program of some magnitude.
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71. DEA/50245-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], August 8, 1958

CF-105

This morning I had a telephone call from General Foulkes to let me know, in the
strictest confidence, that Mr. Pearkes had just decided to recommend to Cabinet against
continuance of the CF-105 programme. Mr. Pearkes’ decision had been taken as a result of
his visit to Washington, where he had apparently been impressed by the disparity between
the unit cost of the CF-105 and of comparable interceptors that might be available before
long for purchase in the United States. Apparently also, the United States authorities had
expressed some doubt as to whether or not so many squadrons of interceptors would be
required in the northern half of North America as the Department of National Defence had
been assuming.'?

2. On his return to Ottawa, Mr. Pearkes consulted the Prime Minister, and
Mr. Diefenbaker agreed that the CF-105 programme should be dropped. Accordingly, the
Department of National Defence has revised the papers it had prepared for submission to a
meeting this week of the Cabinet Defence Committee. Since speaking to me on the tele-
phone this morning, General Foulkes has sent me on a personal basis a copy of the revised
paper.'?! It is available at any time for your perusal; but I thought you would agree that it
should first be seen by the Defence Liaison (1) Division.

3. I suggest that you might want to show this memorandum to the Minister, if you have
not already informed him of the decision taken by the Department of National Defence.

D.V. LEP[AN]

120 Pour un compte rendu des discussions de Pearkes avec les fonctionnaires des Ftats-Unis 3 Washington
les 4 et 5 aoiit 1958, voir United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States,
1958-1960, Volume VII, Part 1, pp. 722-724.

For an account of Pearkes’ discussions with United States officials in Washington on August 4-5, 1958,
see United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1958-60, Volume VI,
Fart 1, pp. 722-724.

121 Voir le document suivant./See following document.
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72. DEA/50046-40

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT No. D-9-58 [Ottawa], August 8, 195822
SECRET

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS

Introduction

I. A recent re-assessment of the threat to North America during the period 1960-67
indicates that manned bomber aircraft will continue to pose a threat during this period,
though ICBMs will progressively replace them as the primary threat. Both US and
Canadian planning envisage that during this period the Air Defence Weapon System
against the manned bomber should be composed of manned fighters and surface-to-air
missiles; the manned fighters provide flexibility and sustained defence, while the missiles
provide a higher attrition against aircraft. This submission deals with the measures
necessary to round out the defence against the manned bomber.

Bomarc

2. For the Canadian Air Defence System, the long range surface-to-air missile is regarded
as the most economical and effective missile. Its range permits large areas to be covered
from a single base, as well as enabling the missile to destroy the enemy bomber before it is
close enough to its target to launch its air-to-surface missiles. Bomarc is considered to be
the best long range surface-to-air missile for Canada because its range meets our needs and
its control requirements are compatible with the proposed control facilities.

3. The results of joint Canada-United States studies on weapons deployment demonstrate
the need for two Bomarc bases in Canada in the Ontario and Quebec area. These bases
form part of a Canada-US plan for a continuous system of missile defence from coast to

~ coast designed for the protection of the principal targets in North America. Inasmuch as
these two bases are located in Canada and will provide substantial defence to Canadian
targets, it is considered important for Canada to participate in this commitment. The
United States Air Force has indicated a willingness to share the cost of these two Bomarc
bases in Canada. Details and costs are shown in Appendix “A”.

Air Defence — CF105 (Arrow) Aircraft Programme

4. At the meeting on 29 October, 1957, Cabinet approved the continuation for another
twelve months of the development programme for the Arrow (CF-105) (eight) aircraft,
including the ordering of 29 preproduction aircraft, improvement of tooling for the aircraft,
acceleration of the development of the Iroquois engine, and continuation of the necessary
related programmes.

5. A project of this nature logically progresses in two phases, the first being the design,
development and preproduction phase. The second is the production phase for squadron

——
" Note marginale :/Marginal note:
As amended by corrigendums of 11th and 13th August. G. P[earkes]
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service. The two phases are complementary and overlap. The first phase is now well
advanced and, to ensure continuity, the production programme should be initiated shortly.
A progress report is attached at Appendix “B”.

6. This aircraft is now in the test flying stage and flights to date indicate it will meet its
design requirements. The engine (Iroquois) for the aircraft, which is part of the Arrow
programme, is also undergoing air tests. These tests indicate that it also will meet its design
requirements.

7. The RCAF now has nine all-weather squadrons with a combined total of 169 aircraft.
These squadrons are located on five bases across Canada. The present programme calls for
the re-equipping of all nine squadrons with the Arrow which presents a requirement, with
training and logistic backup, for a production order of 169 Arrow aircraft at a total cost of
two billion dollars extended over the period 1959/60 to 1963/64. The costs for the air
defence programme on this basis are shown at Appendix “C”.

8. A study of the financial implications of continuing this programme and its impact on
the overall defence programme, and the necessity of giving consideration to future require-
ments such as defence against intercontinental ballistic missiles have necessitated a study
of alternative plans.

9. The Chiefs of Staff have considered various alternatives:

(a) Reduction of the number of Arrow aircraft from 169 to 60, which, with those available
from the existing order of 37 aircraft, will permit the re-equipping of five squadrons on the
five bases and provide a number of aircraft for training and logistic backup; and the
introduction of Bomarc missiles on two sites in Canada. The costs for the air defence
programme on this basis are shown at Appendix “D”.

(b) Completing the Arrow development and completing the 37 preproduction aircraft,
arming these aircraft with the MB1 rocket or some other readily available air-to-air
missile, and installing two Bomarc sites in the Ottawa - North Bay area. Costs are shown
in Appendix “E”.

(c) Discontinuing the Arrow aircraft programme and associated equipment, and introduc-
ing a complete surface-to-air missile project, for the defence of the Canadian area; or a
combination of manned interceptor aircraft and missiles, procuring a proven interceptor
aircraft which has been fully developed. Approximate costs are shown in Appendix “F”.

10. After very careful consideration of the various alternatives, the Chiefs of Staff have
come to the conclusion that any plan involving going into production of the CF105 would
require expenditures in the order of $350 million in the fiscal years 1959/60, 1960/61 and
1961/62. The effect of limiting the numbers of aircraft would bring the cost of the individ-
ual aircraft from $4.5 or $5 million to $9 or $10 million per copy, not taking into account
amortizing the cost of development and preproduction. The Chiefs of Staff have doubts as
to whether a limited number of aircraft at this extremely high cost would provide defence
returns commensurate with the expenditure in view of the changing threat, especially
between the years 1962 and 1967. Consideration has been given as to whether or not the
CF105 programme, including associated weapons systems, should be discontinued imme-
diately; or whether the development and completion of the 37 preproduction aircraft should
be proceeded with in the hope that a return could be achieved from the funds already spent
on this project. To complete the development and preproduction order of 37 aircraft would
cost in the neighbourhood of $475 million and would not provide sufficient proven aircraft
to form and maintain one effective operational squadron. Therefore to meet any require-
ment for interceptor aircraft, it would be more economical to procure a suitable number of
proven aircraft which have been developed.
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Recommendations
11. T recommend that the air defence programme be revised as follows:
(a) Authority be granted for the cancellation of the CF105 Arrow programme and
associated fire control and weapons systems projects.
(b) Approval in principle be given to:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area;'”® and
(i) the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
the installation of the associated gap filler radars. Details are shown in Appendix “G”.
(c) The Chiefs of Staff to investigate and submit proposals for:
(1) any additional missile installations required; and/or
(ii) any additional interceptor aircraft of a proven, developed type that may be required
in lieu of the CF105.
(d) Authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production on the following items:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of 2 heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the installa-
tion of gap filler radars.

[GEORGE PEARKES)]
Appendice “A”
Appendix “A”

SECRET

BOMARC BASES IN THE ONTARIO & QUEBEC AREA

1. Joint Canada-United States studies on weapons deployment demonstrate the need for
two Bomarc bases in Canada in the Ontario and Quebec area. The agreed requirement is
for each base to consist of 120 missiles. For budgetary reasons the United States are now
planning to restrict their programme to 60 missiles per base. It is considered, therefore, that
the Canadian programme at this time should consist of a unit of 60 missiles at each base.

2. The USAF has indicated a willingness to share the cost of the two Canadian Bomarc
bases. No firm cost-sharing formula has yet been established, but it is considered that an
eventual agreement could be reached within the bounds of the following proposals:

(a) the US would provide the missiles and the RCAF would meet the remainder of the
capital costs and would be responsible for manning and all recurring costs of operation.
The total capital costs of this programme would be approximately $164 million, of which
the US would contribute $60 million and the RCAF $104 million:

(b) The US would provide the launchers and support equipment in addition to the
missiles, and the RCAF would meet the remainder of the capital costs and would be
Tesponsible for manning and all recurring costs of operation. The total capital cost would
be approximately $156 million, of which the US would contribute $124 million and the
RCAF $32 million. Annual operating costs of approximately $12 million per year would
be additional but would not reach this full amount until the fiscal year 1961/62.

_
'® Note marginale :/Marginal note:
subject to the satisfactory conclusion of negotiations with respect to ... [Jules Léger]
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3. The costs above are based on Canadian costs for construction and US costs for manu-
factured equipment. The difference in total costs of the two proposals is due to the fact that
no customs and excise taxes have been included for launchers and support equipment in
the second proposal.

4. If the Canadian Authorities should decide to employ nuclear weapons in the air defence
system, the USAF will provide nuclear warheads for the Bomarc. The cost of the warheads
is approximately $24 million. This cost is over and above the total capital cost and the US
contribution would, therefore, increase by this amount. The problem of nuclear storage and
the use of nuclear warheads in Canada will be the subject of a separate submission after
further discussion with the US authorities.

5. Expenditures for the full programme would be phased as follows:

1958/59 1959/60 1960/61 1961/62
40 550 85.0 20.0
Appendice “B”
Appendix “B”
SECRET [Ottawa], July 23, 1958

REPORT ON THE STATUS OF DEVELOPMENT OF THE ARROW WEAPON SYSTEM
(37 AIRCRAFT)

1. Arrow Weapons System: This consists of:

(a) Arrow 1 (P&W J75 Engines)

(b) Arrow 2 (Iroquois Engines)

(c) Iroquois Engines

(d) Astra Electronic System

(e) Sparrow 2 Missiles

2. Development Objectives: The object of the development programme is to have aircraft
into operational squadrons commencing in Jan 61.

3. Current Status: The present status of the various parts of the Weapon System Develop-
ment Programme is as follows:

(a) Arrow 1: 5 Aircraft

Materiel Procurement: 100% complete
Tooling: 100%
Fabrication:

(i) component parts: 100%

(ii) assembly: 4 aircraft assembled
1 aircraft assembled by Sep 58
Component testing: 100%
System testing: 15%
Flight testing:
10 % hours flying on the 1st a/c
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(b) Arrow 2: 32 Aircraft

Materiel Procurement: 70% ordered
Tooling: 80%
Fabrication: Components for #1 a/c 100%
Detail parts: in various stages of completion
Component Testing: 70% completed from Arrow 1
30% outstanding
System Testing: 20% completed from Arrow 1
80% outstanding
Flight Testing: None: 1st Mark 2 a/c is scheduled to fly Apr 59
(c) Iroquois Engine: 110 Engines
Materiel Procurement: Ist 14 engines: 100%
next 9 engines: 60%
next 20 engines: 100% ordered
remainder: none
Tooling: 80%
Fabrication: 14 engines completed
Ground Testing:
(i) Test Bed

5800 hrs running completed of an estimated 8000 required for passing a type test in
July 59. At this point the development of engine is complete.

(ii) Altitude wind tunnel: 130 hrs completed.
A further 135 hrs to be completed by Jan 59.

Flight Testing:
4 hours in a B-47 flying test bed.
(d) Astra Electronic System: 46 Sets (Development 6 — Use 34 — Spare 6)
Materiel Procurement: Ist 6 sets: 100%
next 40: Procurement just started
Tooling:
(1) Major components such as the antenna: 100%
(ii) Sub-systems such as air data computer: being fabricated.
Fabrication:
Ist 3 sets: 100%
next 4 sets: various stages of completion
remaining sets: not started
Component Testing: various components under test for last 1 ' years.
System Testing: 3 sets under test at present
Flight Testing: A few components have been flight tested in CF100 aircraft.
The first system will be tested in a transport aircraft starting
Sep 58.

First systems tests in Arrow aircraft scheduled to start Mar 59.
(e) Sparrow 2: 387 Missiles

Material Procurement: Canadair: 25% complete
Westinghouse: 40%
All sub contracts for compo-
nents not made at Canadair
or Westinghouse are let.

Tooling: Canadair: -9%0%
Westinghouse: 100%
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Fabrications:
(i) 23 missiles delivered from the Douglas Aircraft
Company’s contract for 87
(ii) 1st Canadair Prototype missile 75% complete
(iii) 5 Westinghouse prototype seekers complete
(iv) 102 Canadair produced simulated missiles completed.
(v) Test equipment: 60%
Component Testing: 25%
Flight Testing: None completed; however, arrangements have been made for use of facilities
at US Navy missile Test Center, Point Mugu, Calif., effective 1 Jul 58 and
RCAF Detachment and a contractors team have been formed.

4. Financial Status: A financial summary is given in the attached Annex L This shows:

(a) Cash expenditure to 30 Jun 58 $267.1IM
(b) Commitments to 30 Jun 58 $381.7TM
(c) Future years spending $595.5M
(d) Total program cost $862.67M

5. Base Facilities: Flight Testing will be conducted at Cold Lake. Operational Squadrons

will be stationed at Uplands, North Bay, St. Hubert, Bagotville, and Comox. Improvements
to hangars, runways and aerodrome facilities to handle the Arrow at all these bases will
amount to approximately $20M, or an average of $3M to 4M per base.

Annexe 1
Annex 1
SECRET
ITEM CUMULATIVE AMOUNT AMOUNT 58/59 $9/60 6061 61/62 6263 TOTALTO  TOTAL
20 JUN 58 ON CD COMMITTED FROM BESPENT  PRO-
BY DDP 1 JUL 58 TO FROM GRAMME
31 MAR 59 30 JUN 58
AIRFRAME 126472 217.929 155.192 82545 117931 51329 - - 252805 379.277
ENGINE 92192 142.031 111.260 47525 50106 576 456 - 98.657  190.849
ASTRA 22129 81941 73.126 43123 68384 60.069 11605 3.081 182262 208391
J75 AND GSM 8568 10720 8.900 732 1460 - - - 2192 10760
SPARROW 17772 63324 33.203 23600 20.100 10200 1.800 - 55.628  73.400
TOTALS ARROW
AND SPARROW 267.133 515.945 381.681 197.525 257.981 122.174 13861 3081 595544  862.677
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Appendice “C”
Appendix “C”

SECRET [Revised], August 13, 1958

COST OF PRESENT PLANNED AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
PRODUCTION ORDER OF 169 ARROW AIRCRAFT

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
to Future Capital 1963/64 &

31 Mar 58 Expenditures 1958/59 1959760  1960/61 196162  1962/63  Future Yrs.
ARROW
Preprod.37 a/c 2210 568.2 203.2 2379 1120 12.1 3.0 -
Production 169 a/c - 1183.0 42 1223 300.8 3137 2740 168.0
SPARROW
Preproduction 15.1 583 26.2 20.1 102 1.8 - -
Production - 2092 - 54 240 435 51.1 852
Additional Facilities
CF105 - 344 - 52 72 70 9.0 6.0
Bomarc 2x60 -
Estimated total cost - 164.0*
Additional Radars & - 352
Gap fillers
Sage Estimated Cost - 108.0*
Total Capital Costs 236.1 2360.3

* — These figures are estimated total cost - no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.

NOTE: Cancellation charges if present programme cancelled 1 Sep 58 is estimated to be for Arrow $145M and for Spamrow $24.0M.

Of these amounts $55.6M and $11.4M respectively will have been spent from I Apr 58 to cancellation date.

The balance of $89.4M and $12.6M ively to be expended on ¢ llation charges from 1 Sep 58 were agreed upon with DDP as a
maximum estimate. DDP opinion is that the total balance could be as low $80M.

Appendice “D”
Appendix “D”

SECRET [Revised], August 13, 1958

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
PRODUCTION ORDER OF 60 ARROW A/C

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS

to Future Capital 1963/64 &

31 Mar 58 Expendi 1958/59 1959/60  1960/61 1961/62 1962/63 Future Yrs.
Armow Preprod. (37) 221.0 568.2 2032 2379 1120 12.1 30 -
Amow Production (60) - 480.0 4.0 114.0 201.0 126.0 350 -
Sparrow 15.1 170.3 26.2 211 242 338 50.0 15.0
Additional Facilities
CF105 - 344 - 5.2 72 70 9.0 6.0
Bomarc 2x60 -
Estimated total cost - 164.0*
Additional Radars & - 35.2
Gap fillers
SAGE - - 108.0*
Estimated Cost
Total Capital Costs 236.1 1560.1

* ~ These figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.

NOTE: Cancellation charges if present prog lled 1 Sep 58 is d to be for Arrow $145M and for Sparrow $24.0M.

Of these amounts $55.6M and §11.4M respectively will have been spent from 1 Apr 58 to cancellation date.

The batance of $89.4M and $12.6M ively to be expended on llation charges from 1 Sep 58 were agreed upon with DDP as a
maximum estimate. DDP opinion is that the total balance could be as low $80M.
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Appendice “E”
Appendix “E”

SECRET {Revised], August 13, 1958

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
COMPLETE PREPRODUCTION ORDER ONLY — 37 ARROW AIRCRAFT

C/W MG13FCS/MB1/IROQUOIS

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
o Future Capital 1963/64 &
31 Mar 58 Expenditures 1958/59  1959/60 1960461  1961/62 196263  Future Yrs.
Arrow 37 aircraft 210 419.0 1659 188.0 61.0 50 - -
Sparrow Cancellation 15.1 240 180 6.0 - - - -
(From 1 Apr 58)
Astra Cancellation - 205 150 55 - - - -
(From 1 Apr 58)
231 MB1 o/w Warhead - 844 1 4 100 53.9 200 -
Additional Facilities - 194 - 42 52 35 35 30
CF105
Bomarc 2 x 60
Estimated total cost - 164.0*
Additional Radars and - 352
Gap fillers
SAGE
Estimated Total Cost - 108.0*
Total Capital Costs 236.1 874.5
* _ Thesc figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.
Appendice “F (1)”
Appendix “F (1)”
SECRET [Revised], August 13, 1958
COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
CANCEL ARROW/SPARROW, ADD TWO ADDITIONAL BOMARC SITES
Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
o Future Capital 1963/64 &
31 Mar 58 Expendi 1958/59  1959/60  1960/61 1961462 196263  Future Yrs.
Armrow Cancellation
Charges (from 1 Apr 58) 2210 145.0 1200 250 - - - -
Sparrow Cancellation
Charges (From 1 Apr 58) 15.1 240 180 6.0 - - - -
Bomarc 2x60 -
Estimated total cost - 164.0*
Additional Bomarc
West Coast | x 60 - 88.3
Tie into Existing SAGE - 6.0
East Coast 1 x 60 - 87.0
Tie into SAGE Sector - 6.0
Additional Radars & - 352
Gap Fillers
SAGE
Estimated Total Cost - 108.0*
Total Capital Costs 236.1 663.5

* _ These figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.
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Appendice “F (2)”
Appendix “F (2)”

SECRET [Revised], August 13, 1958

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
CANCEL ARROW/SPARROW, AND 100 F106C AIRCRAFT

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
to Future Capital 1963/64 &
31 Mar 58 Expenditures 1958/59  1959/60  1960/61  1961/62 196263 Future Yrs.

Arrow Cancellation

Charges (from 1 Apr 58) 2210 1450 120.0 250 - -~ - -
Sparrow Cancellation

Charges (From 1 Apr 58) 15.1 240 18.0 6.0 - - - -
100 — F106C Aircraft c/w

Weapons System —

*¢ US Production - 457.0 - 1140 160.0 1370 46.0 -
Additional Facilities

F106C A/C - 344 - 52 7.2 7.0 9.0 6.0
Bomarc 2x60 ~

Estimated total cost - 164.0*

Additional Radars & - 352

Gap Fillers

SAGE

Estimated Total Cost - 108.0*

Total Capital Costs 236.1 9675

* — These figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.
NOTE: ** Increased cost for Canadian Production $74.3 M.

Appendice “G”
Appendix “G”
SECRET

EXTENSION OF PINETREE RADAR SYSTEM
NORTHWARD EXTENSION — CANADIAN PROGRAMME

" 1. There is a requirement for additional radar coverage in certain important areas of

Canada to allow for the full utilization of the Air Defence weapons system of NORAD.
One such area is in Western Canada from the Rocky Mountains east to Lake Winnipeg,
and this requirement has been covered in a separate submission dealing with the United
States portion of the programme. The other area lies Northwest of the Ontario/Quebec
industrial complex. The radar sites involved are in the vicinity of Moosonee, Ontario, and
Chibougamau, Quebec.

2. The physical characteristics of a heavy radar are such that at approximately 100 statute
miles (87 nautical miles) from the site the bottom of the radar beam is 5,000 feet above the
ground. Consequently, between adjacent radars there is a gap between ground level and the
bottom of the beam of the main radars through which a low flying bomber could penetrate
the defences undetected. In order to fill this gap and also provide data for the control of
Weapons, small unattended radars are a requirement.

3. A joint survey was carried out last summer, and it was found that 45 gap filler radars
would be required. Six of these in the Ottawa SAGE Sector are of prime interest to
Canada, and are located approximately as follows: La Tuque, Quebec; Lac-du-Loup,
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Quebec; Manton River, Ontario; Biscotasing, Ontario; Timmins, Ontario; and Belle Terre,
Quebec. The remaining 39 located in other parts of the Pinetree system are in the areas of
the US-financed heavy radars and are covered in a previous submission, referred to in
paragraph one concerning the United States programme.

4. It was proposed in a previous submission that the United States should pay the full cost
for the five western radars. It is now proposed that costs be shared with the United States
for:

(a) the installation of two heavy radars and associated equipment in Quebec and Northern
Ontario at an estimated cost of $32. M

(b) the installation of six gap filler radars in the Northern part of the Ottawa SAGE Sector
at an estimated cost of $3.2 M.

5. The total cost of this full programme is $35.2M. and expenditures would be phased as
follows:

1958/59 1959/60 1960/61 1961/62 1962/63
- 6.5 19.0 85 1.2
73. DEA/50046-40

Note du ministre des Finances
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Minister of Finance
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT No. D-12-58 Ottawa, August 13, 1958
SECRET

SOME CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE DEFENCE PROGRAMME

1. With the growing cost and complexity of weapons and weapons-systems, Canada will
never again be able to initiate and develop an important weapon of her own. The Arrow
(CF105) will be the last. New developments in Canada’s defence effort must be even more
closely intermixed with that of the United States than heretofore — both as regards armed
forces and as regards defence production and, by implication, as regards defence finance.

2. This intermixing will raise, indeed is already raising, questions regarding Canadian
“independence.” Can we find, in North America, a “defence posture” in which we are
closely seen to be standing on our own feet? This question has three aspects, all of them
with financial implications:

(i) By what means, in such a mixed-up situation, can the Canadian Government establish
the fact, in the minds of Parliament, Congress, and the public north and south of the
border, that Canada is really doing her share, and pulling her weight, in the defence of
North America and the rest of the free world? This question may be particularly important
if we are to enlist extended cooperation by the United States in matters of defence, defence
production and defence finance.

(ii) How far can defence installations in Canada, present, proposed, and in the farther
future, be manned by Canadians rather than Americans?
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(iii) Can Canadians continue to be equipped with weapons or weapons-systems that are
bought by the Canadian Government, at home or abroad, for cash — rather than provided
on a gift or mutual-aid basis by the Government of the U.S.A.?

Canadian and U.S. Defence Expenditures

3. What is needed to establish the fact that Canada is pulling her weight? There is no
positive or readily acceptable standard of comparison. It can, however, be said that serious
questions would be raised if the trends of defence expenditures in the two countries were
widely divergent. It would certainly be difficult, if not impossible, to enlist or maintain
United States co-operation in matters of defence and other matters if Canadian expendi-
tures were clearly decreasing at a time when those in the United States were increasing.
Conversely, the Canadian public would not accept a sharp increase in this country, if the
trend was downwards in the U.S.A. This suggests the desirability of keeping ourselves as
well informed as possible regarding the thinking on defence spending in the United States
Administration and also in Congress. This should normally be one of the matters on the
agenda of meetings of the new Canada-United States Ministerial Committee on Defence.

Manning Installations in Canada

4. As for the question of manning defence installations on Canadian soil with Canadian
rather than United States personnel, this is a matter which is not primarily financial. It
might, however, have extensive financial implications. For example, if consideration were
to be given to stationing fewer Canadian personnel in Europe and more in Canada, it
would be essential to know what amounts would be involved in their equipment or re-
equipment in Canada rather than in Europe.

U.S. Equipment; The Question of Mutual Aid

5. The next question is whether Canadian forces must continue to be equipped entirely
with weapons that have been purchased by the Canadian Government — to the exclusion
of weapons that might be made available on a mutual-aid basis from the United States.
During World War II, and subsequently, Canada has consistently claimed, with truth and
with pride, that she has accepted mutual aid from no one. This position was very con-
sciously and deliberately developed early in the War; the purpose was to maintain unques-
tioned Canada’s independent role and her sovereignty. As a neighbour of the U.S.A. this
was far more important to Canada than it was to allied countries overseas, Moreover, under
the “Hyde Park Agreement” the U.S.A., recognizing Canada’s special position and the
importance of her integrity, made various arrangements designed to enable Canada to
finance the War on a self-sustaining, non-mutual-aid basis.

6. In recent years, in ad hoc agreements on cost-sharing relating to military installations
in Canada, the United States military authorities have made certain expenditures in
Canada, and located certain United States-owned equipment in Canada, in so far as they
are permitted to do so under existing legislation. No mutual aid has been accepted. Nor has
any general pattern of Canada-U.S. relationships emerged in the field of defence finance.

7. Faced with increased intermingling of the defence programmes, and the need to install
weapons such as Bomarc on Canadian soil, the question may arise whether we should now
accept United States mutual aid, should seek some new defence-finance agreement along
the lines of the Hyde Park Agreement, or attempt some different arrangement. It may,
however, be questioned whether the situation is really the same as that which emerged in
World War II. A basic difference lies in the complexity and inter-relationship of modern
Wweapons. Formerly a gun was a gun, a tank a tank, a ship a ship. But today, who is to say
whether the Bomarc is the weapon, or whether it does not include its launching site
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together with the various radar screens on the basis of which it must be put into action and
the SAGE system which collects the information about the invader and actually guides the
missile on its destructive flight? It is surely desirable that Canada should, if at all possible,
continue to refuse to accept mutual aid. On the other hand it is suggested that Canada need
not refuse United States-owned equipment, and even missiles, to be located in Canada as
part of an integrated weapons-system under Canada-United States auspices. What requires
thought and study is the general relationship with the U.S.A. (relating to manpower, equip-
ment, installations, defence production, and defence finance), rather than the ownership of
particular bits and pieces of defence equipment.

Defence Production and Defence Finance

8. Finally, it seems necessary to say something about the role of Canadian industry in the
common defence. This role is becoming more and more precarious as weapons, and
weapons-systems, rise in cost beyond the financial capacity of Canada to pay its own way.
In this paper it seems appropriate to stress certain financial aspects of this matter.

9. It should be recognized by the United States as well as the Canadian Government that
Canada has had in the past and might again have in the future a severe foreign-exchange
problem attributable to our defence expenditures. Such a problem may arise when
Canada’s defence purchases in the U.S.A., both in terms of finished equipment and identi-
fiable components, run ahead of comparable purchases by the U.S.A. in Canada. The Hyde
Park Agreement, referred to above, was the first of a series of arrangements designed to
restore international balance in our defence purchases.

10. And the danger of chronic imbalance grows as the complexity of weapons increases
and Canada’s ability to produce any complete final product, such as the “Arrow,” dimin-
ishes. The pressures leading the United States military authorities to confine their orders to
United States firms are by no means diminishing and a strong Canadian organization in
Washington, as well as broad directives from United States Ministers, is required if contin-
uing orders are to be placed in Canada. And, finally, the possibility that we may decide to
purchase, instead of producing in Canada, the most modern (and very expensive) manned
aircraft, suggests that such a situation may not be far off.

11. It was suggested above that there might be some acceptable “fair” relationship
between defence budgets — Canada and U.S.A. It should now be added and emphasized
that the budgetary situation is only part of the financial picture. Canada cannot be expected
to do its equivalent share on a budgetary basis if the United States does not make it possi-
ble to ensure that those expenditures do not undermine the Canadian foreign-exchange
position.

12. T understand that no recent survey of the balance of payments on defence account has
been made; it seems desirable that we should review that situation immediately. I am seek-
ing my officials to set this study in motion and I should like to enlist the assistance of the
other departments concerned.

Some Suggestions Flowing From the Proposals of the Minister of National Defence

13. Against this general background of defence relationships with U.S.A., and their finan-
cial implications, there are certain suggestions that seem to flow from the proposals of the
Minister of National Defence in his paper on “Air Defence Requirements” (Document
D 9-58 of 8 August 1958).

14. To begin with, I would like to welcome most warmly, from the financial point of
view, the recommendation that the “Arrow” programme and associated projects be
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cancelled. The strain which continuance of that programme would have placed on the
national budget would have been intolerable. :

15. The paper proposes, not only the cancellation of the “Arrow™ programme, but also the
substitution of additional missile installations and/or additional interceptor aircraft. The
Chiefs of Staff are to investigate and submit proposals on these matters. It would, surely,
be desirable if the positive decisions on the new weapons to be adopted could be made, or
at least announced in general terms, at the same time as the negative decision regarding
discontinuance of the “Arrow.” There are both presentational and financial reasons for the
suggestion.

16. On the presentational side, it would seem to be desirable, both internally and interna-
tionally, to seem to be taking a positive, constructive line rather than a purely negative one.
Moreover, the new programme should, in some measure at least, provide economic bene-
fits and incentives in place of the old one. There can be no doubt that strong pressures will
build up to oppose the cancellation and these should be easier to meet if there is a positive
defensible alternative to put forward. Finally, it is possible that an announcement merely of
a cancellation, apparently involving a massive cut-back in Canada’s defence effort, might
be misunderstood both in NATO and in the U.S.A.

17. On the financial side, we shall all wish to be sure that the proposed alternatives do not
involve financial commitments that, in the end, turn out to be in their way as onerous as
the programme that we are abandoning. It is, for instance, immediately clear that the alter-
native proposals, while probably involving a greatly decreased burden on the Canadian
budget, might involve greatly increased foreign exchange burdens, in terms of purchases in
U.S.A. instead of in Canada. These matters need to be seen in perspective, and as part of
the whole Canadian defence programme and its increasing interrelationship with that of the
US.A.

18. These considerations seem to point in two directions. First, we might ask the Chiefs
of Staff to make their recommendations regarding alternatives as soon as they can do so;
these recommendations, of course, should come forward to us after consultation with the
officials of the Departments here represented. Second, the question arises whether we
should not be seeking a meeting of the Canada-United States Committee on Joint Defence.
It would be premature to hold such a meeting before we had fully considered the new
recommendations of the Chiefs, and other preparatory work had been done, but it should
be held before the annual NATO Ministerial meeting which usually takes place in mid-
December.

19. Plans and preparations for this meeting could be put in hand without delay. As
already indicated, the Department of Finance will initiate a study of the exchange position
and outlook on defence account. Possibly some further exploratory work might be consid-
ered useful in regard to defence production with a view to having the desired directives
issued in Washington at the time of the meeting and following them up as effectively as
possible afterwards. Finally, there is the question of cost-sharing relating to Canada-United
States installations. The Minister of National Defence proposes that negotiations with the
United States should commence regarding cost-sharing and production on the two Bomarc
bases and the two heavy radars to be situated in Canada. I would readily agree with this. At
the same time I would ask, first, that the Department of Finance be included in the negotia-
tions and preparations for them, second, that these installations be regarded, not as isolated
activities, but as part of the broader picture of Canada-United States relationships and,
third, that before commitments are given to the United States a report be made to this
Committee.
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20. In conclusion, and considering the very far-reaching changes in our air defence
arrangements that are now under consideration, it would seem appropriate to undertake a
searching review, not of air defence problems alone, but of our whole defence programme.
To be fully effective, such a review would have to cover all three Services and all the
Departments concerned should take part. It should surely be possible, if strict standards are
applied, and in the light of changing military and technological developments, to find new
economies and to make way for new developments. I would hope that the Annual
Estimates for the Department of National Defence in 1959/60 could be firmly based on a
comprehensive review of this sort.

DONALD M. FLEMING

74. DEA/50245-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], August 13, 1958

120TH MEETING OF THE CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
AUGUST 14, 1958
CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE — FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The Cabinet Defence Committee will be considering on August 14 highly important
recommendations from the Minister of National Defence with respect to continental air
defence. Because the impact on the Canadian budget of current proposals for improvement
of the Continental Air Defence System is likely to be such as to make itself felt in other
fields, including that of foreign policy, Mr. Smith has approved the attached paper for
circulation to the Cabinet Defence Committee at the August 14 meeting. The paper sets out
some of the foreign policy implications which he believes should be borne in mind when
basic decisions with respect to continental air defence are being taken. For your conve-
nience I am summarizing below the main points of substance which are dealt with at
greater length in the attachment.

North American Defences: If the Government decides now to agree in principle to the
installation of BOMARC missiles in Canada, it would seem desirable to open negotiations
immediately with the United States on the problem of control of nuclear components. The
minimum Canadian position should be no less than that achieved by the United Kingdom
earlier this year in the case of the intermediate range ballistic missiles provided by the
United States. Under the terms of the US-UK agreement of February 22,'?* the United
States retains ownership, custody and control of the nuclear warheads for the missiles, but
the launching of these missiles is to be a matter for joint decision by the two Governments.
While it would seem desirable to begin negotiations on this matter immediately, final
agreement between the two Governments might be reached at the first meeting of the
Canada-United States Committee of Joint Defence.

The United States is determined to erect defences against the most diversified attack of
which the Soviet Union is capable, i.e. a mixed bomber and missile attack. In the circum-

124 Voir/See Document 93, note 140.
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stances, Canada’s alternatives may therefore be (a) to increase the Canadian defence
budget or (b) to accept a greater degree of United States assistance. This Department
would not be inclined to dismiss the latter alternative in spite of its political implications.

The principle underlying United States mutual aid legislation is that the security inter-
ests of the United States are served by United States expenditures for mutual aid to its
allies. Joint Canada-United States defence measures in North America are so obviously
essential to the physical defence of the United States that assistance to Canada in this con-
text would have a very special connotation. Canada’s freedom of action will not, in our
estimation, be affected greatly by accepting additional United States assistance: it is more
likely, in our estimation, to be affected by the levels of Canadian defence expenditures in
comparison with those of the United States. If we can maintain a respectable ratio between
Canadian and United States expenditures for the defence of North America, our influence
on United States planning in this regard is not likely to be diminished.

Canadian Forces in Europe: The threat to North America has increased greatly in
recent years and has given more substance to the argument that the defence of North
America is an integral part of the defence of the NATO area. Nevertheless, we can be
certain that NATO reaction to any suggestion of a reduction in Canadian commitments in
Europe (particularly the air division) will be adverse. This Department is inclined to
believe, however, that in view of the changing strategic situation we might, in two or three
years, be in a position to envisage the withdrawal of our air division if Canadian considera-
tions strongly suggest the desirability of such a course of action. It would be incumbent
upon us to consult, before final decisions were taken, with the NATO military authorities
and the NATO council; and it would seem wise to secure the support of the United States
for any reduction we might have to contemplate.

USSR Non-Military Threat: Although the Soviet Union is capable of launching a
manned bomber attack on North America, it would not seem reasonable for the Soviet
Union to plan to attack North America while the manned bomber remains the best long-
range operational weapon available. It can be argued that the Soviet Union can safely rely
on the existing balance of deterrents as a sufficient safe-guard to her own security and can
do her policy planning with a greater degree of flexibility than that allowed to the West.
There is evidence that growing Soviet economic strength and the use made of that strength
throughout the world poses a substantial threat to the West which must be considered with
the same quality of concern as is evidenced in the case of the purely military threat from
the Soviet Union. If Canadian foreign policy is to be realistic, it would seem essential that
Canada be able, from time to time, to participate effectively in co-ordinated Western
attempts to meet adequately the non-military threat from the Soviet Union in the political
and economic fields. Since our resources are not unlimited, it would seem desirable to bear
in mind constantly the need for some balance between expenditures in the purely military
field and those in the non-military field.

Finally, although nothing is said in the attached paper about disarmament, I believe the
goal of an eventual reduction in world armaments must, for both political and economic
reasons, be kept in mind even at a time when consideration is being given to measures to
improve our defences against Soviet capabilities.

J. LIEGER]
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[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet Defence Committee

DOCUMENT No. D-11-58 Ottawa, August 14, 1958
SECRET

CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENCE — FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

1. The impact on the Canadian budget of current and prospective proposals for improve-
ment of the continental air defence system is likely to be such as to make itself felt in other
fields including that of foreign policy. It seems appropriate, therefore, that the considera-
tions outlined below should be borne in mind when basic decisions are being taken with
respect to particular recommendations relating to the improvement of the air defences of
the continent. It is recognized that appreciation of the military threat posed for North
America by both manned bombers and ballistic missiles is the responsibility of the Depart-
ment of National Defence. Such an appreciation must be basic to the Government’s
consideration of appropriate expenditures to meet this threat. The threat does not consist
alone of enemy capabilities; enemy intentions are important as well. For that reason, some
brief attention is given below to the Soviet threat.

The Threat

2. In any appreciation of an enemy threat, a balance has to be struck, between (a) what the
enemy is capable of doing and (b) what his intentions may be. The best appreciation of
Canadian, United States and United Kingdom intelligence communities give the Soviet
Union a capability now, and in the future, of attacking North America with manned
bombers, most of which, however, are capable only of one-way missions. There is some
difference of opinion on the number of bombers which the Soviet Union possesses. There
is general agreement that the Soviet Union must also be given a growing capability in
operational ICBM’s in the early 1960s. There is agreement as well that the ICBM will
replace the manned bomber some time in the next decade as the major threat to North
America. There will, however, also be the capability for a mixed threat — i.e. missiles and
bombers.

3. The importance of these capabilities, per se, must not be ignored. Their real signifi-
cance, however, cannot be properly appreciated unless one applies to them some judgment
on Soviet intentions as to the use to be made of them. It must be recognized that the factors
in the field of intentions are much less susceptible of proof than in the field of capabilities.
We are not, however, without some guidance.

4. It seems clear, for example, that the Soviet Union cannot match with bombers, the
bomber strength of the long-range Strategic Air Command of the United States, nor is
there any evidence that the Soviet Union is attempting to do so. On the other hand, it is at
least arguable that the Soviet Union is slightly ahead of the United States in the develop-
ment of operational ICBMs. In these circumstances, is it reasonable to suppose that the
Soviet Union would attack North America at a time when the main Soviet striking force
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would consist of a bomber force inferior in numbers and proficiency to that possessed by
the United States? Is it not reasonable to estimate, rather, that the Soviet Union would wait
to attack the only other power in the world which can effectively challenge Soviet predom-
inance until it can do so with a main striking force of missiles, in which field it has a
reasonable hope of superiority over the United States?

5. To put this thought in general terms is to argue that the balance of advantage in the
manned bomber field still lies with the West, and therefore it would be unreasonable
(although not impossible) for the Soviet Union to attack North America while the manned
bomber remains the best long-range operational weapon available. It should be added of
course that the risk of a nuclear war being precipitated through miscalculation cannot be
ignored.

6. One further general argument seems equally appropriate. Our Governments have com-
mitted themselves not to start a preventive war against the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union, therefore, is left with the initiative. This being the case, can it not be argued that the
Soviet Union can safely rely on the existing balance of deterrents as sufficient safeguard to
her own security? If this is true, she is presented then with a number of alternative courses
of action. She can simply maintain her present bomber strength without substantial
increase while concentrating the resources devoted to defence mainly in the missile field.
She can as well put certain limits on expenditures in the defence field and devote more of
her energies and resources to economic and political competition with the West. In general
terms, the fact that the West has given the Soviet Union the initiative means that the Soviet
Union can plan with a good deal of flexibility, which is denied to the West. The West must,
in a sense, defend against every possible attack lacking the initiative to fight on grounds
and in a manner of its own choosing. There is some evidence that the Soviet Union is
concentrating greater effort on the non-military offensive against the West. Western leaders
have on many occasions made public reference to the importance of this Soviet offensive.

North American Defence

7. Whatever judgment may be made on the nature of the Soviet threat, it is evident that
the United States is committed to the erection of defences in North America to meet the
most diversified attack of which the Soviet Union is capable, i.e. a mixed attack composed
of manned bombers, intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-launched missiles. It
can be argued that such an extensive effort is unnecessary and, indeed, too costly even for
the economic resources of the United States. Nevertheless, it is clear that it is the determi-
nation, at the moment, of the United States Government, influenced, it would seem, by the
events of Pearl Harbour in 1941, to work within this concept of defence. It is further a
matter of agreed policy between the Canadian and the United States Governments that the
air defence of the continent is a single problem and must be met jointly by the two coun-
tries. Unless the Canadian Government is prepared, therefore, to challenge the basic
United States concept, Canada’s participation in the defence of the continent must be
spread over the fields of defence against not only intercontinental ballistic missiles, but
also manned bombers.

8. If Canada does not wish to exercise the choice of refusing further expenditures of a
major nature on defence against the manned bomber threat, it would seem to have two
possible alternatives. One may be some increase in Canada’s defence budget. The other
alternative may be to accept a greater degree of United States assistance. The latter alterna-
tive would make it more difficult for the Canadian Government to maintain the public
Position that Canada has not in the past and will not in the future accept mutual aid.
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9. While fully aware of the political implications of the acceptance of mutual aid, this
Department would not be inclined to dismiss this alternative. It is axiomatic that the more
Canada can do for its own defence (by way of paying its share of continental air defence)
the more freedom of action it will have in the defence field. We doubt, however, that free-
dom of action should be confused with the concept of sovereignty. Canada, and every other
nation in the Western Alliance, accepted a diminution of sovereignty when it entered into
commitments designed to provide collective security for a group of like-minded nations in
NATO. Canada took a further step along the same path when it entered into the NORAD
agreement with the United States. Perhaps an even more fundamental consideration, how-
ever, than these, is the realization that Canada cannot of its own resources defend itself
adequately against an attack by a major power such as the Soviet Union. It is equally
axiomatic that one of the prime requisites of national sovereignty is the ability to defend
that sovereignty adequately. It is surely, therefore, not an unreasonable diminution of
sovereignty for Canada to enter into arrangements with other countries, including the
United States, whose object is the better defence of national security.

10. This having been said, the problem still remains of deciding on how far a nation can
go in co-operative arrangements designed to insure its survival in the military sense with-
out jeopardizing, in the political and economic field, the very thing it has set out to protect.
This question must be kept under constant review, for, depending on circumstances, differ-
ing answers can be given to it. We are satisfied in this Department that the acceptance of
considerable aid with respect to the air defence projects currently under consideration
including the acceptance of BOMARC weapons, is reasonable. It may be desirable to blur
the stark reality of mutual aid by the development of some acceptable cost-sharing
formula. It is important, however, to realize that whatever formulae are developed, the
basic decision required of the Government centres on the degree of freedom of action left
to Canada. We are inclined to believe that this freedom of action will be affected less by
the question of whether or not Canada accepts additional United States assistance than by
the relationship between Canadian and the United States defence expenditures. By as much
as that relationship can be defended as respectable, by so much will we retain our required
freedom of action. If it can be proven, or indeed, if it becomes a matter of speculation, that
our defence expenditures are badly out of line with those of the United States, our freedom
will be limited by our inability to influence United States decisions in the defence field.
Just what is a respectable relationship will not be constant, and will, therefore, require
regular re-examination in the light of particular circumstances. If, however, the principle is
maintained, it should be possible to develop reasonable cost-sharing formulae for particu-
lar projects as they arise.

11. One further important implication of current proposals for improvement of the
continental air defence system centres on the question of nuclear warheads for such
weapons as the BOMARC. While the BOMARC is capable of being fitted with a non-
nuclear warhead it would seem unreasonable to install such a costly weapon system and
fail to take advantage of its best capabilities. In any case, United States components of
NORAD (both missiles and interceptors) are to be given nuclear capability. If no provision
is made for the similar equipment of Canadian forces there might be unfavourable public
reaction in Canada.

12. In April of this year Cabinet considered the general problem of nuclear weapons in
Canada in connection with a United States request for the storage of nuclear weapons at
Goose Bay and a related United States suggestion for discussions in military channels on
the introduction of nuclear capability into the air defence system. At that time Cabinet
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deferred a decision pending further consideration of the issues involved and further discus-
sion with the United States authorities. If the Government decides now to agree in princi-
ple to the installation of BOMARC in Canada it would seem desirable to open negotiations
immediately with the United States on the problem of control of nuclear components.

13. The recent amendments to the United States Atomic Energy Act, while liberalizing
the provisions of that Act in important respects, do not change the requirement that nuclear
warheads provided by the United States must remain under the control and custody of
United States personnel. It is conceivable that this United States legislation might be capa-
ble of special interpretation in the case of an air defence project within the unique circum-
stances of an integrated air defence such as that now existing between Canada and the
United States. Negotiations against the background of the Canadian Government’s agree-
ment in principle to install BOMARC in Canada should reveal the possible alternative
solutions to the problem of control. The minimum Canadian position should be no less
than that achieved by the United Kingdom earlier this year in the case of intermediate
range ballistic missiles provided by the United States. This formula is set out in the
following provisions of that US-UK agreement.

“The United States Government shall provide nuclear warheads for the missiles
transferred to the United Kingdom Government pursuant to this Agreement. All nuclear
warheads so provided shall remain in full United States ownership, custody and control
in accordance with United States law.

“The decision to launch these missiles will be a matter for joint decision by the two
Governments. Any such joint decision will be made in the light of the circumstances at
the time and having regard to the undertaking the two Governments have assumed in
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty.”

Canadian Forces in Europe

14. In any appraisal of the resources which Canada can devote to the air defence of North
America some consideration of our NATO commitments in Europe is in order. Such con-
sideration may even extend to the possibility of the withdrawal of the Air Division which
otherwise would have to be re-equipped with new aircraft within the next two or three
years.

. 15. The stationing of Canadian forces in Europe was undertaken during the build-up of
the shield forces and at a time when the military forces and economies of the European
members of NATO were still suffering from the effects of occupation. At that time, when
the threat to Europe seemed far greater than the threat to North America this, in the context
of NATO strategy, was probably the most efficacious deployment of Canadian forces. This
concrete Canadian commitment also served the important political purpose of assuring the
European countries, by the presence of U.S. and Canadian forces, of North American
involvement in the defence against any future aggression which might be directed against
the European NATO members.

16. The greatly increased threat to North America has changed the strategic situation
considerably since we first stationed forces in Europe. This change has not diminished
military requirements in Europe. The presence of the North American forces in Europe
continues to be a psychological and political necessity. The threat, however, has increased
requirements for defence installations and personnel in Canada. In these circumstances,
certain alternatives are open to the Canadian Government among which are the
maintenance of present commitments in Europe coupled with arrangements for increasing
numbers of United States forces in Canada, or, on the other hand, the reduction of
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Canadian commitments in Europe with the object of increased Canadian participation in
North American defence.

17. The political importance to Canada of stationing forces in Europe in terms of the
consequential effects on our relations with our European allies should not be underesti-
mated. Both for this reason and for the effects it would have on the solidarity and morale
of the alliance, it would be most unwise to withdraw completely from our commitments in
Europe. However, in view of the changed strategic situation, it should not be an intolerable
consequence of the build-up of North American defence in Canada, that we might, in two
or three years, envisage the withdrawal of our Air Division. If this were to happen,
however, the Canadian Brigade should remain in Europe.

18. If there were to be any change in our forces allocated to NATO, it would be incum-
bent on us to consult, before final decisions were taken, with the NATO military authorities
and the NATO Council. Preparatory to such consultations, it would be wise first to secure
the support of the United States for any measures we might contemplate. There should be
no illusions regarding the NATO reaction. SACEUR, even if he were convinced that some
reduction of Canadian forces in Europe might have to take place, might prefer the with-
drawal of the Infantry Brigade. At present, the National response in Europe to the
increased NATO force requirements which were agreed for planning purposes last April
(MC70) has been almost completely negative. In this light, the withdrawal of the Canadian
Air Division might leave a considerable gap in European defences. On the other hand, if
our withdrawal were undertaken at a time when we were substantially increasing our
Defence Budget and at a time when European countries were reducing or stabilizing their
own defence budgets, a good Canadian case could be made which might attract a sympa-
thetic if disappointed response. Regardless of the final decision, a Canadian proposal along
these lines would bring home to the Europeans the necessity of meeting a greater share of
their own defence requirements. The possibility exists that the United States, if consulted,
might prefer to make arrangements in the North American defence context which might
ease the burden on the Canadian budget, in order to avoid the political and military reper-
cussions in the alliance of a withdrawal of the Air Division.

United Nations Commitments

19. We are inclined to believe that requests for assistance from United Nations of the type
we have already met in UNEF, may increase rather than diminish in the future. It is con-
ceivable that the future might bring requests for a fully-rounded combat group from
Canada, if the idea of an international police force gains acceptance. The Government has,
on a number of occasions, made it clear that our commitments to the preservation of peace
through United Nation efforts will be honoured as commitments with high priority in
Canadian foreign policy. The Canadian Army has met all requests of this kind, to date,
most expeditiously and most satisfactorily. It is enough, therefore, merely to underline this
Department’s view that we would regard it as an essential of our foreign policy that this
capability of the Canadian Army be maintained. In the event that a future circumstance
suggests the desirability of the provision of a fully-rounded Canadian combat group to
serve United Nations’ objectives, the provision of Canadian service aircraft for transport of
the group may assume importance.

USSR Non-Military Threat

20. There is increasing evidence that growing Soviet economic strength and the use made
of that strength throughout the world, poses a threat to the West as formidable as is the
Soviet military threat. It has, for example, made it possible for the Soviet Union to offer
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attractive, long-term loans, with low interest rates to many of the under-developed
countries of the world. Combined with this increasing economic offensive, the Soviet Gov-
ernment has been able to achieve a flexibility in its foreign policy which has allowed it to
reap political advantages among smaller nations of the world emerging from some form of
colonial administration to national status.

21. One must always recognize that these economic and political initiatives are the more
effective coming, as they do, against the background of the Soviet Union’s undoubted
capabilities in the military field. It is not possible, with any certainty, to establish a balance
between which of the Soviet’s capabilities, military or non-military, are at any particular
time, the major element of threat. It must be recognized, however, that the non-military
threat is substantial, and must be considered with the same degree of concern as is evi-
denced in the case of the purely military threat from the Soviet Union. It is not easy to
make plans to meet this non-military threat. We can be certain, however, that necessary
measures in this field will cost money. We can be sure, as well, that a good deal of the
burden of this cost will have to continue to be borne by the United States. If Canadian
foreign policy is to be realistic, it would seem essential that Canada be able from time to
time to participate effectively in co-ordinated Western attempts to meet adequately the
non-military threat from the Soviet Union in the political and economic fields. Since our
resources are not unlimited, it would seem desirable to bear in mind constantly the need for
some balance between expenditures in the purely military field and those in the non-
military field.

[SIDNEY SMITH]
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75. DEA/50046-A-40

Procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa], August 15, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister, (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Finance, (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. O’Hurley).

The Acting Secretary (Mr. Dewar),
The Military Secretary (G/C Weston).

The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, (General Foulkes),

The Chief of the General Staff, (Lieutenant General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff, (Vice Admiral DeWolf),

The Chief of the Air Staff, (Air Marshal Campbell),

The Vice-Chairman, Defence Research Board, (Dr. Keyston),
The Deputy Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Miller),

The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. Léger),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. Golden),
The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. LePan),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Plumptre),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet, (Mr. Fournier),

The Assistant Secretary to the Treasury Board, (Mr. MacNeill).

I. AR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS (SECRET)

1. The Minister of National Defence said that a recent re-assessment of the threat to North
America had indicated that manned bombers would continue to pose a threat during the
period 1960-65, although ICBMs would progressively replace them as the primary threat.
Both Canadian and United States planning envisaged that during this period the system of
defence against the manned bomber should include both manned fighters and surface-to-air
missiles; the fighters would provide flexibility and sustained defence, and the missiles
would provide a higher attrition against aircraft.

The surface-to-air BOMARC missile was considered the most effective and economical
missile for the Canadian air defence system because of its long range and its suitability for
use with the SAGE control facilities already proposed. Joint Canada-United States studies
on weapons deployment had demonstrated the need for two BOMARC bases to be estab-
lished in Canada in the Ontario and Quebec area. These two bases would form part of a
Canada-United States plan for a continuous system of missile defence from coast to coast
designed for the protection of the principal targets in North America, and since they would
be located in Canada and would provide substantial defence to Canadian targets, it was
considered important for Canada to participate in their installation and operation. The
agreed requirement was for each BOMARC base to consist of 120 missiles, but for budget-
ary reasons the United States were planning now to restrict their programme to 60 missiles
per base. It was considered that the Canadian programme should also consist of a unit of
60 missiles at each base in the Ontario and Quebec area. Related to this programme was a
requirement for the installation of two heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
of an additional six gap filler radars within the Ottawa SAGE Sector.
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The United States Air Force had indicated a willingness to share the cost of the two
BOMARC bases in Canada, but no firm cost-sharing formula had been established. The
total capital cost for these bases was estimated at $164 millions. The cost of the installation
of two heavy radars and associated equipment in Quebec and Northern Ontario and of six
gap-filler radars in the northern part of the Ottawa SAGE Sector was estimated at
$35.2 millions, and it was proposed that these costs also should be shared with the United
States.

2. Mr Pearkes recalled that Cabinet had on October 29, 1957, approved the continuation
for another twelve months of the development programme for the Arrow (CF-105) aircraft,
including the ordering of 29 preproduction aircraft, the improvement of tooling for the
aircraft, the acceleration of the development of the Iroquois engine and the continuation of
the necessary related programmes.

The CF-105 and the Iroquois engine were both now in the test flying stage and both
appeared so far to be meeting their design requirements. Since the preproduction phase of
the project was well advanced, a decision on the production programme should be taken
now to ensure continuity.

The present programme, which called for the re-equipping of the nine RCAF all-
weather squadrons in Canada with CF-105 aircraft, presented a requirement, with training
and backup, for a production order of 169 CF-1035 aircraft at a forecast total expenditure of
over two billion dollars during the period 1959-60 to 1963-64. In consideration of the
heavy costs of this programme, and of the need for making provision within the defence
budget for such future requirements as defence against intercontinental ballistic missiles,
the Chiefs of Staff had given consideration to several alternative plans. They had advised
that production of 60 CF-105 aircraft for the equipping of five squadrons was unacceptable
because the costs per aircraft for this smaller number would be increased to $9 or $10
millions, not including amortization of development and preproduction costs. Considera-
tion had also been given to the completion of the 37 preproduction aircraft in the hope that
a return could be obtained from the funds already spent on the project, but this plan was
considered unacceptable because even at a cost of about $475 millions not enough aircraft
would be provided to form and maintain one effective operational squadron.

The Minister recommended:

" (a) that authority be granted for the cancellation of the CF-105 (Arrow) programme and

the associated fire control and weapons systems projects;

(b) that approval in principle be given to the installation of two BOMARC bases in the
Ottawa-North Bay area and to the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern
Ontario and Quebec and of the associated gap filler radars;

(c) that authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production of the items involved in the installation of the two BOMARC
bases, the two heavy radars and the gap filler radars; and

(d) that the Chiefs of Staff be asked to investigate and submit proposals for any additional
missile installations required, and/or any additional interceptor aircraft of a proven, devel-
oped type that might be required in place of the CF-105.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, August 8, 1958, Document D9-58).

3. Mr. Pearkes said that the decision to recommend the cancellation of the CF-105 pro-
duction programme had been influenced by a number of factors besides the very heavy
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financial burden. There had been a very rapid development of missiles over the past year in
both the United States and the Soviet Union. There had also been a sharp decrease in the
production by the Soviet Union of manned bombers. This slow-up might be due to lack of
success with the aircraft or to the introduction of a new bomber of which we were not
aware. It might also be due to the virtual abandonment of production of manned bombers
in favour of missile development and production. An additional factor was the view
expressed by the Department of External Affairs that there might be more likelihood of a
continuation of the cold war and of the outbreak of local incidents along the fringes of the
free world than of the launching of a definite attack on North America by the Soviet
Union.

Furthermore, the United States Air Force had now definitely stated that they were not
interested in purchasing the CF-105. They had now an aircraft in development (the F106C)
which was for their purposes comparable to the CF-105 and which they said could be
produced for about half the cost of the CF-105. The United States programme of installing
BOMARC bases would be far advanced by the time the CF-105 was ready for delivery.
The United States authorities had also remarked critically about the limited range of the
CF-105 at sub-sonic speeds and had expressed doubts about the adaptability of the Spar-
row II to carry a nuclear warhead.

4. The Prime Minister said that a decision to cancel the CF-105 production programme
should not be taken without full knowledge of the history of the programme, of the various
changes which had been made in it, the reasons why this recommendation was being made
now and why it could not have been made a year ago. Only with this full knowledge could
a satisfactory explanation for the cancellation of the programme be made.

5. During the discussion, the following points emerged:

(a) It was unlikely that any significant reduction in defence expenditures could be made
in fields other than air defence. The RCN would have a continuing requirement for ships to
meet the submarine threat, and the Army must keep prepared to meet present and possible
future commitments overseas.

(b) No commitment to proceed with a full production programme had been given to the
A.V. Roe Company or to the companies handling the associated fire control and weapons
systems projects. It had been stated publicly on a number of occasions that the programme

was subject to review this year, and that a decision on whether to proceed with it had still
to be taken.

(c) The Chiefs of Staff, in the course of their study which the Minister of National
Defence had recommended, should consider whether additional BOMARC stations should
be installed in Canada and whether suitable aircraft should be purchased from the United
States at a lower cost than the CF-105. It would perhaps be possible to get the United
States to agree to move some of their presently planned BOMARC stations north into
Canada. Such an approach to the United States could be related to the recent decision on
installation by the United States of heavy radars and gap fillers in Western Canada.

(d) A delay of about a year would be acceptable before the proposals were received from
the Chiefs of Staff on additional requirements, because neither BOMARCs nor F106C air-
craft would be available to Canada before 1962. An exception was the two BOMARC
bases in the Ottawa-North Bay area, which could be established about 1961. Indeed, there
might be some advantage in not taking a decision on these additional requirements for a
year, when our appreciation of Soviet capabilities and intentions might be better.
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(¢) The United States had never given a commitment that they would buy CF-105s from
Canada. They had informally, however, encouraged Canada to undertake the production of
the CF-105 as a contribution to North American defence, and certain individuals in the
United States Air Force had indicated that if the CF-105 went into production and if the
United States still needed an aircraft of that type when it was going into service, the United
States might consider buying them then.

(f) At a recent meeting in Washington, the U.S. Secretary of Defence had raised with the
Minister of National Defence the question of how best our joint facilities could be used in
the defence of the continent. Mr. McElroy had said he realized that a major project like the
CF-105 was a very great burden on the Canadian economy if it were undertaken without
some form of assistance or at least an extensive market. He had therefore suggested the
possibility be explored of using Canadian industrial skills for the production of major com-
ponent parts for weapons systems which would be used jointly by the United States and
Canada. It was therefore agreed between the Minister and the Secretary that it was desira-
ble for the three materiel secretaries from the United States forces to meet at an early date
with the Deputy Minister of Defence Production and such officials as he wished to support
him, to analyze problems of defence production and coordination and to establish exactly
what would be the problem in making the best use of common resources and skills. When
this had been done, their conclusions would be considered by a meeting at government
level.

(8) At the time the specifications for the CF-105 had been established, the requirement
was for an aircraft different from the type now being developed in the United States as the
F106C. The CF-105 was about twice as heavy as the United States aircraft, and was a two-
seater. Experience in producing the F86 in Canada indicated that Canadian production
costs were not necessarily higher than those in the United States. The reasons why the
F106C could be produced more cheaply in the United States than the CF-105 in Canada
were that the volume of production for the F106C would be much larger and therefore

_development and production costs could be amortized over a much greater number of pro-
duction units. Furthermore, the F106C was a less complex and smaller aircraft.

6. The Committee noted the report of the Minister of National Defence on air defence
requirements and agreed to ask for more information on the history of the CF-105 pro-
gramme before giving further consideration to the recommendations which had been made.

D.B. DEWAR
Acting Secretary
R.C. WESTON
Group Captain,
Military Secretary



178 RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

76. DEA/50046-A-40

Procés-verbal de la réunion
du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense

Minutes of Meeting
of Cabinet Defence Committee

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], August 21, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister, (Mr. Diefenbaker), in the Chair,
The Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Finance, (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. O’Hurley).

The Acting Secretary (Mr. Dewar),

The Military Secretary (G/C Weston).

The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, (General Foulkes),

The Chief of the General Staff, (Lieutenant General Graham),
The Chief of the Naval Staff, (Vice Admiral DeWolf),

The Chief of the Air Staff, (Air Marshal Campbell),

The Vice-Chairman, Defence Research Board, (Dr. Keyston),
The Secretary to the Cabinet, (Mr. Bryce),

The Deputy Minister of National Defence, (Mr. Miller),

The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. Léger),
The Deputy Minister of Defence Production, (Mr. Golden),
The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, (Mr. Plumptre),
The Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, (Mr. LePan),
The Assistant Secretary to the Treasury Board, (Mr. MacNeill).

I. AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS (SECRET)

1. The Minister of National Defence referred to the discussion which had taken place at
the last meeting and said that a paper containing further information on the development of
the CF-105 (Arrow) had been provided'? in accordance with the request of the Committee.

The Minister recommended:

125 Quarante-quatre pages d’appendices complétaient la partie principale de ce document de onze pages
non imprimé ici. Ce document relatait en détail le programme de CF-105 et les besoins correspondants
de défense aérienne, et exposait quatre raisons pour lesquelles le plan de conception de I’ Arrow devait
étre révisé en profondeur ou annulé : 1a menace n’était plus les intercepteurs pilotés mais les missiles
balistiques; les progrés rapides de la technologie, qui faisaient du systéme de missiles Bomarc une arme
défensive plus plausible; la diminution des besoins en intercepteurs pilotés; le coiit prohibitif de la
conception et de la fabrication du CF-105. Dans le dossier MAE/50046-40 se trouve un exemplaire de
ce document intitulé « Report on the Development of the CF-105 Aircraft and Associated Weapon
System, 1952-1958 », daté du 19 aoiit 1958.

This main text of this eleven-page document which is not printed here was supplemented with forty-
four pages of appendices. This material provided a detailed history of the CF-105 programme and
corresponding air defence requirements and outlined four reasons why the Arrow development plan
needed to be radically revised or cancelled: (1) the changing threat from manned bombers to ballistic
missiles; (2) the rapid advances in technology that made the Bomarc missile system a more plausible
defence weapon; (3) the diminishing requirement for manned interceptors; and (4) the exorbitant cost
of developing and producing the CF-105. A copy of this document entitled “Report on the Develop-
ment of the CF-105 Aircraft and Associated Weapon System, 1952-1958,” and dated August 19, 1958,
can be found in DEA/50046-40.
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() that authority be granted for the cancellation of the CF-105 (Arrow) programme and
the associated fire control and weapons systems projects;

(b) that approval in principle be given to the installation of two BOMARC bases in the
Ottawa-North Bay area and to the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern
Ontario and Quebec and of the associated gap filler radars;

(c) that authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production of the items involved in the installation of the two BOMARC
bases, the two heavy radars and the gap filler radars; and

(d) that the Chiefs of Staff be asked to investigate and submit proposals for any additional
missile installations required, and/or any additional interceptor aircraft of a proven, devel-
oped type that might be required in place of the CF-105.

Explanatory memoranda had been circulated.

(Minister’s memorandum, August 8, 1958, Document D9-58;

Memorandum from the Minister of Defence Production, August 7, 1958, Document
D10-58;

Memorandum from the Secretary of State for External Affairs, August 14, 1958, Docu-
ment D11-58;

Memorandum from the Minister of Finance, August 13,1958, Document D12-58;
Report on the Development of the CF-105, August 19, 1958.1)

2. During the discussion, the following points emerged:

(a) If the CF-105 programme were cancelled, Avro Aircraft Limited and Orenda Engines
Limited would probably cease to operate so far as government contracts were concerned.
There was no substantial government work which could take the place of the CF-105 pro-
gramme in those companies. Cancellation of the programme would affect the employment
of about 25,000 persons in Avro and Orenda and in the subcontracting companies.

(b) The cancellation charges for the CF-105 programme were estimated at $145 million
and those for the Sparrow at $24 million. For security reasons, it had not been possible to
test the accuracy of these estimates by consulting with the prime or sub-contractors to
determine the size of their forward commitments costs. Some of the government-owned
machinery in the Avro and Orenda factories could be removed after payment of the cancel-
_ lation charges and put to use elsewhere.

(c) The cancellation of the CF-105 aircraft programme would not create a serious defi-
ciency in our defence production base, because even if the Avro and Orenda factories were
closed there would remain a number of other companies in Canada capable of building
aircraft. The dispersal of production teams in electronics and missilry who had been
engaged in work on the associated fire control and weapons systems would, however, very
seriously lessen our ability to engage in development and production-sharing with the
United States in such future programmes as the development of the anti-ICBM missile.
When the Velvet Glove programme had been cancelled, both the Government and the com-
panies concerned had contributed towards the maintenance of these teams until work on
the Sparrow could be started; there was no prospect that the companies concerned would
be prepared to make such a contribution again. Once dispersed, it would take a very long
time to reassemble such teams.

(d) It was important to take a decision soon on the recommendation that the CF-105 and
the associated fire control and weapons systems programmes should be terminated, and on
the recommendations that approval in principle be given to the installation of two
BOMARC bases in the Ottawa-North Bay area, of two additional heavy radars in Northern
Ontario and Quebec and of the associated gap filler radars. The United States authorities
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had asked to be told of our decision on the two BOMARC bases in a few weeks’ time. A
decision on what additional BOMARC bases and/or manned aircraft should be introduced
into the air defence system need not be taken for about a year, because BOMARCs, except
for the two bases for the Ottawa-North Bay area, would not be available to Canada until
1960 or 1961. The F106C could be available to Canada early in 1961, and orders for it
would have to be placed about eighteen months before delivery. It could be determined
within the next year whether the United States would deploy some of their BOMARC
bases farther north to provide some protection in Canada and, in the light of further infor-
mation and study, what missiles and/or aircraft should be obtained by Canada to complete
our air defence posture.

(e) It was difficult to compare the performance characteristics of the CF-105 and the
F106C because neither aircraft had yet been flight tested with its fire control and weapons
system. The F106C had a greater range at sub-sonic speeds, but not as great a range as the
CF-105 at supersonic speeds. The CF-105, having a crew of two and two engines, might be
preferable for use over Canadian terrain, and it probably would have a better capability
against electronic counter-measures than the F106C. The estimated cost of a CF-105 weap-
ons system in a production programme of 100, was about $12.6 million; the estimated cost
of a F106C weapons system, in an order of 100, was $5.59 million.

(f) It was not yet known how many manned aircraft would be required by the R.C.A.F. in
the period after 1960-61. It was probable that the threat from manned bombers would
decrease during that period and that the increased use of surface-to-air missiles in air
defence would diminish the need for manned interceptors. The need for manned aircraft to
perform identification tasks was also likely to decrease in the next few years.

(g) Expenditures involved in an interceptor programme could not be materially offset by
reduction of other defence programmes. (It was stressed by the Minister of National
Defence that there could be no substantial reduction in the estimates of the other Services
to make way for increased Air Force expenditures.)

3. The Committee agreed to recommend to Cabinet that,

(a) approval in principle be given to:

(i) the installation of two BOMARC bases in the Ottawa-North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
the installation of the associated gap filler radars.

(b) authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-sharing
and production on the installation of two BOMARC bases for the Ottawa-North Bay area,
the two heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the associated gap filler radars.

(c) consideration be given to:

(i) abandoning the CF-105 (Arrow) programme and the associated fire control and
weapons projects; and
(ii) authorizing the Chiefs of Staff to investigate and submit proposals for any addi-
tional missile installations required and/or any additional interceptor aircraft of a
proven, developed type that might be required in place of the CF-105.
D.B. DEWAR
Acting Secretary
R.C. WESTON
Group Captain,
Military Secretary
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77. DEA/50309-A-40

Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Alfaires extérieures
pour le premier ministre

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 22, 1958

CANADA-UNITED STATES COMMITTEE ON JOINT DEFENCE

On July 7 the United States Embassy was given a draft Canadian Note on establishment
of a Canada-United States Ministerial Committee on Joint Defence, and the Ambassador
has recently informed us that the terms of this Note are satisfactory to the United States
authorities. I would, therefore, propose, if you agree, to transmit the Note formally to the
United States Ambassador, who will in turn send a suitable Note of acknowledgment in
reply. You will recall that our Note was approved by the Cabinet on July 7, and that, subse-
quently, in our discussions with the President and Mr.Dulles,!? we agreed to make one
slight change in its terms. This was to omit reference to the Minister of Defence Produc-
tion in paragraph “A” (a copy of our draft Note is attached).t

On July 11 you referred to the agreement with the United States Government to estab-
lish this committee in the course of your statement in the House of Commons'?’ on the
talks with the President and Mr. Dulles. A copy of your remarks is attached.t You did not
then say that you would table the agreement, but I can see no objection to doing so, if you
think it desirable and if there is time. I do not think there would be need for any public
announcement, as the Notes speak for themselves. They merely confirm what has already
been said in your statement on the subject on July 11.

I am informed that the United States Government would have no objection to this
procedure. They would wish to know, however, when the Notes are published so they can
arrange for publication in Washington at the same time.'2®

SE. SIMITH]

"% Voir la 3 partie./See Part 3.

™ Voir Canada, Chambres des Communes, Débats, 1958, volume II, 11 juillet 1958, pp. 2249 a 2252.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1958, Volume 11, July 11, 1958, pp. 2139-2142.

% Pour le texte officiel des notes, voir Canada, Recueil des Traités, 1958, N° 22. Pour les documents se
rapportant a la premiére réunion du Comité conjoint de la défense, consulter la section H de cette
partie.

For the official text of the notes, see Canada, Treary Series, 1958, No. 22. For documents relating to the
first meeting of the Joint Committee on Defence, see Section H of this Part.
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78. PCO

Note du ministre de la Défense nationale
pour le Cabinet

Memorandum from Minister of National Defence
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NoO. 247-58 Ottawa, August 22, 1958
SECRET

RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS -

1. At the 121st meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee, held on Thursday, 21 August,
1958, the Committee reviewed the air defence requirements for rounding out the air
defence weapons system against the manned bomber. The Committee considered the
following recommendations:

(a) Authority be granted for the cancellation of the CF105 Arrow programme and associ-
ated fire control and weapons systems projects.

(b) Approval in principle be given to:

(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
the installation of the associated gap filler radars.

(c) The Chiefs of Staff to investigate and submit proposals for:

(i) any additional missile installations required; and/or

(ii) any additional interceptor aircraft of a proven, developed type that may be required
in lieu of the CF105.
(d) Authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production on the following items:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of 2 heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the installa-
tion of gap filler radars.
2. After discussion, the Committee agreed to recommend to Cabinet the following:
(a) Approval in principle be given to:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
the installation of the associated gap filler radars.
(b) Authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production on the following items:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and
(ii) the installation of 2 heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the installa-
tion of gap filler radars.
3. Because of the many serious implications involved in Recommendation (a) (para. 1
above), it was decided to refer this question of the cancellation of the CF105 and/or the
recommendation for alternatives in lieu of the CF105 (contained in Recommendation (c),
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para. 1 above) for decision by the Cabinet. The relevant considerations regarding the
CF105 are stated as follows.

4. At the meeting on 29 October, 1957, Cabinet approved the continuation for another
twelve months of the development programme for the Arrow (CF105) (eight) aircraft,
including the ordering of 29 preproduction aircraft, improvements of tooling for the
aircraft, acceleration of the development of the Iroquois engine, and continuation of the
necessary related programmes.

5. A project of this nature logically progresses in two phases, the first being the design,
development and preproduction phase. The second is the production phase for squadron
service. The two phases are complementary and overlap. The first phase is now well
advanced and a decision as to whether or not to go into production is urgently required.

6. This aircraft is now in the test flying stage and flights to date indicate it will meet its
design requirements. The engine (Iroquois) for the aircraft, which is part of the Arrow
programme, is also undergoing air tests. These tests indicate that it also will meet its design
requirements.

7. The RCAF now has nine all-weather squadrons which are located on five bases across
Canada. The present programme calls for the re-equipping of all nine squadrons with the
Arrow, which will require a production order of 169 Arrow aircraft. This number along
with the aircraft recovered from the 37 development and preproduction order, will provide
sufficient aircraft for nine squadrons, with training and logistic backup, at a total cost of
two billion dollars extended over the period 1959/60 to 1963/64.

8. A study of the financial implications of continuing this programme and its impact on
the overall defence programme, and the necessity of giving consideration to future require-
ments such as defence against intercontinental ballistic missiles have necessitated areview
of the air defence programme.

9. The Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the air defence programme and the following are the
main points considered during this review:

(a) The Changing Threat. The advent of Sputnik and the advances being made in the
USSR in developing missiles have considerably changed the assessment of the threat to
North America. It is now considered that the major threat in the 1960’s will be from ballis-
tic missiles, and the manned bomber will be a subordinate threat which is expected to
decrease in importance after 1962-63. But a combination of ballistic missiles and the
manned bomber may produce the threat until the present Soviet stockpile of manned

bombers is depleted or evidence is given that they have re-opened production on manned
bombers.

(b) The Rapid Advances in Technology. The speeds and operating heights of jet bombers
are now almost comparable to those of the manned fighter, and therefore to provide the
manned fighter with the necessary advantage of height and speed requires very expensive
and further intricate development which tends to increase the cost of the end product.
Along with this, the rapid strides being made in the development of ground-to-air missiles,
particularly in the last two years, by the United States, provides an additional accurate
defensive weapon which perhaps is cheaper and is expected to provide greater attrition.
The missiles of the Bomarc type which have been fully developed by the United States
have a further attraction in that the U.S. has paid for the development of these missiles and
is prepared to release them to Canada.

(c) The Diminishing Requirement for the Manned Interceptor. It will be recalled that the
early requirement in 1953 was for nineteen squadrons, a total of between 500 and 600
aircraft. This has now been reduced to nine squadrons and consideration has been given in
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the last few months to reducing the requirement to five squadrons of about 100 aircraft
now that the Bomarc missile is to be introduced into the Canadian air defence system.

(d) Costs. The heavy costs of finishing the development and production of a limited
number of manned aircraft are shown as follows:

The present estimated cost of completing the development and preproduction of the
weapons system is $862 million, of which $476 million has been committed so far. This
expenditure is to provide a proven design and facilities which can turn out production.
If the plan for equipment of nine squadrons (169) is pursued, the unit production costs
will be of the order of eight million dollars per weapons system, giving a total produc-
tion cost of approximately $1400 million.

As mentioned earlier, consideration has been given to reducing the requirement to five
squadrons, requiring an overall number of 100 aircraft. This number could be provided
by a production order for 80 aircraft and recovering 20 from the development and
preproduction order. However if only 80 aircraft are produced, the unit cost rises to the
order of $10 million per copy. Details of costs are shown in Appendix “B”. The Chiefs
of Staff have grave doubts as to whether a limited number of aircraft at this extremely
high cost would provide defence returns commensurate with the expenditures in view of
the changing threat and the possibility that an aircraft of comparable performance can
be obtained from United States production at a much less cost and in the same time
period, 1961-1962. Comparative costs of similar numbers of CF105 and US F106C
are shown in Appendix “A”. Therefore the Chiefs of Staff consider that to meet this
modest requirement for interceptor aircraft it would be more economical to procure a
fully developed interceptor of comparable performance from United States sources.

Recommendations

10. It is recommended that Cabinet approve the recommendations of Cabinet Defence
Committee as follows:

(a) Approval in principle be given to:
(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and

(ii) the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and
the installation of the associated gap filler radars.

(b) Authority be granted to commence negotiations with the United States for cost-
sharing and production on the following items:

(i) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa - North Bay area; and

(ii) the installation of 2 heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the installa-
tion of gap filler radars.

(c) Consideration be given to:
(i) abandoning the CF105 Arrow programme and associated fire control and weapons
systems projects; and
(ii) authorizing the Chiefs of Staff to investigate and submit proposals for:
(1) any additional missile installations required; and/or

(2) any additional interceptor aircraft of a proven, developed type that may be
required in lieu of the CF105.
[GEORGE PEARKES]
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Appendice “A”
Appendix “A”
SECRET

COMPARATIVE COSTS — ARROW & F106C
100 WEAPONS SYSTEM PROGRAMME

1. Estimated Cost — 100 Arrow Aircraft

(a) 80 to be produced at flyaway cost of $5.0M 400.0
20 from preproduction
(b) Support 136.0
536.0
(c) Sales tax — 10% 53.6
589.6
(d) Missiles (Sparrow and MB-1) 112.0
701.6
(¢) Cost of Completing Arrow/Sparrow development programme
from 1 Sept. 58, from which 20 operational aircraft
would be obtained 559.9
Total Programme Cost 1,261.5
AVERAGE COST PER WEAPONS SYSTEM
2. Estimated Cost of 100 F106C Aircraft United States Production
(a) 100 aircraft at flyaway cost of $2.8M 280.0
(b) Missiles — Falcon and MB-1 12.5
(c) Support 73.1
365.6
(d) Canadian Sales Tax & Customs — 25% of (a), (b) and (d) 91.4
Total — 100 aircraft 457.0
(e) Arrow/Sparrow Cancellation Charges (from 1 Sep 58) 102.0
Total Programme Cost 559.0
AVERAGE COST PER WEAPONS SYSTEM

—
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Arrow Preprod. (37)
Arrow Production {80)
Sparrow

Additional Facilities
CF105

Bomarc 2x60 -
Estimated total cost
Additional Radars &
Gap fillers

SAGE -

Estimated total cost
Total Capital Costs

RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

Appendice “B”
Appendix “B”

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
PROVIDING 100 CF105 AIRCRAFT
(80 FROM PRODUCTION; 20 FROM PREPRODUCTION)

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
to Future Capital 1963/64 &
31 Mar 58 Expendi 1958/59  1959/60  1960/61 1961762 196263  Future Yrs.
2210 568.2 203.2 2319 112.0 12.1 30 -
- 589.6 4.0 1140 201.0 1760 90.0 4.6
15.1 1703 262 21.1 242 338 500 150
- 344 - 52 72 10 9.0 6.0
- 164.0*
- 352
- 108.0*
236.1 1669.7

* _ These figures are estimated total cost ~ no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.

NOTE: Should the existing Arrow/Sparrow programme be cancelled effective 1 Sept 1958

(a) Amount spent from 1 Apr 58 to date of cancellation is estimated at $67 M. (Arrow — $55.6 M, Spammow — $11.4 M)

(b) * In addition the amount which may be spent for cancellation is estimated at $102 M. (Arrow - $89.4 M, Sparrow — $12.6 M)

* DDP is of the opinion that in the final event the cancellation charges may be $80 M to $100 M.

SECRET

Appendice “C”
Appendix “C”

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME

CANCEL ARROW/SPARROW, ADD TWO ADDITIONAL BOMARC SITES

Arrow Cancellation
Charges (from 1 Apr 58)
Sparrow Cancellation

Charges (From 1 Apr 58)

Bomarc 2 x 60 -
Estimated total cost
Additional Bomarc
West Coast 1 x 60
Tie into Existing SAGE
East Coast 1 x 60
Tie into SAGE Sector
Additional Radars &
Gap Fillers

SAGE

Estimated Total Cost
Total Capital Costs

Expendiures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
10 Future Capital 1963/64 &
31 Mar 58 Expendi 1958/59  1959/60  1960/61  1961/62  1962/63  Future Yrs.
2210 1450 120.0 25.0 - - - -
15.1 240 18.0 6.0 - - - -
- 164.0*
- 833
- 60
- 87.0
- 6.0
- 35.2
- 108.0*
236.1 663.5

* _ These figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.
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Appendice “D"”
Appendix “D”

SECRET

COST OF ALTERNATIVE AIR DEFENCE PROGRAMME
CANCEL ARROW/SPARROW, AND 100 F106C AIRCRAFT

Expenditures  Forecast Total FORECAST EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEARS
to Future Capital 1963/64 &

31 Mar 58 Expendi 1958/59  1959/60  1960/61 1961/62  1962/63  Future Yrs.
Amow Cancellation
Charges (from 1 Apr 58) 221.0 145.0 120.0 250 - - - -
Sparrow Cancellation
Charges (From 1 Apr 58) 15.1 24.0 18.0 6.0 - - - -
100 - F106C Aircraft c/w
Weapons System —
** US Production - 457.0 - 114.0 160.0 137.0 46.0 -
Additional Facilities
F106C A/C - 344 - 52 7.2 7.0 9.0 6.0
Bomarc 2 x 60
Estimated Total Cost - 164.0¢
Additional Radars & - 352
Gap Fillers
SAGE
Estimated Total Cost - 108.0*
Total Capital Costs 236.1 967.5

* - These figures are estimated total cost — no cost sharing has been taken into consideration.

NOTE: ** Increased cost for Canadian Production $74.3 M.

79. DEA/50245-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], August 26, 1958

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS

The Cabinet will discuss at an early date, possibly this week, recommendations from
the Department of National Defence on this subject. These have already been discussed by
the Cabinet Defence Committee at meetings which took place during your absence in New
York, but without any decision being reached. The documents in question are enclosed
with this memorandum. They are as follows:

(a) A memorandum from National Defence dated August 8 entitled “Air Defence
Requirements.” Recommendations are contained on pages 3 and 4 of this document.

(b) A second memorandum from National Defence dated August 19 entitled “Report on
the Development of the CF-105 Aircraft and Associated Weapons System 1952-1958.”%
Pages 10 and 11 of this document summarize the reasons for the recommendation to cancel
the CF-105 programme.

() A memorandum from the Department of Defence Production dated August 7 entitled
“Sharing of Production Tasks in North American Air Defence.”
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(d) A memorandum prepared by the Department of Finance dated August 13 entitled
“Some Considerations relating to the Defence Programme.”

(e) Our own memorandum of August 14 entitled “Continental Air Defence — Foreign
Policy Implications.” This memorandum was sent to you in New York for approval. A
summary of the memorandum, originally prepared for the Prime Minister, is also attached.

You will recall that Cabinet Defence Committee approved two projects related to conti-
nental air defence at its meeting on July 28. These were the extension of that part of the
Pinetree Radar System which lies in Western Canada, to be financed by the United States,
and the introduction of SAGE facilities in the Ottawa air defence sector. The reason these
projects were submitted separately to Cabinet is that they are to some extent independent
of other air defence requirements. They will be useful whatever decisions are made with
regard to the CF-105 and BOMARC.

The projects now before Cabinet involve the CF-105 programme, the installation of two
BOMARC missile bases in Eastern Canada, and installation of two additional Pinetree
Radars in Eastern Canada. These are being considered together because whatever decision
is made with regard to one will have some influence on the others. The two radars for
example would be necessary to service either the BOMARC or the CF-105. It is generally
agreed that the requirements concerning the radars and the BOMARC bases are acceptable,
provided suitable cost-sharing and production arrangements can be worked out. They will
form part of a Canada-United States line defence system which follows roughly the 49th
Parallel. BOMARC bases just to the south of the border are being installed west and south
of the Great Lakes. East of this area, however, it makes more sense to install bases in
Canada if the defences are to have the required depth. The two radars to be installed to the
North of these bases will enable the weapons to be fired, if necessary, earlier than would
otherwise be possible, and thus have the incidental effect of enabling the air battle to be
engaged over relatively unpopulated parts of Canada.

The recommendation to cancel the CF-105 programme is based on several factors
which can be summarized as follows:

(a) The threat is changing from a predominantly manned bomber attack to a missile attack
and the CF-105 has no capability against missiles.

(b) The costs of the programme are exorbitant when compared to the alternative of
purchasing suitable aircraft in the United States.

(c) The Canadian defence programme has a diminishing requirement for manned
interceptors and it would not be economical to produce the approximate 100 aircraft now
required.

(d) The development of defensive missiles by the United States has been more rapid than
was expected and these would appear to be equally, if not more, effective against modern
jet bombers than the supersonic manned fighter. Furthermore, they are cheaper.

This Department does not share in the responsibilities for producing these changed esti-
mates of the validity of the CF-105 programme, except in so far as we have participated in
the intelligence analysis of the changing threat. We have, however, raised questions about
the usefulness of increased defence expenditures on manned aircraft in relation both to our
NATO and U.N. commitments and to our non-military commitments abroad. We have not
stated that our defence expenditures should not be increased and indeed we have made the
point that these expenditures should bear some kind of constant proportion to American
defence expenditures if we are to justify the maintenance of Canadian control over defence
activities in Canada. Our concern has been that, if large and increasing expenditures on
continental air defence are considered necessary for military reasons, then Canada should
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spend her share on projects which can best be justified on political and economic grounds.
We have urged the closest possible co-operation with the United States in order to bring
this about.

I would draw your attention, in this connection, to the Defence Production
memorandum which makes a persuasive case in favour of integrating Canadian and
American military production facilities in order that Canada may do her share in the most
economical way possible from the point of view of Canadian industry. It seems to me this
argument deserves our full support, particularly in so far as its conclusions are relevant to
our difficulties with the Americans over the construction and procurement clauses in our
Notes on joint defence projects. The concept of sharing production tasks between Canadian
and United States industry in the field of continental defence could also be of great value
to us in explaining to the Americans the cancellation of the CF-105 programme and in
discussing its consequences.

Finally, I have reservations about the language of the recommendations to Cabinet in
the Department of National Defence paper,'? and would like to suggest for your considera-
tion and possible submission to Cabinet a revised form of recommendation. This revision
is attachedf to this memorandum. It has been made with two objections in mind to the
recommendations as now drafted. These are:

(1) That no reference is made in the recommendations to the question of control and
storage of the atomic warheads associated with the BOMARC missile, although this matter
is referred to in paragraph 4 of appendix “A” of the National Defence memorandum.
I think approval to the installation of the two BOMARC bases should be made conditional
on intergovernmental agreement with respect to the problem of control and storage of the
atomic warheads.

(2) The present recommendations place approval of the proposed projects ahead of and
unrelated to cost-sharing and production arrangements. Our revised draft makes approval
conditional upon the satisfactory conclusion of negotiations with the United States on such
arrangements, as well as on the problem of control and storage of atomic warheads
mentioned above.'®

J. LIEGER]

' Léger fait allusion ici au Document D9-58 du 8 aoit du Comité du Cabinet sur la défense, et non au
document du Cabinet 247-58 du 22 aoiit 1958.
Léger refers here to Cabinet Defence Committee Document D9-58 of August 8, not Cabinet Document
247-58 of August 22, 1958.
" Note marginale :/Marginal note:
Mentioned to Cabinet early Sept [Sidney Smith]
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80. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], August 28, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Green) (for afternoon meeting only),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks) (for afternoon meeting only),
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill) (for afternoon meeting only),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretaries to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier), (Mr. Martin).

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE

14. The Minister of National Defence said that the Cabinet Defence Committee had
reviewed the air defence requirements for rounding out the air defence weapons system
against the manned bomber. The committee had agreed to recommend that two BOMARC
bases be created in the Ottawa and North Bay area, and two additional heavy radars
installed in Northern Ontario and Quebec with associated gap-filler radars. It was also
proposed that negotiations be started with the U.S. for the cost-sharing and production-
sharing of the BOMARC bases and equipment and the heavy radars and related equipment.
The committee had referred to the Cabinet for consideration proposals to cancel the
CF-105 programme and to investigate additional missile installations and a possible alter-
native interceptor to the CF-105.

Last October the Cabinet had approved continuation for another twelve months of the
CF-105 development programme, which included the ordering of 29 pre-production air-
craft, improvements in tooling, acceleration of the development of the Iroquois engine, and
the continuation of the necessary related programmes. In a project such as this there were
two main phases; development and pre-production and, then, production for operational
service. These overlapped. The first was now well advanced and a decision was therefore
urgently required as to whether or not to go into production.

The R.C.AF. now had nine all-weather squadrons and the present programme called
for their re-equipment with the CF-105, requiring a production order of 169 in number.
These, together with aircraft recovered from the development and pre-production order for
37, would provide sufficient aircraft for nine squadrons. The total cost would be $2 billion
spread from 1959-60 to 1963-64.
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A study of the implications of continuing this programme, its impact on the whole
defence programme and the necessity of considering future requirements, such as defence
against intercontinental ballistic missiles, had necessitated a review of the air defence pro-
gramme. The Chiefs of Staff had undertaken such a review. The main points that were
considered were the following:

The assessment of the threat to North America had changed. In the 1960’s, the main
threat would probably be from ballistic missiles with the manned bomber decreasing in
importance after 1962-63. However, a combination of the two might be the threat until

Soviet manned bombers were depleted. The rapid strides in technology were such that

to provide a suitable manned fighter to cope with heavy jet bombers was extremely

expensive. Furthermore, ground-to-air missiles had now reached the point where they
were at least as effective as a manned fighter, and cheaper. The original requirements in

1953 for between 500 and 600 aircraft of the CF-105 fighter had been drastically

reduced. Subsequently, thought had been given to reducing it still further now that the

BOMARC missile would probably be introduced into the Canadian air defence system.

Finally, the cost of the CF-105 programme as a whole was now of such a magnitude

that the Chiefs of Staff felt that, to meet the modest requirement of manned aircraft

presently considered advisable, it would be more economical to procure a fully devel-

oped interceptor of comparable performance in the U.S.

The Minister proposed that the recommendations of the Cabinet Defence Committee on
the BOMARC bases, the heavy radars, the gap fillers, and on negotiating with the U.S.
regarding cost-sharing and production-sharing be approved, and that consideration be
given to abandoning the CF-105 and to authorizing the Chiefs of Staff to investigate an
alternative for it and to consider any additional missile installations that might be required.
He himself recommended cancelling the CF-105 programme in its entirety and deferring
for a year any decision to order interceptor aircraft from the U.S.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated, (Minister’s memorandum, Aug. 22,
1958 — Cab. Doc. 247-58).

15. Mr. Pearkes explained that the CF-105 programme consisted of four major projects;
the airframe, development of which was being undertaken by AVRO in Toronto; the
Iroquois engine at Orenda Engines Ltd., also in Toronto; the fire control system (ASTRA)
on which Westinghouse in Hamilton was co-operating with a U.S. company, and the
weapon (SPARROW) on which Canadair in Montreal was co-operating with a U.S. com-
pany. There were, of course, several sub-contractors in many parts of Ontario and Quebec.
He outlined some limitations of the aircraft, some details of the costs involved, and some
of the difficulties that had been encountered since the programme’s inception. Not long
ago he had been disposed to recommend that it go ahead and aircraft be ordered for squad-
rons service. However, the change in the nature of the threat and the very great cost of
development and production had brought him to make the recommendation he had. He was
fully aware of its seriousness but he had made it after very careful study of all the factors
involved.

He went on to describe the semi-automatic ground environment (S.A.G.E)) System and
the steps that had to be taken to introduce it, whether or not the government decided to
proceed with the CF-105. He also described the U.S. intentions on BOMARC and how
they related to Canada. In addition to installing two such missile sites in central Canada, it
might also be desirable to install one base in the Vancouver area and one in the Maritimes.
There were considerable advantages in adopting BOMARC. It was cheaper than the
CF-105, in terms of men and money, and just as effective. The missile could be fitted with
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an atomic warhead and the U.S. would probably supply heads on the same basis (“key-to-
the-cupboard”), as they made atomic weapons available to the U.K.

As regards aircraft, the U.S. authorities had made it quite clear that they did not intend
to buy any CF-105s. Their own F-106C was comparable in performance to the CF-105, it
would be available for squadron service several months earlier, and it cost less than half as
much. The U.S. was also developing the F-108, a huge aircraft with a range of approxi-
mately 1,000 miles.

His recommendation to abandon the CF-105 and investigate other aircraft and missile
possibilities meant that the government would have a year to decide whether it should re-
equip air defence fighter forces wholly with the BOMARC, or an alternative aircraft, or a
combination of both. Within that time there should be a better understanding of Soviet
intentions as to whether they were likely to introduce more or better bombers, or go com-
pletely into missiles. Decisions could be taken in the light of the then existing information.
Abandoning the CF-105 would of course be a rude shock to the aircraft industry, but it
would not mean its complete cessation. DeHavilland would not be affected nor would be
transport and marine aircraft sections at Canadair.

16. During the long discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It was doubtful if the BOMARC missile or components could be manufactured in
Canada. However, the launchers might be.

(b) Layoffs involved in abandoning the CF-105 would amount to well over 25,000 and
there was some doubt as to whether these workers could obtain alternative employment.
This would have an extremely adverse effect on the economy which now needed every
push it could get. This was the most serious aspect of the proposal.

(c) It was argued, on the other hand that, surely, in an economy as potentially vigorous as
Canada’s, employees would soon be absorbed in other jobs. There was no more expensive
way of keeping people at work than by the CF-105 programme.

(d) If the CF-105 were not abandoned, it would mean an increase in the defence budget of
$400 million a year for several years. Even without this the deficit in 1959-60 would be as
much as in the current year. If it were at all responsible, the government would have no
alternative but to increase taxes should the 105 be put into production. Adding it to the
present overall rate of deficit would mean the wrecking of Canada’s credit and the stimula-
tion of inflation.

(e) The CF-105 would be of no use against ballistic missiles. It would, however, be
effective against air-breathing, unmanned bombers. There was no chance of having an
anti-missile missile by 1960 or 1961. The Sparrow, with which the CF-105 was to be
equipped, could not be fitted with an atomic warhead.

(f) Although it would be most helpful if the facilities presently used on the CF-105 pro-
gramme could be converted for the development of missiles, this was highly unlikely. The
best possibility for the future was a production programme of partnership with the U.S.
The U.S. authorities had indicated they would be willing to allocate a significant share of
future missile development to Canada, but this would not occur for some time and would
mean considerable discussions with them. The U.S. had not yet reached a decision on the
type of anti-missile missile they would require.

(g) The United Kingdom would not buy the CF-105 and it was most unlikely that any
other N.A.T.O. country would either. The U.K. was practically out of the interceptor field
and was concentrating on missiles, many of which were being acquired from the U.S.
Indeed, the whole trend in Europe was towards missiles, but the air defence problem there
was different to that in North America.
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(h) One means of helping the aircraft industry would be to manufacture transport aircraft,
under licence for Trans-Canada Air Lines and possibly other domestic users.

(i) The evidence available indicated that the U.S.S.R. did not intend to match the U.S.
with a long range air force similar to the Strategic Air Command, or come anywhere near
it. Recently, the U.S. thought the Russian bomber force was bigger than we did. Now this
was not the case. The intelligence authorities were coming to the view that the U.S.SR.
would not launch an attack until it was clearly superior in ballistic missiles to the U.S.

() The U.S. was planning to equip its air defence forces half with missiles and half with
aircraft. Should not Canada plan to do roughly the same thing? If the CF-105 were discon-
tinued Canada would be completely dependent on the U.S. for equipment for the R.C.A.F.

(k) The CF-100 would soon be obsolete and there was no demand for it here or from
abroad. No help for the industry, therefore, could be expected by way of more orders for it.

(1) On military or financial grounds it seemed clear that there was no reason to continue
the programme. Indeed, many members of the Conservative Party had said in the past that
it was quite unwise for a country of Canada’s size to attempt to develop an aircraft of this
kind in the first place. Instead, they had advocated the manufacture of military aircraft
under license. However, to abandon the CF-105 now and undertake to produce the U.S.
F-106C, which was physically quite possible, would be a serious political mistake.

17. The Cabiner deferred decision on the recommendations of the Cabinet Defence Com-
mittee regarding air defence requirements, including the future of the CF-105 programme.

RB. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet

81. DEA/50309-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au ministre de la Défense nationale

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Minister of National Defence

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], August 29, 1958

JOINT CANADA-UNITED STATES ALERTS

1. On 22 January 1957 Cabinet Defence Committee was made aware, incidental to con-
sideration by the Committee of procedures for consultation between Canada and the
United States on alerts, that:

“Because of the involvement of Canada in the joint continental air defence system,
Canada would automatically be implicated in any activation of the system by the United
States based on intelligence received from outside the system as, for example, from the
Far East.” (CDC Document D.7-57 dated 22 January 1957 refers).!3!

2. This assumption has been confirmed by subsequent experience — notably by the recent

increased readiness of the whole North American air defence system occasioned by the
Middle East crisis.

———

3! Voir/See Volume 23, Document 86.
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3. It is similarly quite possible that the current Taiwan situation'® may develop to the
stage that the United States would deem it prudent to increase the readiness state of
American forces — including American continental air defences, and thus involving
NORAD. Conceivably this might occur should US forces become directly involved in the
Taiwan area, thus creating a situation wherein the United States was engaged in open
conflict with forces of a major Communist power and thereby increasing the possibility of
full-scale war.

4. Proposed CAN/US agreements provide for consultation between the two countries,
where time permits, before declaration of “alerts.” This latter term does not however
include increased air defence “readiness” states which may be assumed prior to declaration
of an alert either because of indications within the air defence system proper, or because of
heightened international tension. In both types of circumstances the CINCNORAD order
to increase readiness is communicated to the RCAF Air Defence Command and to Air
Forces Headquarters.

5. It will be understood, of course, that the placing of Canadian, or in fact United States,
air defence elements on increased readiness would not result directly from hostilities which
might occur in other parts of the world, but only from the fact that such hostilities may
indicate an increased danger of attack against North America.

6. As you are aware, these increased readiness measures were designed to increase mili-
tary preparedness without alarming the general public, and it was hoped that these
measures could be taken without making any public announcement. However General
Twining has informed me that during periods of tension, such as exist at the present time,
it is impossible for the United States forces to take any increased measures which would
not be apparent to the families of affected Service personnel and thus to the press. There-
fore such action would soon become the subject of rumour and the U.S. Chiefs consider
that it is perhaps better to issue an accurate announcement regarding these measures rather
than to leave them open to press speculation. Therefore we must assume that any measures
taken will become public, and it would appear prudent to make an announcement concern-
ing them as soon as possible after a decision is taken to increase readiness.

7. 1 feel that it would be advisable for you to mention this situation to the Prime Minister
and to the Secretary of State for External Affairs, and to suggest that it might be advisable
if, in any further statements regarding the Far Eastern situation, the possibility of its result-
ing in increased air defence readiness were casually mentioned.

8. I am attaching an outline of the various degrees of NORAD readiness as they affect the
RCAF.

CHARLES FOULKES
[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Appercu
Outline
SECRET

Increased Readiness

Any degree of preparedness greater than normal preparedness but less than “Air
Defence Readiness,” whereby measures are instituted to provide increased air defence

32 Voir 2¢ partie, chapitre 3./See Part 2, Chapter 3.

Y
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potential against an unknown or doubtful threat. (In each such case the actual degree of
increased preparedness is directed by NORAD; e.g., the numbers of aircraft which are to
be prepared to react promptly to an attack are specified. Implementing action might typi-
cally include cancellation of leave, reduction of flying training. etc.)

Air Defence Readiness

The maximum degree of preparedness, whereby all available forces are placed in a state
of immediate air combat readiness. (In such cases every available aircraft and crew and all
supporting personnel would be alerted to take part in possible operations. Leave would be
cancelled, operation sections would be fully manned on a 24-hour basis, communications
systems would be prepared for full, sustained operations, maintenance crews would
attempt to get every aircraft possible into a serviceable state, etc.)

82. DEA/50309-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa] September 2, 1958

SITUATION IN THE TAIWAN STRAITS — EFFECT ON NATO
As a result of the consideration which had been given over the weekend of increased
readiness for the North American air defence forces because of the Taiwan situation,
I'believe the considerations set out in this memorandum should be drawn to your attention.
I attach for convenience of reference a memorandum of August 29 on the subject from
General Foulkes to Mr. Pearkes, an earlier copy of which you have already seen.

2. CINCNORAD is authorized by his terms of reference to

“specify the conditions of combat readiness, to include states of alert, to be maintained
by all forces assigned, attached and otherwise made available, including augmentation
forces while under the operational control of CINCNORAD.”

We understand that the measures of increased readiness which CINCNORAD is empow-
ered to put into effect are designed to increase military preparedness only and would not
include measures affecting the civil population. We understand that CINCNORAD would
issue instructions in this context in two circumstances; (a) because of heightened interna-
tional tension, (b) because of indications of enemy activity within the air defence warning
system itself. In other words, CINCNORAD’s action would be taken at what might be
considered the two extremes of the spectrum of the threat to North America — as purely
precautionary measures when world tension generally increases, or as an operational
measure when enemy planes are within the air defence system.

3. A more general Canada-United States “alerts” agreement has been under negotiation
for several years, and while it has been approved by the Canadian Government, it has not
had the final approval of the United States Government.!® It is designed to provide for
consultation between the two countries where time permits before an alert declaration
affecting the civil population is made by either Government. This type of alert has been
considered to require governmental approval. An increase in the state of readiness of air

13 Voir section C de cette partie./See Section C of this Part.
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defence forces has been considered to lie within the power of the operational commander,
although it has been assumed that he would exercise common sense in informing his
superiors of his proposed action.

4. Tt would be impossible to declare a state of military readiness for the air defence forces
of the United States alone. This would vitiate the NORAD concept and bring into serious
question the reality of our agreement with the United States on the establishment of
NORAD. At the moment, as a result of a discussion with Washington over the weekend,
agreement has been reached that before CINCNORAD declares a state of increased readi-
ness General Twining, the Chairman of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, will consult
with General Foulkes. This consultation will give the Canadian Government time to issue
its own statement with respect to the declaration; or conversely, to offer opposition to the
United States proposal. I assume that if the Canadian Government agreed that the situation
called for the declaration of increased military readiness it would issue a statement along
the lines of that made during the Lebanon crisis; namely, that CINCNORAD’s decision
was the type of decision which our own air defence authorities would have taken in cir-
cumstances of increased world tension, had they been operating on their own rather than as
part of an integrated system.** This would in fact be the situation, for whenever world
tension increases for no matter what cause it is a matter of common prudence that our
defences be brought to an increased state of readiness. Such an action does not in any way
prejudge the Canadian Government’s policy on the cause of increased tension or on
actions which should be taken to decrease that tension.

5. I believe that the ad hoc arrangements which have been made for consultation in this
case are satisfactory. The burden of proof that it is necessary to increase the readiness of
North American air defence rests on United States authorities who must offer us convinc-
ing military reasons for a declaration by CINCNORAD. These would be apart entirely
from the discussions of the political factors involved in the Taiwan situation on which
again there might be a discrepancy of opinion between the two Governments. The two
situations are, however, related. It is precisely because our air defences are so closely inte-
grated that the policies and actions of the United States Government with respect to the
Taiwan situation are of direct interest to us.

6. You may consider it desirable that we should make further comments on the substance
of the issue to the State Department. We might indicate that should United States forces
become directly involved in fighting in the Taiwan area there would be no question in our
minds as to the necessity of an increase in the readiness of our air defence forces since the
possibility of full-scale war would be great. Short of that eventuality, however, we would
need to have convincing evidence of an increased threat to North America before we
would find it possible to agree on the necessity of a declaration by CINCNORAD of an
increased state of military readiness. There is little doubt that a conversation begun in this
light with the State Department would extend to other facets of the problem of the Taiwan
Straits, and would give us an opportunity to put forward Canadian views on the wisdom, or
lack of wisdom, of United States policy in this respect as we saw it.

J. LIEGER])

134 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1958, volume III, pp. 2406 et 2407.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1958, Volume III, p. 2288.
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83. DEA/50309-40

Le président du Comité des chefs.d’étar-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

ToP SECRET Ottawa, September 2, 1958
Dear Mr. Léger:

JOINT CANADA-U.S. STATES OF READINESS

Further to our conversation of today’s date, I have given this problem of increased
readiness further thought, and I have had a telephone conversation with Air Marshal
Slemon in Colorado Springs.

I am of the opinion that we should now take steps to deal with a situation such as that
now developing in the Far East, in which there are divergent political views, so that it
would not be necessary to place any restrictions on CINCNORAD regarding specifying
conditions of combat readiness as agreed to in the terms of reference, para. 10(i).
Furthermore I would hope that it would never be necessary for us to go back on this agree-
ment of 12 May, which allows CINCNORAD to specify these conditions of combat readi-
ness. You may recall that when these terms of reference were agreed to it was generally
understood that increased conditions of operational readiness would be limited to the type
of military action which could be taken within the military organization itself without in
any way alarming or even informing the public. This condition was mentioned in the draft
letter from Mr. Dulles (January, 1958)t which states:

“Further the alert measures we are concerned with in this proposal would not include

those partial or limited measures such as increased conditions of operational readiness

of the armed forces which do not involve or directly influence the population at large.”

You will recall that in July last, the Chiefs of Staff of Canada and the United States
agreed that the situation in the Middle East was such that it was considered advisable to
adopt an increased state of readiness and it was considered at that time that the measures

“agreed upon could be taken without any publicity. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff then found that

because of the increased tension the press were on the alert, watching for any changes in
the disposition of the U.S. forces, with the result that within a few hours of the decision
being taken to adopt a state of increased readiness the U.S. Chiefs of Staff found it neces-
sary to make a public announcement.

On a recent visit to Washington I discussed this matter with General Twining, and he
explained that while the Chiefs of Staff felt that it should be possible to adopt positions of
increased readiness without notifying the public, he felt that during a period of tension this
would be virtually impossible. Therefore we must assume that any changes in the opera-
tional readiness of our forces taken during a period of international tension would have to
be made public. This may require an explanation to the House of Commons of the reasons
why these conditions are necessary. It therefore appears to me that any changes in the
operational readiness of our forces during periods of tension become a matter of political
concern as much as military prudence. It appears that the political authorities should decide
whether or not the situation demands increased readiness and the military should decide
what are the minimum measures necessary to meet the new situation.
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I have discussed this matter with Air Marshal Slemon today, and it is CINCNORAD’s
view that there are two conditions which might dictate a requirement for increasing the
state of readiness. The first condition is that from his own intelligence sources he may
decide that there is an increased threat to North America, in which case he should be
allowed, as his terms of reference now provide, to call a state of readiness. The second
circumstance is one similar to that which occurred in July and may occur now over the Far
East, where the Chiefs of Staff of the United States, after consultation with the Chiefs of
Staff of Canada, decide that it is advisable to recommend to CINCNORAD that he increase
the state of readiness. It therefore appears to me that we should not interfere in any way
with the first provisions, which allow CINCNORAD to declare increased states of
readiness as a result of conditions arising out of the air defence situation. In the second
case, however, where it requires an assessment of the international situation in both the
political and the military fields, this should be a matter of consultation on the political and
military levels before CINCNORAD is asked to take any additional states of readiness.
Although we agreed to the draft letter from Mr. Dulles in January, that consultation was
not necessary on states of readiness, this was on the assumption that these changes in states
of readiness could be accomplished without being made public.

It is therefore suggested that we should initiate discussions with the United States on
these lines and ascertain whether they would be prepared to carry out political and military
discussions regarding conditions requiring increased states of readiness to be declared by
NORAD on the advice of the Chiefs of Staff of both countries. It would appear to me that
if we could clear up this part of the question, it would prevent any reservations being
placed on the agreed terms of reference of CINCNORAD or any situation arising when
embarrassment may be caused by increasing states of readiness.

Yours sincerely,

CHARLES FOULKES

S ——
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84. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], September 3, 1958

Present:

The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,

The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Green) (for morning meeting only),

The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),

The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),

The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees) (for afternoon meeting only),

The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),

The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),

The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
: The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan) (for afternoon meeting only),
i The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley) (for morning meeting only),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE AUGUST 28)

3. The Minister of National Defence said that, since this subject had last been discussed,
Mr. John Tory, one of the directors of A.V. Roe, and Mr. F.T. Smye, Vice-President of
Avro Aircraft Ltd., had discussed the future of the CF-105 with the Prime Minister, the
Minister of Finance, and himself. These men recommended that the airframe and Iroquois
engine elements of the programme be continued but that the fire control system (ASTRA)
and the weapon (SPARROW) projects be dropped and substitutes obtained in the United
States. Instead of ASTRA and SPARROW they had suggested the U.S. Hughes MA-1
system and the FALCON, respectively. He had had cost estimates prepared on this
suggestion and comparisons made with other alternatives. These were as follows:

Expenditures for 100 aircraft, from September 1st, 1958:

105/Astra-Sparrow $1,261.5 million or $12.61 million each
105/Hughes MA-1-Falcon $ 896.0 million or  $ 8.91 million each

U.S. 106 $ 559.0 million or  $ 5.59 million each
BOMARC (to provide roughly

equivalent defensive strength) $ 520.3 million 4 batteries of 60 missiles each

(no cost-sharing with the U.S.)

o |
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4. During the discussion the following further points emerged:

(a) If it turned out in a year’s time that the U.S.S.R. was going to equip its air force with
newer, more modern bombers, then Canada would have to buy BOMARC or an intercep-
tor from the U.S., or both, assuming the CF-105 was abandoned.

(b) If, on the other hand, it was clear at that time that the U.S.S.R. was not producing
bombers, arrangements would have to be made with the U.S. for defence against missiles.

(c) There would be no chance of resuming the CF-105 programme once it was cancelled.
It would be better to cancel it now than to be confronted with no more work for Avro, and
the other companies involved, after production of 100 aircraft was drawing to an end in
1961 and 1962. It was unwise to encourage the aircraft industry to continue to produce
equipment that could quite well be obsolete by the time it was available.

(d) BOMARC might possibly be manufactured in Canada, under licence, by Canadair,
which had the closest connections with the company in the U.S. doing this work. Avro and
the other companies in the CF-105 programme would probably not be involved in such a
project.

(e) It had been said by some that not only were manned interceptors becoming obsolete
but so also were naval surface vessels. The latter eventuality, however, was further in the
future than the first. Nuclear-powered anti-submarine submarines would be the most useful
defence against enemy submarines equipped to launch atomic weapons. But they were
very expensive. Failing that, the surface ships and the anti-submarine aircraft, with which
Canadian forces were being equipped, provided a reasonable defence against possible
assaults from the sea.

(f) The Chiefs of Staff were divided on the question of the CF-105. The Chief of the Air
Staff felt there was a useful role for the manned interceptor, but the specific type of equip-
ment and armament he preferred would depend upon the amount of money that was availa-
ble. The heads of the other two services felt the nature of the threat was changing so
quickly that the situation should be kept under review for a year. They did feel that the
CF-105 programme, as it presently stood, was not the best way to spend so much money.
The Chairman was of the view that BOMARC would give the best defence for the money
likely to be available.

(g) The truth was that no one could forecast with reasonable precision what the require-
ment might be a year hence. Each of the military services had their own special reasons for
the views they held. The Navy and the Army were particularly concerned that going ahead
with the CF-105 might mean less money for them in the future. However, it would be
unwise to look for reductions in these two services, even with the CF-105, unless some
very drastic steps were taken.

(h) The Conservative Party, right from Confederation, had always been a vigorous
protagonist of the theory that Canada’s needs should be met from within Canada. To
abandon the CF-105 even though it was so expensive and might be obsolete would be hard
to explain. On the other hand, it would be equally hard to explain, in three or four years,
why the government had spent vast sums of money on a relatively small number of aircraft
which might by then be virtually useless.

5. The Minister of Finance reported on the representations made to him by Mr. Tory and
Mr. Smye of Avro. The CF-105 programme supported 25,000 persons in employment. If it
were abandoned, the highly skilled pool of talent drawn together for the project would be
dispersed and many of the people concerned would go to the United States, never to return.
No portion of Avro’s profits had been invested in other sectors of the group of which Avro
was now a part except in the aircraft industry. Although controlled by the Hawker-Siddley
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group, Avro was in large part owned by Canadians. They had stated that the R.C.A.F.
made a major mistake three years ago by recommending the adoption of SPARROW and
ASTRA. A great deal of money could be saved by using the FALCON and the Hughes fire
control system. Finally, they said that, if the programme with their proposed modification
were continued, their company would have a reasonable opportunity before the end of
1962 to look for other business. If they found little or none, then Avro would be in real
difficulties.

Mr. Fleming said he had pointed out to Messrs. Tory and Smye that their arguments,
that the Falcon missile and Hughes fire control system developed by the United States
should be good enough for Canada, could also be used against them in regard to the air-
frame and engines which they wanted produced in Canada by their own firm. Mr. Smye, in
particular, had been very critical of some R.C.A.F. decisions and officers.

6. The Minister of National Defence felt bound to say that the R.C.A.F. had conscien-
tiously made the recommendations they thought would be the best in the interests of the
defence of Canada. The government of the day was responsible for the decisions reached
and the present government would be responsible for any decision on the future of the
CF-105. He also said that the figures on savings mentioned by Mr. Smye should be treated
with reserve. The latter had not been aware, for example, that there were a number of types
of FALCON.

7. The Cabinet deferred decision on the recommendations of the Cabinet Defence
Committee regarding air defence requirements, including the future of the CF-105
programme.
R.B. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet
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85. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), September 7, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 3)

42. The Prime Minister opened the further discussion of the proposal of the Minister of
National Defence to cancel the CF-105 programme by stating that although ministers were
relatively well agreed on the purely defence aspects, the serious problem still requiring
consideration was the effect on employment and the general economic situation.

43. The Minister of Finance said that in considering matters of defence he naturally put
the safety of the country ahead of finance. When it had been recommended a year ago that
the CF-105 programme be continued, he supported the recommendation. Now, however,
the military view was that the programme should be cancelled. In these circumstances, he
did not see how the government could decide not to discontinue it. The arguments for
continuing were that Canadian military requirements should be found in Canada, that
cancelling the programme would throw upwards of 25,000 men out of work with serious
effects on the economy, and that national prestige should be taken into account.

As regards the first, other things being equal or nearly so, military equipment should be
produced in Canada. But in this case the cost per aircraft was twice as much as the cost of
a comparable unit which could be obtained in the U.S., and, more important, the military
authorities had now decided that the aircraft was not necessary. On the employment aspect,
while a decision to discontinue would undoubtedly be painful, nevertheless, the workers
involved would in time be absorbed in the national economy. There would still be an
important aircraft industry in Canada without the CF-105. Finally, one had to agree that
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not going ahead would be a blow to national prestige. But no one even knew now what the
price for maintaining this aspect of our prestige might be.

44. Mr. Fleming said he had asked himself if there was a middle course between
cancelling the programme and going into production. Unfortunately, there was not. Once
production was ordered the government would be committed. There was no time that was
the right time for a decision like this one. He was sure, however, that it would be better to
cancel now than be faced with a final shut down of the plants three or four years hence.
Another factor to be kept in mind was that, by deferring cancellation, the programme, in
effect, [would] become the present government’s programme, whereas in cancelling now it
could be said that the government had considered all aspects of a project started by the
previous administration and had come to the conclusion that the best course was to
abandon it. Finally, one had to keep in mind that by going ahead, and thereby adding
approximately $400 million a year for four years to the defence appropriation, air defence
would assume a disproportionate share in the defence budget. This was nearly the value of
a year’s wheat crop. An increase in railway freight rates, which was being considered, was
a trifle by comparison. A good deal of northern development could be undertaken for
much less. In short, cancelling the programme would be of much greater help to the
economy as a whole than continuing it.

45. During the discussion the following further points emerged:

(a) In the forthcoming winter, unemployment would be higher than it was last year. Can-
celling now, apart from the effect on the employees concerned, might well be the one
psychological factor which would result in a break in the economy and lead to a drastic
down-turn from which recovery would be extremely difficult. The programme should be
allowed to continue over the winter and a decision taken then as to its future. During that
period, management could consider what their plants might do in the future.

(b) On the other hand, continuing the programme, even for only six months, meant that
orders had to be placed now for materials for production. Did this proposal mean that the
pre-production order of 37 should be completed? If this were the case, only a few planes
for identification purposes would be available and the individual costs would be
astronomical.

(c) The U.S.S.R. had always said that western economies would ultimately collapse.
. Carrying on a project like this involving so much of the taxpayers’ money and whose
returns were questionable was surely only playing into Russian hands. The money could be
put to better use elsewhere.

(d) On the other hand, while cancellation might be sound in theory, it might result in a
recession. If employment prospects were better, the project could be dropped quickly. Con-
tinuing, even for only a few months, involved insignificant amounts compared with what
would have to be spent during a real depression.

(e) If the project were abandoned, arrangements could quite probably be made with the
U.S. to purchase 106Cs and also to secure atomic heads for the weapon with which they
would be equipped. The U.S. authorities had also indicated in the last few days that they
would be prepared to consider seriously cost-sharing and production sharing of defence
equipment. They had also said they would be prepared to relocate northwards some of their
proposed Bomarc installations. These Bomarc bases hardly seemed to cover Canada at all.
They were most concerned at the moment over improvements to the warning system.

(f) Surely the Canadian public would give credit to the government in the long run for
good housekeeping and it appeared that on defence and on sound economic grounds it was
good housekeeping to discontinue the programme now.
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46. The Cabinet deferred decision on the recommendations of the Cabinet Defence Com-
mittee regarding air defence requirements, including the future of the CF-105 programme.

R.B. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet

86. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), September 8, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Green),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
and Acting Secretary of State (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Alvin Hamilton),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday),
Mr. M.W. Cunningham, Privy Council Office.

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 7)

9. The Prime Minister said he felt a final decision on the recommendations of the Cabinet
Defence Committee about air defence requirements should be deferred for a week or two,
in the hope that new alternatives could be worked out, or a compromise reached.

10. The Minister of National Defence said that consideration could be given to the com-
pletion of 20 development and preproduction CF-105 aircraft and then producing another
48 aircraft. This would give a total of 68, divided into 5 squadrons, which would be the
minimum operational aircraft required. The order would only slightly reduce employment
at the Avro plant and would cost $400 million for the next two years, if the production rate
were kept up. Before 1961 the programme might be slowed up and then come to a stop. 68
aircraft would also be the minimum if it were decided to purchase U.S. F106 C planes. If
hostilities broke out, we should have to use the CF-100 and he would urge immediately
starting on an anti-missile missile project. However, apart from this aspect of the problem,
it was essential that some decision be taken on the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the
Ottawa-North Bay area and the installation of two additional heavy radars in Northern
Ontario and Quebec and the installation of the associated gap filler radars.
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He recommended that approval be given in principle to this part of the programme and
that he be authorized to begin negotiations with the U.S. for cost-sharing and production.

11. The Cabinet agreed,

(a) that decision be deferred for some two weeks on what should be done with the present
CF-105 (Arrow) programme pending further examination of various alternatives; and,

(b) that the Minister of National Defence be authorized to begin negotiations with the
United States for cost-sharing and production sharing on the following:

(1) the installation of 2 Bomarc bases in the Ottawa-North Bay area; and,

(ii) the installation of 2 heavy radars in Northern Ontario and Quebec and the installa-
tion of associated gap-filler radars.

87. DEA/50245-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], September 19, 1958

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS

We understand that the Cabinet will be continuing at the meeting on Sunday, September
21, its discussion of recommendations from the Department of National Defence on air
defence requirements.

The papers which are still under consideration were sent to you under cover of a memo-
randum of August 26. For convenience of reference I am re-submitting that memorandum
to you together with its attachments. There has been, in our estimation, no change since
our earlier memorandum in the factors which have to be weighed by the Cabinet before
reaching a decision.

In the last two weeks further consideration has been given at the official level to the
matter of negotiations with United States on both cost-sharing and production-sharing. It is
intended that Canadian representatives should meet with United States representatives
early in October here in Ottawa to examine in greater detail what can be done towards a
real integration of defence production resources of the two countries. The primary respon-
sibility on the Canadian side will rest with the Department of Defence Production,
although our Department has been kept fully informed of the line to be taken by the
Canadian representatives. We may participate in the discussions with the United States
representatives, although final arrangements in this respect have not yet been made. We
have taken up in the last two weeks with the Americans through our Embassy in
Washington, a specific case at the request of the Minister of National Defence. We have
asked the United States Government to give earnest consideration to the purchase in
Canada of the CL-44 airframe for use as part of an aircraft required on the Seaward exten-
sions of the DEW Line.

At the suggestion of the Secretary to the Cabinet we have given consideration at the
official level to the kind of public presentation to be made if the Government decides to
cancel the CF-105 programme. The Secretary to the Cabinet had suggested that it might be
desirable, in these circumstances, if the Government were to indicate that it had decided to
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arm Canadian forces in due course with atomic weapons for use in the air defence of North
America and anti-submarine operations. The Government might indicate as well that it
would be proceeding in co-operation with the United States Government and within the
framework of NORAD to the establishment in Canada of a number of BOMARC missile
installations. In this respect the Government might point out that it would now initiate
discussions with United States on arrangements required for obtaining and utilizing the
necessary atomic components for the BOMARCs. You will recall that last December the
United States Government proposed discussions on the general question of introducing an
atomic capability into the air defence system, and that after consideration the Cabinet
deferred decision on the matter.!” The Cabinet might now wish to authorize negotiations
with the United States on some satisfactory agreement with respect to the control by the
Canadian Government of the use of atomic weapons from Canadian territory. We see a
good deal of merit in the suggestions which have been made by the Secretary to the
Cabinet as outlined above.
J. W. [HOLMES]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

88. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], September 21, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Fleming),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs (Mr. Brooks),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Hees),
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Trade and Commerce (Mr. Churchill),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mrs. Fairclough),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Starr),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Macdonnell),
The Minister without Portfolio (Mr. Browne) (for afternoon meeting only),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Smith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier).

135 Voir/See Document 55.
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AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; RECOMMENDATIONS OF CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 7)

21. The Prime Minister reported that he had seen Mr. Crawford Gordon, President of
A.V. Roe Company, who had also interviewed Mr. Pearkes and Mr. Fleming. Mr. Gordon
had recommended that production of the Arrow aircraft and the Iroquois engine be under-
taken but the programmes for the Astra fire control equipment and the Sparrow missile be
cancelled. There was nothing essentially new in his proposal.

22. The Minister of National Defence and the Minister of Finance reported on their con-
versations with Mr. Gordon and noted that he had made certain assertions in regard to the
willingness of the U.S. government to provide fire control and missiles that would be suita-
ble for the Arrow aircraft. He had mentioned some large figures of possible savings that
might be made by obtaining such equipment from the United States but had been unable to
be precise about these and the figures appeared to be exaggerated.

23. In the course of a further long discussion on this matter, the following points
emerged:
(a) Few ministers had changed their minds on the desirability of cancelling the contracts

for the Arrow and its associated equipment. The Cabinet was clearly divided in its view on
the central question.

(b) The chief concern of those who wished to have the Arrow contracts continued was the
probable shock to the employment situation of such a major termination of work as would
be involved in the cancelling of these contracts. It was recognized that the major impact
would be psychological, not simply financial and it was very difficult to judge just how
important an economic factor it would be.

(c) Some ministers felt, on the other hand, that the effect of continuing this work would
be to impose an unnecessarily high cost upon the Canadian economy, which would con-
tribute to the inflationary dangers and the high cost of exports that were handicapping
Canada in securing and maintaining export markets. A decline in employment on these
projects would be inevitable several years from now in any event, and that might be a
worse time to suffer it than this year.

(@) If production of the Arrow and its associated equipment went forward, it was likely to
become publicly known that this was done contrary to military advice and there was a
~ danger that the government would be accused of wasting many hundreds of millions of
dollars for what were political or economic reasons. That might seriously shake the confi-
dence in the government of the man in the street.

(e) There was some question as to just what the views of the Chiefs of Staff really were
on this issue and how much reliance should be placed upon them. Their recommendation
for termination of the programme now appeared to be at variance with their views earlier,
although it should be noted that only the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee was a
member of that committee at the time the original recommendations were made. The Chief
of the Air Staff recommended that the R.C.A.F. should have interceptor aircraft but
preferred to purchase U.S. aircraft if the amount of money available to him for aircraft
were fixed.

(f) The current international tension would make it appear foolhardy to cancel an impor-
tant development programme such as that of the Arrow and Iroquois, although it was noted
that, if in fact war broke out, it would be necessary to use current types of aircraft and
possibly to concentrate on the CF-100 rather than proceed with the CF-105.

(g) To carry on the development of the Arrow aircraft and the Iroquois engine until next
March would cost in the neighborhood of $86 million; the economy might be better able to
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stand the shock of cancellation of the programme in March than at present and the interna-
tional situation might be less tense at that time.

24. The Prime Minister suggested that a compromise should be considered on which
possibly the Cabinet could agree. He thought such a compromise might involve carrying
on the development programme until March but not beginning the production programme
on the Arrow or the Iroquois at this time. This continuation of development might be
regarded as a form of insurance in the present tense situation.

25. During the discussion of the compromise proposal, consideration was given to
whether or not it would be possible to carry on only the Canadian elements in the develop-
ment of the Astra and Sparrow, and it was recognized that further consideration would
have to be given to that possibility, bearing in mind the undesirability of spending large
amounts to continue development work in the United States and also the undesirability of
terminating all this advanced work on electronics and missiles in Canada.

26. The Cabinet,

(a) approved in principle, the installation of two Bomarc bases in northern Ontario and
Quebec and the installation of two additional heavy radars in northern Ontario and Quebec
and associated gap-filler radars in the Pinetree system;

(b) decided that the development programme for the Arrow aircraft and the Iroquois
engine should be continued until March 31st, 1959, within the scope made possible by the
amounts available for it in the estimates for the current fiscal year;

(c) decided that production of the Arrow aircraft and Iroquois engine should not be
ordered at the present time;

(d) agreed that a careful and comprehensive review of the requirements for the Arrow
aircraft and Iroquois engine should be made before March 31st, 1959, in order to reach a
decision before that date as to whether development should be continued or production
ordered;

(e) agreed that the Chiefs of Staff should investigate and report upon the requirements, if
any, for additional air defence missile installations in Canada and for interceptor aircraft of
the nature of the CF-105 or alternative types,

(f) agreed that further consideration should be given to the possibility of continuing the
development of the Astra fire control equipment and the Sparrow missile in Canada only;
and,

(g) agreed that no statement of these decisions should be made until the following day or
the next succeeding day pending further consideration of the Astra and Sparrow
programmes.
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89. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet .

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], September 22, 1958

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. Diefenbaker) in the Chair,
The Solicitor General (Mr. Balcer),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Pearkes),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Fulton) (for morning meeting only),
The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. Nowlan),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Harkness),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. MacLean),
The Postmaster General (Mr. William Hamilton),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Comtois),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Monteith),
The Minister of Defence Production (Mr. O’Hurley) (for afternoon meeting only),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Courtemanche) (for morning meeting only).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Fournier).

AIR DEFENCE REQUIREMENTS; ASTRA AND SPARROW
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE SEPTEMBER 21)

1. The Minister of National Defence referred to the decisions of the preceding day con-
cerning the continuation of development of the Arrow aircraft and Iroquois engine, and in
particular the proposal to continue the development of the Astra fire control equipment and
Sparrow missile in so far as that could be done within Canada. He said that investigation of
the latter proposal this morning indicated that it was necessary either to continue the devel-
opment programmes in toto for these items or to cancel them, as it was not possible to
continue the Canadian portions alone. The major portion of the expenses this winter would
be in the United States, particularly in respect of the Astra.

2. During the discussion:

(a) Various suggestions were made for continuation or expansion of electronic work of
one kind or another in Canada, including the possibility of a rapid development of the
electronic equipment under consideration for the Post Office, and on which some $3 mil-
lion had already been spent.

(b) It was agreed that any decision on this matter should be deferred until later in the day
when the Minister of Defence Production could be present after returning from the
Commonwealth Conference in Montreal.

3. The Minister of Defence Production noted, on resumption of the meeting in the after-
noon, that, if the development of the Arrow aircraft were to be carried on, there was great
advantage in deciding forthwith about the future of the Astra. He noted that one alternative
Was to stop development of both Astra and Sparrow and switch to the American counter-
Parts already developed, making the necessary modifications in the air-frame development.
Another alternative would be to transfer the whole development of the Astra immediately
to Canada, adapt the Falcon missile to it, and close out the development of the Sparrow.

4. The Minister of National Defence expressed the view that if, as seemed likely, the
development of the Arrow would be terminated at the end of March, the sensible thing to
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do would be to terminate the development of the Astra and Sparrow at the present time.
Even if it were decided to continue with the production of a small number of the Arrow
aircraft, it would still appear sensible to terminate the highly expensive Astra development.
The electronic engineers and other technical personnel would be better employed to get to
work on missiles and receive special training rather than continue the expensive work on
the Astra and Sparrow. It would be necessary to modify the Arrow to use the alternative
fire control system in it.

5. The Cabinet agreed that the programme for the development of the Astra fire control
equipment and the Sparrow II missile should be terminated forthwith, and that this deci-
sion should be announced the following day along with those decisions on the air defence
programme taken the preceding day."®

90. DEA/50309-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au président du Comité des chefs d’état-major

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee

SECRET [Ottawa), September 25, 1958
Dear General Foulkes:

NORAD — STATES OF MILITARY READINESS

I am generally in agreement with the suggestion made in your letter of September 2
concerning the declaration, in certain circumstances, by CINCNORAD of increased states
of combat readiness for the forces under his control. Prior to the receipt of your letter,
I had made a somewhat similar suggestion to my Minister.

I believe we should, as you suggest, avoid tampering, at this stage at least, with
CINCNORAD’s terms of reference, and specifically paragraph 10 (i) thereof. There would
not seem to be any need to suggest to the United States authorities that this particular
section of CINCNORAD’s terms of reference be changed. I think all that is required is that
we reach agreement with the United States authorities as to how CINCNORAD will inter-
pret paragraph 10 (i) of his terms of reference in one instance; namely, in a period of
increased world tension but prior to any direct indication of the likelihood of attack on
North America. The increased tension this year arising out of the Lebanon situation and
the Taiwan situation are examples of what we have in mind. I understand that you were
able recently to make ad hoc arrangements with the Chairman of the United States Joint
Chiefs of Staff that before CINCNORAD declared a state of increased readiness on the
basis of the tension in the Taiwan area, there would be consultation between the Canadian
and United States Chiefs of Staff organizations. I assume that you in turn would consult
with this Department and other interested Canadian agencies, and would not give your
concurrence until Ministerial clearance had been obtained. What I believe we should seek
is an agreement that this ad hoc arrangement would be accepted as a regular requirement in
like circumstances.

13 Voir/See Canada, Department of External Affairs, Canadian Weekly Bulletin, Vol. 13, No. 40, Oct. 1,
1958, pp. 1-2
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If my understanding of the situation is correct, Canada-United States agreement on such
an interpretation of CINCNORAD’s terms of reference would then leave CINCNORAD
free to declare increased states of readiness on his own authority in the following
circumstances:

(a) for purposes of training of his Command:

(b) in the event of an unacceptable number of unidentified aircraft within the warning
system.

In the event of sure indication of enemy activity within the air defence warning system
CINCNORAD would seem under his terms of reference to have authority to declare states
of alert as well; i.e. aircraft warning yellow, (air attack probable) and aircraft warning red,
(air attack imminent).

It strikes me that it should not be too difficult to obtain the kind of agreed interpretation
we are seeking from the United States authorities since they have been prepared to agree to
it on an ad hoc basis recently; and since, as I understand it, they have agreed on the neces-
sity for consultation in other circumstances. I understand that if either the Chiefs of Staff of
the United States or the Chiefs of Staff of Canada decide that it would be advisable to
recommend to CINCNORAD that he increase the state of readiness of his Command they
would consult with one another before orders were issued to General Partridge. A some-
what anomalous situation exists, therefore, in that when the Chiefs of Staff take the initia-
tive there is consultation, but CINCNORAD himself under his terms of reference can take
action on his own authority in every instance. It strikes me that the anomaly would be
disposed of if we can reach with the United States authorities an agreed interpretation of
CINCNORAD’s terms of reference as they apply to particular circumstances of increased
tension such as those referred to above.

I believe our initial discussions with the United States authorities should be directed
primarily to an interpretation of paragraph 10 (i) of CINCNORAD's terms of reference.
We should not, I think, attempt at this stage to deal with what may prove to be desirable
changes in the intergovernmental exchange of letters on alert measures which is mentioned
in the second paragraph of your letter. This exchange has been under negotiation with the
United States for several years. It has been our object in these negotiations to provide for
consultation between the two Governments, where time permits, before an alert declaration

- affecting the civilian population is made by either Government. Our desire is to provide for

consultation between the two Government on what policy should be jointly pursued in the
event of the imminence of war. The establishment of NORAD has heightened the desira-
bility of full consultation between the two Governments in time of tension, but whether or
not NORAD had been established, we would have sought to establish agreement on the
principle of consultation.

I have given some thought to the best procedure for exploring this particular feature of
CINCNORAD’s terms of reference with the United States authorities and have come to the
conclusion that the Permanent Joint Board on Defence would provide a good forum for at
least an initial discussion on the matter. The Board has both military and civilian represen-
tation and is designed specifically for this kind of exploratory discussion. The next
meeting of the Board is to be held toward the end of October and I believe we should take
advantage of that meeting to put our point of view to the United States authorities. I should
be grateful if you could let me know if you concur in this suggestion so that arrangements
can be made to have the matter put on the Board’s agenda, and so that an early indication
¢an be given to the United States authorities of what we wish to discuss with them.
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There is another point raised in your letter under reference which I consider merits
further consideration. In the second sentence of the fifth paragraph of your letter you use
the expression “from his (CINCNORAD’s) own intelligence sources.” I assume that you
are referring here to radar warning indications. We must recognize, however, that
CINCNORAD receives a daily flow of strategic intelligence from various other Canadian
and United States sources. It seems to me that we shall have to give further thought to the
implications of this situation since, presumably, CINCNORAD makes his own day to day
assessment of the threat to North America on the basis of the intelligence which he
receives from all sources.

CINCNORAD’s terms of reference call for him to operate on the basis of agreed
Canada-United States intelligence. Arrangements to provide him with such intelligence
have not as yet been completed. Although arrangements are now being made to provide
him with a long-range intelligence estimate of the threat on which he will be able to base
his long-range planning for the defence of North America, so far as I am aware, no consid-
eration has yet been given to providing him with agreed indications intelligence about the
threat to North America on a weekly or even (in time of rising tension), a daily basis. In a
situation such as occurred in the Middle East in July and is now occurring in the Far East,
it would seem to be entirely left to CINCNORAD to read the Canadian estimates of the
threat on one hand, and the United States estimates on the other hand and reach his own
conclusion as to what is agreed between the two intelligence authorities. I should be grate-
ful if you could let me know if this interpretation of the present state of our intelligence
arrangements is correct and, if so, whether you would agree that steps should be taken
immediately to co-ordinate the flow of Canadian and United States indications intelligence
to NORAD.

In view of the complexity of the subject of alerts procedures there may be some merit in
you and Mr. Bryce and I talking the matter over. If you think such a discussion would
serve any useful purpose. I should be glad to participate.

Yours sincerely,
JULES LEGER

91 DEA/50309-40

Le président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET Ottawa, September 29, 1958
Dear Mr. Léger:

NORAD STATES OF READINESS

I have your letter of 25 September regarding the question I raised in my letter of 2
- September in connection with CINCNORAD increased states of combat readiness.

I am in general agreement with the views expressed in your letter regarding the proce-
dure for dealing with increased readiness. However I have some doubts as to whether it
would be advisable to put such a delicate matter into the hands of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence. You will recall that this Board was not used for any of the discussions
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regarding consultation on alerts; nor was it used in regard to the discussions regarding
terms of reference for NORAD. I would suggest that a more appropriate method for deal-
ing with this would be at an early meeting of consultation with the U.S. authorities. It
appears to me that this problem is quite delicate and involves informal arrangements
between General Twining and myself and I would therefore have some concern about
putting this matter through the Board, especially when the Board’s Journal has a wide
distribution.

As 1 indicated in my previous letter, this matter has given some concern to
CINCNORAD, and following are his views on this subject as expressed in a recent letter:

“In the Middle East crisis, as was the case in the Suez crisis earlier, the command
experienced difficulty in getting permission to assume a more advanced state of alert, and
once on increased readiness found it even more difficult to revert to normal status after the
crisis had passed. There seems little likelihood that NORAD’s authority to change status to
meet any air threat against North America might be challenged. However, international
situations of tension introduce factors of political significance not assessable here in
Colorado Springs. It is hoped, therefore, that under conditions such as existed during the
two Middle East crises and as now obtains in the Far East, the political leaders of our two
countries may arrange timely consultations so that NORAD’s alert posture may suit the
actual military situation.

“Meanwhile and as an interim measure, a procedure is being worked out by which the
NORAD establishment as a whole can change status without having political and public
relations considerations loom so large as to override the military factors. It appears that the
best way to achieve this objective is to change from normal preparedness to increased
readiness by issuing to the command detailed instructions which will in each case be
tailored to the severity of the threat. Normally this would result in doubling the number of
aircraft on five-minute readiness on each typical station, as from two to four, and in
increasing the number of NIKE units on 15-minute status. Other minor adjustments will
also be directed at the same time, but none of these actions should be apparent to anyone
outside the command.”

I agree with the suggestion in the last paragraph of your letter that an early meeting with
you and Mr. Bryce would be of considerable value. As the international situation is still
tense, I would suggest that this meeting be held carly this week. I will make myself
available any day this week.!>

Yours sincerely,
CHARLES FOULKES

——— N
7On n’a trouvé aucun compte rendu de cette réunion — si elle a eu lieu.
No record of this meeting — if it was held — can be located.
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92. DEA/50210-G-1-40

Compte rendu des discussions Canada-Etats-Unis
' sur le partage de la production

Minutes of Canada - United States Discussions on Production Sharing

For OFFICIAL USE ONLY Ottawa, October 9, 1958

UNITED STATES DELEGATES

United States Air Force

The Honorable Dudley Sharp — Assistant Secretary (Materiel)

Mr. Max Golden — Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Material)

Colonel E.P. Schmid — Executive Assistant to the Honorable Dudley Sharp

Colonel R.B. Uhle — Deputy Assistant for Production Programming DCS/M

Colonel E.J. Davoli — Chief Supporting Systems & Equipment Division,
Directorate of Procurement & Production DCS/M

Lt. Col. K.J. Kiel — Supporting Systems & Equipment Division

Lt. Col. HM. Fletcher — Supporting Systems & Equipment Division

Lt. Col. Lawson P. Wynne — Electronics Systems Division, AC & W Branch,
Directorate of Communications Electronics DCS/O

Mr. Robert E. Meidel — Acting Director of Procurement ARDC

Mr. Clyde B. Bothmer — Assistant to Mr. Max Golden

Colonel J.J. Kenney — Chief U.S. Standardization Representative

United States Army
The Honourable F.H. Higgins — Assistant Secretary (Logistics)
Lt. Colonel Wm. E. Campbell, Jr. — Military Assistant to the Honorable F.H. Higgins
Brigadier-General Jean Engler — Director of Procurement for DCS/L
Brigadier-General F.H. Britton — Director of Developments in the Office Chief of Research and
Development

United States Navy
The Honorable Fred A. Bantz — Assistant Secretary (Materiel)
Vice-Admiral E.-W. Clexton — Office of Naval Materiel

Office of the Secretary of Defence
Mr. H.H. Gallup — Procurement Advisor to Assistant Secretary of Defence (Supply & Logistics)

United States Air Force Central Co-Ordinating Staff — Canada
Major General James C. Jensen — Chief
Colonel J.H. Alston — Deputy Chief

CANADIAN DELEGATES

Mr. D.A. Golden — Deputy Minister, Department of Defence Production

Mr. F.R. Miller — Deputy Minister, Department of National Defence

Mr. W.H. Huck — Asst. Deputy Minister, Department of Defence Production

Mr. D.V. LePan — Asst. Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

Mr. F.T. Davies — Acting Chief Scientist, Defence Research Board

Air Vice Marshal W.E. Kennedy — Comptroller, Royal Canadian Air Force

Rear Admiral B.R. Spencer — Chief of Naval Technical Services, Royal Canadian Navy

Brigadier F.J. Fleury — Vice Quartermaster General, Army

Mr. J.A. MacDonald — Director, Programme Analysis Division (Defence Works and Contracts),
Department of Finance

Mr. G.D. Watson — Director, Weapon Research, Defence Research Board

Mr. D.B. Mundy — Director, Electronics Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. D.L. Thompson — Director, Aircraft Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. N.R. Chappell — Director, Washington Office, Department of Defence Production

Mr. F.F. Waddell — Secretary, Canadian Commercial Corporation

Mr. L.C. Cragg — Director, Industrial Security Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. JM. Dymond — Director, Gun Branch, Department of Defence Production
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Mr. C.L. Muir — Director, Ammunition Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. J.C. Rutledge — Director, Shipbuilding Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. AD. Beltea — Asst. Director, Aircraft Branch, Department of Defence Production

Mr. T.C. Jones, Contracts Administrator, Electronics Branch, Department of Defence Production

Colonel B. Lake, U.S. Co-ordinator Procurement, Electronics Branch, Department of Defence
Production

Mr. F.A. Milligan — Conference Secretary

Mr. L.W. Law — Conference Arrangements

SUMMARY RECORD

L. OPENING STATEMENT BY MR. D.A. GOLDEN, DEPUTY MINISTER, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE
PRODUCTION

1. The Conference Chairman, Mr. D.A. Golden, Deputy Minister of Defence Production,
welcomed the delegates to the conference and expressed the regrets of the Honourable
Raymond O’Hurley, Minister of Defence Production, who, because of illness, was unable
to be present at the meeting. He said that the size and composition of the United States
delegation were welcome evidence of the importance attached to the discussions by their
authorities.

2. Mr. Golden congratulated Mr. Max Golden, Deputy for Procurement and Production,
USAF, on his new appointment as General Counsel, expressing the hope that it would be
possible to continue in the future the very satisfactory relationship that had been built up
between Mr. Golden and the Canadian officials.

I. REPLY BY THE HONORABLE DUDLEY SHARP, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, (MATERIEL) U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

3. The Honorable Dudley Sharp, Assistant Secretary, (Materiel) U.S. Department of the
Air Force, replied on behalf of the U.S. delegates to Mr. Golden’s message of welcome, In
his remarks, Mr. Sharp emphasized that the meeting was being held, not only with a feel-
ing of goodwill, but also against a background of past accomplishments.

4. Mr. Sharp referred to the high degree of integration of the two Air Defence forces, the
progress made in the area of electronics research and development, the fine co-operation
afforded by the Canadian Commercial Corporation, the listing of Canadian sources by
USAF, and the efforts made to have Canadian firms placed on U.S. source lists for sub-
contractors in appropriate areas.

3. He stated that while there were many problem areas that would have to be solved, the
U.S. delegates were in Canada with the hope of laying a solid foundation for the continu-
ing work that will be necessary.

Ill. CANADIAN PRESENTATION BY MR. GOLDEN AND MEMBERS OF THE CANADIAN TEAM

6. Mr. Golden opened the Canadian presentation by outlining in general terms the
problems involved and the Canadian policy approach to the problems. He emphasized that
North American defence was a highly integrated operation, using weapon systems which
continuously increased in cost and complexity, and that it was now virtually inconceivable
that Canada would develop any major weapon systems on an independent basis. He noted
that the need for closely integrated effort and the inability of Canada to undertake produc-
tion on the basis of its relatively limited requirements, were evident most immediately in
the air defence field; however, the same situation was likely to be encountered increasingly
in the development and production of Naval and Army weapons.

7. Although it was no longer possible for Canada to develop its own weapons systems
independently, Mr. Golden emphasized that it was just as impossible to expect that Canada
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should rely entirely on United States sources for its major requirements. Canada possessed
a respectable industrial base and at least a modest degree of technological competence, and
ways must be found to employ its skills and resources in the development and production
of defence equipment. He suggested that, from the Canadian viewpoint, the solution
appeared to be that the growing integration of defence forces and equipment should be
accompanied by a closer and more systematic integration of production. In this way,
Canada would look to the U.S. for many of its weapon and component requirements and
the U.S. would accept Canadian sources for weapons and components which were within
Canada’s capabilities.

8. The present situation in Canada was reviewed by Mr. Golden. In this review he made a
detailed outline of the decisions of the Government which had been announced by the
Prime Minister on September 23. In his statement, the Prime Minister had referred to the
expansion which had taken place in the past year in the missile field and announced that in
view of these developments the BOMARC missile would be introduced into the Canadian
air defence system and the planned future requirements for supersonic interceptor aircraft
would be correspondingly reduced. Production of the CF-105 would not now be ordered,
but development of the aircraft and the Iroquois engine would be continued to March 31,
1959, at which time the programme would be reviewed. The Prime Minister had also
announced the termination of the ASTRA and Sparrow II programmes. During the contin-
uing development of the CF-105, modifications would be made to permit the use of an
electronic system and weapon which were already in production for use in U.S. aircraft
engaged in North American defence. The Pinetree line was to be strengthened by the addi-
tion of heavy radars and gap fillers, and SAGE was to be introduced into the Canadian air
defence system. In his remarks, the Prime Minister had observed “it now seems evident
that in the larger weapons systems now required for the Air Force, Canadian work in the
designing, development, and production of defence equipment will have to be closely inte-
grated with the major programs of the U.S.” With reference to BOMARC, the radars and
SAGE, he had announced that discussions would be initiated with U.S. authorities to con-
sider the best way for Canadian industry to share in the production of this new equipment.

9. Mr. Golden, in referring to these decisions, advised that there was a widespread desire
that the appropriate share of Canada in the new production tasks should be defined as soon
as possible, both to take up the slack created by the termination action and to provide
tangible evidence that Canada did not intend to abandon the technological effort generated
in the eight years since Korea. He emphasized that, in addition to the long term problems
of production sharing, there was an immediate problem relating to the new equipment
being adopted by Canada.

10. In reviewing those areas where Canada and the U.S. have already used each others
production facilities, Mr. Golden underlined the fact that the economic interdependence of
Canada and the U.S. in relation to defence has been recognized for some years, both in
formal agreements and in working arrangements. The Hyde Park Declaration of April,
1941, and the statement of principles for economic co-operation of October, 1950, pro-
vided a completely adequate theoretical basis for the present approach.

11. Canada’s purchase of U.S. aircraft and American purchases of the DeHavilland
Beaver and Otter were cited by Mr. Golden, as were Canada’s reliance on U.S. facilities
for complex airborne electronic systems for the CF-100, the development of the initial
electronic system for the CF-105 at RCA, Camden, N.J., and the fact that Canada had
supplied most of its own requirements for surface radars and communications, as well as
providing radars to the USAF for Pinetree and mobile communication equipment to the




e e A A L1

RELATIONS AVEC LES ETAT-UNIS 217

U.S. Army. He referred to the purchase of Sidewinders for the Canadian Navy and the
probability of similar action for the Lacrosse requirements of the Army.

12. Mr. Golden asked that the principle of reciprocity should continue in the future on a
more systematic basis, suggesting certain areas where U.S. requirements might be met by
Canadian equipment in being such as the CP-107, the CC-106, and the Caribou Transport.
He suggested that opportunities would have to be found for Canadian participation in such
programmes of possible future interest to Canada as anti-missile defence, STRATCOM,
the atomic submarine, and VTOL aircraft. The Canadian delegation was proposing that
anti-missile defence should be considered by a working group.

13. A general outline of the Canadian electronics industry, its capabilities and its role was
presented by Mr. D.B. Mundy, Director, Electronics Branch, Department of Defence
Production.

14. Mr. Mundy reviewed the history of the industry and, in this connection, referred to its
role during and after World War 11, and at the time of the Korean emergency. He then dealt
with some of the typical equipments produced or developed in certain major spheres.

15. In regard to the Pinetree, Mid-Canada, and DEW Lines, he pointed out that the major
part of radars and other equipment for the Pinetree line had been manufactured in Canada,
while in the case of the Mid-Canada line, which was based on a Canadian concept of
unattended doppler detection, the main equipments, including communications and radars,
had been both designed and manufactured in Canada. Canadian participation in the devel-
opment and manufacture of electronic equipment for the DEW line had been very small;
however, Mr. Mundy expressed the hope that this would not be the case for improvements,
modifications or extensions to the line.

16. In the field of communications, a multi-channel one-mile Walkie Talkie had been
developed and produced for the Canadian Army, superseding the U.S. PRC6. The U.S.
Army vehicular set, VRC-12 was currently planned for production in Canada.

17. Mr. Mundy stated that one of the industry’s biggest projects was an airborne UHF
Transceiver (a modified version of the ARC 52) and referred to the Janet technique, Radar,
including counter-mortar Radar, Sonar for the Canadian Destroyer Escort Programme,
Datar for the Navy, and simulation for the CF-100 and CL-28 aircraft.

18. With respect to missiles, Mr. Mundy reviewed the Velvet Glove development
programme and the recently terminated Sparrow II programme which had replaced it. He
expressed the hope that the Canadian Westinghouse team which worked on the Sparrow II
could be utilized on the BOMARC guidance units being produced by Westinghouse at
Baltimore. DeHavilland also had experience in this field.

19. ASTRA, which had been the most difficult electronic programme undertaken in
Canada, was described as an excellent example of integrated production, having been
largely U.S. in the opening stages, with a gradual transference of activity to Canada.

19A. A table was distributed outlining the major electronic companies affected by the
cancellation of Astra & Sparrow, together with a brief description of their skills. (See
Appendix A). In response to a question from Mr. Sharp, Mr. Mundy indicated that the
number of people involved in the cancellations in the electronic industry was relatively
small, in the order of one thousand, but they were of high calibre being mainly engineering
talent.

20. Mr. Mundy underlined the importance of component production in Canada, empha-
sizing in particular the magnetron and klystron facilities. These two facilities had been
severely affected by the recent termination actions, and the new Canadian Marconi magne-
tron plant would be forced to close in December if a significant requirement were not
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found. The klystron plant at Canadian Varian was expected to be considered as a possible
U.S. source.

21. In conclusion, Mr. Mundy referred to the specialist potential available in certain
sophisticated areas and stressed how much a move towards inter-dependence in the areas
of end-items, sub-systems, and components would mean to the Canadian electronics
industry.

22. A general outline of the Canadian aircraft industry, its capabilities and its role in
Continental Defence Preparedness was presented by Mr. D.L. Thompson, Director, Aircraft
Branch, Department of Defence Production.

23. Mr. Thompson pointed out that although the size of the industry was modest in com-
parison with that of the U.S., there were 45,000 - 50,000 workers employed, and the annual
value of orders had been approximately $450 million.

24. The Canadian industry included three main air frame manufacturers:

DeHavilland, which had specialized in light bush type aircraft such as the Beaver and
Otter, and was now developing the Caribou; it also served as prime contractor for
Canadian production of the CS2F;

Avro, which had specialized in the development of high-performance aircraft such as
the CF-100, Jetliner and CF-105; and Canadair, which, in the past, had manufactured
chiefly under license, having built the F-86 and T-33 as modified by Canadian and
United Kingdom engines, the CL-28 based on the Britannia, and the CL-44 transport.
Its newest venture, the CL-41 primary jet trainer, was, however, an original design,
using a single U.S. engine, and had been developed with both U.S. and Canadian
requirements in mind.

There were, as well, three engine companies:

Orenda, concentrating on jet engines based on a light weight concept, the Orenda and
Iroquois;

Rolls Royce, which had manufactured the Nene and serviced other Rolls Royce
engines; and

Canadian Pratt and Whitney, which specialized in piston engines such as the R1820 and
R1340, and spares for all Pratt and Whitney piston engines.

25. Mr. Thompson stated that successful work had been carried out in the fields of
hydraulics and navigation equipment such as the R-Theta, Position and Homing Indicator,
and ANTAC, and that with the exception of heavy press and forging requirements which
were obtained from the U.S., the Canadian aircraft industry was virtually self-sufficient.

26. Mr. Golden observed that Canadian Pratt and Whitney was the only source for certain
U.S. engine requirements as the parent company had gone out of production.

27. Mr. Thompson referred to project 606, the Avro vertical take-off and landing aircraft,
which was of interest to both countries.

78. The Canadian view on such matters as the exchange of program information,
problems of security, license agreements, access to technical information, and arrange-
ments for the transmission of contractor-owned information was presented by Mr. Golden.

29. He emphasized the need for recognition at all levels in the U.S. that the procurement
function for the three Canadian Services was vested in the Department of Defence Produc-
tion. Accordingly, DDP must be accorded the necessary security clearances and be recog-
nized as a proper recipient of information at the outset of each project. He also pointed out
the need for speedy handling of clearances for Canadian industry, licensing arrangements,
and the flow of technical information, as well as the need for reviewing the method of
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clearing Canadian subsidiaries and licensees for sharing in development and production
programmes with U.S. parents and licensors. A working group to consider these matters
had been proposed.

30. To deal with immediate problems, the creation of working groups to deal with
BOMARC, SAGE, Heavy Radars, and Gap Fillers was contemplated. He suggested there
were a number of areas in which Canada might participate.

31. It would not appear economic for Canada to tool up for the manufacture of
BOMARC. However, Canadian industry had made components of types similar to those in
the missile.

32. As for SAGE, the size and small number of the large computers which were required
in Canada made Canadian production uneconomic; however, in this case too, components
of a type made in Canada were required in large numbers. Two Canadian companies had
carried out development work and some production of such digital type equipment as the
FST 2 data processing equipment required in SAGE, and these facilities could be used for
FST 2 requirements. A similar situation existed as regards UHF Radio Transmitters. Cross-
overs might be made between U.S. contractors and their Canadian associate companies in
the case of the GKA 5 and FRT 47B.

33. In the Heavy Radar field real strides towards integrated production had been made for
the FPS 6 Radars and spares. As production in Canada would probably continue beyond
that in the U.S. it would seem logical to assign responsibility for future production, or for
modifications or improvements to Canada.

34. Mr. Golden reported that a team of engineers from Canadian Arsenals Limited was
available to participate in any special modifications required in FPS 26 sets for Canadian
installation and also to arrange for production. The advisability of producing Radars FPS-
7, 27, 28, 30, and 35 in Canada could be considered in due course.

35. Northern Electric in Canada was in a favourable position to manufacture the 45 Gap
Fillers required in Canada by USAF and the RCAF, as the firm had already produced
civilian ASR 3 Radar for the Mid-Canada Line.

36. Mr. Golden suggested that the working group should consider:
(a) whether prime sources for combined United States and Canadian requirements might

~ be established in Canada for certain components which lie within Canadian capabilities;

(b) whether any second sources contemplated by the United States for equipments which
are to be installed in Canada, should be established within Canadian industry;

(c) total requirements, for all weapons systems, of any component parts which may, in
one system or another, be installed in Canada, irrespective of who finances such
equipments;

(d) the possibility of development or engineering work being done in Canada where this
phase has not been completed or where modification is required.

37. In conclusion, Mr. Golden emphasized that in respect of the long term problem, pro-
duction sharing should be planned in advance of production, but that, for the BOMARC,
SAGE, and the Heavy Radar and Gap Filler programmes, urgent attention would have to
be given to working out ways and means for the greatest possible industrial participation
by Canada at either the component or weapon level, despite the fact that these programmes
were already well under way in the United States.
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IV. UNITED STATES PRESENTATION BY MR. SHARP AND MEMBERS OF THE U.S. TEAM

38. The Honourable Dudley Sharp, Assistant Secretary (Materiel), U.S. Department of
the Air Force, expressed general agreement with the Canadian presentation and confidence
that the two countries could move on a sound basis toward a better production integration
of Canadian and U.S. defence weapons.

39. He believed that progress, as rapid as possible, should be made to use to best advan-
tage talents available in both countries, and that shared production should be a two-way
street. He said that contracts for overall weapon systems should be placed with contractors
with the best technical know-how and competence, the most advanced thinking and the
best ideas and capability to produce, whether such firms be located in Canada or the
United States. He felt that successful action could be taken to remove recognized procedu-
ral roadblocks.

40. In U.S. technical evaluation of a proposal, he hoped that arrangements could be made
for Canadian facilities to participate competitively at the evaluation stage.

41. Mr. Sharp mentioned the airborne early warning system as an instance where there
seemed to be quite good prospects for Canadian participation. Development in the United
States still had far to go, and Canada might have something to contribute in the develop-
ment stage. As future programmes came along, every opportunity would be given for
Canadian firms to participate.

42. He said the U.S. recognized that the best place to start on a programme of production
integration was at the beginning of the development cycle, and that a good start had been
made in this direction in the six basic areas of research and development where complete
programme and technical information was being exchanged through designated coordina-
tors. He recognized that this was a long range programme and that it would take time for
Canadian firms to work successful R & D contracts into production orders.

43. He suggested that one of the first items for any working group to explore would be
programming information. An exchange of such information should be worked out to
permit advance planning for the kind of integrated production being considered. He added
a word of caution, noting that programme documents vary considerably in stability and
reliability, contain