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INTRODUCTION

En 1956, V'influence internationale de Lester B. Pearson, secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires extérieures du Canada, était a son apogée. Ministre des Affaires étrangeres
depuis 1948, Pearson avait model€ la politique du Canada pendant la premiére phase —
la plus critique — de la guerre froide. Il était un des principaux architectes de I'Organi-
sation du Traité de I’ Atlantique Nord (OTAN) et du nouveau Commonwealth multira-
cial, et avait en outre participé a 1’élaboration des normes et procédures qui régissaient
I’Organisation des Nations Unies (ONU) dans les années 1950. Vers le milieu de la
décennie, ce Canadien, qui jouissait d’une grande popularité, avait tissé un extraordi-
naire réseau d’amis et de relations s’étendant de 1’Europe occideniale et de
I’Atlantique Nord aux nouveaux pays indépendants d’Afrique et d’Asie. Toutefois,
son affabilité et son idéalisme libéral occultaient souvent son intelligence aigué des
dures réalités de la politique internationale. Bien que parfaitement conscient des
limites de la diplomatie, Pearson répugnait a la confrontation et recherchait presque
intuitivement un terrain d’entente et un compromis permettant de trouver une issue a
un conflit. Il avait le génie de la négociation et, selon le mot d’un journaliste de ses
amis, il excellait dans I’art de « jouer les bons offices entre deux parties »!.

Comme le montre clairement le présent volume, les avis de Pearson sur les événe-
ments internationaux étaient recherchés et appréciés. Par exemple, le ministre des
Affaires étrangeres d’Israél lui communiquait copie de sa correspondance avec le se-
crétaire d’Etat américain, John Foster Dulles, désireux de le tenir au courant. (docu-
ment 1) Par ailleurs, le premier ministre britannique, Anthony Eden, effectua une
visite & Ottawa, en février 1956, afin de s’enquérir de son point de vue sur la situation
au Moyen-Orient et en Asie du Sud-Est. (document 696) De méme, au printemps
1956, comme I’OTAN ne savait comment réagir a la menace soviétique, Dulles se
tourna vers lui pour redresser la situation. (document 519) Lorsque les troupes israé-
liennes envahirent ’Egypte le 29 octobre 1956, il était quasi inéluctable que « Mike »
Pearson se retrouve immédiatement au centre de la crise.

La crise non résolue du Moyen-Orient et celle du canal de Suez dominent naturelle-
ment le volume 22. Ottawa continuait de manifester un vif intérét pour les relations
israélo-arabes au début de 1956; cependant, son attention croissait et diminuait au gré
des urgences. Par conséquent, on ne posséde qu’une documentation fragmentaire qui,
dans la section préliminaire du premier chapitre, ne donne qu’une vue incompléte de
la politique et des positions du Canada. Il s’en dégage des éléments tels que I'intérét
traditionnel que porte le Canada aux mesures d’instauration de la confiance comme
I’Organisme des Nations Unies chargé de la surveillance de la tréve (ONUST) (docu-
ment 5) ou les efforts des Américains visant a favoriser la coopération israélo-arabe
pour ce qui est des voies navigables de la région. (document 8) On constate aussi
que I’évolution de I’équilibre des pouvoirs au Moyen-Orient était percue de fagon
pragmatique et réaliste. John W. Holmes, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires
extérieures, affirmait avec force que 1’Occident devrait inviter 1’Union soviétique dans
la région, en langant cet avertissement prophétique : « L’alternative a la non-
coopération avec les Russes s’avére une faillite et peut conduire éventuellement au
désastre. » (document 3) Pearson était de cet avis, mais pas Dulles (document 38), et
lorsque éclata plus tard la crise de Suez, le sous-secrétaire d’Etat, Jules Léger, ne put

I Cité dans Norman Hillmer, « Pearson and the Sense of Paradox », dans la série intitulée Pearson: The
Unlikely Gladiator, Kingston et Montréal, McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1999, p. 5.



INTRODUCTION

In 1956, Lester B. Pearson, Canada’s Secretary of State for External Affairs, was at
the height of his international influence. He had served continuously as foreign
minister from 1948, charting a Canadian course through the Cold War’s first, most
dangerous, phase. He was a principal architect of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO), and the new multi-racial Commonwealth, and had helped shape the
norms and procedures that defined the United Nations (UN) in the 1950s. By the
middle of that decade, this popular Canadian had developed an unrivalled network of
friends and contacts that spanned Western Europe and the North Atlantic, and
encircled the newly independent countries of Africa and Asia. His affability and
liberal idealism, however, often hid his keen grasp of the hard realities of international
politics. Though well aware of diplomacy’s limits, Pearson shied away from con-
frontation, almost intuitively responding to conflict by seeking common ground and
compromise. Negotiation was his genius, and in the words of one friendly reporter, he
excelled in “finding out how one side felt, then playing it back to the other, and vice
versa.”!

As this volume clearly demonstrates, Pearson’s advice on international develop-
ments was sought and heeded. The Israeli foreign minister passed along copies of his
correspondence with the American Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, determined
to keep Pearson in the loop. (Document 1) Similarly, British Prime Minister Anthony
Eden visited Ottawa in February 1956 anxious for Pearson’s views on the situation in
the Middle East and Southeast Asia. (Document 696) And in the spring of 1956, as
NATO drifted aimlessly in the face of the receding Soviet threat, Dulles turned to
Pearson to stop the rot. (Document 519) It was perhaps inevitable then that when
Israeli troops invaded Egypt on October 29, 1956, “Mike” Pearson was immediately at
the heart of the crisis.

The unsettled Middle East and the Suez Crisis naturally dominate Volume 22.
Ottawa maintained a lively interest in Arab-Israeli relations in early 1956, though its
attention waxed and waned with each passing emergency. Consequently, the docu-
mentary record is fragmentary and the opening section of the first chapter contains
material that offers only incomplete snapshots of Canadian policy and attitudes. Some
reflect Canada’s traditional interest in confidence-building measures like the UN
Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO) (Document 5) or American efforts to en-
courage Arab-Israeli cooperation in the development of the region’s waterways.
(Document 8) Others reveal a practical and realist appreciation of the evolving balance
of power in the Middle East. John W. Holmes, an Assistant Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs, argued cogently that the West should invite the Soviet Union into
the region, prophetically warning that “the alternative to non-cooperation with the
Russians is proving bankrupt and just possibly leading to disaster.” (Document 3)
Pearson agreed, but Dulles did not (Document 38), and when the Suez Crisis finally
erupted, the Under-Secretary, Jules Léger, could not refrain from privately expressing
his department’s sense of vindication. (Document 87)

Canada’s direct interest in the Middle East during the first part of 1956 was largely
confined to the export of Canadian arms to this volatile region. As the documentation
in the first chapter suggests, Canada worked hard to keep its military exports to Israel

' Cited in Norman Hillmer, “Pearson and the Sense of Paradox,” in his edited collectiofl. Pearson: The
Unlikely Gladiator (Kingston and Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1999), p. 5.
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s’empécher d’exprimer en privé le sentiment que les événements lui donnaient raison.
(document 87)

Durant les premiers mois de 1’année 1956, les intéréts directs du Canada au Moyen-
Orient se limitaient en grande partie & I’exportation d’armes vers cette région explo-
sive. Comme le montrent les documents réunis au premier chapitre, le Canada s’effor-
cait de maintenir la balance & peu pres égale entre Israél et les Etats arabes en ce qui a
trait aux exportations militaires, ne voulant pas jouer le rdle de chef de file en matidre
de livraison d’armes a la région. Cette position devint plus inconfortable en avril 1956,
lorsque Dulles demanda a Pearson de fournir 2 Israél des avions de combat 2 réaction
pour contrebalancer I’augmentation de 1’aide soviétique 3 P'Egypte. (document 33)
Pearson était favorable a cette proposition, mais ne souhaitait agir que dans le cadre
d’une décision collective de 1’Occident sur la livraison d’armes défensives a Israél.
(documents 47-48) La mise en oeuvre de cette politique avec les alliés occidentaux
s’avéra une tiche extrémement ardue. La nationalisation soudaine du canal de Suez
par le président égyptien Gamal Abdel Nasser, en juillet 1956, compliqua encore
davantage la situation.

Ce volume ne prétend pas couvrir en détail les négociations internationales qui se
déroulaient & Londres, au Caire et 8 New York par suite de la décision de Nasser.
Préoccupé par la volonté manifeste des Britanniques et des Frangais de rechercher une
confrontation avec I’Egypte, Ottawa était heureux d’adopter une attitude 1égérement
indifférente. Pearson était soulagé que le Canada n’ait pas été invité 2 la Conférence
de Londres, au début d’aoit (document 82); par la suite, il déclina une invitation de
I’Inde a se joindre 2 New Delhi dans la recherche d’une solution. (documents 101-04)
Néanmoins, le Canada, & maintes reprises, fit clairement valoir ses réserves 2
Whitehall au sujet de I’utilisation de la force pour décider de I’avenir du canal. Le
premier ministre Louis Saint-Laurent ne machait pas ses mots, adressant a Eden des
messages officiels (et officieux) a la limite de la courtoisie diplomatique : « Je suis sir
que vous vous rendez compte que le recours a la force dans la situation actuelle —
méme en dernier ressort — ne se fera pas sans risques, notamment celui de voir la
partie qui a tort saisir les Nations Unies de la question. » (document 78) La France et
la Grande-Bretagne demandérent par la suite au Conseil de sécurité de se prononcer
sur leur différend avec Nasser, mais les inquiétudes du Canada persistaient. « Loin de
rechercher une solution, la France et, tout particuli¢rement, le Royaume-Uni semblent
vouloir humilier Nasser », note R.A. MacKay, représentant permanent du Canada aux
Nations Unies. (document 99)

MacKay avait raison. Peu aprés I’attaque lancée par Isragl contre I’'Egypte, la
Grande-Bretagne et la France exigérent un cessez-le-feu. Les combats se poursuivant,
les deux pays commencerent a bombarder les aérodromes égyptiens, manifestement
pour protéger le canal de Suez. Tout comme Dulles, qui s’était adressé a Pearson pour
I’aider & déchiffrer les intentions britanniques (document 106), les représentants du
Canada n’avaient « aucune idée » des plans de Londres ni « le moindre soupgon qu’il
se préparait quelque chose d’extraordinaire ». (document 107) En raison de I’effet de
surprise et de I’accélération des événements ultérieurs, les documents correspondant
aux premiers jours de la crise sont relativement peu nombreux. « L’étonnement et la
consternation » d’Ottawa devant le comportement de la Grande-Bretagne (document
108) sont bien documentés dans les dossiers du Cabinet reproduits ici (documents 112
et 117) et dans les échanges irrités entre Eden et Saint-Laurent (documents 110 et
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and the Arab countries in approximate balance, unwilling to assume a leading role as a
regional arms supplier. This became much harder in April 1956, when Dulles asked
Pearson to supply Israel with jet fighters in order to offset increased Soviet aid to
Egypt. (Document 33) Pearson was sympathetic, but unwilling to act except as part of
a collective Western decision to provide Israel with defensive weapons. (Documents
47-48) Working out this policy with the Western allies proved exceptionally compli-
cated, and became even more so when Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser
abruptly nationalized the Suez Canal in July 1956.

This volume does not attempt to cover the detailed international negotiations in
London, Cairo and New York that followed Nasser’s action. Distressed by the
apparent Anglo-French determination to seek a confrontation with Egypt, Ottawa was
happy to adopt a slightly detached posture. Pearson was relieved that Canada was not
invited to attend the London Conference in early August (Document 82), and later
declined an Indian invitation to join New Delhi in seeking a solution. (Documents
101-04) Yet Canadian reservations about the use of force to decide the Canal’s future
were clearly and repeatedly expressed in Whitehall. Prime Minister Louis
St. Laurent’s formal (and informal) messages to Eden were blunt, verging on the un-
diplomatic: “I am sure that you appreciate that the use of force in present circum-
stances — even as a last resort — will be surrounded by risks and difficulties, one of
which might be the submission of the matter to the United Nations by the wrong
party.” (Document 78) Though France and Britain eventually asked the Security
Council to rule on their dispute with Nasser, Canadian misgivings persisted. “Far from
seeking a solution,” observed R.A. MacKay, Canada’s Permanent Representative to
the United Nations, “France and the U.K., but particularly the latter, seem bent on
humiliating Nasser.” (Document 99)

MacKay was right. Shortly after the Israeli assault on Egypt, Britain and France
demanded a cease-fire; when the fighting continued, they started to bomb Egyptian
airfields, ostensibly to protect the Suez Canal. Like Dulles, who turned to Pearson for
help deciphering British intentions (Document 106), Canadian officials were “given
no inkling” of London’s plans and “not the slightest intimation that anything ex-
traordinary was planned.” (Document 107) Surprise and the rapid pace of subsequent
developments explain why documentation on the first few days of the crisis is rela-
tively sparse. Ottawa’s “bewilderment and dismay” at Britain’s behaviour (Document
108) are fully documented in the Cabinet records reprinted here (Documents 112 and
117) and in St. Laurent’s angry exchanges with Eden. (Documents 110 and 113)
Pearson’s diplomacy in New York, where he arrived on November 1 to attend the
special session of the UN General Assembly on the crisis, is often less completely
documented. Reports were sometimes intended to supplement newspaper accounts
(Document 119) or were sent several days after the events described. (Document 130)
In one instance, a record of several important discussions on November 2-6 between
Pearson and Dag Hammarskjold, the UN Secretary General, was not actually prepared
until early December. (Document 192)

Despite these peculiarities in the documentary record, careful readers will be able
to follow Pearson’s efforts at the United Nations, where the dramatic debate on an
American motion calling for a cease-fire and an immediate withdrawal opened in the
afternoon of November 1. Before leaving Ottawa that morning, Pearson had asked
Canada’s experienced High Commissioner -in London, Norman Robertson, to seek
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113). Les efforts diplomatiques déployés par Pearson & New York, ot il arriva le
1 novembre en vue de participer a la session spéciale de I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies sur la crise, sont souvent moins bien documentés. Les rapports étaient
parf01s destinés a étre publiés dans la presse (document 119) ou étaient transmis plusi-
eurs jours apres les événements décrits (document 130). A une occasion, un compte
rendu de plusieurs importantes discussions tenues du 2 au 6 novembre entre Pearson et
Dag Hammarskjold, secrétaire général des Nations Unies, n’a été préparé qu’au début
décembre (document 192).

En dépit de ces singularités de la documentation, le lecteur attentif pourra suivre les
efforts de Pearson aux Nations Unies, qui furent le théatre d’un débat dramatique, dans
I’aprés-midi du 1 novembre, sur une motion américaine réclamant un cessez-le-feu et
un retrait immédiat. Avant de quitter Ottawa ce matin-13, Pearson avait demandé 2
Norman Robertson, haut-commissaire du Canada 4 Londres et diplomate chevronné,
de s’enquérir des réactions de la Grande-Bretagne a son plan qui demandait a I’ As-
semblée générale de mettre sur pied une « force militaire d’interposition appropriée
entre les Egyptiens et les Israéliens ». A son arrivée 2 New York, Pearson apprit que la
Grande-Bretagne était préte a remettre le canal de Suez « a une force de ’ONU suffi-
samment importante pour empécher la reprise des hostilités entre I'Egypte et Israél ».
(documents 119 et 118) Cette mince concession était suffisante, et lors du débat sur la
motion américaine, Pearson s’assit tranquillement jusqu’au petit matin. Prenant la
parole a trois heures pour expliquer I’abstention du Canada, il fit remarquer que la
résolution appelant a un retour au statu quo n’était pas suffisante; ce qu’il fallait, dit-il,
était une « force des Nations Unies suffisamment importante pour maintenir le calme
aux frontiéres en attendant 1’élaboration d’un réglement politique ». (documents 119 et
120)

Apres avoir déjeuné avec Hammarskjold, qui avait des doutes quant 2 la possibilité
de mettre en application I’idée de Pearson, le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
retourna a Ottawa pour prendre part, le samedi matin, & une réunion du Cabinet au
cours de laquelle les ministres appuy&rent sa proposition d’une force internationale de
maintien de la paix. A ce moment-13, il était évident que 1'Union soviétique avait
décidé de réoccuper la Hongrie pendant que le monde avait les yeux tournés ailleurs.
Le comportement des Britanniques et des Frangais était « d’autant plus déplorable
qu’il empéchait le monde libre d’adopter une position unifiée, qui aurait probablement
recueilli un soutien plus important de la part des Arabes et des Asiatiques, face a cette
agression manifeste ». (document 126)

A 1a suite de la réunion du Cabinet, Léger demanda & I’ambassadeur du Canada aux
Etats-Unis, Arnold Heeney, de sonder le Département d’Etat. Ottawa et Washmgton
s’entendirent bientot sur un projet de résolution des Nations Unies prévoyant la nomi-
nation d’un comité de cing membres chargé de « planifier I’envoi au Moyen-Orient
d’une force internationale d’urgence des Nations Unies, qui serait recrutée au sein des
forces armées nationales disponibles ». (document 127)

Pearson retourna 2 New York tard dans 1’aprés-midi du 3 novembre, muni du projet
de résolution. Il apprit alors que la réaction des Britanniques au projet avait été encou-
rageante En effet, le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires étrangeres, Selwyn Lloyd, avait
méme donné I’impression a Robertson qu’ils « accueillaient favorablement la résolu-
tion et [...] pourraient méme voter en sa faveur ». (document 128) Pearson poursuivit
ses démarches, espérant que la résolution pouvait empécher un débarquement des
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Britain’s reaction to his plan to call upon the General Assembly to create an “adequate
UN military force to separate the Egyptians from the Israelis.” On his arrival in New
York, Pearson learned that Britain was ready to “hand over” the Suez Canal “to a UN
force strong enough to prevent the renewed outbreak of hostilities between Egypt and
Israel.” (Documents 119 and 118). This slight concession was enough, and during the
debate on the American motion, Pearson sat quietly until the small hours of the morn-
ing. Rising at 3 a.m. to explain Canada’s abstention, he argued that a resolution calling
for a return to the status quo was not enough; what was needed was a “UN force large
enough to keep these borders at peace while a political settlement is being worked
out.” (Documents 119 and 120)

After lunch with Hammarskjold, who was doubtful that Pearson’s idea would work,
the Secretary of State for External Affairs returned to Ottawa for a Saturday morning
Cabinet meeting, where ministers endorsed his proposal for an international
peacekeeping force. By now it was clear that the Soviet Union had decided to re-
occupy Hungary while the world’s attention was diverted, making British and French
behaviour “all the more deplorable in that it prevented the free world from taking a
united stand, which would probably have had much Asian-Arab support, against this
naked aggression.” (Document 126)

Following the Cabinet discussion, Léger asked Canada’s Ambassador to the United
States, Arnold Heeney, to sound out the State Department. Ottawa and Washington
soon agreed on a draft UN resolution appointing a five-member committee to “plan for
the setting up in the Middle East of an emergency international United Nations force
recruited from national military forces immediately available.” (Document 127)

Pearson returned to New York late in the afternoon of November 3, bringing the
draft with him. There he learned that British reaction to the proposed resolution had
been encouraging. Indeed, the Foreign Secretary, Selwyn Lloyd, had even given
Robertson the impression “that the resolution was welcome and that ... they might
even be able to vote for it.” (Document 128) Hopeful that the resolution might stop
French and British troops from landing in Egypt, Pearson pressed ahead. After lobby-
ing other UN members for support, he met with the U.S. Permanent Representative to
the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, and decided to base his resolution on a sim-
pler U.S. draft that asked the Secretary-General alone to develop plans for a UN
emergency force. Another late-night session followed before the UN General
Assembly adopted the Canadian resolution early in the morning of November 4.
(Document 130) Supported by an informal advisory committee, whose work organiz-
ing and deploying the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) is documented
throughout this chapter, the Secretary-General submitted a plan for a force headed by
a Canadian, Major General EL.M. (Tommy) Burns, to the General Assembly on
November 6. It was immediately approved.

Much of the subsequent material in chapter one on the creation of the UNEF deals
with the problems created by the slow pace of the French, British and Israeli with-
drawal from Egypt, the deployment of the force, and the broader international implica-
tions of the Suez Crisis. From the middle of November on, for instance, Pearson was
deeply involved in resolving the impasse that resulted when Nasser refused to accept
Canadian ground troops as part of the UN force. The Egyptian decision was a personal
blow, as the account of Pearson’s interview with the Egyptian representative at the UN
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troupes britanniques et frangaises en Egypte. Apres des négociations menées dans les
coulisses pour s’assurer le soutien d’autres membres de I’ONU, il rencontra le repré-
sentant permanent des Etats-Unis aux Nations Unies, Henry Cabot Lodge, et décida
d’aligner le libellé de sa résolution sur celui d’un projet américain plus simple, deman-
dant uniquement au secrétaire général de préparer des plans pour la création d’une
force d’urgence des Nations Unies. L’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies dut tenir
une autre séance de nuit avant ’adoption de la résolution canadienne, t6t dans la
matinée du 4 novembre. (document 130) Avec I’aide d’un comité consultatif informel,
dont les démarches pour assurer la mise en place et le déploiement de la Force d’ur-
gence des Nations Unies (FUNU) sont décrits dans ce chapitre, le secrétaire général
présenta a I’ Assemblée générale, le 6 novembre, un plan pour la création d’une force,
dirigée par un Canadien, le major-général E.L.M. (Tommy) Burns. Ce plan fut immé-
diatement approuvé.

Les documents du chapitre premier sur la création de la FUNU concernent, en
grande partie, les problémes soulevés par la lenteur du retrait des troupes frangaises,
britanniques et israéliennes d’Egypte, le déploiement de la Force, et les répercussions
internationales de la crise de Suez. Des la mi-novembre, par exemple, Pearson déploy-
ait une intense activité pour mettre un terme 2 I’'impasse créée par le refus de Nasser
d’accepter des troupes canadiennes au sol au sein de la force des Nations Unies.
Comme le montre clairement le compte rendu de la rencontre entre Pearson et le
représentant de I'Egypte aux Nations Unies, la décision égyptienne constituait un
échec personnel. (document 152) Par la suite interviendra un compromis permettant la
participation du Canada au sein des unités logistiques de la force internationale;
toutefois, Pearson était furieux qu’on ait permis a Nasser de dicter la composition de
cette force, décision qui, comme il le craignait justement, a eu des conséquences du-
rables sur les opérations de maintien de la paix des Nations Unies dans la région.
(document 168) La section comprend également des évaluations canadiennes franches
des répercussions de la crise sur I’ONU et I’Alliance occidentale. La crise s’étant
apaisée a la fin de novembre et au début de décembre, Pearson et ses principaux con-
seillers étaient particulierement préoccupés par la propension de Washington & se
rallier aux positions africaines et asiatiques 8 New York, aux dépens de la Grande-
Bretagne, ce qui était 2 leurs yeux une preuve que « la diplomatie américaine prati-
quait un systeme de deux poids deux mesures ». (document 184)

Le chapitre sur la crise de Suez situe la diplomatie canadienne en 1957, au moment
de la reprise du débat international sur le Moyen-Orient, a la 11¢ session de I’ Assem-
blée générale. Un sentiment aigu de crise persista durant I’hiver et le printemps 1957,
obligeant Pearson 2 effectuer de fréquents voyages 2 New York ol I’ Assemblée géné-
rale tentait de résoudre la question du refus d’Israél de se retirer du Sinai et de la
bande de Gaza sans avoir obtenu des garanties de sécurité adéquates. Le ministre était
favorable aux demandes israéliennes et s’opposait énergiquement aux efforts visant &
amener I’Assemblée générale 2 imposer des sanctions a Israél. Il cherchait de
préférence a apaiser les craintes d’Israél par un élargissement du role de la FUNU
dans la région. Pearson a eu une influence limitée sur ce débat et, en fin de compte,
Israél s’est vu obligé, par les Américains, de procéder au retrait, tandis que le role
élargi de la FUNU restait imparfaitement défini.

Les sections consacrées a la crise de Suez mettent 1’accent a juste titre sur les
efforts diplomatiques concernant la création et le déploiement de la FUNU; toutefois,
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makes clear. (Document 152) Though a compromise was eventually reached permit-
ting Canadian logistic units to participate in the force, Pearson was angry that Nasser
had been allowed to dictate the composition of the force, a decision he justly feared
had lasting implications for UN peacekeeping operations in the region. (Document
168) The section also includes frank Canadian assessments of the impact of the crisis
on the UN and the Western alliance. With the easing of the crisis in late November
and early December, Pearson and his senior advisors became especially disturbed at
Washington’s continued willingness to pander to African and Asian opinion in New
York at Britain’s expense, evidence of what they called “the U.S. double standard of
diplomatic conduct.” (Document 184)

The chapter on the Suez Crisis traces Canadian diplomacy into 1957, when the
international debate on the Middle East was renewed at the 11th General Assembly.
An acute sense of crisis persisted during the winter and spring, prompting Pearson to
travel frequently to New York, where the General Assembly wrestled with Israel’s
refusal to withdraw from the Sinai and the Gaza Strip without adequate guarantees for
its security. The Minister sympathized with Tel Aviv’s demands, and actively resisted
efforts to have the General Assembly apply sanctions to Israel. Instead, Pearson
sought to ease Israel’s fears by expanding the UNEF’s role in the region, but his in-
fluence was limited in this debate. In the end, American might forced Israel to retreat,
leaving an expanded UNEEF role still imperfectly defined.

The sections on the Suez Crisis justifiably focus on the diplomatic effort to create
and deploy the UNEF, but many of the documents scattered throughout the opening
chapter pursue secondary themes of considerable importance. Among them are
Canada’s views on a Middle East peace settlement, the UN relief effort in the region
(Documents 142, 150 and 151), instructions for the commander of the Canadian cont-
ingent (Documents 156, 204 and 293), and the legal status of the UNEF. (Documents
186 and 207) In addition, the chapter documents Canada’s contribution to clearing the
Suez Canal (Documents 211, 213 and 228), and its attitude toward Jewish refugees in
Egypt. (Document 205) The chapter concludes with a brief selection of documents on
financing the UNEF’s operations, an issue that would vex the UN for almost a decade.

The Middle East and the Suez Crisis figure prominently in all four chapters in this
volume. Chapter three on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), for in-
stance, contains considerable material on the aftermath of the Suez Crisis, including
records on the December 1956 ministerial meeting of the North Atlantic Council. The
gathering was supposed to repair the breach in the Alliance, but Pearson was doubtful:
“A distrust has arisen ... which is going to persist for a long time. The Council may
have — though I am not sure of this — lessened that personal mutual mistrust. It
certainly has not removed it.” (Document 582)

The Suez Crisis underlined Britain’s decline as a Great Power, with clear conse-
quences for the Alliance. This decline, however, had been a long time coming and its
effects had already been felt earlier in the year. In June 1956, Pearson had been con-
fronted with British plans to withdraw some forces from Europe. His account of his
effort to deflect Eden’s government from its course emphasizes the startling ease with
which he glided through the top levels of British society. (Document 544) Pearson’s
success eventually resulted in a review of NATO’s military strategy (Documents 544
to 571), part of the “great debate” on the Alliance’s future that was kicked off in the
spring of 1956, when the North Atlantic Council appointed three ministers to study



Xviii INTRODUCTION

bon nombre de documents réunis dans le premier chapitre portent sur des thémes se-
condaires, de grand intérét. Parmi les principaux sujets abordés figurent les positions
du Canada sur un reglement pacifique au Moyen-Orient, les efforts d’aide de I’'ONU i
la région (documents 142, 150 et 151), les instructions au commandant du contingent
canadien (documents 156, 204 et 293), et le statut juridique de la FUNU (documents
186 et 207). En outre, le chapitre présente des documents portant sur la participation
du Canada au nettoyage du canal de Suez (documents 211, 213 et 228), et son attitude
a I’égard des réfugiés juifs en Egypte. (document 205) Le chapitre s’achéve sur un
choix de documents se rapportant au financement des opérations de la FUNU,
question qui allait ennuyer les Nations Unies pendant prés d’une décennie.

Le Moyen-Orient et la crise de Suez occupent une place de choix dans les quatre
chapitres du présent volume. Par exemple, le chapitre III, consacré 4 1’Organisation du
Traité de I’ Atlantique Nord (OTAN), renferme une abondante documentation sur les
lendemains de la crise de Suez, notamment la réunion ministérielle de décembre 1956
du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord. La réunion était censée colmater les bréches
apparues au sein de 1’Alliance, mais Pearson avait des doutes a cet égard : « Une
méfiance s’est installée [...] qui va subsister longtemps. Le Conseil a peut-étre atténué
cette méfiance réciproque — ce dont je ne suis pas sir. Il ne I’a certainement pas
dissipée. » (document 582)

La crise de Suez a mis en relief le déclin de la Grande-Bretagne comme grande
puissance, avec ses conséquences inévitables pour I’ Alliance. Toutefois, ce déclin était
prévisible et ses effets avaient déja été ressentis plus t6t dans 1’année. En juin 1956,
Pearson avait été informé des plans de la Grande-Bretagne de retirer certaines de ses
forces d’Europe. Le récit des efforts qu’il déploya avec succes pour dissuader Londres
de mettre son projet a exécution souligne !’aisance étonnante avec laquelle Pearson
approchait les plus hauts dirigeants de la société britannique. (document 544) Le
succes de Pearson a contribué, en fin de compte, a une révision de la stratégie militaire
de ’OTAN (documents 544 a 571), dans le cadre du « grand débat » sur I’avenir de
I’ Alliance, lancé au printemps 1956 avec la désignation par le Conseil de I’ Atlantique
Nord de trois ministres chargés de préparer un rapport sur les modalités d’un renforce-
ment de la coopération non militaire au sein de 1’ Alliance. (documents 520 a 543)
Cependant, au lendemain de Suez, I’influence canadienne & Londres s’est amoindrie,
et le Canada a été tenu a I’écart de la décision de la Grande-Bretagne de diminuer le
nombre de ses soldats stationnés en Europe, en février 1957. (documents 585 a 600)

Le chapitre III aborde quelques questions courantes liées & la participation du
Canada a I’Alliance de I’Atlantique Nord, comme la contribution importante du
Canada au titre de 1’aide mutuelle. Toutefois, contrairement aux volumes précédents,
il met I’accent davantage sur la politique de désengagement, étant donné qu’avec le
redressement de 1’Europe de 1’aprés-guerre et I’atténuation de la menace militaire
soviétique, la nécessité de I’aide militaire se faisait moins sentir. Au printemps 1956,
le Cabinet a annulé le principal volet du compte d’aide mutuelle du Canada, le vaste
plan d’entrainement aérien de 1’ Aviation royale du Canada (ARC). (documents 443 a
450) Paralleélement, comme D'indique la documentation sur la vente d’avions de
combat a la Belgique et a I’Allemagne, Ottawa était prét a utiliser son budget d’aide
militaire pour subventionner des exportations de I'industrie de la défense canadienne.
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and report on how to strengthen non-military cooperation within the Alliance. (Docu-
ments 520 to 543) In the wake of Suez, however, Canada enjoyed less influence in
London, and watched from the sidelines as Britain unilaterally reduced the number of
its troops stationed in Europe in February 1957. (Documents 585 to 600)

Chapter three explores some of the more routine matters associated with Canada’s
membership in the North Atlantic Alliance, such as Ottawa’s important mutual aid
contributions. In contrast to earlier volumes in this series, the focus is increasingly on
the politics of disengagement as Europe’s postwar recovery and the declining Soviet
threat made military assistance less necessary. In the spring of 1956, Cabinet cancelled
the largest single item on Canada’s mutual aid account, the Royal Canadian Air
Force’s extensive air training plan. (Documents 443 to 450) At the same time, as the
sections on the export of Canadian-built fighters to Belgium and Germany demon-
strate, Ottawa remained ready to use its military aid budget to subsidize exports by
Canada’s defence industry.

Chapter four, which covers relations with the Commonwealth, also devotes sub-
stantial space to Middle Eastern questions. The region was discussed in some detail
during Eden’s visit to Ottawa in February 1956 (Document 696) and at the Com-
monwealth prime ministers’ meeting the following June. (Document 646) In this final
moment of international calm before the proverbial storm, Pearson, who accompanied
St. Laurent to London, was wryly amused to find “most of the visitors preoccupied
with Wimbledon, Lords and the Canada Cup.” (Document 643)

The Suez Crisis and its repercussions cast a long shadow and the chapter includes
extensive documentation on Britain’s request for a waiver on interest payments on the
large loan extended to London in 1946. This section traces Canada’s specific efforts to
renegotiate the loan, as well as Ottawa’s attitude to the general problem of Britain’s
financial collapse and its search for relief from the International Monetary Fund.
(Document 704) The chapter also reprints material on Nehru’s December 1956 visit to
Ottawa, and Pearson’s unsuccessful efforts to enlist the wily Indian prime minister
into the Middle East peace process. (Document 692) Finally, the Commonwealth
chapter includes a lengthy report on St. Laurent’s meeting in Bermuda with Eden’s
successor, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, in March 1957. The meetings allowed
the Canadian delegation, which included Pearson, C.D. Howe, the Minister of Trade
and Commerce, and Robert Bryce, the Secretary to the Cabinet, their first real look at
the new British prime minister, and gave the two countries the chance to exchange
views on a number of issues, including the Middle East. (Document 735)

Canadian policy-makers were well aware that Arab-Israeli tensions merely mir-
rored the strains associated with decolonization in general. Tensions between the
colonial and anti-colonial powers, argued Deputy Under-Secretary R.M. Macdonnell
in May 1956 “may well be the most vital issue in international politics today.” (Docu-
ment 41) For this reason, colonialism and its legacy are also principal themes in the
Commonwealth chapter. In addition to the usual documentation on Canada’s contribu-
tion to the Colombo Plan, Ottawa’s main point of contact with the newly independent
nations of Asia and Africa, there are several broad assessments of Canadian aid policy.
The first, by Canada’s High Commissioner to India, Escott Reid, neatly summarizes
the Canadian contribution to Indian development since 1950. (Document 665) It is
balanced by a more impassioned defence of Canadian aid to Pakistan, whose severely
impoverished colonial inheritance made bilateral cooperation extremely difficult.
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Le chapitre IV, consacré aux relations avec le Commonwealth, fait aussi une large
place aux questions du Moyen-Orient. La région a été 1’objet de discussions approfon-
dies a I’occasion de la visite d’Eden a Ottawa en février 1956 (document 696) et de la
réunion des premiers ministres du Commonwealth au mois de juin suivant. (document
646) Dans ce dernier moment de calme sur la scéne internationale, qui annonce tradi-
tionnellement la tempéte, Pearson, qui accompagnait Saint-Laurent A Londres,
constata avec une ironie désabusée que « la plupart des visiteurs se préoccupaient de
Wimbledon, des Lords et de la Coupe Canada ». (document 643)

La crise de Suez et ses répercussions ont jeté une ombre sur le Commonwealth, et
ce chapitre renferme de nombreux documents relatifs & une demande britannique
d’exemption d’intéréts sur un important emprunt accordé a Londres en 1946. Cette
documentation souligne les efforts précis du Canada pour renégocier 1’emprunt, ainsi
que P’attitude d’Ottawa vis-a-vis du probléme général de I’effondrement financier de
la Grande-Bretagne et de ses démarches pour obtenir une aide du Fonds monétaire
international. (document 704) Le chapitre reproduit des documents portant sur la visite
effectuée par Nehru en décembre 1956 a Ottawa, et sur les efforts infructueux de
Pearson pour amener I’astucieux premier ministre indien 2 s’engager dans le processus
de paix au Moyen-Orient. (document 692) Enfin, il renferme un long rapport sur la
rencontre aux Bermudes, en mars 1957, entre Saint-Laurent et le premier ministre
Harold Macmillan, successeur d’Eden. Ces réunions ont été pour la délégation cana-
dienne, dont faisaient partie Pearson, C.D. Howe, ministre du Commerce, et Robert
Bryce, secrétaire du Cabinet, la premiére occasion réelle de prendre contact avec le
nouveau premier ministre britannique; elles donnérent lieu a un échange de vues entre
les deux pays sur un large éventail de sujets, dont le Moyen-Orient. (document 735)

Les dirigeants canadiens étaient parfaitement conscients que les tensions arabo-
israéliennes ne faisaient que refléter les problémes liés a la décolonisation en général.
Les tensions entre les puissances coloniales et anticoloniales, déclara en mai 1956 le
sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint R.M. Macdonnell, « constituent peut-étre la question la
plus cruciale de la politique internationale aujourd’hui ». (document 41) Aussi, le
colonialisme et son héritage sont-ils les principaux thémes du chapitre sur le
Commonwealth. Qutre la documentation habituelle sur la contribution du Canada au
Plan de Colombo, principal point de contact entre Ottawa et les nouvelles nations
indépendantes d’Asie et d’Afrique, on y trouve plusieurs évaluations poussées de la
politique d’aide du Canada. La premigre, réalisée par le haut-commissaire du Canada
en Inde, Escott Reid, résume clairement la contribution du Canada au développement
de I’'Inde depuis 1950. (document 665) Elle fait pendant 2 une défense plus passionnée
de I’aide canadienne au Pakistan, dont I’héritage colonial, marqué par une grande
pauvreté, rendait extrémement difficile la coopération bilatérale. (document 685)
Enfin, le chapitre présente une revue interministérielle complete de 1’aide canadienne,
qui conclut, sur un ton suffisant, que « 1’aide fournie a été orientée vers le bon type de
projets et s’est révélée appropriée tant par son contenu que par sa forme ». (document
658)

Avec I'accession du Ghana a I'indépendance en 1956, le ministére des Affaires
extérieures a été plus directement confronté aux défis politiques et économiques de la
décolonisation. Une note de service portant sur le réveil de I’ Afrique forgait les dirige-
ants a examiner « quelle place accorder a I'Afrique dans [leur] liste de priorités ».
(document 737) Le Canada s’intéressait encore de plus prés 2 la nouvelle fédération
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(Document 685) In addition, the chapter documents a full-scale inter-departmental
review of Canadian aid, which complacently concluded that “the assistance which has
been provided has been directed towards the right type of project and that its form and
content have been generally appropriate.” (Document 658)

The Department of External Affairs confronted the political and economic chal-
lenges of decolonization more directly with the advent of Ghana’s independence in
1956. A memorandum entitled “An Awakening Africa” forced officials to consider
“how high should Africa rank on our list of priorities?” (Document 737) Canada’s
interest in the new federation that was about to unite the British West Indies was even
more direct. The British connection had traditionally protected Canada’s long-standing
stake in the Caribbean, which remained an important market for Canadian banks and
salt fish from the Maritimes. Independence threatened this tie, and Léger knew it: “In
due course U.K. influence is bound to disappear; is it in our interest that it be replaced
more or less in toto by the U.S.?7” (Document 745) The answer was clear, and reluctant
officials were told to devise an aid package for the new federation that would under-
line Canada’s continuing interest in the region.

Decolonization was at the heart of Ottawa’s preparations for the UN’s 11th General
Assembly too. It was not enough, Léger argued, for Canada to maintain its “policy of
general non-alignment concerning colonial problems.” It was time to pursue a “more
active and positive” role, mediating between “‘the good colonials’ and the more
‘sophisticated’ anti-colonials.” (Document 303) Pearson agreed, but cautioned that this
would not be easy. The challenges confronting Canadian diplomacy are apparent in
the material on the Special United Nations Fund for Economic Development
(SUNEFED), the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), disarmament and Algeria.
There was no ready solution to the growing divergence between North and South at
the UN, but Canada firmly rejected the idea of abandoning the international organiza-
tion. In a compelling paper reflecting on the UN’s future, Holmes argued in March
1957 that there was no alternative, and that Canada should continue to “show a
friendly interest in its workings, maintain the closest bilateral relations with all its
members and make sure it remains pretty much what it is.” (Document 366)

Tired and easily irritated by the burdens of government, Prime Minister Louis
St. Laurent played a diminished role in the elaboration of foreign policy during the
period covered in this volume. He was particularly active only during the initial stages
of the Suez Crisis, when he was involved in responding to a series of communications
from the British prime minister, Anthony Eden. For much of the Crisis, at the Com-
monwealth Prime Ministers’ meetings, and at the Bermuda encounter with Eden’s suc-
cessor, Harold Macmillan, St. Laurent left most of the talking and detailed diplomacy
to Pearson.

When Pearson was unavailable, his department was normally represented at the
Cabinet table by Paul Martin, the Minister of National Health and Welfare. Martin
maintained his interest in arms control and headed Canada’s delegation to the UN
Disarmament Commission in the spring of 1956. In the fall of that year, he led the
Canadian delegation to the annual meeting of the Commonwealth Consultative Com-
mittee for South-East Asia, an experience that would profoundly shape his attitude
toward Asian Communism. Other Cabinet ministers with significant fereign policy
responsibilities included Ralph Campney, the Minister of National Defence, Walter
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des Antilles britanniques, en voie de formation. Traditionnellement, les liens avec la
Grande-Bretagne assuraient la protection des intéréts que poursuivait de longue date le
Canada dans les Antilles, qui demeuraient un marché important pour les banques cana-
diennes et le poisson salé des Maritimes. L’indépendance représentait une menace
pour ces liens, et Léger le savait : « Au moment opportun, I’influence britannique est
appelée a disparaitre; est-il dans notre intérét qu’elle soit remplacée plus ou moins
completement par celle des Etats-Unis? » (document 745) La réponse était claire, et
les hauts fonctionnaires réticents se sont vu demander de préparer pour la nouvelle
fédération un programme d’aide, qui soulignerait le maintien de I’intérét du Canada a
I’égard de la région.

La décolonisation était également au centre des préparatifs d’Ottawa en vue de la
11¢ session de I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies. Le Canada ne devait pas se
contenter de poursuivre sa « politique de non-alignement général en ce qui a trait aux
problémes coloniaux », déclara Léger. Le temps était venu de jouer un role « plus actif
et plus positif », en servant d’intermédiaire entre « les bons “colonialistes” et les anti-
colonialistes plus «sophistiqués” ». (document 303) Tout en partageant ce point de
vue, Pearson fit valoir que cela n’allait pas étre une tiche facile. Il avait raison, et les
défis auxquels devait faire face la diplomatie canadienne apparaissent nettement dans
les documents concernant le Fonds spécial des Nations Unies pour le développement
économique (SUNFED), le Conseil économique et sociale (ECOSOC), le désarme-
ment et I’Algérie. Il n’y avait pas de solution facile face aux divergences croissantes
entre le Nord et le Sud aux Nations Unies; mais le Canada rejetait fermement 1'idée
d’un retrait de I’organisation internationale. Dans un important document de réflexion
sur I’avenir des Nations Unies, Holmes note, en mars 1957, qu’il n’y avait pas de
solution de rechange et que le Canada devrait continuer 2 « manifester un intérét
amical envers les travaux (de 1’organisation], maintenir les relations bilatérales les
plus étroites avec tous ses membres et faire en sorte qu’elle demeure autant que
possible telle quelle ». (document 366)

Fatigué et facilement irrité par les soucis du gouvernement, le premier ministre
Louis Saint-Laurent joua un rble restreint dans 1’élaboration de la politique étrangere
au cours de la période étudiée dans ce volume. Il ne s’y est réellement intéressé que
durant les phases initiales de la crise de Suez, ot il répondait aux communications du
premier ministre britannique Anthony Eden. Pendant une bonne partie de la crise, lors
des réunions des premiers ministres du Commonwealth et de la rencontre des
Bermudes avec le successeur d’Eden, Harold Macmillan, Saint-Laurent laissa a
Pearson le soin de s’occuper, la plupart du temps, des discussions et des détails
diplomatiques.

En I’absence de Pearson, son ministére était habituellement représenté aux réunions
du Cabinet par Paul Martin, le ministre de la Santé et du Bien-étre social. Martin
conserva son intérét pour le contrdle des armements et fut le chef de la délégation
canadienne 2 la Commission du désarmement des Nations Unies, au printemps 1956.
A P'automne de cette année, il dirigea la délégation canadienne 2 la réunion annuelle
du Comité consultatif du Commonwealth pour I’Asie du Sud-Est, expérience qui a
profondément marqué son attitude a I'égard du communisme en Asie. Parmi les autres
ministres du Cabinet, qui exergaient des responsabilités importantes en matiere de
politique étrangere, figuraient notamment Ralph Campney, le ministre de la Défense
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Harris, the Minister of Finance, and C.D. Howe, the powerful Minister of Trade and
Commerce.

Throughout his final 18 months as Secretary of State for External Affairs, Pearson
was able to draw on the advice of the remarkably stable group of senior officials with
whom he had worked closely for years. Jules Léger remained Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs, assisted by his deputy, R.M. Macdonnell. Léger could also rely
on his three seasoned Assistant Under-Secretaries: John Holmes, who accompanied
Pearson to New York in November 1956, Jean Chapdelaine, and Max Wershof, who
also continued to serve as the Department’s Legal Advisor.

There was no change in representation at Canada’s major posts abroad until late in
the spring of 1957. Dana Wilgress remained Permanent Representative to the North
Adtlantic Council and Representative to the Organization for European Economic Co-
operation. Norman A. Robertson stayed in London as High Commissioner to the
United Kingdom until May 1957, when he replaced Arnold Heeney in Washington as
Ambassador to the United States. Heeney returned to Ottawa as Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission. Georges Vanier continued as Ambassador to France.

This is only the first of two projected volumes covering the period January 1, 1956
to June 10, 1957, when St. Laurent’s Liberal government was defeated in a general
election by John G. Diefenbaker’s Progressive Conservative Party. Although it is
clearly impossible to divide the period into two completely self-contained volumes,
the editor and general editor have tried to keep as much associated material as possible
together, without departing too much from the thematic organization that has
characterized earlier volumes in this series. At the same time, practical and budgetary
considerations dictated that the two volumes be roughly similar in size. As a resulit,
this volume, with its focus on the Suez Crisis, contains material on the Middle East,
the United Nations, NATO and the Commonwealth. The subsequent volume will
document Canada’s response to the Hungarian Revolution and related developments
in Eastern Europe. It will also cover Canada’s relations with Western Europe, the
United States, the Far East and Latin America. Two chapters will look at atomic
energy and international economic institutions.

Like other recent volumes in this series, Volume 22 is based primarily on the
records of the Department of External Affairs and the Privy Council Office. These
were supplemented where necessary by the private papers of Cabinet ministers and
senior officials, and the files of the Departments of National Defence, Finance, and
Trade and Commerce. In preparing this volume, I was given complete access to the
files of the Department of External Affairs and generous access to other collections. A
complete list of the archival sources consulted in the preparation of this volume may
be found on page xxix.

The selection of documents is guided by the general principles outlined in the
Introduction to Volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), as amended in the Introduction to Volume 20
(p. xxiii). In short, the series tries to provide a “self-contained record of the major
foreign policy decisions taken by the Government of Canada,” by concentrating on
Canada’s most important bilateral and multilateral relationships and on the major in-

ternational issues that directly involved Cabinet members in substantive policy
decisions.
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nationale, Walter Harris, le ministre des Finances, et C.D. Howe, I’influent ministre du
Commerce.

Durant ses 18 derniers mois comme secrétaire d’Ftat aux Affaires extérieures,
Pearson pouvait compter sur les conseils d’un groupe remarquablement stable de hauts
fonctionnaires qui lui avaient apporté une collaboration étroite pendant des années.
Jules Léger demeurait sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures, aidé de son
adjoint R.M. Macdonnell. Léger pouvait aussi se reposer sur trois sous-secrétaires
d’Etat adjoints expérimentés : John Holmes, qui accompagna Pearson 2 New York en
novembre 1956, Jean Chapdelaine et Max Wershof, qui continuait parallélement
d’exercer les fonctions de conseiller juridique du Ministere.

Jusqu’a la fin du printemps 1957, il n’y a eu aucune modification dans la composi-
tion des principales missions du Canada a 1’étranger. Dana Wilgress est demeuré
représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord et représentant auprés
de I'Organisation européenne de coopération économique. Norman A. Robertson,
haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni a4 Londres, jusqu’en mai 1957, date a laquelle il
remplaga Arnold Heeney & Washington comme ambassadeur auprés des Etats-Unis.
Heeney revint a Ottawa comme président de la Commission de la fonction publique.
Georges Vanier est demeuré ambassadeur auprés de la France.

Le présent ouvrage n’est que le premier de la série de deux volumes envisagés pour
la période allant du 1* janvier 1956 au 10 juin 1957, date a laquelle le gouvernement
libéral de Saint-Laurent est défait face au Parti Progressiste Conservateur de John G.
Diefenbaker, lors d’une élection générale. Il est manifestement impossible de diviser
la période en deux volumes complétement autonomes; cependant, le rédacteur et le
rédacteur en chef se sont efforcés de regrouper autant que possible les documents
connexes, sans trop s’éloigner de I’organisation thématique qui a caractérisé les précé-
dents volumes de la série. En outre, pour des raisons pratiques et budgétaires, le
format des deux volumes sera sensiblement le méme. Par conséquent, le présent
volume, consacré principalement a la crise de Suez, comprend des documents sur le
Moyen-Orient, les Nations Unies, 'OTAN et le Commonwealth. Le volume suivant
présentera les réactions du Canada a la Révolution hongroise et aux événements
connexes en Europe de I'Est. Il comportera également des documents traitant des
relations du Canada avec I’Europe de 1'Ouest, les Etats-Unis, 'Extréme-Orient et
I’ Amérique latine. Deux autres chapitres seront consacrés a I’énergie atomique et aux
institutions économiques internationales.

Les dossiers du ministere des Affaires extérieures et du Bureau du Conseil privé
ont été les principales sources des documents proposés dans le volume 22, a I'instar
des récents volumes de la série. Au besoin, nous avons fait appel aux documents per-
sonnels de ministres du Cabinet et de hauts fonctionnaires, ainsi qu’aux dossiers des
ministéres de la Défense nationale, des Finances et du Commerce. Pour préparer ce
volume, j’ai pu consulter sans restrictions les dossiers du ministere des Affaires
extérieures et j’ai eu aussi largement acces a d’autres collections. La liste compléte des
archives consultées figure a la page xxix.

Le choix des documents est guidé par les principes généraux énoncés dans I’intro-
duction du volume 7 (pp. ix-xi), modifiés dans I’introduction du volume 20 (p. xxiii).
En bref, la série s’efforce de donner une vue complete des principales décisions de
politique étrangere prises par le gouvernement du Canada, en mettant 1’accent sur les
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The editorial devices used in this volume remain those described in the Introduc-
tion to Volume 9 (p. xix). A dagger () indicates a Canadian document that has not
been 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 distribution
lists are reproduced as footnotes only when important. Unless otherwise indicated, it is
assumed that documents have been read by the addressee. Proper and place names are
standardized. The editor has silently corrected spelling, punctuation and capitalization,
as well as transcription errors whose meaning is clear from their context. All other
editorial additions to the documents are indicated by the use of square brackets. Docu-
ments are reprinted in either English or French, depending on their language of origin.

The preparation of this volume was a collective effort. The Historical Section con-
tinues to depend on the expertise of the National Archives of Canada for help in locat-
ing relevant records. Paulette Dozois, David Smith and Robert McIntosh of the
Government Archives Division responded quickly and cheerfully to requests for help.
Maureen Hoogenraad of the Manuscript Division was equally helpful. Ciuineas Boyle,
Access to Information Co-ordinator at the Privy Council Office, and her colleague,
Herb Barrett, facilitated access to classified Cabinet records for the period. Corrinne
Miller, archivist at the Bank of Canada, was indispensable in dealing with that collec-
tion. Geoffrey Pearson steered me toward an important document on the Suez Crisis,
and generously granted me access to the closed portions of his father’s papers. Mark
Hayes of the Naval Historical Center in Washington helped identify some of the
American figures in this volume.

Ted Kelly helped research parts of this volume, and guided it through production
with diligence. Christopher Cook, whose knowledge of the archival collections
reflected in this volume is unrivalled, remained my main research assistant. He was
ably assisted at times by Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joannette, Tina McLauchlan and
Michael Stevenson. Boris Stipernitz extensively researched several sections in this
volume, and compiled the index in trying circumstances. It continued to be a pleasure
to work with this team of fine historians.

Don Barry, Hector Mackenzie and Norman Hillmer, former editors of this series,
offered advice and encouragement. My colleague, Mary Halloran, joined them in en-
couraging my progress. John English, the author of an award-winning biography of
Pearson, was always willing to discuss Canadian diplomacy in the 1950s. The general
editor of this series, John Hilliker, carefully reviewed the whole manuscript, and
played a major role in helping to define the scope of this volume as well as its succes-
sor. The series would not be possible without the active support of the director of the
Communications Programs and Outreach Division, Gaston Barban. I remain solely
responsible for the final selection of documents in this volume.

The Historical Section provided the supplementary text and coordinated the techni-
cal preparation of the volume. The manuscript was typed and formatted by Aline
Gélineau. The Translation Bureau supplied the French for most of the footnotes, the
captions and ancillary texts. My colleague in the Communications Services Division,
Francine Fournier, generously shared her knowledge of the finer points of French
grammar. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin proofread the entire manuscript, and helped
compose the list of persons.
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relations bilatérales et multilatérales les plus importantes du Canada et sur les princi-
pales questions internationales qui ont fait I’objet de décisions stratégiques impor-
tantes auxquelles ont été directement associés des membres du Cabinet.

Les conventions utilisées dans ce volume sont les mémes que celles décrites dans
I’introduction du volume 9 (p. xix). La croix (t) indique que le document canadien n’a
pas été imprimé et les ellipses (...) une suppression. L’expression “group corrupt”
révele I’existence de problemes de déchiffrage dans la transmission du télégramme
original. Les mots et les passages qui ont été supprimés par 1’auteur, les notes en
marge et les listes de diffusion ne sont reproduits dans des notes de bas de page que
lorsqu’ils revétent une certaine importance. Sauf indication contraire, il est supposé
que les documents ont été lus par leur destinataire. Les noms propres et les noms de
lieu sont normalisés. Le rédacteur a discrétement corrigé 1’ orthographe, la ponctuation,
les majuscules et les erreurs de transcription lorsque le contexte révélait clairement le
sens. Tous les ajouts du rédacteur dans le corps du texte sont indiqués par des
crochets. Les documents sont reproduits en anglais ou en frangais, selon leur langue
d’origine.

La préparation d’un volume est le fruit d’un effort collectif. La Section des affaires
historiques fait toujours appel a 1’expertise des Archives nationales du Canada pour
repérer les dossiers pertinents. Paulette Dozois, David Smith et Robert McIntosh de la
Division des archives gouvernementales ont répondu avec empressement et compé-
tence a mes demandes. Maureen Hoogenraad, de la Direction des manuscrits, m’a
également prété main-forte. Ciuineas Boyle, coordinatrice de 1’acces a I’information
au Bureau du Conseil privé, et son collegue, Herb Barrett, m’ont facilité I’accés aux
documents classifiés du Cabinet pour la période concernée. Corrinne Miller, archiviste
a la Banque du Canada, m’a fourni une aide précieuse. Geoffrey Pearson m’a guidé
vers un important document sur la crise de Suez et donné un acces sans rtestrictions
aux documents personnels de son pére. Mark Hayes, du Naval Historical Center de
Washington, m’a aidé a repérer quelques-unes des personnalités américaines mention-
nées dans ce volume.

Ted Kelly a participé a la recherche pour certains chapitres du présent volume et a
assuré, avec diligence, le bon déroulement de toutes les étapes de la production.
Christopher Cook, dont la connaissance incomparable des collections d’archives se
reflete dans ce volume, a été encore mon adjoint principal de recherche. Il a ét€ par
moments secondé avec compétence par Joseph McHattie, Nelson Joannette, Tina
McLauchlan et Michael Stevenson. Boris Stipernitz a mené des recherches approfon-
dies pour plusieurs sections de ce volume et compilé 'index dans des circonstances
difficiles. La collaboration avec cette équipe d’historiens remarquables a ét€ un
bonheur constant.

Don Barry, Hector Mackenzie et Norman Hillmer, anciens rédacteurs de cette série,
nous ont prodigué conseils et encouragements. Il en est de méme de ma collégue,
Mary Halloran. John English, dont la biographie de Pearson a été primée, était
toujours la pour discuter de la diplomatie canadienne dans les années 1950. John
Hilliker, rédacteur en chef de cette série, a soigneusement révisé le manuscrit au
complet et joué un rdle important dans la définition de ’envergure du présent volume
et du volume suivant. Cette série ne serait pas possible sans le soutien actif de Gaston
Barban, directeur des Programmes de communications et de la sensibilisation. Je
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My wife, Mary, and my children, Katherine and Michael, cheerfully (and vocally)
encouraged my work on this volume. I thank them.

GREG DONAGHY
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demeure le seul responsable du choix définitif des documents reproduits dans le
présent volume.

La Section des affaires historiques a fourni le texte complémentaire et coordonné la
préparation technique du volume. Le manuscrit a été dactylographié et mis en pages
par Aline Gélineau. Le Bureau de la traduction a produit le texte frangais de la plupart
des notes de bas de page, des 1égendes et des textes accessoires. Ma collegue de la
Division des services de communications, Francine Fournier, nous a donné des
conseils en matiere de rédaction. Gail Kirkpatrick Devlin s’est chargée de la correction
d’épreuves de P'intégralité du manuscrit et a dressé la liste des personnes.

Mon épouse, Mary, et mes enfants, Katherine et Michael, ont chaleureusement
(et oralement) encouragé la rédaction du présent volume. Je les remercie.

GREG DONAGHY



PROVENANCE DES DOCUMENTS!
LOCATION OF DOCUMENTS!

Archives de la
Banque du Canada

Documents de C.D. Howe,
Archives nationales
(MG 27 1II B20)

Dossiers du ministere
des Affaires extérieures,
Archives nationales

Dossiers du ministere des
Finances, Archives
nationales (RG 19)

Dossiers du ministére de la
Défense nationale
Archives nationales (RG 24)

Dossiers du ministére du
Commerce, Archives
nationales (RG 20)

Documents de L..B. Pearson,
Archives nationales (MG 26 N1)

Documents de L.S. Saint-Laurent,
Archives nationales (MG 26 L)

Bureau du Conseil privé—
conclusions du Cabinet et
documents du Cabinet

Autres documents des
archives du BCP

! Ceci est une liste des symboles utilisés pour indiquer la provenance des documents. Les cotes des collec-

B. of C.

C.D.H.

DEA

DF

DND

DTC

LB.P.

LS.L.

PCO

PCO/Vol .#

Bank of Canada Archives

C.D. Howe Papers,
National Archives
(MG 27 11 B20)

Department of External
Affairs Files, National Archives

Department of Finance Files,
National Archives
(RG 19)

Department of National
Defence Files, National
Archives (RG 24)

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

L.B. Pearson Papers,
National Archives (MG 26 N1)

L.S. St. Laurent Papers,
National Archives (MG 26 L)

Privy Council Office—
Cabinet Conclusions and
Cabinet Documents

Other documents from
PCO records

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.






LISTE DES ABBREVIATIONS
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

AM AIR MARSHAL

AA ANTI-AIRCRAFT

AEC ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION (US)

AECB ATOMIC ENERGY CONTROL BOARD

AECL ATOMIC ENERGY OF CANADA LIMITED

AFP AGENCE FRANCE-PRESSE

AR(Q) ANNUAL REVIEW (QUESTIONNAIRE) (NATO)

AWX ALL WEATHER AIRCRAFT INTERCEPTOR

BAF BELGIAN AIR FORCE

BOMARC BOEING-MICHIGAN AERONAUTICAL CENTRE

BWI BRITISH WEST INDIES

CANAC PERMANENT DELEGATION OF CANADA TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

CANDEL CANADIAN DELEGATION TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF UNITED NATIONS

CAS CHIEF OF AIR STAFF

CBC(-IS) CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION(-INTERNATIONAL SERVICE)

CCC CANADIAN COMMERCIAL CORPORATION

CCOS CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF

CCRU CANADIAN COUNCIL FOR RECONSTRUCTION THROUGH UNESCO

CHANCOM . CHANNEL COMMAND (WEU)

CHINCOM CHINA COMMITTEE OF THE PARIS CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

CIA ", CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (US)

CICT " COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL COMMODITY TRADE

CIR CANADA-INDIA REACTOR

CICc CANADIAN JEWISH CONGRESS

CJs CANADIAN JOINT STAFF

CNR CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS

COCOM COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON EXPORT CONTROLS

CPDUN CANADIAN PERMANENT DELEGATION TO UNITED NATIONS

CPP CONVENTION PEOPLE’S PARTY (GHANA)

CRO COMMONWEALTH RELATIONS OFFICE (UK)

Csu Christlich Soziale Union (Christian Social Union - West Germany)

CY CALENDAR YEAR

DBS DOMINION BUREAU OF STATISTICS

DDP DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE PRODUCTION

DEA DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

DEW DISTANT EARLY WARNING

DL(1) DEFENCE LIAISON (1) DIVISION

DND DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DOT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT

DRB DEFENCE RESEARCH BOARD

ECAFE ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR ASIA AND THE FAR EAST (UN)

ECE ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE (UN)

ECLA ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR LATIN AMERICA (UN)

ECM ELECTRONIC COUNTER-MEASURE

ECOSOC ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL OF UNITED NATIONS

EDC EUROPEAN DEFENCE COMMUNITY

EOKA ETHNIKI ORGANOSIS KYPRION AGONISTON (NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF
CYPRIOT FIGHTERS)

EPU EUROPEAN PAYMENTS UNION

EST EASTERN STANDARD TIME

ETAP EXPANDED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (UN)

EURATOM EUROPEAN ATOMIC ENERGY COMMUNITY

FAO FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION

FFAR FIN FOLDED AIR ROCKET

FO FOREICN OFFICE (UK)

FUNU FORCE D’URGENCE DES NATIONS UNIES

FY FISCAL YEAR

GATT GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE
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GKZT

GMC
GMT
HMCS
HR
IATA
IBRD
ICAO
ICBM
ICCICA

ICEM
ICSC
IFC
IFTU
IFF
ILO
IMF
ISA

ITO
JIB
JIC
KGB

MAA
MAAG
MAE
MC
MDAP
MEDO
MIG
MW
NATIS
NATO
NEACC
NRX
NWFP
NZ
OAS
OEEC
ONU
OTAN
OTU
PC(O)
PERMDEL

QOR
QR
RAF
RC Sigs
RCAF
RCASC
RCC
RCEME
RCMP
RCN (R)
RN
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Gosudarstvennyi Komitet Zarubezhnoi Torgovli (State Committee for
Foreign Trade - USSR)

GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION

GREENWICH MEAN TIME

HER MAIJESTY’S CANADIAN SHIP

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (US)

INTERNATIONAL AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT
INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE

INTERIM CO-ORDINATING COMMITTEE FOR INTERNATIONAL COMMODITY
ARRANGEMENTS

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR EUROPEAN MIGRATION
INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SUPERVISION AND CONTROL
INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION (UN)

INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF TRADE UNIONS

IDENTIFICATION FRIEND OR FOE

INTERNATIONAL LABOUR ORGANIZATION

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL
SECURITY AFFAIRS (US) DEPT OF DEFENSE

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ORGANIZATION

JOINT INTELLIGENCE BUREAU

JOINT INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (Committee of State Security —
USSR)

MILITARY ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT (US)

MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY GROUP (US)

MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES EXTERIEURES

MILITARY COMMITTEE (NATO)

MUTUAL DEFENCE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (US)

MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE ORGANIZATION

MIKOYAN 1 GUREVICH

MEGA WATT

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION INFORMATION SERVICE
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

NEAR EAST ARMS COORDINATING COMMITTEE

NUCLEAR RESEARCH EXPERIMENTAL

NORTH-WEST FRONTIER PROVINCE

NEW ZEALAND

ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES

ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COOPERATION
ORGANISATION DES NATIONS UNIES

ORGANISATION DU TRAITE DE L’ATLANTIQUE NORD
OPERATIONAL TRAINING UNIT

PRIVY COUNCIL (OFFICE)

PERMANENT DELEGATION OF CANADA TO THE UNITED NATIONS,
NEW YORK

QUEEN’S OWN RIFLES OF CANADA

QUEEN’S REGULATIONS

ROYAL AIR FORCE (UK)

ROYAL CANADIAN CORPS OF SIGNALS

ROYAL CANADIAN AIR FORCE

ROYAL CANADIAN ARMY SERVICE CORPS

REVOLUTIONARY COMMAND COUNCIL

ROYAL CANADIAN ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL ENGINEERS
ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

ROYAL CANADIAN NAVY (RESERVE)

ROYAL NAvVY (UK)
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SAC STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (US)

SACEUR SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE (NATO)

SACLANT SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, ATLANTIC (NATO)

SAS SCANDINAVIAN AIRLINES

SCUA SUEZ CANAL USERS’ ASSOCIATION

SEATO SOUTH EAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION

SG STANDING GROUP (NATO)

SGLO STANDING GROUP LIAISON OFFICER (NATO)

SHAPE SUPREME HEADQUARTERS, ALLIED POWERS, EUROPE (NATO)

SUNFED SPECIAL UNITED NATIONS FUND FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT/FONDS
SPECIAL DES NATIONS UNIES POUR LE DEVELOPPEMENT ECONOMIQUE

TAC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE (UN)

TCA TRANS-CANADA AIRLINES

TCC TEMPORARY COUNCIL COMMITTEE (NATO)

UK UNITED KINGDOM

UN UNITED NATIONS

UNEF UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

UNESCO UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZA-
TION

UNICEF UNITED NATIONS INTERNATIONAL CHILDREN’S EMERGENCY FUND

UNKRA UNITED NATIONS KOREAN RECONSTRUCTION AGENCY

UNREF UNITED NATIONS REFUGEE FUND

UNRPR UNITED NATIONS RELIEF FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES

UNRWA(PR) : UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND WORKS AGENCY (FOR PALESTINE REFUGEES)

UNTAB UNITED NATIONS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BUREAU

UNTSO UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISORY ORGANIZATION

USA UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

USAF UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

USSEA UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

USSR UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

WEU WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION

WGAF WEST GERMAN AIR FORCE

WHO WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION
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ABDOH, Djalal, délegation de I’Iran aupres des
Nations Unies.

ADEANE, sir Michael, secrétaire particulier de la
Reine et Garde des archives de Sa Majesté.

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

AHMAD, Dr. Nazir, Atomic Energy Commission
du Pakistan.

ALDRICH, Winthrop, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis
au Royaume-Uni.

ALESSANDRINI, Adolfo, représentant permanent de
1'Italie, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

AL, Chaudhri Mohammad, premier ministre et
minstre de la Défense du Pakistan (-sept. 1956)

ALI, Mohammed, ambassadeur du Pakistan aux
Etats-Unis.

ALl Syed Amjad, ministre des Finances du
Pakistan.

ALLEN, Ward P., conseiller — Nations Unies,
Bureau des Affaires européennes, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

ANDERSEN, Hans, représentant permanent de
I’Islande, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

ALPHAND, Hervé, représentant permanent de la
France aupreés des Nations Unies (-aoit 1956);
ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis.

ARDEN-CLARKE, Sir Charles, gouverneur-général
du Ghana.

ARMSTRONG, Park, adjoint spécial (renseigne-
ments), département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

ASGEIRSSON, Asgeir, président de 1'Islande.

ASHA, Rafik, chargé d’affaires, ambassade de
Syrie aux Etats-Unis; président, Conseil de la
tutelle des Nations Unies (juin 1956-).

AULT, Dr. Orvill, directeur de la Planification et
du développement, Comiission du service
civil, et chef, Mission d’assistance technique
des Nations Unies auprés du Ghana sur les
besoins en main-d’oeuvre.

AVEROFF, Evangelos, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la Gréce (mai 1956-).

BANDARANAIKE, Solomon, premier ministre du
Ceylan.

ABDOH, Dijalal, Delegation of Iran to United
Nations.

ADEANE, Sir Michael, Private Secretary to the
Queen and Keeper of Her Majesty’s Archives.

ADENAUER, Konrad, Chancellor of Federal
Republic of Germany.

AHMAD, Dr. Nazir, Atomic Energy Commission of
Pakistan.

ALDRICH, Winthrop, Ambassador of United States
in United Kingdom.

ALESSANDRINI, Adolfo, Permanent Representative
of Italy to North Atlantic Council.

ALl Chaudhri Mohammad, Prime Minister and
Minister of Defence of Pakistan (-Sept. 1956).

ALI, Mohammed, Ambassador of Pakistan in
United States.

ALIL Syed Amjad, Minister of Finance of Pakistan.

ALLEN, Ward P., United Nations Adviser, Bureau
of European Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

ANDERSEN, Hans, Permanent Representative of
Iceland to North Atlantic Council.

ALPHAND, Hervé, Permanent Representative of
France to United Nations (-Aug. 1956);
Ambassador in United States.

ARDEN-CLARKE, Sir Charles, Governor General of
Ghana.

ARMSTRONG, Park, Special Assistant (Intel-
ligence), Department of State of United States.

ASGEIRSSON, Asgeir, President of Iceland.

ASHA, Rafik, Chargé d’affaires, Embassy of Syria
in United States; President of United Nations
Trusteeship Council (June 1956-).

AULT, Dr. Orvill, Director of Planning and
Development, Civil Service Commission and
Head, United Nations Technical Assistance
Mission on Manpower Requirements to Ghana.

AVEROFF, Evangelos, Foreign Minister of Greece
(May 1956-).

BANDARANAIKE, Solomon, Prime Minister of
Ceylon.

'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 rap-

portent 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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BARCO, James W., conseiller, mission des Exats-
Unis auprés des Nations Unies.

BEAULIEU, Paul, conseiller, haut-commissariat au
Royaume-Uni.

BELGRAVE, T.R.D., premier secrétaire, haut-
commissariat du Royaume-Uni.

BEN GURION, David, premier ministre et ministre
de la Défense de 1’Israél.

BENTINCK, A., représentant permanent des Pays-
Bas, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

BERNARDES, Carlos A., délégation du Brasil
aupres des Nations Unies; président et membre
du Conseil des gouverneurs, Commission pré-
paratoire, Agence internationale de 1’énergie
atomique (oct. 1956-).

BEYEN, Johan W., ministre des Affaires étrangeres
des Pays-Bas (conjointement avec Joseph Luns
jusqu’en octobre 1956).

BHABHA, Dr. Homi J., président, Atomic Energy
Commission of India; secéretaire, ministére
d’Energie atomique de I'Inde.

BING, Geoffrey, conseiller au premier ministre du
Ghana.

BIRGI, Muharrem Nuri, secrétaire-général ayant
rang d’ambassadeur, ministére des Affaires
étrangeres de la Turquie.

BLANK, Theodor, ministre de la Defense de la
République fédérale d’ Allemagne.

BLANKENHORN, Herbert A H., représentant perma-
nent de la République fédérale d’ Allemagne,
Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

BOLAND, Frederick H., représentant permanent de
I'Irlande auprés des Nations Unies.

BoTsI10, Kojo, ministre du Commerce et du
Travail du Ghana.

BOULGANIN, N.A,, président, Conseil des ministres
de I’Union soviétique.

BOURGUIBA, Habib, premier ministre de la Tunisie
(avr. 1956-)

BRADSHAW, Robert L., ministre du Commerce et
de la Production du St.-Kitts-et-Nevis et
Anguilla.

BRAYLEY, Jack, correspondant, Presse canadienne,
le Caire.

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

BROOK, Sir Norman, secrétaire du Cabinet du
Royaume-Uni (-oct. 1956); co-secrétaire
permanent du Trésor et chef du Service civil
du Royaume-Uni.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

BARCO, James W., Counsellor, United States
Mission to United Nations.

BEAULIEU, Paul, Counsellor, High Commission in
United Kingdom.

BELGRAVE, T.R.D., First Secretary, High Commis-
sion of United Kingdom.

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

BENTINCK, A., Permanent Representative of the
Netherlands to North Atlantic Council.

BERNARDES, Carlos A., Delegation of Brazil to
United Nations; Chairman and member of the
Board of Governors, Preparatory Commission,
International Atomic Energy Agency (Oct.
1956-).

BEYEN, Johan W., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Netherlands (concurrently with Joseph Luns
until Oct. 1956).

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

BING, Geoffrey, Adviser to Prime Minister of
Ghana.

BIRGI, Muharrem Nuri, Secretary-General with
rank of Ambassador, Foreign Office of Turkey.

BLANK, Theodor, Minister of Defence of Federal
Republic of Germany.

BLANKENHORN, Herbert A H., Permanent
Representative of Federal Republic of Germany
to North Atlantic Council.

BOLAND, Frederick H., Permanent Representative
of Ireland to United Nations.

BoTs10, Kojo, Minister of Trade and Labour of
Ghana.

SEE BULGANIN

BOURGUIBA, Habib, Prime Minister of Tunisia
(April 1956-).

BRADSHAW, Robert L., Minister for Trade and
Production, St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla.

BRAYLEY, Jack, Canadian Press correspondent,
Cairo.

VON BRENTANO, Heinrich, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Federal Republic of Germany.

BROOK, Sir Norman, Secretary to Cabinet of
United Kingdom (-Oct. 1956); Joint Permanent
Secretary to the Treasury and Head of the
Home Civil Service.



LIST OF PERSONS

BROWN, Col. H.E., commandant, Contingent
canadien, FUNU (mai 1957-).

BROWN, K.C., 1 & Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

BRUCKER, W.M., secrétaire de I'Armée des Etats-
Unis.

BRYCE, R.B., greffier du Conseil privé et secré-
taire du Cabinet.

VOIR BOULGANIN

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

BURNS, major-général E.L.M., chef d’état-major,
organisme des Nations Unies chargé de la
surveillance de la treve.

BUSHELL, J.C.W., chef adjoint, département des
Organisations de 1'Ouest, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni. .

BUsIA, K.A., chef de I'Opposition (United Party),
Ghana.

BUTLER, R.A,, lord Garde du sceau privé et leader
a la Chambre des communes et, & partir de
janvier 1957, Home Secretary.

CABELL, Lt. General Charles P. (USAF), sous-
directeur, Central Intelligence Agency des
Etats-Unis.

CACCIA, sir Harold, sous-secrétaire d'Etat
suppléant des Affaires étrangeres, Foreign
Office du Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956);
ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

CADIEUX, Marcel, chef, Direction des Nations
Unies.

CAMERON, Dr. AE., président, Ecole technique de
la Nouvelle-Ecosse

-
CAMPBELL, A.G., Direction des Nations Unies.

CAMPBELL, P.G.R., Direction du Commonwealth
et du Moyen-Orient.

CAMPNEY, R.O., ministre de la Défense nationale.

CARSON, Melville P., délégué commercial, déléga-
tion commercial A Singapour.

CASARDI, Alberico, représentant permanent de
I'ltatie, Conseil de 1’ Atlantique Nord et prési-
dent, Groupe de travail sur les tendances de la
politique soviétique.

CASEY, Richard G., ministre des Affaires
extérieures de 1’ Australie.
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BrROWN, Col. H.E., Commanding Officer,
Canadian Contingent, UNEF (May 1957-).

BROWN, K.C., Defence Liaison (1) Division.

BRUCKER, W.M., Secretary of the Army of United
States.

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

BULGANIN, N.A., Chairman, Council of Ministers
of Soviet Union.

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

BURNS, General EL.M., Chief of Staff, United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization.

BUSHELL, J.C.W., Assistant Head, Western
Organisations Department, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom.

BusIA, K.A., Leader of the Opposition (United
Party), Ghana Parliament.

BUTLER, R.A., Lord Privy Seal and Leader of the
House of Commons and, from January 1957,
Home Secretary.

CABELL, Lt. General Charles P. (USAF), Deputy
Director, Central Intelligence Agency of United
States.

CACCIA, Sir Harold, Deputy Under-Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of
United Kingdom (-Nov 1956); Ambassador of
United Kingdom in United States.

CADIEUX, Marcel, Head, United Nations Division.

CAMERON, Dr. A E., President, Nova Scotia
Technical College.

CAMPBELL, A.G., United Nations Division.

CAMPBELL, P.G.R., Commonwealth and Middle
Eastern Division.

CAMPNEY, Ralph O., Minister of National
Defence.

CARSON, Melville P., Trade Commissioner, Trade
Commission in Singapore.

CASARDI, Alberico, Permanent Representative of
Italy to North Atlantic Council and Chairman,
Working Group on Trends of Soviet Policy.

CASEY, Richard G., Minister of External Affairs
of Australia.
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CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), administrateur, Plan de
Colombo, Direction de la Coopération écono-
mique et technique internationale, ministere du
Commerce.

CHAMOUN, Camille, président du Liban.

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

CHAUVEL, J.M.H., ambassadeur de la France au
Royaume-Uni.

CHOUDRY, Hamidal Haq, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres et des Relations avec le Common-
wealth du Pakistan (-sept. 1956).

CHURCHILL, Gordon, député (CP — Winnipeg-Sud-
Centre).

CLEVELAND, J.H., conseiller, haut-commissariat au
Pakistan (-aolt 1956); Direction de 1'Amérique.

COLDWELL, M.J., député et chef du FCC
(Rosetown-Biggar).

COMAY, Michael S., ambassadeur de 1’ Isragl.

COOMARASWAMY, Raju, secrétaire adjoint du
ministere des Finances du Ceylan.

CORDIER, Andrew W., adjoint exécutif au secré-
taire général des Nations Unies.

CoTY, René, président de la France.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, conseiller, ambassade aux
Ftats-Unis (-jan. 1957); chef, Direction écono-
mique.

COULSON, John E., ministre, ambassade du
Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

CREAN, G.G., chef, 2"*™ Direction de liaison avec
la Défense.

CROLL, Senator David, représentant suppléant,
délégation au Conseil économique et social des
Nations Unies.

CROSTHWAITE, P. Moore, représentant permanent
suppléant du Royaume-Uni aupreés des Nations
Unies.

DE CROUY-CHANEL, Etienne, directeur adjoint des
Affaires politiques, ministere des Affaires
étrangeres de la France.

CROWSON, Col. D.L., adjoint militaire au
secrétaire de la Défense (Energie atomique) des
Etats-Unis.

DALGLEISH, Oakley, rédacteur en chef, The Globe
and Mail.

DANIELL, Clifton, correspondant, The New York
Times.

DARE, Col. M.R., commandant, Contingent cana-
dien, FUNU (nov. 1956-mai 1957).

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

CAVELL, R.G. (Nik), Colombo Plan Administrator,
International Economic and Technical Coopera-
tion Division, Department of Trade and
Commerce.

CHAMOUN, Camille, President of Lebanon.

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

CHAUVEL, J.M.H., Ambassador of France in
United Kingdom.

CHOUDRY, Hamidal Haq, Minister for Foreign
Affairs and Commonwealth Relations of
Pakistan (-Sept. 1956).

CHURCHILL, Gordon, M.P. (PC — Winnipeg South
Centre).

CLEVELAND, L.H., Counsellor, High Commission
in Pakistan. (-Aug 1956); American Division.

COLDWELL, M.J., M.P. (Leader, CCF, Rosetown-
Biggar).

CoMAY, Michael S., Ambassador of Israel.

COOMARASWAMY, Raju, Assistant Secretary,
Department of Finance of Ceylon

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

CoTY, René, President of France.

COUILLARD, J. Louis, Counsellor, Embassy in
United States (-Jan. 1957); Head, Economic
Division.

COULSON, John E., Minister, Embassy of United
Kingdom in United States.

CREAN, G.G., Head, Defence Liaison (2) Division.

CROLL, Senator David, Alternate Representative,
Delegation to ECOSOC.

CROSTHWAITE, P. Moore, Deputy Permanent
Representative of United Kingdom to United
Nations.

DE CROUY-CHANEL, Etienne, Deputy Director of
Political Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
France.

CROWSON, Col. D.L., Military Assistant to Secre-
tary of Defense (Atomic Energy) of United
States.

DALGLEISH, Oakley, Editor-in-Chief, The Globe
and Mail.

DANIELL, Clifton, correspondent, The New York
Times.

DARE, Col. M.R., Commanding Officer, Canadian
Contingent, UNEF, (Nov. 1956-May 1957).



LIST OF PERSONS

DARIDAN, Jean Henri, directeur général des
Affairs politiques et économiques, ministere
des Affaires étrangeres de la France.

DAVIDSON, Dr. G.F., sous-ministre (Bien-étre) de
la Santé et du Bien-étre; membre de la déléga-
tion au Conseil é&conomique et social des
Nations Unies.

DAWNAY, contre-amiral Peter, contrfleur adjoint
de la Marine, Amirauté du Royaume-Uni.

DAYAN, General Moshe, chef d’état-major des
forces armées israéliennes.

DEAN, Patrick, sous-secrétaire d'Etat adjoint aux
Affaires étrangeres, Foreign Office du
Royaume-Uni.

DEANE, Philip, correspondant, The Globe and
Mail, Washington.

DEPALMA, Samuel, directeur adjoint (Nations
Unies), Bureau des Affaires politiques et de la
securité, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis
(avr. 1956-).

DESAL M.J., secrétaire des Relations avec le
Commowealth, ministere des Affaires
étrangeres de I’Inde.

DEUTSCH, John J., sous-ministre adjoint, ministére
des Finances.

DIEFENBAKER, John G., député, chef de 1'Opposi-
tion (CP, Prince Albert).

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

DOUGLAS, James H., sous-secrétaire des Forces
aériennes des Etats-Unis (-mar 1957); secrétaire
des Forces aériennes.

DuBs, Adolph, deuxidme secrétaire, ambassade
des Etats-Unis.

DULLES, Allen, directeur, Central Intelligence
Agency des Etats-Unis.

DULLES, John Foster, secrétaire d'Ftat des Etats-
Unis.

DURNFORD-SLATER, vice-amiral Robin Leonard
Francis, officier général et commandant adjoint,
flotte du Royaume-Uni en Méditerranée.

DUTT, Subimal, secrétaire des Affaires étrangres
de I'Inde.

EBAN, Abba, ambassadeur d’Israél aux Etats-Unis.

ECCLES, David, ministre de I’Education du Roy-
aume-Uni (-jan. 1957).

EDEN, Sir Anthony, premier minister et premier
lord du Tresor du Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957).

EEMAN, Harold, ambassadeur de la Belgique.
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DARIDAN, Jean Henri, Director General of
Political and Economic Affairs, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of France.

DAVIDSON, Dr. G.F., Deputy Minister (Welfare) of
National Health and Welfare; Member, Delega-
tion to ECOSOC.

DAWNAY, Rear Admiral Peter, Deputy Controller
of the Navy, Admiralty of United Kingdom.

DAYAN, General Moshe, Chief of Staff, Israeli
Defence Force.

DEAN, Patrick, Assistant Under-Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs, Foreign Office of United
Kingdom.

DEANE, Philip, The Globe and Mail cor-
respondent, Washington.

DEPALMA, Samuel, Deputy Director, Office of
United Nations Political and Security Affairs,
Department of State of United States (April
1956-).

DEsal, M.J., Commonwealth Secretary,
Department of Foreign Affairs of India.

DEUTSCH, John J., Assistant Deputy Minister,
Department of Finance.

DIEFENBAKER, John G., M.P. (Leader of the
Opposition, PC, Prince Albert).

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

DOUGLAS, James H., Under Secretary of Air Force
of United States (-Mar 1957); Secretary of Air
Force.

DuBs, Adolph, Second Secretary, Embassy of
United States.

DULLES, Allen, Director, Central Intelligence
Agency of United States.

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

DURNFORD-SLATER, Vice-Admiral Robin Leonard
Francis, Flag Officer, 2® in Command,
Mediterranean Fleet of United Kingdom.

DUTT, Subimal, Foreign Secretary, Ministry of
External Affairs of India.

EBAN, Abba, Ambassador of Israel in United
States.

EccLES, David, Minister of Education, United
Kingdom (-Jan. 1957).

EDEN, Sir Anthony, Prime Minister and First Lord
of the Treasury of United Kingdom (-Jan.
1957).

EEMAN, Harold, Ambassador of Beigium.
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EISENHOWER, Dwight D., président des Etats-Unis.

EL KHATIB, El Husseini, ambassadeur de I'Egypte.

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

ENGEN, Hans, représentanat permanent de la
Norvege auprés des Nations Unies.

ENTEZAM, Nazrollah, ambassadeur d’Iran aux
Ftats-Unis et chef de la délégation d’Iran 3
I' Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

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

FAURE, Edgar, premier ministre de la France (-jan.
1956).

Fawzi, Dr. Mahmoud, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de 1'Egypte.

FITZMAURICE, sir Gerald, conseiller aupres du
gouvernement du Royaume-Uni a la Cour
internationale de Justice et membre de la
Commission du droit international des Nations
Unies.

FORD, R.A.D., chef, Direction européenne (-mars.
1957).

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

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

FRASER, Blair, correspondant, Macleans.

FURNAS, Howard, Bureau de I’adjoint spécial
(renseignments), département d'Etat des Etats-
Unis.

GALSWORTHY, J.E., adjoint, département des
Affairs du Sud, Foreign Office du Royaume-
Uni.

GARNER, Sir Joseph John Saville, sous-secrétaire
d’Etat suppléant, Bureau des Relations avec le
Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956);
haut-commissaire du Royaume-Uni.

GBEDEMAH, K.A., ministre des Finances du
Ghana.

GEORGE, James, Direction européene.

GEORGE, Senator Walter F. (D-Georgie), président,

Comité des relations étrangeres du Sénat des
Etats-Unis (-jan. 1957).

GEORGES-PICOT, Guillaume, représentant, déléga-
tion de la France a I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

GILBERT, H.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

EISENHOWER, Dwight D., President of United
States.

EL KHATIB, El Husseini, Ambassador of Egypt.

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.

ENTEZAM, Nazrollah, Ambassador of Iran in
United States and Chief of Delegation of Iran
to United Nations General Assembly.

ERELL, Moshe, First Secretary, Embassy of Israel.

FAURE, Edgar, Prime Minister of France,
(-Jan.1956).

FAawzl, Dr. Mahmoud, Foreign Minister of Egypt.

FITZMAURICE, Sir Gerald, Counsel for United
Kingdom Government at International Court of
Justice and member of United Nations Interna-
tional Law Commission.

FoRrD, R.A.D., Head, European Division (-March
1957).

FORTIER, Col.Laval, Deputy Minister of Citizen-
ship and Immigration.

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

FRASER, Blair, Macleans correspondent.

FURNAS, Howard, Office of Special Assistant —
Intelligence, Department of State of United
States.

GALSWORTHY, J.E., Assistant, Southern Depart-
ment, Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

GARNER, Sir Joseph John Saville, Deputy Under-
Secretary of State, Commonwealth Relations
Office of United Kingdom (-Nov. 1956); High
Commissioner of United Kingdom.

GBEDEMAH, K.A., Minister of Finance of Ghana.

GEORGE, James, European Division.

GEORGE, Senator Walter F. (D-Georgia),
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
of United States (-Jan. 1957).

GEORGES-PICOT, Guillaume, Representative, Dele-
gation of France to United Nations General
Assembly.

GILBERT, H.A., First Secretary, Embassy in United
States.



LIST OF PERSONS

GILLESPIE, colonel d’aviation W.L., ARC, adjoint
exécutif au chef de 1'état-major de la Force
aérienne (-nov. 1956); adjoint au chef de I’état-
major de la Force aérienne.

GOHAR, Colonel Salah, représentant de 'Egypte
aupres de la commission consultative de
I’'UNRWA.

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

GOMULKA, Wladyslaw, premier secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti des Ouvriers unifiés de
la Pologne (oct. 1956-).

GRAHAM, Lt. Gen., H.D., chef d’état major
général.

GRANDY, J.F., Direction économique.
GREEN, Howard, député (CP-Vancouver-Quadra).

GREY, Gordon, secrétaire adjoint a la Défense
(Affaires de sécurité internationale), départe-
ment de la Défense des Etats-Unis (-fév. 1957).

GREY, Lome, vice-président, Enérgie atomique du
Canada Litée.

GREY, Rodney Y., Direction des Relations écono-
miques internationales, ministére des Finances
(-sept. 1956); ministere des Affaires
extérieures.

GROMYKO, Andrei, premier vice-ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de 1'Union soviétique
(-fév. 1957); ministre des Affaires étrangéres.

GRONCH], Giovanni, président de 1’Italie.

GRUENTHER, licutenant-général A.M., commandant
supréme des Forces alliées en Europe
(-nov. 1956).

GUDMUNDSSON, Gudmundar J., ministre des
Affaires étrangeres d’Islande (juil.1956-)

GUDMUNSON, Kristinn, ministre des Affaires
€étrangeres d'Islande (-juil. 1956).

DE GUIRINGAUD, Louis, rep‘nésentant, délégation de
la France auprés des Nations Unies.

GUNEWARDENE, Sir Ratnakirti Senerat, ambassa-
deur du Ceylan aux FEtats-Unis et représentant,
délégation du Ceylan 2 la premicre et 2 la
deuxie¢me session spéciales d’urgence de
I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

GUNNENG, Amne, délégation de la Norvege a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

HADLEY, Ed, correspondant, Montreal Star,
Washington.

HADWEN, J.G., Direction du Commonwealth et du
Moyen Orient.
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GILLESPIE, Group Captain W.L., RCAF, Executive
Assistant to Chief of the Air Staff (-Nov
1956); Assistant to Chief of the Air Staff.

GOHAR, Colonel Salah, Representative of Egypt
on UNRWA Advisory Commission.

GOLDEN, David, Deputy Minister of Defence
Production.

GOMULKA, Wladyslaw, First Secretary of Central
Committee, Polish United Workers Party (Oct.
1956-).

GRAHAM, Lt. Gen., H.D., Chief of General Staff.

GRANDY, J.F., Economic Division.
GREEN, Howard, M.P. (PC-Vancouver-Quadra).

GREY, Gordon, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs, Department of
Defense of United States (-Feb 1957).

GREY, Lome, Vice-President, Atomic Energy of
Canada Limited..

GREY, Rodney Y., International Economic Rela-
tions Division, Department of Finance (-Sept.
1956); Department of External Affairs.

GROMYKO, Andrei, First Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Soviet Union (-Feb.1957);
Foreign Minister.

GRONCHI, Giovanni, President of Italy.

GRUENTHER, Lt.-Gen. A.M., Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe (-Nov. 1956).

GUDMUNDSSON, Gudmundar J., Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Iceland (July 1956-).

GUDMUNDSSON, Kristinn, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Iceland (-July 1956).

DE GUIRINGAUD, Louis, Representative, Delegation
of France to United Nations.

GUNEWARDENE, Sir Ratnakirti Senerat, Ambas-
sador of Ceylon to United States and
Representative on Delegation to First and
Second Emergency Special Sessions of United
Nations General Assembly.

GUNNENG, Arne, Delegation of Norway to United
Nations General Assembly.

HADLEY, Ed, Montreal Star correspondent,
Washington.

HADWEN, J.G., Commonwealth and Middle East
Division. -
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HAILSHAM, Viscount, vicomte, premier lord de
I’ Amirauté du Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957);
ministre de 1'Education.

VON HALLSTEIN, Dr. Walter, secrétaire d’Etat de
la République fédérale d’Allemagne.

HAMMARSKIOLD, Dag, secrétaire général des
Nations Unies.

HARDING, maréchal John, gouverneur de Chypre.

HARKNESS, Douglas, député (CP—Calgary Nord).
HARRINGTON, J., Direction économique.
HARRIS, W.E., ministre des Finances.

HATEM, Muhammad Abdul Qadir, directeur
général de I’Information, ministre de la
Conduite nationale et conseiller & I'information
auprds du président d’Egypte.

HAYES, Saul, directeur exécutif, Congres juif
canadien.

HEBERT, Charles P., ambassadeur en Belgique.

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

HEIKAL, Mohammed Hassanein, journaliste
égyptien.

HENDERSON, Larry, comrespondant, Société Radio
Canada.

HENDERSON, Loy, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
Egypt.

HILL, Brian, représentant suppléant, mission
permanente de I’ Australie auprés des Nations
Unies.

HOCKIN, A.B., Direction des Relations écono-
miques internationales, ministere des Finances.

HOFFMAN, Paul, délégué des Etats-Unis 2
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

HOLLAND, Sydney, premier ministre de la
Nouvelle-Zélande.

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

HOME, Lord, secrétaire d’Etat des Relations avec
le Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., sous-secrétaire d’Etat des
Etats-Unis.

HORSEY, Outerbridge, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires du Commonwealth et de I’Europe du
Nord, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

HOURANI, Akram, chef du Partie socialist de
Syrie.

HoweE, C.D., ministre du Commerce et ministre de
la Production pour la défense.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

HAILSHAM, Viscount, First Lord of the Admiralty
of United Kingdom (-Jan.1957); Minister of
Education.

VON HALLSTEIN, Dr. Walter, Secretary of State of
Federal Republic of Germany.

HAMMARSKJOLD, Dag, Secretary General of
United Nations.

HARDING, Field Marshall John, Governor of
Cyprus.

HARKNESS, Douglas, M.P. (PC— Calgary North).
HARRINGTON, James, Economic Division.
HARRIS, W E., Minister of Finance.

HATEM, Muhammad Abdul Qadir, Director
General of Information, Minister of National
Guidance and Adviser to President of Egypt on
Information.

HAYES, Saul, Executive Director, Canadian Jewish
Congress.

HEBERT, Charles P., Ambassador in Belgium.

HEENEY, A.D.P., Ambassador in United States
(-May 1957).

HEIKAL, Mohammed Hassanein, Egyptian
journalist.

HENDERSON, Larry, correspondent, CBC.

HENDERSON, Loy, Ambassador of United States in
Egypt.

HILL, Brian, Alternate Representative, Permanent
Mission of Australia to United Nations.

HOCKIN, A.B., International Economic Relations
Division, Department of Finance.

HOFFMAN, Paul, United States Delegate to United
Nations General Assembly.

HOLLAND, Sydney, Prime Minister of New
Zealand.

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

HOME, Lord, Secretary of State for Com-
monwealth Relations of United Kingdom.

HOOVER, Herbert Jr., Under Secretary of State of
United States.

HORSEY, Outerbridge, Director, Office of British
Commonwealth and Northern European
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

HOURANI, Akram, Socialist leader in Syria.

Howe, C.D., Minister of Trade and Commerce
and Minister of Defence Production.



LIST OF PERSONS

HUMPHREY, George M., secrétaire au Trésor des
Etats-Unis.

HUSSEIN IBN TALAL, roi de Jordanie.

IGNATIEFF, George, chef, 1** Direction de liaison
avec la Défense.

IKRAMULLAH, Begum Shaista, représentante, délé-
gation du Pakistan aupres des Nations Unies.

IKRAMULLAH Mohammed, haut-commissaire du
Pakistan au Royaume-Uni.

IsMAY, lord, secrétaire général de I'OTAN (-avr.
1957).

JACKSON, sir Robert, président, Commission
préparatoire du Ghana sur le projet du fleuve
Volta.

JAMALL, Mohammed Fadil al-, représentant perma-
nent d’Irak aupreés des Nations Unies.

JOHNSON, David M., commissaire, CISC, Vietnam
(-avr. 1956); ambassadeur en Union Soviétique.

JOHNSTON, Eric, présidént, International Develop-
ment Advisory Board, Administration de la
coopération internationale des Etats-Unis.

JONASSON, Hermann, premier ministre d’Islande
(juill. 1956-).

JONSSON, Emil, ministre des Affaires étrangeres de
I'Islande.

JORDAAN, Jan Ruiter, haut-commissaire par inté-
rim d’Afrique du Sud au Royaume-Uni.

JUIN, Alphonse P., maréchal de France et com-
mandant en chef, Forces terrestres alliées,
Europe centrale.

KAMMHUBER, lieutenant-général Josef, chef des
Forces aériennes de la République fédérale
d’Allemagne (sept 1956-).

KARAMANLIS, Constantinos, premier ministre de la
Grece.

KARAOLIS, Michael, membre d’ENOS, exécuté le
10 mai 1956 pour avoir tué un policier.

KEEBLE, T.W., premier secrétaire et représentant
du Bureau des Relations avec le Commonwe-
alth, mission permanente du Royaume-Uni
aupres des Nations Unies.

KEYFITZ, Nathan, statisticien, Bureau fédéral de la
statistique et chef du Bureau de la coopération
technique, Plan de Colombo.

KHAN, Mir, ambassadeur du Pakistan aupres'des
Nations Unies.

KHROUCHTCHEV, N.S., premier secrétaire du
Comité central du Parti communiste de 1’Union
soviétique.
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HUMPHREY, George, Secretary of Treasury of
United States.

HUSSEIN IBN TALAL, King of Jordan.

IGNATIEFF, George, Head, Defence Liaison (1)
Division.

IKRAMULLAH, Begum Shaista, Representative,
Delegation of Pakistan to United Nations.

IKRAMULLAH Mohammed, High Commissioner of
Pakistan in United Kingdom.

ISMAY, Lord, Secretary-General, NATO (-Apr.
1957).

JACKSON, Sir Robert, Chairman, Volta River
Project Preparatory Commission of Ghana.

JAMALI, Mohammed Fadil al- , Permanent
Representative of Iraq to United Nations.

JOHNSON, David M., Commissioner, ICSC,
Vietnam (-Apr. 1956); Ambassador in Soviet
Union.

JOHNSTON, Eric, Chairman of the International
Development Advisory Board, International
Cooperation Administration of United States.

JONASSON, Hermann, Prime Minister of Iceland
(July 1956-).

JONSSON, Emil, Foreign Minister of Iceland.

JORDAAN, Jan Ruiter, Acting High Commissioner
of South Africa in United Kingdom.

JUIN, Alphonse P., Marshal of France and
Commander-in-Chief, Allied Land Forces
Central Europe.

KAMMHUBER, Lt. Gen. Josef, Chief of the Air
Force, Federal Republic of Germany (Sept
1956-).

KARAMANLIS, Constantinos, Prime Minister of
Greece.

KARAOLIS, Michael, member of ENOS, executed
May 10, 1956 for killing a policeman.

KEEBLE, T.W., First Secretary and Commonwealth
Relations Office Representative, Permanent
Mission of United Kingdom to United Nations.

KEYFITZ, Nathan, Statistician, Dominion Bureau of
Statistics and Head of Bureau for Technical
Cooperation, Colombo Plan.

KHAN, Mir, Ambassador of Pakistan to United
Nations.

KHRUSHCHEV, N.S., First Secretary of Central
Committee of Communist Party of Soviet
Union.
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KIDD, George P., conseiller et chargé d’affaires,
ambassade en Isragl.

KIDRON, Mordecai, représentant permanent de
P'Israél aupres des Nations Unies.

KIRKPATRICK, sir Ivone, sous-secrétaire d’Etat
permanent des Affaires étrangeres du
Royaume-Uni (-fév. 1957).

KITCHEN, George, correspondant, Presse
canadienne, Washington.

VAN KLEFFENS, Eelco Nicolas, représentant perma-
nent des Pays-Bas, Conseil de I’ Atlantique
Nord.

KNOWLAND, senateur W. (R.-Californie), déléga-
tion des Etats-Unis a I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

KNOWLES, Stanley, député, (FCC-Winnipeg-Nord-
Centre).

KORPRULU, Fuat, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de la Turquie (-juin 1956).
KOTSCHNIG, Walter, représentant suppléant,

délégation des Etats-Unis au Conseil écono-
mique et social des Nations Unies.

KOUATLY, voir al Quwatli, Shukri

KUZNETSOV, V.V, premier vice-ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de I’Union soviétique et
chef, délégation de 1I’Union soviétique a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

DE LABOULAYE, Frangois, conseiller principal,
délégation de la France aupres des Nations
Unies.

LACOSTE, Francis, ambassadeur de la France.

LAITHWAITE, sir John Gilbert, sous-secrétaire
d’Ftat permanent, Burcau des Relations avec le
Commonwealth du Royaume-Uni.

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

LAMONTAGNE, Maurice, conseiller des Affaires
économiques, Bureau du Conseil prive.

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

LEGER, Jules, sous-secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires
‘ extérieures.

LENNOX-BOYD, Alan, secrétaire d’Etat du
Royaume-Uni pour les Colonies.

LESAGE, Jean, ministre des Affaires du Nord et
des Ressources nationales.

LM YEW HOCK, ministre en chef de Singapour.

LLoYD, John Selwyn, ministre de la Défense du
Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957); Foreign Secretary.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

KIDD, George P., Counsellor and Chargé
d’affaires, Embassy in Israel.

KIDRON, Mordecai, Permanent Representative of
Israel to United Nations.

KIRKPATRICK, Sir Ivone, Permanent Under-
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of United
Kingdom (-Feb. 1957).

KITCHEN, George, correspondent, Canadian Press,
Washington,
VAN KLEFFENS, Eelco Nicolas, Permanent

Representative of the Netherlands to North
Atlantic Council.

KNOWLAND, Senator W. (Rep.-California), Delega-

tion of United States to United Nations General
Assembly.

KNOWLES, Stanley, M.P. (CCF-Winnipeg North
Centre).

KORPRULU, Fuat, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Turkey (-June 1956).

KOTSCHNIG, Walter, Alternate Representative,
Delegation of United States to ECOSOC.

KOUATLY, see al Quwatli, Shukri

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

DE LABOULAYE, Frangois, Senior Adviser, Delega-
tion of France to United Nations.

LACOSTE, Francis, Ambassador of France.

LAITHWATITE, Sir John Gilbert, Permanent Under-
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations
of United Kingdom.

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

LAMONTAGNE, Maurice, Economic Adviser, Privy
Council Office.

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

LEGER, Jules, Under-Secretary of State for
External Affairs.

LENNOX-BOYD, Alan, Secretary of State for the
Colonies of United Kingdom.

LESAGE, Jean, Minister of Northern Affairs and
National Resources.

LiM YEW Hock, Chief Minister of Singapore.

LLOYD, John Selwyn, Minister of Defence of
United Kingdom (- Jan. 1957); Foreign
Secretary.



LIST OF PERSONS

LODGE, Henry Cabot, Jr., représentant permanent
des Etats-Unis auprés des Nations Unies.

LOPER, Herbert, assistant au secrétaire de la
Défense (Energie atomique) des Etats-Unis.

LOUTFI, Omar, représentant pemanent de I'Egypte
aupres des Nations Unies.

Louw, Eric, ministre des Affaires extérieures de
1I'Union d’Afrique du Sud.

Low, Solon, député (chef, PCS, Peace-River).

LUCE, Henry, propriétaire, Time-Life-Fortune.

LUNS, Joseph, ministre des Affaires étrangeres des
Pays-Bas (conjointement avec Johan Beyen
jusqu'en october 1956); ministre des Affaires
étrangéres.

MACARTHUR, Douglas Jr., conseiller, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis (-déc. 1956).

MACDERMOT, T.W L., ambassadeur en Gréce
(-mars 1957).

MACDONALD, Malcolm, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni en Inde.

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

MACKAY, R.A., représentant permanent aupres des
Nations Unies.

MACMILLAN, Harold, chancelier de I'Echiquier du
Royaume-Uni (-jan. 1957); premier ministre.

MAKARIOS, archevéque de Chypre.

MAKINS, Sir Roger, ambassadeur du Royaume-Uni
aux Etats-Unis (-oct. 1956); co-secrétaire
permanent du Trésor.

MALANIA, Leo, assistant spécial du adjoint exécu-
tif au secrétaire général des Nations Unies.

MALIK, Charles, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
du Liban.

MALIK, Y.A. ambassadeur de I'Union soviétique
au Royaume-Uni et délégué a I’ Assemblée
générale des Nations Unies.

MALVERN, Lord, premier ministre de la Fédération
de la Rhodésie et du Nyasaland.

MARLER, George C., ministre des Transports.

MARSHALL, David S., premier ministre et ministre
du Commerce et de I'Industrie du Singapour.

MARTIN, Paul, ministre de la Santé nationale et du
Bien-étre social.

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

MARTINO, Gaetano, ministre des Affaires
étrangéres de I'ltalie.
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LODGE, Henry Cabot, Jr., Representative of United
States to United Nations.

LOPER, Herbert, Assistant to Secretary of Defense
(Atomic Energy) of United States.

LoUTFI, Omar, Permanent Representative of Egypt
to United Nations.

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

Low, Solon, M.P. (Leader, S.C. Party, Peace
River).

LUCE, Henry, Publisher, Time-Life-Fortune.

LUNS, Joseph, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands (concurrently with Johan Beyen
until October 1956); Minister of Foreign
Affairs thereafter.

MACARTHUR, Douglas Jr., Counsellor, Department
of State of United States (-Dec 1956).

MACDERMOT, T.W.L., Ambassador in Greece
(-Mar. 1957).

MACDONALD, Malcolm, High Commissioner of
United Kingdom in India.

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

MACKAY, R.A., Permanent Representative to
United Nations.

MACMILLAN, Harold, Chancellor of the Exchequer
of United Kingdom, (-Jan.1957); Prime
Minister.

MAKARIOS, Archbishop of Cyprus.

MAKINS, Sir Roger, Ambassador of United
Kingdom in United States, (-Oct. 1956); Joint
Permanent Secretary of the Treasury.

MALANIA, Leo, Special Assistant to Executive
Assistant to Secretary General of United
Nations.

MALIK, Charles, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Lebanon.

MALIK, Y.A., Ambassador of Soviet Union in
United Kingdom and Delegate to United
Nations General Assembly.

MALVERN, Lord, Prime Minister of Federation of
Rhodesia and Nyasaland.

MARLER, George C., Minister of Transport.

MARSHALL, David S., Chief Minister and Minister
of Commerce and Industry of Singapore.

MARTIN, Paul, Minister of National Health and
Welfare.

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

MARTINO, Gaetano, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Italy.
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MATTESON, Robert E., directeur du personnel,
Bureau du adjoint spécial au président des
Etats-Unis (désarmament).

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

MAYER, Emest, chef, Affaires de I’Europe du
nord, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

MCBRIDE, sir Philip, ministre de la Défense de
I’ Australie.

MCCARDLE, J.J., 1** Direction de liaison avec la
Défense.

MCcCCLOY, John J., président du conseil d’adminis-
tration de la Chase Manhattan Bank et ambas-
sadeur itinérant des Etats-Unis.

MCcCooK, J., journaliste, Ottawa Journal (-juin
1956).

MCCORDICK, J.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade
en Espagne (-juin 1956); 1** Direction de liai-
son avec la Défense.

MCGAUGHEY, C.E., premier secrétaire, haut-
commissariat en Inde.

MCGILL, A.S., adjoint spécial du secrétaire d’Ftat
aux Affaires extérieures.

MCINNES, G.C., Direction du Commonwealth et
du Moyen-Orient.

MCINTOSH, A.D., secrétaire du ministére des
Affaires étrangeres de Nouvelle-Zélande.

MCINTOSH, David, journaliste, Montreal Gazette.

MCINTOSH, L.M., secrétaire du secrétaire d’Etat
aux Affaires extérieures.

MEEKER, Leonard, conseiller juridique adjoint aux
Affaires des Nations Unies, département d’Etat
des FEtats-Unis.

MEIER (MEYERSON), Golda, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres d’Israél (juin 1956-).

MELAS, Michel, représentant permanent de la
Grece, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord (mars
1956-).

MENDERES, Adnan, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de la Turquie.

MENDES-FRANCE, Pierre, ministre de la France
sans portefeuille (-mai 1956).

MENON, V K. Krishna, ministre de 1’Inde sans
portefeuille (-déc. 1956) et chef de la déléga-
tion de I'Inde a I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies; ministre de la Défense.

MENZIES, Robert, premier ministre de |’ Australie.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

MATTESON, Robert E., Staff Director, Special
Disarmament Staff of Special Assistant to
President of United States on Disarmament.

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

MAYER, Emest, Officer-in-Charge, Northern
European Affairs, Department of State of
United States. :

MCBRIDE, Sir Philip, Minister of Defence of
Australia.

MCCARDLE, l.J., Defence Liaison (1) Division.

McCLoY, John J., Chairman of the Board of
Chase Manhattan Bank and Roving Ambas-
sador of Upited States.

McCooK, 1., reporter, Ottawa Journal (-June
1956). .

MCCORDICK, J.A., First Secretary, Embassy in
Spain (-June 1956); Defence Liaison (1)
Division.

MCGAUGHEY, C.E., First Secretary, High Com-
mission in India.

MCGILL, A.S., Special Assistant to Secretary of
State for External Affairs.

MCINNES, G.C., Commonwealth and Middle East
Division.

MCINTOSH, A.D., Secretary of Department of
External Affairs of New Zealand.

MCINTOSH, David, Journalist, Montreal Gazette.

MCINTOSH, L. M., Secretary to Secretary of State
for External Affairs.

MEEKER, Leonard, Assistant Legal Adviser for
United Nations Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

MEIER (MEYERSON), Golda, Foreign Minister of
Israel (June 1956-).

MELAS, Michel, Permanent Representative of
Greece to North Atlantic Council (Mar. 1956-).

MENDERES, Adnan, Foreign Minister of Turkey.

MENDES-FRANCE, Pierre, Minister without
Portfolio of France (-May 1956).

MENON, V.K. Krishna, Minister without Portfolio,
India (-Dec. 1956) and Chairman of Indian
Delegation to United Nations General
Assembly; Minister of Defence.

MENZIES, Robert, Prime Minister of Australia.



LIST OF PERSONS

MERCHANT, Livingston, secrétaire d’Etat adjoint
aux Affaires européennes, département d’Frat
des Etats-Unis (-juil. 1956); ambassadeur des
Fitats-Unis.

MILLER, maréchal de I’ Air F.R., sous-ministre de
la Défense nationale.

MILLER, sir Frederick Robert Hoyer, ambassadeur
du Royaume-Uni en République fédérale
d’Allemagne (fév. 1957); sous-secrétaire per-
manent au ministére des Affaires extérieures.

MINIFIE, Don, correspondant, Toronto Telegram et
. Société Radio Canada, Washington.

MocH, Jules, délégué permanent de la France 2 la
Commission pour le désarmement des Nations
Unies.

MOLLET, Guy, premier ministre de France (janv.
1956-juin 1957).

MoLoTov, V.M., ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de I’Union soviétique et premier vice-président
du Conseil des ministres.

MONCKTON, sir Walter, ministre de la Défense
nationale du Royaume-Uni (-oct. 1956);
trésorier-payeur de 1'Echiquier (<janv. 1957).

MONK, R.C., ministére des Finances.

MONTGOMERY, vicomte, commandant supréme
adjoint des Forces alliées, OTAN.

MORAN, Herbert, ambassadeur en Turquie.

MOUNTBATTEN, comte, premier lord de I’ Amirauté
du Royaume-Uni.

Muccio, John J., ambassadeur des Etats-Unis en
Islande.

MUNRO, LK., ambassadeur de la Nouvelle-
Zélande aux Etats-Unis et représentant
permanent auprés des Nations Unies.

MURPHY, Robert, sous-secrétaire d’Ftat suppléant,
département d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

MURRAY, Geoffrey, conseiller, mission
permanente auprés des Nations Unies.

MURRAY, R.W., Direction du Commonwealth et
du Moyen-Orient.

NABULSI, Suleiman, premier ministre de la
Jordanie.

NARASIMHAN, C.V., secrétaire exécutif, Comité
économique des Nations Unies pour I’ Asie et
P’Extréme-Orient.

NASSER, colonel Gamal Abdel, premier ministre
de I'Egypte (-juin 1956); président.

NEGUIB, général Mohamed, ancien président de
I'Egypte (juin 1953-déc. 1954).

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, premier ministre de
I’Inde.
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MERCHANT, Livingston, Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs, Department of State
of United States (-July 1956); Ambassador of
United States.

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

MILLER, Sir Frederick Robert Hoyer, Ambassador
of United Kingdom in Federal Republic of
Germany (- Feb 1957); Permanent Under-
Secretary of Foreign Office.

MINIFIE, Don, correspondent, Toronto Telegram
and CBC, Washington.

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

MOLLET, Guy, Prime Minister of France (Jan.
1956-June 1957).

MoLoTtov, V.M., Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Soviet Union and First Deputy Chairman of
Council of Ministers.

MONCKTON, Sir Walter, Minister of Defence of
United Kingdom (-Oct. 1956); Paymaster
—General (-Jan. 1957).

MONK, R.C., Department of Finance.

MONTGOMERY, Viscount, Deputy Supreme Allied
Commander, NATO.

MORAN, Herbert, Ambassador in Turkey.

MOUNTBATTEN, Earl, First Sea Lord of United
Kingdom.

MuccIo, John J., Ambassador of United States in
Iceland.

MUNRO, L.K., Ambassador of New Zealand in
United States and Permanent Representative to
United Nations.

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

MURRAY, Geoffrey, Adviser, Permanent Mission
to United Nations.

MURRAY, R.W., Commonwealth and Middle East
Division.
NABULSI, Suleiman, Prime Minister of Jordan.

NARASIMHAN, C.V., Executive Secretary, United
Nations Economic Committee for Asia and the
Far East.

NASSER, Colonel Gamal Abdel, Prime Minister of
Egypt (-June 1956); President.

NEGUIB, General Mohamed, former President of
Egypt (June 1953-Dec. 1954).

NEHRU, Pandit Jawaharlal, Prime Minister of
India.
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NERVO, Luis, voir Padillo Nervo, Luis.
NESBITT, W.B., député (CP, Oxford).

NKRUMAH, Kwame, premier ministre de la Cote
de I'Or (-mars 1957); président du Ghana.

NOBLE, commandant sir Allan, sous-secrétaire
d’Etat du Royaume-Uni aux Relations avec le
Commonwealth (-nov. 1956); ministre d’Etat
aux Affaires étrangeres.

NOON, Firoz Khan, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres du Pakistan (sept. 1956-).

NORMAN, Herbert, ambassadeur en Egypte (aoiit
1956-4 avr. 1957).

NORSTAD, général Lauris, adjoint Air de I’état-
major, Grand quartier général des puissances
alliées en Europe, OTAN (-nov. 56); comman-
dant supréme des Forces alliées en Europe.

NURI, Said, premier ministre de 1’Irak.
NuTT, J.S., Direction juridique.

NUTTING, Anthony, ministre d'Etat aux Affaires
étrangéres du Royaume-Uni (-oct. 1956).

NYE, sir Archibald, haut-commissaire du
Royaume-Uni (-nov. 1956).

OFORI-ATTA, A.E.A., ministre du gouvernement
local du Ghana.

ORDONNEAU, Pierre, délégation de la France a
I’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

ORMSBY-GORE, David, sous-secrétaire d’'Etat
parlementaire aux Affaires étrangeéres du
Royaumc-Uni (nov. 1956-jan. 1957); ministre
d’Etat aux Affaires étrangeres.

PADILLO NERVO, Luis, secrétaire d’Etat aux
Affaires étrangeres du Mexique.

PALLETT, John, député (CP, Peel).
PALMER, P.E., expert du Plan de Colombo.

PANDIT, madame Vijaya Lakshmi, haut-
commissaire de 1'Inde au Royaume-Uni et
ambassadeur en Irlande.

PARODI, Alexandre, ambassadeur et représentant
permanent de la France, Conseil de
I’ Atlantique Nord.

PATEL, 1.G., président, Comité du questionnaire,
Commission consultative du Plan de Colombo
(Inde).

PATRIARCHE, cdre/air V.H., chef de I’instruction,
ARC.

PEARSON, Lester B., secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires
extérieures et chef de la délégation a I’ Assem-
blée générale des Nations Unies.

PERKINS, George, représentant permanent des
Etats-Unis, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

NERVO, Luis, see Padillo Nervo, Luis.
NEsBITT, W.B., M.P. (PC, Oxford).

NKRUMAH, Kwame, Prime Minister of Gold Coast
(-Mar. 1957); President of Ghana.

NOBLE, Commander Sir Allan, Under-Secretary of
State for Commonwealth Relations of United
Kingdom (-Nov. 1956); Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs.

NOON, Firoz Khan, Foreign Minister of Pakistan
(Sept.1956-).

NORMAN, Herbert, Ambassador in Egypt (Aug.
1956-April 4, 1957).

NORSTAD, General Lauris, Air Deputy, Supreme
Headquarters, Allied Powers in Europe, NATO
(-Nov 56); Supreme Allied Commander in
Europe. .

NURI, Said, Prime Mipister of Iraq.

NuTT, J.S., Legal Division.

NUTTING, Anthony, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of United Kingdom (-Oct. 1956).

NYE, Sir Archibald, High Commissioner of United
Kingdom (-Nov. 1956).

OFORI-ATTA, A.E.A., Minister of Local Govern-
ment of Ghana.

ORDONNEAU, Pierre, Delegation of France to
United Nations General Assembly.

ORMSBY-GORE, David, Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of United
Kingdom (Nov. 1956-Jan. 1957); Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs.

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

PALLETT, John, M.P. (PC, Peel).

PALMER, P.E., Colombo Plan expert.

PANDIT, Madame Vijaya Lakshmi, High
Commissioner of India in United Kingdom and
Ambassdor in Ireland.

PARODI, Alexandre, Ambassador and Permanent
Representative of France to North Atlantic
Council.

PATEL, Dr. L.G., Chairman, Committee on Form of

the Questionnaire, Colombo Plan Consultative
Committee (India).

PATRIARCHE, A/C V_H., Chief of Training, RCAF.

PEARSON, Lester B., Secretary of State for
External Affairs and Chairman, Delegation to
United Nations General Assembly.

PERKINS, George, Permanent Representative of
United States to North Atlantic Council.



LIST OF PERSONS

PHLEGER, Herman, conseiller juridique,
département d’Ftat des Etats-Unis.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., ministre de la Citoyenneté et
de 1I'Immigration.

PICOT, voir Georges-Picot, Guillaume.

PIERCE, S.D., haut-commissaire suppléant au
Royaume-Uni.

PiLLAL sir R.N., secrétaire général, ministere des
Affaires extérieures de 1'Inde.

PINARD, Roch, secrétaire d’Etat.

PINAY, Antoine, ministre des Affaires étrangéres
de la France (-jan. 1956).

PINEAU, Christian, ministre des Affaires étrangeres
de France (fév. 1956-).

PINK, Ivor, sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint, Foreign
Office du Royaume-Uni.

PLOWDEN, sir Edwin, président, Atomic Energy
Authority du Royaume-Uni.

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

POLLOCK, Sidney, représentant suppléant, déléga-
tion a 1’ Assemblée générale des Nations Unies.

POWELL, sir Richard, sous-secrétaire, ministere de
la Défense du Royaume-Uni (jusqu’en 1956);
secrétaire permanent, ministére de la Défense.

PRITCHARD, Neil, haut-commissaire suppléant du
Royaume-Uni (-avr. 1957).

PROTITCH, Dragoslav, sous-secrétaire, département
des Affaires émanant de la Commission de
politique et de sécurité, Secrétariat des Nations
Unies, et représentant du secrétaire général au
sous-comité de la Commission du désarmement
des Nations Unies.

PRUDHAM, George, ministre des Mines et Relevés
techniques et envoyé spécial au Ghana.

QUARLES, Donald A., secrétaire des Forces
aériennes des Etats-Unis (-avr. 1957).

QUuIsT, sir Emmanuel, président de I’ Assemblée
législative du Ghana.

AL-QUWATLI, Shukri, président de la Syrie (aoft
1955-).

RADCLIFFE, lord, commissaire & la constitution du
Royaume-Uni a Chypre.

RADFORD, amiral A.W., président, Comité des
chefs d’état-major des Etats-Unis.

RAE, Saul, ministre, ambassade aux Etats-Unis
(oct. 1956-).

RAFAEL, Gideon, délégation d’Israél aupres des
Nations Unies.
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PHLEGER, Herman, Legal Adviser, Department of
State of United States.

PICKERSGILL, J.W., Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration.

PICOT, see Georges-Picot, Guillaume.

PIERCE, S.D., Deputy High Commissioner in
United Kingdom.

PiLLAL Sir R.N., Secretary-General, Ministry of
External Affairs of India.

PINARD, Roch, Secretary of State.

PINAY, Antoine, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
France (-Jan 56).

PINEAU, Christian, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
France (Feb 56-).

PINK, Ivor, Assistant Under- Secretary of State,
Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

PLOWDEN, Sir Edwin, President, Atomic Energy
Authority of United Kingdom.

PLUMPTRE, A.F.W., Assistant Deputy Minister,
Department of Finance.

POLLOCK, Sidney, Alternate Representative, Dele-
gation to United Nations General Assembly.

POWELL, Sir Richard, Deputy Secretary, Ministry
of Defence of United Kingdom (to 1956);
Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Defence.

PRITCHARD, Neil, Deputy High Commissioner of
United Kingdom (-Apr 1957).

PROTITCH, Dragoslav, Under-Secretary, Depart-
ment of Political and Security Council Affairs,
United Nations Secretariat, and Representative
of Secretary-General at Sub-committee of
United Nations Disarmament Commission.

PRUDHAM, George, Minister of Mines and Techni-
cal Surveys and Special Envoy to Ghana.

QUARLES, Donald A., Secretary of Air Force of
United States (-April 1957).

QUuIST, Sir Emmanuel, Speaker of Legislative
Assembly of Ghana.

AL-QUWATLI, Shukri, President of Syria
(Aug.1955-).

RADCLIFFE, Lord, Constitutional Commissioner of
United Kingdom for Cyprus.

RADFORD, Admiral A.W., Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff of United States.

RAE, Saul, Minister, Embassy in United States
(Oct. 1956-).

RAFAEL, Gideon, Delegation of Israel to United
Nations.



RAMSBOTHAM, Peter Edward, premier secrétaire,
mission permanente du Royaume-Uni auprgs
des Nations Unies (-juin 1957).

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

RAYMONT, colonel Robert Lewis, second du
président du Comité des chefs d’état-major
(juil. 1956-).

READING, lord, ministre d’Etat aux Affaires
étrangeres du Royaume-Uni (-janv. 1957).

REID, Escott, haut-commissaire en Inde.

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

RICKETS, contre-amiral Claude V., adjoint spécial
au chef adjoint des opérations navales des
Ftats-Unis (-mai 1957).

RITCHIE, A.E., chef, Direction économique (-déc.
1956); conseiller économique, ambassade aux
Etats-Unis.

RITCHIE, C.S.A., ambassadeur en République
fédérale d’Allemagne.

ROBERTS, sir Frank, représentant permanent du
Royaume-Uni, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord
(fév. 1957-).

ROBERTS, Chalmers, correspondant, Washington
Post.

ROBERTSON, N.A., haut-commissaire au Royaume-
Uni (-avr. 1957); ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis.

ROBERTSON, Walter S., secrétaire adjoint aux
Affaires de I'Extréme-Orient, département
d'Ftat des Etats-Unis.

ROBINSON, H.B., Direction du Commonwealth et
du Moyen-Orient.

ROCKWELL, Stuart, Bureau des Affaires du |
Proche-Orient, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

ROGERS, R.L., ministére des Affaires extérieures.

RONNING, Chester A., ambassadeur en Norvege et
en Islande.

ROPER, J.C.A., premier secrétaire, ambassade du
Royaume-Uni aux Etats-Unis.

ROsS, Robin, premier secrétaire, haut-
commissariat du Royaume-Uni.

ROUNTREE, William M., sous-secrétaire d’Etat
adjoint au Proche-Orient, 4 1'Asie du Sud et 2
I’ Afrique, département d’Etat des Etats-Unis
(aolt 1956-).

ROWAN, sir Leslie, Conseil du Trésor du
Royaume-Uni.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

RAMSBOTHAM, Peter Edward, First Secretary,
Permanent Mission of United Kingdom to
United Nations (-June 1957).

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

RAYMONT, Col. Robert Lewis, Executive Officer
to Chairman of Chiefs of Staff (July 1956-).

READING, Lord, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of United Kingdom (-Jan. 1957).

REID, Escott, High Commissioner in India.

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

RICKETS, Rear Admiral Claude V., Special Assis-
tant to Deputy Chief of Naval Operations of
United States (-May 1957).

RITCHIE, A.E., Head, Economic Division (-Dec
1956); Economic Counsellor, Embassy in
United States.

RITCHIE, C.S.A., Ambassador in Federal Republic
of Germany.

ROBERTS, Sir Frank, Permanent Representative of
United Kingdom to North Atlantic Council
(Feb 1957-).

ROBERTS, Chalmers, correspondent, Washington
Post.

ROBERTSON, N.A., High Commissioner in United
Kingdom (-Apr. 1957); Ambassador in United
States.

ROBERTSON, Walter S., Assistant Secretary for Far
Eastern Affairs, Department of State of United
States.

ROBINSON, H.B., Commonwealth and Middle East
Division.

ROCKWELL, Stuart, Office of Near Eastern Affairs,
Department of State of United States.

ROGERS, R.L., Department of External Affairs.

RONNING, Chester A., Ambassador in Norway and
Iceland.

ROPER, J.C.A., First Secretary, Embassy of United
Kingdom in United States.

Ross, Robin, First Secretary, High Commission of
United Kingdom.

ROUNTREE, William M., Deputy Assistant Secreta-
ry of State for Near Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs, Department of State of United
States(Aug. 1956-).

ROWAN, Sir Leslie, Treasury Board of United
Kingdom.



LIST OF PERSONS

RuUIZ CORTINES, Adolfo, président du Mexique.

SABRY, Ali, directeur du Renseignement pour les
relations avec I’extérieur de 1’Egypte (juin
1956-mai 1957).

SAINT-LAURENT, Louis S., premier ministre.

SALAM, Saeb, ancien premier ministre du Liban
(1952 et 1953).

SALISBURY, lord, lord président du Conseil du
Royaume-Uni (-mars 1957).

SALMON, colonel Katriel, attaché de défense,
ambassade d’Israél.

SANDLER, Richard, délégation de la Suede aupres
des Nations Unies.

SANDYS, Duncan, ministre du Logement et du
gouvernement local du Royaume-Uni (-jan.
1957); ministre de la Défense.

SARPER, Selim, représentant de la Turquie auprés
des Nations Unies.

SAUD, ibn Abdal al-Aziz, roi d’Arabie saoudite.

SCHURMANN, Carl, ambassadeur et représentant
permanent des Pays-Bas auprés des Nations
Unies.

SCOTT, S.M,, haut-commissaire au Pakistan (-fév.
1957).

SERRAJ, lieutenant-colonel Abdel, commandant du
Renseignement militaire, armée de la Syrie.

SHAFQAT, Mahmood, délégation du Pakistan
auprés des Nations Unies.

SHARETT, Moshe, ministere des Affaires
étrangeres d'Israél (-juin 1956).

SHELDON, Huntingdon, directeur adjoint du
Renseignement de situation, Central Intelli-
gence Agency des Ftats-Unis.

SHEPILOV, Dmitrd Trofimovich, ministre des
Affaires étrangeéres de 1’Union soviétique (juin
1956-fév. 1957).

SHUCKBURGH, Charles, sous-secrétaire adjoint,
Foreign Office du Royaume-Uni (-juin 1956).

SICOTTE, Gilles, Direction juridique.
SINCLAIR, James, ministre des Pécheries.

SINCLAIR, Adelaide, adjointe exécutive du sous-
ministre de la Santé nationale et du Bien-étre
social et représentante auprés de I'UNICEF.

SKAUG, Amne, ministre du Commerce de la
Norvege, gouverneur de la Banque internatio-
nale pour la reconstruction et le développement
et représentant en chef de la Norvege auprds de
la Commission économique pour I'Europe des
Nations Unies.

' SLATER, voir Durmnford-Slater.
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Ruiz CORTINES, Adolfo, President of Mexico.

SABRY, Ali, Director of Intelligence for External
Activities, Egypt (June 1956- May 1957).

ST-LAURENT, Louis S., Prime Minister.

SALAM, Saeb, Former Prime Minister of Lebanon
(1952 and 1953).

SALISBURY, Lord, Lord President of the Council
of the United Kingdom (-Mar. 1957).

SALMON, Colonel Katriel, Military Attaché,
Embassy of Israel.

SANDLER, Richard, Delegation of Sweden to
United Nations.

SANDYS, Duncan, Minister of Housing and Local
Govemnment of United Kingdom (-Jan 1957);
Minister of Defence.

SARPER, Selim, Representative of Turkey to
United Nations.

SAUD, ibn Abdal al-Aziz, King of Saudi Arabia.

SCHURMANN, Carl, Ambassador and Permanent
Representative of the Netherlands to United
Nations.

SCOTT, S.M., High Commissioner in Pakistan
(-Feb. 1957).

SERRAJ, Lt.-Col. Abdel, Military Intelligence
Commander, Army of Syria.

SHAFQAT, Mahmood, Delegation of Pakistan to
United Nations.

SHARETT, Moshe, Foreign Minister of Israel (-June
1956).

SHELDON, Huntingdon, Assistant Director for
Current Intelligence, Central Intelligence
Agency of United States.

SHEPILOV, Dmitri Trofimovich, Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Soviet Union (June 1956-
Feb. 1957).

SHUCKBURGH, Charles, Assistant Under-Secretary,
Foreign Office of United Kingdom (-June
1956).

SICOTTE, Gilles, Legal Division.
SINCLAIR, James, Minister of Fisheries.
SINCLAIR, Adelaide, Executive Assistant to Deputy

Minister of National Health and Welfare and
Representative to UNICEF.

SKAUG, Amne, Minister of Commerce of Norway,
Govemor, International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, and Chief Norwegian
Representative on Economic Commission for
Europe of United Nations.

SLATER, see Durnford-Slater.
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SLEMON, maréchal de I'Air C.R., chef d’état-major
aérien.

SMITH, Gerard, adjoint spécial au secrétaire d'Etat
des Etats-Unis sur les questions atomiques.

SOBOLEV, Arkadey A., représentant permanent de
I’Union soviétique auprés des Nations Unies et
délégué a I' Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

SOUTHWELL, C.A.P., ministre des Travaux publics
et des Communications, Saint-Kitts-et-Nevis et
Anguilla.

SPAAK, Paul-Henri, ministre des Affaires étran-
geres de la Belgique (-mai 1957); secrétaire
général de ’'OTAN.

SPARLING, major-général H.A., président, état-
major interarmes du Canada aux Etats-Unis.
SPENDER, sir Percy, ambassadeur d’ Australie aux

Etats-Unis et chef suppléant, délégation
d’Australie 2 I'Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

DE STAERCKE, André, représentant permanent de
la Belgique, Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

STASSEN, Harold, adjoint spécial au président des
Ftats-Unis (désarmement).

STEEL, sir Christopher, représentant permanent du
Royaume-Uni, Conseil de I' Atlantique Nord
(-fév. 1957).

STONE, W.F., deuxiéme secrétaire, ambassade en
République fédérale d’Allemagne (-mars 1956);
ministere des Affaires extérieures.

STONER, O.G., Direction économique.

STRATH, William, membre, Atomic Energy
Authority du Royaume-Uni.

STRUDOM, J.G., premier ministre d’ Afrique du
Sud.

STUART, R. Douglas, ambassadeur des Etats-Unis
(-juin 1956).

SUHRAWARDY, Huseyn Shaheed, premier ministre
du Pakistan (sept. 1956-).

TAYLOR, D.R., deuxi®éme secrétaire, ambassade
aux FEtats-Unis.

TAYLOR, K.W., sous-ministre des Finances.

TEAKLES, J.M., conseiller, haut-commissariat en
Inde (sept. 1956-).

THEOTOKIS, Spyros, ministre des Affaires
étrangeres de Gréce (-mai 1956).

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

THORNEYCROFT, Peter, président, Chambre de
commerce du Royaume-Uni (-janv. 1957);
chancelier de 1'Echiquier.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

SLEMON, Air Marshal C.R., Chief of Air Staff.

SMITH, Gerard, Special Assistant for Atomic
Affairs to Secretary of State of United States.

SOBOLEV, Arkadey A., Permanent Representative

of Soviet Union to United Nations and Dele-
gate to United Nations General Assembly.

SOUTHWELL, C.A.P., Minister for Public Works
and Communications, St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla.

SPAAK, Paul-Henri, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Belgium (-May 1957); Secretary-General of
NATO.

SPARLING, Maj.-Gen. H.A., Chairman, Canadian
Joint Staff in United States.

SPENDER, Sir Percy, Ambassador of Australia in
United States and Vice-Chairman, Delegation
of Australia to United Nations General
Assembly.

DE STAERCKE, André, Permanent Representative
of Belgium to North Atlantic Council.

STASSEN, Harold, Special Assistant to President of
United States on Disarmament.

STEEL, Sir Christopher, Permanent Representative
of United Kingdom to North Atlantic Council
(-Feb 1957).

STONE, W.F., Second Secretary, Embassy in
Federal Republic of Germany (-Mar.1956);
Department of External Affairs.

STONER, O.G., Economic Division.

STRATH, William, Member, Atomic Energy
Authority of United Kingdom.

STRUDOM, J.G., Prime Minister of South Africa.

STUART, R. Douglas, Ambassador of United States
(- June 1956).

SUHRAWARDY, Huseyn Shaheed, Prime Minister of
Pakistan (Sept. 1956-).

TAYLOR, D.R., Second Secretary, Embassy in
United States.

TAYLOR, K.W., Deputy Minister of Finance.

TEAKLES, J.M., Counsellor, High Commission in
India (Sept. 1956-).

THEOTOKIS, Spyros, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Greece (-May 1956).

THOMPSON, Tyler, Minister, Embassy of United
States.

THORNEYCROFT, Peter, President, Board of Trade
of United Kingdom (-Jan.1957); Chancellor of
the Exchequer.



LIST OF PERSONS

THORS, Olafur, premier ministre d’Islande (-juil.
1956).

TIMMONS, Benson E.L. III, directeur, Bureau des
Affaires régionales européennes, département
d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

TWINING, général Nathan F., chef d’état-major,
USAF.

URQUIA, Miguel, délégation du Salvador aupres
des Nations Unies.

URRUTIA, Francisco, représentant permanent de la
Colombie a I'Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

VARCOE, F.P., procureur général adjoint.

VENTKATARAMAN, R, représentant de I’Inde,
Cinquie¢me comité de I’ Assemblée générale des
Nations Unies.

VEST, George, section des Affaires canadiennes,
Direction des Affaires du Commonwealth,
département d’Etat des Etats-Unis.

DE VILLELUME, Paul, conseiller, ambassade de
France.

VITETTI, Leonardo, représentant permanent de
I’Italie & I’ Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

WADSWORTH, James A., représentant suppléant
des Etats-Unis aux Nations Unies.

WALKER, E. Ronald., ambassadeur et représentant
permanent d’ Australie auprés des Nations
Unies.

WALKER, John, correspondant, Southam News,
Washington.

WAN WAITHAYAKON, prince K.N.B., ministre des
Affaires étrangeres de la Thailande; chef, délé-
gation de la Thailande a I' Assemblée générale
des Nations Unies et président de la
11¢ Assemblée générale.

WARREN, J.H., directeur exécutif canadien supplé-
ant, Fonds monétaire international et Banque
internationale de reconstruction et de dévelop-
pement (-mars 1957); conseiller, délégation 2a
P’Organisation européenne de coopération
économique, Paris (avr. 1957-).

WATKINS, J.B.C., ambassadeur en Union
soviétique (-avr. 1956); chef, Direction du
Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient.

WEBB, sir Clifton, haut-commissaire de la
Nouvelle-Zélande au Royaume-Uni.

WELBECK, N.A., ministre des Travaux du Ghana.

WERSHOF, M.H., sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux
Affaires extérieures et conseiller juridique.
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THORS, Olafur, Prime Minister of Iceland (-July
1956).

TIMMONS, Benson E.L. III, Director of Office of
European Regional Affairs, Department of
State of United States.

TWINING, General, Nathan F., Chief of Staff,
USAF.

URQUIA, Miguel, Delegation of El Salvador to
United Nations.

URRUTIA, Francisco, Permanent Representative of
Colombia to United Nations General Assembly.

VARCOE, F.P., Deputy Attorney General.

VENTKATARAMAN, R., Representative of India,
Fifth Committee of United Nations General
Assembly.

VEST, George, Canadian Desk, Office of
Commonwealth Affairs, Department of State of
United States.

DE VILLELUME, Paul, Counsellor, Embassy of
France.

VITETT], Leonardo, Permanent Representative of
Italy to United Nations General Assembly.

WADSWORTH, James A., Deputy Representative of
United States to United Nations.

WALKER, E. Ronald., Ambassador and Permanent
Representative of Australia to United Nations.

WALKER, John, correspondent, Southam News,
Washington.

WAN WAITHAYAKON, Prince K.N.B., Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Thailand, Head, Delegation
of Thailand to United Nations General
Assembly and President of 11" General
Assembly.

WARREN, J.H., Alternate Canadian Executive
Director, IMF and IBRD (-Mar. 1957);
Counsellor, Delegation to OEEC, Paris
(Apr. 1957-).

WATKINS, J.B.C., Ambassador in Soviet Union
(-April 1956); Head, Commonwealth and
Middle East Division.

WEBB, Sir Clifton, High Commissioner of New
Zealand in United Kingdom.

WELBECK, N.A., Minister of Works of Ghana.

WERSHOF, M.H., Assistant Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs and Legal Adviser.



liv

WHEELER, brigadier général Raymond A., US
Army Corps of Engineers (2 la retraite);
ingénieur-conseil a la Banque internationale
pour la reconstruction et le développement.

WHITE, général Thomas D., chef d’état-major
suppléant, USAF.

WILGRESS, L. D., représentant permanent aupres
du Conseil de I’ Atlantique Nord.

WILKINS, Fraser, directeur, Bureau des Affaires du
Proche-Orient, département d’Etat des Etats-
Unis.

WILLIAMS, major E.J., état-major interarmes
canadien aux Etats-Unis.

WILLIAMS, Owen, président, groupe de travail
préliminaire, Comité consultatif du Plan de
Colombo (R.-U.).

WILSON, Charles, secrétaire a la Défense des
Ftats-Unis.

WINTERS, Robert, ministre des Travaux publics.

WRIGHT, Dennis, sous-secrétaire adjoint, Foreign
Office du Royaume-Uni.

YAFEH, Aviad, deuxiéme secrétaire, ambassade
d’Isragl.

YINGLING, R.T., conseiller juridique adjoint,
département d’Etat des Ftats-Unis.

ZAMIATINE, Leonid M., premier secrétaire, mission
permanente de 1I'Union soviétique aupres des
Nations Unies et membre, délégation de
I’Union soviétique a la Commission sur le
désarmement.

ZEINEDDINE, Farid, ambassadeur de Syrie aux
Ftats-Unis et chef suppléant, délégation de la
Syrie a 1’Assemblée générale des Nations
Unies.

ZORIN, Valentin A., ambassadeur de I'Union
soviétique en République fédérale
d’Allemagne.

LISTE DES PERSONNALITES

WHEELER, Brigadier-General Raymond A., US
Army Corps of Engineers (retired); engineering
consultant to International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development.

WHITE, General Thomas D., Deputy Chief of
Staff, USAF.

WILGRESS, L. D., Permanent Representative to
North Atlantic Council.

WILKINS, Fraser, Director, Office of Near Eastern
Affairs, Department of State of United States.

WILLIAMS, Maj. E.J., Canadian Joint Staff in
United States.

WILLIAMS, Owen, Chairman, Preliminary Working
Group, €olombo Plan Consultative Committee
(UK.).

WILSON, Charles, Secretary of Defense of United
States.

WINTERS, Robert, Minister of Public Works.

WRIGHT, Dennis, Assistant Under-Secretary,
Foreign Office of United Kingdom.

YAFEH, Aviad, Second Secretary, Embassy of
Israel.

YINGLING, R.T., Assistant Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State of United States.

ZAMYATIN, Leonid M., First Secretary, Permanent
Mission of Soviet Union to United Nations and
member, Delegation of Soviet Union to
Disarmament Commission.

ZEINEDDINE, Farid, Ambassador of Syria in United
States and Vice Chairman, Delegation of Syria
to United Nations General Assembly.

ZORIN, Valentin A., Ambassador of Soviet Union
in Federal Republic of Germany.
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C 18964

Lester B. Pearson addressing the | 1th Session Lester B. Pearson prend la parole devant la
of the UN General Assembly, November 19, 11¢ session de I’ Assemblée générale des Nations
1956. Unies, 19 novembre 1956,



PA 155559

Lester B. Pearson giving a press conference Lester B. Pearson donne une conférence de
after Britain and France sent troops into Egypt, presse aprés l'envoi de troupes en Egypte par
October 30, 1956. I'Angleterre et la France le 30 octobre 1956.

-
PA 108139

Corporal Frank Walsh of the 1# Battalion, Le caporal Frank Walsh, du I= bataillon des
Queen’s Own Rifles of Canada, preparing for UN Quecen’s Own Rifles of Canada, se prépare a une
peacekeeping duty in the Middle East, November mission de maintien de la paix au Moyen-Orient

1956. en novembre 1956.



UN 51397

UN Secretary-General Dag
Hammarskjold (standing) reading a docu-
ment with Lester B. Pearson at the UN
Headquarters before the opening of the
11th UN General Assembly.

PA 112766

Elizabeth ~ MacCallum,  chargé
d’affaires, Canadian Legation, Beirut,

Lebanon

Le Secrétaire général de I'ONU Dag
Hammarskjold (debout) lit un document
en compagnie de Lester B. Pearson au
Siege de 'ONU avant |'ouverture de la
11 session de I"Assemblée générale.

Elizabeth MacCallum, chargé d’af-
faires, légation du Canada, Beyrouth, -
Liban.



PA 117597

Canadian representatives at the 11th UN
General Assembly, February 15, 1957. Left to
right: John Holmes, Geoffrey Murray,
R.A. MacKay, AS. McGill, and Lester B.

Pearson.

PA 113009
Major-General E.L.M. Bums.

Les représentants du Canada a la 11° session
de I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies le
15 février 1957. De gauche a droite: John
Holmes, Geoffrey Murray, R.A. MacKay,
A.S. McGill et Lester B. Pearson.

Major-Général E.L.M. Burns.
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Lester B. Pearsan (centre), is greeted on his L’ambassadeur du Canada en Allemagne de
arrival in Bonn for the first NATO ministerial 1"Ouest, Charles Ritchie (a droite), et le Chef du
meeting in West Germany by Canadian Ambas- protocole de ce pays, Emst-Guenther Mohr,
sador Charles Ritchie (right), and Dr. Emst- accueillent Lester B. Pearson (au centre) a son
Guenther Mohr, West German chief of protocol. arrivée 2 Bonn pour la premiére réunion ministér-
May 1, 1957. ielle de 'OTAN en Allemagne de 1I'Ouest le

ler mai 1957.

NATO Photo
NATO’s “Three Wise Men™ in May 1956: Les « trois sages » de 'OTAN en mai 1956 :
Halvard Lange (Norway), Gactano Martino Halvard Lange (Norvege), Gactano Martino

(Italy) and Lester B. Pearson. (Italie) et Lester B. Pearson.
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At the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting in London, June-
July, 1956. Left to right: Solomon Bandaranaike (Sri Lanka), Jawaharlal
Nehru (India), Sydney Holland (New Zealand), Louis St. Laurent
(Canada), Anthony Eden (United Kingdom), R.G. Menzies (Australia),
J.G. Strijdom (South Africa), Mohammad Ali (Pakistan), and Lord
Malvern (Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland).

Réunion des Premiers ministres du Commonwealth a Londres, juin-
juillet 1956. De gauche a droite : Solomon Bandaranaike (Sri Lanka),
Jawaharlal Nehru (Inde), Sydney Holland (Nouvelle-Zélande), Louis
St-Laurent (Canada), Anthony Eden (Royaume-Uni), R.G. Menzies
(Australie), J.G. Strijdom (Afrique du Sud), Mohammad Ali (Pakistan)
et Lord Malvern (Fédération de la Rhodésie et du Niassaland).
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Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India Le Premier ministre Jawaharlal Nehru de
addresses a press conference during his visit to I'Inde lors d’une conférence de presse pendant sa
Ottawa in December 1956. visite a Ottawa en décembre 1956.

PA 159582

The diesel engine *“Ontario,” supplied to La locomotive diesel « Ontario » fournie au
Sri Lanka under the Colombo Plan by the Canadi- Sri Lanka par le gouvernement du Canada dans le
an Government, pulls into Mount Lavinia Station, cadre du Plan Colombo entre a la gare de Mount

Colombo, Sri Lanka. Lavinia, a Colombo, au Sri Lanka.
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Left to right: Selwyn Lloyd, Louis De gauche & droite : Selwyn Lloyd, Louis
St. Laurent, Harold Macmillan, Lester B. Pearson, St-Laurent, Harold Macmillan, Lester B. Pearson
and C.D. Howe during the Anglo-Canadian meet- et C.D. Howe pendant les rencontres anglo-

ings in Bermuda, March 1957. canadiennes aux Bermudes en mars 1957.









CHAPITRE PREMIER/CHAPTER 1

LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ
THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

PREMIERE PARTIE/PART 1

MOYEN-ORIENT
MIDDLE EAST

SECTION A

RELATIONS ARABES-ISRAELIENNES
ARAB-ISRAELI RELATIONS

L DEA/50134-40

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], January 31, 1956

ISRAEL

At his own request, the Israeli Ambassador called on the Head of the Commonwealth
and Middle East Division on the evening of January 30.

2. Mr. Comay began the interview by referring to his letter to you dated January 27 (copy
attached)t and specifically to its third paragraph which alludes to “certain communications
which have a bearing on the problem of Middle East peace and in which you might find
considerable interest.” Mr. Comay understood that it was not possible for you to see him
until the External Affairs debate was over, but he thought that it might be useful to you to
see the “communications” prior to your meeting with Sir Anthony Eden and Mr. Selwyn
Lloyd.!

3. Mr. Comay said the “communications” consisted of an exchange of correspondence
between Mr. Dulles and Mr. Sharett regarding the possibility of a formula for the solution
of the boundary aspect of the Arab-Israeli dispute.? He said that the correspondence dealt
with the problem in considerable detail, and that it was accompanied by marginal observa-
tions by Mr. Sharett and Mr. Eban.

4. Mr. Comay said that when he was in Washington he had asked Mr. Eban whether he
could show this correspondence to you. Mr. Eban had said that he had no objection, pro-

! Voir Chapitre 4, 3¢ partie, section C(i).
See Chapter 4, Part 3, Section C(i).

2 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1955-1957,
Volume XIV, Washington D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1989, pp. 802-803, 823-825,
844-848, and 889, and Volume XV, Washington D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1989,
pp. 26-27. ) i
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vided that Mr. Sharett’s permission were secured. Mr. Comay telegraphed Mr. Sharett and
obtained his permission. He added that, although this would exceed his instructions, he
would have no objection to leaving the documents with you on a “see and return” basis.

5. Although he did not say so, we gained the impression that this initiative on
Mr. Comay’s part resulted from the favourable impression which was made upon him and
upon Mr. Eban by your speech in the House on January 24.2

6. We undertook to pass this information on to you and said that we would ask you to
give consideration to Mr. Comay’s request for an interview. My own view is that it would
be of advantage for you to receive Mr. Comay and to examine the documents which he
described.

7. Mr. Comay then went on to say that various Opposition Members of Parliament had
asked him for information on the Middle East. He gathered that it was for background
purposes, for use in Party caucuses and in briefing Members to take part in debates. Mr.
Comay mentioned specifically that he had received recent visits, seeking information, from
Mr. Coldwell, Mr. Diefenbaker and Mr. Low. He said that he had prepared notes which he
gave to these M.P.s, cautioning them that they were not for attribution and that they were
for use as background only. He then handed us a copy of these background notest
(attached) explaining: “I want you to know what I'm doing.” As you will observe, the
paper is not identifiable as originating from the Israeli- Embassy, and while it attempts to
enlist sympathy for the Israeli cause, it is written without heat and appears to be a fairly
rational presentation of the case — granted that it is from an Israeli standpoint.

8. Mr. Comay asked whether we had any objection to his distributing material of this
kind. This was a difficult question to answer. Obviously it is propaganda for Israel in any
discussion in the House; at the same time its measured terms and its anonymity appear to
be within the bounds of propriety. We did not wish to give Mr. Comay the impression that
there was any official Departmental sanction for actions of this kind; on the other hand we
did not wish to give him the impression that we necessarily disapproved. We therefore
confined ourselves to saying that the material appeared to be measured in its terms, anony-
mous as to source and that it presumably was open to the Egyptian Ambassador, if he so
wished and was so approached, to take similar action. Mr. Comay agreed that it was.

9. Mr. Comay then said that he had “a hunch” that a movement was developing in the
ranks of the Opposition in favour of an embargo on the export of arms to the Middle East,
and perhaps of all arms; and that this movement reflected what he described as a “grass
roots” upsurge of feeling among the people of Canada. He confessed that he was apprehen-
sive of the results of such a movement to Israel and that this was why he had been prepared
to give background notes to M.P.s. We said that we had gained the impression that, since
your speech in the House of January 24, the movement in favour of an arms embargo had
subsided. Mr. Comay said “I think it has, but I think it will be raised again.” He made it
clear that he was not referring to the interim embargo imposed by the Prime Minister pend-
ing a study of Canadian policy on the sale of arms, but to the possibility of a general
embargo.*

J. LIEGER]

3 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume I, pp. 485-492.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume I, pp. 462-469.

4 Saint-Laurent a annoncé I’embargo provisoire le 20 janvier 1956. Voir Canada, Chambre des Com-
munes, Débats, 1956, volume I, p. 360. Voir aussi document 12.
St. Laurent announced the interim embargo on January 20, 1956. See Canada, House of Commons,
Debates, 1956, Volume I, p. 344. See also Document 12.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 3

2, DEA/50134-40

La direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Commonwealth and Middle East Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], February 3, 1956

) CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE MINISTER AND THE AMBASSADOR OF ISRAEL
At noon today Mr. Comay, at his request, called upon Mr. Pearson.

2. Mr. Comay began the conversation by expressing appreciation for the Minister’s
forthright statements in the House during the recent debate, which had made clear that
Israel would suffer from an embargo on arms shipments to the Middle East. He said that he
had just received a cable from Mr. Sharett, in which the Foreign Minister of Israel had
commended the Minister’s discussion of the Arab-Israeli problem in his speech in the
House on January 24. Mr. Comay also said he had heard that the Minister’s speech had
aroused considerable interest in Washington and New York.

3. Mr. Comay then turned to the matter about which he had visited the Department on
January 30 and which was referred to in a memorandum to the Minister on January 31. He
said that he had been authorized by Mr. Sharett, with the concurrence of the Isracli Ambas-
sador in the United States, to show Mr. Pearson, on a personal and confidential basis,
copies of certain exchanges which had taken place between the Israeli and United States
governments on the matter of possible formulae for the solution of the boundary aspects of
the Arab-Israeli dispute. This correspondence was accompanied by a personal letter from
Mr. Comay containing some observations and explanations. Mr. Comay stressed the per-
sonal basis upon which he was leaving the papers with Mr. Pearson, because the matters
which they dealt with had not been communicated by the Israeli Government to any gov-
ernment other than that of the United States. He thought that Mr. Pearson would like to
know of their contents before his discussions with Sir Anthony Eden and Mr. Lloyd. He
was unable to answer the Minister’s query whether the British were aware of the substance
of the exchanges between Israel and the United States.

4. The Ambassador said that the State Department had been pressing the Israelis to con-
sider the possibility of providing for a link across the Negev between Jordan and Egypt by
giving sovereignty to those countries over territorial wedges which would intersect at the
apex. At this point there might be a sort of clover-leaf arrangement, which would prevent
Israel from being completely out off from the Red Sea port of Elath. Mr. Comay said that
Mr. Sharett does not consider such an arrangement to be practicable, since it would prevent
the proper development of full facilities for the seaport of Elath. He reiterated that Israel
would be prepared to grant suitable transit rights to the Arab countries.

5. Mr. Comay said that he had just been talking by telephone to the Isracli Ambassador
in the United States. Mr. Eban had told him he believed that the article in today’s issue of
the New York Times, reporting on the U.K.-U.S. discussions on the Middle East in Wash-
ington, was fairly accurate. Indications were that there was now less interest in such mat-
ters as ultimate negotiation of border adjustments and more concern with immediate
measures to be taken to prevent a renewal of hostilities. The practical difficulties in the
way of an international police force for Palestine were also now being recognized. Mr.
Pearson said that he appreciated, of course, the vital necessity of preventing-the renewal of
hostilities but he did not believe that the necessity for a general settlement should be
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obscured. He wondered what further measures could be taken to prevent the outbreak of
war, if the United Nations police force idea were not considered practicable.® Mr. Comay
thought that a possibility being considered was that the governments of the United King-
dom, France and the United States should make it clear that they would intervene with
armed forces against aggression. This would have the effect of protecting Israel with a
security guarantee without putting it down on paper. Furthermore, it would allow quick
action, should there be aggression, without depending on United Nations sanction, which
would almost certainly be prevented by a Soviet veto. Mr. Pearson thought that action of
this kind by Western countries, which by-passed the United Nations, would have serious
implications, since it would lay the governments open to criticism that they had intervened
from “imperialistic” motives without the approval of the United Nations. Mr. Comay
agreed that this would be a difficulty.

6. The Israeli Ambassador went out of his way to make the point that United Kingdom
policy in the Middle East was based on a consideration of particular British interests,
which did not necessarily coincide with those of other Western powers. The Minister
observed that the situation was so complex that it would be difficult for anyone to say what
was the right thing to do. There was no doubt, however, that the recognition of the exis-
tence of the State of Israel was basic to any settlement. During the conversation reference
was made to the annoyance of France at having been left out of the consultations on the
Middle East.

7. Mr. Comay mentioned the subject of Israeli applications for arms from Canada. He
said that he hoped the shipment of orders which had been approved could be expedited,
now that the debate on External Affairs in the House had been concluded, and that certain
pending applications could be approved. In the first category, he mentioned the 25 pounder
ammunition and the machine guns. As to the second category, he said that he hoped it
would be possible to ship more than twenty per month of the machine guns which had
been ordered. (It had been agreed that 20 per month would be shipped but the Israelis have
indicated before this that, for administrative reasons, they would like the monthly amount
to be increased). Mr. Comay also hoped that approval could be given for 6 pounder anti-
tank guns. Mr. Pearson replied that the matter of the moratorium on arms shipments to the
Middle East was coming up for discussion by Cabinet. When a decision had been taken,
we would be able to let the Israeli authorities know about the items which had already been
approved. He reminded Mr. Comay that the 25 pounder shot had not been passed by Trea-
sury Board and would have to come up again for formal approval. Mr. Comay repeated the
hope that Canadian authorities would be notified immediately that the moratorium was
lifted, so that consignments which were already on the docks could be shipped without
further delay. The Minister reassured Mr. Comay on this point and said that appropriate
authorities would be notified by telegram. Mr. Pearson said that he could not discuss future
approvals of arms shipments until policy on this matter had been decided.®

8. The Isracli Ambassador expressed a wish to see the Minister again after a decision on
the arms moratorium has been taken. He also said that he would be at the Minister’s dispo-
sal, if any elucidations were required of the papers he had handed him. Mr. Pearson

SL'idée a été discutée pendant les pourparlers anglo-américains et rapportée dans le New York Times le
1= février 1956.
This idea was discussed during the Anglo-American talks and reported in the New York Times,
February 1, 1956.

$ Voir/See Document 19.
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thanked Mr. Comay for showing him, on a personal and confidential basis, the exchanges
which had taken place between the Israeli and United States Governments.

3. DEA/50134-40

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’

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], March 8, 1956

WESTERN POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The situation in the Middle East is deteriorating at a dangerous rate, and as the present
policies of the United Kingdom and the United States seem to be producing most unsatis-
factory results it may be time to consider urgently desperate remedies. Is it perhaps time,
therefore, for the United States, the United Kingdom, and France to consider inviting the
Russians to sit down and reach agreement on a settlement of the Arab-Israeli question and
possibly also broader questions of Middle Eastern policy? This was Sir Anthony Eden’s
initial view of how to handle the problem of Communist arms shipments, but it was not
received at all well by the Americans, — and one might presume that it was also discour-
aged by those elements in the Foreign Office who dislike instinctively untraditional pro-
posals, especially when they concern the Middle East.

2. There are obviously objections to such a proposal, even if the Americans could be
persuaded to agree to it. The Russians might well be expected to exploit such an opportu-
nity for negotiation unscrupulously on their own behalf, and cannot, of course, be relied
upon to keep an agreement in good faith. It might be, furthermore, that to recognize their
interests in the Middle East as legitimate would give them the respectability in that area
they have been seeking. From the Canadian point of view, one of the main objections
would be in principle to Great Power negotiation outside the United Nations — particu-
larly when we have not the excuse which we have in the Far Eastern situation of the tem-
porary necessity of including Peking. All these objections are valid, but it must be recalled
that the alternative of non-cooperation with the Russians is proving bankrupt and just pos-
sibly leading to disaster. It is a question of which course has more dangers and disadvan-
tages, not of which course is perfect. As our Anglo-American betters are now telling us, we
live in a grey world.

3. It has been customary to dismiss any such suggestion by pointing out that it would
open the door to Soviet infiltration in the Middle East. This argument seems hardly valid
when the Soviet agents are already coming and there seems to be nothing to stop their
arriving in large numbers everywhere from Syria to Liberia. We can’t stop the Russians
from taking a direct and active interest in the Middle East but it is conceivable that if their
interests in the Middle East and Africa were to be placed within a framework of interna-
tional understanding, or at least a bargain which they would have an interest in keeping, it
might be less nefarious.

" Note marginale :/Marginal note:

M. Holmes Je suis toujours surpris que vous trouvez le temps de penser ... et si clairement. Merci.
J.L{éger].
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4. The possibility of placing some control over Soviet economic activities might be
found by exploring the ideas in which the Minister has been interested recently, by regu-
larizing all programmes for aid and technical assistance and channelling them through the
United Nations. By an invitation to the Soviet Union to collaborate in this way we might
hope to identify such assistance and enforce certain rules. If the Soviet Union refused to
collaborate, we should have made the nature of their aid clearer to the uncommitted
countries.

5. As for the Communist arms shipments, which are the greatest immediate danger, the
only possibility of controlling these would be through an agreement with the Russians on
the terms of a settlement of the Arab-Israeli question. It may well be that the Communists
do not want a settlement because they are profiting from the division of the Middle East. It
is difficult to dispute this argument. On the other hand, there is the possibility that the
Russians would be nervous about pushing the dispute to the point at which a war might
start. This kind of caution seems to have pervaded their general world policy at the present
time. Although their own statements must of course be looked upon with due scepticism, it
might be noted that they have not shown themselves as quite 100% partisan in the Pales-
tine issue. They have continued to insist that they do not want Israel to be destroyed and
that all they are doing is using their influence to correct what they consider to be undue
support of Israel by the United States. -

6. It is difficult to dispute the right of a Great Power like the Soviet Union, situated as it
is, to exercise at least as much influence in Middle Eastern politics as the United States.
(One is very conscious of this if one attempts to argue this case with an Arab or a neutral.)
The difference is of course that, however fumbling and selfish it may be in certain aspects,
the policy of the Western Powers is fundamentally dedicated to peace and prosperity for
the Middle East. The Russians have an equal right to benevolent intervention, but neither
side has a right to use the area for its own malign purposes. We believe in Western inten-
tions but a very large proportion of the world’s population do not.

7. Whether we like it or not, the Russians are using their influence in the Middle East.
This is a fact which we must recognize. The three Western Powers can encourage them to
use their influence in an unscrupulous fashion by denying them a legitimate position or
they can offer to sit down and strike a bargain in the hope that they can work if not in
harmony at least not at cross-purposes. There is certainly no guarantee that the latter alter-
native would work, but there is plenty of evidence that the former has failed. The United
States and the United Kingdom would in fact be doing nothing very different from what
they did in Geneva in 1954, when they sat down with the Russians and Chinese Commu-
nists. They have tried collaboration with the Russians in Korea and in Germany and failed
— possibly because the status quo remains acceptable. They did agree, however, on a
bargain over Indo-China where the situation, as in the Middle East, was inflammable and
both sides were extremely nervous of the consequences of fighting. Although we recognize
the failure of the Communists to live up to the terms and spirit of the Geneva Agreements
in Indo-China, we are agreed I think that as a military armistice it has been a success.
Parallels are always dangerous but there may be enough of a parallel situation in the Mid-
dle East. We would not expect thereby to convert the Russians from their Communist aims
and tactics any more than has happened in Indo-China, but we might hope to establish
some kind of international discipline over competitive co-existence in the area.

8. One possibility that might be explored is the suggestion that an agreement with the
Russians on the Middle East should be associated with the disarmament discussions. The
British have at times shown an interest in proposals for experiments in disarmament in a
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limited area. They had suggested Germany. The difficulty with Germany of course is that
such enormous forces, both military and political, are involved and the issues are so critical
that neither side is prepared for boldness. In the Middle East, however, although the situa-
tion is critical, it is nevertheless peripheral. At any rate, the armed forces involved are
relatively small and the nations to be controlled relatively weak and without their own
armament industries. A good deal of careful study would have to be given to such a propo-
sal before it could be put forward, but is perhaps worthy of examination.

9. The idea of inviting the Russians to work out an agreed settlement is not one which is
likely to be received warmly if it were put forward to the State Department or the Foreign
Office. However, it is the kind of large gesture which might appeal to President Eisen-
hower. It would be in harmony with the kind of thinking he has shown in his letters to
Bulganin and might even be included in his next correspondence with the Marshal. Even if
it was not taken up by the Russians, such a gesture would have a tonic effect on the morale
of the West, which is at a very low ebb. The peoples of the Western countries are not only
discouraged, they are doubtful and confused about the rightness of the Western position in
Israel, Jordan, Egypt, Cyprus and North Africa. The notes of protest being sounded
recently by President Gronchi and M. Pineau are fair warning of the impatience generally
felt with Anglo-American leadership. If the U.S. and the U.K. are to preserve their position
of leadership (and however much we argue against an arrogant use of that position it is
nevertheless in our interests to preserve it) they must produce new ideas, new conceptions,
gestures of faith rather than merely re-hashing tired old clichés about Soviet policy. It is
not good enough to go on talking about Soviet intentions never changing without probing
the indications that the Russians are interested in striking bargains to assure a peaceful
framework for co-existence.

10. If the Russians accepted a straightforward offer from President Eisenhower to reach
agreement on a Middle Eastern settlement, and if the negotiations were to be at least as
successful as those on Indo-China, then a step of incalculable significance might have been
taken. From this agreement on one major issue we might proceed to establish a firmer
basis for co-existence. (The danger is recognized that an effort of this kind which failed
would probably leave the situation worse than it was before.) If the Russians refused the
offer, then at any rate the moral position of the West would be considerably strengthened.
(Although it must also be recognized that the Russians are masters of the art of accepting
with unacceptable conditions which put the other side apparently in the wrong.)

11. This disorganized memorandum is intended merely to provoke further consideration.
I have not even tried to suggest the basis of any settlement with the Russians, nor have I
dealt with the extremely difficult problems of how any such negotiations would take place,
whether they would be within a United Nations framework, or whether they would include
the parties to the dispute. All these things are not mere details but matters which could
prove to be insuperable obstacles. It would seem useful, however, to have the idea criti-
cally examined by those concerned within the Department. If, perchance, we can make
something of it, it might be that the suggestion could be conveyed to the President direct at
White Sulphur Springs.®

J.W. H[OLMES]

¥ Voir Volume 23, Chapitre premier, 1** partie.
See Volume 23, Chapter 1, Part 1.
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4. DEA/50134-40

Note du chef de la Direction européenne
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, European Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], March 14, 1956

THE MIDDLE EAST

I had been in the process of jotting down a few ideas on this subject when I received a
copy of Mr. Holmes’ memorandum on Western Policy in the Middle East. Instead of trying
to comment on this directly I thought it would be better simply to finish my paper, even
though it has been to a certain extent over-taken by events. In any event I am in general
agreement with Mr. Holmes’ thesis and the commentst thereon of Mr. Ignatieff.

2. The main points in my paper are:

(a) The Arab-Israeli quarrel is simply the most acute manifestation of the general prob-
lem of the evolution of the Arab world from colonial status;

(b) No progress can be made on the main problem until we solve the Palestine question;

(c) The Russians now hold the key and the only way to reach a solution is by trying to
reach Four-Power agreement. The only time in the past ten years that any progress was
possible in Palestine was during the brief period of Four-Power co-operation on this sub-
ject in 1947-48;

(d) The main lines of a settlement, which have already been laid down in essence by both
Washington and London might also include the establishment of a free territory of Aqaba
under U.N. supervision.

R.AD. FORD]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Note du chef de la Direction européenne

Memorandum by Head, European Division
CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, March 13, 1956

THE MIDDLE EAST

1. The purpose of this study is to examine the basis for the oft-repeated claim that the
Middle East has become in the last few months the most inflammable part of the world, to
outline Canadian interest in the problem, and to make a few suggestions for trying to meet
the situation.

2. There are a number of factors which make the problems of the Middle East particu-
larly complex and difficult:

(a) The anti-Western, anti-colonial feeling in nearly all the countries of this area;

(b) The Arab-Israeli impasse;

(c) The economic and political backwardness -of the region;

(d) The vulnerability of the area to Soviet political and economic penetration; and

(e) Its strategic importance.
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3. We tend too often to think of the problems of this area in terms solely of the Arab-
Isracli quarrel, but the latter has simply exacerbated and complicated difficulties which
would exist if the Jewish state had never been created. It remains, however, as both a real
and psychological block, and it is doubtful if we will be able to get down seriously to
tackling these other tasks if we are unable to diminish, if not solve, the proportions of the
problem of Israeli-Arab relations.

4. Arab nationalism is a relatively recent growth, or rather re-growth, and we should not
deceive ourselves about its strength because it has lain dormant for so many centuries. It
combines a pride in Arab culture, history and military and political prowess, with a deep-
seated feeling of inferiority because of the centuries of foreign — Turkish and European
— subjection. It is also linked with pan-Islamism which extends beyond the boundaries of
the Arab world.

5. Arab nationalism is now directed against the Jews and the West, and one of our
problems is to prevent the engulfment of Israel without giving the impression that the West
is pro-Israel and anti-Arab. But the purely anti-colonial feeling cannot help but be directed
increasingly against France and Britain, against the latter because of its colonial history in
the Middle East, the vestiges of which still remain in Jordan, Iraq and the Saudi peninsula,
and against France because of its history in Syria and Lebanon, and the clash with the
North Africans. The United States is associated with these two colonial powers by implica-
tion and because of its oil investments. In spite of the rapid evolution of the colonial poli-
cies of the United Kingdom and France, it seems improbable for some time to come that
we can lessen the anti-Western, anti-colonial feeling in the Arab countries, particularly if it
is fanned by the Communists, and accentuated by the quarrel with Israel, unless some con-
crete steps are taken to distract the attention of the Arabs from these two essentially sterile
pursuits.

6. The political instability of the Arab countries, and the feudal nature of some of the
régimes, makes it increasingly difficult to do business with them. There is a crying need
for every kind of economic development, with the possible exception of the Lebanon.
There is a not inconsiderable amount of natural resources, but they are badly distributed,
and the huge revenues from oil are not being used for the purposes of economic advance-
ment. They are indeed being exploited primarily to bolster up reactionary régimes and in
the case of Saudi Arabia, for the subversion of other Arab countries.

7. So long as these conditions continue the area is ripe for Communist penetration. Up to
now the West on the whole has followed the line that it was preferable to bolster up the
régimes of the feudal land-owners as they alone could give stability to their countries and
prevent Communist penetration. But the growth of Arab nationalism, the influx of new
ideas, the contrasts of wealth and poverty, and the aid of Soviet ideas and agents, may soon
make this theory untenable. Unless this is carefully guarded against, it is possible that eco-
nomic and political discontent could also be directed against the West.

8. I think it is a mistake for the West to take a high moral stand about the entry of the
U.S.S.R. into the Middle East. It is only surprising that this has been delayed so long. As a
colonial, or a former colonial area, it fits in nicely with Marxist theory, and in addition,
Russia has always looked longingly towards the Mediterranean and the Iranian Gulf. Cer-
tainly the Russians have given us sufficient warning that they were interested, and even
how they would act. At any rate they are now prepared to use diplomatic, economic and
other means to weaken Western influence in the area, to neutralise the Baghdad Pact, and if
possible, to bring some of these countries into the Soviet orbit. Their plans are undoubtedly
long-term, but I think it safe to assume that the days of exclusive Western big-power action
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in the area have come to an end. The region is more vulnerable than most to Soviet action
for the reasons I have outlined above, and unlike South-East Asia, it is geographically
exposed to direct Soviet pressure and threats.

9. None of this would be of such urgent importance if it were not for the fact that the
Middle East occupies a strategic situation, and for the purpose of this study I include
French North Africa. If this area were to turn against the West, even if it did not go Com-
munist, it would be a fatal economic, political and military blow to the Western alliance.
The oil supplies and revenues alone are of vital importance to the United Kingdom and
Western Europe. Communist influence well established in Egypt or other parts of the Mid-
dle East would be able to infiltrate with ease west into North Africa, south into the Sudan
and equatorial Africa, and east into the Indian subcontinent. The strategic value of this part
of the world, I need not labour. It depends not only on its importance for communications,
but also as a springboard against the vulnerable southern part of Russia, and in particular
the areas of largest concentration of non-Russians — the Caucasus and Central Asia.

10. All of these factors I have mentioned above (and there are many more) are clearly
interlocking, and the result is one of the most complicated, yet urgent problems in interna-
tional relations.

The Canadian Interest

11. Our general interest is simply that the world today makes it impossible to disassoci-
ate ourselves effectively from the problems of any area. If war should break out in the
Middle East between Israel and Egypt, say, we are just as likely to be involved as we were
in Korea and Indo-China. It is also in our interest to try to contain Soviet expansion wher-
ever possible, and to create conditions which will make communism impossible.

12. We also have a certain moral involvement because Canada played a leading role in
solving the Palestine problem and helping the United Nations to set up the State of Israel.
We cannot now wash our hands of the problem. Nor, for internal political reasons, could
we permit the destruction of Israel, even if we did not believe objectively in our moral
obligation towards Israel. This moral obligation does not mean blind support of Israel
against the Arabs. It simply means that we ought to help, either inside or outside the
United Nations, to reach a solution of a problem which we, together with the other United
Nations members, recognized as an international responsibility in 1947.

The Arab-Israeli Dispute

13. While I said earlier that the Israeli-Arab dispute was simply a manifestation in an
aggravated form of the wider problem of the Middle East, nevertheless it must be removed
or modified before we can seriously tackle the more general question. Up to now the Big
Three have proved incapable of solving the problem. They have been unwilling to use
sufficient pressure on either side to achieve a permanent settlement. This policy of trying
simply to prevent a general conflagration without forcing a solution cannot continue indef-
initely since it is more likely than not to provoke a debacle. It has furthermore failed sig-
nally to win the sympathy of the Arabs for the West.

14. Now that the Russians have demonstrated their support for the Arabs, the temptation
becomes even greater not to do anything which would further alienate the Arab states. It is
very easy to reason that the Israelis have no alternative but to seek the support of the West,
and that we need therefore think only in terms of preventing the Arabs from going over to
the Soviet bloc. But there is a limit to the direction we should travel on this road, apart
from its basic immorality. I think it would be disastrous to give the impression that this is
Western policy, and indeed I doubt if our interests would be served by sacrificing some of
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the basic security of the State of Israel in order to gain a rather dubious Arab support.
Israel still remains the only democracy, the only Western-orientated, and the only well-
organized state in the Middle East, and one on which we can rely.

15. If we rule out, as I think we must, the thesis the U.K. has been advancing, that Israel
should be forced to make considerable sacrifices in order to secure peace with the Arabs,
then I think we must equally rule out the notion that anyone can force the Arabs to make
peace on Israeli terms. Equally, we must rule out war as a solution though this may become
more likely whether we approve or not. (Indeed, if the Jordanians were foolish enough to
attack Israel in the next few months, and Israel were able, as I presume it would be, to
drive the Jordanians out of Palestine, it would be very difficult for the U.N. later to force
the Israelis to give up their conquests. This might indeed in the long run be a good thing as
it would give the Israelis a more adequate territorial base in which to work, and reduce the
risk that the Arabs would be able to drive them into the sea. It would also provide a better
economic base for the young state).

16. Nevertheless, war is a solution which should not be contemplated, and we must avoid
driving the Israelis to a preventive war by giving them the impression that the West has
abandoned them.

17. Israel’s only hope is to try to negotiate a settlement, even if it involves some territo-
rial concession, although no one would expect Israel’s territory to be “truncated”. Israel’s
only chance of surviving is by making itself into an indispensable part of the economy of
the Middle East. The so-called “abstract” concession which would be required of the Arabs
— the recognition of Israel — in fact carries with it very great practical advantages for
Isragl. The economic suffocation of Israel is likely to result if peace is not made, and par-
ticularly if it is required to support the burden of modern arms. Israel cannot continue
indefinitely to depend on outside economic help.

Recommendations

18. 1t is becoming increasingly clear that the Big Three have disqualified themselves
from the role of adjudicators of the problems of the Middle East — the United States
because of its pro-Israeli policy in the past. France and the U.K. for the reasons outlined
above. Turkey and Greece are too immediately involved, and other European powers are
not really qualified, with the possible exception of Italy. By a process of elimination, there-
fore, we are reduced to considering the possibility of relatively neutral and disinterested
countries like Canada and India attempting to advance a settlement; of bringing the U.N.
more directly into the task of seeking a solution; or of attempting to impose a solution
agreed upon by the Big Three plus the USSR.

‘ 19. The proposal for arbitration is probably impractical even if we or the Indians were
interested, and I presume we would not want to get directly involved in this area. We must
fall back, therefore, on the last two suggestions, or possibly a combination of them.

20. The USSR is now firmly in the Middle East, and there is little we can do about it.
The Big Three have failed to solve the problems of the Middle East without Russia; it
seems inconceivable that they could do so now that the Soviet Union is an active partici-
pant. I think that the only course is to invite the Russians to participate with the Western
Big Three in trying to solve at any rate the major problem — Arab-Israeli relations. This
might be done in the first instance by private talks among the Big Four, plus the Secretary-
General. These conversations might later be transferred more formally to the U.N., if they
showed any sign of making progress.
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21. There are many disadvantages in this course. In the first place it pre-supposes an
interest by the USSR in solving the problems of the Middle East, whereas it is more likely
that the Soviet cause is better served by continued divisions among the countries of this
area, and the Western Powers. It is also possible that the Russians would ask, as a price of
co-operation, the disbandment of the Baghdad Pact. My personal opinion has always been
that both this pact and the previous Turko-Pakistani Pact served no useful military purpose
and had many political disadvantages, and I would not think that its abandonment would
be a serious loss, particularly as it is likely to lose its key member, Irak, some day in any
event. In any case, it is quite useless without active U.S. participation. The West, of course,
should not try to bargain the Baghdad Pact against Soviet co-operation, and I think the
Russians would not demand it as a pre-requisite. But I think the West should be prepared,
if necessary, to sacrifice it in return for Soviet participation in arranging and guaranteeing
a Palestine settlement.

22. I think, on balance, that the Russians would be prepared to work with the West in
seeking a solution of the problem of Palestine if in this way they could achieve equal, and
respectable, status with the Western Big Three in the Middle East. I do not doubt that they
will continue to stir up trouble, and press their own specific aims, but that is something
they are going to do anyway, and it might be easier to try to work with them, rather than
against or without them. In fact Soviet co-operation is the only real hope we have now of
reaching a settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute.

23. Finally, I have one suggestion to make on the nature of that settlement. It is clear that
the Arabs will demand territorial concessions particularly in the Negev in order to establish
a land-bridge between Egypt and Jordan. It is also equally clear that the Israclis will not
permit an Arab corridor through the Negev, and insist on the importance of the port of
Elath for their future economic expansion.

24. My suggestion is that, as part of a general settlement, an international territory simi-
lar to Danzig or Trieste, be established at the mouth of the Gulf of Aqaba to include a small
slice of Egyptian, Israeli and Jordanian territory, including the ports of Elath and Aqaba,
and that it be administered by an international force under the command of a U.N. official
directly responsible to the U.N. Free access to the port by all three states should be permit-
ted as well as free civilian transit. While the Israelis might object to ceding sovereignty,
face would be saved by comparable concessions by Egypt and Jordan, and Israel’s eco-
nomic position would be assured. It would in fact be a very small price for them to pay if
peace were to be secured. It would, furthermore, be almost the only way by which an
international armed force could be introduced into the area and this in itself would add to
the security of Israel and its neighbours. The other points in a general settlement; minor
frontier adjustments, frontier guarantees, and compensation for the Arab refugees, have
been pretty fully explored and I need not go into them here; but I think the suggestion for a
free territory in the Gulf of Aqaba might just possibly prove a starting-point for negotia-
tions on the delicate but essential question of the Negev.

R.AD. FORD
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5. DEA/12076-40

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

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

SECRET Ottawa, May 2, 1956

REQUEST FOR FIVE ADDITIONAL CANADIAN MILITARY OBSERVERS WITH THE
UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISION ORGANISATION IN PALESTINE

This memorandum has been prepared, as you requested, for your use at to-morrow’s
Cabinet meeting.

2. The Secretariat of the United Nations in New York has formally requested in a letter to
the Canadian Permanent Representative that Canada provide urgently five additional Mili-
tary Observers for service with the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in Pal-
estine, which is headed by General Burns. In addition to General Burns, there are already
five Canadian Military Observers with the Organization.

3. This request is pursuant to the recommendation which, according to the Secretariat, is
to be made shortly by Mr. Hammarskj6ld to the Security Council as a result of his trip to
the Middle East that UNTSO should be enlarged by 20 to 30 Military Observers. As will
be seen from the attached memorandum on UNTSQO, this would at least double the number
of Military Observers now with the Organisation, and would exactly double the number of
Canadian Military Observers (apart from General Burns). The use to which the new Mili-
tary Observers would be put is indicated by a report in this moming’s press to the effect
that UNTSO had announced that both Israel and Egypt had approved the establishment of
U.N. observation posts and mobile patrols on the border around the Gaza strip.

4. The text of the letter from the Secretariat is contained in the attached telegram No. 356
of May 1% from our Permanent Mission in New York. The letter states that this request
results from the Secretary-General’s agreements with the parties concerned, which provide
for greater freedom of movement by Military Observers along the demarcation lines with a
view to reducing the prospect of incidents and warlike acts. Similar requests have been
made to the Governments of Australia, New Zealand, Norway and Sweden, of which only
the last now has Military Observers serving with UNTSO. (Our Permanent Mission has so
far not been able to obtain any definite information concerning the reaction of these Gov-
ernments.) The letter asks that the five additional Canadian officers be of the rank of Cap-
tain or Major, and that they be available initially until at least October 31, 1956. It also
says that, as this is a matter of great urgency, it is hoped that the Observers can depart for
Palestine at the earliest possible date.

5. We have been informed at the official level by the Department of National Defence
that, if a formal request, such as that which we now have, were received from the United
Nations, and if the Canadian Government decided to accede to this request, the officers
required could be made available for duty with UNTSO.

6. From the point of view of this Department, I think it is most desirable that the Cana-
dian Government should give favourable consideration to this comparatively modest
request from the Secretary-General. The work which the Truce Supervision Organization
has had to perform and will be carrying out is of very great importance and provides an
opportunity for a Canadian contribution to the assistance of peace in the Middle East out of
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all proportion to the number of Canadians involved. This request for additional Canadian
assistance undoubtedly is a reflection of the high regard in which the work of General
Burns and the other Canadians who have served or are serving with UNTSO is held.

7. I suggest, therefore, that you recommend to the Cabinet that the Canadian Government
should accede to this request. I should perhaps add that both the initial request in Novem-
ber, 1953, for Canadian Military Observers to serve with UNTSO and the proposal, in
June, 1954, that a Canadian should become the Chief of Staff of the Organization, were
approved by Mr. Pearson and the Minister of National Defence but, as far as our records
show, neither proposal was formally considered by the Cabinet.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]

P.S.: Since this memorandum was prepared, we have been informed by our Permanent
Mission that the Governments of Australia, New Zealand, Norway and Sweden have all
officially accepted the request that they provide Military Observers for UNTSO, and
that the Norwegian Observers will be leaving for the Middle East to-morrow.

(PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Note

Memorandum

[Ottawa], May 2, 1956

THE UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISION ORGANIZATION IN PALESTINE

The United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine functions in accor-
dance with a resolution adopted by the Security Council August 11, 1949, following the
conclusion of Armistice Agreements between Israel and her four neighbours (Jordan,
Syria, Egypt and Lebanon). The Organization is responsible for “observing and maintain-
ing the cease-fire” ordered by the Security Council on July 15, 1948 and for “assisting the
parties to the Armistice Agreements in the supervision of the application and observance of
the terms of those Agreements”. Officers of the Truce Supervision Organization watch
conditions in demilitarized zones and along the armistice lines, investigate incidents and
serve as chairmen of the four Mixed Armistice Commissions on each of which the parties
concerned have two representatives apiece so that the chairman’s vote is usually a decisive
factor in determining the action taken by each of the four separate Commissions.

2. The Chief of Staff of the Organization, who since August 1954 has been Major Gen-
eral ELL.M. Bums of Canada, reports to the Security Council on the observance of the
Armistice Agreements. He is assisted by about twenty military observers recruited by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations with the cooperation of the Governments of
Belgium, France, the United States, Canada, Denmark and Sweden. Canada currently is
supplying five military observers, two Lieutenant-Colonels, two Majors and one Captain.

3. The military observers — most of whom are majors, captains and lieutenant-colonels
— are appointed by the Secretary-General of the United Nations for one-year terms on the
recommendations of their respective governments. Appointments are renewable. The
observers are paid a per diem salary by the United Nations, based on the cost of living in
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the area. The Chief of Staff is assisted also by civilians, most of whom are members of the
United Nations Secretariat.’

6. DEA/50134-40

Note du chef de la Direction européenne
pour le sous-secrétaire d 'Etat par intérim aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, European Division,
to Acting Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa), May 4, 1956

SOVIET MOTIVES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

While reading some of the speculations about Soviet motives in making the Molotov
Declaration'® on the Middle East and in suggesting to the British that they would be pre-
pared to seek a solution of Middle East problems, a point occurred to me which does not
seem to have been touched on in any of the commentaries I have seen. I was wondering if
one of the considerations in the Russians’ minds may not have been the fear that the situa-
tion could get out of hand in the Middle East and that the Russians would not be able to
prevent it from leading to a general war which everyone seems to think the Russians now
wish to avoid.

2. You will recall that the Swedish Ambassador reported a conversation with Khrushchev
at the New Year’s Reception in Moscow (this reached us through French sources). The
Ambassador mentioned to Khrushchev that the Soviet entry into the Middle East seemed to
have increased the risks of war and that this seemed inconsistent with the previous state-
ments of Khrushchev that war must be avoided.

3. Khrushchev was quoted as replying “Bah, ne vous faites pas de souci. Si les Arabes
s’enflamment trop, les Anglais sont 12 pour les calmer”.

4. Since that time, however, the position of the British in the Middle East has deterio-
rated rapidly. The Russians must be as aware of it as we are. It could well be possible that
Khrushchev has changed his opinion in these four months and now believes that the British
are not in a position to prevent the Arabs from making war and that, therefore, the situation
is more inflammable than seemed possible last fall. It, therefore, follows that the Russians
would wish to hint to the Arabs that they could not rely entirely on Soviet help in the event
of an attack on Israel. Prior to the present Soviet statement there was a real danger, which
the Russians certainly must have recognized, that the Arab states, armed with Soviet guns
and assuming automatic Soviet support, would precipitate a war which the Russians have
come to realize could not be prevented from involving the big powers.

5. Apart from this big step forward, the Russians have put themselves in the position of
disillusioning the Arabs, if only partially. This also is an advantage for the West, and one
which I hope we will push. I think the Russians would only have endangered the advantage
they had with the Arabs for big stakes — control of the inflammable situation in the
Middle East, and not primarily, as the United Kingdom has suggested, because they want

*Le 3 mai 1956, le Cabinet a consenti a 1’envoi des cing observateurs additionnels demandés par le
Secrétaire général.
On May 3, 1956, Cabinet agreed to send the five additional observers requested by the Secretary-
General. '

1 Voir/See Documents on International Affairs, 1956, London: Royal Institute of Interational Affairs -
Oxford University Press, 1959, pp. 59-61.
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to destroy the Baghdad Pact and secure a voice in Middle East affairs, though naturally
these must also be important Soviet aims.

R.AD. F[ORD)

7. DEA/50134-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], May 15, 1956

INTERVIEW WITH AMBASSADOR OF EGYPT

In accordance with Mr. Pearson’s request, I asked the Egyptian Ambassador to call this
afternoon. It had been impossible to get anyone at the Egyptian Embassy for several days
as they were celebrating the end of Ramadan.

2. When the Ambassador came I told him that the propaganda material which had been
enclosed with Mr. Comay’s lettert to the Minister of May 7, had been drawn to the Minis-
ter’s attention but I did not mention by whom. I said that Mr. Pearson agreed that this
material contained attacks on a friendly nation which went beyond the bounds of what
seemed acceptable. I suggested that it seemed to me of a defamatory kind which if it had
been published by someone other than a diplomatic source might have required some
action. After having consulted Mr. Wershof on this subject, I was careful not to say specifi-
cally that it would be actionable. My personal view, I added, was that I did not think it was
really of a kind best calculated to appeal to the Canadian public. I said that Mr. Pearson
had not wanted to make a formal complaint but had asked me to draw this matter to the
attention of the Ambassador.

3. The Ambassador took this pretty well. He contended himself with emphasizing that it
was all factual, that this was what the Israelis were doing to Egyptians and these were
actual photographs. He was inclined to get the impression that we were attempting to pre-
vent the Arab countries from presenting their side of the question but I assured him very
firmly several times that we had no such intention. He had every right to explain the Egyp-
tian position to the Canadian population in the same way as the Isracli Embassy had the
right to explain their position. It was merely a question of how far one should go in attack-
ing another government. He said that not only the Isracli Embassy but many Canadians
viciously attacked Egypt and Arab policy and referred to conventions which he said were
frequently held in the Chateau Laurier where people said dreadful things about Egypt. 1
said that Mr. Pearson would take exactly the same attitude towards similar material put out
by any other Embassy. Mr. El Khatib did not promise to withdraw any of the material or to
cease putting it out and I did not press him to any commitment. However, I think that he
will take the hint. In spite of his protests, the discussion was pretty amicable in tone.

4. After this unpleasant introduction, the Ambassador asked me if any decision had been
taken on the planes for Israel.!! I told him that no decision had been taken but that the
matter was constantly under consideration. He gave me the usual arguments about the
desirability of Canada preserving its neutrality and its high reputation among Arab coun-

Y Voir/See Document 40.
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tries and repeated the argument that to sell such planes would be to forfeit the friendship of
the Arab countries. I did my best to explain to him that even if a decision were taken to
send the planes to Israel, this gesture would in no sense mean that we were espousing one
side against the other. All that the Israelis had asked for were interceptor planes capable of
use only for defensive purposes. No offensive weapons were under consideration. As Mr.
El Khatib constantly insisted that Egypt had no aggressive intentions whatsoever I drew to
his attention the fact that although the Israelis had asked us only for defensive aircraft, the
Egyptian Government had been buying bombers from Czechoslovakia and that these were
useful only for offensive purposes. My argument was pretty difficult as I discovered that
the Ambassador had not the faintest idea that there was a difference between a fighter and
a bomber plane. He was tremendously impressed with my knowledge of this distinction
and assumed that I must have had a long career in the R.C.A.F.

5. During our discussion as to whether or not the supply of aircraft to Israel would con-
tribute to an arms race, I indicated that we were naturally much interested in the intentions
of the Egyptian Government. If the Egyptian Government intended to continue buying
bomber planes, then this was an important factor which we must consider in deciding
whether or not the Israelis should have the means to defend themselves. He assured me that
the purchase of bombers from the Soviet countries was something that had taken place and
was finished. When I pressed him on this point, he did not seem too sure of himself and I
do not think too much store should be placed in this statement. I am not suggesting that he
was deliberately prevaricating but I doubt if he is very well informed on the subject. I did
let him know, however, that this was something in which we were much interested and
would like to know what his Government had to say on the subject.

6. In conclusion, he made some reference, not unfavourable, to Larry Henderson’s
reports from the Middle East. Although he criticized what Mr. Sharrett had said to Hender-
son, he admitted that both sides had been given an opportunity to speak. I said I hoped he
would bear in mind the length to which the C.B.C. had gone to present the Arab case when
he complained about the one-sidedness of newspapers and Members of Parliament in this
country, as he had in the earlier part of the interview.

J.W. HIOLMES)

8. DEA/50134-A-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 20, 1956

POSSIBLE RESUMPTION OF WORK ON ISRAELI SCHEME
FOR DIVERSION OF ISRAELI WATERS

In our memorandum of June 18,1 we speculated that the replacement of Moshe Sharett
by Mrs. Golda Myerson as Foreign Minister of Israel might produce a tougher line in
Israeli foreign policy. Already there are indications that a policy of very firm diplomacy is
being adopted. These have included an increase in the number and intensity of Israeli com-

12 Note marginale :/Marginal note:
A very interesting and disquieting memorandum. L.B. Plearson]
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plaints to the Mixed Armistice Commissions and the complaint by Israel to the Interna-
tional Civil Aviation Organization against Arab failure to cooperate in established air-
safety practices.

This apparent stiffening of foreign policy has revived apprehension that Israel may soon
resume work on its project to divert the Jordan River waters for irrigation and power
development. In recent weeks the Israelis have been constructing defensive positions in the
demilitarized zone along the frontier with Syria north of Lake Tiberias. While this has no
necessary immediate connection with possible intentions to resume digging operations in
the zone, it inevitably has increased speculation that work is about to be resumed, and has
led to a Syrian complaint to the Mixed Armistice Commission. Moreover, there have been
several recent Israeli complaints of Syrian violations of the demarcation line in the area;
and since these apparently are without foundation, it has been suggested that the Israelis
may be concocting a pretext for an initiative of their own. In view of Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion’s frequent assertions that Israel cannot much longer delay work on the canal project
in the demilitarized zone, and the recent loss of Mr. Sharett’s restraining influence in the
Cabinet, the possibility that Israel may now press on with the scheme certainly cannot be
ignored. Should work be resumed in the face of the intransigent Arab opposition to the
Isracli undertaking, the danger of large-scale hostilities being precipitated would be very
real indeed, particularly at this time when other sections of Israel’s frontiers are under
tension, and the Arabs apparently are in a state of considerable military preparedness.

The Jordan River canal project, of which the disputed work in the demilitarized zone
forms a part, involves diversion of a portion of the Jordan waters north of Lake Tiberias. It
is intended to carry water from the river along an eight-mile canal to a point on the lake,
where some of the water will be used to operate a hydro-electric project. The balance of the
water would be carried to a nearby reservoir for ultimate transmission by tunnel, canal and
pipe to the Yarkon River at Tel Aviv, thereafter to be utilized for various irrigation
schemes.

Israel abandoned work on the canal diversion project in the demilitarized zone in Sep-
tember 1953, following a protest by Syria to the United Nations Security Council, and
agreed to suspend digging operations while the question was given further “urgent exami-
nation”, It was pointed out during the Security Council discussions on the complaint that
the General Armistice Agreement gives the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization responsibility for the general supervision of the demilitarized
zone; and it has been suggested that Israel would require the approval of General Burns
before resuming work on the scheme.

Since 1953, construction of other portions of the canal, from the edge of the demilita-
rized zone to Lake Tiberias and thence to the reservoir at Beit Natufa, has continued. This
work is far from complete, and will probably take another two years to finish. However,
the section in the demilitarized zone forms an integral part of the whole Israeli scheme;
and Israel argues that it cannot be expected to go ahead with other sections of the work
while its right ultimately to construct the disputed portion remains in doubt, since failure to
complete that part would wreck the entire project.

Since work in the demilitarized zone was abandoned in 1953 at the request of the
Security Council, the United States in effect has assumed responsibility for negotiation of
the Jordan waters dispute, in the absence of any further United Nations action. President
Eisenhower appointed Mr. Eric Johnston as his special ambassador to go to the Middle
East and present to the Israeli and the Arab governments a comprehensive plan for devel-
opment of the Jordan River for the joint benefit of Israel and the Arab states (particularly
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Jordan) under international supervision. The plan had been drawn up at the request of the
United Nations under the direction of the Tennessee Valley authority, which had reviewed
and analyzed all past proposals for utilization of the Jordan waters. The plan which
resulted was optimistically ‘entitled “The Unified Development of the Water Resources of
the Jordan Valley Region”. This original plan was considerably modified with a view to
meeting specific objections raised by the parties during Mr. Johnston’s first and subsequent
visits to the Middle East. On his fourth visit, undertaken in August 1955, he carried with
him the revised plan with which his name now is associated, embodying new compromise
figures for water allocation, and involving a United States offer to pay 2/3 of the cost of
the entire project (estimated at $200 million). Israel was to receive 40% of the total water
flow to be shared, and the remaining 60% was to be divided among Lebanon (3.5%), Syria
(12.5%) and Jordan (44%). The plan in this latest form provided that neither side would
have physical control over distribution of the Jordan waters; this would be in international
hands, presumably under a neutral board of engineers.

Mr. Johnston’s own assessment of the benefits which could be derived from a compre-
hensive programme for developing the Jordan River basin is interesting. First, he points
out, it would form the basis for an equitable allocation of the available waters, and thus
take utilization of the river waters out of the area of controversy between Israel and her
Arab neighbours. Second, it would mark at least the beginning of a constructive, practical
and long-overdue solution of the refugee programme, in that it would bring into agricul-
tural use sufficient new land to settle many thousands of the refugees. Finally, it would
contribute to a general rise in economic levels and thus help to promote social progress in
the whole region.

It appears that during his most recent visit to the Middle East Mr. Johnston was able to
achieve virtually complete agreement on the technical and engineering details of the plan
between Arab and Israeli authorities. The allocation of the controlled waters was agreed
upon, and earlier Arab objections to the use of Lake Tiberias as the storage reservoir were
withdrawn. There can be no serious doubt that the real burden of current Arab refusal to
accept the scheme is almost entirely political. Even Syria, which stands to gain compara-
tively little under the international plan, and Egypt, which is not directly concerned at all,
apparently appreciate the economic desirability of the development programme. Lebanon
is only moderately interested, since it has a development scheme of its own in mind,
involving exploitation of the Litani river; but for Jordan, full utilization of the River Jordan
as well as the Yarmuk offers the only hope of developing sufficient cultivable land to feed
even its own population, not to mention the 460,000 refugees within its borders. The chief
question of the Arab states is, would the plan really imply recognition of the existence of
Israel? It is with this in mind that the Arabs, throughout the negotiations, have maintained
their insistence that any water distribution system should be regulated by international
authority. The corollary to their legalistic apprehension about recognizing the existence of
Israel of course is that the Johnston plan would give Israel means of implanting itself still
more securely, by using the new water source to develop more land. Furthermore, it might
imply acceptance of the principle of re-settling refugees, rather than repatriating them to
Israel.

The immediate issue between Syria and Israel certainly is of a legalistic character,
rather than economic; for a unilateral diversion project by Israel would not interfere with
Syrian irrigation or power developments, and in any event could be fitted into any interna-
tional scheme which might be agreed upon later. The essential conflict is that the Syrians
say the Israeli digging operations are contrary to the terms of the General Armistice Agree-
ment, in that they constitute strategic work in the demilitarized zone. The Israelis insist that
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the canal project is purely a civilian undertaking, and does not violate the provisions of the
Agreement.

Israel regards the possible creation of a permanent international agency on the scene as
an undesirable intrusion, and a reflection on Israeli sovereignty. However, the Israelis
maintain that they are genuinely interested in cooperating in the Johnston plan. It embod-
ies the major elements of Israel’s own project for diversion of the Jordan waters, although
it would provide only the absolute minimum amount of water to meet immediate Israeli
development plans. Nevertheless, the possible political benefits to Israel which might rea-
sonably be expected to follow the water agreement, and the economic attractions of the
international scheme, are sufficient inducements to make the plan desirable to the Jewish
state.

Israel has been growing increasingly impatient during recent months over continued
delay in implementation of the plan, as a result of Arab failure to accept it. At the conclu-
sion of Mr. Johnston’s latest talks in the Middle East, the Arab states asked for further time
to study the plan. The Israelis agreed to delay work on their own diversion scheme in the
hope that the plan for international development would be accepted, but indicated that they
would feel compelled to proceed with their own scheme during the 1956 dry season (May
to October) if the Arabs had not yet agreed to the Johnston plan.

During his recent mission to the Middle East, Mr. Hammarskjold was questioned about
the implications of possible resumption of work by Israel in the demilitarized zone. While
he did not insist that this would constitute a violation of the Armistice Agreement, he
indicated that it might be contrary to the Security Council Resolution of 1953. Certainly it
can be argued that the approval of General Burns would have to be obtained before work
could be resumed. However, Israel points out that the issue technically has been under
‘“urgent examination” by the United Nations for more than 2 1/2 years, and that in the
absence of any Security Council action in all this time, Israel is free to resume digging
operations. Both the United States and the United Kingdom governments have warned the
Israeli government against proceeding with its diversion scheme at this time.

Recently there have been unconfirmed reports from Jerusalem that the Secretary-
General intends to propose a modified version of the Johnston Plan, to operate under
United Nations auspices, to the parties.

Israel’s attitude toward the timing of resumption of work may not be unrelated to con-
siderations of military preparedness. The Israelis may calculate that work in the demilita-
rized zone could be proceeded with this year without encountering serious opposition from
the Syrians or precipitating war, which may not be the case next year with the increased
flow of arms to the Arab states.

The Syrians have stated frequently that they would regard renewal of digging opera-
tions in the demilitarized zone as a cause for war and that they would expect Egyptian
assistance under the terms of their alliance. Egypt has assured them that military assistance
would be forthcoming. It has never been quite clear how far this position was qualified by
undertakings given to Mr. Hammarskjold during his cease-fire talks in Damascus. The
United Kingdom Embassy in Damascus believes that Syrian leaders are by no means con-
fident of Egyptian support in the event of Syrian military action over diversion of the Jor-
dan river, and therefore would offer only token military opposition to resumption of work
by Israel, before appealing to the Security Council. United States sources in Syria, on the
other hand, express the view that Syria would put up strong resistance, and quote Syrian
officials as saying in effect that they would blast the Israelis out of the zone if they
attempted to resume digging. Since we have no direct diplomatic contacts with the Syrian
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government, a realistic assessment of the possibilities is difficult; but our Chargé
d’ Affaires in Beirut has stated that he is inclined to accept the United States estimate of
possible Syrian reaction. On the other hand the Egyptians showed no inclination to assist
the Syrians at the time of the Israeli attack at Lake Tiberias, which came shortly after
announcement of the Syrian-Egyptian military alliance.

It seems unlikely that the Arab states would ever concede Israel the right to carry on
with unilateral schemes for diversion of the Jordan waters. Therefore, in the absence of
agreement on any international settlement such as the Johnston plan, it appears that the
Syrian sector of the demarcation lines will continue to be a source of potential danger.
Resumption of work in the demilitarized zone by Israel at any time before a full settlement
of the issue is arrived at might well precipitate major disturbances. At this particular time,
when considerable Syrian forces are understood to be massed near Lake Tiberias, and with
the other Arab states also in a state of military alertness for a variety of reasons, it would
almost certainly have drastic repercussions.

J. LIEGER]

SECTION B

EXPORTATIONS D’ARMES AU MOYEN-ORIENT
EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

9. DEA/50000-A-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], January 19, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

You asked for a review of the export of military equipment and aircraft to the Middle
East during the last two years. You also asked for a review of the procedures relating to the
control of such exports. '

2.1 attach a Tablet showing by dollar value and by types of items the export permits for
such exports to the Middle East which were issued from January 1, 1954 to December 31,
1955. I should point out that these figures do not cover actual deliveries, since there is
necessarily a time lag between the issue of an export permit and the delivery of an order. I
shall return below to the matter of this time lag. Delivery figures are not directly available,
and we have so far been unable to obtain them; I assume that the permit figures attached
are sufficient for your present purpose.

3. With regard to the steps leading up to the issue of an export permit there are two
different starting points. Enquiries or requests may be directed to the Canadian Commer-
cial Corporation, or to private Canadian companies which sooner or later get in touch with
the Department of Trade and Commerce about the likelihood of obtaining an export per-
mit. When the matter reaches a stage where an export permit is sought it is the Canadian
supplier and not the foreign purchaser who makes application for it.
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4. Approaches may take the form of general enquiries about availability, more formal
requests for specific quotations, or firm requests to place an order. An order is not nor-
mally accepted or a contract signed without the supplier having received assurance that an
export permit will probably be granted; this is true whether the CCC or a private firm is the
proposed supplier. With regard to general enquiries or requests for quotations practice var-
ies among private firms, but the CCC normaily give us an opportunity to comment before
giving a positive answer to any such enquiry or request which might have political impli-
cations. The private firms most active in this field are also accustomed to consult Trade
and Commerce in such cases, but I am not aware of any formal obligation upon the sup-
plier to contact the interested government departments prior to the stage of applying for an
export permit.

5. Whether we are asked for our formal concurrence in the issue of an export permit, or
for an advisory opinion at an earlier stage, we invariably consult the Joint Intelligence
Bureau before acting. In routine cases the advice from the J.I.B. usually takes the form of a
statement that they have consulted the appropriate armed service and that it has no objec-
tion to the proposed transaction. In more substantial cases they add an assessment of the
effect, if any, on the military capacity of the country concerned or on the balance of
strength in the area. In really doubtful cases we seek to obtain a clear opinion, as detailed
as possible, of the military value of the item concerned and of the full military implications
of releasing it to the country in question.

6. Having obtained this information, we form an assessment within the Department of
whether our approval should be granted, should be refused, or should be given only subject
to limiting conditions relating to quantity, rate of delivery, etc. Our opinion is drafted in
the Economic Division in consultation with the political division or divisions concemed,
and is communicated by letter to the CCC or to the Department of Trade and Commerce
depending on where the request came from. Copies are of course sent to Trade and Com-
merce and J.I.B. in all cases.

7. 1 attach a copy of a paper which you approved on May 26, 1954, setting out the extent
to which you have delegated to officials of the Department the authority to approve the
issue of export permits in certain cases of specifically limited importance. When approval
has been given in accordance with those procedures, by yourself or by me or by the Head
of the Economic Division as the case may require, our decision is transmitted in a letter
which is normally signed on my behalf by the Head of the Economic Division. While it is
not formally required, the same procedures are normally followed when we are asked for
our opinion prior to an actual application for an export permit.

8. The authority to issue export permits is vested in the Minister of Trade and Commerce,
and I attach a memorandum dated January 21, 1954,!* which was approved by the Cabinet
on March 10, 1954 setting out the conditions under which that authority is exercised. As
you will observe, the Minister of Trade and Commerce is under obligation to obtain your
prior approval in a variety of specified cases including shipments to troubled areas such as
the countries of the Middle East. The manner in which your approval is obtained is set out
in the preceding paragraphs, which include the arrangements you have approved for dele-
gating the authority to approve in specified and limited cases.

9. It is my judgment that these various procedures, faithfully observed, are adequate.
Early in this memorandum I referred, however, to the question of a time lag which could
create difficulties if the situation altered considerably in that interval. This can come in at

13 Voir/See Volume 20, Document 713.
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two stages, both between transmission of our approval to Trade and Commerce and the
issue of an export permit, and between the issue of the permit and the completion of deliv-
ery. With your approval we would propose to discuss with Trade and Commerce the possi-
bility of reducing the time covered by our approval and limiting it to a known period.
Between the issue of the permit and the date of clearance through customs the Government
has no direct contact with the transaction, and the latter date is limited only by the duration
of the permit which now normally extends for one year from the date of issue. What we
have in mind is that as a general rule permits should be valid only for a limited period
(perhaps three or four months) from the date at which this Department grants its approval.
Exporters would be asked to indicate the period they expect to require, and in particular
cases of manufacture or reconditioning when the limited period suggested above is clearly
insufficient, consideration could be given to issuing a permit of longer validity. If the time
to complete delivery is likely to be too long, it might be decided to limit the initial permit
to the standard period (of three or four months as suggested above) and require the
exporter to re-apply for the necessary extension. Such a system would keep us far better
informed than we are at present, and would ensure periodic review of outstanding orders.

10. It should be recalled that under the Act the Minister of Trade and Commerce “may
amend, suspend, cancel or reinstate any permit ... issued ... under this Act.” We are advised
by Trade and Commerce, however, that to invoke this authority would be a very serious
step indeed (with substantial financial consequences for the Canadian exporter) and that
they would prefer to deal with this problem by means of tighter control procedures gov-
erning approval. I assume that we would also, from the point of view of our relations with
the other countries concerned.

11. T should be grateful for any comments you may have, particularly on the proposal
outlined in paragraph 9 above that we approach Trade and Commerce to try and reduce the
time lag which can now develop between approval and delivery.

J. L[EGER]

10. DEA/50000-A-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], January 20, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST
My memorandum of January 19 on this subject was based on verbal requests from your
office. Since it was prepared I have received Mr. McGill’s memorandumt of the same
date, and I shall attempt in this memorandum to deal with the questions he asks. I should
make it clear from the outset that I am not able to give a complete answer to all of these
questions.

Arming of Harvards for Egypt

2. T attach a copy of a reportt on this subject which has been prepared by the Chief of the
Air Staff for the information of his Minister. To the best of our knowledge the information
in Air Marshal Slemon’s report is accurate, and amounts fo this: these aircraft were of a
type which is intended for pilot training only, that they were not designed to carry arma-
ment although with substantial modifications they could be made capable of doing so, and
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that the particular aircraft in question were not in fact equipped with any armament or
armament mountings. No items of armament have been released by the RCAF for export
to Egypt, nor has any been requested of the RCAF.

3. While it does not appear in A/M Slemon’s report, we have been informed by the JIB
that they have, with the assistance of an RCAF expert, checked through the lists of aircraft
spare parts for which permits covering export to Egypt have been issued, and are satisfied
that no items which could be used to arm Harvards are included.

History of the Harvards for Egypt

4. During the spring of 1955 the Trade Commissioner in Cairo reported to his Department
that a representative of Canadair had held discussions with Egyptian authorities who
wished to purchase military aircraft from Canada. The upshot of these discussions had
been an Egyptian request to Canadair to provide quotations on 20 Orenda Sabre jets and/or
on 20 Super Sabres, and to accept orders to provide 15 Harvard training aircraft. We were
informed of this request, and sought the comments of the United States and United King-
dom governments. The United Kingdom replied that there was no objection to the export
to Egypt of 15 Harvard T6G reconditioned aircraft, but that they did not want any modern
aircraft in the hands of any Arab State or Israel. The United States authorities reported that
they would offer no objection if Canada accepted an Egyptian order for five jet or super-jet
aircraft, but would prefer it if the Egyptians could be satisfied with Orenda Sabres instead
of super-jets. They did not comment directly on the matter of the Harvards, but the impli-
cation was clear that they had no objection to the export of this type of aircraft to Egypt.

5. At the same time the JIB was consulted, and reported in a letter dated July 18 that they
had “no objection to the export of reconditioned Harvard trainers”, while they opposed the
release of modern jet aircraft to countries in the Middle East.

6. In a letter dated July 19 we informed the Department of Trade and Commerce that we
were not able to give “a final view on the position which should be taken with respect to
the proposal that Canada sell Sabre jets to Egypt.” We stated, however, that we “would
have no objection to the development of firm orders for 15 Harvard T6G reconditioned
aircraft which, we understand, the Egyptians wish to purchase”. This action followed your
approval of the proposal to take this course recommended in our memorandum of July 8,
1955.14 Before making this tecommendation we had been informed by telephone of the JIB
position later confirmed in the letter of July 18 mentioned in my preceding paragraph. Our
letter to Trade and Commerce is dated after that letter from JIB.

7. Our files show nothing further on this matter until the middle of October, when we
received from Trade and Commerce the list of export permits for September recording the
issue on September 8 of an export permit for these 15 Harvard aircraft. We have since been
informed by telephone that the authority quoted in the Trade and Commerce file is our
letter of July 19 which approved the development of firm orders but not specifically the
issue of an export permit. This is no more than a technical departure from the established
procedure, since our letter was tantamount to approval of the issue of an export permit and
nothing occurred in the intervening period which would have altered our attitude. The inci-
dent does, however, draw attention to the desirability of tightening the procedures as sug-
gested in my memorandum of January 19.

Survey of Requests for Arms from the Middle East

8. The annex to my memorandum of January 19 provides a summary of the export per-
mits issued during 1954 and 1955 for shipment of military equipment to countries in the

14 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 548.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 25

Middle East. We have not available the information covering actual shipments during this
period, but we may assume that it corresponds with the permits issued if allowance is made
for a time lag between the issue of permits and the completion of delivery. It is very diffi-
cult to compile data on the actual deliveries, since it involves detailed enquiries from the
customs clearance ports or, alternatively, a thorough study of export statistics in which
items of this nature are buried as inconspicuously as possible and not, of course, related to
the corresponding export permits.

9. We are inevitably unable to present a complete report on requests which have not been
followed through and approved, since such requests may take the form of enquiries to
private firms which are not pursued further and never reported. To supplement the infor-
mation on permits issued, which appears in the Table mentioned above, I am preparing a
list of requests or enquiries which appear in our files but did not lead to the issue of an
export permit. I hope to submit this list to you in the near future, and while there can be no
assurance that it is complete, I am confident that it will indicate all the important items.

J. L{EGER]
P.S.:

I might offer an additional comment on the question of the military capability of the 15
Harvards.

The release of such aircraft — whether as pure pilot trainers or as machines with (very
limited) military capabilities — would seem to be quite consistent with the statement!s
which you made to the House on Tuesday covering the considerations governing the
export of arms to the Middle East. It can scarcely be argued that such equipment would
tend to disturb the stability of the Middle East or that its release to Egypt was improper
unless it is maintained that the export of any military or semi-military items to any country
in that area should be prohibited by Canada and presumably by all other western countries.

In the light of these considerations our approval of this transaction was not dependent
on detailed knowledge of the particular version of Harvard in question. Enquiries from
countries in the Middle East concerning the availability of modern combat aircraft, such as
the F-86, have of course been treated as quite a different matter. Such enquiries have been
received from both Israel and Egypt and have not been approved.

11. DEA/50000-A-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], January 30, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO SENSITIVE AREAS
I attach a table showing the amounts by countries of permits issued during 1954 and
1955 for the export of arms to sensitive areas. The total, as you will note, is just over five
million dollars, while the total for the Middle East countries on which you have already
reported to the House is just under three million dollars. Thus the figure for other sensitive
areas is somewhat over two million dollars.

'3 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume I, pp. 191-192.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume I, pp. 183-184.
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(This differs from the figure given in my memorandum of January 271 because the
Middle East figures used in that calculation for the over-all total contained the permits
issued in 1954 for tank parts for Israel. Those permits, you will recall, were not used and
were replaced in part by new permits issued in 1955. The Middle East figures which you
gave the House did not include these unused permits, and the Middle East figures which
were subtracted from the over-all total in my memorandum of January 27 were the same as
those you used in the House. Thus the residual total obtained was about a million dollars
too high. The figures now given have been corrected on this point.)

I should mention that the figures attached herewith are subject to the limitations given
in my memorandum of January 27 commenting on the earlier figures. I attach a copy of
that memorandum for convenience of reference.

I should add a word about the shipments to Indochina and Korea. At the time our Com-
mission was settling in to its task there was a full review of the question of shipments to
Indochina of military items, with full account taken of the provisions of the cease fire
agreement. Those items which are prohibited are “arms and munitions, and other war
material”. A separate passage provides a definition of “other war material” as “combat
aircraft, naval craft, pieces of ordnance, jet engines and jet weapons and armoured vehi-
cles”. It was our Commissioner’s interpretation, supported by the Department, that items
falling outside these categories were not prohibited. The items approved for release to
Indochina have in fact consisted of maintenance parts for aircraft, tanks, trucks, jeeps and
radios, and have all been examined prior to approval in the light of the considerations
mentioned. The one item released for Korea was a radio transmitter, certainly not prohib-
ited under the armistice agreement and possibly not a military item at all.

J. L{EGER]

(PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

CONFIDENTIAL
PERMITS (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) FOR ARMS EXPORTS
TO SENSITIVE AREAS IN 1954 AND 1955

Country 1954 1955 Total
Burma 276 30 306
Egypt - 771 771
Finland 7 — 7
India 287 622 909
Indochina 120 65 185
Indonesia 124 25 149
Israel 736 1,332 2,068
Hong Kong — 4 4
Japan — 120 120
Korea 1 — 1
Malaya — 23 23
(French) North Africa 3 2 5
Pakistan 101 342 443
Sweden 6 3 9
Thailand 67 15 82
Yugoslavia 7 1 _ 8
1,735 3,355 5,090

1,735

(5,090)
Total for Middle East 2,839

Residual Total 2,249
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[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

VALUE OF EXPORT PERMITS ISSUED IN 1954 AND 1955 IN RESPECT OF
NON-NATQ COUNTRIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST FOR ITEMS LISTED IN
GROUP 8, SCHEDULE 2 OF THE ACT!

Military Items Civilian Items Total

ISRAEL 1954 735,574.60° 760.00 736,334.60

1955 1,332,110.59  2,067,685.19 1,245.00 2,005.00 1,333,355.59 _ 2,069,690.19
EGYPT 1954 296.00 49,800.00 50,096.00

1955 770,825.00 771,121.00 74,000.00 123,800.00 844,825.00 894,921.00
SAUDI 1954 —_ 101,500.00 101,500.00
ARABIA

1955 — — 45,000.00 146,500.00 45,000.00 146,500.00
SYRIA 1954 — = =

1955 70.00 70.00 _ 9,780.00 9,780.00 9,850.00 9,850.00

COMBINED TOTAL _ 3,120,961.19

Footnotes:

! The division between military and civilian items has been made as precisely as possible, although it is
recognized that some items could be used for either purpose. In this table the military items consist of:
military aircraft or military training aircraft and parts for them; 3.7" A/A guns, accessories and ammunition;
25 pounder equipment, accessories and spares; 20 mm. automatic guns and accessories; .303 Browning
machine guns, accessories and ammunition; Bren guns, parts and ammunition; Oerliken ammunition; 75
mm. shells and fuzes; 2" rocket flare projectors and flares; Piat bomb bases; tracks and parts for Sherman
tanks. The civilian items include: Beaver aircraft and spares; spare parts for various civilian aircraft such as
C-47’s.

2 Excludes $964,071.36 of Permits issued in 1954 which were not used within the year and were cancelled.
Shipments of some of the items concerned which took place in the following year under a new Permit are
shown in the figures for 1955.

(PIECE JOINTE 3/ENCLOSURE 3]

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], January 27, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO SENSITIVE AREAS

In a separate memorandumt I have outlined an answer which might be given to the
question asked by Mr. Churchill (Winnipeg South Centre) on this subject. There are two
points connected with that answer which I would like to bring to your attention.

I have suggested that you should indicate the total value of permits as “just below 6 1/2
million dollars”. There are two reasons for putting it this way, rather than naming a precise
figure. For one thing, it is not always easy to define what constitutes military equipment,
and there are borderline cases such as used military clothing which could raise or lower the
total slightly depending on whether or not you include them. In the second place, the great
majority of the permits (all in the case of Middle East countries) provide a maximum dol-
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lar value for the shipments to be released, but in a few cases the dollar value is not known
and the maximum permissible shipments are shown only by the amount (by weight or
number of units) of the item in question which may be exported. For what it is worth our
total for the permits covering specified dollar values is about $6,332,000, subject to possi-
ble adjustment on the borderline cases as to whether or not they should be included. This
figure excludes the shipments for which dollar values are not known, but there is little
likelihood that they could be sufficient to raise the total over 6 1/2 million dollars. While
there is no reason why these minor factors affecting the total cannot be revealed, I think
that to do so might lead to further discussion; I would therefore recommend that the answer
be limited to what is suggested in my earlier memorandum.

My second point concerns the position of India and Pakistan. The total for all areas is
about 6 1/2 million dollars and for the Middle East is about 3 million dollars. Of the
remaining 3 1/2 million dollars about $910,000 was for India and about $440,000 was for
Pakistan. I think there would be serious objections to making public any details on this
situation, but I thought you should have these facts available for your own information.
(Incidentally, these amounts for India and Pakistan are very substantially lower than those
which Ritchie had in mind when he guessed yesterday morning that the total for the 34
countries would be a much larger figure. He was basing himself on the size of the revolv-
ing credit — 5 or 6 million dollars — which Pakistan had maintained for arms purchases
from Canada in 1952-53 when imports from Canada were apparently on a considerably
larger scale than in the past two years.)

J. LIEGER]

12. PCO -
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa] February 3, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin).
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EMBARGO ON SHIPMENTS OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

4. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that, with the conclusion of the debate
in the House on foreign policy it would be advisable to lift the embargo on arms shipments
to the Middle East. All cargoes destined for that area had been held up, but, in fact, they
included only a very small amount of goods which could be regarded strictly as warlike
materiel. If an affirmative decision — and such a decision should be explained — was not
taken, it would be said that the Canadian government had been driven from a policy which
it had been following for two years and which he considered sound. The alternative was to
continue the embargo which, in practice, would mean an embargo against Israel only,
because the Arab countries would continue to get arms from other sources. There were
only one or two commitments which had not been fulfilled. These consisted of some spare
parts and a small amount of electronic equipment the delivery of which had been held up,
and some 25-pounder ammunition ordered by Israel but on which a decision had yet to be
made.

S. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The sale of 25-pounder ammunition should be allowed. If it were not, this would be
regarded as very unfriendly by the Jewish population of the country. However, the sale
should not be approved until some time had elapsed after the lifting of the embargo, and
after talks had been held with the U.K., the U.S., and France on Middle East problems.

(b) It might be said that the embargo was being lifted after consultation with our allies, in
particular with the U.K. To this it was replied that the general policy on this matter was the
government’s responsibility and should not be determined as a result of discussions even
with friendly countries.

6. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on ship-
ments of arms to the Middle East, and agreed that the recently imposed embargo be lifted
with effect from the time of announcement in the House of Commons,'s and that the
authorization of export of 25-pounder ammunition to Israel be withheld until after the mat-
ter had been discussed with the United Kingdom and United States.

' Le 20 janvier, le premier ministre a annoncé un embargo sur les envois d’armes au Moyen-Orient, en

attendant la tenue du débat sur les affaires étrangeres a la Chambre des Communes. Voir Canada,
Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume I, p. 360. L’embargo a été levé le 6 février. Voir
Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume 1, pp- 920 a 921.
On January 20, the Prime Minister announced an embargo on arms shipments to the Middle East pend-
ing the debate on foreign affairs in the House of Commons. See Canada, House of Commons, Debates,
1956, Volume I, p. 344. The embargo was lifted on February 6. See Canada, House of Commons,
Debates, 1956, Volume 1, pp. 880-881.
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13. DEA/50000-A-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 13, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

It would appear desirable to review policies relating to applications for export permits
to ship arms to the Middle East. Such a review seems useful, both in the light of the recent
discussions of this matter in the House of Commons, and following the visit of United
Kingdom Ministers to Washington and the discussions on this subject which they held
there and subsequently reported to you."?

2. The Prime Minister has announced that the Government will continue to examine
applications upon their merits in accordance with the general principles which have
applied previously. In this context, it is important to take due account of the present poli-
cies of the UK. and U.S. It is perhaps too early to judge how their policies, as agreed
recently in Washington, will work out in practice, but it seems clear that no absolute
embargo on shipments to either Israel or Egypt is intended. On the other hand, it is
unlikely that either of those governments would be willing in the near future to release any
substantial arms items to Egypt. The releases which they may be willing to make to Israel
will probably be no greater and even possibly rather less than they have been. Neither the
U.S. nor U.K. at this stage appears to be contemplating increased or accelerated releases to
Israel to offset the recent Egyptian acquisitions (at least while attempts are being made to
influence the Israelis to cooperate in a possible settlement).

3. Subject to review as U.K. and U.S. practice becomes clearer, I would suggest that the
Canadian Government might deal with applications in future in accordance with the fol-
lowing criteria:

(a) no really large shipments of any item should be released for countries in the Middle
East;

(b) moderate shipments of items clearly intended for repair or maintenance of existing
stocks should be released unless there are particular considerations opposing such release;

(c) moderate amounts of the few weapons which can be identified as purely defensive
should be released, subject again to special considerations which may warrant withholding
release in particular cases; and

(d) offensive weapons should not be released.!'®

4. While I think these criteria may be useful, I should not expect that they could be
readily applied without more detailed interpretation. Taking account of the general situa-
tion, I should imagine that the Government would wish to be even more cautious about
releases to Egypt, Syria, or Saudi Arabia than about releases to Israel. Items intended only
for maintenance of existing stocks are not always readily determined, and in cases of doubt
it is probably desirable to be cautious. Even small shipments of ammunition, for example,

17 Voir/See Document 695.
18 Pearson a écrit le mot “purely” avant “offensive weapons.”
Pearson wrote the word “purely” before “offensive weapons.”
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which may be only enough for legitimate training purposes on any reasonable calculation
of normal wastage, may in fact be used directly in military operations on arrival or be used
for stock-piling if shipments of the same type sufficient for training requirements are being
obtained from other sources at the same time. Purely defensive weapons are equally diffi-
cult to identify, but I think that some types of anti-aircraft gun with limited trajectories and
some land-mines would probably fall into this category. For both these categories (i.e.
defensive weapons and maintenance items) the advice of the Joint Intelligence Bureau will
be of great importance.

5. You may consider it desirable for us to prepare a memorandum for Cabinet working
out the suggestions above somewhat more carefully and in greater detail. On the other
hand, you may wish us to carry on in accordance with existing procedures, taking account
of the considerations outlined above and of any comments you may wish to add to them. In
accordance with what has preceded, I might mention five particular cases that are now
under consideration and suggest a decision for each of them; these are not the only Middle
East applications on hand, but they provide a representative group.

(a) We have a request from Israel for $1200 worth of electronic equipment intended to
service wireless sets of a type which the Israeli army is known to possess. The J.I.B. would
have no objection to this export, and I think it would be difficult to refuse unless a policy
of total embargo is intended. I therefore recommend that this application for a permit be
approved.?®

(b) Last summer Cabinet approved the release, at the rate of 60 guns per three months, of
600 30-calibre Browning machine guns ordered by Israel.?® This decision would take effect
beginning April 1st, 1956, following completion of delivery of the earlier order for 200 of
these guns. The Israeli Government was informed of the decision to release the 600 guns
and was also informed of the condition imposed by Cabinet that the decision might be
reconsidered “if the situation should deteriorate seriously in the interval”. It can safely be
said that the situation has deteriorated seriously in the interval, although it would be more
difficult to argue that this deterioration is solely or even primarily the fault of Israel. 600 of
these guns is a fairly substantial quantity (even when spread over about 2 1/2 years), and
they are of general as opposed to purely defensive use. While the J.I.B. does not believe
that they would destroy the balance of strength in the Middle East (mainly because of the
substantial armaments now being obtained by Egypt), it would be my own recommenda-
tion that the Government should invoke the escape clause included in last summer’s deci-
sion and should now refuse to release these guns. The reason given to the Israelis could be
the deterioration of the situation in the Middle East, but an additional reason would be the
fact that these guns have an offensive capability and we are doubtful that their release can
be justified in terms of replacement use.2!

(c) Cabinet has not yet considered the application to release 1754 rounds of 25-pounder
shot. The amount is small, probably justifiable in terms of normal training needs, but it is
for use with a heavy weapon of offensive capability. I have suggested above that it might at
present be desirable to resurrect the criterion that new weapons shipments be limited to
defensive items, and while this does not directly cover ammunition, it may have some

19 Note marginale /Marginal Note:
I agree L.B. P[earson]
2 Voir Volume 21, les documents 556-558.
See Volume 21, Documents 556-558.
2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
We could have another look at this in 2 months time. [L.B. Pearson] .
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bearing. For this reason, and because there is some possibility that the U.S. and U.K. have
agreed to “squeeze” Israel and might regard the release of this shipment as affecting such a
squeeze, 1 would recommend that a decision be deferred and the U.S. and U.K. be
consulted.?

(d) You will recall that the Israelis have pressed you on several occasions to release their
order for seventy 6-pounder anti-tank guns. As in the case of the Browning machine guns,
this constitutes a fairly substantial order and these guns have a mixed offensive-defensive
capability. Even prior to the Lake Tiberias incident and the recent discussions in Washing-
ton, both the U.K. and the U.S. had some misgivings about releasing these guns to Israel.
In the present circumstances, I would recommend that they be not released.?

(e) The Canadian Commercial Corporation has been asked if it can provide for the Israeli
Government the drawings necessary for converting the River-class frigates now held by
the Israeli Navy into anti-submarine vessels equipped with (i) squids, (ii) four 40-mm. anti-
aircraft guns and (iii) Mark 19 twin four-inch dual-purpose guns. The drawings can be
made available and it appears that there are no security objections to their release. The
J.I.B. have pointed out that the proposed alterations to these vessels are not merely a matter
of bolting a few guns to the deck surface but would involve something fairly close to major
reconstruction of the hull. Thus, the process is likely to be considerably more expensive
than the Israelis may suspect. These drawings are of Canadian origin, and the Israelis were
advised by the U.K. to apply to us for them. The alterations which they would permit
would as their major effect serve to increase the defensive and anti-submarine capabilities
of the vessels in question, although the addition of four-inch dual-purpose guns might pro-
vide an increase in offensive fire power. By far the most important change, however,
would be the addition of the squids, which I understand are solely an anti-submarine
weapon. In the circumstances, I would recommend (subject to J.I.B. advice which has been
requested but not yet received) that these drawings be released. The Israelis should be
warned, if the drawings are delivered, that the alterations proposed are very far-reaching
and expensive and that they should consider carefully whether it is advisable to proceed
with them.?

6. I should be grateful for your comments on the criteria which have been suggested
above and on the recommendations made on the five particular cases.

7. You might also indicate whether for the time being you would wish us to suspend the
previously established procedure and refer to you all applications for arms exports to the
Middle East, regardless of size.?

J. LIEGER]

2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
This has been done. [L..B. Pearson]
2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I agree L.B. P[earson]
% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Yes L.B. P[earson]
2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Yes. [ will take all these up at the next Cabinet. L.B. P[earson]
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14. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], February 15, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),.
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

ISRAEL; EXPORT OF ARMS; 25-POUNDER AMMUNITION
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE FEB. 3)

20. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said he would no doubt be questioned
soon on the last Israeli order for 25-pounder ammunition. He proposed to say, in reply, that
shipment had been postponed until the discussions between the United States, the United
Kingdom and France on security in the Middle East were concluded, and information
about these talks was available to Canada. This corresponded with the position taken last
fall when the middle east situation was before the U.N. General Assembly.

21. The Cabinet noted with approval that the Secretary of State for External Affairs
proposed to state that the export of 25-pounder ammunition to Israel had been postponed
until the United Kingdom-United States-French discussions on middle east security had
been concluded and information on these talks was available.?

% Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume II, p. 1247.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume II, p. 1201.
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15. DEA/50000-A-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 22, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

In my memorandum of February 13th I suggested certain criteria which might be
applied in future to applications for export permits to cover arms shipments to the Middle
East. I went on to consider five particular applications now pending, and suggested deci-
sions based on the criteria I had proposed. You commented on each of the five individual
cases. Then at the end of the memorandum you indicated that you would wish to have all
applications for arms exports to the Middle East, regardless of size, referred to you for
approval at least for the present. You added a final comment that you would “take all these
up at the next Cabinet”.

2. T assume it is your intention to raise the general subject in Cabinet tomorrow morning
and perhaps to obtain Cabinet approval for the decisions you have taken on the particular
cases. I attach the memorandum of February 13th to which I have referred. I have set out
below in condensed form a table listing the five particular applications mentioned and the
recommended decisions; at the end of that table I have added the other applications for
shipments to the Middle East which are now outstanding:

Outstanding Applications for Arms Shipments to the Middle East

6. Egypt—$2,335.10 worth of Harvard aircraft parts for the Egyptian air force. These
parts are presumably intended for servicing Harvard aircraft already held by the Egyptian
forces; JIB has informed us that Egypt has a number of Harvards quite apart from the 15 at
present being shipped from Canada. JIB comments on this application have not yet been
received but assuming that JIB has no objection, I recommend release of this order.

7. Lebanon—$956.92 worth of Harvard aircraft parts. Assuming JIB has no objection to
this shipment, I would recommend that it also be released.

8. Israel—$136,361.59 worth of spare parts for Sherman M4 tanks. You will recall that a
substantial order for tank parts for Israel was approved during 1954 but delivery did not
take place during the validity of the permit. A new permit was approved in 1955 to cover
most of the order originally placed in 1954 and deliveries have been proceeding under that
new permit up to the present time. The permit has now expired, however, and delivery is
not yet completed. This new application is intended to cover the unshipped balance of the
order approved in 1955 and Trade and Commerce have satisfied themselves that no new
items are included other than those for which approval was previously given. It is not
surprising in an order of this size and diversity that delivery should take considerable time
and I would recommend that approval be given for the release of this unshipped balance.

R.M. M{ACDONNELL]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs
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16. DEA/50000-A-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], March 6, 1956

EXPORT OF 25 POUNDER AMMUNITION FOR ISRAEL

The Israeli Embassy has enquired several times recently about the order for 1754
rounds of 25 pounder shot. They are concerned, as a result of your announcement in the
House that the Government had deferred a decision pending the outcome of the tripartite
talks in Washington, lest what is described as a deferred decision on this and by implica-
tion on other items should in fact be a policy to impose a complete embargo by administra-
tive delay. We have explained that there is no such decision on the part of the Government,
either on this order or on the various others which are also outstanding.

You directed us to seek the views of the U.K. and U.S. governments concerning the
proposed release of this ammunition. I attach copies of the repliest which have been
received from Washington and London. You will notice that the U.K. authorities freely
assent to the proposed release, while the U.S. authorities have had certain misgivings
(which appear to us to relate more to U.S. domestic politics than to the merits of the case).
The U.S. authorities have finally stated, however, that while in their present circumstances
they would not themselves release this ammunition they see no objection to Canada’s
doing so.

It has been our own view throughout, and there is support for it in the U.K. and U.S.
comments, that the proposed shipment is not of military importance. While the U.K. and
U.S. are seeking to apply some “squeeze” on the Israelis in the matter of arms shipments,
we have been informed that this does not extend to limited shipments of spares and main-
tenance and replacement parts. As a shipment of this size can properly be regarded as
replacement for reasonable training needs, it would not appear to fall within the scope of
the “squeeze”.

To withhold this shipment would appear in Israeli eyes to imply a policy of almost
complete embargo. This particular shipment has already been cleared once, and the Israelis
so informed; to continue to withhold it now would be regarded by them as something like
a breach of faith. For these various reasons, I recommend that you approve the release of
this order, or alternatively that you seek the approval of Cabinet for its release. Should you
decide to discuss the matter in Cabinet, it would be convenient if you could take up at the
same time the other cases mentioned in my memorandum of February 22 and the criteria
suggested in my memorandum of February 13. New applications continue to come in, and
we are holding some six new cases in suspense pending an indication of your views on
those two memoranda.
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I attach for your convenience copies of the relevant telegrams from London and Wash-
ington (London: No. 219 of February 29, Washington: No. 310 of February 22, and No.
338 of February 27%).%

J. LIEGER]

17. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], March 8, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson)
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald)
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce)
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office, (Mr. Lamontagne).

ARMS SHIPMENTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE FEB. 3)

63. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported that a ship had sailed from New
York and would probably arrive in Halifax on Saturday, March 10th to take delivery of
nine Harvard trainer aircraft, which represented the uncompleted portion of an order for
Egypt. On Wednesday the Prime Minister had said in the House of Commons that a state-
ment would be made when a decision had been reached as to whether or not the govern-
ment should interfere with the completion of this order in the light of the situation in the
Middle East.?

There were two different problems; the shipment of the Harvard aircraft to Egypt, and
the requests for arm shipments received from several other countries including Israel.

21 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I would like all outstanding arms applications to be put on the next Cabinet agenda L.B. P[earson]
% Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume II, pp. 1939-1940.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume II, pp. 1882-1883.
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The Minister recommended that the Prime Minister make a statement in the House of
Commons the following day announcing that the Canadian government had decided not to
interfere with the shipment of the Harvard aircraft to Egypt and that two outstanding orders
received from Israel should be approved if there had been an improvement in the Middle
Eastern situation in the following week.

64. During the course of the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It might be desirable to postpone the decision on the Harvard aircraft until the ship
had arrived in Halifax and to consider then how the situation in the Middle East had devel-
oped. It would be dangerous to make a decision immediately with the intention of
announcing it only on Friday because the government would probably be asked that after-
noon whether or not a decision had been made.

(b) Nothing short of an open conflict in the Middle East would justify the government in
interfering with the shipment of the Harvard aircraft. This was the uncompleted portion of
an order with a Canadian private company and had already been paid for. The Canadian
government had always maintained that the trainers had no military value, but if war were
declared, then all shipments to the areas involved in the conflict would be stopped.

(c) Orders for tank parts and for 25-pounder shells had been received from Israel and the
order for tank parts authorized in 1954. A permit issued in 1955 had now expired and an
application for a new one was now being made to cover the uncompleted portion of the
order. To accept this application now would be inconsistent with the statement made by the
Prime Minister that no new permit would be issued for this area until the situation had
improved. Acceptance of the purchase order for 25-pounder shells, which were to come
from government supplies, had not been approved by the Treasury Board but referred to
the Cabinet for decision.

(d) From the point of view of public opinion in Canada, it might be preferable to apply
the same decision to Israel’s order for tank parts and to Egypt’s order for Harvard aircraft.

(e) Consideration should be given as soon as possible to the outstanding orders for arm
shipments to several countries and to the general policy that should apply on arms sales. It
could be argued that such sales should be restricted to members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and perhaps of the Commonwealth. However, it would be difficult to
maintain a distinction between those countries and the others. Moreover, arms exports
would help to strengthen the Canadian industry and what Canada would refuse to sell
would be sold by other countries.

65. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on arms
shipments to the Middle East and agreed:

(a) that the Canadian government should not interfere with the shipment to Egypt of the
uncompleted order for Harvard aircraft;

(b) that the Prime Minister should make an announcement to that effect in the House of
Commons either that day or on Friday, depending on the expected time of arrival in Hali-
fax of the ship to load the Harvard trainers;?® and,

(c) that the outstanding orders for arms shipments to other countries and the general
policy on arms exports be considered at a subsequent meeting of Cabinet.

R.B. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet

# Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume II, pp. 1971-1972.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume II, pp. 1915-1916.
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18. DEA/50000-A-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], March 9, 1956

POSSIBLE CANADIAN MEMBERSHIP IN NEACC
In my memorandum of January 133 I reported the opportunity offered us to join the
Near East Arms Coordinating Committee (NEACC) established some time ago by the
United Kingdom, the United States and France and recently expanded to include Italy. I
outlined at that time the considerations which had led us to defer any formal recommenda-
tion on whether or not Canada should join.

Recently Mr. Heeney has repeated to you his earlier suggestion that it would be to
Canada’s advantage to join, and has called this conversation to my attention in his telegram
No. 318 of February 247 (attached). I understand that you incline to his view that it would
be to our advantage to become a member.

I attach a copy of a departmental memorandum of November 30, 1955,*! in which the
pros and cons were assessed and the conclusion reached that it would probably be better to
defer a decision concerning Canadian membership, although there was a strong inclination
on the part of officials against Canada joining. I believe that that conclusion was justified
at that time, but that it should be reviewed in the light of recent developments.

Since that memorandum was prepared there have been public debates in the United
Kingdom and the United States on the export of arms to the Middle East. Those debates,
and report concerning French shipments to the area, suggest that NEACC has had limited
success as an instrument for developing and applying among its members an agreed Mid-
dle East arms export policy. Perhaps the current review, which is almost completed and as
one result has led to the accession of Italy and the informal invitation to Canada, will
render it more effective. The NEACC reorganization, and this will presumably apply also
to the Committee’s activities when they are resumed upon completion of that reorganiza-
tion, is however limited strictly to arms export policy matters. The three great powers have
kept out of the NEACC framework their coincident Washington consultations on general
Middle East policy. This example, and the addition of Italy to the membership, suggest that
membership in NEACC might not provide as fruitful access to great power thinking on
general Middle East problems as might earlier have appeared.

It is still my view that informal bilateral consultation with the United Kingdom and the
United States such as we have at present, while perhaps not perfect, is sufficient for our
needs on arms export policy. You may consider that it would be useful, in the public pres-
entation of our arms export control policy, to be able to refer to formal arrangements for
consultation. Nevertheless you are already able to refer, as you have done recently, to satis-
factory informal arrangements. There is the additional point that too frequent public refer-
ence to a body such as NEACC would inevitably impair its effectiveness. Any increase in
information which might be gained through membership in NEACC would, I suggest, be
limited pretty closely to arms export matters, since I should imagine that we already get at

30 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 547.
31 Voir/See Volume 21, Document 546.
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least as good an insight into United Kingdom and United States thinking on more general
Middle East problems as we would obtain in a committee in which France and Italy are
members. On the other hand, with regard to the arms export problem itself, the member-
ship still does not include such countries as Belgium, Sweden and Switzerland and thus the
consultation obtained is not as complete as might be desirable.

Thus I am still led to the conclusion that the advantages of membership would not, for
us, be very important. What I would regard as the significant disadvantage still seems to
me a real one, namely the risk of indirect commitment in possible great power responsibili-
ties in the area. This risk may indeed have increased in recent weeks when the three pow-
ers have been giving active consideration to possible emergency action in the event of a
serious outbreak such as might occur along the armistice lines or on the Jordan river.
While it is true that the separation of the tripartite policy talks from the NEACC review
lessens the likelihood of NEACC being used as an instrument for elaborating a policy of
intervention, the increase in the possibility of such interventionist plans being worked out
by the three powers seems to me to offset this.

I would still conclude that the risk of involuntary commitment more than outweighs the
advantages of membership, but I recognize that the balance is close and a number of the
factors on either side of the argument cannot be too accurately assessed. I should be grate-
ful for your comments.3

J. L{EGER]

19. DEA/50000-A-40

Note de la direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Commonwealth and Middle East Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], March 12, 1956

ISRAELI AMBASSADOR’S INTERVIEW WITH THE MINISTER

Mr. Comay came to see the Minister at 5 p.m. on Friday, March 9. He said that in view
of the renewed discussion in the House on the export of arms to the Middle East he had
come to inquire how matters stood with regard to current Israeli applications. He handed
the Minister a list} (copy attached) of outstanding orders and requests.

2. Mr. Pearson informed the Israeli Ambassador that he intended to recommend to Cabi-
net that immediate approval should be given for the export of the 25 pounder shot and of
two smaller items which did not appear on the Ambassador’s list, i.e., a small amount of
electronic equipment and specifications (drawings) for anti-submarine conversion of cer-
tain vessels. The Minister expressed the hope that once approval had been granted it would
be possible to carry out exports quickly, so as to avoid publicity which might be embar-
rassing in the present political atmosphere. He did not believe that Cabinet would be dis-
posed to approve the export of other items immediately but assured Mr. Comay that they

32 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Your argument against joining but in favour of maintaining close contact with NEACC is impres-
sive and I am willing to accept it. But we must make sure that the existing informal but close contact
with Wash[ington], London & Paris is maintained on all arms shipment propdsals for the Middle
East. L.B. P[earson] :
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would be kept under review and he thought that some of them might be released in the
future. Particular mention in this regard was made of Item 6. on the Israeli list — the 3.7
anti-aircraft guns. Mr. Pearson said he did not recall the details of this order but he would
look into it.

3. Mr. Pearson drew Mr. Comay’s attention to the position taken by the Prime Minister
in the House on March 6, when he stressed the importance, in considering applications for
permits, of whether “the situation in the Middle East seems to ease”. He said he felt sure
the Israeli Ambassador would realize that the Government would have to act, in consider-
ing arms application to the Middle East, within the spirit of this statement of the Prime
Minister. Mr. Pearson related to this situation his own statement in the House on March 9,
in which he said that “the situation seems to have eased somewhat”. He pointed out that his
recommendation for approval of the export of the 25 pounder shot would come before
Cabinet in this context. Mr. Comay would understand, therefore, that if incidents should
occur in Palestine, the Cabinet would have to determine whether the situation seemed to
warrant further shipments.

4. Mr. Comay said that there had been a misunderstanding in the public mind in Israel
and a certain amount of resentment because of the fact that the Harvard aircraft were
released to Egypt, while shipments to Israel had been held up. Mr. Pearson replied that this
was an unfortunate impression and that it was quite erroneous to believe that there had
been any discrimination. Misunderstanding had been caused by the technical consideration
that the Harvards had been released to Egypt before the recent renewal of discussions in
the House on export of arms to the Middle East and had been cleared by Customs. In the
case of the Harvards specific Government action would have been necessary to stop their
shipment, while the Israeli arms applications now under review required Government
action to clear them. Careful consideration had to be given to any current applications for
arms exports to the Middle East because of the conditions in the area and because of public
concern with them in this country. The Minister felt sure that Mr. Comay would appreciate
the fact that Israel had received considerably more arms from Canada than had the Arab
countries. Mr. Comay agreed and said that of course an embargo would be bad for Israel.

5. At the end of the interview Mr. Comay spoke in general terms about the position of
Israel and the attitude of the West towards it. He hoped that Western nations would now
make a practical reappraisal of their policy in the Middle East based on a realistic judg-
ment of the actual value to the West of Israel and of the Arab countries. He also suggested
that to ascribe Western difficulties with the Arab powers to the troubles caused by the
establishment of the state of Israel was a superficial interpretation of events. He thought
that the West would in any case have become embarrassed by an inevitable historic process
of Arab nationalism and anti-colonialism. Mr, Pearson said that these issues would of
course be a matter for close study at this time.

P.G.R. CAMPBELL
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20. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), March 15, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST; POLICY
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE MARCH 8)

20. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reviewed existing means of dealing with
export permit applications for arms shipments to sensitive areas. In general, these appeared
to be satisfactory but improvement of certain points was needed. There should, for exam-
ple, be a more careful examination of permits in advance of shipping times. He proposed
to submit a revised memorandum on the subject in the near future.

As regards the Middle East, he felt that no releases should be made to that area without
the approval of the Cabinet, except for small amounts of under $2,500 which could be
dealt with by the Ministers concerned. Of the outstanding applications he recommended
that the 25-pounder ammunition for which an export permit had been issued, $1,200 worth
of electronic equipment, and $137,000 worth of tank parts, the residue of an old order, be
released to Israel. There were also two other orders from Israel, — one for 600 Browning
machine guns and the other for 70 6-pounder anti-tank guns. Both types of equipment had
an offensive capability and the quantities were appreciable. He therefore thought release
should be deferred for the time being. -

An explanatory memorandum was. circulated.
(Minister’s memorandum, March 15, 1956 — Cab. Doc. 67-56)%

21. Mr. Pearson added that, in his view, the greatest immediate danger in the Middle
East could be a feeling of despair and frustration in Israel. Israelis knew they were getting
weaker in comparison with their Arab neighbours, and a group felt they should forestall a



42 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

defeat by provoking a conflict and taking action now. This feeling was making an impres-
sion in London and Washington, and the United States might, as a result soon release a
substantial quantity of arms to Israel. Disturbing reports were being received about Rus-
sian activities. In addition to shipping ordinary arms to the Arabs, there was evidence that
the Soviets were also sending sabotage material into Arab territories. It was known, t0o,
that 200 Egyptians were being trained as “commandos” by the communists at Odynia in
the Baltic.

A good deal of diplomatic activity was taking place in London, Paris, and Washington
in an effort to produce a long-run political solution to the middle eastern problem. The
U.S. was going to make a proposal to the Security Council. The proposal itself seemed to
be a useful one, but if it was to be successful in the council the U.S. would be well-advised
to consult the Russians first. At the moment this looked unlikely. The Russians were active
in a large way in the Middle East now and springing a resolution on them in the Security
Council without any warning might prejudice any chances of success.

On the question of arms for the Middle East the U.K. and U.S. had no intention of
departing from their 1950 declaration. In the past Canada had consulted the U.K. and U.S.
about shipments and had not received bad advice. A U.K.-U.S.-French committee was now
considering policy in regard to that area and Canada had been asked to join. It seemed
inadvisable to do so but Canada should continue to consult these countries.

22. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It could legitimately be said that the situation in the Middle East had eased tempora-
rily. Ten days ago certain Arab troops were massing on the Israeli border and a number of
unfortunate incidents had occurred. However, nothing untoward had happened and there
had been no incidents in the meantime. From the long-run point of view, however, the
situation remained serious.

(b) It was doubtful if a distinction could be made between the 25-pounder ammunition
and the machine guns. However, it had been said that the shell order would remain under
consideration until the situation had eased and this had, in a sense, happened. The machine
gun application was not publicly known. The strongest cases could be made for the tank
parts. Only a technical lapse of a permit prevented shipment. Although there were doubts
about the 25-pounder shells, it would be a mistake to abandon help to Israel. Furthermore,
Canada was probably the only source of supply for this kind of ammunition at the present
time.

(c) The shipments proposed, even the one for electronic equipment, were really uncom-
pleted transactions. The situation had eased somewhat and, if these could be cleaned up,
there would be no embarrassment in the future except in the unhappy event of a war in the
area. Any statement to be made should include a reference to all three items and precise
details should be available in the event of questions.

23. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on arms
exports to the Middle East and agreed,

(a) that 1754 rounds of 25-pounder ammunition, $1,200 worth of electronic equipment
and $136,361 worth of tank parts (the residue of a large order), be released to Israel; an
announcement to be made accordingly;

(b) that any issue of a permit to export 600 Browning machine guns and 70 6-pounder
anti-tank guns to Israel be deferred, and reviewed in a few weeks time; and,
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(c) that the general policy governing arms exports be brought up to date and considered
at an early meeting.

21. DEA/50000-A-40

Le chargé d’affaires de I’ambassade en Israél
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chargé d’Affaires, Embassy in Israel,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

LETTER No. 109 Tel Aviv, March 16, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL
Reference: Your telegram No. K-14 of March 12/56%

EXPORT OF CANADIAN MILITARY EQUIPMENT TO THE MIDDLE EAST

I was glad to have received your telegram under reference yesterday, since Mr. Sharett
raised the matter with me in the course of one of my periodic calls on him today to discuss
general developments. The Foreign Minister said he had noted that Canada had recently
released Harvard aircraft to Egypt, but that we were still withholding action on some
Israeli requests. He then expressed the hope that we would be able to approve the shipment
of Israeli orders in the near future. In view of the inference of discrimination, I reiterated
the points made in your telegram, of which he was presumably already aware from the
Israeli Ambassador in Ottawa. Sharett did not however seem over-impressed, which
reflects, I think, the present mood of the Isracli Government. The authorities here are
inclined to view any military equipment sent to an Arab State, regardless of how insignifi-
cant or the circumstances involved, as an accretion to the overall military potential of the
Arab States and, therefore, as an increase in the security threat to this country.

2. It may well be that some people in Israel have drawn erroneous conclusions concern-
ing the export of Harvard aircraft to Egypt, coming as it has during a period of emotional
tension in Israel, and when Israeli requests for arms in the United States have not been
making any headway. Each time the export of these Harvard aircraft was raised in the
House of Commons it was reported briefly by the Israeli press. One report, unfortunately,
added that Harvards can readily be armed and provided with bomb racks, which may have
given some Israelis false ideas of the military value of this type of aircraft. However, the
Minister’s statement in the House of January 17 dealing with the supply of Harvard train-
ers to Egypt received front page coverage here. While that portion of the Minister’s state-
ment of January 24 dealing with arms exports received very little attention, and the further
reference in it to the Harvard aircraft question was not carried by most newspapers, never-
theless the press did, as a whole, list the total quantities of military equipment for which
Canada had issued export permits in 1954 and 1955 to Israel and Egypt respectively.

%3 Le Cabinet n'a pas discuté de sa politique générale en matiere d’exportation d’armes pendant la période
visée par le présent volume.

Cabinet did not discuss its general policy on arms exports during the penod covered by this volume.
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3. At no time have we seen any suggestion in the Israeli press that Canada has discrimi-
nated in any way in its arms export policy to the Middle East, or even in the matter of the
release of the Harvard aircraft to Egypt. Nor have any newspapers so far tied these two
questions together. While we would not doubt that some Israelis, for one reason or another,
may not have a clear understanding of the situation, we have received no indication of
public resentment having been created in Israel as a result.

4. Mr. Sharett’s indirect linking of the export of aircraft to Egypt with Israeli arms appli-
cations at present under review in Canada was the first official indication of this nature that
I have received from the Foreign Ministry. Since, however, he was unwilling to be very
explicit, I rather suspect that he was choosing to suggest a possible misinterpretation in the
hope that this might expedite Israel’s current arms requests.

GEORGE P. KIDD

22, DEA/50000-A-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)], March 19, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

I attach for your signature, if you approve, a lettert to the Ambassador of Israel based
on the Prime Minister’s statement in the House on March 16* concerning the decision to
approve the release of three arms orders for Israel. The letter goes on to identify the two
applications mentioned by the Prime Minister on which decisions were “deferred”, and to
explain what this actually meant — namely, that a decision had been taken not to release
the items in question at present.

The letter then gives an explanation of the present situation on two other applications
for 40 mm. and 3.7" anti-aircraft guns. The Israeli authorities appear to believe that the
3.7" guns are being held up as a matter of policy, and you may consider it desirable to clear
up this misunderstanding without, of course, making any binding commitment for the
future.

Finally the letter refers to other outstanding export permit applications. The majority of
these have been reported to you in earlier memoranda. I have set out these other applica-
tions in tabular form below, including four for shipments to Arab countries, with my rec-
ommendation in each case. I would suggest that in most cases the items are such that you
might yourself decide on the course to be followed, but there are some (e.g. the Harvard
parts for Arab countries) which you might wish to mention in Cabinet if you have not
already done so.

3 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume I, pp. 2271-2272.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume I1I, pp. 2203-2204.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 45

A. Recommended for Approval

(In all these cases J.I.B. approval has been obtained, and the Divisions concerned see no
objection).

1. $80 worth of radio crystal vibrators for Israel, for army wireless sets.>

2. $2,730 worth of spare parts for C-47 civilian passenger aircraft to go to the Arabian
American Oil Company in Saudi Arabia.¢

3. $60 worth of aircraft engine parts for Israel.”

4. $260 worth of aircraft engine parts for Israel.®

5. $280 worth of aircraft engine parts for Israel.*

6. Quotations to be provided by the Canadian Commercial Corporation to the Govern-
ment of Israel on 500 chests for .30 calibre machine gun ammunition belts and 500 belts
for such ammunition.*

B. Recommended for Approval if J.I.B. Concurrence is Obtained (J.1.B. comments have not
yet been received, but the Divisions concerned see no objection.)

1. $750 worth of Chipmunk aircraft non-military spares, reported by de Havilland on the
application to be for use in maintenance of Chipmunk aircraft exported under permit in
1951 to the Egyptian army.*

2. $2500 worth of aircraft engine parts for Israel.?

C. Recommended for Deferment (i.e. not to be released at present)

1. $956.92 worth of Harvard aircraft parts for Lebanon. There is no technical objection to
the release of these parts, which appear to be entirely of a non-armament character, but in
view of the fact that they are for military training aircraft I understand you prefer not to
approve their release at present.

2. $2,335.10 worth of Harvard aircraft parts for Egypt. (See comment under C 1 above).

J. LIEGER]

3 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson)

% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]

3 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK {L.B. Pearson]

3 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]

¥ Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]

“ Notes marginales :/Marginal Notes:
Value? (L.B. Pearson}
$1995 [J. Léger]
OK [L.B. Pearson]

4 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]

2 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]
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23. DEA/50000-C-40

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

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

SECRET [Ottawa], May 10, 1956

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

I should be grateful for your views on twelve applications for arms export permits for
shipments to the Middle East. I have outlined each of these cases below, and I attach a
tabular summary.t

I should like first to mention three for Israel, none of which has been brought to your
attention previously.

(1) Three cases of Packard Merlin aircraft engine parts, valued at $3000. There is no
objection on the part of National Defence, and as these are non-armament parts presumably
intended for the routine maintenance of present aircraft holdings I recommend that the
application be approved.®

(2) 190 “Aerial Bases” valued at a total of $104.50. I am informed that these are bases or
sockets for mounting aerials for No. 19 army radio sets. National Defence has no objec-
tion, and I recommend that this application be approved.*

(3) 50 transformers and rectifiers, valued at a total of $237.50. These are suitable for the
conversion of a standard 110 volt alternating current power supply to direct current, pre-
sumably to power electronic (communications) equipment of some sort. National Defence
has no objection, and I recommend that this application also be approved.*

The next two applications were discussed in my memorandum of March 19. They are
for the shipment of Harvard aircraft parts, $956.62 worth to Lebanon and $2,335.10 worth
to Egypt. In my earlier memorandum I recommended that these applications be deferred
(i.e. not approved at that time); you made no comment on that recommendation, and we
have taken no further action. The supplier has in the meantime enquired of Trade and
Commerce when he may expect an answer. Is it still your wish that a definite decision
should be deferred on these two applications?4

Three different permits for shipment of Harvard aircraft parts to Egypt are now expir-
ing. The original permits, which we approved on May 13, November 2 and December 1,
1955, covered amounts of $81,657.00, $245.00 and $2,426.00 respectively. These permits
expire May 18, May 4 and June 2 respectively (all were originally issued for six months
but the first one was extended for a further six months when it came due for expiry on
November 18). The unshipped balances are $14,073.74, $74.59, and $838.00 respectively,
and no ship is available to take these residual quantities until June 10. We have therefore

43 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]
“ Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson}
4 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]
4 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I think that these might go forward now [L.B. Pearson]
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been asked if we are prepared to agree to the extension of all of these permits until about
June 12 or June 15 in order that deliveries may be completed. It is my own view that we
should not intervene in such a way as to prevent the completion of delivery on these orders
since the fact would probably become known and could be represented as implying serious
concern about the military capabilities of Harvard aircraft.¥

There is an application for a permit to export, to a UK firm for re-export to the Egyp-
tian Ministry of War, $5,620 worth of spare parts for Staghound trucks. These appear from
the list to be entirely non-armament maintenance parts, but the application states that they
are “for use on military vehicles”. National Defence has no objection, and I see no reason
why approval of this application should not be given.®

On the final three applications we are awaiting comments from National Defence. One
is for $1,400 worth of (brass or copper) forging rod for the Israeli Ministry of Defence; we
assume this material could be used for the manufacture of cartridge cases. If National
Defence has no objection, I would recommend that this application be approved.*

Another application is for $975 worth of aircraft engine parts for Egypt. These are for
the model engine used in the Harvard, and are presumably intended for use with that air-
craft. We have been informed that this engine is not suitable for use in any heavier or more
powerful aircraft. As in the case of the Harvard parts orders for Egypt and Lebanon men-
tioned earlier, there is no objection to release at the official level.*

Finally, there is an application for $608.56 worth of Harvard parts for Saudi Arabia. In
view of the Saudi Arabian Government’s mischievous and irresponsible behaviour, partic-
ularly in stirring up trouble with the UK, I recommend that action on this application be
indefinitely deferred.>! On the other hand, you will be aware that the U.S. is considering
the release of some military equipment to Saudi Arabia in the near future despite this
consideration.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]

47 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I agree {L.B. Pearson]

¢ Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
OK [L.B. Pearson]

4 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Yes [L.B. Pearson]

% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Yes [L.B. Pearson] -

5! Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I agree [L.B. Pearson]
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24, PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT NoO. 158-56 Ottawa, July 25, 1956
CONFIDENTIAL

EXPORT OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT

From time to time, and more frequently in recent months, especially from South
America, we have received enquiries from foreign governments concerning possible sales
of military aircraft.’ Apart altogether from cases which obviously raise important political
considerations, such as the Israeli request for F-86’s, we have been disposed to deal with
such enquiries very cautiously. I believe that this is desirable, since sales of modern jet
aircraft have a dramatic quality and it is therefore important to weigh the consequences
carefully before deciding to proceed.

Perhaps it is time, however, to examine this question as a general policy matter and
without reference to any particular case, in order to determine as precisely as possible
exactly what the Government’s attitude is. There has I think been some tendency to regard
requests for modem aircraft with some suspicion, more or less from the point of view that
such sales are likely to be undesirable unless there are particular and special advantages in
an individual case. It might be argued on the other hand that such sales are in fact desirable
unless there are specific and particular objections in individual cases. There should of
course, be as careful scrutiny of each individual case as in the past, but perhaps there
should be a more precise understanding of the factors which are likely to be regarded as
sufficient reason to refuse a sale and a recognition that in the absence of such factors a
proposed sale is likely to be approved.

I might review briefly the arguments in favour of such sales. First there is the obvious
commercial gain in selling abroad good and valuable products of Canadian industry.
Related to this purely commercial consideration is an economic one of perhaps greater
importance, concerning our aircraft industry itself. The domestic Canadian requirement is
not likely to be sufficient to maintain the industry on an economic basis. To design and
bring into production a modern aircraft is very costly, and a substantial volume of produc-
tion is necessary before it is worth while. The limited Canadian demand can of course be
supplemented by giving away aircraft, for example as NATO Mutual Aid, but this pro-
duces no direct economic return and thus does not directly offset the cost to Canada. To
sell a moderate number of our aircraft would make it far easier to maintain the industry as
an up-to-date production facility. In particular it would assist in carrying it over the transi-
tion period between the fulfilment of Canadian requirements for a particular aircraft and
the coming into production of its successor, a period which now involves problems of
unemployment and loss of skilled personnel. The industry, in other words, now tends to
operate on a cycle tied to each new type of aircraft, and the development of foreign mar-
kets (especially in less advanced countries where aircraft becoming obsolescent by Cana-

%2 Voir Volume 23, Chapitre 5, 1** partie.
See Volume 23, Chapter 5, Part 1.
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dian standards would still be in demand) could be most valuable in helping to smooth out
the peaks and valleys of this cyclical process.

As for the political factors, and leaving aside for the moment the question of sales to
“sensitive” areas which will be mentioned below, it seems to me that there are both advan-
tages and disadvantages. No doubt such sales to underdeveloped areas which might better
use their limited resources for constructive social and economic purposes have undesirable
aspects, but the fact remains that whether such countries will spend their money on mili-
tary aircraft or on such things as hydro projects is not going to be settled by Canada’s
attitude to the sale of aircraft. For better or for worse, the South American countries (for
example) are busily buying aircraft wherever they can get them. Many of these countries
have already invested fairly substantially in U.K. and U.S. aircraft, and are looking for
more. Some even appear to be considering purchases, which would no doubt be on favour-
able terms, from the U.S.S.R. In these circumstances it would seem to me that there would
be real political and economic advantages in accepting in appropriate cases the role of
supplier of such equipment.

At the same time we should, I think, continue to be as conscious as we have been of the
particular factors relating to an individual case which might make it undesirable to pro-
ceed. Very briefly, I should expect that a proposed sale would be undesirable (a) if it
seemed likely to give rise to a significant increase in international or domestic tension, or
to lead to an outbreak of violence, (b) if it would appear to threaten the position, domesti-
cally or abroad, of a government with which we have friendly relations. (c) if there were
over-riding technical difficulties arising from such factors as security. But I would suggest
that the objections to a sale should be explicit; the mere fact that an area is considered
“sensitive” need not preclude a sale of military aircraft.s?

L.B. PEARSON

25, DEA/50000-B-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], September 18, 1956

EXPORT OF VEHICLE PARTS TO ISRAEL
I attach memoranda of August 7 and August 30 on this subject. On the second of these
you indicated your agreement with the recommendation that export be approved but subse-
quently, before leaving Ottawa, you asked me by telephone to hold this up for further
consideration.%*

R.M. MACDONNELL

53 Approuvé par le Cabinet le 25 juillet 1956,
Approved by Cabinet on July 25, 1956.
%4 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I would definitely go ahead now. Pfaul] M[artin)
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[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 30, 1956

EXPORT OF VEHICLE PARTS TO ISRAEL

I attach for your consideration a memorandum of August 7, submitted to Mr. Martin in
your absence, concerning an application for a permit to export to Israel $38,498.17 worth
of spare parts for military vehicles. While there was no significant objection to the pro-
posed shipment in itself, the pattern which would govern military shipments in general for
the Middle East was at that time much in question. Mr. Martin, I think wisely, considered
it best to delay a decision on the application.

In the intervening three weeks it has become apparent that what might be termed rou-
tine arms shipments to Israel (i.e. those which have been permitted in preceding months)
are being released by the various western governments. As this shipment would clearly fall
in that category I see no reason to delay further and recommend that the application be
now approved.

Here it is again!’s

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 7, 1956

EXPORT OF VEHICLE PARTS TO ISRAEL

Recently you approved the issue of an export permit to cover the shipment to Israel of a
substantial quantity (about $379,000 worth) of spare parts for “Commercial type vehicles”.
In the memorandumt describing that application, I mentioned another application (on
which we had not yet received a report from National Defence) for a permit to ship
$38,498.17 worth of spare parts for military vehicles.

National Defence has now reported that they have no objection to the proposed ship-
ment. You will recall, however, that it had been pointed out in our own Department that
these spares were to service vehicles of a type suitable for border raiding. In view of indi-
cations that Israel may be undertaking a more aggressive border policy, there might be
some advantage in delaying approval of this order. On the other hand, this amount of spare

3 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
agreed P[aul] M(artin]
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parts is not large enough to have any very significant effect; it includes a wide variety of
items, in quantities of the order of 5 or 10 up to 100, and presumably is intended for
routine maintenance rather than the rehabilitation of presently inactive vehicles. You may
therefore consider it unnecessary to delay the release.

I should be grateful for your guidance.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

26. DEA/50000-A-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, November 23, 1956]

STATISTICS ON ARMS EXPORTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

You reported to Parliament on January 24 last year on the dollar value and content of
military equipment orders for the Middle East for which export permits had been issued
during 1954 and 1955. You might wish to bring that report up-to-date along the following
lines:

“On January 24 of this year I informed the House (Hansard, pp. 465 and 466) that in
1954 permits for military shipments to Israel had been approved to the value of
$735,574.60; for Egypt $296.00; and for all other Arab states, none. For 1955 the figures
were, for Israel $1,332,110.59; for Egypt $770,825.00; for all other Arab states, $70.00. At
that time I gave the House an indication of the kinds of items contained in these totals.

“From January 1 to November 21 of this year permits to cover shipments of military
equipment to the various governments in the Middle East were approved to the following
values: for Egypt, $22,753.00; for Israel, $3,193,665.00; for Lebanon, $957.00; for all
other Arab States, none.

“At this point I should like to mention that the closing date I have given for these
figures, namely November 21, is purely nominal since the Government has issued no new
permits for arms shipments to the Middle East since the Israeli move against Egypt on
October 28, and at that same time took action to hold up all shipments under permits previ-
ously issued to permit a case-by-case study of each proposed shipment in the light of the
latest information concerning the situation in the Middle East.

“Now I should like to indicate the kind of items covered by these permits, and what has
happened to them. The total for Egypt of $22,753.00 consisted of permits for spares for
commercial and trainer aircraft and for trucks; there were seven permits in all, the largest
to cover an order for $12,190 worth of aircraft spares. The latest of these permits was
issued on June 14, and the only permit still in effect at the time of the Israeli attack covered
$5,620 worth of truck spares on which no shipments have so far been made. In the case of
some of the other permits the actual orders delivered were somewhat less in value than the
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permits authorized, with the result that the total value of military equipment shipped to
Egypt this year as reported by the export control authorities has been some $16,619.47.

“Of the total for Israel of $3,193,665.00, $2,600,000.00 covered the first eight F-86
aircraft from the total of 24 of which the release was approved by the Government on
September 21 and suspended on October 29; none of these aircraft has been shipped. The
remaining permits for Israel, totalling $593,665.00, covered orders for tank and vehicle
spares, aircraft spares, electronic equipment, and 25-pounder shot. The value of the mate-
rial shipped on this last order, which was reported to the House at the time, was
$30,099.00. There were some fourteen small orders, totalling $9,777.00, consisting of
vehicle and aircraft spares and electronic equipment. Finally, the total for Israel included
two orders for military vehicle spares of $136,362.00 and $38,498.00, and an order for
spares for vehicles of commercial type (i.e., trucks, etc.) of $378,929.00. On these last
three orders deliveries up to the suspension of shipments on October 29 totalled
$171,465.00; on the fourteen small orders $4,836.33. Hence the total value of actual ship-
ments to Israel this year has been $206,400.33 consisting of an order of 25-pounder shot,
some electronic equipment, and various orders for aircraft spares and military and com-
mercial vehicle spares.

“The figure of $957.00 for Lebanon related to a single order for trainer-aircraft parts of
which delivery was completed on June 26.

“To summarize what I have reported, Mr. Speaker, permits have been approved this
year for shipments of military equipment to Egypt totalling $22,753.00 of which
$16,619.47 has been delivered; shipments to Israel totalling $3,193,665.00 of which
$206,400.33 has been delivered; and a shipment to Lebanon of $957.00 which has been
delivered. No permits for such shipments to other Arab Governments have been issued. No
new permits for military equipment have been issued, and no shipments under existing
permits have gone forward since October 29.”

J. LIEGER]

27. DEA/50000-A-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa, November 23, 1956]

MEASURES TAKEN FOLLOWING THE ISRAELI ATTACK ON EGYPT

Within hours of the news of Israel’s action, we first on your instructions verified that
none of the F-86’s of which release to Israel had been approved on September 20 was in a
condition for shipment. The manufacturer was at that time informed that export of these
aircraft would not be permitted.’” Instructions to this effect were immediately transmitted
to the customs control authorities. Subsequently on November 9 the permit which had been
issued for the first eight of the 24 aircraft was formally suspended, and it will expire
unused on December 5 (unless, of course, the suspension should be raised in the
meantime.)

57 Voir/See Document 70.
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Having ensured that none of the F-86’s for Israel had left Canada and that none would
do so, we then had instructions sent to the control authorities not to clear any shipment of
military equipment on an existing permit for any of ten Middle Eastern countries without a
case-by-case check with Ottawa. The ten countries were Israel and nine Arab states (Egypt,
Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria and Yemen). About an hour and
a half later (as an illustration of the effectiveness of the control machinery), we were asked
for instructions concemning a proposed shipment of $250.00 worth of commercial vehicle
parts under a larger order for the Israeli Ministry of Defence. On your instruction we
informed the control authorities that this should be regarded as an arms shipment and not
allowed to go forward.

The following day we informed Trade and Commerce that no new permits should be
issued until further notice for arms shipments to any of the ten countries; Trade and Com-
merce had, of course, temporarily suspended the issue of permits immediately upon receipt
of the news of Israel’s action to obtain guidance from this Department. We explained that
while no economic blockade was intended, and we did not wish to interfere with normal
commercial transactions, there might be shipments proposed which could be of military
significance even if they did not fall technically within the category of military equipment.
We asked to be consulted on such cases, both in relation to shipments under existing per-
mits and in connection with applications for new permits. We have in fact been consulted
on several such cases, but have not considered any of them to be of a nature which would
justify us in recommending that they be refused.

In summary, the issue of new permits for arms shipments to the Middle East was sus-
pended immediately following the Israeli attack, and arrangements were made to hold up
any such shipments under existing permits for review by this Department. As the two or
three cases referred to us for permission to continue shipments under existing permits have
all been refused, this has amounted in fact to a complete suspension of all arms shipments
to governments of the Middle East. We are being consulted on non-military shipments
which might be of strategic significance, but no case of this sort has so far appeared which
in our judgment justified interference. It is assumed that this situation will continue until
the Government determines a new policy relating to Middle East arms exports, in the light
of the new situation in that area.

J. LIEGER]

28. DEA/50000-A-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

CONFILENTIAL [Ottawa], January 3, 1957

CONTROLS ON ARMS EXPORTS TO MIDDLE EASTERN COUNTRIES

During December we were approached by Trade and Commerce concerning certain
applications for export permits which were being held up as a result of the suspension of
arms shipments to the Middle East. They were to cover the shipment to U.S.-controlled oil
companies (Aramco and Mobiloil) in Saudi Arabia and Libya of Beaver aircraft or spares
for Beavers previously purchased. These aircraft are used by the companies for liaison and
for patrolling pipe lines.
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Trade and Commerce were disturbed on two counts. They felt that such shipments
would in no sense constitute the supply of arms — might even be directly beneficial in
helping to maintain oil supplies — and should not be regarded as falling under the suspen-
sion. Moreover, the special controls applied by the U.S.A. following the Israeli attack were
more selective than our own, applying fully only to arms shipments proper and to Egypt,
Israel and Syria. Hence shipments of the type in question continued to move freely from
the U.S.A., and Canadian suppliers were learning of this and shipping through U.S.A.
intermediaries for export to whom no permit is required if they are represented as the final
consignee.

We agreed to review the terms of our special controls, with a view to determining
whether they could properly be made more selective so as to permit consideration of such
marginal cases. We consulted London, Paris and Washington to obtain more detailed
accounts than we had available of the policies being followed by those three governments.

Before replies [on December 13] were received Mr. Howe in your absence raised in
Cabinet the particular cases mentioned in my first paragraph above, of which there were
five on hand at the time. While we were not asked to support Mr. Howe’s recommenda-
tion, we would have been prepared to do so; the cases on hand were all approved by Cabi-
net. Later we received two more similar applications, both very small; one was for $1,000
worth of Beaver spares and the other for the return of a Beaver engine valued at $3,000
which had been sent to Canada for overhaul. Regarding the earlier Cabinet decision as an
adequate precedent, I approved those two applications.

I now recommend that Trade and Commerce be informed that we are prepared to con-
sider applications of certain specified categories which we have hitherto regarded as sub-
ject to the general suspension. Explicitly, we could agree to consider applications for
permits to ship items within Group 8 of the export control list but not constituting weap-
ons, ammunition or implements of war to the Middle East in general, and applications for
permits to ship any Group 8 items to Middle East countries other than Egypt, Israel or
Syria.’® I do not suggest that we would necessarily wish to approve such applications, but
merely to consider them. This would permit us to deal with applications for civil aircraft or
spares and for spares for civil or transport vehicles (but not spares for fighting vehicles)
destined either for Middle Eastern governments or for reputable private concerns in the
area, and for arms shipments to countries such as Lebanon and Iraq where it might be in
our interest to allow the shipments to go forward.

This course would bring us very closely in line with the policies which the U.S.A. has
followed since the Israeli attack and is continuing to follow. It would also correspond to
the selective approach being used by France and the U.K., although special interests of
those governments (e.g. the U.K. treaty with Jordan and its membership in the Baghdad
Pact, and the severance of relations with France by all Arab countries other than Lebanon)
introduce variations. The change in administrative procedure would be purely a domestic
one within this Department, and in no way in conflict either with the Government’s public

38 Le groupe 8 de la Liste de marchandises d’exportation contrdlée comprend tout le matériel militaire et
un certain nombre de marchandises connexes comme les avions civils et les pieces pour ces derniers. La
liste complete des marchandises faisant partie du groupe 8 se trouve a I’Annexe 2 de la Loi sur les
licences d’exportation et d'importation.

Group 8 of the Export Control List includes all military equipment as well as a number of related items
such as civilian aircraft and parts. For a complete list of the items in Group 8, see Schedule 2 of the
Export and Imports Permits Act.
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statements or its decision to apply special controls to the shipment of arms to the Middle
East.”

J. LIEGER]

29. DEA/50000-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM E247 Ottawa, February 15, 1957
CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

EXPORT OF ALUMINUM INGOTS TO ISRAEL

Following for the Minister:*® We have been approached by Trade and Commerce con-
cemning two small orders for aluminum ingots to Israel on which at our request they are
withholding the issuance of export permits. On an earlier case involving sale of 250 tons of
aluminum ingots to the Egyptian Ministry of Defence, ostensibly for civilian use, we had
advised withholding of permit on grounds that minor military end use was possible and
that it was unlikely Egyptian authorities would make foreign exchange available for purely
civilian purchases of this kind. Unlike Egyptian order, which is first of this kind to alumi-
num company, Israeli orders, for 32 and 15 tons respectively, are from two private compa-
nies which have done business before with Alcan.

2. In your absence the Under-Secretary agreed that it would be undesirable to appear to
discriminate in favour of Israel and that since ingots were capable of military end use, even
if minor, we should recommend against issuance of permit for either Israel or Egypt.
Israeli Embassy have now approached Trade and Commerce requesting release of ship-
ment and Mr. Howe has indicated strongly that since the potential buyers are established
customers, this should be regarded as a legitimate commercial transaction. Mr. Howe has
also expressed opinion that we should avoid any appearance of imposing unofficial eco-
nomic sanctions against Israel and fears that question may be asked in House.

3. On strictly strategic grounds we doubt that we would be justified in withholding ship-

ment to Israel but are somewhat worried about implications of any appearance of discrimi-
nation against Egypt. May we have your views?¢!
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30. DEA/50000-B-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], March 29, 195762

EXPORT OF ARMS TO ISRAEL

We have on hand an application from Levy Auto Parts, Limited, for a permit to export
to the Israeli Ministry of Defence $750,000.00 worth of spare parts “for the overhaul and
maintenance of 100 Sherman tanks”.

2. The round figure suggests that the supplying firm is really seeking a “hunting licence”;
in other words, that if they are granted a permit they will then invite the Israeli authorities
to make up from items available an order totalling approximately this amount. Neverthe-
less there is no direct evidence to this effect, and the application is accompanied by
(incomplete) lists purporting to constitute the proposed shipment. If there were clear evi-
dence that the company had not yet received a firm specific order, Trade and Commerce
would reject the application on procedural grounds regardless of destination. Lacking such
evidence, however, and in view of the direct statement that the items proposed for ship-
ment would be for military use (hence rendering the absence of detail less relevant), they
would prefer not to do so in this case. They assume that we will oppose the shipment on
political grounds, and are awaiting word to this effect to serve as the basis for their rejec-
tion of the application.

3. I understand that you would not wish any such shipment to proceed either to Egypt or
to Israel at present, and that this is based upon assessment of the general political situation
relating to the Middle East rather than upon the possibility that the arms embargo imposed
by the U.N. Resolution of November 2 might be considered to be still in force after Israeli
withdrawal. I therefore assume that you would wish us to inform Trade and Commerce that
you would not wish a permit to be issued for this or any similar major military shipment
consigned to either Israel or Egypt at present, that this position is likely to continue until
such time as there may be a significant relaxation of tension and a real improvement of the
political climate in the Middle East, and that there is at present no means of knowing how
soon such a change might be expected to take place. I should be grateful for confirmation
that it is appropriate to write to Trade and Commerce along these lines.%

4. 1 should add that in bringing this case to your attention I had in mind that in due
course it will be necessary to determine a more general policy governing shipments to the
Middle East. In this connection Trade and Commerce have recently rejected a somewhat
similar application from the same firm, for a permit to ship to Israel $1,000,000 worth of
spare parts “for commercial type vehicles”. This was not accompanied by any list of items,
and was originally for shipment to the Israeli Ministry of Defence. When Trade and Com-
merce pointed out that a shipment of this size to a Defence Ministry could scarcely be
regarded as intended for commercial use, the firm withdrew the application and re-submit-
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ted it with the consignee now shown as the Israeli Department of Public Works. The whole
affair was by this time so patently unsatisfactory that Trade and Commerce rejected the
application purely on procedural grounds and without seeking a political judgment from
us. While the matter is thus settled for the present without our being involved, we may
expect to be consulted about similar para-military orders where the applications are techni-
cally in order and where a political decision will be necessary. Any preliminary views
which you may have, prior to our receipt of individual applications, would be most helpful
as guidance for us in our conversations with officials of Trade and Commerce.

J. LIEGER]

31 DEA/50000-B-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], May 8, 1957

EXPORTS TO THE MIDDLE-EAST

Under this general heading there are a number of cases which I should bring to your
attention.

A first item is a letter from Mr. Comay, sent to you just before his departure from
Ottawa, listing certain Israeli applications for arms purchases which are at present out-
standing. The list included,

(a) A recent application for 750.000 dollars worth of tank spares.

(b) The large order for .30 caliber browning machine guns which was suspended last
year.

(c) An order of spare parts for 3.7 anti-aircraft guns.
(d) Spare parts for 25-pounder field guns.
(e) Three specimens of a carrier telephone terminal model F-1450.

To this list we might add two new applications just received, one for shipment to the
Government of Israel of $54,380.50 worth of tank spares, and the other for ten heavy
trucks with trailers. (Although in the latter case the applicant alleges that they are for civil
construction use, the manufacturer says they were built to U.S. Army specification as tank
transporters and have never been sold for civil use.) All of these items should presumably
be considered as directly military.

During your absence from Ottawa we acknowledged receipt of Mr. Comay’s letter and
explained to the Chargé d’ Affaires, Mr. Erell, that you had asked to have it examined by
the competent authorities and would no doubt be replying in due course. Mr. Erell tele-
phoned this week to ask what progress was being made. He stated that Mr. Comay prior to
his departure had decided to speak to you about these matters but not o write unless he
concluded from the discussion that you were now disposed to release the arms in question.
His letter to you was allegedly based on the impression that you would receive it
favourably.

It was my own understanding that prior to your departure from QOttawa you were not
disposed in present circumstances to release any clearly military shipments to either Israel
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or Egypt. Since then you have had discussions with the heads of our Middle Eastern
Missions.

Although the items mentioned above should be regarded as military, some are undoubt-
edly of greater political and strategic importance than others and it might be possible to
make valid distinctions among them. I should be grateful for confirmation that you would
not wish these shipments to go forward at present, or alternatively for an indication of your
present views on this type of shipment.5

In addition to such military items, we have on hand a number of applications apparently
not of real military significance. These applications are for permits to cover shipments, all
to Israel, as follows:

(a) 8,000 automotive ball and roller bearings valued at $9,400.00 to be consigned to a
private firm in Tel Aviv.

(b) $1,312.50 worth of spare parts for International Harvester trucks.
(c) $531.20 worth of G.M.C. trucks spares.

(d) 100 Dodge cable and chain assembles valued at a total of $600.00
(e) $85 worth of aircraft engine parts.

On item (a), the Joint Intelligence Bureau has informed us that the bearings are of gen-
eral application, not limited to or primarily suitable for military use; National Defence see
no objection to the proposed shipment. Our own divisions concerned would be disposed to
favour release of this order.%

For (b), (c) and (d) above, National Defence similarly sees no objection. These items
do not appear to be of military importance, could probably be obtained readily from other
countries and would not appear to raise problems relating to the U.N. arms embargo reso-
lution of November 2, 1956. It might be considered that to refuse release of these items
could contribute to the recent and in some respects undesirable reliance of the Israeli Gov-
ernment on supplies from France. The items, however, are consigned to the Ministry of
Defence of Israel and are undoubtedly intended for the maintenance of military transport
vehicles; the cable and chain assemblies may be intended for towing combat vehicles.
There are no important commercial reasons to approve these shipments, and if they were to
be approved they might be followed by larger orders which could cause some embarrass-
ment. Other arguments, both pro and con, could well be adduced, but it is difficult to find a
clear cut recommendation on such small orders. In the absence of a compelling argument
against release, I wonder whether you would be prepared to let the shipments go forward
or on the contrary would consider that a principle is involved.

5 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
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Finally, on item (e) above, such small quantities of aircraft parts not identifiable as
intended for military use would appear to create no particular problem. I recommend that
item (e) be approved for release.”’

Trade and Commerce have written to us about the particular problem relating to the
export of de Havilland civil aircraft and spare parts for them. Such aircraft are not now
included in the arms section of the control list, but Trade and Commerce have continued
up to the present to consult us about applications for shipment of them to the Middle East.
It has been observed that the oil companies represent perhaps the most important foreign
market served by this company through the supply of Beaver and Otter aircraft. These oil
companies, in most cases with head offices in the United States, and with excellent credit
ratings, can be most reliable customers. Satisfactory performance and maintenance of
equipment in any one market is the best assurance of continuing sales to other branches,
sometimes involving several different countries, of the same international concern. De
Havilland find themselves handicapped through inability to give a quick decision on enqui-
ries and to assure prompt maintenance service as required.

While recognizing the political problems relating to the export of aircraft to the Middle
East, even those designed for civil use, Trade and Commerce have asked whether some
formula cannot be found to facilitate prompt decisions on enquiries which this important
Canadian industry is able to develop. They have suggested that the following criteria might
be considered:

(a) orders for more than three or four aircraft should be regarded as unusual and be the
subject of special consultation.

(b) The consignee should be a known private commercial organization controlled in the
United States or the United Kingdom.

(c) Orders requiring unusual equipment, or alterations of the standard models, which
might involve military or political considerations should be regarded as special cases sub-
ject to consultation.

(d) The use intended by the consignee should be the normal purposes for which these
aircraft are designed, e.g., aerial survey work or patrolling of pipe lines.

Trade and Commerce has suggested that exports of civil aircraft covered by (b) and (d)
above, and not involving special considerations such as (a) and (c), should not be expected
to raise any political or military complication. They have accordingly proposed that in such
cases they may issue permits without consulting us to cover shipment of aircraft or spare
parts for them consigned to the Middle East as they now do for other less sensitive parts of
the world. They would inform us of the issue of such permits and of the expiry dates
involved, and have pointed out that such permits like all others would be subject to imme-
diate suspension or cancellation in case of emergency. They would of course continue to
consult us on any cases raising special considerations such as those mentioned in (a) and
(c) above.

Upon reflection I have come to the conclusion that the proposal put forward by Trade
and Commerce is not unreasonable and might well be accepted.® It is true that there would
be some marginal risk of shipments being approved which could lead to trouble that might
have been avoided had this department been consulted in advance. On the other hand, I
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believe this risk is more academic than real and against it must be set the delay which prior
consultation with this Department involves, the consequent handicap in commercial com-
petition imposed upon a responsible and important Canadian firm and the increased oppor-
tunity for minor irritation to arise between this Department and Trade and Commerce in
the administration of export controls. In the light of these considerations, I recommend that
we write to Trade and Commerce accepting their proposals in suitably discreet terms.

Within the general context of this question of de Havilland Aircraft exports, a particular
case has been brought to our attention. Trade and Commerce have leamed that de Havil-
land expect in the next few weeks to apply for a permit to export one of these aircraft for
use, by the Atlantic Refineries Corporation of Dallas Texas, on oil survey work which this
firm hopes to undertake in Syria. To avoid paying United States import duty the firm will
wish to ship the aircraft direct to Syria. De Havilland have explained to Trade and Com-
merce that they have reason to suppose that their ability to obtain a quick answer on
whether or not a permit will be issued is likely to determine whether they can obtain the
order. Trade and Commerce have therefore asked if they may be authorized now to advise
de Havilland that the permit will be issued when applied for provided that there is no
further serious deterioration in the political situation in the area in question during the
interval. I recommend that this proposed action be approved.s

J. LIEGER]

SECTION C

EXPORTATION D’AVIONS D’INTERCEPTION F-86 A ISRAEL
EXPORT OF E-86 INTERCEPTORS TO ISRAEL

32. DEA/50000-A-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 E-601 Ottawa, April 3, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London No. E-501; Paris No.E-327; Canac Paris (Information).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. Comay, the Israeli Ambassador, called on me this moming on instructions from his
government to make a formal request for permission to export from Canada one squadron
of 24 F-86 aircraft. He referred to earlier enquiries which had been made a year or so ago
regarding the possible export of such aircraft and indicated that in the view of his govern-
ment it was most desirable that a complete squadron should be secured. Any smaller num-
ber would complicate the operations and maintenance problems. He added that an attempt
would be made to get the number of Mysteres from France raised in order that they would
have a full squadron of that type of aircraft as well.
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2. Mr. Comay appreciated certain difficulties which this request might present but his
government hoped that the Canadian authorities would consider it most seriously and
urgently and favourably.

3. Mr. Comay felt that there had recently been some disillusionment in both Washington
and London concerning the situation in the Middle East. He reported that Mr. Dulles had
told Mr. Eban that the U.S. Government was now prepared to recognize the existing imbal-
ance in arms as increasing the threat of war. Mr. Dulles had intimated that it was in the
interests of the West to supply some arms to Israel although it would be difficult for the
United States to do so itself, except for small quantities of defensive weapons, at the pre-
sent stage.

4. According to Mr. Comay, Mr. Sharett was of the view that the recent turn of events
had made the position of the Canadian government crucial in the Middle Eastern situation.
Canada had the type of aircraft which was most needed and Canada might have less diffi-
culty than the United States in allowing them to be made available immediately. These
aircraft were absolutely essential as a deterrent to aggression and to give the Israeli people
some confidence in their ability to defend themselves. Their fears and their sense of isola-
tion and weakness were a great danger.

5. Mr. Comay put forward the following reasons in support of his request:

(a) The Egyptians had, or would soon have, a bombing fleet within six or ten minutes of
the main centres in Israel with 50 to 60 Ilyushin bombers and 200 MIG fighters. The Egyp-
tians could operate with relative freedom from airfields in the Canal Zone, in the Sinai
Region and in the Gaza Strip.

(b) The threat now was not merely or even primarily to the Israeli army but to the civil-
ian population. No anti-aircraft defences existed which would be capable of protecting Tel
Aviv, Jerusalem or the other main centres of population. The least that could be expected,
therefore, in the event of operations by the Egyptians would be the death of thousands of
civilians. The national survival of Israel was also involved. While the country might not be
completely destroyed it would be crippled and the possibility of any reconciliation with the
Arab States would be put off for generations.

(¢) With two or three squadrons of jet interceptors the Israeli authorities would hope that
they might be able to deter such an attack. While, in relation to the force which could be
launched by the other side, this number would represent far less than was required for
defence, the Israeli government would be prepared to take its chances if it had this quantity
of effective aircraft.

(d) The nature of the request (confined as it is to short range interceptors) would rule out
the possibility of use for offensive purposes. In fact, and in contrast to Egypt, the Israelis
had no modern bombers that could be effective against MIG’s.

6. Mr. Comay did not know whether in the event of such action by Canada the United
States would also act. He mentioned that in a recent interview Mr. Allen had spoken of the
possibility of anti-tank weapons being released, although he had not made a definite offer.
In view of the usefulness of these weapons in warding off an attack by land, the Israeli
authorities would undoubtedly welcome these weapons (with a priority somewhat lower
than that attached to jet fighters) if the United States were to decide to make them
available.

7. Would you please inform the State Department (and London the Foreign Office and
Paris the Quai D’Orsay) fully on this approach and report immediately any views which
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you may receive. I would hope that this matter can be considered by Cabinet at its next
meeting which will probably be within a week or ten days.

[L.B.] PEARSON

33. DEA/50000-B-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 4, 1956

POSSIBLE EXPORT OF F-86 AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL

I understand that you plan to raise orally in Cabinet tomorrow the Isracli Ambassador’s
request that the Government agree to release one squadron (24 aircraft) of F-86s. In accor-
dance with your conversation with Mr. Ritchie we are not preparing a memorandum for
the Cabinet on this subject, but have set out below points which may be useful to you in
your oral presentation.

2. T attach copies of telegrams No. 6157 and No. 6281 from Washington, reporting
respectively your discussion of this question with Mr. Dulles and on Mr. Heeney's subse-
quent interview with Mr. Eban. I also attach a copy of the outgoing telegram in which we
informed a number of our missions of Mr. Comay’s approach to you. Sufficient copies of
these three telegrams are being prepared to permit distribution at the Cabinet meeting
should you wish it, and copies have already been referred to the Prime Minister, Mr.
Howe, Mr. Harris and Mr. Campney. I also attach a table setting out National Defence’s
best available estimate of present holdings by Middle East countries of similar aircraft.

3. You may wish to have in mind your reference in the House to a request for similar
aircraft received about a year ago from Egypt, although I do not believe that incident or
your remarks on it have an important bearing on the decision now to be taken. The Han-
sard report of your statement is as follows:

“In the spring of 1955 a supplier of these (Harvard) aircraft received enquiries from
qualified representatives of the Egyptian government concerning 15 Harvard trainers.
There were also received at the same time somewhat less formal enquiries about F-86 jet
fighters. There was no problem regarding the jets. The reception by the government to the
idea was negative and the matter was dropped even though that order, and others for jets
about which we have been approached from other quarters, would have been very attrac-
tive commercially and would have assisted in maintaining work and employment in our
aircraft industry.”

4. You will no doubt wish to bear in mind the fact that if these aircraft are released it
would undoubtedly become public knowledge very soon. For this reason, and also because
of the general position which the government has taken on such matters, the government
would no doubt plan to announce an affirmative decision (if one should be taken) in the
House. In this connection you will recall that the Security Council has under consideration

0 Voir Volume 23, Chapitre premier, 1% partie.
See Volume 23, Chapter 1, Part 1.

" Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume 1, p. 488.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume I, p. 465.
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a proposal that the Secretary General should visit the Middle East in a mediating role, and
the government will no doubt wish to take account of this matter in considering the timing
of a possible announcement.

5. Finally, a decision to release these aircraft would have important consequences con-
cerning the government’s general policies. If they should be released specifically to assist
Israel in meeting the threat posed by Egyptian acquisition of Russian-built jet bombers,
this would involve taking sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict to a degree that no western
power has yet done, and would have critical foreign policy implications in many fields and
for a number of countries other than Canada. If, on the other hand, they should be released
without that specific purpose being designated it would have a bearing on other possible
requests. For example, it might lead the Egyptians to renew their earlier application. (It
would also, incidentally, make it very difficult to refuse the same type of aircraft to the
Indian government, which has recently made an informal enquiry concemning F-86s and
CF-100s.)

J.W. HIOLMES]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs
P.S. I also attach a copy of Telegram No. 2417 from Paris giving the preliminary re-actions
of the French Foreign Office; no reply has yet been received from London or
Washington.

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
HOLDINGS OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT BY MIDDLE EAST COUNTRIES

Fighters Fighters Bombers Bombers Transport Other Other
(Jet) (Conven- (Jet) (Conven- (Jet) (Conven-
tional) tional) tional)
Egypt 80 (MIGs) 25 30 6 35 10 125
100 (others)
Syria 50 (no MIGs) 70 0 0 10 2 35
confirmed)
Saudi Arabia 0 0 0 10 =5 = B .22
Totals 230 95 30 16 50 12 182
Israel 70 85 40 15 5 240
Lebanon 5 0 0 5 0 0 15
Jordan 5 0 0 0 5 2 15
Iraq 25 40 0 0 12 0 80

These figures relate to holdings which have been confirmed, and actual holdings might be higher in
certain cases.

Israe_i is believed to have a commitment from France to provide up to one squadron of Mystere IV
modern jet fighters, and is negotiating with a Scandinavian government for the provision of 34 Vampires.
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34. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET {Ottawa], April 5, 1956

Present: .
The Minister of Trade and Commerce, Minister of Defence Production
and Acting Prime Minister (Mr. Howe) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northem Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO ISRAEL
10. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said the Israeli Ambassador had called on
him and had made a formal request for permission to purchase and export from Canada
one squadron of 24 F-86 aircraft. An attempt was being made to get the number of Mys-
teres from France raised to a full squadron. A third squadron of jet interceptors might
possibly be obtained from the United Kingdom.

The situation in the Middle East was becoming crucial for Israel. The Egyptians would
soon have a bombing fleet of 50 to 60 Ilyushin bombers and 200 MIG fighters within six
or ten minutes of the main population centres of Israel. It was estimated, however, that
Egypt would not be in a position to use those aircraft effectively within the next three
months. Israel might still be able to win a war against the Arab States because of a superior
army but could not resist a strong attack from the air without interceptor aircraft.

There were factions in Israel in favour of starting a preventive war immediately while it
might still be won rapidly. The feeling that the country had been abandoned by its friends,
especially the United States, contributed to such attitudes.

The Arabs had turned down the Johnson scheme for the Jordan Canal and now Israel
wanted to build her own canal. If this were done, a violent reaction from Syria was likely
and Israeli workmen might be fired on. This in turn could be used by Israel to justify going
to war.

The U.S. government was not ready yet to supply arms to Israel in any quantity. Its
position in the Middle East was difficult. It was still attempting to influence the Arab
States. However, the U.S. was now prepared to recognize the existing imbalance in arms as
increasing the threat of war, and Mr. Dulles had said that they would make no objection if
other western countries were to supply some arms to Israel.

It would be very undesirable to give a negative answer to the Israel request at this stage,
but it would also seem inappropriate to agree to sell the aircraft just when the Secretary
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General of the United Nations had been sent on a peace mission. Mr. Hammarskjold would
report back to the U.N. during the coming month. There was no question of taking a deci-
sion on the Israeli request immediately, but a definite stand would have to be taken during
the next six weeks.

11. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It would seem almost suicide for Israel to declare war at the moment. On the other
hand, the Israeli government felt that, in spite of having no strength in the air, it still had a
chance because Egypt could not yet use effectively the aircraft obtained from Russia.

(b) If Israel decided to start a war, it could probably win during the first two weeks.
Under those conditions, there was very little that the U.N. could do once an open conflict
had been started.

(c) The F-86 aircraft could not be used for offensive purposes but would be essential as a
deterrent to aggression and to give confidence to the Israeli people.

(d) It might be possible to supply these aircraft without any delay, if Sabre V’s were
taken, or if National Defence were to accept some delay in its deliveries of the Sabre VI's
now in production.

12. The Cabiner noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
request for permission to export to Israel one squadron of 24 F-86 aircraft and agreed that
no decision be taken on it at present.

35. DEA/50000-B-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 665 Washington, April 7, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London No. 58; NATO Paris No. 5; Paris No. 39.
Reference: Your telegram No. E-601 of April 3/56.

EXPORT OF ARMS TO MIDDLE EAST; F-86’S FOR ISRAEL

Merchant, whom I saw yesterday April 6, gave me Dulles’s response to the approach
which we had made on the basis of your telegram under reference outlining the Israeli
request for one squadron of twenty-four F-86 aircraft. Although Merchant does not have
specific responsibilities in this area I decided to speak to him since he had been present at
your discussion of this matter when we dined with Dulles here on March 28 (our 615
March 29/56).

2. We had earlier on April 4, discussed your message under reference with Margrave of
the State Dept’s Office of Munitions Control. Margrave’s initial reaction had been nega-
tive. He thought that interested US officials would “counsel against” a supply from Canada
or the US of any such substantial numbers of such high quality aircraft. The views which
he gave us in support of this attitude do not now seem important since Merchant gave us
the Secretary’s decision.
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3. Merchant said that the decision as to whether or not the Israeli request for the squad-
ron off F-86’s should be met was recognized by the Secretary to be a decision “exclusively
for the Canadian government.” The US government would not “interpose objections” if the
Canadian government decided to meet the Israeli request. If the Canadian government did
so decide and their decision became a public issue leading to questions being asked of the
US government, US authorities would indicate that the Canadian and US goverments were
in constant touch on matters of this kind; they would say that this particular transaction had
been discussed and that the US government had clearly indicated that they had no desire to
interpose objections to the sale.

4. Merchant, under questioning, said that US policy on the matter of supply or arms to
Israel remained unaltered. US action to supply defensive armament to Israel could not be
excluded as a possibility. On the other hand they had not yet reached any decision to do so.

5. I referred to our talk with Dulles at dinner on March 28 and said that we had been left
with the distinct impression that the Secretary himself hoped that it would be possible for
other countries to provide some assistance to Israel to minimize the increasing and danger-
ous imbalance between their armament and that of the Arab States. This had specific refer-
ence to the Israeli request to us for jet fighters which you had mentioned. Merchant
confirmed that this was a correct interpretation of Dulles’ private and personal view but it
was not one which Dulles would wish to have made public. Merchant then ran over some
of the arguments which Dulles had used to you on the same occasion — the US was not
traditionally a heavy supplier of arms to Israel; remaining US influence with the Arabs
would be affected by any substantial US supply of arms to the Israelis; and, finally, a grave
moral responsibility attached to the prevention by any country of another country’s efforts
to provide for its essential defence.

6. Bearing in mind my telephone conversation with you on April 5, I told Merchant that
in view of the US response he had now conveyed, personally, I thought it not unlikely that
the Canadian government would feel unable to meet the Israeli request for such a signifi-
cant addition to their air strength at this time. Our attitude might be otherwise perhaps if
and when the US government were to decide to make more than a symbolic release of
arms to the Israelis.

7. Merchant said that the US government would, of course, be interested in knowing
what decision is reached in Ottawa.

8. You will have seen the comments on the supply of arms to Israel by other countries
which were made by Dulles at a press conference on April 3, the text of which appeared in
the New York Times for April 4. His remarks led to a good deal of public comment to the
end that Dulles had given a “green light” to the supply by other countries of arms to Israel;
in practice Dulles’s green light seems to have paled to a pretty watery aquamarine.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY
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36. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], April 19, 1956
Present:

The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,

The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),

The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),

The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),

The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),

The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),

The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),

The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),

The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),

The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),

The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),

The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),

The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald)

The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),

The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),

The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO ISRAEL, PROGRESS REPORT
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE APRIL 12)7

34. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said he had had further talks with the
Israeli ambassador on the export of a squadron of 24 F-86s and had obtained additional
information from Washington about the attitude of the U.S. government on the release of
arms to Israel. It was expected that the United States would soon start to send more arms to
that country.

This general subject would be discussed in London during the visit of the Soviet lead-
ers. In moves designed to prepare for that visit, it had been announced recently that the
Cominform had been dissolved and that the Soviet government would be willing to partici-
pate in a settlement of Middle East disputes. Control over the shipment of arms to the area
would of course be an essential element of any effective plan. The British government had
been requested to mention in its discussions with the Soviet leaders the fact that Canada
was considering at present whether or not to send a squadron of F-86s to Israel. This could
be used during the talks as an argument to strengthen the bargaining power of the west or
as a test to know the real intentions of the Soviet government. It would, for example, be
better to have the Soviet government agree to reduce substantially the number of bombers
going to Egypt rather than sell these planes to Israel.

The Secretary General of the United Nations was reporting real progress in his mission
to the Middle East. His immediate objective was not to bring a political solution to the

™ En réalité, cette question n’a pas été discutée le 12 avril mais le 5 avril.
This question was not in fact discussed on April 12 but on April 5.
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difficulties but to strengthen the armistice. Mr. Hammarskjold would have a document
ready for signature by the Middle East countries in two or three days and if he attained his
immediate objective, it would be an important achievement on his part.

This was a résumé of the situation at the moment and the matter would be brought up
again to report any major development.

35. The Cabinet noted the progress report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs
on the export of arms to Israel.

37. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], April 26, 1956
Present:

The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair

The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),

The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),

The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),

The Minister of National Revenue (Mr. McCann),

The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),

The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),

The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters), (for morning meeting only)

The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),

The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),

The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham), (for morning meeting only)

The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),

The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),

The Leader of the Government in the Senate

and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald), (for morning meeting only)

The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),

The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),

The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),

The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO ISRAEL
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE APRIL 19)

32. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said there was little that was new which he
could report on this subject. He had told the Israeli Ambassador in a recent conversation
that no decision, either positive or negative, could be expected this week on the request for
a squadron of F86’s. He hoped to find out what were the British, United States and French
attitudes on exports of arms when he was in Europe attending the N.A.T.O. Ministerial
Council Meeting. The U.K. and France were sending some aircraft to Israel and he thought
the U.S. would do likewise in the near future. The situation in the Middle East had eased
considerably following the mission of the United Nations Secretary-General. However,
there was a tendency to read too much into the results of Mr. Hammarskjold’s trip. All he
had really done was to restore a cease fire for which there was already an agreement. The
most immediate danger lay in Israel’s intention to proceed with the Jordan canal.
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33. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
situation in the Middle East and the export of arms to Israel.

38. DEA/50000-B-40

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET [Ottawa], May 10, 1956

Mr. Dulles discussed with me in Paris the question of arms shipments to the Middle
East. He knew that we were faced with a request for 24 F-86 jet interceptors from Israel
and he wished, very frankly and confidentially, to explain to me the policy of his govern-
ment in respect of such requests, as it might help us in the decision we would have to
make.

The United States had decided to release shortly some miscellaneous military supplies
for Israel, but not — at least at this time — aircraft. They realized that while Israel could
probably defend herself at the present time against attack from her Arab neighbours, the
balance of military strength was moving against her because of arms, especially jet aircraft,
coming from the Soviet bloc to Egypt. This growing imbalance, especially in the air, was a
danger to peace, first, because it might strengthen the position of the extremists in Israel
who felt that the only hope for survival was a preventive war waged while Israel was
strong enough to defeat her neighbours; and, secondly, it would later encourage extremists
on the Arab side who were determined to wipe Israel out. Mr. Dulles thought that it was,
therefore, important from the point of view of maintaining peace, and also for psychologi-
cal reasons, to permit some military supplies to reach Israel, especially jet interceptors. The
reason the American government was not releasing such aircraft was primarily their anxi-
ety not to be identified conclusively with the Israeli side and to participate in an arms race,
which would not be so much one between Israel and Egypt as between the Soviet Union
and the United States. These considerations did not apply, at least to the same extent, to
other countries, and Mr. Dulles hoped, therefore, that their inconsistency in refusing to
supply Israel with the equipment which they hoped other countries would be able to supply
would be understood.

He then gave me some very confidential information about American policy, which was
known to only a very few people in Washington, and to no one else except, I think, the
British Foreign Minister. He was giving me this information because he felt it had a bear-
ing on the Israeli request for Canadian jet interceptors. While the United States would not
at this time ship F-86’s to Israel, they did intend to have 2 or 3 squadrons of them available
at air bases close to Israel under United States control, so that they could reach Israel
within an hour or two if that country became the victim of aggression. However, it would
not help Israel very much to have 50 or 60 F-86’s land at Tel Aviv if there were not Israeli
pilots trained to fly them. That is why F-86’s from Canada at this time would be particu-
larly important to Israel; she could train pilots in their use who would be, therefore, ready
to man the additional machines, if and when they were sent.

I told Mr. Dulles that requests of this kind from Israel represented a very serious prob-
lem for Canada which was not any more anxious than the United States to become identi-
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fied with one side or the other in this quarrel, but which was anxious to assist in preserving
the peace. We realized that for this purpose some additional armed strength for Israel might
be advisable, but we were even more conscious of the necessity of a political settlement
which would stop the arms race and give both Israel and her neighbours some guarantee of
security. For that purpose, the three major powers should act quickly and effectively,
through the United Nations, and bringing the Soviet Union into consultation with them
from the beginning. This was an idea which I subsequently repeated at the NATO Council.
I told Mr. Dulles that the talks that the British had had with Bulganin and Khrushchev in
London gave them at least some reason to believe that the Russians were becoming more
worried about the possibility of serious trouble in the Middle East, and that they might now
co-operate with the other three powers to avoid it. Sir Anthony Eden told me that he
received the firm impression from his talks with the Russian leaders that they did not real-
ize the extent to which they were playing with fire in their present Middle Eastern policy,
and he thinks he may have sent them back to Moscow in a more chastened and even in a
co-operative mood on this issue.

Mr. Dulles agreed that the major objective now should be to press on for a political
settlement through the United Nations, though the bitterness of feeling between the two
sides in the Middle East made such a settlement extremely difficult to bring about. Mean-
while, he emphasized that if we found it possible to send at least half the order of 24 F-86’s
to Israel at this time, it would be an important and constructive move, and in view of the
MIGs and jet bombers going to the other side, he did not think that the Arab states could
seriously complain.

I think United States’ views, as expressed by Mr. Dulles, have a bearing on the decision
which we will have to make very shortly in regard to the Israeli request.

L.B. PEARSON
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39. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], May 10, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office, (Mr. Lamontagne).

EXPORT OF ARMS TO ISRAEL; MEDITERRANEAN SITUATION;
PROGRESS REPORT
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE APRIL 26)

33. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said a decision might have to be made
soon on the request from Israel for a squadron of 24 F-86 aircraft. The situation in the
Middle East had calmed down as a result of the successful mission of Mr. Hammarskjold.
However, the Arab countries were receiving additional aircraft from communist countries
and would possibly be ready to attack Israel in October.

The Middle East situation had been discussed in London during the recent visit of Mar-
shal Bulganin and Mr. Khrushchev. Mr. Eden had made it clear that Britain had vital inter-
ests in the area and would not hesitate to fight to protect them. The Russian leaders had
indicated that they were sending arms to the Arab countries merely as a counter-tactic to
the Baghdad Pact and that they were unaware of the immediate danger of war in the area. It
seemed that they might be ready to agree to send arms on restricted conditions only pro-
vided other countries would do the same. Britain had decided to sell arms, including anti-
aircraft equipment, to Israel but on a very limited scale.

The Minister had discussed the Middle East situation with Mr. Dulles. The U.S. Secre-
tary of State had fully realized that the shipment of F-86 aircraft to Israel would raise a
difficult problem for Canada, but his view was that the time had come to give more aid in
the air to Israel. The U.S. government was not ready yet to send arms because it wanted to
maintain its position as a possible mediator between the two parties; moreover it did not
intend to participate in an arms race with Russia. However, other countries, like Canada,
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were in a position to help Israel without challenging the U.S.S.R. The U.S. government
found it difficult to maintain an impartial attitude because the Jews were using all their
influence within the U.S. in favour of Israel. Meanwhile, the U.S. government was making
plans to ensure that Isracl would be adequately defended at a few minutes notice if
attacked by the Arab countries.

France had already sold 12 Mysteres to Israel. Both the United States and the United
Kingdom were urging Canada to send 12 F-86s but this could not be revealed.

The situation in Algeria was also dangerous. Both Tunis and Morocco were now free
but Algeria raised a more complicated problem because it had never been independent and
the French settlers formed an important portion of the population. The French government
had stated that no solution could be worked out if order were not restored first but the
rebels were still receiving help from the Arab countries.

The situation in Cyprus was very bad. The British were emotional about this question
and it was almost impossible to argue with them. Their attitude was that they would not
discuss possible solutions before order had been re-established. The Chiefs of Staff had
said that the protection of the oil fields would be endangered if the British agreed to leave
Cyprus. The Greek government had offered to permit the establishment of a N.A.T.O. base
under British control on its own territory and in Crete; also on Cyprus if it came under
Greek control, but that proposal had been refused. The execution of the Cypriot patriot
Karselis at the time when capital punishment was abolished in the United Kingdom had
been an unwise move. The Suez precedent should serve as a lesson because it had shown
that it was unwise to keep complete control at all cost and until the last moment and then
be obliged to give up completely. However, the situation in Cyprus had become a question
of prestige for Great Britain and no compromise seemed possible at the moment. Media-
tion by the N.A.T.O. Council might lead to a satisfactory solution but Great Britain would
not be likely to accept such mediation until after another two months and then it might be
too late.

34. During the course of discussion the following points emerged:

(a) As a result of Mr. Hammarskjold’s visit to the Middle East, the armistice had been re-
invigorated, but this achievement would not prove to be very significant if it was not fol-
lowed by a political settlement. That problem would be discussed by the United Nations
and could be solved if the U.S.S.R. were willing to cooperate in implementing a collective
plan. That cooperation could be best secured if the U.S. representatives were prepared to
talk to the Russians before the question was considered by the United Nations.

(b) There was strong sympathy in Canada in favour of Israel. The Canadian people
would certainly support government action through the United Nations in order to find a
solution which would be satisfactory to the Israelis. However, there would be objections in
Canada to the shipment of aircraft to Israel during a period when the United Nations were
considering a peaceful settlement. The fact that the United States and the United Kingdom
were privately advising Canada to accept the request of the Israeli government would not
solve the domestic political difficulties.

(c) The refugee question was only part of the overall problem and could not be solved
separately. It had originated when the Arab countries had refused the partition plan, and
since then they had never seriously attempted to solve the refugee question, as it could be
used for propaganda purposes.

(d) The coming months would be crucial. The most probable objective of the Arab coun-
tries was to eliminate Israel, which was viewed as the western outpost in the Middle East.
The most immediate danger was the isolation of Israel. At present, the Arab countries were
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getting all the supplies they could use and Israel received practically nothing. If the objec-
tive of the western countries was to preserve peace in the area, the only alternative to a
general embargo on the export of arms, which seemed quite impossible to achieve, was to
help Israel. The U.S. and the U.K. were in a difficult position to make a contribution at the
moment. Canada was producing the F-86 aircraft and, if it were decided to refuse Israel’s
request, the danger of war would be increased. On the other hand, if the shipment of such
aircraft were permitted, such action by the Canadian government would be interpreted as a
direct contribution to a possible explosion.

(e) Mr. Pearson expected a confidential report from Mr. Hammarskj6ld on the question
and would probably make a definite recommendation on the basis of that report. However,
even if the report were favourable to the shipment of aircraft to Israel, one could not use it
to justify the action taken by the Canadian government, so that it would not solve the
political difficulty created by this question.

35. The Cabinet noted the progress report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs
on the export of arms to Israel and on the Mediterranean situation.
R.B. BRYCE
Secretary to the Cabinet

40. DEA/50000-B-40

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

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

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], May 11, 1956

ISRAELI REQUEST FOR F-86’S

In a separate memorandum I am setting out some of the political considerations bearing
on this question. In this present paper I propose to outline some of the practical and techni-
cal factors involved.

Arms Holdings in the Area, Current and Prospective

I attach a copyt of the latest confirmed estimate of aircraft holdings of Middle Eastern
countries. It should be noted that these figures refer to actual holdings only, and it may be
assumed that additional aircraft have in certain cases been contracted for but not yet
received. This applies in particular to the MIG 15’s and IL 28’s available to the Arab bloc.
In addition, as you are aware, Israel hopes to obtain from France 12 more Mysteres, and is
negotiating with Italy for the possible provision of some F-86’s. Norway is also being
pressed to release 40 Vampires, but these obsolescent aircraft would have little bearing on
the main question.

The real problem relates to Egypt’s possession of a substantial number of IL 28 jet
bombers and an adequate supply of MIG 15 jet fighters to escort them. Against this formi-
dable attacking capability Israel’s holding of 12 Mysteres represents at present the only
real defence. Israeli authorities estimate that with three squadrons of suitable aircraft (72
machines) they could muster a reasonable defence; this would appear a modest estimate.
They hope to obtain 12 more Mysteres from France, 24 F-86’s from Canada and 24 F-86’s
(mentioned above) from Italy. While estimates vary, it is unlikely that Egyptian forces will
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be adequately trained and equipped to attack with IL 28’s and MIG 15’s before mid-sum-
mer at the very earliest.

Canadian Policy on Export of Modern Jet Aircraft

In general the Government has been cautious about approving the export of modern
jets. As far as Canada is concerned the only such aircraft available for export are F-86’s
and CF-100’s. As you are aware, the CF-100 is equipped with the MG2 fire control system
which is of U.S. origin and which U.S. authorities have been unwilling to release even to
Belgium, although there is a possibility of agreement upon a modified fire control system.

Apart from NATO, however, we have therefore been limited to the possibility of
exporting F-86’s. These are freely available to NATO countries, and Canada has provided
them as Mutual Aid to Greece and Turkey. Consideration is being given to the timing of
releasing 75 F-86’s to Germany. Outside of NATO, F-86’s have been sold by Canada to
South Africa, and recently after careful consideration the Government approved the sale of
six of these aircraft to Colombia. The only other possible export to which even partial
consideration has been given involved a tentative enquiry from India, but before a decision
became necessary the Indians lost interest because of the price. Enquiries from Egypt and
Saudi Arabia, and an earlier approach by Israel, were not seriously considered.

It is not expected that there would be security objections to the release of F-86’s to
Israel, but (aside from the special considerations relating to the Arab-Israeli conflict and
the tension in the Middle East) to make such aircraft available in a sensitive area would
involve a precedent which the Government would no doubt wish to consider very care-
fully. The aircraft are manufactured in Canada under U.S. licence, and therefore the State
Department’s approval is required.

It will be publicly expected that release, if it takes place, should be preceded by consul-
tation with at least the U.S. and the U.K. In fact we have consulted these two Governments
and France as well. None of the three objects, and indeed the U.S. and France have both
encouraged us to release although they might not be willing to make this position public.
The U.K. has expressed the hope that we could avoid public reference to their position. If
announcement of a release is made, it might include an indication that, taking account of
the current situation, the Government considers the release in accord with the Tripartite
Declaration of 1950. Because of their special responsibilities in the area, arising in part
from that Declaration, those three powers were consulted prior to the decision. (It would
then be possible to add, if necessary, that no objection was raised.)

Timing and Availability

Should the Government decide to release some F-86’s to Israel there would be a num-
ber of subsidiary questions to which we believe consideration should be given at the time
of the principal decision. It is assumed that such a decision would be announced almost at
once in the House. Inevitably the Government would be pressed to state how many aircraft
were involved and when delivery would be made. This information would necessarily be
known fairly widely in several Government departments (e.g. National Defence, Trade and
Commerce, Defence Production as well as External Affairs) and would probably leak fairly
soon. We therefore believe that an effort to withhold the answers to these questions would
be unsuccessful.

I understand that you have in mind the possibility that ten aircraft might be released. We
have not wished to discuss such matters in any detail with other Departments, in order not
to give rise to speculation, but it is our impression that this number would permit the Israe-
lis to operate the aircraft satisfactorily. On technical grounds however, they would proba-
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bly prefer 12; this would be apart from their obvious desire to obtain as many of these
aircraft as possible. Ten might be a difficult number to explain publicly.

As far as we are aware there are three possible methods of making this number of air-
craft available. One would be to approve a straight commercial sale by Canadair under
which the Israelis would await their turn for aircraft coming off the production line; this
would undoubtedly mean that completion of delivery would require several months.
Should this be considered too slow, it would be possible to divert current production
ordered for the RCAF, to meet an Israeli order; we have some reason to suppose that
RCAF requirements are not urgent (the proposed provision of 75 aircraft to Germany
should not alter the picture). Finally, it might be possible to release this relatively small
number of aircraft from current RCAF holdings, for subsequent replacement from new
production. This last possibility might be attractive to the RCAF, since it would permit the
replacement of an earlier model of the aircraft by the latest version. We would expect that
either of the latter two courses (diversion of current production, or release from existing
RCAF holdings) would permit quite rapid delivery.

If it is decided to release some aircraft the choice among these three possible methods
would have to take into account the speed of delivery desired and the preferences of the
RCAF. We are not in a position, until we obtain full advice from the technical experts, to
comment in detail on the question of delivery rate, but presumably account would have to
be taken of the expected effect both on Israel’s attitude and on that of her Arab opponents.

On the one hand prompt delivery might tempt the Israelis to provoke a “preventive war”
or lead the Arabs to attack; on the other hand it might bolster Israeli confidence and conse-
quently patience, and might induce greater caution in Arab capitals. To permit a time lag
between announcement of a decision and actual delivery would have possible conse-
quences equally difficult to predict; before a decision is taken even in principle we believe
that this question of timing should be most carefully examined. The possibility of a U.N.
embargo on arms exports to the area would also have to be considered, as well as the
domestic political reactions in Canada. As to the preferences of the RCAF we have no firm
information available, but this point could no doubt be quickly settled once a decision has
been taken on the possible export of 75 aircraft to Germany.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]

41. DEA/50000-B-40

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

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

ToOP SECRET [Ottawa], May 14, 1956

POLITICAL FACTORS GOVERNING A DECISION
TO EXPORT JET INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL

In my memorandum of May 11 concerning the question of the export of jet aircraft to
Israel, I said that I would send you a separate memorandum on the political considerations
involved. The following seem to be the principal political factors which might be taken
into consideration in arriving at a conclusion as to whether to export F-86 fighter aircraft to
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Israel. First are set out the arguments in favour of sending either the full order of 24 or
something less than that number.

Arguments for shipment

(1) It is a simple act of justice to enable Israel to defend itself. As an active member of
the United Nations we share the responsibility for the establishment of that State and we
share the obligation to see that the Israelis are in a position to defend themselves against an
attack by those whose real objectives may be obscure but who have at any rate publicly
threatened the destruction of Israel as a State. The Israelis in fact possess no adequate
defence for their cities against the new Soviet bombers.

(2) It is conceivable that the principal danger of war breaking out at the present time
arises not from any immediate intentions of the Arab States but from a fear psychosis
which the Israelis suffer. If it is true that before the end of this year the Egyptians may be
so strengthened by the Soviet countries that they will have superiority over the Israelis,
then the temptation must be strong for the Israelis to launch a preventive attack. The sense
of confidence which they would gain from having a fighter protection would diminish this
temptation. It is in any case known that extremists in Israel have been advocating preven-
tive war. Provision of defensive armament to Israel would strengthen the government’s
hand against the extremists. Mr. Hammarskjold has brought with him from the Middle East
the impression that Prime Minister Ben Gurion — as well as Col. Nasser — are against
extremist action.

(3) The United States Administration, while refusing to send aircraft to Israel, clearly is
anxious that friendly countries should do so. There is much in this position that is irritating
and embarrassing but, if we consider broad international issues rather than our purely
national interests, it is possible to recognize some logic in the American position. An arms
race in the Middle East, with the Communists supporting the Arabs and the United States
supplying the Israelis, is certainly not a happy prospect. It could easily degenerate into a
straight arms race between the Russians and the Americans in the area. Furthermore, it is
not in the general interests of peace that the United States should become committed to one
side and so thrust the Arabs unrestrainedly into the arms of the Russians. Such a policy can
be criticized glibly, as it is in some quarters, as a refusal to take a firm stand but it is often
the wisest diplomacy to play a cautious game. The most laudable feature of American and
British policy in the Palestine issue has been that, although it has done much that may be
questionable, it has been characterized by a recognition of the fact that there is right on
both sides and that a settlement can be achieved only by compromise and agreement and
not by the triumph of one side or the other. As it is American policy, rather than the policy
of her less powerful allies, which is predominantly significant in this area, a decision of the
United States to supply arms to Israel would have an effect on the equilibrium of the Mid-
dle East which would not be produced by similar action on the part of Canada. It is true
that we, rather than the United States, would have to take the anger of the Arabs and this is
unpleasant. However, we have no very important purely national interests in the area, our
fund of goodwill is apparently fairly large and this might well be a small sacrifice for us to
make for a common cause. It is not right to think in terms of “pulling American chestnuts
out of the fire”. The chestnuts in this dangerous area are as much Canadian as they are
American or British, because we would be inevitably involved in the consequences of war.

(4) It can well be argued that Nasser is engaged in blackmail. He and his agents and his
Arab colleagues, including the local representatives, constantly threaten that any shipments
of jet aircraft by Canada to Israel will be matched by further orders from Czechoslovakia.
It would be unwise to allow him to paralyze support of Israel in this way. Israel is in a
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dangerously weak position, so long as her cities are vulnerable to destructive attack from
the air.

(5) Much of the objection to our shipment of arms to Israel arises from a not very clearly
thought out opposition on vaguely pacifist grounds. The fact is, however, that F-86 aircraft
are as purely defensive as anti-aircraft guns. They could never be used for aggressive pur-
poses but only for preventing hostile attacks on the overcrowded territory of Isracl.

2. There are also arguments against our taking any action to ship aircraft to Israel or at
least against taking action at this time.

Arguments against shipment

(1) Canadian relations with the Arab States would almost certainly suffer a severe blow,
since F-86 aircraft would represent a major accession to Israeli military strength, albeit
defensive. It is clear from the attitude of the Arab representatives in Ottawa and from mod-
erate spokesmen like the Secretary-General of the Lebanese Foreign Ministry, who was
here recently, that their countries would react very vigorously. We are not likely to suffer
any very direct consequences, with the possible exception of a few broken windows in our
Missions in Cairo and Beirut, but we should foresee the probability of an end to the reason-
ably good relations we have had with the Arab States in the United Nations and elsewhere.
(If our assistance to Israel was on a modest scale and not continued, the reaction might not
be as strong as we have been led to expect.) Our interests in the area are not great and any
economic loss which might result from ill-will would probably not affect us greatly. The
principal loss would probably be to our capacity to influence the situation in the Middle
East any further. One should perhaps not take too seriously the constant statements by
Arab leaders to us that Canada is looked upon by the Arab countries as one of the few
Western Powers without any axes to grind in the area. However, one should not dismiss
lightly the possibility that we could play a very useful role of mediation in the right cir-
cumstances. It is doubtful that we could do so if we were to supply Israel with jet aircraft at
the present time. There is little doubt that the Arabs would regard the Canadian sale of jets
to Israel as a partisan and unfriendly act.

(2) The best example of course of the role that Canadians can play is the work which has
been done by General Burns, which is greatly respected by both sides. There is the danger
that what would be considered partial action on the part of Canada in supplying one side
with highly important weapons might adversely affect General Bums’ position. It is by no
means certain that it need do so but there is an element of risk. General Burns himself has
told our Ambassador in Cairo that he hopes very much that Canada will not supply these
weapons to Israel, or indeed give Israel any encouragement that we will do so at this time.
He did not however argue this point on the grounds of the effect on his own position.

(3) United Nations officials are opposed to the sale. The reason why General Burns urged
that we should not supply jet aircraft to Israel was that he did not think that, at the present
time, it would have the right psychological effect on the Israelis. He clearly believes that
the Israelis have caused a good deal of the recent trouble by being over-aggressive; that at
the present time they need chastening rather than encouraging; and that this is having a
salutary and restraining effect upon them. He is afraid, therefore, that a supply of jet air-
craft would not give them the confidence to play safe but would inspire them to further
provocative action. He argues therefore for the policy of constraint upon Israel. This was
being advocated by the United Kingdom and the United States some weeks ago, but rather
in regard to the possibility of an overall settlement, so as to induce Israel to make the
necessary territorial concessions. We have been informed that Mr. Hammarskjold holds the
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same views as General Burns in this matter and is strongly of the opinion that important
arms shipments should not go to Israel at this time.

(4) It is unfortunate but true that Israel is looked upon by most of the anti-colonial
nations of Africa and Asia as something in the nature of an imperialist stronghold. The
support of these countries whether Muslim or non-Muslim has, as was revealed at Ban-
dung, been given to the Arabs. Canada has to play and must continue to play a not insignif-
icant role in the effort to remove causes of friction between the so-called anti-colonial and
the colonial powers. This may well be the most vital issue in international affairs today. It
is probable therefore that forthright support of Israel on our part would be looked upon as
aiding and abetting imperialism not only by the Arab states but also by our friends in
Pakistan, Indonesia and elsewhere.

(5) However justifiable the American position may be on this issue, as argued above,
there is a strong case to be made for the common acceptance of responsibility by the West-
ern Powers. If Israel should be supplied with arms, then the responsibility and the conse-
quences should be shared by not only France, the United Kingdom and Canada but by the
United States as well. United States intentions are unfortunately no secret already. Mr.
Dulles has made it quite clear to all those who are interested that he would like Canada to
send to Israel the jet aircraft which the United States does not want to send itself. The
shipment of aircraft by Canada, therefore, might not only fail in its purpose of preserving
American neutrality but might make Canada look, in the eyes of the world, like a satellite.
Mr. Khrushchev took the position in London that the Soviet Union was not supplying
Egypt with arms, that these were being sent by Czechoslovakia, that it was purely Czech
business. It would be humiliating if Canada were seen in the eyes of the world to be play-
ing the same role for the United States as we assume Czechoslovakia is playing for the
Soviet Union.

(6) It may be worth considering that, in view of the strong arguments put forward by
yourself in the NATO Council for more consultation on and coordination of policy by
NATO members on important issues, no action should be taken on such an important mat-
ter without at least discussing the subject more fully with our friends. This argument may
be all the more true in that it appears that not only France and the United Kingdom but also
Norway, Italy and possibly other members of NATO have been asked for aircraft by the
Israelis. Coordinated policy might be wiser lest Israel, by dealing with individual nations,
obtain a greater number of aircraft than is considered necessary by the West for her self-
defence. Furthermore a regulated contribution to Israel’s defence by several western pow-
ers would help to prevent Canada from being placed in the position of appearing to take
the lead in shipping arms to Israel.

(7) We have been arguing of late in favour of the importance of bringing the Soviet
Union into a responsible position in settling the Palestine issue. One of the possible moves
towards achievement of such a settlement would be the establishment, not of an arms
embargo, but of some kind of international arms control. Such an idea did not make much
progress at the recent London discussions but it need not yet be ruled out. It might be
argued that we ought not to begin supplying important arms to one side, when there may
be some prospect of securing an agreement with the Russians in the United Nations or
elsewhere. On the other hand, of course, it is possible that the best way to make the need
for arms control apparent to the Russians and to others would be some balancing of the
shipments to Egypt with shipments to Israel. The Arabs are, perhaps, less likely to agree to
any control of shipments if they have reason to believe that the West is not going to supply
Israel anyway.
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(8) Finally the sale of F-86’s to Israel may stir up public controversy and rouse uneasi-
ness in Canada. During the debate over the export of Harvards to Egypt the Government
gave the impression that it would be very wary about exporting substantial quantities of
arms to the Middle East during the existing tension.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]

42. DEA/50000-B-40
Note du chef de la Direction économique

Memorandum by Head, Economic Division
SECRET [Ottawa], May 22, 1956

F-86’S FOR ISRAEL — MR. COMAY’S INTERVIEW
WITH MR. PEARSON ON MAY 21

At the request of the Israeli Ambassador Mr. Pearson saw Mr. Comay around noon on
May 21. At the outset Mr. Comay indicated that he had come to discuss their application
for permission to export 24 F-86’s.

2. Mr. Pearson informed Mr. Comay that no decision had yet been taken and that one
was not likely for several weeks. He mentioned some of the difficult problems involved in
a decision. Whatever effects the actual delivery of these aircraft might have, an announce-
ment that Canada had decided to release them would undoubtedly receive headline treat-
ment throughout the world and would not help to maintain the fairly calm atmosphere
required for discussions of Arab-Israeli relations in the immediate future. Mr. Pearson also
remarked that although the difficulties standing in the way of action by the U.S. itself
might be appreciated, any impression that Canada was acting in place of the U.S. would
not be well regarded here and would not improve the reception of any decision to let these
aircraft be exported. Canadians would resent any implication that their government was
acting on behalf of the U.S. in the same way as Czechoslovakia had acted for the U.S.S.R.
Mr. Pearson indicated that he did not intend to press for a decision now. He thought that
this matter could probably be considered by the Canadian Government more satisfactorily
at a later stage. He wished in particular to wait until Mr. Hammarskjold had reported to the
Security Council. He also thought that a delay in any Canadian decision might be used in a
small way as leverage in encouraging the U.S., U.K. and others to make some progress on
the political problems of the area. Mr. Pearson emphasized that domestic political consid-
erations in Canada were not responsible for delaying the Government’s decision. He
remarked that the moderate statements from Ben Gurion (and the report that an Egyptian
newsman had visited Israel and apparently been quite well received) were all helpful. Mr.
Pearson told Mr. Comay that he would like very much to see Mr. Hammarskj6ld when he
was visiting Montreal although he was not sure that this would be practicable, and he also
hoped to see General Burns during his visit to Ottawa to see his family in the near future.
Mr. Pearson said that after his visit to Washington early in June, when he might have a
chance to discuss this and other matters with Mr. Dulles, he would be pleased to see Mr.
Comay again and he would also hope to review the question with Mr. Comay upon his
return from Europe in July.

3. Mr. Comay then outlined the views of the Israeli Government on the question of
timing or phasing. As they saw Mr. Hammarskjold’s mission, it was in the nature of a
“stop-gap” operation. The next phase required the restoration of a “military stalemate”.
Over the next 12 months the Israelis were confronted with the prospect of witnessing the
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building up of forces on the other side while the gaps in their own defences remained
largely unfilled. While there had been, and doubtless would continue to be, some improve-
ment in Israel’s land defences, there was little chance of making real progress in strength-
ening their Air Force without these fighter aircraft from Canada. In this connection Mr.
Comay observed that the authorities in Tel Aviv were not counting heavily on reports of
numerous crashes of Egyptian aircraft acquired from the Soviets. Israel’s relative position
in the air looked very unpromising. It was important that something be done to rectify this
situation. The restoration of the military stalemate in this sense would fit in with the pat-
tern of action through the U.N. and by other means to improve the political situation. Such
an approach did not run counter to these activities. The proper sequence would be a cease
fire, the achievement of military balance, and then political progress.

4. The Israeli authorities were considerably worried about the possibility of a premature
embargo on arms shipments to the Middle East. At this stage such an action would have
the effect of “freezing the imbalance”.

5. Mr. Comay implied that in the present situation the parties concerned in the Middle
East (and by this he presumably meant Israel in particular) might be hesitant about giving
any evidence of progress towards a political settlement since that might inhibit releases of
necessary arms. Any movement towards a political solution was scarcely likely to be made
until the arms imbalance had been redressed.

6. Mr. Comay felt that there might be only a “fleeting moment” within which it would be
possible to restore the arms equilibrium. If the military situation were to get worse the
countries capable of supplying arms might hold back as they would not wish to “stick their
heads in”. If the political situation becomes more complex (for example, if the exploration
of various possible solutions is undertaken in the Security Council or elsewhere), most
countries would also not be anxious to release arms to Israel.

7. With regard to the actions and reactions of the Soviets, the Ambassador felt that the
damage which they were going to do has already been done. They would continue to deter-
mine for themselves how many arms it was in their interest to supply and they would not
be much affected by the amounts provided by Western countries to Israel. So far as the
Soviets were concerned, Israel was a side issue. Soviet activities in the Middle East were
aimed at the Baghdad Pact. Whether or not Israel received a few more planes would have
no effect on Soviet deliveries. Moreover, the Egyptians had “bitten off as much as they
could chew” and the Soviets would not see any advantage in supplying them with addi-
tional arms which they would not be able to use effectively but would probably have to
leave in the packing cases. Mr. Comay was convinced, therefore, that there was no risk of
increased danger from the Soviets if Canada were to release these aircraft to Israel.

8. The Minister then speculated on the possibility of some kind of Mediterranean secur-
ity pact as a means of helping to stabilize the situation in the Middle East. Apart from his
doubts about the practicability of such a pact, including both Israel and Egypt, Mr. Comay
wondered whether it could be effective in the Middle Eastern situation.

9. The Minister referred to the change in Prime Ministers in Jordan and Mr. Comay was
not inclined to attach much significance to this development. He remarked that the Gov-
emment of Jordan was in no sense democratic and that a little group in Jordan tended to
take turns in serving as Prime Minister.

10. Mr. Comay mentioned that he talked recently with the Conservative Party’s Foreign
Affairs Committee, at their invitation, regarding the Middle Eastern situation. He had
deliberately avoided getting involved in discussion of the request for the release of aircraft
from Canada. Mr. Pearson thought this was quite appropriate and saw no objection to the
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Ambassador continuing to discuss privately the issues involved. He thought it would also
be quite fitting for the Egyptian Ambassador to do likewise. He thought it would be quite
unwise for either Ambassador to get involved in a public campaign of any sort on this
subject.

11. In conclusion Mr. Pearson emphasized that the delay on a decision on the request for
F-86’s implied no weakening of support in Canada for the existence of the State of Israel.
He was confident that in the event of aggression occurring the Canadian Government
would be anxious to see the U.N. intervene effectively and would support such U.N. action
as might be necessary. Mr. Comay said he had no doubt of the willingness of Canada and
many other countries to play their part in that kind of a situation but he remarked that any
U.N. decision could apply only to the second stage. What the Israeli Government was anx-
ious to do was to ensure that it could defend the centres of the country in the initial stage of
any attack that might be made.

AE. RITCHIE

43 DEA/50000-B-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council

TELEGRAM E-507 Ottawa, May 28, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your telegram No. 776 of May 22.1
Repeat London, Washington, Paris (Information).

ARMS FOR THE MIDDLE EAST
Thank you for your prompt comments, which I have considered carefully.

2. I have somewhat modified my ideas relating to this particular case. The purpose in
putting this problem before the Council would be twofold — to obtain an expression of
views which might be of assistance to the Government in reaching a decision on the Israeli
request, and through example to encourage discussion of political problems within NATO.
For various reasons touched on below I am now doubtful whether the proposed discussion
would significantly further either of these objectives, and I am conscious of certain real
disadvantages in putting the matter forward at present. Despite my earlier telegram, there-
fore, I do not now wish you to propose this subject to the Council at the present time.

3. With regard to the problem facing the Government, I have come to the conclusion that
it would be inappropriate to announce or even to take a final decision for some time, per-
haps several weeks. It seems to me that if the matter is discussed in the Council there are
three possibilities. One is that the general reaction will parallel that of the Three Great
Powers, which are favourable to the proposed release. Should this occur it might be more
difficult subsequently to refuse the Isracli request if that were desired; I do not think this
development likely, however, in view of Spaak’s attitude at the ministerial meeting and
Norway's recent refusal to release Vampires to Israel. Perhaps more probable is a clear
split, with the Three Great Powers favourable to the release and the rest, led by Belgium
and Norway, opposed. This could be somewhat embarrassing, both to us and to the Coun-



82 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

cil as a whole. Finally, and most probably, the expression of opinion apart from the three
might well be inconclusive. This would do no harm, but would not help much. In sum-
mary, therefore, and confirming your own view, I cannot see that such a discussion at this
particular time would greatly help us in determining our own policy on the question.

4. The possibility of using this problem to stimulate political discussions in the Council,
obviously a desirable objective, is certainly more interesting. Here also, however, I have
doubts. For one thing, such discussion should obviously be set in a proper context. It
would not appear useful to initiate a council discussion of a particular case (such as the
Israeli request for F-86’s) without first holding a fairly thorough exchange of views on
Arab-Israeli relations in general; within the framework of such a discussion it would then
be possible to go on to consider the question of arms shipments to the area. To talk about
arms export policy without a preparatory discussion of the general political problems
would not appear likely to lead to constructive results; this would be still more true if
discussion were to be focussed on a particular proposed shipment.

5. It might be that such a general discussion could be useful, although it would involve
the risk of suggesting that NATO was becoming involved in Middle East affairs to counter
Soviet intervention in the area. If it were to convey the impression that Arab-Israeli dispute
is becoming another arena for the East-West conflict with which NATO is inevitably asso-
ciated, it would run directly counter to the aim of establishing UN responsibility for the
Middle East problem under which an understanding might be reached with the USSR.
These considerations might militate against NATO identifying itself with any specific
aspect of Middle East affairs, and in particular would make NATO involvement inoppor-
tune at the present time when there seems to be some real possibility of coming to an
understanding on this matter with the Russians within the UN context.

6. Aside from the lack of previous preparation in the form of prior discussion of general
Middle East problems, the request for F-86’s has a more specific disadvantage as a subject
for NATO consultation. There are certain factors having an important bearing on the prob-
lem which we would not feel free to introduce explicitly in the Council. The intelligence
estimates available to us come mainly from US and UK sources, and we could not put
before the Council the figures on estimated aircraft holdings of Middle East countries.
Likewise we could not refer to the indications we have had of the views of UN officials,
since this would compromise their position. It is doubtful whether we would advance the
cause of consultation by introducing as an example a case on which we could not ourselves
frankly put all of our cards on the table (a point on which we have been disposed in the
past to criticize the Great Powers).

7. Finally, there is the risk of a leak. I understand that a recent issue of the Economist’s
“confidential report” has a fairly accurate and detailed account of the discussion of the
Greek request for comments on the problem of providing transit facilities for Middle East
arms shipments.” If it were to become known that NATO was discussing the actual merits
of the Arab-Israeli dispute, or passing judgment on proposed arms shipments, it might do
serious harm both to the organization and to the precarious situation in the Middle East by
possibly appearing to put the dispute on a NATO-versus-Soviet-Bloc basis. If such discus-
sion involved reference to the views or supposed views of UN officials it might even
endanger the position of General Burns and his staff.

3 Voir/See Foreign Report, No. 475, Confidential, May 10, 1956, “NATO’s Arms Dilemma”, p. 8.
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8. I recognize that none of these objections is conclusive, but I am now doubtful if there
are advantages sufficient to outweigh the disadvantages of bringing forward this particular
Israeli request for discussion.

44. DEA/50000-B-40

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Prime Minister

SECRET Ottawa, June 1, 1956

ARMS FOR ISRAEL

The Israeli Ambassador was instructed by his Prime Minister, Mr. Ben Gurion, to
deliver to you personally a message. He very sensibly realized that you were too busy to
receive him and he left it with me. I told him that I would forward it to you immediately
and it is attached. He also hopes, and in view of the importance of the matter to Israel, I
think this is not unreasonable, to have a word with you after you have studied the letter.”

Mr. Comay also left with me an Aide Mémoire regarding the present Israeli application
for F-86 jet planes, which I am also attaching to this memorandum.

So far as the first point is concerned, it seems depressingly evident that he is right in
stating that the Security Council is not at present initiating any move toward a political
solution. The meeting now being held will merely pass a resolution commending the Sec-
retary General for his recent cease-fire effort, but does not go much further than that.

L.B. PEARSON

[PIECE JOINTE 1/ENCLOSURE 1]

L’ambassade d’Israél
au premier ministre

Embassy of Israel
to Prime Minister

NOTE No. 39 Ottawa, May 31, 1956

SECRET

The Ambassador of Israel presents his compliments to the Prime Minister and has the
honour to convey to him the following message from the Prime Minister of Israel:

“My dear Prime Minister,

Though not honoured with your acquaintance, I am addressing myself to you person-
ally, relying on the sympathetic understanding of our problems, which, as I know from Mr.
Sharett, you have always manifested.

™ La note suivante a été jointe & ce document :/The following note was attached to this document:

Memorandum for External: Please prepare an appropriate answer to the Ambassador. I am afraid it
will not be possible for me to see him within the next few days nor to reach now an affirmative
decision. L. St. L[aurent].
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“The question of selling Israel a number of F.86 jet-planes has been for some time on
the agenda of your Cabinet. I should like to impress you with the urgency of the matter,
and its paramount importance for the preservation of peace in the Middle East.

“As a result of the acquisition by Egypt of some 250 jet-planes — fighters and bombers
— of very high effectiveness, and of an additional number by Syria, we are faced with the
menace of overwhelming superiority in the air. The attitude of the present rulers of Egypt
— expressed in their preparations for aggressive warfare and in a virulent campaign of
hatred and revenge against Israel, relentlessly pursued by their propaganda machine —
impels us in the first instance to seek elementary safety in reinforcing our defensive
strength.

“Our purchase of twenty-four French Mysteres leaves us still gravely threatened. We do
not aspire to full numerical parity in planes with Egypt, let alone with all the Arab coun-
tries together, but we are convinced that trebling the number of our fighter planes of this
class is the indispensable minimum to deter aggression and to enable us, if need be, to
withstand attack. Should Canada sell us twenty-four F.86’s, France may well come for-
ward with yet another twenty-four Mystéres. If not, the French Government has already
informed us that it is not prepared to continue in isolation as the sole Power willing to
provide Israel with these necessary defensive arms. We shall then be left in the lurch.

“The right of nations to self-defense is enshrined in the Charter; yet that right remains
an abstract formula, and aggression is encouraged, if the instruments of self-defense are
beyond the reach of a nation whose security is endangered. Self-defense can become a
reality only if States which possess or manufacture certain weapons are ready to place
them at the disposal of friendly countries which do not. This is the moral and practical
burden of my appeal to you.

“On a number of crucial occasions in the evolution of our fortunes during the past dec-
ade, Canada’s weighty word has been of far-reaching importance. I feel confident that
Canada will never have cause to regret her record with regard to Israel, which history will
prove to have been one of international wisdom and justice. In the present case again, by
responding to our urgent appeal, Canada will not merely extend a helping and protecting
arm to Israel in the hour of her need and peril, but will act in the interests of international
peace and co-operation.

With cordial and respectful greetings,

Yours sincerely,
DAVID BEN GURIiON”

The Ambassador of Israel wishes to renew to the Prime Minister the assurances of his
highest consideration.

[PIECE JOINTE 2/ENCLOSURE 2]
Aide-mémoire de I’ambassade d’Israél
Aide Mémoire from Embassy of Israel

SECRET Ottawa, May 31, 1956

The following recent developments have a bearing on Israel’s application for F.86 jet
planes which is at present under consideration by the Canadian Government:

1. The Security Council Discussion
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It is now clear that the Security Council is not at present initiating any move towards
the solution of Arab-Israel political issues. Arab delegations are apparently opposed even
to the text of the United Kingdom draft Resolution, which does not call for any further
specific action either by the Council or by the Secretary-General. In particular, they are
strongly objecting even to mentioning the possibility of a “mutually acceptable” solution.
It would appear, therefore, that the best that can be hoped for under present circumstances
is to consolidate the ceasefire and avert the threat of war, by measures restoring some
military balance.

2. Arab War Preparations

The information available from public and intelligence sources indicates that intensive
war preparations in the Arab countries has not slackened, and that the threat to Israel con-
tinues to grow rapidly. For instance:

(a) Egypt has recently received an additional twenty Soviet jet-bombers, bringing its jet-
" bomber strength up to sixty, apart from about two hundred MIG jet-fighters.

(b) Egypt is now developing night-bombing capacity, against which Israel is helpless
without F.86 interceptor jet-fighters.

(c) The delivery of Soviet planes to Egypt has been speeded up by flying them via Yugo-
slavia and Greece.

(d) Egyptian training programmes both in Egypt and in Polish and Czech military
schools are being intensified.

(e) Egypt is establishing advance supply bases in the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula,
in order to make forces operating against Israel less dependent upon lines of communica-
tion from the Nile Valley.

(f) Colonel Nasser has avowed that Egyptian recognition of Communist China has more
military aid as a major motive.

(g) The Syrian-Czech arms deal, which has now officially been acknowledged, provides
inter alia for the immediate delivery of twenty-five MIG jet-fighters, with perhaps more to
come later.

(h) The recent changes in the Jordan Government and in the command of the Arab
Legion have brought into control anti-Western and anti-Israel elements supported by
Egypt, and have paved the way for integrating Jordanian forces into the Egyptian-led mili-
tary coalition.

(i) There is a disquieting revival of Fadayeen activity across the Jordan border, and
reports indicate the organized training of Fadayeen groups in Jordan with Egyptian help.

(j) Since the ceasefire negotiated by the Secretary-General, there has not been the slight-
est toning-down of the barrage of vicious anti-Israel incitement pouring through the Arab
press and from Arab official radio stations. The Arab public is being indoctrinated with the
notion that the “Palestine problem” can be solved only by the re-conquest of the country
and the destruction of Israel.

Any study of Arab rearming established that it is proceeding under its own momentum,
and that its scale and pace is determined solely by supply and absorptive capacity, and is
little influenced by such defensive weapons as Israel may obtain.

3. The Time Factor

In the event of the sale of Canadian F.86’s being approved, there will still be an una-
voidable timelag of several months at least, before the planes can be ready for use in Israel.
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They must be made available at the Canadian plant, undergo test flights, dismantled and
crated, shipped from Halifax to Haifa, and reassembled and retested in Israel.

Apart from this, training facilities for the operating and maintenance of this type of
aircraft will not be available to Israel until the purchase has actually been made.

These further delays involved in delivery and training must be seen against the fact that
about eight months have already elapsed since Soviet jet-planes started arriving in Egypt.

45. DEA/50000-B-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 1111 Washington, June 11, 1956

SECRET
Reference: Our telegram No. 1050, June 1, 1956.%

ARMS FOR ISRAEL

Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins: Before lunch today the Secretary of State
raised this question with the Minister enquiring whether the Government had made any
decision with regard to the F86s. Mr. Pearson told Mr. Dulles that the Cabinet had decided
to do nothing now. There had been considerable pressures in Ottawa from both sides. He
went on to tell Dulles (for his own personal information) that Burns did not himself con-
sider that provision of these aircraft at this time would contribute to stability in the area.

2. Mr. Dulles said that the USA Government would like to be in a position to give
prompt and effective assistance in the event of “a clear case of aggression coming up”. If
Egypt were the party attacked, the USA would be able to do this because of the nature of
their requirements — anti-tank and anti-aircraft guns and the like. The position of Israel
was different and more difficult. They wanted fighter aircraft which, because of training
and technical requirements, would take longer and be more complicated to transfer effec-
tively to the Israeli airforce. In this connection USA authorities had been wondering
whether the Canadian manufacturer (Canadair) could allow a certain number of Israeli
pilots and technicians to receive training at this stage, even though the Government were
unwilling to release F86 aircraft.

3. The Minister undertook to have the Secretary’s suggestion looked into on his return to
Ottawa. He spoke of the Prime Minister’s unwillingness in the present circumstances to
have Canada take such a “dramatic” step as to provide twenty-four or more modern fighter
aircraft to Israel. The situation might alter, of course, but for the moment the Government
would not permit their release.

4. Mr. Dulles drew the Minister’s attention to the heavy and growing political pressure
upon the administration here to release arms to Israel. The President was probably the only
person who could hold the line against such pressure and it remained in doubt whether this
could continue to be done in an election year.

5. Finally, Mr. Dulles spoke of USA intelligence concerning Egyptian accumulation of
submarines and naval equipment in considerable quantities. The reason for this was
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obscure and possibly sinister. This did not seem an appropriate concentration for anti-
Israeli operations. Was there any Soviet purpose being served in this?

6. The State Department will no doubt be expecting to hear from us fairly soon on Mr.
Dulles’ enquiry concerning the possibility of training at Canadair for Israeli aircrew and
technicians.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

46. DEA/50000-A-40

Le premier ministre
a I’ambassadeur d’Israél

Prime Minister
to Ambassador of Israel

SECRET Ottawa, June 14, 1956

Dear Mr. Ambassador,

Mr. Pearson informed me of your recent interview with him, and sent me your Note.
No. 39 containing the message from Mr. Ben Gurion together with the Aide Mémoire
concerning your Government’s request for F-86 aircraft. I am aware that Mr. Ben Gurion
wished you to deliver this message to me personally, and I regret that the demands on my
time, especially Parliamentary demands, have not permitted me to see you. I have been
considering carefully Mr. Ben Gurion’s message and the various matters to which it
relates. I should be most grateful if you would transmit to Mr. Ben Gurion the following
reply to his message: '

“My dear Prime Minister,

I wish to thank you for your recent message conveyed to me by Mr. Comay. Although,
as you say, we have not met, I have been well aware of the problems with which your
country is faced and which are so impressively described in your message, and I can assure
you that my Cabinet colleagues and myself have the fullest understanding and sympathy
for the difficult position in which Israel is today.

We are very conscious, particularly in the light of your message, of the considerations
underlying your request for F-86 aircraft. Indeed we have had these considerations fully in
our minds since your request was first received, and we recognize that you are anxious for
a response.

Nevertheless this request raises very difficult and complicated problems for us —
problems with which Mr. Comay is familiar and which I am sure he has brought to your
attention. Unfortunately these problems are still under consideration and I am therefore
unable to say now when a decision will be reached.

I realize that this must be a disappointment to you, and I wish to assure you again that
we are in no sense unaware of the importance of this matter to you and your country. We
have before us also, as you have, the essential fact that peace must be preserved in the
Middle East and a constructive solution found to the conflict which has divided and deeply
disturbed that area. We will do all in our power to contribute to those interdependent aims.
You need no words of mine to assure you of the sympathy which I and my colleagues, and
the people of Canada, have and will continue to have for all the people whose very lives
have been rendered insecure as a result of that conflict. '
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In closing, I wish to thank you for communicating with me and I repeat that I have very
much at heart the problems and burdens which press upon you.

With cordial and respectful greetings,
Yours sincerely,
Louis S. ST-L.LAURENT.”

May I thank you in advance for sending this message on to your Prime Minister, and
express again my regret that I am unable to talk to you about these matters at the present
time.

I am, etc.
[LoUIs S. ST-LAURENT]

47. DEA/50000-B-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], June 19, 1956

EXPORT OF F-86’S TO ISRAEL

I attach for your consideration a copy of a letter of June 15 from the Israeli Ambassa-
dor, Mr. Comay, to Mr. Pearson. It appears that this letter crossed the one which you sent
to Mr. Comay the same day giving a reply to the message from Mr. Ben Gurion. I also
attach for your convenience a copy of that letter, and of two background memoranda set-
ting out various considerations having a bearing on the Israeli request.

2. I should point out that the complaints in Mr. Comay’s letter are somewhat misleading.
Mr. Pearson saw Mr. Comay (before his trip to Washington) and made it clear to him then
that there was no immediate prospect of a decision. He undertook to talk to Mr. Comay
again about the matter on his return from Washington (this he was unable to do) or on his
return from Europe. Thus Mr. Comay had no reason to expect a decision by now or for
some time to come. The new tone in his letter appears therefore to reflect fresh instructions
rather than an unexpected delay on Canada’s part.

3. Mr. Pearson spoke to me before his departure about this new letter from Mr. Comay.
He asked me to bring it to your attention, and to suggest that it would be desirable for you
to see Mr. Comay if you possibly can before your own departure for London. His sugges-
tion was that you might speak to Mr. Comay along the general lines of your letter and the
message for Mr. Ben Gurion.

4. I had an opportunity to discuss this matter further with Mr. Pearson before he left and
he asked me to pursue it further with you. This subject has now been under consideration
by the Government for several weeks, and not only are you under constant pressure from
the Israeli authorities but also from Mr. Dulles who takes a special and keen interest in the
matter. (Mr. Dulles called Mr. Livingston Merchant yesterday and asked him to make fur-
ther representations about the training of Israeli pilots in Canada.) If there is little likeli-
hood of the Government taking an affirmative decision in the near future, the time may
have come to decide that the Israclis as well as our friends in Washington be told that no
affirmative decision will be taken except as an element in a collective decision by the
Western Powers on the need to provide Israel with military assistance of this type up to
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squadron strength. This would mean that Canada would not release F-86’s to Israel unless
such release were part of an agreed plan in which other Western Powers, preferably the
United States and also the United Kingdom, Italy and possibly France, would participate.
For example, Canada could provide six F-86’s and the United Kingdom, the United States
and Italy could do likewise, France having already provided twelve “Mysteres”. What
would be important would be the collective nature of the decision involved.

5. The question of the training of Israeli pilots in Canada would create serious difficulties
if divorced from the release of F-86’s; if some planes were made available to Israel, how-
ever, it would be quite normal for Canadair and possibly the R.C.A.F. to train Israeli pilots
since this is normally done when sales of planes are approved.

6. If you agree with this general line you might wish to mention it to Cabinet; if you
prefer I could telegraph this proposal to Mr. Pearson in Paris and he might have time to
mention it to the French authorities as well as to the Foreign Office on his return to London
later on in the week.”

J. LIEGER]

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

L’ambassadeur d’Israél
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador of Israel
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], June 15, 1956

Dear Mr. Pearson,

I have had instructions from my Government to request an interview with you in con-
nection with our application for F.86 Sabre jets. As I understand you are leaving for
Europe to-morrow, I am writing this note to you, and shail be entirely at your disposal
should you be able to receive me for a talk before your departure.

The substance of my instructions is to convey the very great concemn of my Govern-
ment lest the urgent application made two and a half months ago should not meet with a
positive response for yet a further period.

My Government is aware that this matter has been receiving earnest and sympathetic
study, and that every factor and piece of information which in its opinion could have a
bearing on it has been brought under our mutual examination. During this time, my Gov-
ernment has also been kept informed that a decision in Ottawa has been delayed by the
necessity for full consultation with other interested governments, by the Hammarsjéld Mis-
sion, and recently by the pressure of events nearer home.

In the intervening period, the hope arose that the Security Council would initiate a
move towards a mutually acceptable political settlement, but that hope has now been
dashed. Furthermore, the expectation has not been realized that the Soviet Bloc might
cease the flow of weapons to the Arab States, which has created so perilous an imbalance.

5 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Original discussed with the Prime Minister by the Under-Sccretary [Auteur mconnu!Author
unknown]).
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Now, nine months after the original Czech-Egyptian arms deal, we witness Arab rearm-
ament proceeding at a feverish pace, without any curb whatsoever, while the design to
encircle Israel with a hostile military coalition under a joint command is making alarming
progress.

In recent months we have received much assurance that the danger to Israel is recog-
nized by Western statesmanship, and that the need is accepted to augment Israel’s deterrent
strength immediately, in order to avert a bloody catastrophe not only for us but for the
whole world. My Government does not doubt the sincerity or the goodwill of the govern-
ments to whom it has turned in this emergency. Yet, two unhappy facts stare it in the face:

(a) that no Power, great or small, stands committed to Israel’s defense; and

(b) that Israel has not been able to acquire adequate defensive armament — in particular,
the three squadrons of modern interceptor planes which are the barest minimum to shield
our people against devastation from the air. (By themselves, the 24 French Mysteres could
be swamped in battle by sheer weight of numbers.) It was the horrifying reality of this
defencelessness against air attack which prompted Mr. Ben Gurion to cable the personal
message to the Prime Minister, of which I handed you a copy a fortnight ago.

The point is now being reached where the Government must embark upon a sober reas-
sessment of Israel’s security plight. If it were forced to conclude that the F.86 planes did
not seem to be obtainable from Canada in the near future, that conclusion might inevitably
have far-reaching and grievous implications.

You will appreciate that only the gravity of the issues involved, and the mounting danger
to the country, have brought my Government to state its position in such frank terms. It
does so in the earnest hope that, in the light of this situation, the Canadian Government
will now find it possible to take an affirmative decision. The manner in which that decision
could most speedily and effectively be implemented could then be discussed.

In making this fresh submission, my government is conscious of that deep friendship and
understanding which Canada has always demonstrated towards Israel and which the Pre-
mier of Israel recalled in his message.

I would greatly appreciate it if I could have the privilege of calling upon the Prime
Minister in the near future in connection with Mr. Ben Gurion’s communication.

Sincerely yours,
MICHAEL COMAY

48. DEA/50000-B-40

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

Memorandum from Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs
ToP SECRET [Ottawa], June 20, 1956

EXPORT OF F-86’S TO ISRAEL

I attach a copy with enclosures of a memorandum for the Prime Minister based on a
suggestion with which Mr. Pearson agreed before his departure for London. The Prime
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Minister discussed the matter with me this moming, and is favourably disposed to
Mr. Pearson’s suggestion. He asked me to inform you of the matter and to suggest that you
should put the matter before Cabinet at its meeting tomorrow.

2. The proposal as I understand it is that the Government might now decide that the
Israelis as well as our friends in Washington be told that no affirmative decision will be
taken except as an element in a collective decision by the Western Powers on the need to
provide Israel with military assistance of this type up to squadron strength. The purpose of
such a decision would be to remove the Government from the present situation where it is
not prepared to release the aircraft, but equally does not wish flatly and finally to reject the
Israeli request. In the present position, of course, the Government has been subjected to
continuous heavy pressure from the Israelis for a favourable decision, and this pressure has
been dependent in large part on the indications by Mr. Dulles that he hopes we will take a
favourable decision unilaterally.

3. Should the Government decide to follow the course suggested there would then arise
the need to discuss with other Western Powers the question of whether such assistance
should be provided on a collective basis to Israel. For this purpose it might be desirable for
Canada to join NEACC (the “Near East Arms Coordinating Committee™), a body sitting in
Washington with France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States as members.
While those countries have indicated that they would have no objection to our joining (and
the U.K. at least would welcome it) we have so far declined in order to avoid any possible
indirect commitment to join the other members in intervention should serious trouble break
out in the Middle East.”

4. It might be proposed in NEACC that a collective release of one squadron be arranged,
with perhaps Canada, the U.K,, Italy and the U.S. each providing 6 F-86’s. (France has
already released 24 Mystere fighters.) In such a case the training of Israeli pilots to fly
these aircraft (which Mr. Dulles is pressing us to undertake) would fall easily and naturally
into the pattern. Lacking such a collective basis for the release of aircraft, however, the
training of pilots would not appear a desirable course.

5. The Prime Minister in an interview with the Israeli Ambassador this morning has
given him some preliminary indication of this new line of thought, explaining that he was
proposing to discuss it further with his colleagues. You might wish to have a word with the
Prime Minister before the Cabinet meeting.

6. Assuming that you follow the Prime Minister’s suggestion of raising the question in
Cabinet tomorrow, you might wish to speak along the lines set out below. After outlining
the dilemma which the Government at present faces in considering the Israeli request, you
could suggest the need for a course which would neither involve releasing the aircraft
unilaterally nor rejecting the request outright, and at the same time would remove the
heavy pressure to which the Government has been subjected for many weeks now by both
Israel and the United States. This could be attained by informing all governments directly
concerned that Canada is not under present circumstances prepared to release F-86’s to
Israel except as an element in a collective decision by the Western Powers. It would cer-
tainly be desirable that such a collective decision should involve at least a token release by
the United States, but the United States élection perhaps creates a special situation. It
might therefore be possible to consider a release in conjunction with the other two mem-
bers of NEACC (Italy and the U.K.) which have not so far provided such aircraft if the

7 Au sujet de I'adhésion du Canada au Comité de coordination du Moyen-Orient chargé des armes, voir le
document 18.
On Canadian membership in the NEACC, see Document 18.
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United States could be clearly represented as a participant in the decision involved; that
question could, however, be left until the attitude of the other governments could be
determined.

7. I have not attempted to prepare a document for circulation to the Cabinet, since it
appears to me unlikely that a precise formula can be presented for formal approval at this
stage. It might be sufficient for Cabinet to approve now the general lines of the course
proposed, leaving the details to be worked out by the Ministers most directly concerned
(the Prime Minister, yourself and Mr. Pearson).

J. LIEGER)

49, PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), June 21, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare
and Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

ARMS FOR ISRAEL; EXPORT OF F-86 AIRCRAFT
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE MAY 10)

13. Mr. Martin, as Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, said it now seemed
undesirable for Canada to make F-86 aircraft available to Israel under a bilateral arrange-
ment. This view appeared to have the support of the U.N. Secretary-General and General
Burns. The Secretary of State for External Affairs was considering a proposal under which
the aeroplanes might be exported, but only as part of a collective arrangement involving
the United Kingdom, France, Italy, and possibly the United States. The Prime Minister had
discussed the whole matter with the Israeli Ambassador the previous day.

14. The Prime Minister said he had informed Mr. Comay that, while Canada would not
take a lead in providing arms on a bilateral basis, he would discuss the practicability of a
collective arrangement with his colleagues. He had also told the ambassador that, should
these powers decide collectively to provide arms on a joint basis, Canada would likely be
prepared to share in the arrangement.

15. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The plan proposed might be possible of attainment, but it was doubtful if the U.S.
would actually send any aircraft. The sale of one squadron of 25 aircraft was envisaged,
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with Canada supplying 6 if the U.S. took part, and 8 if she did not. It was noted that F-86’s
were produced in Italy, with U.S. aid, and if Italy were to take part, U.S. approval would be
required.

(b) Participation in a collective decision to supply these arms did not necessitate joining
the Near East Arms Co-ordinating Committee, even though it could be said that supplying
the F-86’s came about as a result of a decision of the committee’s members.

(c) It was still considered advisable by some not to release the aircraft even under a
collective arrangement.

16. The Cabinet noted the report of the Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs on
the possibility of supplying Israel with a limited number of F-86 aircraft, as a result of a
collective decision and under collective arrangements to be made by the United Kingdom,
France, Italy, the United States, and Canada, and agreed that the proposal be discussed by
the Prime Minister and the U.K. Prime Minister during the forthcoming Commonwealth
meeting.

50. DEA/50000-B-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 E-1113 Ottawa, July 13, 1956
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

ISRAELI REQUEST FOR F-86 AIRCRAFT

In my immediately following telegram I am sending the text of a memorandum
approved by Cabinet yesterday. The decision is that Canada will not unilaterally release
any F-86’s, but would consider joining with other countries in a collective action to assist
Israel’s defensive capabilities. To explore this possibility the first step is to learn the reac-
tion of the United States to the idea that she might join Canada in such action with respect
to F-86 aircraft. Merchant has spoken to me recently about this problem, and I therefore
intend to seek United States views through the Embassy here. This telegram is to let you
know our present position and the action I plan to take, both because you may be ques-
tioned by the State Department and because at a later stage discussions might be trans-
ferred to Washington.

L.B. PEARSON
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51 DEA/50000-B-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 E-1114 Ottawa, July 13, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.

ISRAELI REQUEST FOR F-86 AIRCRAFT

Following is the text of the memorandum mentioned in my telegram under reference,
which was approved by Cabinet yesterday, Begins:

CABINET DOCUMENT NO. 148/56 Ottawa, July 11, 1956
SECRET

ISRAELI REQUEST FOR F-86 AIRCRAFT

The Israeli request for the release of 24 F-86 aircraft has now been under consideration
for some time, but it is still very difficult to decide how best to proceed. There is suggested
below a course of action which might be acceptable, and in order that it may be adequately
assessed it is proposed to review briefly certain considerations relating to the request.

2. The Israeli case rests on (a) the continued hostility of the Arab states, involving an
unwillingness to consider peace terms acceptable to Israel and the possibility of a break-
down of the armistice and a consequent attack on Israel; (b) the arms deal of last autumn
whereby Egypt acquired through Czechoslovakia perhaps fifty Soviet IL 28 jet bombers
and a number of MIG fighters variously estimated at up to two hundred. The Israelis con-
tend that if war should come they would be incapable with their present airforce, equipped
with obsolescent aircraft only, of conducting a defence of their centres of population
against Egyptian bombing. They would be prepared, however, to face this threat if they
had three squadrons (72 aircraft) of fighters capable of intercepting Egypt’s modern bomb-
ers. To meet this declared requirement, in view of the apparent unwillingness of the United
States to provide them with such aircraft, they have asked France to let them have 24
Mysteres (roughly comparable to the F-86) and Canada and Italy each to provide 24 F-
86’s. France, after consultation with Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States, has
recently released. the 24 Mysteres requested. Indeed there is an unconfirmed report that
France is considering the release to Israel of a further 12 modern fighters, but it is also
known that France does not wish to be alone in providing such equipment to Israel.

3. The Italian F-86’s, should they be released, would involve the United States to a
greater or lesser extent. These aircraft are being assembled (but not, we believe, com-
pletely manufactured) in Italy under a U.S. offshore procurement contract for NATO use.
The same was true of the French Myst&res, but they were a totally French aircraft both in
design and manufacture. Release of F-86’s from Italy would involve not only U.S. consent,
but the consignment to Israel of aircraft of U.S. design and (apparently) partial U.S. con-
struction, ordered under a U.S. contract. The United States Government has so far
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appeared reluctant to permit a diversion which would so much resemble the actual provi-
sion of the aircraft from the United States.

4. Canadian F-86’s are produced in Canada under U.S. licence, but are virtually com-
pletely of Canadian manufacture with production taking place largely under Canadian
Government contract. The United States is willing to see Canadian F-86’s released to
Israel, but it is entirely for the Canadian Government to decide whether or not such a
release should be made.

5. Judged purely in terms of aircraft holdings, the Israeli requests are reasonable. On the
other hand, it should be considered whether this increase in Israel’s military capability
albeit defensive, would in fact advance the cause of peace and assist in the search for a
permanent and constructive solution to the problems of the Middle East. It may also be
questioned whether the apparent refusal of the United States to play its part in solving this
particular problem of Israel’s air defences is reasonable and such that other countries
should nevertheless respond to the Israeli appeal. Finally, and related to the last point, it
should be considered whether the number of aircraft sought from Canada is justifiable in
relation to the roles of the other western countries including the United States.

6. It can be argued that to provide these aircraft might if not increase at least do nothing
to decrease the risk of war between Israel and the Arab states. It is apparently considered
by some United Nations officials concemed that there is no immediate prospect of the
Arabs starting such a war, and that the military insecurity in which Israel now stands is
helpful in inducing her to be more reasonable. Conversely, if her present fear of Egyptian
bombing were removed, Israel might demonstrate again the uncompromising, even bellig-
erent attitude of which she has given some evidence in the past. On the other hand, it is not
considered that the Egyptian Air Force will have mastered its new equipment for a few
months yet, and there is always the possibility that Israel in desperation may seek war
before that time comes in order not to lose her present relatively favourable military posi-
tion. This risk of “preventive” war, if it is a real one, might be averted if Israel were to
have the assurance that she will receive fighter aircraft in time to prevent Egyptian domi-
nation of the air.

7. To assess these political considerations is very difficult, and requires the fullest possi-
ble intelligence information which is available to Canada only with the assistance of the
United States and the United Kingdom. A judgment as to whether or not Israel should
receive the aircraft she has requested from the western democracies must relate full knowl-
edge of the military capabilities of the countries concerned with the most careful estimates
possible of their courses of action both if the aircraft are provided and if they are not.

8. If on balance it appears that Israel should receive all or part of the aircraft requested,
there then arises the question of where they should come from. Already France has pro-
vided some, with U.S. and U.K. concurrence, and the United States and the United King-
dom have given Canada some encouragement to do likewise. This would appear to imply
that the three countries with the best information on which to judge believe that the aircraft
should be released. But two of these three countries whose positions are important to Can-
ada are apparently themselves unwilling to act in the matter. It is difficult to see why Can-
ada should act unilaterally, having less direct responsibility than any of the others. In
addition there is the fact that Canada is serving on the Truce Supervision Organization, and
her position there might well be prejudiced by ‘the release. Resentment in Arab capitals,
moreover, might lead to injury to the moderate volume of Canadian-Arab trade, violence
against Canadian representatives, and other consequences only indirectly related to the air-
craft transaction.
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9. I would in this situation propose the following course of action. The Government
might now decide that it will not unilaterally release any F-86’s to Israel, but that in certain
circumstances it would consider joining with another country or countries directly con-
cerned to provide some aircraft. Such a release should depend (a) upon a joint or collective
decision of those countries that the provision of such aircraft was desirable in their own
interests and in the interests of security in the Middle East, and (b) upon collective action
to assist Israel’s defensive position. Such collective action might involve (subject to the
collective decision on the total number of aircraft Israel should receive) the release of per-
haps 12 F-86’s by the United States, a like number by Canada, (possibly together with
releases of some defence equipment by the United Kingdom). It may be, however, that it
would not be possible to persuade the United States to participate so directly in the release
of the aircraft; in that case a possible alternative which might be considered (but which I
think should not be mentioned to the United States at this stage) would involve the release
of some F-86’s by Canada and, with the public consent of the United States, by Italy,
together with releases of other defensive equipment by the United Kingdom and the United
States. In neither case would any further French action be required, in view of the release
of Mysteres which has already taken place.

10. What I have in mind is a decision that no release should be made unilaterally, and
that any release made as part of a collective action should follow a collective decision that
such aircraft should be provided for Israel. The exact form of any such collective arrange-
ment could be considered later if it appears that the other governments concerned would be
willing to participate.

11. If the suggestion above is accepted, it would follow that we should take some action
to initiate a discussion of this question among the Governments concerned. As the position
of the United States would be of over-riding importance, I would propose first that our
Ambassador in Washington should sound out the U.S. Secretary of State on the matter. If
Mr. Dulles is not unreceptive, I would suggest that a meeting of representatives of the
countries directly involved might then be arranged. This could conveniently take place in
Washington, since the Ambassadors there of France, Italy and the United Kingdom have
been accustomed in recent months to meet from time to time with senior officials of the
State Department to discuss questions relating to the Middle East.

12. I therefore recommend that our Ambassador in Washington be instructed to explain
to Mr. Dulles that Canada is not prepared to make a unilateral release, and to discuss with
him the possibility of this question being considered collectively along the lines I have
indicated. If Mr. Dulles does not appear firmly opposed, the Ambassador would be
instructed to arrange a meeting with the Ambassadors of France, Italy and the United
Kingdom and a suitable representative of the State Department. It would be the purpose of
that meeting to seek an agreed judgment on whether or not it is desirable for Israel to be
provided with modern jet fighters in addition to those which have gone from France, and if
so to explore in a preliminary way the question of where they might come from, along the
lines of collective action suggested above. Any specific proposal, which to be acceptable
would have as a minimum to incorporate the concept of specific action by all or almost all
of the five governments, would of course be referred to Governments for consideration.

L.B. PEARSON

Ends.
L.B. PEARSON
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52, DEA/50000-B-40

Note de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Commonwealth and Middle East Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], July 17, 1956

ISRAEL’S APPLICATION FOR JET AIRCRAFT
The Minister saw the Israeli Ambassador at 12:30 on July 13 at Mr. Comay’s request.

2. Mr. Pearson opened the interview by saying that he understood the Ambassador
wished clarification of the statement which the Prime Minister made in the House on July
1177 concerning the question of export of F-86 aircraft to Israel. The Minister said that
there had not been much discussion in London on the specific question of arms for Israel.
At the meeting of the Prime Ministers there had been some general talk about the situation
in the Middle East. With regard to his own conversation with United Kingdom authorities,
the Minister said he had heard nothing to indicate that they were not in favour of Canada
providing the aircraft, although they had not been so emphatic about it as had United States
authorities.

3. Mr. Pearson explained that what the Prime Minister had meant was that Canada was
not prepared, in present circumstances, to make a unilateral provision of jet aircraft to
Israel. The Canadian government might, however, be ready to participate now in some
collective arrangement for supplying interceptor aircraft, if the United States would do
likewise. The United States and Canada for example might each provide 12 F-86s, which
could make up a full squadron; Italy might also release some jets and other countries might
offer different forms of defensive military equipment.

4. Mr. Comay said that this response to the Israeli request would cause disappointment to
his government and he hoped it was not the last word. The Minister replied that it was not
perhaps a “final” last word. The situation would have to be examined in the light of the
reply from the United States. Until that was known, however, it would have to be consid-
ered the last word.

5. The Israeli Ambassador observed that if the Prime Minister, when he referred to col-
lective action, meant action to provide Israel with a variety of defensive military equip-
ment, of which F-86s would be a part, then the conditions he required already existed
because Israel had acquired a considerable amount of defensive material from Western
countries such as Italy, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, as well as
obtaining a certain amount from the United States. Mr. Pearson said he wished to make it
clear that the Prime Minister’s references to collective action were related specifically to
jet incerceptor aircraft. The Prime Minister did not intend to place obstacles in the way of
the Israeli government’s getting defensive equipment where it could. The difficulty for us
about the F-86s was that their provision would be a spectacular gesture.

6. Mr. Comay pointed out it was not correct to say that Canada, if it provided jets, would
be taking the lead in this matter. France had already done this by releasing Mysteres. There
were only three sources of supply open to Israel, namely the United States, France and

77 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume VI, pp. 6070-6071.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume VI, pp. 5860-5861.
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Canada. Mr. Pearson mentioned Italy as a possible source. Mr. Comay said he would
regard Italian F-86s in the same category as American aircraft, since United States
approval for their export to Italy would be necessary. He also observed that Italian F-86s
were not as good as their Canadian counterparts, which had the Oranda engine. He stated
that the French were unwilling to provide more jets for Israel alone but that they might
release additional Mysteres if Canada sold F-86s to Israel.

7. Mr. Pearson promised to get in touch with the Israeli Ambassador and inform him as
soon as we knew the United States response to the collective action proposal. Mr. Comay
thanked him, observing that the heat would now be on Mr. Dulles.

8. The Minister expressed the hope that there would not be any publicity about the new
trend of discussion with the United States. The Government was anxious that it should not
be presented publicly as a Canadian initiative.

9. In conversation after leaving the Minister’s office the Israeli Ambassador said that he
had been talking in Washington with Mr. Eban, who had just returned from consultation in
Israel with the new Foreign Minister. Mr. Eban had reported that the atmosphere in Israel
was sober and not excited. The Cabinet was still giving top priority to the necessity for jet
interceptor aircraft. Almost as urgent, in the Israeli Government’s view, was a deficiency
in heavy tanks and modern anti-tank weapons, in order to off-set a decisive Egyptian supe-
riority in heavy tanks. The Egyptians had considerable numbers of Centurion and Stalin
tanks, which could not be matched by the Israelis and which were a serious threat, in view
of the terrain and short distances involved.

P.G.R. CAMPBELL

53. DEA/50000-B-40

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

Ambassador of United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Ottawa, July 25, 1956

Dear Mike [Pearson]:

With reference to our recent talks’ concerning the furnishing of arms to Israel, I can
inform you for the personal and confidential information of the Prime Minister and your-
self that the United States Government is planning an announcement which would refer to
the April 9 White House statements™ regarding the serious situation in the Middle East and
go on to say that arrangements have been completed to maintain in close proximity to the
Middle East area certain stockpiles of military supplies and equipment earmarked for
delivery to any nation subjected to aggression arising out of the Arab-Israeli dispute in
violation of the principles of the United Nations Charter. No decision has been reached

8 On n’a pas retrouvé de compte rendu canadien des discussions entre Pearson et Merchant. Selon des

documents américains publiés, ils se sont rencontrés le 19 juillet et le 23 juillet. Voir Foreign Relations
of the United States, 1955-57, Volume XV, pp. 874-875 et 880-881.
A Canadian record of the talks between Pearson and Merchant was not located. Published U.S. records
indicate that they met on July 19 and July 23. See Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-57,
Volume XV, pp. 874-875 and 880-881.

 Voir/See United States, Department of State, Bulletin, Volume XXXIV, No. 878, April 23, 1956, p. 668.
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regarding the time of issuance of such a statement but the first part of August is being
considered. Hammarskj6ld’s report on his present trip to the Middle East would be taken
into account in this connection. Incidentally, Hammarskjold has been informed of the gen-
eral lines of this proposal and has welcomed it.

If the Canadian Government could see its way to releasing to Israel 12 F-86’s, the
United States Government would be prepared to approve the export from the United States
of certain quantities of helicopters, machine guns and scout cars. These items, however,
would not be released simultaneously and the United States would make a strong effort to
prevent publicity at this time. However, the United States would keep you informed as
licenses were issued.

The Department of State would welcome the opportunity of discussing these matters
confidentially in Washington with a representative of the Department of External Affairs.
Among aspects which could be usefully discussed would be means of employing these
transactions as incentives to induce Israeli’s full co-operation with the UN and the
UNTSO, as well as questions of timing.

I know you also recognize the necessity of avoiding the sudden public disclosure of a
series of moves involving major shipments to Israel by the Western powers. Accordingly,
we think our programs should be carefully spaced out with every effort directed toward
avoiding premature public knowledge.

Sincerely yours,
LIVINGSTON T. MERCHANT

54. DEA/50000-B-40

Note de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures®

Memorandum from Commonwealth and Middle East Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs®

SECRET [Ottawa], July 27, 1956

ISRAEL’S APPLICATION FOR JET INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT

At the Minister’s request the U.S. Ambassador called to see him at noon today. Mr.
Pearson told him that, following consideration of the matter by the Cabinet,®' he could now
give the Ambassador a reply to his letter of July 25 regarding collective action to provide
Israel with defensive military equipment. The Minister said that Canada would not wish to
take action, which would have to be made public, before the United States had done so.
Putting it more positively, if the United States would issue export licences for not less than
two of the items mentioned in the Ambassador’s letter of July 25, e.g. helicopters and
scout-cars, the Canadian government would release to Israel 12 F-86 aircraft and public
announcement would be made in Canada of this transaction. Mr. Pearson emphasized that
the Canadian Prime Minister would wish to state publicly what the United States had done,
that is he would refer to the fact that the United States had given permits for the export of

8 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Mr. Watkins: The Under-Secretary & the Minister have seen this [memorandum]. P.G.R.
C[ampbell]
# Le Cabinet s’est penché sur la question 2 ses réunions du 27 juilet.
Cabinet considered the matter at its meetings on July 27.
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the helicopters and scout-cars. He understood that the United States in any case planned to
make a public announcement regarding the stockpiling of certain military supplies and
equipment in close proximity to the Middle East area. The Prime Minister would also
probably mention that other Western countries had provided defensive military equipment
to Israel.

2. The United States Ambassador replied that President Eisenhower would not wish pub-
licity to be given to the granting of export permits to Israel for such items as the helicop-
ters and scout-cars. Mr. Pearson repeated that it would be necessary for the Canadian
Prime Minister to make public statements along the lines he had indicated. He presumed
that, even if the United States Government would not make public announcements coinci-
dent with the granting of export licences for the helicopters and scout-cars for Israel, nev-
ertheless it would not be possible to keep the matter from public knowledge once the
permits had been issued. The facts would become known either through the Israelis or in
some other manner. Mr. Merchant agreed.

3. The Minister went on to say that, if other defensive military equipment were made
available to Israel by the United States or other Western countries, the Canadian govern-
ment might subsequently release another 12 F-86 aircraft to Israel, perhaps some 6 or 12
weeks later. He told the Ambassador about the indications we had received from the
French, that they might supply an additional 12 Mysteres to Israel if Canada were to
release 12 F-86 aircraft.

14. The United States Ambassador said he would at once convey to his government the
information which had been given to him by Mr. Pearson. The Minister said that he pro-
posed to advise the Israeli Ambassador immediately of the Canadian views in this matter
in the same terms as they had been given to Mr. Merchant.

P.G.R. CAMPBELL

SS. DEA/50000-B-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 K-1167 Ottawa, July 28, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT TO ALL MISSIONS.

Reference: My telegram K-1164 July 27/56.%
Repeat London, Paris, Cairo, Beirut, Tel Aviv (Information)

ISRAEL’S APPLICATION FOR JET INTERCEPTORS

When Merchant called on me this morning about the Suez matter, he told me that his
government while appreciating our suggestion regarding co-operative action in regard to
arms for Israel did not feel that in view of the tense situation brought about by Nasser’s
action re the Suez, they could agree to release even helicopters or scout cars at this time.
They would now wish to wait and see how things developed as, they hoped, we would.
They felt that any help to Israel at this particular moment might have the wrong effect,
encouraging the extremists in both Israel and Egypt. They would, however, have another
look at the situation in a few days.
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2. 1 told Merchant that we would on our part not take any action regarding the F-86’s
without further consideration or until they had decided to accept our earlier proposal.

L.B. PEARSON

56. DEA/50000-B-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 31, 1956

RELEASE OF ARMS TO ISRAEL

The United States Ambassador called this morning to report that the State Department
position on the release of arms to Israel remained as follows: they agreed in principle to
the sequence proposed by the Canadian Government but in view of the Suez Canal situa-
tion would not wish to have any announcement appear for the time being, as they would
not wish a decision to release arms to Israel to be interpreted as retaliatory action against
Nasser for his expropriation of the Suez Canal.

2. 1 suggested that the decision of the French, as reported to me by the French Chargé, to
supply an additional 24 Mysteres to Israel, probably to be designated as part of the commu-
nal effort to meet Israel's defence needs, might make it necessary to consider whether
some ceiling on the supply of arms to Israel should not be agreed upon. Mr. Watkins
thought that we had had a telegram from Paris stating that at the meetings in London, the
French had agreed to go along with the United States and the United Kingdom in delaying
further deliveries of arms to Israel in present circumstances.

3. (According to telegram no. 547 of July 307 from Paris, Crouy of the Foreign Office,
on learning the Canadian position, stated that in deference to United Kingdom and United
States views, which the French accept in order to preserve the unity of the Western posi-
tion, they have agreed to withhold for the time being any decision on the supply of addi-
tional aircraft or other armaments to Israel. They would reexamine this aspect of the
Middle East situation once agreement had been reached on the Suez plan being worked out
in London.) ‘

4. Mr. Merchant had got in touch with the State Department and found that the position
remained as described above. It appeared that Mr. Eban’s interpretation of his conversation
with Mr. George Allen, as reported to me late yesterday afternoon by Mr. Comay, was
mistaken.

5. Mr. Merchant was concerned about the Suez Canal situation, but emphasized that,
although the nationalization was illegal and generally reprehensible, it was of much less
immediate importance, in the view of the United States Government, than the matter of
keeping the Canal open for international traffic. I mentioned that the Belgian Ambassador,
Mr. Eeman, who knows the Middle East well, had told me that he was sure that the Egyp-
tians were incapable of operating the Canal themselves without the assistance of the highly
qualified foreign technicians now employed there. A mistake in the elaborate operation
could easily result in an accident which would close the Canal to traffic for a long time. On
the other hand, no one would wish to demand that the foreigners continue to work for
Nasser against their will. It seemed to me, however, that the suggestion for an international
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conference to discuss the situation was hopeful. Mr. Merchant agreed but said that the
Americans were worried only that it should not be called before there had been time for
adequate preparations; it was a complicated business with need for careful thought and
drafting. He thought then that Mr. Dulles did not intend to go to London but has since
telephoned to say that he is flying this afternoon.

6. As you know, Mr. Comay wished to see you this afternoon; he dropped in to see me
instead. The purpose of his visit was to find out the conclusion reached by Cabinet on the
export of arms. I told him that I was not in a position to let him know since I had not seen
you after Cabinet this afternoon. He then referred to David Mclntosh’s article in the
Gazerte®? this morning linking the seizure of the Suez Canal with the supply of arms to
Israel, and asked whether there was any truth in this. I then referred to my conversation
with Mr. Merchant and read to him the underlined part of paragraph 1 of this memoran-
dum. I also referred to the decision taken by the French referred to in paragraph 3. Mr.
Comay said that it was ironical indeed that as a result of the provocative attitude adopted
by Nasser, the Israelis would now be prevented from receiving jet interceptors. He went on
to say that if the Western powers continued to link the sale of arms to Israel with a settle-
ment of the Suez Canal issue, there was little hope that his country would be provided with
interceptors for a fairly lengthy period. In his view the negotiations will be long and diffi-
cult, and the West will not wish to indispose Nasser at least during those negotiations. I
told him that his argument was quite forceful but that it should be related to the wider
issues of peace and war in the Middle East. As I saw it, the problem was whether Israel
would be better off if it received now two or three dozen jet aircraft and thus had to face a
more irresponsible Nasser than the one we already knew, or, to do without the planes in the
hope that a conference on the Suez Canal might lead to some pacification.

7. Mr. Comay is to call me tomorrow moming to find out what decision, if any, has been
taken by Cabinet.

J. LIEGER]

82 Voir/See Montreal Gazette, July 31, 1956, ‘Canada Problem Tougher’.
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57. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], July 31, 1956

Present
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

EXPORT OF AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL; SUEZ CANAL SITUATION
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE JULY 27)

14. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said that on further consultation with the
U.S. government, their first reaction had been to accept the proposal that Canada would
send 12 F-86’s immediately to Israel and 12 others two months later, provided that the U.S.
would announce their plans to maintain stockpiles of military supplies and equipment close
to the Middle East area for delivery to any nation subjected to aggression. The U.S. gov-
ernment would have authorized the Canadian government to make public that the U.S. had
issued permits to export to Israel certain quantities of at least two of the three following
items: helicopters, machine guns, or scout cars. However, as a result of the action taken by
Egypt in assuming control over the Suez Canal, the U.S. government had decided to defer
arms shipments to Israel until a settlement had been found to the dispute arising from this
move. The U.S. had advised the Canadian and French governments to adopt the same
attitude.

The situation with respect to the Suez Canal was still confused. Talks between the U.S.,
the U.K. and France now taking place in London would probably result in a proposal to
establish an international control board, under the auspices of the United Nations, to ensure
the unrestricted passage of ships through the canal. Representatives of the three govern-
ments were still discussing the details of that proposal. Reports indicated that the U.K.
intended to suggest, as a next step, that this project be considered at a meeting of countries
most immediately concerned with the control over the Suez Canal but excluding the
U.S.S.R. and Egypt. Such a suggestion did not seem to be very realistic..
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15. During the discussion it was pointed out that Sir Anthony Eden had written a letter®?
to the Prime Minister showing grave concern over the situation created by Egypt’s deci-
sion to nationalize the Suez Canal Company, and expressing the intention of the U.K. gov-
ernment to take firm action in order to protect British interests in the area. In his reply,$
the Prime Minister had indicated that the views already expressed to the U.K. government
by Mr. Robertson were a reflection of the Canadian government’s attitude on this matter,
and that he fully shared Sir Anthony’s great concern over Egypt’s action.

16. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
export of aircraft to Israel, and deferred decision pending further consideration of the situa-
tion arising out of Egypt’s move to assume control over the Suez Canal.

58. DEA/50000-B-40

L’ambassadeur d’Israél
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador of Israel
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 7, 1956

Dear Mr. Pearson,

I felt heartened by your statement in the House last Wednesday night about our F.86
request,®* when you expressed the hope that a decision might be announced within a few
days. Almost a week has since gone by and in the absence of news, I am becoming
increasingly perturbed lest the “relationship” of which you spoke may develop between
our request and the Suez crisis. With your permission, I would like in this personal note to
suggest some reasons why it would be in all our interests if this matter could now be
disposed of, without more delay:

(a) The current events have shown an inflamed Arab nationalism on the rampage in our
area, with Israel’s safety very much involved. As I wrote to you on 27 July, “the implica-
tion is that we must more than ever concern ourselves with the urgent task of putting our
defences in order and, in particular, must create an effective deterrent to any sudden air
strike.”

(b) Our request arose out of Colonel Nasser’s Soviet arms deals, and it would be anoma-
lous if it were held up now because he had seized the Canal.

(c) In the context of the general crisis the decision in Ottawa would attract less attention
than before, and would more quickly recede into the background of events. On the other
hand an announcement now delayed may become more awkward as the situation develops.

(d) I understand that the American Government has undertaken to release certain of the
items we have ordered, and that these releases, together with what has been done by other
Powers, would be accepted as meeting Canada’s stipulations. Could these undertakings not
now be regarded as in themselves the basis for a decision? If it were stated in general terms

8 Voir/See Document 75.

8 Voir/See Document 80.

8 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume VII, p. 7069.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume VII, p. 6831.
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that in the consultations with “other governments”, the “collective principle” had been met,
surely such a statement would not require to be spelt out? These transactions would after
all be between Israel and the other governments concerned, and Canada would not be
directly a party to them.

(e) However, if it was felt that decisions of this kind should not yet be made public,
because of the Suez crisis, could the mind of the Israel Government not be set at rest in the
meantime, by confidentially communicating the decision to it?

You have all along shown such awareness of the moral and psychological aspects of this
matter, that you will readily appreciate how heavily fresh suspense and uncertainty press
upon us, in an ominous situation.

Sincerely yours,
MICHAEL COMAY

59. DEA/50000-B-40

Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat suppléant aux Affaires extérieures
pour le chef de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient

Memorandum from Deputy Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Head, Commonwealth and Middle East Division

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], August 9, 1956

F-86’S FOR ISRAEL

I saw the Isracli Ambassador for half an hour today. He had little to add to the argu-
ments contained in his letter to the Minister of August 7.

His main pre-occupation was, of course, that authority to export F-86’s should be given
as soon as possible. I told him that because of the desirability of not mixing up the ques-
tions of arms for Israel and the Suez dispute, the Government had found it necessary to
defer making a decision. I could not predict how long a period of deferment would be
considered necessary but it seemed to me unlikely that Ministers would want to make an
announcement before the opening of the Suez Conference on August 16. Mr.Comay natu-
rally argued in favour of the shortest possible delay contending that the Conference and its
aftermath would drag on for a long time during which it would be more difficult than ever
for the Canadian Government to announce a decision. In his view, it would be much sim-
pler to get the F-86 issue out of the way before the Suez Conference began.

As a final point, Mr. Comay enquired whether, as suggested in paragraph (e) of his
letter, if we could not make public a decision to export, we could not communicate a
favourable decision confidentially to the Government of Israel. I said that we would of
course consider this suggestion but I thought that Ministers would almost certainly prefer
not io give a confidential assurance that could not be made known to Parliament and the
public.

Mr. Comay did not raise, nor did I, the question of Export Credits Insurance. Trade and
Commerce had recently been bombarded with high pressure requests for insurance under
the Export Credits Insurance Act which is an entirely new feature of this already compli-
cated problem. This may be just a try-on by the Israelis which they will not pursue when
they realize how many difficulties it presents to the Canadian Government.

R.M. M[ACDONNELL]
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60. DEA/50000-B-40

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

Ambassador of United States
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET Ottawa, August 16, 1956

Dear Jules [Léger]:

This will confirm for the personal and confidential use of the Cabinet and yourself the
information given you orally yesterday regarding the decision of the United States Gov-
ernment to approve the purchase in the United States by Israel of five helicopters, 50 half-
tracks and 200 machine guns. This approval is contingent on the specific condition that the
Israel authorities will agree to make every effort to prevent any publicity whatever con-
cerning these sales and that neither France nor Canada will use in any public manner these
sales as a justification for the sale of arms by Canada or France. The United States Govern-
ment realizes that in all probability this action will not be regarded by Canada as a suffi-
cient basis for the sale of F-86s. The United States, however, does not at this time wish to
have its action serve as the basis for a decision by other governments to sell arms to Israel
because of serious concern over the Suez situation.

The United States plans to proceed with the sales indicated above without tying them in
with action by France or Canada. Helicopters are in short supply and actual delivery may
be delayed, but Israel will be able to place orders now. Twenty-five halftracks are immedi-
ately available but the balance will also be delayed. One hundred machine guns are availa-
ble for prompt shipment.

A further problem exists with regard to the training of Israeli pilots. If Israel is attacked,
it is most likely that the planes which could be furnished Israel from Europe would be F-
86s which would be of little value unless Israeli pilots have had training in this type of
plane. The United States is looking into the possibilities of training overseas and believes
that if Canada decides against the sale of 24 planes, Israel may try to obtain two or three
from Canada for training purposes.

Sincerely yours,
LIVINGSTON T. MERCHANT

61. DEA/50000-B-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, August 20, 1956

SALE OF MILITARY EQUIPMENT TO ISRAEL

Mr. Tyler Thompson of the United States Embassy came in to see me this morning
about the release of F-86’s to Israel. He had just received a telegram from Washington, part
of which read as follows:
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“Before we carry out our decision permitting Israelis to obtain five helicopters, fifty half-
tracks and two hundred machine guns here, we need to be clear there is full understanding
between the United States and Canadian Governments that if our action becomes known
publicly despite our efforts to keep it quiet, the Canadian Government will not cite our
action as justification for any decision it may reach re sale of F-86’s.”

2. The reason given for this approach was that the State Department wished to take all
possible precautions to prevent that the release of such military equipment to Israel be
linked up in any way to the problem of Suez.

3. I asked Tyler Thompson if I should infer that the United States would not release this
equipment to Israel until they had received an assurance from the Canadian Government
that “the Canadian Government will not cite our (U.S.) action as justification for any deci-
sion it may reach re sale of F-86’s”. In other words, that the onus for the release of United
States equipment was now with the Canadian Government. He replied that such was his
understanding.

4. T then made the following points:

(a) There will be no opportunity to consider this problem until you have returned on
August 26. If the matter has to be considered by Cabinet it may be further delayed.

(b) It is most unlikely that the release by the United States could be kept secret for long.
The moment the press got wind of it the State Department would have to confirm this
release. Would it then be possible for the Canadian authorities to use this confirmation as a
basis for a decision on the F-86’s. Mr. Thompson didn’t know the answer.

(c) The moment this information became public it would be impossible to prevent specu-
lation on the relationship of such a release to the Suez crisis, particularly if the negotiations
now going on in London were inconclusive. The question therefore was whether it was
worth while to release such equipment at this time and thus add fuel to an already most
inflammable situation or delay a decision for sometime in the hope that a compromise
solution will have been reached on Suez.

5. I told Mr. Thompson that we would be getting in touch with him once the matter had
been discussed further after your return.

J. L{EGER]

62. DEA/50000-B-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 20, 1956

F-86’S FOR ISRAEL%
The Israel Ambassador called this afternoon to report a change in the United States
attitude on the release of arms for Israel as he understood it from a rather guarded tele-
phone conversation with the Israeli Ambassador in Washington, Mr. Eban, who had dis-

% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Suez
PM statement. [L.B. Pearson]
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cussed the matter with some senior official in the State Department, he thought Mr.
Murphy.

2. Mr. Comay’s understanding of the U.S. position coincided with what Mr. Tyler
Thompson had told me in the moming (see my memorandum of August 20) except that
Mr. Comay did not know (and of course I could not tell him) that the Americans did not
propose to release the arms without an undertaking by the Canadian Government not to
make any reference to the American release,” even if news of it leaked to the press, in
justification of the Canadian Government’s release of F-86’s. Indeed, Mr. Comay said that
he expected soon to be able to inform us that the United States licences had been issued.

3. Mr. Comay said that the Israeli Government would be glad to agree not to give the
matter any publicity, although it would undoubtedly be very reassuring to the Israeli public
to know that such assistance was promised, and he could almost guarantee that there would
be no leak in Israel. I pointed out to Mr. Comay, as I had to Mr. Thompson, that once the
shipment of hardware of this started it could hardly fail to be spotted by the press. The
State Department would then be asked and forced to admit that licences had been issued.
Mr. Comay agreed that it would be extremely difficult to preserve secrecy but suggested
that although the licences might be granted now actual shipment might be delayed for a
couple of months by which time the danger of associating the question of arms for Israel
with the Suez problem might have evaporated.

4. For what he described as purely practical considerations, mainly financial and techni-
cal, Mr. Comay urged strongly that if a decision were reached to release F-86’s for Israel,
the whole 24 should be released at once instead of in two stages of 12 each at an interval of
six weeks or so. The financing and shipping were complicated operations and it would be
more expeditious if arrangements could be made for all 24 at one time. Mr. Comay had
gone into these matters in some detail with officials of the Canadair Company and on the
priority question with Mr. Howe, who had thought that delivery could start in November
and be completed by February.

5. I explained to Mr. Comay that as matters now stood another reference to Cabinet
would be required in any case. There was a possibility of a Cabinet meeting next week, if a
quorum could be obtained. If not, there would certainly be a Cabinet meeting the week
following. Mr. Comay said that he was expecting a written communication from Mr. Eban
providing fuller information than he had been able to give over the telephone and promised
to let us know of any further developments which might be of assistance in preparing a
submission to Cabinet.5®

J. LIEGER]

87 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
We could give such an assurance but only until such a time as the leak was confirmed as accurate by
the State Dep[artmen]t. [L.B. Pearson]

8 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
We should ask the Egyptian Amb[assador] if any truth in rumour of extra arms shipments from
communist countries recently. [L.B. Pearson]
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63. DEA/50000-B-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 24, 1956

F-86’S
The Israeli Ambassador called this morning to report new developments in the matter
of the sale of arms to Israel.

2. According to his information, the United States had issued licenses for the sale of
certain items, those, he supposed, earlier specified. The Israeli Military Attaché, Col.
Solomon, was at present discussing the details with the U.S. Military, who had been given
the green light by the State Department. The understanding was still that there would be no
publicity either from the U.S. or Israeli Government.

3. The British had released certain arms shipments to Israel which had been temporarily
frozen. Apparently the decision to do so had been reached while the London Conference on
the Suez Canal was in progress.

4. Mr. Comay understood that the French (although he could not be so definite about this
as about the U.S. and U.K. developments) had now decided to go ahead with the release of
the 24 Mysteres which they had been on the point of releasing when the Suez crisis
induced a delay. Mr. Comay had wired for confirmation of this information and promised
to let us know when he had a reply.

5. The Isracli Government hoped that in view of this information the Canadian Govern-
ment might very soon decide that the sale of the F-86’s to Israel, already approved in
principle, but held in suspense, could now be agreed upon, whether it was considered
advisable to make an announcement now or later.

6. In the timing of the announcement, as he had stated in a letter to you some time ago,
the Israeli Government could adapt itself to the wishes of the Canadian Government, but
would like to be informed in advance when a decision was reached.

7. 1 observed that the chief new element in the situation was the issuing of licences by the
Americans. That, together with the British action and the probable French action, appeared
to meet the Canadian Government’s desire that the release of F-86’s should be part of a
collective effort, except that the U.S. had not agreed to the Canadian condition that its
decision should be made public. I could not myself see how publicity could be avoided.
Mr. Comay thought that this was a matter on which a compromise could probably be
worked out between the Canadians and the Americans and in which the Israelis were not
directly concerned. It seemed to him that a Canadian announcement could be drafted in
some way that would get around the difficulty (for example, that “as a result of consulta-
tions with other governments, the Canadian Government has decided, etc™), and not force
Mr. Dulles to place Mr. Loy Henderson in too uncomfortable a position in Cairo.

8. Mr. Comay returned again to the point he had made in his last call about the desirabil-
ity of reaching a decision on the release of all 24 F-86’s, even if the actual shipment of 12
were to be further delayed. With the two-stage operation it would be necessary to make the
decision all over again in six weeks or so. As a matter of fact, more than six weeks had
now elapsed since the suggestion for a two-stage operation had been made. But, what was
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more important, the practical arrangements for delivery and shipment would be further
complicated, as he had already noted. He said that he would write me a letter on this aspect
of the matter.

9. I'told Mr. Comay that I would bring these new developments to your attention and see
what we could do. He said that he would like to see you as soon as possible after your
return, as he was anxious for his own sake to be able to wire his Government that he was
pursuing the matter at all possible levels.

J. LIEGER]

64. DEA/50372-40

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], August 24, 1956

THE SUEZ CANAL DISPUTE AND THE RELEASE OF F.86’S TO ISRAEL

In view of the possibility that the question of the release of F.86’s to Israel may be
raised in Cabinet at its meeting on August 29, I have endeavoured to set out below some of
the implications of the recent shift in the viewpoint of the U.S. Administration regarding
the release of military equipment to Israel.

As you will have learned from my memorandum of August 167 to you in Toronto, Mr.
Tyler Thompson handed me on August 15 a letter from the United States Ambassador
which informed us of the decision of the United States Government to approve the
purchase in the United States by Israel of five helicopters, 50 half tracks and 200 machine
guns. This approval was contingent on the specific condition that the Israel authorities
would agree to make every effort to prevent any publicity whatsoever concerning these
sales, and that neither France nor Canada would use in any public manner these sales as a
justification for the sale of arms by Canada or France. Mr. Merchant’s letter went on to say
that the United States Government realised that in all probability we would not regard this
action as a sufficient basis for the sale of F.86’s but that the United States did not at this
time wish to have its action serve as the basis for a decision by other governments to sell
arms to Israel because of its serious concern over the Suez situation.

As you know Cabinet on July 12 concluded that while no release of F.86’s would be
made by Canada alone the possibility of our releasing the aircraft within the framework of
a collective western decision might be examined and that the views of Mr. Dulles might be
sought. On July 28 the United States Ambassador informed you that his Government did
not feel that in view of the tense situation created by Nasser’s action in respect of the Canal
they could now agree to release the helicopters and half tracks to Israel. In reply you
informed Mr. Merchant that we would not on our part take any action regarding the F.86’s
without further consideration, or until the Americans decided to accept our earlier proposal
regarding co-operative action. On July 31 Cabinet agreed to defer decision pending further
consideration of the situation arising out of Egypt’s move to assume control over the Suez
Canal. This is the present position with regard to Cabinet decisions.

The reason behind the original United States recommendation conveyed to you by Mr.
Merchant on July 28, and which was concurred in by the other two major western powers,



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 111

was a concern lest a decision to release military weapons, even of a defensive nature, to
Israel at the time of the Suez crisis might give the appearance that the West was arming
Israel in order to use her as a brake on Nasser’s ambitions and that this would further
inflame Egyptian and Arab opinion generally and reduce the possibility of the successful
outcome of the London Conference. Mr. Robertson also informed us that the United King-
dom authorities had requested us to treat as being “in abeyance” their earlier views regard-
ing a possible collective western decision to arm Israel. The view of the three major
western powers that the Suez crisis and the Arab-Israel dispute must be kept separate found
further support with the Government of Pakistan, whose Foreign Secretary transmitted a
personal messaget to you to this effect through Mr. Scott on July 31.

The United States decision to modify its attitude on the release of arms to Israel may
have been prompted in part by purely domestic considerations. On August 15, at the Dem-
ocratic National Convention in Chicago, a plank was adopted whereby the Party, if
returned to power, would undertake to supply defensive weapons to Israel to “correct the
imbalance” of arms shipments to the Middle East. It is not impossible that the decision of
the Administration to reverse its earlier stand on the export of the helicopters and half
tracks to Israel may have been prompted by a wish to cut the political ground from under
the feet of the Democrats and it is open to question whether such considerations would
have the same validity for Canada.

When Mr. Thompson called to see me I told him that I thought that there was little
likelihood that the decision to approve the export of helicopters, half tracks and machine
guns would remain secret, and we should therefore realise that one of the conditions set by
the United States Administration would not be met. On August 20 Mr. Thompson
presented to me a refinement of Mr. Merchant’s Note of August 16. He said that the State
Department’s position now was that they would not agree to release the helicopters, etc., to
Israel unless they had our assurance that we would not make any reference to the United
States decision as having influenced our own decision in the matter. Neither of these pro-
posals meets the conditions laid down by you in your conversation of July 27 with the
United States Ambassador in which you informed Mr. Merchant that “the Canadian Prime
Minister would wish to state publicly that the United States had given permits for the
export of helicopters and scout cars”. Taken together the two communications from the
United States Embassy could be interpreted as inviting us either to “go it alone” or even to
decline to release the jets at this time.

These somewhat complicated proposals immediately became known to the Israeli
Embassy in Washington and Mr. Comay has called on us a number of times and Mr. Eban
has called twice on Mr. Heeney to urge that we now reconsider the release of the F.86’s. It
has been the impression of the Israeli Ambassadors both in Washington and in Ottawa (as
outlined to you in my memorandum dated August 20) that they would be able soon to
inform us that the United States export licences had in fact been issued. Indeed on the
occasion of his most recent visit to me on August 24 Mr. Comay said that not only had the
United States agreed to issue export licences (this has been confirmed by Mr. Merchant)
but that, according to the Israeli Embassies in both London and Paris the British had also
relaxed their ban on the export of arms to Israel and the French were likely to do so. We
have asked our missions in Washington and London for comment. This has now been con-
firmed by Mr. Heeney.

Mr. Comay has said that the Israeli Govemment would be glad to agree not to give the
United States decision any publicity although it would undoubtedly be very reassuring to
the Israeli public to know that such assistance was promised. On. the other hand he has
agreed that it would be extremely difficult to preserve segrecy. He has suggested that
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although the licences for the F.86’s might be granted now, actual shipment might be
delayed for a couple of months by which time the danger of associating the question of
arms for Israel with the Suez problem might have evaporated. Mr. Comay has also urged
strongly that if a decision were reached to release F.86’s for Israel the whole 24 originally
requested should be released at once instead of in two stages of twelve each at an interval
of six weeks or so.

On each occasion that Mr. Eban has seen Mr. Heeney, or that Mr. Comay has seen me,
he has been told that as matters now stand another reference to Cabinet will in any case be
required. At the same time we have been informed by our Embassy in Paris that the Israeli
Embassy there is getting a lot of information about the discussions in both Washington and
Ottawa on the possible purchase of F.86’s from Canada. We have informed our Embassy
in Paris that it has not been possible for us to keep them up to date on all the recent
comings and goings on the subject, that the Canadian position must be regarded as unset-
tled, that it would probably be best for them to say nothing to the French at this stage, but
that we hope to be able to let them know of any developments in discussions here next
week following your return.

Should it now be regarded as appropriate in the light of the United States decision that
we carry out our part of the understanding reached with them, you may agree that the most
careful consideration should be given to the timing of any decision to release the F.86’s.
Since we must, I think, assume that the United States decision will become public very
soon, we must also expect that it would have the following effects:

(a) It would further inflame Arab opinion and increase Arab truculence by injecting into
the Suez dispute the factor most likely to cause the Egyptians to act irrationally;

(b) It may prejudice the Egyptian view of the visit to Cairo of the five-power delegation
headed by Mr. Menzies bringing with it the eighteen-power statement of views which
emerged from the London Conference. The delegation will seek Egyptian agreement to
treat this statement of views as a basis for further negotiation. At a time when the threat of
the use of force seems to be receding, that threat would then reappear — at least to the
Arabs and especially to Nasser — in another guise. The U.S.S.R. could and probably
would say that it was idle to negotiate with the West when it was arming Israel and the fact
that these were defensive arms designed to correct an imbalance would be lost sight of;

(c) A decision to export F.86s to Israel would mean that Canada would lose in the eyes
of the Arab world its reputation for impartiality, often remarked upon by the Egyptians and
Lebanese here in Ottawa. It would be of little avail to equate Harvards for Egypt with
F.86’s for Israel as evidence of impartiality. A subsidiary effect would be loss of confi-
dence by the Arabs in General Burns and in the undermining of his position.

(d) Any decision to release the F.86’s would place Dr. Norman in a most embarrassing
and unpleasant position. While this in itself must inevitably be a subsidiary consideration,
it would nevertheless be wise to avoid the likelihood that the decision would be made
public soon after his first arrival in Cairo, or timed to coincide with the presentation of his
credentials. This may now take place some time in the week beginning August 26. No
argument that Dr. Norman could make is likely to weigh with Nasser because of the bitter
Arab resentment — irrational but present — against the existence of the State of Israel.

There is the additional point that recent JIC appreciations suggest that Israel is at pre-
sent strong enough, should Nasser become otherwise embroiled, to attack Egypt, Syria and
Jordan simultaneously and probably to nip off the Gaza Strip and capture Damascus within
twenty-four hours. Any gesture on our part which might suggest to the Egyptians that we
were in any way encouraging Israel to do this would be unfortunate.
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There are, of course, cogent reasons in favour of releasing the F.86’s to Israel. These
are summarized in the first five paragraphs of the attached document dated May 14 and
entitled *“Political Factors Governing a Decision to Export Interceptor Planes to Israel”.%
They are as follows: it is a simple act of justice to enable Israel to defend itself; it is
conceivable that the principal danger of fighting arises from a fear psychosis on the part of
the Israelis; the United States Administration is anxious that friendly countries should send
interceptor aircraft to. Israel; much of the opposition to our shipment of arms to Israel
arises from general opposition to the supplying of arms on vaguely pacifist grounds; it can
be argued that Nasser is engaged in blackmail by threatening that any shipments of jet
aircraft from Canada to Israel will be matched by further orders from Czechoslovakia.
There is the further point that although the Egyptian Counsellor here denied any knowl-
edge of new arms agreements with Soviet bloc countries, and stated that recent shipments
of arms were merely delayed results of the Czechoslovak arms deal of August, 1955, intel-
ligence sources suggest that such new agreements may be in process of negotiation.

On the other hand the arguments against the release of F.86’s contained in the memo-
randum are reinforced by the Suez Canal crisis. They are as follows: Canadian relations
with the Arab States would suffer a severe blow; the release would have an adverse effect
on the position of General Burns; United Nations officials are opposed to the sale; Israel is
regarded by most of the anti-colonial nations of Africa and Asia as something in the nature
of an imperialist strong-hold; there is a strong case to be made for the common (and pub-
lic) acceptance of responsibility by the Western Powers; we should hesitate to supply
important defensive arms to one side in a dispute when there may be some prospect of
securing an agreement with the U.S.S.R. in the United Nations or elsewhere; the sale of
F.86’s to Israel may stir up public controversy and arouse an uneasiness in Canada.

For these reasons, I would recommend that consideration be given to delaying any deci-
sion to release the F.86’s to Isracl until Nasser's reaction to the delegation from the
London Conference becomes fully apparent, and until any subsequent conference or nego-
tiation which may emerge from the proposals of the eighteen nations has had a chance to
run its course and to produce constructive results.

J. L{EGER]

¥ Voir/See Document 41.
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65. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], August 29, 1956

Present
The Minister of National Revenue and Acting Prime Minister (Dr. McCann), in the Chair,
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice and Acting Minister of Finance (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General
and Acting Minister of National Defence (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

EXPORT OF AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE AUG. 7)

3. The Secretary of State for External Affairs recalled that the shipment of 12 F-86’s to
Israel was on the point of being approved when the Suez Canal dispute occurred. As a
result, the decision had been postponed and no action had been taken by ourselves, nor by
the United States and France, as to the items they proposed sending to the Israelis. How-
ever, the U.S. had now decided to ship some items and had requested the Canadian govern-
ment, if it decided to do likewise, not to state that Canadian action was related to U.S.
plans as they were not proposing to disclose their action. This was quite unrealistic
because, as soon as permits were approved, the sales would become public knowledge.
Nevertheless, he had told the U.S. authorities Canada would agree to their request. The
French were also going to release some Mystéres.

He had discussed the matter with the Prime Minister who felt that the decision in prin-
ciple to release the F-86’s should stand but that, for the moment, shipments should not
actually be authorized. The matter would, therefore, be kept under study and a recommen-
dation made for release when the time appeared right. If the situation in the Middle East
deteriorated, then the decision would have to be reviewed. In response to any questions
that might arise in the meantime he proposed to say that the matter was still under
consideration.

4. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
export of aircraft to Israel and agreed in principle that an Israeli order for 12 F-86’s be
approved, but that a decision to authorize such shipments be postponed until the time
appeared more appropriate.
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66. DEA/50000-A-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council

TELEGRAM KK32 Ottawa, September 11, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London, Washington, Paris, Permis NY (Information); Cairo by bag.

F86’S FOR ISRAEL AND SUEZ DISPUTE

Following for the Minister from Macdonnell: Since your interview with Comay just before
your departure, he has informed us that he had earlier in the summer reached agreement
with Mr. Howe and Mr. Campney on a schedule of deliveries calling for eleven aircraft to
be made available in November and the remainder to follow fairly promptly in succeeding
months. This had been arranged on the assumption that the decision to proceed would be
taken by the end of August. Comay also raised the question of the method of delivery,
pointing out that to send the aircraft by ship would be slow and uneconomical since it
would involve taking the aircraft apart after testing, crating and shipping them, and re-
assembling and re-testing, on arrival in Israel. His Government therefore hoped that the
delivery could be made by ferrying the aircraft from Canada. Israel did not have pilots
sufficiently experienced in the operation of the F86 to undertake the trans-Atlantic flight,
and it therefore hoped that the RCAF could ferry the aircraft to some point in Western
Europe (perhaps Rome) where Israeli pilots would pick them up to fly on to Israel.

2. We have learned that the schedule outlined by Comay was in fact agreed with Mr.
Howe and Mr. Campney and could still be met even if the decision to release the aircraft
were not taken until the end of September. This relatively early release is possible, how-
ever, only because the RCAF is not prepared to ferry F86’s across the North Atlantic in
winter and therefore can defer acceptance of scheduled deliveries intended for use in
Europe. Hence the same circumstance which permits relatively early release to Israel at the
same time prohibits prompt delivery by ferrying as hoped by Comay. It would appear that
from the Israeli point of view the best that can be hoped for is to accept delivery in accor-
dance with the agreed schedule (assuming, of course, that the Canadian Government
decides by the end of September to release them) and transfer them to Israel in crates by
sea.

3. Had the aircraft been ferried the first ones could have left Canada early in November
in accordance with the agreed schedule. Since that is not possible and since they will pre-
sumably have to go by ship the precise time at which transfer would begin depends on the
number to be crated. We are informed that normal time for dismounting and crating is
from two to three weeks but that as a matter of urgency this could be reduced to about a
week. If, therefore, the eleven aircraft originally proposed for release in November were to
go en masse they could all be out of the plant by December 10. Individual aircraft could
probably begin moving piecemeal by about November 10. As soon as crates of F86’s leave
the Canadair plant destined for Israel the fact may well become known to the public.

4. You will recall that in your comment on a departmental memo dated August 24 just

prior to your departure you agreed to the following proposal “for these reasons, I would
recommend that consideration be given to delaying any decision involving publicity to
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release the F86’s to Israel until Nasser’s reaction to the delegation from the London confer-
ence becomes fully apparent, and until any subsequent conference or negotiation which
may emerge from the proposals of the eighteen nations has had a chance to run its course
and to produce constructive results.”

5. When Comay called at the Department on September 10 he advanced the view that, a
decision in principle having been made to release the aircraft, the most propitious moment
for a decision on timing had now been reached. The negotiations of the committee of five
with the Egyptians had broken down and there were no negotiations presently under way
which could be influenced by the sale of aircraft to Israel. This situation would not last
long and Comay was apprehensive that the commencement of fresh negotiations would
introduce a new element and make it difficult for the Canadian Government to reach a
decision on timing. We explained to Comay that you were in Paris and the Prime Minister
on a much needed vacation and that it would be difficult to get a decision in Cabinet at this
time but that we would discuss the matter with the official concerned.

6. The present intention of the UK and France is to submit the Suez Canal dispute to the
Security Council. It is difficult to forecast a precise timetable but it would appear that if the
matter goes before the Security Council towards the end of this month it is unlikely in view
of the delaying tactics which would probably be used by the USSR, that the debate would
be over by the time the shipment of the aircraft was under way. We would therefore face
the probability that the shipment of jet aircraft by Canada to Israel would become public at
a time when the Suez Canal dispute was still being debated in the Security Council. The
question arises as to whether this would prejudice the debate in the Security Council.

7. If our intention is almost certainly to approve the sale of the jets and if it were possible
to inform the Israelis that they would have to take delivery of and arrange to ferry over the
whole 24 before the Suez dispute goes to the Security Council then perhaps we would be
unlikely to find a better moment to act than the present. As Mr. Howe and Mr. Campney
are apparently unwilling to contemplate release of even the first batch before November
However this would not appear to be a practical possibility.

8. You will recall that you undertook to give Comay a definite answer one way or the
other before the end of September. We should be grateful for your instructions as to what,
if anything, he should be told prior to your return or, alternatively, whether you wish any
discussion with him to be postponed until after your return. A consideration which may or
may not affect your instructions to us is that by the time you return the Security Council
may be already seized of the Suez issue, thus rendering an affirmative decision more diffi-
cult. You will have seen that Eban makes this point in his recent lettert to Heeney. It has
also been made to us by Comay.
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67. PCO

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

Memorandum from Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Cabinet

CABINET DOCUMENT No. 182-56 Ottawa, September 19, 1956
SECRET

EXPORT OF F.86 AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL

1. On June 21, 1956, Cabinet agreed that the possibility be explored of supplying Israel
with a limited number of F.86 aircraft as a result of a collective decision carried out under
collective arrangements by the United States, United Kingdom and France, and asked the
Prime Minister to ascertain the views of the United Kingdom during the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers’ Meeting in London. On July 12 Cabinet concluded

(a) that no release of F.86’s be made by Canada alone;

(b) that the possibility of Canada releasing the aircraft in the framework of a collective
western decision be examined and that the views of Mr. Dulles be sought.

2. On July 27 a decision on the release of the aircraft was deferred pending further con-
sultation with the United States Government. On July 31 a decision as to the release of the
aircraft was again deferred pending further consideration of the situation arising out of
Egypt’s move to assume control over the Suez Canal.

3. On August 7 Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs
regarding the reluctance of the United States to make military supplies available to Israel at
this time for fear of the publicity involved.* On August 29 Cabinet agreed in principle that
an Israeli order for 12 F.86 jet interceptor aircraft be approved, but that a decision to
authorize such shipments should be postponed until the time appeared more appropriate.

4. In his telegram No. 1472 of September 121 from Paris Mr. Pearson expresses the view
that the present may be a more appropriate time than any which is likely to be reached in
the near future. Mr. Pearson’s estimate is based on the following considerations:

(1) Information received by him since arriving in London and Paris, and from Washing-
ton before leaving, regarding the policy of renewed arms exports to Israel now being fol-
lowed by United Kingdom, France and the United States;

(2) The likelihood that negotiations over the Suez situation, unless it deteriorates rapidly
into the use of force, will be drawn out for a long time;

(3) The measure of success achieved in keeping the Suez situation separate from the
Arab-Israeli conflict in large part because of the wise policy of restraint adopted by the
Isracli Government.

5. The various decisions by the three major Western Powers to withhold or scale down
shipments of arms to Israel pending a solution of the Suez dispute were due to their con-
cemn lest the two issues become confused. However, it is now the opinion of the United
Kingdom, United States and French Governments that this likelihood has receded.

% Le compte rendu de la discussion du Cabinet du 7 aoit se trouve dans le document 82.
For the record of the Cabinet discussion of August 7, see Document 82.
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6. This view was supported by Mr. Dulles when he said to our Ambassador in Washing-
ton on September 11 that even though the Israelis seemed to be adopting a “tougher line”
toward Egypt and the Arabs generally, the United States Government would be glad if
Canada could find a way to release F.86’s to Israel. Mr. Dulles said that he understood
Canadian difficulties in the matter, but he thought it might be easier now than it would be
later to make the release. With the developments in the Suez Canal the release of F.86’s to
Israel might at the moment, he thought, attract less attention than in the weeks to come.

7. The United Kingdom also decided last week to release up to ten Meteor trainers to
Israel subject to clearance by the Near East Arms Co-ordinating Committee. The Israelis
have not so far been informed of this decision.

8. On July 27 the Secretary of State for External Affairs informed the United States
Ambassador that the Prime Minister, in making any announcement of a Canadian decision
to ship arms to Israel would wish to state that the United States had also given permits for
the export of military supplies (helicopters and scout cars). On August 20, however, the
United States Government informed us that they would not agree to release this materiel to
Israel unless they had our assurance that we would not make any reference to the United
States decision as having influenced our own decision in the matter of F.86’s.

9. If, however, Cabinet now decides to give a favourable answer to the Israeli request it is
recommended that it be accompanied by a press statement. It now appears probable that
the tentative agreement between the Israeli Ambassador and the Ministers of Defence Pro-
duction and of National Defence calling for a schedule of deliveries of eleven aircraft to be
made available in November, and the remainder to follow fairly promptly in succeeding
months, can still be adhered to. This schedule had been arranged on the assumption that the
decision to proceed would be taken by the end of August and that delivery could be made
by ferrying the aircraft from Canada by the R.C.A.F. to some point in Western Europe,
perhaps Rome, where Israeli pilots would pick them up to fly on to Israel. In spite of the
fact that the R.C.A F. is not prepared to ferry F.86’s across the North Atlantic in winter,
and that it will therefore be necessary for the aircraft to be crated and shipped by sea,
delivery of the first eleven can probably be completed by mid-December. The movement
of such materiel to the seaboard would arouse speculation and therefore reinforce the need
for a press statement.

10. It is suggested that this statement be drafted along the following lines:

“After full and useful discussion with certain friendly Governments, the Canadian
Government has now decided that it would not be justified in refusing the request made
some time ago by the Government of Israel for permission to purchase interceptor planes
from Canadian production for use in the defence of that country. The Government has
been greatly influenced in this decision by the fact that Israel’s neighbour has recently
received large numbers of jet fighters from the Soviet Union and, even more important, a
considerable number of modern jet bombers, of which Israel possesses none.

Assurances have been received from the Government of Israel that the interceptors in
question will be used solely for defence against aggression.

This approval of the Israeli request for 24 F.86’s covers a period of five months, during
which the planes would normally be made available and shipped. If at any time during this
period political circumstances should change in a way which would warrant a cancellation
or postponement of the outstanding part of this order, such action will be taken.”

11. An official statement has already been received from the Israeli Government that any
planes released were to be used for defence only. The Israeli Embassy here has undertaken
to reaffirm this assurance in writing as and when requested.
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12. The political factors (other than those mentioned in Mr. Pearson’s telegram) gov-
erning a decision to export interceptor planes to Israel may be summarized as follows:

Reasons Favouring Release

(1) It is a simple act of justice to enable Israel to defend itself;

(2) It is conceivable that the principal danger of fighting arises from a fear psychosis on
the part of the Israelis;

(3) The United States, United Kingdom and French administrations are anxious that
friendly Western countries should send interceptor aircraft to Israel;

(4) Much of the opposition to a shipment of arms to Israel arises from general opposition
to the supply of arms on vaguely pacifist grounds;

(5) It can be argued that Nasser is engaged in blackmail by threatening that any shipment
of jet aircraft from Canada to Israel may be matched by further orders from the Soviet
bloc.

Reasons Against Release

(1) Canada’s relations with the Arab States would suffer a severe blow;

(2) The release would have an adverse effect upon the position of General Bumns;

(3) United Nations officials are reluctant to see such a sale;

(4) Israel is regarded by most of the anti-colonial nations of Africa and Asia as an “impe-
rialist” stronghold;

(5) The sale of F.86’s to Israel may stir up public controversy and arouse uneasiness in
Canada.

13. The distinction between the release of jets for Israel and the Suez Canal dispute may
not always be clear in the Canadian public mind, partly because of the approach which the
Government of Egypt is known to have made to all governments, including Canada,
regarding fresh Suez negotiations.’! A decision to sell jets to Israel might be regarded by
the public as Canada’s “answer to Nasser”.

Recommendations

(1) That a decision be taken now to release twenty-four F.86 jet interceptor aircraft to
Israel, deliveries of the first eleven to begin about November 10 and to be completed by
about mid-December; the balance to be delivered over a further period of three months. (In
his telegram No. 1526 of September 181 from Paris Mr. Pearson makes the alternative
suggestion that the decision “be put in the form of four planes to be shipped per month
over a period of six months. That would emphasize our control over the suspension or
cancellation of deliveries if circumstances warranted it, and might not in actual fact delay
very long the receipt by Israel of the 24 which would take some months in any event”).

9 Le 10 septembre 1956, le gouvernement égyptien a fait circuler auprés de tous les membres des Nations

Unies une note dans laquelle il réaffirmait sa volonté de négocier avec les utilisateurs du canal de Suez.
La note est reproduite dans Documents on International Affairs 1956, London: Royal Institute of Inter-
national Affairs - Oxford University Press, 1959, pp. 199-201. Dans sa réponse remise le 14 septembre
1956, le Canada a simplement indiqué que «the communiqué is being carefully studied» (voir le dossier
DEA 50372-40).
On 10 September 1956, the Egyptian government circulated a note to all members of the United Nations
reiterating its willingness to negotiate with users of the Suez Canal. The note is reprinted in Documents
on International Affairs 1956, London: Royal Institute of International Affairs - Oxford University
Press, 1959, pp. 199-201. The Canadian reply, delivered on September 14, 1956, simply observed “that
the communiqué is being carefully studied.” It is located on DEA/50372-40.
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(2) That a press statement to this effect along the lines outlined above be issued after this
decision has been taken;

(3) That if at any time during this period political circumstances should change in a way
which would warrant a cancellation or postponement of the outstanding part of this order,
such action will be taken.*

68. DEA/50000-B-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], October 18, 1956

RELEASE OF SABRE JETS TO ISRAEL AND PROPOSED DELIVERY
TO EUROPE BY THE RCAF

Attached is a chronological account of developments on this subject since Cabinet
agreed on September 20 to release the aircraft. You will notice that although we conveyed
to the Israeli Embassy on September 27 the messaget received from A/M Slemon we
understood that since discussions were going on between the Israelis and Canadair on the
question of delivery, the final decision of the RCAF not to ferry the aircraft would be
communicated to the Israel procurement authorities by this channel. In the event the RCAF
did not inform Canadair and it has become apparent that A/M Slemon expected us to
notify the Israelis.

2. It seems clear that one reason for the confusion which has arisen in this matter has
been the multiplicity of channels used by the Israelis in their approaches to the Canadian
Government. A result of the several simultaneous channels used in this instance was that
all became blocked and everyone assumed that someone else was notifying the appropriate
Israeli authorities of the decision which had been taken.

3. In our discussion on October 17 with Mr. Erell two points were emphasized:

(a) The RCAF decision was one which had been reached without reference to and with-
out pressure from governments other than the Canadian Government. The decision against
ferrying by the RCAF was an exclusively Canadian decision based on legal and technical
considerations.

(b) Although the effect of the decision could be to delay delivery of the first eight air-
craft, this decision was in no way influenced by, and was only coincidental with, the recent
displays of Israeli strength along the Jordanian border.

92 e 20 septembre 1956, le Cabinet a autorisé I’exportation de 24 avions d’interception F-86 « over a
period of months and at a rate to be determined by the departments concemed. It being understood that
during this period the outstanding part of the order would be cancelled or postponed if the political
circumstances were to change. » La décision du Cabinet a été annoncée le 21 septembre dans un com-
muniqué de presse reproduit dans Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1957, volume 1, p. 1095.

On September 20, 1956 Cabinet agreed to export the 24 F-86s “over a period of months and at a rate to
be determined by the departments concerned. It being understood that during this period the outstanding
part of the order would be cancelled or postponed if the political circumstances were to change.” A
press release announcing this decision was released on September 21 and is reprinted in Canada, House
of Commons, Debates, 1957, Volume 1, p. 1048.
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4. Although to date we have not had any written communication with the Israeli Embassy
on the subject of ferrying you may consider it appropriate to send Mr. Comay a Note along
the lines of the attached draft.t This would put on record the decision which has been
reached and the grounds on which it is based and would offer appropriate co-operation of
the Canadian Government in facilitating transfer of the aircraft by such means as the Israe-
lis may themselves arrange. It would seem desirable to let the Israeli Embassy have a Note
along these lines as soon as possible so that misunderstanding may be kept to a minimum
in talks the Israelis will be having with the RCAF. In the concluding paragraphs of this
memorandum I am suggesting that thought be given to the question of possible modifica-
tion of plans for release of aircraft to Israel: it would be very desirable for the question of
ferrying to be disposed of quickly if any such action is contemplated.

5. We have just learned that a contract was signed last night between Canadair and the
Israeli procurement authorities covering the purchase of twenty-four aircraft, with a sub-
sidiary clause to the effect that sixteen of these would be shipped at the rate of four per
month provided the Government grants the necessary export permits. Payment was made
for the first eight planes, ownership of which was thereupon transferred to the Israeli
Government.

6. Once the immediate question of ferrying has been disposed of I think we shall have to
consider whether, in view of the accelerated rhythm of Israeli attacks on the Jordanian
border, there should be any change in the planned delivery of the aircraft. The following
points are, I believe, relevant:

(1) Since September 12 Israel has begun an openly acknowledged policy of large scale
military attacks on Jordan in reprisal for terrorist attacks on individual Israelis or for small
scale border incidents. The most serious of the Israeli military attacks occurred on Septem-
ber 12, 14 and 25 and October 11.

(2) After the Mixed Armistice Commission had adopted a resolution condemning Israel
for the attack of September 25, Israel withdrew from the Commission and has ceased to co-
operate with UNTSO.

(3) Jordan has appealed to the Security Council for early consideration of the situation as
a threat to the peace, following the attack of October 11. The Army of Israel, and some
elements in the Government, are believed to favour the occupation now of the whole of
Palestine as far as the Jordan River, though others are reluctant to acquire half a million
new Arab citizens or face the loss of Western support resulting from the deliberate accen-
tuation of the refugee problem.

(4) General Burns, following the refusal of Israel to co-operate with UNTSO, believes
that Israel is now seeking an opportunity to demonstrate its military strength even more
impressively than in the past.

(5) Jordan has asked the United Kingdom for an assurance of aid against aggression and
the United Kingdom has renewed its pledge. At the same time it has agreed to join with
France in giving the Israelis adequate assurances so as to minimize the risk of an incident
which might set the Middle East afire.

7. On the basis of its performance during the past month it would appear that Israel is on
the verge of embarking on a deliberate policy of large scale military retaliation and that if it
does so, it will seek fresh opportunities to demonstrate its military strength. It is true that
the factors behind the Canadian Government’s decision to release the aircraft to Israel —
the threatened imbalance of forces in favour of the Arabs and the threatened growth of a
preventive war psychology in Israel — are still valid. On the other hand it is-questionable
to what extent the Israelis are taking to heart the conditions we have placed on release of
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the aircraft. The situation now reached may make it necessary for us to consider whether
the policy of retaliation recently resumed by Israel — and out of all proportion to provoca-
tive incidents — is only a milder variant of preventive war.

J. L[EGER]
[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
SECRET

CHRONOLOGICAL SEQUENCE OF EVENTS IN CONNECTION WITH PROPOSED
FERRYING OF F-86’S TO ISRAEL

September 20, 1956—Cabinet approved the conditional sale to Israel of 24 Sabres dur-
ing the following six month period.

Following Cabinet’s decision there were a number of informal exchanges between Har-
rington of Economic Division and W/C Gillespie of A/M Slemon’s office on the question
of possible ferrying. W/C Gillespie indicated a certain reluctance on the part of the RCAF
to undertake this operation, but said that A/M Slemon had not to his knowledge reached
any firm decision. Harrington said that we were not pressing the RCAF to undertake the
ferrying operation (and mentioned some of the obvious problems such as ownership of the
aircraft when en route and difficulties that would arise if a plane crashed killing an RCAF
pilot).

September 25, 1956—It was learned from the RCAF that Colonel Katriel Solomon
would be seeing A/M Slemon; on the same day Mr. Erell requested an appointment with
Mr. Mclnnes to discuss delivery of the aircraft. McInnes received Erell in his office with
Harrington present; Erell made a number of suggestions designed to speed delivery of the
aircraft, including one that all 24 be flown to Europe by the RCAF and there released to
Israel at the agreed rate of four per month. It was pointed out that this was hardly feasible
in view of the fact that the RCAF were cutting their own requirements to a minimum in
order to permit the Israelis to receive 8 planes before November. A general discussion of
ferrying then ensued during which McInnes and Harrington drew attention to a number of
unsolved problems; these Erell brushed aside as details which could be discussed at the
technical level between the appropriate Israeli authorities and the RCAF. It might be fair to
summarize his position in the following terms: ‘“The RCAF are giving up 8 aircraft to us
which they would otherwise have ferried to Europe for themselves; if they agree in princi-
ple to fly these 8 for us the details can be arranged later”. It was then pointed out that no
official request for ferrying had to our knowledge been made; Mr. Erell said he was now
making a request. Harrington undertook to inform him as soon as the RCAF’s decision
was known.

As indicated above, Colonel Solomon was talking to A/M Slemon while Erell was with
Mclnnes and Harrington. According to Erell’s account given on October 17, A/M Slemon
indicated that the RCAF could ferry the aircraft if instructed to do so but that the basic
political decision would rest with this Department. He then indicated that actual arrange-
ments should be discussed by the Israelis with Canadair and not with the RCAF.

September 26—On the basis of the request from Mr. Erell a letter was drafted in Eco-
nomic Division to be sent by the Under-Secretary to General Foulkes; before the draft had
been approved A/M Slemon spoke to Mr. Léger by telephone and “it was agreed that the
RCAF would facilitate the delivery of four aircraft per month as of September. Their pre-
sent plans are to fly eight of these aircraft to be delivered in Europe late October”.
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September 27—Mr. Erell had called Harrington several times enquiring whether the
RCAF had reached a decision; shortly after the Under-Secretary’s memorandumt had been
received he called again and Harrington informed him of the decision, reading the opera-
tive part®® of the memorandum to him. The conditional aspect was not especially empha-
sized but reference was made to the fact that certain questions remained to be resolved
directly between the Air Force™ and the Israelis.

September 28—Having learned that® the RCAF wished to have it made clear to the
Israelis that they would not be prepared to ferry more than eight aircraft,*® Harrington
called Erell; in the latter’s absence he spoke to Mr. Comay. On this occasion no emphasis
was placed on the conditional nature of the RCAF’s ferrying plans since the purpose of the
call was to head off any request for the ferrying of additional planes.

October 9—A notet was sent from the Minister to Mr. Comay formally notifying him
of the Government’s decision to release the aircraft, and of the conditions pertaining to that
release. No reference was made to possible ferrying.

October 10—The Under-Secretary wrote to A/M Slemon enquiring about the arrange-
ments being worked out with Canadair for delivery of the aircraft and enquiring at what
stage it was proposed that title would pass. It was suggested that while it would not be
desirable to withhold a reasonable amount of co-operation in connection with delivery of
the aircraft, it would not be appropriate for the Canadian Government to be or appear to be,
involved, particularly after ownership had passed to the Government of Israel.”” We asked
to be informed of the arrangements contemplated with the Israelis and Canadair before the
commencement of delivery so that we might have the opportunity to comment.

On October 11 or 12—A/M Slemon called the Under-Secretary to say that he had
reached the conclusion that the RCAF would be unable to ferry the Israeli aircraft. After
reviewing possible arrangements they had come upon the additional problem of passage
through Iceland, which would be difficult regardless of markings. All that could be done
now would be for Canadair and the Israelis to arrange for delivery by the fastest ship
available.

The Under-Secretary passed this message to Mr. Ritchie who informed Harrington. It
was understood in this Department (as implied in Mr. Léger’s letter to A/M Slemon) that
word would go to the Israelis through the Canadair or Air Force channel.

October 16—Erell called Harrington to ask where arrangements for ferrying now stood.
He said that the contract with Canadair was to be signed and transfer of ownership to take
place the next day but that the Embassy had no information as to when the planes were to
be flown to Europe. After discussion with Mr. Ritchie, Harrington told him that there was
some reason to believe that ferrying plans had fallen through, but that he should check with
Canadair who were responsible for delivery arrangements.

9 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
What did this mean — delivery of all 24 to Europe by RCAF[?] [L.B. Pearson]
* Note marginale :/Marginal Note: )
or Canadair [L.B. Pearson]
% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
How? [L.B. Pearson}
% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Slemon had just told the Under Secfretary] they would ferry all 24 [L.B. Pearson)-
9 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
We should have told him this earlier {L.B. Pearson]
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October 17—Erell called Mr. MclInnes and requested an interview as soon as possible;
he implied that the Department had acted in bad faith in the matter and suggested that our
“decision” was politically motivated. He called Harrington later in the moming and the
latter confirmed that the Air Force were now no longer prepared to ferry the aircraft.

At 5:00 P.M. Erell met Ritchie, Harrington and Mclnnes in the latter’s office. It was
pointed out to him that the decision of the RCAF communicated on September 27 had been
conditional upon a satisfactory solution being reached to various problems and that in the
event these problems had proved incapable of solution. Mr. Ritchie explained that the
RCAF would have been placed in the position of either flying Israeli aircraft or of flying
ostensibly Canadian aircraft which were in all but name the property of the Government of
Israel. The first course would have meant far too great a degree of Canadian Government
involvement in the sale while the second would have involved subterfuge to which the
Government could not be a party. Erell professed to be unable to see that either of these
alternatives constituted an insurmountable barrier and suggested that, since A/M Slemon
had told Colonel Salmon that the basic political decision rested with this Department, the
change of plans must be a result of such a decision having been taken. He admitted that on
the previous day he had been in touch with Dooley (?) at Canadair and had learned from
him that the plan for RCAF ferrying had fallen through. When he had reported this to his
Ambassador Mr. Comay had told him to disregard such information since the Embassy
had been informed by External Affairs that the Air Force would ferry. Erell pointed out
that since Harrington’s message of September 27 had been received after Salmon’s conver-
sation with the CAS the Israelis had assumed that the basic decision had been taken and
that only administrative details remained to be discussed through Canadair. MclInnes told
him that this assumption was in the circumstances hardly justified and suggested that he
had perhaps been too ready to jump to conclusions while assuming away difficulties.

Erell persisted in the suggestion that there were ulterior motives behind the decision and
asked whether it was a result of objections raised by other governments. He was assured
categorically that the decision had been taken by the Canadian authorities alone and for the
reasons which had been indicated to him.

After Erell had left, Mr. Ritchie received a call from the Under-Secretary who had been
speaking to A/M Slemon. The CAS confirmed that after he had spoken to Mr. Léger a
week before he had said nothing further to Canadair or the Israelis, since once having
reached a negative decision he considered the Air Force to be no longer “in the act”.

69. DEA/50000-B-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], October 19, 1956

INTERVIEW WITH THE ISRAELI AMBASSADOR CONCERNING THE RELEASE
AND FERRYING OF F-86 AIRCRAFT
Mr. Comay called on me at his request at noon to-day to discuss the situation which has
arisen over the possible ferrying of these aircraft by the RCAF. He said that his Govern-
ment had been most appreciative when it was indicated earlier that the RCAF would be
willing to fly these aircraft to Europe. They regarded this as a very generous gesture and



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 125

not as something to which they had a right in some sense. He was not, therefore, coming to
complain at the new intimation that these aircraft could not now be ferried by the RCAF
but he was merely seeking some clarification of the new decision and of the reasons which
lay behind it in order that his Government might correctly understand it.

2. Mr. Comay reviewed the history of the proposal which, he said, had occurred to them
only after it appeared that enough aircraft might be released before the end of the ferrying
season to make the operation worthwhile and only after Canadair had suggested the possi-
bility of the RCAF being willing to undertake such ferrying. Mr. Comay’s account did not
differ materially from the chronological record contained in the memorandum sent to you
yesterday.

3. I confirmed that it has now been decided that the RCAF could not ferry these Israeli
aircraft. I remarked that to the best of my knowledge the most that Air Marshal Slemon had
ever said was that the RCAF would be willing to consider including such aircraft in one of
their own ferry flights. When Slemon had gone into the matter he had ascertained that,
primarily for technical reasons, it would not be practicable to carry through the operation. 1
added that there was also the problem of arranging for such aircraft to pass in transit
through at least two other countries en route to Europe and this was a matter which the
Israeli authorities would want to look into if they contemplated some arrangement of their
own for flying these aircraft across the Atlantic.

4. T stressed that the decision concerning the ferrying operation had not been influenced
by the political situation in the Middle East or by the views of any Government other than
the Canadian.

5. I observed that the Isracli Military Attaché was apparently seeing A/M Slemon at
about the same time as Mr. Comay was seeing me and I was sure that Slemon would be
explaining the technical reasons for not proceeding with the ferrying operation under
RCAF auspices. I remarked incidentally that the practice of making approaches to the
Canadian Government through several channels was one that could lead to a good deal of
confusion. I explained that any delay in notifying the Israeli authorities of the recent deci-
sion was attributable to the fact that no one was quite certain who was responsible for
conveying this information to one or another of the Israeli representatives.

6. Mr. Comay seemed to understand our position. He thought there was no point in
discussing whether or not some commitment had been given to them at an earlier stage,
and even if there had been such commitment, his Government would recognize that practi-
cal difficulties could prevent such an undertaking from being carried out.

7. I mentioned to Mr. Comay that if the Israeli authorities chose to arrange to have the
aircraft ferried independently of the RCAF or the Canadian Government we would no
doubt be prepared to let them use certain facilities under our control which might be
required en route. In any event we would look into this possibility if that was desired. Mr.
Comay expressed the personal opinion that an independent ferrying operation, especially at
this time of the year, and in view of the lengthy negotiations which would undoubtedly be
required with the Danish and Icelandic Governments, was not really feasible. He thought
therefore they would probably have to turn their attention to possible shipping arrange-
ments which would enable these aircraft to reach Israel in the shortest possible time. In this
connection he noted that since the St. Lawtence would not be navigable in the latter part of
November it would be a great help if the export permit for the four aircraft expected during
that month could be issued in time to allow those aircraft to be taken on the same ship
(bringing the total number for that ship to twelve). The later aircraft would presumably
have to go out through Maritime or U.S. ports.
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8. I merely promised to look into the possible timing of the release of the November
aircraft. My own view is that if we have not by then suspended releases it would be reason-
able for us to agree around the end of October or early in November that these four aircraft
might be exported any time in November when they became physically available.

9. I suggested to Mr. Comay that we might send him a note confirming our decision on
the ferrying question in order to avoid any misunderstanding or further confusion. Mr.
Comay doubted that this was necessary since the matter had so far been dealt with orally.
He was particularly anxious to avoid having anything put on paper which might imply that
the Israelis had made a request which we had rejected. He recognized however that it was
up to us to determine whether or not we would send him a written communication and said
that if we decided to do so he would of course be pleased to receive it. Since there seems to
be a real risk that this whole episode may later be misunderstood or misrepresented, I
would still think it desirable that we give the Isracli Embassy something on paper.*® It need
not necessarily be a formal note but might take the form of a memorandum or aide
mémoire. I think it would be desirable for it to include an indication of our willingness to
make available such appropriate facilities as would be of assistance in the movement of the
aircraft, even though it is likely that this offer would not be taken up.

10. At the conclusion of the interview Mr. Comay referred to his Government’s concern
over the situation which would result from the proposed movement of Iragi troops into
Jordan. He said that when this possibility had first been mentioned to the Government of
Israel by the United States Representative, it was expressed in terms of a small number of
Iraqis whose main function would be to re-enforce the local constabulary during the elec-
tion in Jordan. It later became evident that what was envisaged was a larger and more
permanent movement of troops. This was disturbing to Israel, especially when accompa-
nied by statements by prominent Arabs which implied that the movement was a threat to
the existence of Israel. The possibility of the Iraqis taking over Jordan could not be ruled
out. Such an expansion of Iraq would endanger the position of Israel, and the Israeli Gov-
ernment had to reserve its complete freedom of action against such an eventuality. An
Armistice Line which had been tolerable between Jordan and Israel might not be suitable
between such a larger state and Israel. Mr. Comay added that according to their latest
information the movement of Iraqi troops might not now take place. He thought that recon-
sideration of the venture might have been prompted by the strong statements from Israel
and also by the protests from the population of Jordan. The riots which had occurred in
Jordan had made it evident that the intrusion of troops from Iraq might have an unsettling
rather than a stabilizing effect.

J. L[EGER]

% Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Yes [L.B. Pearson]
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70. DEA/50000-B-40

Note du chef de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Commonwealth and Middle East Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 5, 1956

F-86’S FOR ISRAEL

The Israeli Ambassador called this morning to inquire about the Prime Minister’s state-
ment regarding the cancellation or suspension of shipments of F-86’s to Israel.®® I said that
I thought the meaning of the Prime Minister’s remarks was pretty clear. Mr. Comay felt
that further clarification was necessary and had instructions from his Government to secure
it.

It was clear to the Israeli Government that the cancellation or suspension would apply
to the outstanding balance of the purchase of 16 planes but they thought there was a com-
plete difference in status between them and the 8 planes which had been released for ship-
ment and were now being crated, at the expense of the Israeli Government, in Montreal.
Export licenses for these 8 planes had been granted; they had been handed over and paid
for; Canadair had formally and legally delivered them and they were now Israeli Govern-
ment property which happened to be physically on Canadian soil. The Israelis had made
arrangements for a vessel to pick these planes up in Halifax towards the end of this month.
The Isracli Government therefore wished to know exactly and not be in a position of
merely guessing whether or not these planes could be shipped according to schedule.

In the Israeli view neither the Canadian Government nor Canadair had any further con-
nection legally with these planes and they would like to suggest that a decision should not
be taken to cancel retrospectively this part of the order, since they would hope that the
situation which had given rise to the Prime Minister’s statement would have been clarified
by the end of the month.

In support of his argument, Mr. Comay recalled the position of the Canadian Govern-
ment 1n February last when the shipment of Harvard planes to Egypt was under discussion.
The Prime Minister had announced an embargo but the Government had decided that the
embargo should not apply to the Harvard planes already on their way to Egypt.!®
Mr. Comay thought that this was a parallel situation.

I said that we would look into this matter and give him an answer as soon as possible.

JB.C. W[ATKINS}

% Voir Canada, ministere des Affaires extérieures, Affaires Extérieures, vol. 8, no. 11, novembre 1956, pp.
334-337. Voir aussi le document 112.
See Canada, Department of External Affairs, External Affairs, Vol. 8, No. 11, November 1956, pp. 322-
325. See also Document 112,

10 Voir/See Document 11.
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71. DEA/50000-B-40

Note du chef de la Direction économique
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Economic Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 7, 1956
Reference: Mr. Watkins Memorandum of November 5.

F-86’S FOR ISRAEL

There seems to us to be no doubt whatever that both the Minister and the Prime Minis-
ter made it clear in their public statements that they had no intention of permitting any of
the 24 aircraft ordered by Israel to leave Canada in present circumstances. It also seems
clear that the Government has every legal right to prevent the departure of these aircraft
including the eight aircraft which the Israeli Government has already paid for.

The provisions of the Import and Export Permits Act, under which the Minister of
Trade and Commerce has authority at his discretion to suspend or cancel a permit at any
time, appear to relate without restriction to the physical departure from Canada of items
requiring Export Permits without regard to the ownership of the items. I should imagine
that the Government could not challenge the rights of ownership which the Israeli Govern-
ment presumably has in the eight aircraft for which it has paid, at least without legal pro-
ceedings, but if it is true that these aircraft are without limitation the property of the
Government of Israel it seems equally clear that they are in Canada and subject to the
relevant provisions of Canadian law. It would follow that the Canadian Government is just
as entitled to withhold the export of these aircraft as it would be if they were the property
of a Canadian citizen or company.

The Export Permit which has been issued to cover the eight aircraft paid for was valid
until December 5, 1956 and has now been suspended. Unless this suspension is lifted,
therefore, the aircraft will remain in Canada until the expiry of the permit in a month’s
time. Should that occur it would be necessary for the exporting firm to re-apply for a new
permit, which presumably the Government would not be willing to approve in present
circumstances.

It is my own impression that Mr. Comay is quite aware of the considerations outlined
above and does not really believe that the Canadian Government will accept the arguments
which he presented to Mr. Watkins. Nevertheless, these circumstances will no doubt have
to be explained to him in order that he may report our official position to his Government.
When this explanation is given it would no doubt be desirable to deal with the other ques-
tion which he raised, namely the alleged parallel between this situation and that which
applied in connection with the Harvard aircraft shipped to Egypt last winter. At that time
questions were asked in Parliament concerning the order for 15 Harvards at a time when
some, but not all, had left Canada. The Government announced that despite the questions
raised in the House it had decided not to interfere with delivery of the remainder of the
order. There may have been mention of the fact that the aircraft still to be shipped were the
property of the Government of Egypt, although I do not recall such a reference myself, but
in any case the Government’s decision was based and explained on the Government’s
judgement that the international political situation did not require the suspension or cancel-
lation of deliveries of such training aircraft.
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There is a parallel between the two cases to the extent that the Government had then, as
it has now, the right to withhold delivery of aircraft whether they have already been paid
for by foreign Governments or not. The difference in the two cases is that last spring the
Government did not see grounds for taking such action while in the present case involving
combat aircraft it has stated that there are such grounds. In addition, it should be recalled
that at the time the Israeli order was approved by the Government the approval was pub-
licly made subject to the proviso that the delivery could be suspended or cancelled at any
time should developments so warrant. Such a limitation, of course, applies in any such case
by virtue of the provisions of the Import and Export Permits Act, but in the particular case
of the Israeli order it was publicly underlined at the time that the order was approved.

AE. RITCHIE

72. DEA/50000-B-40

L’ambassadeur d’Israél
au sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador of Israel
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], December 31, 1956
Dear Mr. Léger,

SABRE JETS

At the time when the Prime Minister announced that the shipment of arms to the Middle
East would be suspended, eight of the twenty-four Sabre jets purchased by my Government
had already been delivered by Canadair at its plant in Montreal, and were in the process of
being dismantled and crated. It was thereupon agreed with Canadair that the contract
should be regarded as in suspense regarding the remaining sixteen planes, with the Com-
pany retaining an amount of nearly four million dollars already paid on account of the
whole transaction.

On 7 December, in response to an enquiry I had made at an earlier date, Mr. Ritchie
told our Chargé d’ Affaires, Mr. Erell, that the eight planes which had already become the
property of the Israel Government were included in the ban on shipment. As I informed
you in our talk last Wednesday, my Government feels that under these circumstances, it
should be given the opportunity to return the planes which have become “frozen” in Mon-
treal, and receive back the amount paid to Canadair, leaving the whole contract in suspense
until an appropriate time in the future, when it could be brought into operation again by
mutual consent.

I have been instructed to request the Canadian Government’s concurrence in principle
with this course, prior to the practical details being discussed with Canadair.

Yours sincerely,
M. COMAY
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73. DEA/50000-B-40

Le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
a l’ambassadeur d’Israél

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador of Israel

SECRET [Ottawa], January 9, 1957
Dear Mr. Comay,

SABRE JETS

In your letter to me of December 31, you asked for my views as to whether it would
now be appropriate for your Government’s representatives to approach Canadair Limited
with a view to recovering the money paid for the F-86 aircraft.

2. It is my understanding that the contract between your Govemment and Canadair was
concluded in the light of the Canadian Government’s decision, announced on September
21, 1956, that in the circumstances prevailing at the time it would be prepared to approve
the export from Canada to Israel of 24 F-86 aircraft. It was made clear that this position
might be altered at any time if in the Government’s judgment that should be required as a
result of changing circumstances.

3. On October 30, following the outbreak of violence in the Middle East, the Canadian
Government took action to hold up all arms shipments from Canada to the Middle East. In
the meantime, however, your Government had made a substantial payment on account. As
I am unaware of any present disposition on the part of the Canadian Government to raise
its suspension of permits for arms exports from Canada to the countries concerned in the
Middle East, I should consider it natural that your Government would wish to come to an
understanding with Canadair concerning the present status of the contract. This would
appear to be a question between the Government of Israel and Canadair, in which the
Canadian Government is not involved; I am sure that the latter would have no objection,
however, to an approach to this end.

4. The terms which might be reached between the Government of Israel and Canadair
would not appear to me to be the concern of the Canadian Government whose role in the
matter is restricted to determining at any particular time whether it is prepared to permit
the export from Canada of such items of military equipment.

5. Should you wish to do so, I have no objection to your showing this letter to representa-
tives of Canadair.

Yours sincerely,
J. LEGER
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2¢ Partie/Part 2

LA CRISE DE SUEZ
SUEZ CRISIS

SECTION A

NATIONALISATION DU CANAL DE SUEZ
NATIONALIZATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL

74. DEA/50372-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 996 London, July 27, 1956
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SUEZ CANAL COMPANY

1. The Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations asked the High Commissioners to
meet him at 10 a.m. this morning. He had not yet received any information beyond last
night’s press report of Colonel Nasser’s announced expropriation of the Suez Canal Com-
pany. The report reached a Downing Street dinner being given for the King of Iraq before
it broke up, but was not on last night’s wireless news.

2. The Prime Minister is meeting Parliament at 11 a.m. this morning and will make a
short statement, the text of which is given in my immediately following telegram.!®! The
Cabinet has been called for 11.15 a.m. this moming, and consultations with the French and
Americans, which began very late last night, are expected to continue during the day.

3. At the meeting in the CRO this moming, Lord Home said that the United Kingdom
Government took “a very grave view” of yesterday’s developments, which had taken them
completely by surprise. There had been a good deal of speculation about the effect of
Egypt’s economic and political relations with the USSR of the withdrawal of the offer of
assistance on the Aswan dam, but nobody had thought of the vulnerability of the Suez
Canal Company in this new context.

4. The discussion at the CRO was brief and desultory. I said that I assumed the Foreign
Office would be considering the advantages and disadvantages of bringing this new situa-
tion to the notice of the Security Council. I also said that I hoped the United Kingdom
would not be too quick to gather too many spears to its own bosom. In the history of last
week’s developments, the first and major decision had been taken by the United States.
The Company’s headquarters were in Paris; its operating staff were French. There was a
very wide general interest in the maintenance and free operation of the canal. It would be a
mistake to measure this in terms of the national ownership of vessels using it. The coun-

19! Pour la déclaration de Eden, voir United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955-
56, Fifth Series, Volume 557, column 777.
For Eden’s statement, see United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955-56,
Fifth Series, Volume 557, column 777.
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tries whose imports and exports passed through the canal all had an interest. It seemed to
me it would be wiser to identify the United Kingdom interest with these general interests
as much as possible.

5. Home said that he hoped later in the day or early this evening to arrange another
meeting with Commonwealth Representatives, possibly with, but more probably after, the
meeting that the Foreign Secretary is arranging with the French Ambassador and the
American Chargé d’ Affaires.

{N.A.] ROBERTSON

75. PCO/E-38-1

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister

SECRET London, July 28, 1956

You will have seen account of Nasser’s action over Suez Canal. We cannot allow him to
get away with this act of expropriation and we must take a firm stand. If we do not, the oil
supplies of the free world will be at his mercy and Commonwealth communications and
trade will be gravely jeopardised.

2. We are meeting on Sunday representatives of the United States and France whose
governments are most immediately concerned, with the object of concerting future action.
We believe that we should seize this opportunity of putting the canal under proper interna-
tional control as a permanent arrangement. We hope we may be able to attain this objective
by bringing the maximum political pressure to bear on Egypt, and we shall try to enlist for
that purpose the support of the main maritime and trading powers using the canal. But it
may be that this will fail and that in the last resort force may have to be used to secure
Egyptian agreement. We may well have to face that possibility. I will however telegraph to
you again after our week-end meetings, and will see that you are kept fully informed.

3. I have seen your High Commissioner and am keeping your government in touch with
developments.

4. 1 am sending a similar message to Mr. Holland, Mr. Menzies, and Mr. Strijdom.

76. DEA/50372-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM J-1063 Ottawa, July 28, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Your tel 996 of July 27.
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SUEZ CANAL CO.

We have sent you the text of the statement which I gave to the press yesterday in
response to enquiries.'®? This statement expressed our concern at the threat to what is rec-
ognized as an international waterway although the Canadian Government has no participa-
tion in the Suez Canal Company. It would appear that there has been no technical violation
of the Constantinople Convention so long as the Egyptians do not interfere with shipping
going through the canal, but that there has been a unilateral breach of the Suez Canal
Company’s concession. We do not have the terms of this concession available and it would
be useful if you could cable to us a summary of them.

2. Quite apart from the legal and technical aspects of the Egyptian action, we are aware
that it has broad implications of a potentially explosive character. We believe that you have
adopted a prudent line in urging upon the United Kingdom the wisdom of proceeding in a
manner designed to obtain the greatest amount of international support.

3. The Prime Minister today received a message from Sir Anthony Eden stating the
necessity of taking a firm stand and of endeavouring to get a permanent arrangement to put
the canal under proper international control. We have also been asked by the United King-
dom authorities to take action in regard to the Suez Canal Company’s assets. We have
stated to Earnscliffe that we will examine this matter but that our initial reaction is to doubt
its practicability in this country.

4.1 am deeply concerned at the implications of some parts of Eden’s message; especially
as I doubt very much whether he will receive strong support from Washington in the firm
line which he proposes to follow. A talk which I have just had with the United States
Ambassador here strengthens these doubts. Surely the UK Government will not do any-
thing which would commit them to strong action against Egypt until they know that the US
will back them.

5.1 am also worried as to the meaning to be given Eden’s words, “we believe that we
should seize this opportunity (sic) of putting the canal under proper international control
and permanent arrangement.” Surely with the Russians dissenting and supporting Egypt,
the UK do not think that this can be done, as they profess to hope, “by political pressure”
alone. There remains force — which they visualize as a last resort. But is it not clear that to
be effective enough force would have to be used to destroy the Nasser Government and
take over Egypt? Any effort to use force, in fact, would in all likelihood result in an appeal
by Egypt to the UN. That would be bringing the UN into the matter with a vengeance, and
by the wrong party.

6. I'm glad that you have stressed the importance of bringing the UN into the question.
This may not be practicable but it certainly shouldn’t be dismissed without the most careful
consideration. It mighty well be argued that if an international dispute is of such a charac-
ter that force is envisaged, it is also one that should be brought before the UN in order to
try to avoid the use of such force.

7. These observations, which are sent to you in haste, may all seem pretty negative, but at
the moment I am less worried about being negative than about being rashly positive.

8. Since beginning this message I have read your Message 1009 and I entirely approve of
the line you took during the discussion with Lord Home. I should tell you, however, that

192 Voir/See James Eayrs, The Commonwealth and Suez: A Documentary Survey, London: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1964, p. 46.
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the view of Israel’s possible reaction given by Lord Home is shared, according to
Merchant, in Washington.

L.B. PEARSON

717. DEA/50372-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1009 London, July 28, 1956
TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

EXPROPRIATION OF SUEZ CANAL CO.

1. T was called to Lord Home’s office this afternoon and given a copy of Sir A. Eden’s
message to Mr. St. Laurent. The New Zealand High Commissioner and the South African
Acting High Commissioner were also there. Australia was not represented.

2. Webb was doubtful whether the legal case against the Egyptian government’s action
was sufficiently overwhelming to support and justify the course of action envisaged.

3. Jordan equally without instructions thought his government would share the United
Kingdom’s appreciation of the importance of the issues raised by Nasser’s action.

4. 1 explained my own misgivings about the policy contemplated pretty much in the
language I have used in my messages to you. I thought that it would be difficult to bring
forward now Egyptian breaches of the basic Canal Convention which had in effect been
condoned despite the findings of the Security Council as a justification of a threat of force.
I thought the issue of expropriation and the way in which it had been brought about should
be kept distinct from the issue of international rights in the water way. I was afraid that if
the situation developed along these lines it would be Egypt who would be in a position to
bring the dispute before the United Nations perhaps with disastrous results.

5. As an element in a holding policy I mentioned the possibility of reconsidering deci-
sions about the release of defensive arms to Israel. Home did not follow me at all. We
thought that if the situation should move toward the use of force against Egypt there would
be a risk that Israel might be encouraged by additional armaments to strike at Jordan which
would bring Irak in on the Arab (and Egyptian) side.

6. Home told us that a meeting with the French and Americans was now arranged for
Sunday night or Monday morning. Pineau would be here and Bob Murphy is expected
from Washington on Sunday.

7. I am arranging to see the U.S. Chargé d’ Affaires this afternoon and will find out what
instructions, if any, he has.
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78. PCO/E-38-1

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM M-1064 Ottawa, July 28, 1956
SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

SUEZ CANAL COMPANY

With reference to the UK Prime Minister’s message to Mr. St-Laurent, no reply has
been specifically requested but one may be expected. If you feel that an answer in the
terms indicated below would be helpful, will you please pass it on. The Prime Minister is
anxious, of course, not to appear to be intervening with advice which would be too nega-
tive in character to do anything but irritate. On the other hand, a message of this kind at
this time might be useful and welcome.

2. If you feel that the message should be kept in suspense or if you have any changes to
suggest to it before forwarding, will you let us know. Message beings:

I have just received through your High Commissioner’s office your message regarding
Nasser’s action over the Suez Canal. I can fully appreciate and I have noted with interest
that you are meeting representatives of the United States and French Governments who
must be equally concerned. While the matter is not of the same direct interest to Canada,
nevertheless, as our Secretary of State for External Affairs said in the House of Commons
this moming, we would be concerned about and would condemn any action which inter-
fered with the efficient and non-discriminatory operation of the canal.

2. I shall look forward to receiving the result of the consultations you are having with the
two other Governments Monday. I am impressed by the difficulty of securing any perma-
nent arrangement for bringing the canal under appropriate international control in view of
the attitude of Nasser, who is not likely to co-operate in any effort to this end, and not, I
think, likely to succumb to pressure unless all the Great Powers were united in applying it.

3. T am sure that you appreciate that the use of force in present circumstances — even as
a last resort — will be surrounded by risks and difficulties, one of which might be the
submission of the matter to the United Nations by the wrong party. On the other hand, if
access to the United Nations could be brought about by the right party, there would be
obvious advantages in that course, though also, of course, some obvious difficulties.

4. T am grateful for the opportunity that has been afforded our High Commissioner of
exchanging views with you and some of your colleagues on this whole question. The views
which Mr. Robertson has already expressed are a reflection of our own, and he will pass on
to you any additional observations which we may desire to submit as the situation devel-
ops. Ends.

L.B. PEARSON
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79. DEA/50372-40

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 30, 1956

ASSETS OF THE SUEZ CANAL COMPANY IN CANADA

The attached telegramt from the Foreign Office to the United Kingdom High Commis-
sioner in Ottawa was left with the Department on Saturday by Mr. Belgrave from
Eamnscliffe. As you are aware, this telegram requests the U.K. High Commissioner to urge
the Canadian Government to follow their example in freezing the assets of the Suez Canal
Company. The U.K. Government issued instructions to their banks over the weekend that
permission of the U.K. Government must be obtained before the banks acted on any
instructions received from the Egyptian Government concerning the disposal of Suez
Canal Company assets. The U.K. Government also gave instructions that any transfers
from Egyptian sterling balances held in the United Kingdom would also be subject to per-
mission. As you are aware, Mr. de Villelume, the Counsellor of the French Embassy in
Ottawa, also called on me on Saturday to explain that his Government had taken similar
measures with respect to Suez Canal assets held in France.

2. So far the “urging” from the United Kingdom has been limited to a visit from a rela-
tively junior officer from the staff of the High Commissioner. The Canadian authorities are
not aware of what assets the Suez Canal Company holds in Canada and at your suggestion
we have not pressed Earnscliffe to obtain this information for us. However, I suspect that
this information may be made available to us, although unsolicited, later today.

3. It is the preliminary view of officials in this Department and in the Bank of Canada
(Mr. Rasminsky was consulted at some length over the weekend) that no legislative
authority short of the War Measures Act exists in Canada by which the Government could
intervene in the disposal of privately held assets in Canadian banks. I assume that in the
circumstances there would be no thought of invoking the War Measures Act. The Depart-
ment of Justice is being consulted this moming to ensure that the preliminary view of
officials who discussed this question over the weekend is correct and I shall confirm this
preliminary view later in the day.

4.1 believe that the U.K. Government fully appreciated that we did not have authority to
comply formally with their request. (In fact Belgrave intimated to an officer of this Depart-
ment that their own Financial Adviser at Earnscliffe was well aware of the fact that no such
authority existed.) However, I believe that the United Kingdom are hoping that Canadian
Ministers might wish to speak informally to the banks in Canada to suggest that there is
some doubt about the legality of the action which the Egyptian Government has taken in
nationalizing the Suez Canal Company by decree. In view of this doubt the banks might
wish to avoid taking any action on instructions which may be received from the Egyptian
Government (or possibly even from the head office of the Suez Canal Company in Paris)
until the situation became clearer. While any action along such lines is clearly not one on
which officials of this Department would wish to make any judgment, such an approach
would obviously be very delicate. Before taking any decision I should assume that the
Minister of Finance would wish to consult very thoroughly with the Bank of Canada and
with the Inspector of Banks.
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5. I assume that it would be your thought that Mr. Harris should reply in the House to
any question which might be raised concerning Canadian action with respect to the dispo-
sal of Suez Canal Company assets in Canada. I am sending a copy of this memorandum to
the Acting Deputy Minister of Finance and to Mr. Rasminsky in the Bank of Canada.!®

J. LIEGER]

80. DEA/50372-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-coimmissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM M-1070 Ottawa, July 30, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your Message 1013 of July 30/56+%.
Repeat Washington; Paris; Permdel.

SUEZ CANAL

The Prime Minister has decided to omit from the reply to Mr. Eden the last sentence of
para 2 and all of para 3 of the earlier draft. We feel that the press reports from London
indicating that the three Governments may have a proposal to make for some kind of inter-
national supervisory action make it desirable to suspend any related observations we might
have wished to make until we see what this proposal is. Will you therefore pass on the
following message to the Prime Minister from Mr. St. Laurent. Begins:

2. I have received through your High Commissioner’s Office your message regarding
Nasser’s action in arbitrarily expropriating the Suez Canal Company. I fully share your
great concern over that action and I have noted with interest that you are meeting repre-
sentatives of the United States and French Governments who must be equally concerned.
While the matter is not of the same direct importance to Canada, nevertheless our Secre-
tary of State for External Affairs said in the House of Commons before I had received your
message that we would be concerned about and would condemn any action which inter-
fered with the efficient and non-discriminatory operation of the canal.

3. We shall look forward to receiving the result of the consultations you are having with
the two other Governments.

4. We are grateful for the opportunity that has been afforded our High Commissioner of
exchanging views with you and some of your colleagues on this whole question. The views

103 Le 3 aofit, I'Inspecteur général des banques a appris i I’ Association des banquiers canadiens que « the
legality of the action which has been taken by the Egyptian Government ... has been challenged by
other governments ... and that the banks may wish to have this information in connection with any
request they may receive for release of assets of the Company which may be held by them in Canada. »
Communication de W. E. Harris & L. B. Pearson et piece jointe, 7 aofit 1956, MAE 50372-40.

On August 3, the Inspector General of Banks informed the Canadian Bankers’ Association that “the
legality of the action which has been taken by the Egyptian Government ... has been challenged by
other governments ... and that the banks may wish to have this information in connection with any
request they may receive for release of assets of the Company which may be held by them in Canada.”
W.E. Harris to L.B. Pearson and attachment, August 7, 1956, DEA 50372-40.
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which Mr. Robertson has already expressed are a reflection of our own, and he will pass on
to you any additional observations which we may desire to submit as the situation devel-
ops. Ends.

5. You will note from the above that we have left off the words “and indignation” in the
first para.'®*

[L.B.] PEARSON

81. DEA/50372-40

Note du chef de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Head, Commonwealth and Middle East Division,
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], August 2, 1956

The United Kingdom High Commissioner, Sir Archibald Nye, called on the Minister in
his office in the House of Commons yesterday at 6:15 p.m. to discuss the Suez Canal
situation. The two points in which he was mainly interested were our attitude towards the
use of force and our views on the calling and composition of an international conference.

The Minister told him that we doubted the efficacy of attempting a solution to the prob-
lem by the use of force. The Prime Minister had considered including an expression of this
feeling in his message to Sir Anthony Eden but had decided not to do so.

It had just been reported over the news ticker that a decision had been reached at the
London meetings to call a conference of the Constantinople Convention signatories,
including both Egypt and the Soviet Union. The Minister thought that this was a hopeful
sign and that it was a good idea to include the Soviet Union. Sir Archibald agreed.

When Sir Archibald inquired whether Canada would wish to participate, the Minister
said not unless it was felt that we could make a useful contribution. It seemed doubtful that
we could be included under the Constantinople Convention of 1888. We were not one of
the countries having a great deal of shipping through the canal, like Norway, for instance.
On the other hand, we were one of the three or four largest trading nations. If the British
felt that our participation would be helpful and wished to formulate the criteria in such a
way that we could be included, we would not refuse to take part.

Sir Archibald read out a telegram stating that the British Ambassador in Cairo had been
interested to advise the United Kingdom citizens discreetly that, if they have no urgent
reason to remain in Egypt, there might be less anxiety for their families if they were to
leave. The Ambassador was keeping in touch with his Commonwealth colleagues. (See
memo of Aug. 2} attached). The Minister thought that the decision to call an international
conference would mean that there was less immediate danger.

104 Robertson a informé par la suite Pearson qu’il avait montré 2 Norman Brook « original unrevised
draft » de la réponse de Saint-Laurent 2 Eden, ainsi que ses rapports initiaux sur la crise 2 I'intention
d’Ottawa. Voir le télégramme de Londres a Ottawa n° 1144 du 21 aoiit 1956, MAE 50372-40.

Robertson later informed Pearson that he had shown Norman Brook the “original unrevised draft” of
St. Laurent’s reply to Eden as well as his initial reports to Ottawa on the crisis. See London to Ottawa,
Telegram 1144, August 21, 1956, DEA 50372-40.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 139

82. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], August 7, 1956

Present:

The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,

The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),

The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),

The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),

The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),

The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),

The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),

The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),

The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),

The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),

The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),

The Minister of Transport (Mr. Matler),

The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

SUEZ CANAL; EXPORT OF AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE JULY 31)!05

6. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported that the Suez Canal situation was
very serious. Probably no untoward developments would occur between now and August
16th, the date set for the 24-power conference called by the United Kingdom. However,
the British and the French would be submitting proposals at this conference for an interna-
tional régime to control and operate the canal and it appeared that these would not be
acceptable. The British had committed themselves to the use of force, and, in the event that
the conference was not a success from their point of view, would take action and presuma-
bly occupy the canal zone. They were as firm in their attitude on this matter as they had
been on any other issue since World War II. They felt they could impose their authority on
the Egyptians. Such a step would lead to the most serious consequences. The whole Arab
world would rally in support of Egypt, and the Commonwealth would be split as would the
United Nations.

The United States would not be so vigorous in supporting the U.K. and French propos-
als at the conference. In fact, the U.S. authorities would probably try to get Britain and
France to retreat as gracefully as possible from their present position. They were pro-
foundly alarmed at the course events were taking and thought the situation even more
serious than that which prevailed when war occurred in Korea. The Australian Prime Min-
ister, too, was most disturbed. He was in Washington at present, and instead of returning

105 Voir/See Document 57.
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home would go to England for the meeting on August 16th. He hoped to exercise a moder-
ating influence on the U.K.

The British did not want to raise the matter in the United Nations. But if they took
action the Egyptians probably would refer the matter to the Security Council. They had the
legal right to do this and would undoubtedly have moral support as well for doing so.

7. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) It might be desirable if Mr. Pearson were to go to Washington or New York immedi-
ately to see Mr. Menzies. On the other hand, he was in close touch with him about the
situation and going openly to Washington at this stage might only be misinterpreted.

(b) Nasser could not seriously hope to build the Aswan dam from the earnings of the
canal. Last year, it only had a profit of £20 million. Presumably much of this had to be
used for maintenance and the remainder, plus any surplus that was available, would have
to be devoted to compensating the shareholders of the company.

(c) The U.K. hoped to have Nasser removed from office as they had been able to remove
Egyptian leaders in earlier history. However, times had changed, and an old-fashioned
show of force in the Middle East would only lead to the most serious and undesirable
consequences.

(d) Canada had not been invited to attend the conference, which was understandable and
desirable in itself on many counts. But it was hard to explain why South Africa and the
various Middle Eastern countries had been left out. The U.K. had, in fact, behaved rather
strangely throughout this crisis. For instance, the royal proclamation declaring a state of
emergency has stated it was desirable to protect the interests of the Commonwealth. This
was improper but perhaps just a mistake.

(e) As regards arms shipments to Israel, the U.S. had asked that we postpone action to
enable an assessment to be made of what effect they might have at the present time. The
French were anxious to release their Mysteres right away. But the U.S. authorities were
concerned with the domestic political reactions to any shipments they might make during
an election campaign.

8. The Cabinet noted the further report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on
the situation arising out of Egypt’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal and the discus-
sion on the related question of exporting aircraft to Israel.

83. DEA/50372-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM M-1092 Ottawa, August 7, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Paris; Washington; Permdel; Canac (Immediate).
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SUEZ CANAL

Our feeling here of relief and satisfaction that the tripartite meeting resulted in an
agreed communiqué which provided for an international conference is qualified by anxiety
as to what will happen at that conference and subsequently. Our main worry is that the
United Kingdom and the French have gone so far in committing themselves to the use of
force if the forthcoming conference does not produce a result satisfactory to them. I
assume that the British position is based on the hope that an agreement for an international
control authority for the canal, along the lines which have been communicated to us, can
be reached at this conference. This proposed scheme seems sensible and practicable but I
find it difficult to share the hope that Egypt will accept such an agreement. I hope I am
wrong but if not, where do we go then? Presumably the British and the French and the
others who support them at the conference will try to impose the arrangement by political
pressure on a resisting Egypt. This might be possible if active support for such a procedure
were widespread, but frankly I do not see such general support forthcoming. The Russians,
of course, are not likely to co-operate, while the Asian-Arab states will be unanimously
opposed to bear on the Egyptians. Among other things, this will split the Commonwealth
with possibly far-reaching results, and may break up the Baghdad Pact. Furthermore, is
there any assurance that the USA will co-operate in the kind of strong political pressure
which would be required? The Egyptians know that American interest in this matter is not
as immediate or as strong as that of the UK and France, and they will try — as indeed they
are already trying — to exploit this difference. If the Americans do not, in fact, back the
British and the French to an extent which seems satisfactory in London and Paris, there is
bound to be grave disappointment and even bitter criticism, and this will impose strains on
the Alliance; especially as the US Government’s hesitation will be related, and no doubt
with some justice, to the current domestic political situation.

2. If political pressure fails, then the British and French seem committed to the use of
force for which they might have little legal justification whatever the practical necessities
might be. If this is not their plan it seems strange that they would be giving so much
publicity to troop movements, etc. but here I think they will be almost entirely on their
own, certainly in so far as Arab, Asian, or USA support is concerned. As the use of force
would probably have to extend beyond the Suez area to Egypt itself, the consequences
would be far-reaching for the Commonwealth, for Anglo-American co-operation, and for
peace in the Middle East generally. In these circumstances, it seems almost inevitable that
Egypt would appeal to the United Nations which would be a very strange result indeed
from the developments of last week and one which I should think would be most embar-
rassing for the UK, and hardly less so for her friends.

3. I take it that they are just as worried in London as we are about these possible conse-
quences, but what are they doing to avoid them, except to assume that Nasser is either
bluffing or is weak and can be brought to book by firmness. I gather from messages
received from Cairo that Nasser himself has his own worries about his recent action and
would not be averse to some way out of his dilemma if one could be found which would
save his face and his nationalization decree, and at the same time be agreeable to Paris and
London.

4. I take it from your messages that there is no possibility of agreement on the United
Nations being brought into the matter at this stage, and I assume also that there is no
possibility of extending any proposed international régime for the Suez to other interna-
tional waters, like Panama. So I am at a loss for ideas myself.
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5. It has just occurred to me, however, that if the forthcoming conference could recog-
nize the nationalization of the company, Nasser might conceivably agree to a continuing
committee of the conference, possibly taking the form of a council of some of the Ambas-
sadors in Cairo of the States represented at it which could be used as an agency to ensure
that Egyptian ownership and operation would be carried on within the principles of the
Constantinople Treaty. This would be a less formal arrangement than the International
Suez Control Authority now visualized, but might possibly be acceptable to Egypt.

6. In any event, it is clear that every possible effort must be made to prevent a chain of
developments which would result in Anglo-French military force being exerted against
Egypt in a way which would split the Commonwealth, weaken the Anglo-American Alli-
ance, and have general consequences which would benefit nobody but Moscow.

7. As you will have gathered from the above, we are not very happy here about develop-
ments and where they are leading. But we have no desire to be critical unless and until we
can come up with some constructive ideas of our own.

8. I would be glad to get your comments on the above analysis of the position. We will
then have to decide here whether we should make our worries known officially to the three
Governments.

Following for Washington, Paris, Permdel, New York and Canac Paris: I should be glad
to receive your comments on our analysis of the position as seen from your posts.

L.B. PEARSON

84. DEA/50372-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1064 London, August 8, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Paris; Washington; NATO Delegation; Permis (Information. Immediate).

SUEZ

1. Lord Home had me down to CRO this moming to inform me of developments. He
saw me alone and referred to my talk yesterday with Garner. He told me that India had
accepted the invitation to attend the conference, and he then discussed in general terms the
UK’s objectives and what would happen after an agreement had been reached.

2. 1 asked him what would happen if an agreement was not reached and I said it was in
that area that the preoccupations lay which had prompted me to speak to Garner yesterday.
I said I could not go beyond that position because I had not been asked to place any Cana-
dian views before him officially on this aspect. I knew, however, you were giving a great
deal of thought to all aspects of the problem including this one, hoping to be able to come
up with some constructive ideas. I said I knew you would welcome at this stage any light
on what the UK was planning to do in the event of disagreement because of the serious
consequences that could flow from it. I then briefly outlined the argument in your M1092
of August 7, and asked whether the UK was prepared to embark on a course that entailed
such risks. Lord Home answered: “It could not be washed out, it could not be washed out”,
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and added that all parties should understand quite clearly that the United Kingdom was in
earnest.

3. He then dealt with the routine of the conference, but when I was leaving he returned to
the use of force, and asked what were our views. I thought this an odd question because he
knew our original position from Mr. St. Laurent’s first message to the Prime Minister and I
thought I had gone as far as I could to indicate how we were thinking now. However, I
repeated what I had said about the inherent threat to the Commonwealth and to the Anglo-
American alliance and the effect of an Egyptian appeal to the United Nations.

4. I found Lord Home less reassuring than Garner had been. He was also harder to follow
and 1 do not know how much of what he said came from a determination to show no
weakness and how much was based on a careful assessment of what was involved in the
use of force. His mind did seem to run so much more on the problems of what to do when
the conference produced agreement than on the problems of disagreement.

5. He said he intended to see me frequently. I said I would report the conversation to you
and advise him of any comments you might make.

6. I feel we should put our worries officially before the UK. Indeed, it seems an ines-
capable obligation unless we can obtain solid comfort from Eden’s address tonight.

7. On the conference itself, what Lord Home had to say was more reassuring and I felt
that the UK is prepared to go some way to reach an agreement. I asked specifically if their
ideas for international control precluded a nationalized Egyptian Canal Company, and he
said it would be a most unwelcome solution but could not be ruled out.

8. On the role of the UN, he said that now that India had agreed to participate in the
conference he did not think the UK would accept a proposal from Egypt to give the issue
over at this stage to the UN. However, the UK were contemplating bringing the UN in in
some manner, after an agreement had been reached. In this context, I referred to Mr. Pear-
son’s reference to the UN in his statement to the House on August 1, and I added that you
were undoubtedly carefully considering the relation of the UN to the problem. Hence if we
do develop any constructive suggestions, we could easily pass them on.

9. On the subject of a change of venue, he said now that the Indians had decided to come
in it was likely the UK would insist on the conference being held in London. There were
enough acceptances in hand to ensure that it would be an important and representative
conference.

8S. DEA/50372-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM K-1105 Ottawa, August 9, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your message 1072 of August 9.1
Repeat Washington; Permdel; Paris; Canac (Important).
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SUEZ CANAL

The situation appears to have eased somewhat during the last two days with Western
spokesmen emphasizing the importance of a peaceful solution and with the acceptance by
a large number of countries, including India, of their invitations to attend the International
Conference. We agree therefore that it would probably be best not to say anything more
formally to the Foreign Office at this time about our apprehensions over the possible con-
sequences of failure of the conference.

2. The Prime Minister has already expressed Canada’s support of the objectives of the
conference.'% We think that it would be useful if you were to carry out your suggestion of
conveying to Lord Home our relief at the improved atmosphere and at Eden’s assurance
that what is being sought is a solution by the broadest possible international agreement and
not by force.'?

3. We were glad to learn that the Indians have been making constructive efforts to try to
get Egypt into negotiations and we should be interested to know the Foreign Office view
on the line taken in para. one of your message No. 1067 of August 8.1 We too have doubts
about the practicability of imposing an international authority on Egypt entirely against its
will. In this regard you might also pass on to the Foreign Office informally the suggestion
about a continuing committee of the conference contained in para. five of our message
M1092 of August 7 and let us know their reaction to it. This is in effect another version of
the Indian idea of a smaller group to exercise international authority, if such authority can
be established. It might be in some such form as this that a settlement could emerge if, as
seems possible, the Western and Egyptian sides come to propose control authorities com-
posed of different groups of States.

86. DEA/50372-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1087 London, August 10, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your K1105 Aug 9/56.
Repeat Paris; Washington; Permis.

SUEZ
When I conveyed your message to Lord Home today, I emphasized that our relief was
at Eden’s assurance that the solution being sought is not a solution by force. I also tried to
make it clear to him that although our worries had been unofficial in form they were very
real in substance.

106 Voir Canada, Chambre des Communes, Débats, 1956, volume VII, pp. 7157-7158.
See Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 1956, Volume VII, pp. 6919-6920.

197 Pour la déclaration d’Eden concernant la question de la force, se reporter aux Documents on
International Affairs, 1956, pp. 158-161.
For Eden’s statement on the question of force, see Documents on International Affairs, 1956, pp. 158-
161.
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2. Gamner had told me earlier today that although the atmosphere had, he felt, improved
somewhat, there had been no let-up in the “precautionary measures” and he did not expect
any. He said there were some who still needed convincing, and he (2 groups corrupt) was
important to leave no doubt as to our misgivings about the use of force.

3.1 passed on your informal suggestion for a continuing committee of the conference to
both Lord Home and Garner, and both were much interested. Lord Home intends to take it
up with Selwyn Lloyd. We discussed the suggestion briefly. The first reaction of both of
them was that the suggestion did not meet the requirements of international control, either
in terms of operations or of finance. I commented that it was probably not intended to
cover the technical aspects of control, but was a formula for providing continuing interna-
tional supervision, and had the advantage first that it did so without requiring the introduc-
tion into Egypt of any new foreign bodies; and secondly that it supplied an ingredient that
was missing in the present position, that is, international backing. I think it would be help-
ful to develop your ideas more fully for them, which I was unable to do. Lord Home again
mentioned he would welcome our suggestions.

4. 1 have the clear impression that they are doing everything they possibly can to work
for the success of the conference taking into account, as Lord Home said, the need for
respecting Egypt’s sovereignty and interests. However, Eden’s statement is regarded by
many here as having reduced his grounds for manoeuvre, as Rockwell observed to Mr.
Heeney in the conversation reported in Washington’s Tel 1466 Aug 9.1 Eden’s attack on
Nasser personally has not only made it more difficult for Egypt to attend the conference
but for the British to accept a solution that depends on Nasser.

S. Lord Home told me that the British do not intend to meet any of the suggestions put
forward by the Russians in their reply to the invitation, a reply he took as a prelude to
refusing to attend.

87. DEA/50372-40

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
10 Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET [Ottawa], August 27, 1956

THE SOVIET POSITION IN THE SUEZ CRISIS
The Soviet position in the Suez crisis, so far as it has been disclosed, is as follows:

(a) On August 9, the Soviet Government issued a formal statement in reply to the British
note of August 3. It supported Egypt’s right to nationalize the Canal; condemned military
preparations on the grounds that, since Nasser had guaranteed free navigation and prom-
ised compensation, these constituted unnecessary and unjust pressure which contributes to
tension; urged a peaceful settlement; and agreed to attend the London Conference,
although it stated that 22 additional countries should be invited, a date closer to the end of
August should be selected, and the location of the conference should be Cairo. The state-
ment also noted that questions concemning free navigation in waterways of international
interest should be discussed in the framework of the UN.

(b) At the London Conference on August 16, Shepilov repeated these and made a few
additional points. He recognized that the problem is acute and regretted the British refusal
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to accept the Soviet proposals. In view of the improper nature of the conference, Egypt
could not possibly attend and the conference should not attempt to achieve more than an
approach to the problem which would be acceptable to Egypt for succeeding negotiations.
Shepilov emphatically denied that the USSR has special interests in the Middle East.

(c) On August 17, Shepilov stated that Nasser had to be trusted. The Western proposal
for international control of the Canal was incompatible with Egyptian rights and the princi-
ples of the United Nations. The Soviet Government supported the Egyptian proposal of
August 12 for a new or supplementary convention on free navigation and called for a dis-
cussion of tariffs with Egypt.

2. The factors affecting the Soviet position are economic, strategic and political.

Economic

(i) Since the construction of the Canal, Russian use thereof steadily increased until 1914.
After the Revolution, the Soviet Government made relatively little use of the Canal. Since
1945, however, it has assumed a heightened importance for the USSR. The growth of the
economy of the Soviet Far East, and new-post-war commitments to China and Northern
Vietnam, and trade and shipping agreements with India and Burma have greatly increased
the west-cast flow of Soviet freight, especially of oil. To cope with the growing burden on
the Trans-Siberian Railway since 1950, the USSR has had to resort to a major programme
of electrification, dieselization, and expansion of the network of parallel track, and it has
been forced to aid the Chinese in building two new links through the Mongolian People’s
Republic and Sinkiang. Meanwhile, her merchant and high seas tanker fleets and her
Pacific port capacities have been expanded, and the volume of Soviet freight moving
through the Canal has risen considerably. The fact that her present plans envisage the fur-
ther long-term expansion of her fleets indicates that she does not expect to rely exclusively
on the new and improved overland routes. Although the total volume of Soviet freight
which moves through the Canal is still a small proportion of the world aggregate, this has a
very great, and will assume an even greater significance, for Soviet economic interests in
the Far East and South-East Asia. For example, in May 1956, out of a total of 1404 transits
by ships totalling 11.3 million tons, Soviet Bloc vessels accounted for somewhat less than
.3 million tons. In only one week (May 27-June 3, 1956), however, nine Soviet tankers
carrying 85,000 tons of petrol passed through the Canal en route East. Over twenty
Leningrad class tankers have been built in the USSR, apparently for this trade. It is
expected that these vessels will be capable of three round trips on the Black Sea/Far East
run. The increasing importance of petrol movements can be further seen from the figures
for the past four years. Shipments to the Soviet Far East have risen from 20,000 to 442,000
tons, to China from 15,000 to 50,000 tons, and the total, including shipments to Vietnam,
from 35,000 to 500,000 tons. Last year, 40,000 tons were delivered to China in Polish,
rather than Soviet bottoms.

(ii) Although a lesser amount of freight moves from the satellites through the Canal to
the under-developed areas of Asia, the number of vessels carrying this which are of Polish
registry is no longer negligible. Moreover, of the total Bloc trade with the Far East, about
1/10 moves through the Suez Canal. Thus not only the USSR, but the entire Communist
Bloc has every reason to seek for the Canal a régime which will ensure free navigation.

(iii) The Russians themselves have stated that since the opening of the Volga-Don Canal
in 1954 has connected the central European USSR with the Black Sea, the Suez Canal has
acquired increased significance for the Soviet economy.

(iv) The USSR must appreciate that Western use of the Canal will exceed Bloc use
thereof for many years to come. In view of the importance of oil sales to the Arab lands,
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she is in no position to encourage any restrictions on navigation so far as the West is
concerned.

Strategic

(i) For the foreseeable future, it is certain that the USSR wishes to prevent a major war
from arising out of the present issue.

(ii) It must be assumed that the USSR has concluded, if only from the experience of the
Second World War, when both defending and attacking powers were prepared to destroy
the Canal, that a convention is inadequate to keep it open in time of war.

(iii) The precise course of a major war cannot be foreseen by the Russians any more than
by the West. In a war of short duration, the Canal will probably have as little importance
for the Russians as for the West. In a prolonged war, it is possible that the Russians might
attach some importance to the Canal. The economic importance would arise out of the
factors considered above. In the event of a major war, Western planners have concluded
that the USSR would mount a campaign in the Middle East primarily to gain contro} of the
oil sources of the West. In view of the possible strategic importance of the Canal to the
USSR, it is doubted that the Russians would attempt to extend this campaign to accomplish
its destruction, unless this proved necessary, though they would undoubtedly wish to put
themselves in a position to prevent its full use by the West. The USSR must therefore
desire a régime which will facilitate her ends in war, either to destroy the Canal, or prevent
its use as events dictate.

Political

(i) One Soviet objective which has survived all the shifts in Russian tactics and propa-
ganda in the Middle East is the withdrawal of Western interests from the region. The pri-
mary Soviet political objective in this case is the abolition of British and French control
over the Canal. The USSR must also be at pains to ensure that American influence does
not fill the vacuum left by the withdrawal of the British and the French.

(ii) There would seem to be no other comparable waterways concerning which the Soviet
Union might expect to compromise her position by that which she adopts in the case of the
Suez Canal. The reference in the Soviet statement of August 9 to the Western lack of
concern about other canals and straits of international significance seems to be gratuitous
and ineffective sarcasm. The analogy with the régime of the Bosporus is not entirely accu-
rate, though it has been Soviet (and Russian) policy consistently to urge international con-
trol of the waterway. In this respect, the USSR has, then, to consider the regional and
world reaction to her position only with regard to this Canal.

(iii) As regards the Arabs, the Soviet Union stands to gain prestige by supporting Nasser
against the West in all respects, especially in view of her refusal, after apparently hinting
her readiness for nearly two years, to finance the Aswan High Dam.

(iv) The Soviet Government seems clearly satisfied with the results of its new policy vis-
a-vis the West, and undoubtedly does not wish to risk loss of the ground gained, in the past
three years.

(v) The USSR has thus far shown herself highly sensitive to world opinion and clearly
wishes to mobilize this as far as possible in favour of Egyptian and Soviet Bloc
requirements.

(vi) In 1954, a Soviet publication on the Suez Canal stated that the “fate of the Suez
Canal does not constitute a private question of the mutual relationships of England and
Egypt but is a complicated international problem. All states taking part in international
trade are interested in a correct and just solution of this problem.... The Suez Canal should
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serve the purposes of international navigation without the establishing of distinctions or
the granting of advantages to individual powers. No single state should try to obtain a
privileged position on the canal.” In urging a peaceful settlement, and by agreeing to attend
the London Conference, the USSR has implied that there is room for negotiation and has
set an example for Nasser. The Soviet agreement to come to London, and the Soviet call
for a wider conference, is a specific recognition of international interest in this issue.

(vii) The USSR has thus far said little about submission of this issue to the United
Nations, and, in view of the composition of the Security Council, may well wish to settle
this outside of that body.

Conclusion

(a) The nationalization of the Canal would contribute to a primary Soviet political pur-
pose in the Middle East, the withdrawal of French and British control. It also gratifies Arab
as well as merely Egyptian sensibilities. The USSR has therefore supported this from the
outset and will probably continue to do so. Her first objective at the London Conference
has been and will be to secure world recognition and support for this fait accompli.

(b) The Soviet Government has thus far evaded the issue of the nationalization of the
foreign assets of the Canal Company. Its statement of August 9 was confined to assets on
the territory of the nation concerned, and its reference to the resolution of the General
Assembly of December 1952, which urged nations to refrain from the infringement of
other nations’ rights may have been intended as a caution to Egypt in this respect. The
recent Soviet drive in the under-developed countries has exported Russian capital for the
first time since 1917. It may be that Moscow will not now be so quick to oppose negotia-
tion on this aspect of nationalization.

(c) The USSR has thus far carefully avoided any precise commitment on the control of
the Canal, and it should be easy for her to delay any clear pronouncement until positions of
the Western Powers and of Egypt have been further clarified. She is unlikely to press for an
early solution, since Egypt can presumably enjoy the revenues in the meantime.

(d) It would seem highly unlikely that the USSR will willingly entrust the present and
future economic and strategic interests of the Communist Bloc in the Canal solely to the
Egyptian Government. There is no reason to assume a high degree of mutual confidence
between the USSR and Egypt at the present time, and presumably the Russians consider it
possible that there might be a shift in Egypt back to a less anti-Western government. In
view of the crucial importance of the Canal to the West, the Russians probably do not think
it possible in the near future to secure control for the Bloc behind a facade of Egyptian
ownership. It would appear that the only solution for the control of the Canal to which the
USSR can lend its support, which would guarantee the interests of the Bloc, which might
be made to appear to satisfy the Arabs, and which would not alienate the West, would be
some form of international control of an Egyptian owned waterway.

(e) Thus far, the Soviet Government has called for a convention, rather than a controlling
authority. She has hinted at the need for a specific agreement on the maintenance of free
navigation in time of war, and has suggested that co-operative measures to this end should
be discussed with Egypt.

(f) While the nature of the Soviet solution cannot be foreseen in detail, it can be expected
that the USSR will probably seek:

(i) to secure formal recognition of Egyptian ownership;
(ii) to assign the revenues to Egypt;
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(iii) to minimize the compensation of the present owners by calling for graduated pay-
ments at very low interest rates;

(iv) to secure an international agreement on control;

(v) to secure as large as possible a representation for the Bloc in the conclusion of this
agreement;

(vi) a settlement outside of the United Nations under present circumstances; this could
easily change if negotiations break down and the British and French seem tempted to
use force.

(g) In these negotiations, it may be useful to:

(1) remind the USSR that she has contributed to this situation by her equivocal policies
towards Egypt in the last twelve months;

(ii) point out that her plea for the presence of those states which are successors to the
Hapsburg Empire implies recognition of continuity in law and therefore has implica-
tions for the full compensation of the present owners of the Canal;

(iii) her economic and strategic interests behove her to co-operate with the international
community in securing a just and stable solution, not only for the control of the Canal,
but also for the just disposition of its assets.

(h) Finally, it should be pointed out that by inviting the USSR to participate in the Con-
ference, the Western powers have done precisely what Mr. Dulles told Mr. Pearson last
spring they could not contemplate — formal recognition of Soviet interest in the Middle
East.!% The Russians are, of course, in the Middle East to stay, but their right to a voice in
Middle East affairs will have to be recognized from now on if the Russians are given any
share in the international control of the Canal. I think it only fair to recall that we have
been recommending since early this year that a frank and equitable Four-Power approach
to the problems of the Middle East provided the only hope for a peaceful settlement. We
must now accept consultation with the Russians after irreparable damage to the Western
cause has been done, and in circumstances which can only turn to the disadvantage of the
West, and to profit of the Soviet Bloc.

J. LIEGER)

1% Voir/See Document 38.
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88. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET (Ottawa], August 29, 1956

Present:
The Minister of National Revenue and Acting Prime Minister (Dr. McCann), in the Chair,
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson)
The Minister of Justice and Acting Minister of Finance (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General
and Acting Minister of National Defence (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Northemn Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

SUEZ CANAL DISPUTE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE AUG. 7)

1. The Secretary of State for External Affairs said there was not much information that
could be added to what had already appeared in the press on the Suez Canal situation. The
United States and the United Kingdom were anxious that Canada announce its support for
the plan recently approved by a large majority of the London conference and now about to
be conveyed to the Premier of Egypt. He had discussed the matter with the Prime Minister
who felt this should be done, as the plan appeared to provide a satisfactory basis for a
solution to the problem.

On the whole, the situation had eased a good deal and he doubted if really serious
trouble would occur. The British and the French were retreating from their original atti-
tudes and so was Nasser. It was conceivable that the London conference committee of five,
headed by the Prime Minister of Australia, might be able to negotiate a settlement with the
Egyptians, although Nasser would not likely accept the plan the committee would present.
One danger at the moment lay in the fact that the technicians might leave their jobs on the
canal, with the consequence that it would cease to operate efficiently. The Egyptians cer-
tainly could not run it without these highly qualified personnel. Another worrisome feature
was public opinion in Egypt. Already a Canadian newspaper correspondent and some
diplomats had been asked to leave the country for reasons which were none too clear.

2. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the Suez
Canal dispute and agreed that an announcement be made that Canada supported the plan of
the majority of the London conference on this subject as a satisfactory basis for a solution
to the problem.!%

19 Voir/See James Eayrs, The Commonwealth and Suez: A Documentary Survey, p. 121.
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89. DEA/50372-40

Le haut commissaire en Inde
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 503 New Delhi, September 1, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat NATO Delegation Paris; London; Paris; Permis; Washington (Information).

SUEZ

Dutt, the Foreign Secretary, asked me to call on him this afternoon September 1. He
said Mr. Nehru had asked him to see me about two items which had appeared in the papers
here this morning. One item stated that French troops had been landed from a ship at
Cyprus and from aircraft and that further landings of French troops from ships would take
place soon. The other item stated that the North Atlantic Council would discuss Suez on
Wednesday September 5 and that the British Foreign Secretary would be present. Mr.
Nehru wondered whether there was any connection between these two developments and
whether I had any news of the North Atlantic Council meeting which I could pass on to
him.

2. Dutt said that he assumed that since the Suez Canal was outside the area defined in
Article 6 of the North Atlantic Treaty the discussions in the North Atlantic Council would
take place under Article 4 and he referred to what he called the “classic exposition” which
you had given in relation to Goa of the nature of consultation under Article 4. He however
drew attention to the fact that Article 6 included islands north of the Tropic of Cancer.

3. I said that because of my absence from the office until this week I was out of touch
with developments and had not seen all the recent incoming tels. I was fairly certain how-
ever that we had not received any tel about the meeting of the North Atlantic Council next
Wednesday. I too assumed that the discussions in the North Atlantic Council would take
place under Atticle 4.

4. After Dutt had delivered this enquiry from Mr. Nehru, I encouraged him to talk about
the Suez question. He said the Indian Government was certain from the info at its disposal
that if there were an armed conflict between Great Britain and France and Egypt such a
conflict could not be localized. He drew attention to the Soviet Foreign Minister’s ominous
reference to “volunteers” and said we had had experience of volunteers in Spain. I added
“and in North Korea”. Dutt said that the Indian Government believed that a resort to force
by Great Britain and France would not protect the oil interests which were so important to
them. The “fanatical Arabs” in such countries as Syria and the Lebanon would blow up
pipelines. He emphasized that the Arab world was united with even Iraq supporting Egypt
on this issue.

3. He considered that it was unfortunate that publicity was being given to further move-
ments of armed forces by Great Britain and France just before the important negotiations
were about to begin between the Menzies Mission and the Egyptian Government.

6. In his opinion the important thing was to give time for negotiation and reflection.
There had been no interference so far with the traffic through the Canal. Why therefore
were the British and the French giving so great an impression of urgency? Cne possible
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explanation of why the UK was in such a hurry was that it was afraid that if negotiations
dragged on for 6 months and there were still no solution of the difficulties, public opinion
in Great Britain would have become more accustomed to the Egyptian action and less
willing to support drastic measures.

7. 1 said I understood that India had been able to exercise a moderating influence in
Cairo. Dutt said that the Indian task in Cairo had been most difficult. He added that he was
sure that you understood that there was nothing in the stories that India had been backing
Nasser’s intransigence.

8. This crisis over Suez was for India an entirely different sort of matter from previous
crises such as that over Korea. In the Korean crisis India was concerned because of the
danger of war spreading. In Suez India has also a very direct and compelling interest
because the success of the second five-year plan would be gravely endangered if there
were interference with traffic to India through the Canal. The London Conference was in
his opinion “the most important international conference” which India had attended.

9. Reverting to the necessity for patience in negotiations with Egypt he said that no
country could be expected to accept without negotiation a proposal agreed to by a confer-
ence at which it was not represented. India on the other hand realized that other countries
could not be expected to rely merely on Nasser’s promises.

10. I hope you can let me have for transmission to Mr. Nehru some indication of the line
which Canada will take at the North Atlantic Council Meeting on September 5.

11. Could you also let me know whether in your opinion Article 6 of the North Atlantic
Treaty would cover an attack on Cyprus or on British or French vessels or aircraft in the
Mediterranean considering that the whole Mediterranean is north of the Tropic of Cancer.

(E.] REID

90. DEA/50372-40

Le haut commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1200 London, September 3, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat Paris; Washington (Information).

SUEZ

Following for Prime Minister from Pearson''® (copy to USSEA): When we reached the
subject of the Suez at our talks this morning at the Foreign Office, Selwyn Lloyd said he
would like to discuss this matter with me alone, and the official therefore withdrew. I think
he felt that he would like to have a very personal and very frank conversation.

110 Pearson se trouvait en Europe ol il officiait comme président du Comité de I'OTAN chargé de trouver
de nouveaux moyens pour renforcer la solidarité au sein de I’ Alliance. Voir chapitre 3, 3¢ partie.

Pearson was in Europe in connection with his duties as Chairman of the NATO committee charged with
finding new ways to strengthen Alliance solidarity. See Chapter 3, Part 3.
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2. He did not attempt to disguise his worries over the present situation and I doubt
whether anything I said decreased those worries. At the same time, he was satisfied that the
course the UK had been following was the right one and he seemed somewhat perplexed
and disappointed that certain of the moves that they had made in following this course had
been misinterpreted and aroused anxieties in the minds of their friends, which he did not
think were warranted. He was thinking particularly about the charge of “sabre rattling” and
the suggestion that the British and the French were willing and prepared to use force. He
said that they had tried to make it clear from the very beginning that they did not even
contemplate force except as a last resort, and that on the contrary they were most anxious
to bring about a negotiated solution. He emphasized that the military moves that they had
made were purely preparatory and precautionary and that if they had been played up and
misconstrued by the press that was not their fault. He also felt that public opinion in this
country was pretty firm behind the Government, at which I said that I did not get that
impression from reading seven Sunday newspapers yesterday.

(a) Perhaps the key to the Foreign Secretary’s thinking on this aspect of the question, as
well as to UK tactics, was Lloyd’s remark, “The chances may be ten to one against us
using military force against Egypt on this issue, but if Nasser only felt that the chances
were ten to one that we would, he would be more reasonable and a settlement could be
reached.”

(b) I pointed out the obvious weakness of this kind of reasoning based on the efficacy of
bluff, and the danger of tactics designed to put it into effect. Lloyd realized this but
asserted that Nasser must be made to give way by some form of pressure, economic or
political.

3. Lloyd was satisfied with, indeed he was pleased about the results of the London Con-
ference and particularly gratified by the solidarity displayed by the 18, which was even
greater than the public accounts would indicate. He also was encouraged by reports which
he felt were entirely reliable that Arab leaders, no matter what they might say in public,
were just about as worried over Nasser’s rash moves as the British were and just about as
anxious that he should not be allowed to get away with them. Lloyd said they felt in
London as strongly as ever that Nasser’s efforts to establish control of the Suez Canal must
be defeated, and they were resolved to do everything possible to bring this about. I asked
him how we thought it could be done if Nasser refused to accept the 18 report, or indeed, if
he merely ignored it, would not time seem to be working in his favour? Lloyd agreed that
Nasser might create great difficulties merely by doing nothing. If he refused to accept the
London proposals Lloyd’s own view, and he told me this in the greatest possible confi-
dence, was that they should take the matter immediately to the Security Council. Even if
the Russians vetoed a British-American-French Resolution there it would get a majority
vote and would establish a firm UN basis for any further action. Lloyd felt that any such
further action would probably have to take the form of economic pressure unless there was
direct interference with British shipping or British nationals by the Egyptians, or unless the
operation of the Canal broke down completely, in which case other methods of more direct
intervention might have to be attempted.

4. Lloyd was worried about the breakdown of the operation of the Canal consequent
upon the resignation of pilots, something which he felt could not be postponed much
longer. He said that this contingency was equally worrying to India and other Asian coun-
tries for whom the operation of the Canal was so important.

3. I told Lloyd that I thought the reference of the matter to the Security Council by the
UK would be favourably received in Canada where we were particularly preoccupied with
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two aspects of the question: (1) that the UK and the others might act without reference to
the procedures of the UN; and (2) that the British and French might not be able to carry the
Americans along in any course which they proposed. Lloyd did not seem particularly wor-
ried about this latter possibility and felt that Dulles and the administration were just as
determined as the British to prevent Nasser exercising sole control over the Canal. Lloyd
also wondered whether, if things dragged on, Israel might not take advantage of the situa-
tion by some aggressive move against Egypt. He seemed to think that this might help the
UK out of some of her more immediate difficulties, but agreed with me when I said that
the long range results and, indeed, even the shorter range results of such action would be
deplorable and dangerous. Such action by Israel would certainly consolidate Arab opinion
behind Egypt, and even Arab leaders who might now be worrying about Nasser’s moves
would have to rally behind him.

6. Lloyd was very critical of the part played by Krishna Menon at the recent conference
where he had ended by “making a fool of himself”. He apparently left London very resent-
ful, a feeling which is based, according to Lloyd, largely on the consciousness of the bad
part he had played. He had succeeded in identifying the Indian position with that of Russia,
which was not Indian policy. If he had been clever, said Lloyd, he would have waited for
the Russians to declare themselves and then offered compromise proposals somewhere
between the Russian and the British-American-French position. India then would have
been able to maintain her position in the middle out of which Shepilov had been able to
manoeuvre her by Krishna Menon’s inept tactics.

7. They expected here that the Menzies’ Committee would have completed its talks with
the Egyptians in a day or two and that they might then be confronted with a situation which
would require important decisions.

8. The impression I got from my talk with Lloyd, not only on the Suez matter but on the
circumstances surrounding the meeting of the NATO Council on Wednesday, is that the
UK Government are not being very skilful in their management of these international
problems, even when the policies they may be pursuing are the right ones. Lloyd, for
instance, seemed quite surprised when I told him that the manner and place of the
announcement that the NATO Council would discuss the Suez question, made from
London rather than from NATO in Paris was the wrong way to proceed and that it was
bound to create unfavourable impressions in certain quarters. He said that it was purely
accidental that it came from London because he had been discussing the possibility of the
Council putting the subject on the agenda with Ismay that day and, therefore, the decision
was given out here rather than by NATO in Paris. He had no intention of giving any
impression that the UK were summoning the Council.

9. The same lack of skill seemed to have been shown in the way the earlier British troop
movements to the Middle East and the recent despatch of French troops to Cyprus were
explained or, rather, were not explained to public opinion. There seems to be a lack of
imagination and skill on the part of those who are concerned here with the public relations
aspect of UK policy moves. The results are often perplexing for the friends of the UK and
indicate, it seems to me, a lack of direction and no sureness of touch. There was another
example of this in our talks this morning when we got on the subject of NATO Defence
Policy.!" As you know in June the British were very excited over the necessity for an
immediate reassessment which would rationalize certain changes which they thought were
required in regard to their NATO defence contributions. Lloyd seemed unworried about

I Voir/See Document 550.
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this matter during our talk today and was calm about the probability that there would be no
real decisions or even any serious discussion of the problem by NATO until the December
meeting.

10. T hope I am not being unfair to people here or unduly pessimistic when I say that my
impression is that events in the international field are pulling the British Government with
them rather than being influenced and directed by that Government. Ends.

91. DEA/50372-40

La délégation auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1425 Paris, September 5, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington; London; Paris (Information).

NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL MEETING, SEP 5/56

I made the following statement on the Suez situation at the meeting this afternoon. In
accordance with the arrangement reached at the end of the meeting it should be treated as
strictly confidential and I am saying nothing about it to the press here, not even that I took
part in the discussion. It may, however, be of some importance as a statement of Canadian
policy to the Council and therefore I am sending it in full, apart from the introductory
observations which dealt with the propriety and value of political consultation of this kind;
in receiving a report from the Chairman and other participants in the London Conference
on a matter of such importance to all members of NATO. I expressed gratification that the
accident of my presence in Paris on other business enabled me to be present at the meeting
and to take part in the discussion. Statement begins:

While Canada did not come within the criteria, the very reasonable ones, laid down as a
basis for an invitation to the London Conference — and we had no complaint on that score
— we were very conscious of the importance of the problem created by the sudden and
arbitrary seizure by Egypt of the control of a waterway which was under an international
régime, and we were aware that though geographically remote from the Suez we could not
escape the consequences of the failure to find a satisfactory solution for that problem
through those peaceful means to which we were pledged as signatories both of the UN
charter and the NATO pact.

Certainly we don’t underestimate the seriousness of this problem — especially for
countries like France and the UK for whom it is, in fact, of vital importance.

Though we have heard a lot and will hear more about the issue in terms of nationalism,
colonialism, imperialism, etc., the problem is the concrete one of ensuring the efficient,
impartial and non-political operation of the Canal in the interests of all those who use it —
especially of those for whom it serves a vital economic and transportation purpose.

Because this is our understanding of the problem the Canadian Government welcomed
proposals of (group corrupt) Governments and have already stated publicly our support for

them.
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We also welcomed Colonel Nasser’s decision to talk with the five-member committee
representing the 18, from five continents of the world, even though we had and have no
optimistic illusions about the certainty of success of these talks. The fact that this group of
five is trying to find out merely whether Egypt will negotiate a convention on the basis of
the 18-Government proposal is sufficient denial of the suggestion that the Egyptian Gov-
emnment is being confronted with anything in the nature of an ultimatum.

We feel that the 18-Power proposal is reasonable and satisfactory as a basis of negotia-
tion. It respects the sovereignty, interests, and even the susceptibilities of Egypt. It pro-
vides adequately for safeguarding and preserving the international character and use of the
Canal through cooperative international arrangements to be appropriately associated with
the UN.

We appreciate the view of the users of the Canal that the efficient and non-political
operation which is essential can, in present circumstances, be assured only through agreed
international arrangements which would minimize the possibility of interference — politi-
cal or economic — and prevent its exploitation by any single state — including the state
through whose territory the Canal runs.

We understand and appreciate the desire of Egypt to safeguard its sovereignty and its
national interests and dignity. We do not think that the proposal of the eighteen powers
infringes on either.

If the present negotiations in Cairo fail or, more likely, if they are inconclusive and
Egypt merely takes note of the proposals without doing anything about them, we inevitably
ask ourselves, what then? It is a worrying question.

We must, I think, rule out force. I say that not without qualification because otherwise
we would not be spending between 40 percent and 50 percent of our budgets on defence.
But we must rule out force except as a last resort and use it only in accordance with the
principles we have accepted in the NATO Pact and the UN Charter.

If the negotiations in Cairo fail, what political action can be taken? Where should it be
taken? at the UN? — And how? I feel myself that a majority opinion at the Security Coun-
cil — even if it is vetoed there — as it would be — might be an important and valuable
support for subsequent negotiations or action.

Another question: what, if any, form of economic action is possible or is contemplated,
which might bring pressure on Egypt for the conclusion of a satisfactory arrangement, and
which would not do more injury to those imposing the sanctions than to those against
whom they are imposed?

In this connection I have listened with great interest to Mr. Spaak’s views that we
should refuse to accept the Egyptian action as a fait accompli. This involves, I suppose, the
application of the doctrine of non-recognition with which we have had some experience in
recent years in other contexts; non-recognition and non-payment of dues.

Finally, there is the question, the dangerous implications of which Mr. Pineau has
emphasized — what happens if the operation of the Canal breaks down before a settlement
is reached; or if non-Egyptian personnel are interfered with in their desire to leave their
duties at the Canal?

I can ask these questions but I can’t answer them. I am, however, glad to know that
those Governments who are most concerned with this matter are seeking the answers with
a sense of responsibility — national and international.

I can only add in conclusion that my own Government will support them in their politi-
cal and diplomatic endeavours designed to bring about an international solution which will
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recognize the vital importance of this waterway to them and, indeed, to all States. State-
ment ends.

L.B. PEARSON

92. DEA/50372-40

La délégation aupres du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1443 Paris, September 7, 1956

SECRET
Reference: New Delhi Tel 503 Sep 1.

SUEZ

It would, I think, be desirable, if you have not already done so, to send Escott Reid info
regarding the Wednesday meeting of the NATO Council, which should reassure the Indi-
ans. There was no effort to rally the Council behind any recent British or French moves
and, indeed, Selwyn Lloyd specifically disclaimed any such purpose. The Indians have, of
course, no reason to complain that the Chairman of the London Conference, representing a
NATO country, should report to the Council on a matter of such great importance to all
NATO members.

2. I hope that the Indian Government will also realize that whatever influence we have
been exerting is on the side of moderation, negotiation, and no use of force which could
not be justified under the UN Charter. In this connection it might be desirable to send Reid
a copy of my remarks at the Council meeting. It would, however, be wrong to give the
impression to the Indians that we are not whole-heartedly supporting the international solu-
tion embodied in the proposal of the 18 members of the London Conference for the reasons
which we have already indicated.

L.B. PEARSON

93. L.B.P./Vol. 37

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1654 Washington, September 12, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London; Paris; Nato Paris; Permis New York (Information. Immediate).

By bag Canberra; Wellington; Moscow; Karachi; Athens; Cairo; Pretoria; Colombo;
Ankara; Tel Aviv; Beirut.
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SUEZ CANAL

I saw Mr. Dulles this morning, September 12, and asked for his personal appreciation
of developments with respect to the Suez Canal, for transmission to the Prime Minister and
Mr. Pearson. Dulles quickly accepted the opportunity and spoke almost without interrup-
tion at some length giving every evidence of having this problem uppermost in his mind.

2. Mr. Dulles said that with the failure of the Menzies’ mission to secure Egyptian coop-
eration, the UK and France had seen no alternatives but resort to force on the one hand, or
complete capitulation to Nasser on the other. Dulles added parenthetically that he didn’t
think that his colleagues had tried very hard to find another course of action. In these
circumstances, Dulles said he devoted all his personal attention to developing a “makeshift
arrangement” which would provide an intermediary route between the alternatives of force
and capitulation. He said, with an obvious degree of pride of authorship, that he had
devised the scheme of a “users’ association”. It would ideally be a group comparable in
membership to the 18 Nation Conference. Dulles said he developed the idea with the hope
that the association would provide a way of obtaining Egyptian cooperation on a de facto
basis when it seemed that no scheme could produce Egyptian cooperation on a de jure
basis.

3. It was his idea that the users’ association would serve to keep the London Conference
group together as a cohesive body to deal with practical matters and even some political
matters. Nasser might find it possible to cooperate with the users’ association at the work-
ing level without being forced to agree formally to the bonafides of the body. Dulles
believed that the association could take over as the employer of the pilots; it could be the
authority setting the traffic pattern through the Canal; and it would be the “collecting
agent” for tolls. It would use the money coming into its hands to pay the pilots and other
expenses and to recompense Egypt for expenses which it might incur in the operation of
the Canal. The continued employment of the pilots was a worrying problem. The USA
would not let its boats go through the Canal “if the Egyptians attempted to put Soviet
pilots, for example, on our boats”. It was to be hoped that Nasser could agree on a de facto
basis to the association’s control of pilots. As far as the USA was concerned, USA ships
would be required under a Treasury regulation to pay tolls to the new association and to
cease payment of tolls to the Egyptian authorities (which we understand is now being done
under protest).

4. Dulles said that the UK and France had accepted his scheme reluctantly. (In a conver-
sation which I had this morning with Makins, the UK Ambassador emphasized the UK
conception of this proposal as a “completely Dulles” scheme). Dulles went on to say that
the scheme “did not abound in intrinsic merit” but it could, in his estimation, provide some
middle ground for a provisional solution. He said he had been assured that the UK and
France were “prepared to act” on September 15. His scheme had had enough merit to
induce the UK and France at least to delay in the taking of military measures.

5. At the same time as the users’ association scheme was being developed, the USA was
considering with the UK and France what to do if the device failed. The UK and France
had intended to bring the subject to the UN, in a procedure which he, Dulles, described as
“cockeyed”. He had no objection to going to the UN with a good case and in the right way.
The UK and France had, however, put forth “the novel idea to me” that through the Secur-
ity Council they could force Egypt to make a new treaty; and if Egypt refused, could hold
that refusal as an act of aggression within the terms of the Charter. Their idea, according to
Dulles, was to require Egypt to accept the 18 nations’ proposal and to treat the expected
Egyptian refusal as a threat to the peace. When the French Ambassador had contended that
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France would thereby obtain “liberty of action” Dulles had reminded him that France’s
liberty of action was already circumscribed by the Charter of the UN; the Security Council
could not, under any circumstances free France of its obligations thereunder. Dulles had
said that he could not commit the USA to oppose an amendment ruling out the use of force
(which could be expected) to any such approach to the Security Council. As a result, only
yesterday, the UK and France had decided not to go to the Security Council. Dulles said
that the UK and France had, within the last hour, submitted a note to the Secretary General
of the UN drawing attention to the unlawful seizure of the Canal by Egypt, reporting the
failure of the London Conference, and stating that the present situation was considered to
be a danger to peace and security. The note, as you will have seen, did not request a meet-
ing of the Security Council.

6. Dulles said he was not sure how the users’ association scheme would be portrayed by
Eden in his presentation to Parliament. If it was interpreted as a punitive action against
Egypt, the scheme would in all likelihood fail. If it was presented as another step to attempt
to bring about the practical operation of the Canal, leaving the door open for broader nego-
tiation, it might work.

7. In response to my question, Dulles said that the UK might station one or two naval
vessels at each end of the Canal to serve as a central point for handling traffic and pilots if
the Egyptians refused to allow the pilots to operate from Egyptian soil. The UK was enti-
tled by treaty to station ships at Port Said and Aden.

8. Dulles believed that if his scheme was unsuccessful, the breakdown was likely to come
as a result of physical obstruction by Egypt of the passage of ships through the Canal. Then
there might be a case to be taken to the Security Council, on the grounds that the 1888
Treaty had been contravened. This would be quite a different state of affairs than would
have applied if the UK and France had gone to the Security Council as they had intended.
If such a breakdown did occur, Dulles said “We won’t fight our way through the Canal”.
He said the USA would re-route its tankers around the Cape.

9. Dulles said a plan was in existence to increase oil production in this hemisphere. It
was possible in the short run to provide the volume of oil needed to replace that lost if the
Canal were closed, and to provide transportation for it as well. There had been “very pre-
liminary discussions” with the British and the French as to the strain which such a plan
would put on their dollar reserves. It might be possible to provide export-import bank loans
to tide over the immediate situation. In the long run Dulles believed there was bound to be
a serious exploration of alternatives to the use of the Canal. Large tankers were already
being built which would make the Cape route economic. Nasser’s action would certainly
cause second thoughts about pouring more money into the development of the Suez.

10. Dulles ended our interview (his guest list was full) with brief references, at my
request, to the attitude of other Arab countries, and Israel. He said it was possible to detect
on the part of Iraq and Saudi Arabia “great concern” at Nasser’s activities. On the other
hand leaders in these two countries were unwilling to split publicly with Nasser for in such
a circumstance they believed “they and not Nasser would lose”. Syria was “in the Egyptian
pocket”. Dulles believed that Syria would cut off its oil output if force were used to bring
Nasser to terms, but might be prepared to maintain the supply of oil even if tankers were
diverted around the Cape. The Israelis were “getting tougher” and there was some sign that
they would atternpt to exploit the present situation for their own end. He said that Secretary
General Hammarskjold was very angry with the Israelis for their failure to cooperate with
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his mission and was thinking of filing a tough report against them. Dulles’ brief mention of
our F86 problem will be dealt with in a separate message.!!?

11. As I was leaving his office, I suggested that the Soviet Union were probably
delighted at the embarrassment which had been caused to Western countries in the Middle
East. Dulles agreed that this indeed must be the case. I regret that it was not possible to
explore this matter further for I have the impression that in much that is being thought of
and done in Washington, officials are looking over Nasser’s shoulder at the Russians and
in whatever manner they can are tailoring their suggestions to the end of delimiting as
much as possible the obvious Soviet gains in the area.

12. Dulles is to have a press conference tomorrow when the Suez may be expected as the
principal subject to be raised.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

94, PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], September 13, 1956

Present:
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production
and Acting Prime Minister (Mr. Howe) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Health and Welfare
and Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance and Acting Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

SUEZ CANAL DISPUTE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE AUG. 29)

6. The Acting Prime Minister reported that the United Kingdom had expressed the hope
that Canada would give public support to the plan, announced in the British House of
Commons by Sir Anthony Eden yesterday, for the establishment of an international associ-
ation to protect the rights of the users of the Suez Canal. The matter had been discussed by
telephone with the Prime Minister who felt it would be desirable to say that the Canadian
government was not in a position to comment at the moment but that the question was
being studied carefully.

7. Mr. Martin, as Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, said that, after the Men-
zies mission to Cairo had failed, the U.K. and France were reconciled to having the dispute
referred to the Security Council. However, the United States was opposed to this course
because it would not support — and the President had thus stated — any effort of the U.K.

12 Voir/See Document 67.
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and France to persuade the Security Council to sanction the use of force. By referring this
matter to the council at this stage the U.K. and France hoped to avoid a discussion in the
General Assembly later when there was bound to be a wide measure of support for Egypt.
This appeared to be unrealistic as the problem would likely be raised by Egypt or some
other country.

In the circumstances, the U.S. Secretary of State had proposed the users association as
an interim arrangement. The founder members would include the U.K., France, and the
U.S., with other user countries invited to join. The association would co-ordinate traffic,
provide pilots, collect dues and pay Egypt an appropriate amount for the facilities she pro-
vided. Sir Anthony had adopted this plan and announced it in a provocative speech in
Parliament. Beyond what was already public, and some information which the Canadian
Ambassador in Washington had been able to gather from an interview with Mr. Dulles,
was about all that was known of the arrangements. Furthermore, there was no indication of
the views of other principal users such as Sweden, who had supported the majority plan
presented to Nasser by the Committee of Five.

Officials in External Affairs suggested that, if asked to comment, and they were being
asked, a statement might be issued indicating that the plan was being studied, that further
information about it and the views of the principal users were being sought and that, in the
circumstances, it would be premature to comment.

8. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The form of announcement suggested would only lead to undesirable speculation as
to what Canada’s attitude might ultimately be. Obviously the user plan would result in
serious division in the western world and, in the circumstances, it would be desirable at
this time to say no more than that the matter was being carefully considered.

(b) United States policy was most unfortunate. In effect, the Americans insisted that the
UK. and France agree to a U.S. proposal which, in the end, the U.S. would not help
enforce. Mr. Dulles had tried to justify his plan by saying that if it were resisted the British
and French would be in a much better position than they would otherwise be to argue their
case in the Security Council.

9. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Acting Prime Minister and the Acting Secretary
of State for External Affairs on the plan announced by the U.K. Prime Minister for the
creation of an association to protect and implement the rights of the users of the Suez
Canal, and agreed that it should only be said that the Canadian government was studying
the situation closely.

9s. L.B.P./Vol. 37

L'ambassade en France
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Embassy in France
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 650 Paris, September 14, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Washington Tel 1654 September 12.
Repeat London; Washington; Nato Paris; Permis New York.



162 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

SUEZ CANAL

I have read with much interest and some surprise tel 1654 from Washington. Lange, the
Norwegian Foreign Minister, had lunch with Guy Mollet yesterday, who confirmed the
info in the above tel that the proposal put forward on Wednesday by Eden in London was
indeed Mr. Dulles’s “brain child”, and that this was one of the reasons why even the
French and the British were still uncertain about many of its details. The French Govern-
ment, however, seems as resolved as the British to see the matter through, even if as a last
resort, force has to be used. In fact, Lange got the impression from Mollet that a main
reason for French firmness in this matter was not only the necessity of international control
of the Suez, though that was of great importance, but also — or even more — the desira-
bility of inflicting a defeat on Nasser which would result in his disappearance and give
other Arab states a chance, which their rulers would like to take, of withdrawing from the
wrong kind of Egyptian leadership. Mollet also indicated to Lange that the French would
not flinch from sending a warship through the Canal with a French merchant vessel if the
Egyptians obstructed passage.

2. There was an informal meeting today of Lange, Martino, Beyen, Birgi, Secretary-
General of the Turkish Foreign Office and myself when we exchanged views on the new
Suez proposal, which had taken everybody completely by surprise. While the four of them
were upset by the suddenness of the move and the lack of consultation, especially the
Italian and Norwegian Foreign Ministers, who were distinctly irritated, reactions on the
merits of the proposal varied. The Turk, while anxious about the effect of this latest move
on opinion in Asian countries and about the increased difficulty of keeping Iran and Paki-
stan in the 18, felt that the paramount consideration was common action in that group
which should stand and work together. I got from him the impression that Turkey would go
along with the London proposal and do her best to persuade Pakistan and Iran to do like-
wise. Beyen also, though having doubts about the practicability of the new scheme or its
operation without the use of force and a head-on collision with Egypt, did not seem as
worried by that prospect as Martino and Lange were. Martino said that his Government
was most alarmed about developments. He himself could not find any legal or sound polit-
ical basis for the Anglo-French-American proposal. He was sure that the Italian Govern-
ment would not join the users’ association, or even announce its support for it without very
careful consideration indeed. Lange took the same view and has been instructed by his
Prime Minister to return to Norway over the weekend where the matter is to be discussed
by the Cabinet. He told me that the Danes and Swedes were equally perturbed.

3. All agreed, and I share their agreement, that in default of the unlikely submission of
Nasser, the new arrangements can hardly be put into operation without some kind of clash
occurring. As Beyen put it: “They won’t work, but they probably aren’t meant to work.”

4. 1 do not myself get too much comfort out of Wednesday’s developments in London
and I would be glad to get your opinion of them. I am surprised at Dulles’s rather optimis-
tic conclusion that the new proposal is a satisfactory make-shift until something better can
be worked out and that Nasser may be persuaded to cooperate, at least in a form which
would keep the traffic going. Nor do I share his view that a submission to the Security
Council at this time would have been “cockeyed”, and I am not impressed by the argument
that any resolution proposed would be amended to exclude the use of force in a way which
would necessarily be embarrassing. As a matter of fact, any such resolution on our side
from the beginning should include a provision against the use of force except in conform-
ity with the principles of the UN Charter. There is, I think, a real danger of a split develop-
ing between the USA and the British and French on the presentation and the application of
the new proposal. Mr. Dulles, for instance, may think that Eden has put it forward in too
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forceful a way in London. The USA Government may be able to divert American shipping
around the Cape if there is trouble — as Dulles proposes — but that may well be inter-
preted over here as a weakening of a scheme of which he was the main author, with the
British and French left to deal with Egyptian obstruction by other and more positive
means. If these means require force then most of the 18, even if they have remained
together up to that point, will I suppose follow Dulles and the front will collapse.

5. These are some random thoughts put down without much time for consideration. I
thought I had better send them along at once.

L B. PEARSON

96. L.B.P./Vol. 37

La délégation auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1520 Paris, September 17, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London; Washington; Paris.

SUEZ

You will be receiving a separate reportt on the Suez discussions at Saturday afternoon’s
WEU meeting. I had thought of attending myself as the Canadian observer when I learnt
that the European ministers would be raising the matter with Lloyd. But I decided against
it as I didn’t think that we should appear to be politically associated in any way with these
new Suez developments until either we have been formally invited to attend a conference
on the subject and have accepted, or until we know more about the latest users’ proposal
than we do now and, on the basis of that knowledge, feel we should officially consult with
the British and others regarding it.

2. I do not think that we can dismiss the possibility of Canada later being asked to join
the users’ association and, of course, it is hoped both in London and Paris that we will
publicly support it in any event.

3. I think, however, we should be very careful in this interim period in saying or doing
anything which would give the impression that Canadian association or support is some-
thing that can be taken for granted.

4. Selwyn Lloyd casually mentioned to Wilgress on Saturday afternoon after the meeting
that he assumed that I would be in London next Wednesday and Thursday when the latest
Suez Conference is being held. I have, however, no intention of leaving Paris for any such
ambiguous purpose, as Robertson can get all the info regarding developments and details,
and my presence in London might be misinterpreted. If, however, we were formally
invited to the conference, which I suppose is unlikely, a different situation would arise.
Any such invitation would have to be. carefully considered. But even if it were accepted,
we should, I think, make it clear that acceptance does not imply automatic membership in
the users’ association; an implication that I know is already worrying Italy and the Scandi-
navian States. '
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5. In any event, as Lange and Martino will now be away from Paris for much of next
week, it is all the more important that I should stick to my NATO job here.

6. The more I think of this users’ association proposal the more sceptical I am about
either its practicability or wisdom. I still feel that it would have been better to have gone to
the Security Council, and I wouldn’t be surprised if the British and French do not soon
regret that they rejected that course for this dubious Dulles proposal which can’t work
without some form of Egyptian technical, if not political cooperation, which does not seem
to be forthcoming.

7. In any event, what is the next move? Force, without USA support or approval, or an
appeal to the Security Council for some backing for this latest proposal which, as I see it,
though I confess I don’t see it clearly in the absence of details, will be more difficult to
advocate or defend than the earlier 18-power proposal.

8. I am keeping in close touch with Robertson by telephone. You know of his anxieties. I
share them.

LB. PEARSON

97. DEA/8508-40
Extrait du procés-verbal de la réunion hebdomadaire des directions

Extract from Weekly Divisional Notes
No. 37 Ottawa, September 24, 1956

SECRET

PART A

I. THE MIDDLE EAST

1. The Second Suez Conference and Related Developments in the Canal Dispute

COMMONWEALTH & MIDDLE EAST DIVISION: Representatives of the eighteen gov-
ernments which endorsed the proposals submitted to the Egyptian Government by the
Menzies Mission met in London from September 19 to September 21, to consider the Suez
situation in the light of the report of the Committee of Five and subsequent developments.
The principal item of discussion was the proposal, agreed among the United Kingdom,
France and the United States and announced on September 12 by Sir Anthony Eden, for
the establishment of a Suez Canal Users’ Association. Delegates from several of the eigh-
teen states expressed apprehensions about the practicability of the plan, and indicated that
they would have preferred taking the matter directly to the United Nations. However, a
considerable measure of support for the proposed Association ultimately emerged from the
meeting and a declaration providing for its establishment was drawn up. The general
objectives of the Association, as defined in the statement issued at the conclusion of the
conference, are “to facilitate any steps which may lead to a final or provisional solution to
the Suez Canal problem; to further cooperation among the governments adhering to it con-
cerning the use of the canal; to seek the cooperation of the competent Egyptian authorities,
pending a solution of the larger issues, and to deal with such problems as would arise if the
traffic through the canal were to diminish or cease.” It was agreed also that the Association
should begin to function as soon as possible, after the delegates to the conference had had
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an opportunity to consult their respective governments. To this end, a third meeting of the
user nations is scheduled to be held in London on October 1.

In their final statements at the second Suez Conference, none of the delegates rejected
the idea of setting up the Users’ Association. Representatives of the United States, United
Kingdom, New Zealand and Australia expressed definite approval. Delegates from France,
Italy, Denmark, Norway, Turkey, Germany, Holland, Spain and Portugal undertook to rec-
ommend the proposal to their governments. The Ethiopian and Swedish representatives
agreed to submit the scheme to their governments, with some measure of support. The
delegates of Japan, Iran and Pakistan avoided commitment as to what they would recom-
mend to their governments. The statement issued at the conclusion of the second Confer-
ence took note of the fact that the governments of the United Kingdom and France on
September 12 had informed the United Nations Security Council of the Suez situation, and
said it was the view of the Conference that recourse should be had to the United Nations
whenever it seemed that this would facilitate a settlement. Two days after the close of the
meeting, on September 23, the United Kingdom and France decided that a reference to the
Security Council should be made at once. They requested the President of the Security
Council to call a meeting of the Council for September 26, to consider the following item:

“The situation created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Government in bringing
to an end the system of international operation of the Suez Canal, which was confirmed
and completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888.”

The Egyptian Government subsequently registered with the President of the Security
Council a protest against the actions of “certain nations, particularly the United Kingdom
and France,” in the Suez controversy. It was the Anglo-French hope that the meeting of
September 26 would be purely procedural, and that substantive discussion of the question
would not take place until October 2, by which time the Suez Canal Users’ Association
would be established. (CONFIDENTIAL)

98. DEA/50372-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 744 New York, September 24, 1956

SECRET. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our immediately preceding tel.t
Repeat London; Washington; Paris; NATO.

SUEZ SUPPLEMENTARY ASSESSMENT

In view of recent developments we are less hopeful now than we were earlier about the
chances that the Western Powers can win a favourable response from the Afro-Asians in
any UN consideration of the Suez question. Unfortunately events since our earlier assess-
ment have tended to drive the Afro-Asians closer to Nasser. I have in mind the following:

(a) The UK and France have maintained the threat of military force, even though it has
become clear that the US and other members of the “users” group are opposed to force.
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Parliamentary debates and press comments in the UK and France have shown, moreover,
that the threat of force has not nearly the backing it was earlier supposed to have. In these
circumstances the Anglo-French tactics have understandably failed to impress Nasser (in
particular during the visit of the Menzies mission to Cairo) and, perhaps, only served to
harden Afro-Asian opinion against the UK and France. (In a UN context the Latin Ameri-
cans, too, might be expected to react unfavourably to this and other forms of coercion.)

(b) In the process of negotiation Nasser may have appeared more flexible than his adver-
saries. The broad opinion among the Afro-Asians has been to regard him as an underdog
ready to negotiate all save his country’s honour. This “heroic” stand against powerful
“white imperialists” is a situation hand-made for the applause of Asia and Africa. There
the vast majority would agree that Egypt today could never accept Western proposals like
Dulles’ users association, certainly in its original form. As long as the suggestion remains
that outside powers are striving to dominate the arrangements for running the Canal, Nas-
ser can expect to hold popular support in Afro-Asian countries.

(c) Support will be all the stronger if the Egyptians can keep the Canal open. Afro-Asian
admirers will not look for long-range results, like the much needed improvement of the
Canal. As long as Egypt is able to maintain the present strenuous efforts, which are deserv-
ing of admiration, to run the Canal, the Afro-Asians will take pride in the success. Chaos
in the operation might, however, rapidly reverse the trend when the impact hit the Afro-
Asian economies.

2. Notwithstanding the foregoing we continue to see merit in having the Canal issue
discussed in a UN forum. Here the Western case can be heard at first hand by representa-
tives of all governments concerned. Here the real issues and difficulties could be exposed
fully. In a UN context a plea for international law and order would have much stronger
effect than in a narrow contest between disputants. The Afro-Asians, in particular, must be
made to see what is really at stake. Given a careful explanation, they might do so in the
atmosphere of the UN,

3. This opinion presupposes, of course, that the Western Powers will have reached agree-
ment on clear-cut objectives. These objectives must be consistent with present-day political
facts in Asia and Africa. They would be something short of those which the Western Great
Powers have been variously pursuing in recent weeks, such as the virtual reversal of the
Egyptian nationalization order, the downfall of Nasser and a return to international control
of the Canal. The main effort must be directed toward international supervision rather than
control. If an international board is contemplated, it should have advisory, consultative and
supervisory capacity rather than managerial power. The emphasis in presentation should be
that this international body is required to assist the Egyptians to run their Canal in the
interests of Egypt and the countries whose shipping uses the Canal. Although there is
undoubtedly a balance of right between user and owner, for the purpose of selling interna-
tionalization to Egypt and to the Afro-Asians surely the emphasis should be allowed on the
right of ownership.

4. The Western Powers should get rid of the idea that Egypt is to be “hauled into court”
for its part in the Suez crisis. Nasser’s refusal to cooperate with the users association,
whatever the legalities of the matter, is unlikely to be accepted generally in the UN as a
pretext for condemning Egypt. There has been too much provocation on the other side; too
much appearance that might is right. The Egyptians and their close friends (USSR and
Yugoslavia on the Security Council) might easily turn the debate into a counter condemna-
tion against the UK and France. In these circumstances the seven safe votes which the
West usually counts in the Council might not prevent a practical defeat for the West, espe-
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cially since the UK and France might consider that as parties to the dispute they should
remain aloof from the voting.

5. All this suggests that the appeal to the Council should be carefully presented. Our view
has been that it should be made under Chapter VI, Articles 34 and 35. It should involve an
investigation of a situation which has led to international friction and given rise to a dis-
pute. The aim should be to seek a solution to the problem of operating the Canal for inter-
national benefit under the new management. The right of ownership should not be open to
question nor the right of the users; these should be assumed. The fundamental question
would be how to reconcile these two rights. One interim solution might be to set up a
committee or commission to explore with the parties the possibilities for reconciliation.
This commission would be required to report back to the Council. There might also be
some interim arrangement for the operation of the Canal, such as a body of technical per-
sonnel representing both sides. This would be a reasonable and practicable UN approach
and the one most likely to win support. It would preclude threats of coercion and any kind
and threats of retaliation on the part of Egypt.

6. Proposals of this kind may be quite unpalatable to those who have been thinking in
terms of an imposed solution, either reoccupation of the Suez Canal zone or the economic
strangulation of Egypt. Neither of these is likely to produce even temporary benefits for the
West and the first might easily result in the most appalling consequences. To restore the
Western position in the Middle East, a position which had deteriorated sharply even before
Nasser’s nationalization order, the Western Powers will be required to make some major
readjustment in their thinking and their policies. Even if this means that some of them
suffer some loss of face, it might not be too disastrous in the long run. I am not too
impressed with the prophesied horrors of letting Nasser boast about his success. The Hitler
analogy which is going the rounds is out of all proportion to the facts of life in the Middle
East. Nasser’s grandiose schemes have produced little tangible result and he is running out
of scapegoats. There are recurring reports that even some of his close supporters, at home
and abroad, are beginning to worry about his antics. The kind of UN debate, which I hope
will result from the Council’s consideration of the Suez issue, might well circumscribe
Nasser’s hasty seizure of the Canal and encourage those Egyptians, Arabs and other Afro-
Asians who have cause to fear the direction in which Nasser’s ambitions have been carry-
ing him.

[R.A.] MACKAY

99. DEA/50372-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs
TELEGRAM 755 New York, September 25, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our tel 743 September 24.%
Repeat London; Washington; Paris; NATO.
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SUEZ

Today Murray spoke to a number of officials and as a result we gained a clearer picture
of what the UK and France hoped to achieve by bringing the Suez question to the Security
Council. T regret to learn that their objectives, at least for the moment, are rather limited
and not likely to lead to an early solution to the problem of keeping the Suez Canal in
efficient operation.

2. Keeble of the UK Mission stated that the immediate objective is to have the Council
inscribe the item exactly as presented in the Anglo-French submission, that is, “situation
created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Government in bringing to an end the
system of international operation of the Suez Canal, which was confirmed and completed
by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888” (Document S/3654 of September 24). The UK
Mission is most anxious to avoid any change in this wording; they wish particularly to
avoid any attempt to have the item stated in more conciliatory terms. As you may be
aware, the Egyptians have asked for an urgent Council meeting to consider an item which
is as strongly anti-UK and France as theirs is anti-Egyptian. The UK expect that the USSR
might endorse the Egyptian item. There is the danger that a procedural debate on what the
item should be called might result in a proposal to inscribe the item merely as “the Suez
question”. The UK would be opposed to this result.

3. Fourier-Ruelle of the French Mission stated that the immediate aim of substance was
to obtain a Security Council endorsement of the Eighteen-Power position as conveyed to
Nasser by Menzies and including the subsequent proposal for a users association. To
achieve this aim it was necessary to obtain the Council’s agreement to inscribe the item
precisely as stated in the Anglo-French letter of September 23. Fourier-Ruelle said that
France had not been too keen about submitting the question to the Security Council but
that the UK “for internal political reasons” had insisted upon doing so. He believed that the
Anglo-French submission would be supported by the necessary seven votes in the Council.

4. Hill of Australia stated that the forthcoming meetings of the Council were to be a
“bashing session”, in which Egypt was the intended victim. He stated that in meeting with
friendly members of the Security Council Dixon had been urging that the Western Powers
should “go in with flags flying”. The object was to show Nasser that the Security Council
strongly disapproved of his “unilateral action”. Hill suggested that ultimately it might be
desirable to try to work out a solution through UN machinery but for the time being it was
essential to “bash” Nasser. He admitted the force of our suggestion that a “bashing ses-
sion” now might render difficult if not impossible a UN solution later. He said in strict
confidence that Menzies and Casey were sharply divided on how the matter should be dealt
with in the Security Council. Menzies wished to follow a tough line; Casey and his depart-
ment wished to pursue a UN solution. As a consequence the Australian Mission was not
sure how it would act in tomorrow’s meeting.

5. We had no opportunity to discuss the situation with the USA Mission. I gathered from
speaking to others, however, that the USA was not very happy about the line the UK and
France were pursuing. Dulles was said to be in favour of a conciliatory debate aimed at
reaching eventually a UN solution. It was suggested, for example, that the USA might be
prepared to modify the item to be inscribed to some middle form like “the Suez question”.
The USA position could of course have an important bearing on the attitude adopted by
others, like China, Cuba and Peru.

6. This moring the position of the USSR was only a matter of speculation. UK, French
and Australian officials assumed that the USSR would oppose the inscription of the Anglo-
French item and try to have it modified. The USSR could also be expected to oppose any
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resolution on substance endorsing the Eighteen-Power position. Iran was expected to
oppose inscription of the Anglo-French item but to do so in a moderate manner; Fourier-
Ruelle was confident that Abdoh could be counted upon to play his difficult role well.
Yugoslavia was expected to press for the inscription of a more conciliatory item.

7. Anglo-French opinion seemed to be that the other eight members of the Council would
vote to inscribe the item as proposed by the UK and France and that a majority of at least
seven votes could be counted upon throughout the Council’s deliberations. This assumed
that the USA position would ultimately be closer to the UK and France than indicated now.
The majority of seven or eight could be depended upon to defeat the inscription of the
Egyptian item. It was less clear whether a possible Soviet proposal to exclude the use of
force, at least during the time when the Council was considering the matter, could be
blocked.

8. Today the UK Mission, which is directing the present manoeuvre, has been working
hard to win the full support of at least seven Council members. Because of the uncertain-
ties which I have mentioned it is by no means a sure thing that the procedural debate will
be concluded at the meeting tomorrow afternoon. The French expect a further meeting on
September 27. If all goes well the UK and France hope to begin the debate on the sub-
stance on October 2 when Selwyn Lloyd and Pineau will be here. Fawzi is expected to
arrive in the next day or so. The speculation is that Dulles will not attend the Council and
that, if he does not, neither will Shepilov.

9. The UK and France apparently hope that Egypt will be the only non-member of the
Council to be heard. They assume that the Egyptians will ask to attend the Council once
the agenda has been approved. There is some possibility that Israel will also ask to be
heard, particularly because Israel’s interest has been clearly established. The UK Mission
hopes that Israel can be persuaded not to seek a hearing because this would greatly compli-
cate the proceedings. It seems that all the Arab States have signified their intention to ask
for a hearing if Israel should be allowed one.

10. You probably share my anxiety about the way in which this matter is developing. Far
from seeking a solution, France and the UK, but particularly the latter, seem bent on humil-
iating Nasser and perhaps showing the helplessness of the Security Council in this matter.
The UK initiative seems to have been prompted largely by political pressure at home. The
present tactics if we have interpreted them correctly would be a disappointing use of UN
machinery, which might be the only means of obtaining a practicable solution to the Suez
problem. We heard today that the Secretary General has expressed the view, which we put
forward earlier, that only in a UN forum can Egypt be expected to negotiate seriously for a
reconciliation of the conflicting rights and interests in the Canal. It is our impression that
this view is shared by some of the smaller Western Europeans. We can only hope therefore
that the Anglo-French tactics proposed today will in the next few days be modified in the
direction of a more practicable approach.

[R.A.] MACKAY
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100. DEA/50372-40

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 27, 1956

THE SUEZ QUESTION IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL

In telegram No. 744 of September 24 (attached) our Permanent Mission in New York
suggests possible lines along which consideration of the Suez issue in the Security Council
might develop. While Canada will not be directly involved in the Security Council discus-
sions, it may be useful at this time to formulate our own views as to what course the
Council’s action on the question might usefully follow and to look beyond this to the pos-
sibility — indeed the likelihood — that the matter will eventually be referred to the
Assembly. We envisage a Security Council resolution not entirely acceptable to either
party; a subsequent period of unfructuous'® negotiation followed by a reference to the
Assembly. In this case factors bearing on the securing of a two-thirds majority become
important.

Our Mission in New York envisages the setting up by the Security Council of a com-
mittee or commission to operate as a conciliator between the parties, and, as an interim
measure pending achievement of a settiement, co-ordination of technical services for oper-
ation of the Canal under United Nations auspices. The matter of interim arrangements is of
particular interest and, of course, immediate concern, if Canal operations are to proceed
without interruption while negotiations are in progress following the Security Council
debate.

You will recall that Mr. Robertson in his telegram No. 1260 of September 15t
(attached) suggested United Nations involvement in technical direction of Canal operations
as an interim measure. He pointed out that the organization and control of traffic through
the Canal must be integrated under a single planning authority, since one could not safely
have ships simultaneously passing through the Canal, some directed by the Canal Users’
Association and some by Egyptian authorities. It seems to us that there is considerable
merit in his suggestion, and that it might be usefully expanded to meet the present need,
provided that the agreement of both Egypt and the members of the Users’ Association
could be obtained. The United Nations staff involved would not have to operate the Canal
themselves; all they would need to do would be to provide the framework within which the
resources of both the Egyptian authority and the Users’ Association could be fully utilized
in the interests of efficient operation. United Nations personnel required would therefore
be senior administrators, rather than specialists in communications and transit. This propo-
sal might be further improved upon if it were coupled with Mr. Robertson’s previous sug-
gestion for an escrow arrangement whereby the United Nations officials providing the
services would collect the dues, meet current expenses and hold the surplus to be allocated
in accordance with whatever agreement might ultimately emerge from negotiations.

Such an interim agreement would offer advantages to all concerned. The Egyptians pre-
sumably are interested in ensuring that the Canal continues to be used, and that customers

113 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Please! [L.B. Pearson]
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are not compelled to seek alternatives which may become permanent solutions. The Users
would also derive the advantage of not incurring additional expenditure required to by-pass
the Canal.

It is clear, however, that such an interim scheme would not generally commend itself
within a United Nations context unless it were accompanied by an understanding that pres-
sure on Egypt would be relaxed. The Users under this proposed scheme would be able to
send their ships through the Canal at substantially the present rates; this is a considerable
advantage and meets, for the time being, their essential objective. It follows from this that
Egypt must not be expected to negotiate under economic and military pressure. As we see
it, an interim arrangement under United Nations auspices implies an acceptance on the part
of all concerned to negotiate and therefore makes the United Kingdom, French and Egyp-
tian military and economic measures probably unnecessary and certainly undesirable.
However, should negotiations fail subsequent to a Security Council resolution, the Users
would be in a better position later to appeal to the United Nations if the Egyptians were
unable to accuse them of threats or even of the use of force. This is an accusation which is
likely to impress many Arab and Asian nations and which could easily draw attention away
from the main issue.

Thus, while we agree with the Permanent Mission as to the general lines which Security
Council action might follow, we are not sure that we can fully endorse the views expressed
in paragraph 3 as to the powers of any international board which might be set up. It seems
to us that the powers of such a Board should be related to the status of the Canal in interna-
tional law, and that any attempt to outline the functions of the Board before the legal status
of the Canal is clarified and agreed upon, would be premature. The argument that the
Board’s powers should be related to the status of the Canal in international law would
appear to be a sound line to take in the United Nations, and indeed perhaps the only one
likely to attract majority support. The Legal Division of the Department is at present study-
ing various legal problems arising out of the Suez dispute, including the status of the
waterway in international law.

What we therefore have in mind is that the United Kingdom and France should follow a
line that may ultimately have to be endorsed by a two-thirds majority in the Assembly. Our
view is that such a line is likely to be one substantially in accordance with international
law and which would exclude, in the immediate future, any move on the part of the United
Kingdom and of France which might weaken their case and distract attention from the
basic issues. Acceptance of this line and of these tactics by the United Kingdom and
France involves a difficult initial sacrifice; but it is the sacrifice of an objective which is
almost certainly incapable of achievement “Cutting Nasser down to size”. We think that
the more subtle approach suggested here may ultimately have the effect of undermining
Nasser’s position as a self appointed spokesman of the exploited coloured masses.

J. LIEGER]
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101. L.B.P./Vol.37

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1328 London, September 27, 1956

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. IMMEDIATE.
Following for the Minister only from Robertson.

SUEZ

I had a long talk with Krishna Menon this morning, in the course of which he gave me,
solely for your information, a pretty full account of his conversations with Eden and Lloyd.
I am afraid that I have to stress that this was “an exclusive interview”, and ask for an
embargo on circulation, because Menon, so far at least, has succeeded in keeping his con-
versations so completely private that Home and Nutting, whom I saw yesterday, knew
nothing about them, and Mrs. Pandit and the Indian Deputy High Commissioner have
asked me separately whether I had any idea what Krishna was talking to British Ministers
about.

2. Krishna told me that he had had long, friendly and encouraging talks with the Prime
Minister and with Selwyn Lloyd. He told them that his Prime Minister did not wish India
to act as an intermediary between the UK and Egypt. He was not bringing to London any
proposals from Colonel Nasser, nor did he wish to take back to Cairo any counter-propos-
als from London. He and his Prime Minister did think, however, that they were perhaps in
a position in which they could usefully formulate their own views as to what ought to be a
basis of negotiation acceptable to both sides. Nehru and Krishna had drawn up a list of
specific points — developing, I took it, from the Indian proposals put forward at the first
Lancaster House Conference — which Nehru was prepared to urge Nasser to accept if he
could be assured that they would be acceptable to the UK. Krishna had been encouraged by
Eden to develop his argument. He thought Eden now understood and appreciated the posi-
tion of the Indian Government in the matter, and welcomed their efforts to help in finding
a peaceful solution. It was his understanding that the principal object of Eden’s talks in
Paris today could be to persuade the French to contemplate the possibility of a negotiated
settlement. Eden would discuss the idea of negotiation in the context, and as a probable
consequence, of the reference to the Security Council. He would not relate it in any way to
the Anglo-Indian exploratory conversations, which would remain completely secret. If
Eden comes back from Paris having convinced the French that negotiation is possible and
must be sought, Krishna will fly back to Delhi via Beirut, not Cairo, on Saturday morning.
He thought he might spend a day or two with Nehru, and then if present plans hold he
would fly from Delhi to Cairo on Tuesday of next week and do his best there.

3. He wanted me to let you know that he now thought there was about a “fifty-fifty”
chance of this latest Indian initiative proving successful. He was “not discouraged” by its
reception in London, and found Eden forthcoming and taking a more realistic view of the
situation than he had been led to expect. He said he would come and see me on Saturday
morning before he leaves for India to let me know the kind of message Eden is able to
send back to Nehru in the light of his conversations with Mollet and Pineau.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 173

4. I asked Krishna how the timetable he was working on could be squared with the
timetable in the Security Council, where I understood Selwyn Lloyd was preparing to pre-
sent the UK case on Thursday, October 4th. He appeared to be confident that the Security
Council meeting could be postponed for a few days if the UK asked for a delay in the
hearing, or alternatively if the meeting had to go on as scheduled that it could be spent in
developing the legal arguments about the validity under international law of the act of
nationalization. He hoped that the UN discussions in New York could provide time and
cover for more serious diplomatic conversations elsewhere.

5. I felt Krishna was intent on minimizing the possible usefulness of the UN context. He
told me he was glad to find that London was allergic to the idea of a Good Offices Com-
mittee. He was obviously jealous of any role that might be given Hammarskjold in the
search for a settlement. He referred to the reluctance on the part of the Egyptians to having
the UN figure too prominently in a possible future régime for the Canal. His attitude and
these observations are, of course, explicable in personal terms, but should not thereby be
discounted.

6. I told him I thought he should not underestimate the importance of having the Suez
situation kept within a UN framework, for three reasons (1) while the situation was before
the UN, the risk of a resort to force was ipso facto diminished (2) given the very explicit
public positions taken by the leading statesmen on both sides over the last weeks, it should
be easier to reach a compromise solution by negotiation in a medium in which the parties
could abate their more extreme positions out of respect for the purposes and principles of
the UN rather than in deference to any argument or condition set up by their adversaries
(3) I myself thought it desirable that the USSR should be associated with an ultimate settle-
ment. This would be more feasible through the use at some stage of UN procedures than
otherwise.

7. I do not know quite what to make of this Indian initiative. I think it should be taken
seriously and given an opportunity of seeing what it can accomplish. I am worried about
how it can best be related to what is in train in New York. It will be difficult to accommo-
date it to the requirements of the Anglo-French entente and of the Canal Users’ Associa-
tion. It also raises difficulties in relation to the position of the USA, which has not yet been
told anything of the Anglo-Indian conversations. (Krishna told me that when he had raised
the question in Whitehall of his going to Washington to explain the new Indian approach,
Eden appeared to have an open mind as to the advisability of his doing so, and Selwyn
Lloyd was completely opposed.) I suppose if all goes reasonably well that one way of
tidying up the position would be if, through Indian good offices, agreement were reached
secretly between London and Cairo on a mutually tolerable basis of negotiations, a UN
committee could give its blessing to such an agreed basis of negotiation so that the contin-
uing diplomatic negotiations could proceed under its auspices.
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102. L.B.P./Vol. 37

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1338 London, September 28, 1956

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Following for the Minister only repeat only from Robertson.

SUEZ

I saw Selwyn Lloyd this afternoon. I told him of my talks with Nutting and with Menon
while he was in Paris, and asked him how I should interpret the Paris Communiqué.'** He
was very upset to learn that Krishna had told me of his conversations with Eden and him-
self. I probably should not have referred to my conversation with Krishna, but since I did
he knows that you and I know of his discussions with India. I told him I had reported it to
you as fully as I could, but had wrapped my message around with every kind of embargo
and I was sure that there would be no leak whatever from Ottawa. I felt also that I had to
try to protect Menon, and got an assurance from Lloyd that he would not tax Menon with
having told me about his discussions with UK Ministers.

2. Our talk was short and troubled, and I was not able to get any real clarification of
Anglo-French thinking about procedure in the Security Council. Lloyd said he hoped they
could get a three or four days’ adjournment. To my mind this suggested that the British
were in fact prepared, however reluctantly, to fit their tactics to Krishna Menon’s timetable
and were taking seriously his efforts to prepare the way for direct negotiations.

3. 1 gathered from Lloyd that he had given Menon a list of points which from the UK
point of view had to be provided for in any tolerable settlement of the Canal dispute. The
UK are now thinking in terms of a revision of the 1888 Convention which would, inter
alia, elaborate assurances against discrimination in the levying of tolls; provide for arbitra-
tion of charges of “covert” discrimination in the operation of the Canal; provide for arbitra-
tion of the adequacy of the offer of compensation to the Canal Company and its
shareholders; provide for some kind of international supervision of the operation of the
waterway; provide for some kind of international consultation and approval of plans for
the development and expansion of the Canal.

4. 1 got the impression that these points that Lloyd mentioned to me may have been
formulated by Menon as a development of the original Indian proposals. Lloyd obviously
was not very happy about having to use Menon as an intermediary, complained that his
records of conversations were unreliable, and feared that they would have a lot of trouble
in reconciling what Menon might say in Cairo with what Menon had said in London.

5. Lloyd said that he himself was as ready to bash the Egyptians as anybody, but he had
to ask himself where this country and the Commonwealth would stand after the job of

41 e communiqué est reproduit dans Anthony Eden, Full Circle: The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Sir
Anthony Eden, London: Cassell, 1960, pp. 496-497.
This communiqué is reprinted in Anthony Eden, Full Circle: The Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Sir Anthony
Eden, London: Cassell, 1960, pp. 496-497.
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bashing had been done; hence his reluctant acceptance of the inevitability of exploring the
possibilities of a negotiated settlement.

6. Our conversation was undoubtedly soured by my indiscreet disclosure that I knew a
little more than I was supposed to know about the way things were going. It was also
shortened by the presence of the Isracli Ambassador in the anteroom.

7. In the circumstances I hope you can carry out the assurance I gave Lloyd that there
was no possible risk of a leak from Ottawa.

(Note to Communications: Your tel KK60.1 The High Commissioner is most anxious that
his tels 1328 and 1338 do not repeat not get Suez distribution without consent of the
Minister.)

103. L.B.P./Vol. 37

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1339 London, September 29, 1956

ToOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. IMMEDIATE.

Following for the Minister only from Robertson. No other circulation. Krishna Menon
came to see me this morning on his way to the airport. He wanted you to know that he was
not unhopeful about the way things seemed to be working out. The Indian object is to get
the British, French and Egyptians together in direct discussions on a basis of negotiations
which Menon hopes he may be able to confirm in Cairo next week. Present thinking here
is that if the USA were not a party to such preliminary direct negotiations, it would be
easier to keep the Russians out of it. Menon believes Nasser is under a good deal of pres-
sure to find a settlement pretty soon, and he is satisfied from his talks with Eden and Lloyd
that they have come to see that the probable consequences of the other courses of action
which have been contemplated could in their several ways be pretty disastrous. He thinks
they have succeeded in persuading the French to accept the idea of seeking a solution by
negotiation, but have not yet told them of the specific bases of negotiation which they have
been examining with Menon.

2. Krishna thinks that if the present position can be held for another week or ten days, it
will be possible to tell whether the Indian efforts on both sides are producing results; in the
meantime he hopes there will be no “constructive solutions” put forward from Washington
or anywhere else. Menon wondered whether, without disclosing anything of his conversa-
tions, you might find an opportunity of suggesting to Mr. Dulles that he could safely hold
his hand for a while and refrain from any new initiatives.

3. I suspect that what possibility there is of persuading both parties that they can each
achieve peace with honour lies in the unwinding of the implications of the key-word
“unfettered”. Eden has said over and over again that the UK will not tolerate a situation
which leaves the Canal “subject to the unfettered control of one man and one nation”.
Nasser has summarily rejected international control. As the same time he has indicated that
he is prepared to negotiate a revision of the 1888 Convention which would provide safe-
guards against discrimination in respect of tolls, Canal operations, etc. The acceptance by
Egypt of more explicit international obligations under the new convention could, I think,
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perhaps be presented to UK and French opinion as the imposition of “fetters” within the
meaning of Eden’s public declarations. Part of the job will be to find an inoffensive Arab
equivalent for “fetters”.

4. It is my judgment, in the light of my talks with Menon and Lloyd, that we need not
and should not offer advice at this juncture. Press reports of the Wheat Board’s deal with
Egypt have not at the moment strengthened whatever reserve of influence we may have
over here.

(Note to Communications: Your tel KK60.1 The High Commissioner is most anxious that
his tels 1328 and 1338 do not repeat not get Suez distribution without consent of the
Minister.)

104. L.B.P./Vol. 37

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM M-1240 Ottawa, September 29, 1956

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your tels. 1328, Sep 27, 1338, Sep 28, and 1339, Sep 29.

SUEZ

Following for High Commissioner only from Minister. Krishna Menon’s ideas seem to me
to be pretty constructive but I am disinclined to associate myself, however discreetly, with
his activities, even to the extent of approaching Mr. Dulles as he suggests; more particu-
larly as Selwyn Lloyd knows about your contacts with Menon. You can assure Lloyd that
no circulation whatever is being given to your messages and, therefore, there will be no
leakage of any kind. I agree with you that negotiations must soon begin and that the objec-
tive will be to agree on “fetters” without calling them that.

2. I also agree with your judgment that this is no moment for us to offer advice. I think,
however, that our position in the wheat negotiations with Egypt has been exaggerated and
misinterpreted in London. I have discussed this matter with my colleagues here and find
them quite unrepentant, especially as no special consideration is being shown Egypt. Mr.
Howe has given me explicit assurance on that point. Moreover, he has pointed out, and
rightly, that we have no knowledge of any U.K. moves which imply economic sanctions
against Egypt, and surely we cannot be expected to ask our trade to operate on the assump-
tion that this might happen. Furthermore, he has told me that American wheat is going to
Egypt via Switzerland and that also the Australians are negotiating for shipments. In any
event, no deal has yet been closed.

[L.B. PEARSON]
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105. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], October 18, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Gardiner),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

MIDDLE EAST; SUEZ CANAL DISPUTE, ISRAELI-ARAB TENSIONS

30. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported that the Suez Canal dispute
appeared to be quietening down. The United Kingdom and France were negotiating with
Egypt under U.N. auspices.

However, tension had increased between Israel and the Arabs and the situation in the
Middle East was quite dangerous. Israel had said that any more incidents on the Jordanian
border would lead to substantial retaliation and not just be treated as a border affray. The
U.K. had supported Iraq in its decision to send troops to Jordan to stabilize the situation
there but this appeared to be an unwise move.

The first eight Sabre aircraft for Israel would be shipped by boat in the next few weeks
and the balance at the rate of four a month. He had emphasized to the Isracli Ambassador,
however, that if Israel committed aggression the shipments would be suspended. Even
though Israel had already given a cheque to Canadair for all 24 airplanes, this would not
change in any way the original policy on the rate of transfer. The situation in the Middle
East would be watched closely from month to month.

31. During the discussion it was observed that the British were in a very awkward posi-
tion. By their treaty with Jordan they were committed to come to Jordan’s aid in the event
of aggression and it was conceivable that, if large-scale hostilities occurred, they might
find themselves siding with Nasser at the same time that they were endeavouring to settle
the Suez Canal dispute. Only recently had the U.K. informed Jordan that it reserved the
right to decide when there was actual aggression against Jordan. This position should have
been taken months ago.
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32. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
Suez Canal dispute and on the increasingly dangerous Israeli-Arab situation.

W.R. MARTIN
Assistant Secretary
to the Cabinet

106. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM KK-86 Ottawa, October 29, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Reference: Your 1457 of Oct 26.%

UK POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The US Ambassador saw the Minister this moming on instruction from Mr. Dulles,
with whom Mr. Merchant had been in touch by telephone. Mr. Merchant said Mr. Dulles
was concerned because little info seemed to be available in Washington about UK thinking
on Middle Eastern policy. He mentioned specially the apparent lack of interest shown in
London in establishing a date for resuming conversations about the Suez Canal. There is
also considerable uncertainty in Washington about UK intentions in relation to the prepara-
tions Jordan is making to protect itself against possible attack by Israel.

2. Mr. Pearson told Mr. Merchant that we have little or nothing to add to what Mr. Dulles
himself already knows on this subject.

3. T cannot instruct you to call on Mr. Selwyn Lloyd for the special purpose of asking for
more info than you have already transmitted to us in your very informative and useful tel
under reference, which dealt with Jordan. It would be particularly difficult to ask Mr.
Lloyd for info with a view to passing it along to Washington, since the UK would probably
prefer to talk directly to US officials themselves. Nevertheless I should like you to bear Mr.
Dulles’ perplexity in mind and the possibility that we might help to facilitate cooperation
between the State Department and the Foreign Office. If you have a suitable opportunity to
talk to Mr. Lloyd we should be grateful for any light you can throw on the constructive
thinking which the UK is undoubtedly doing in relation to Middle Eastern Affairs.

(J) LEGER
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SECTION B

INVASION DE L’EGYPTE ET CREATION DE LA FORCE D’URGENCE
DES NATIONS UNIES
INVASION OF EGYPT AND CREATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

S. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
& I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Ambassador in United States

TELEGRAM G-1418 Ottawa, October 30, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permdel No. G-561; London, Paris (Information. Immediate).

ISRAELI INVASION OF EGYPT

Robertson called me from London just after I was speaking to you this morning. He
made it clear that he had had no information whatsoever about the decision just taken by
the British and French to send an ultimatum to Egypt and Israel.'** Not only had he been
given no inkling of what was under consideration, but the members of his staff who had
just returned from canvassing the Foreign Office and C.R.O. had not had the slightest inti-
mation that anything extraordinary was contemplated.

2. I asked him to let Home know our grave anxieties over the decision that had been
taken. I passed on to him the report which we had just received by telephone from New
York, with special reference to the charge by Sobolev that Britain and France were exploit-
ing the situation for their own purposes. He confirmed my impression of the complete gulf
which now exists between the British and French on the one hand and the United States on
the other on Middle Eastern issues. He said it was his impression that the British and
French had not had time to consult anyone. However, as I told him, the impression on this
side would be that the British and French had been cooking this up in their recent
conversations.

108. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in United Kingdom

TELEGRAM M-1311 Ottawa, October 30, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Reference: Our telephone conversation this morning.

13 Voir/See Documents on International Ajfairs. 1956, London: Royal Institute of Intemnational Affairs -
Oxford University Press, 1959, p. 261.
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Repeat Permis, Paris, Washington (Information).

SITUATION IN PALESTINE

In accordance with the request I made in our telephone conversation this morning I
hope that you have been able to express to United Kingdom Government our feeling of
bewilderment and dismay at the decisions which they have taken along with the French
Government while the Security Council was meeting in New York; decisions which came
as a complete surprise to us and which had not been hinted at in any previous discussions.
Since I spoke to you Dulles telephoned me from Washington in a state of emotion and
depression greater than anything I have seen before in him. He said that for some days they
had been cut off from all sources of information in London on British policy in this area.
He said that the British and French decision undid everything. As a result of their brutali-
ties in Eastern Europe, the Russians were on the run, but now the British and French had
done something which, it would be argued, was comparable to the kind of action which
Russians had taken or were accustomed to take in situations which they claimed to be of an
emergency kind.

2. British action in this matter seems to us all the more surprising because of the condem-
nation of Israel by the U.K. Delegate at the Security Council last week and his expressions
of sympathy and support for Jordan in regard to border episodes. If the British felt so
strongly about Israeli provocations, surely they must have been planning for the kind of
action by Israel which has, in fact, taken place. Their present ultimatum, however, seems to
be much more anti-Egyptian than anti-Israel in its terms, as it apparently would leave
Israel in possession of a good deal of Egyptian territory.

3. The French position on this matter seems to us particularly hard to appreciate. Dulles
was most strong in his criticism of Paris, and he feels, I think, that the whole thing may
have been manoeuvred by the French Government as a way out of some of their own
difficulties, and that that Government has been sending arms to Israel recently, including
jet aircraft, which they had not mentioned to their allies. If true, this is one of the most
depressing features of the whole sorry situation.

4. Needless to say, the fact that such a decisive step seems to have been planned without
any consultation with any of their closest allies, including not only the United States but
ourselves, makes cooperation extremely difficult.

5. The other aspect of the situation which disturbs me most is the fact of the ultimatum
being despatched and action being taken, if it is not accepted in 12 hours, at a time when
the United Nations Security Council is considering the matter. It is going to be very diffi-
cult to explain this to public opinion here.

6. I realize of course that these are first reactions and perhaps may turn out to be unnec-
essarily pessimistic in the view of later information and later developments, but I can
assure you at the moment there is nothing but pessimism around here.

(L.B.] PEARSON
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109. DEA/50134-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1486 London, October 30, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Reference: My tel 1473 Oct 30.1

ISRAELI INVASION OF EGYPT

1. Lord Home met the Commonwealth High Commissioners this afternoon at 6 o’clock.
He handed around copies of the Prime Minister’s statement,!!¢ which you will be receiving
from Earnscliffe. He had not himself been involved in its drafting and was not in a position
to add anything by way of explanation to what the Prime Minister had said, except that
according to British info, the Israeli Forces had virtually reached Suez by noon today, from
which it was inferred that the Canal itself was one of the Israeli objectives. On this appreci-
ation the Israeli thrust was not a wheeling raid through Sinai which would bring them back
to Israel on its completion.

2. I told Lord Home that I had had an opportunity of speaking with you since hearing the
Prime Minister’s statement, and that you had already received the first reports of the pro-
ceedings of the Security Council. I said that the first impression in Ottawa was one of
dismay that the UK and France appeared to be cutting across the deliberations of the
Security Council which was already in session when the Anglo-French notes were deliv-
ered to Israel and Egypt. These were very grave decisions which appeared to have been
taken without opportunity for consulting the USA and the other Commonwealth countries.

3. Home said that the sole Anglo-French object was to prevent the fighting spreading and
to protect the lives and property of peaceful users of the Canal. Proceedings in the Security
Council might take days in argument as to who was the original aggressor, etc. The UK
feel that the initiative which the French and themselves have taken is in accordance with
the purposes of the UN and consistent with the Tripartite Declaration, though not taken
under it.

4. Discussion was short and desultory. The Indian Acting High Commissioner was puz-
zled as to why it should be an important Israeli objective to reach the Canal. The Pakistan
High Commissioner thought they were driving to the Canal with a view to outflanking and
encircling the Egyptian Armed Forces in the Gaza Strip.

[N.A.} ROBERTSON

116 Voir/See United Kingdom, House of éommons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955-56, Fifth Series, Volume
558, columns 1274-1275.
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110. PCO/1-60-2(a)

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL [London], October 30, 1956

As you know, for a long time now the Middle East has been simmering. Now it is
boiling over.

2. It has been obvious for some time that Israel was increasingly restive, and we feared
that she would turn on Jordan. That would have presented us with a calamitous situation in
which we might well have found ourselves under our Treaty fighting alongside Jordan with
Egypt as our ally, against Israel armed with weapons from Canada and France, and sup-
ported by France. You who know the Middle East situation so well will understand what a
nightmare that prospect has been.

3. We have made clear to Israel through diplomatic channels what our attitude would be
should hostilities break out.

4. In doing so (1) we have warned them off Jordan absolutely. That we have done by
publicly declaring our intention to stand by our Treaty with Jordan in the event of Israeli
aggression. We have now obtained assurances from Israel that she will not attack Jordan.
(2) We have told them that we do not consider ourselves under an obligation to defend
Egypt. Nasser (confirming what his Foreign Minister had earlier told our Ambassador)
told the Foreign Secretary last March that the Tripartite Declaration conferred no rights and
imposed no obligations on its authors. His press has stated that Egypt would not allow
Western troops to come to Egypt’s aid.

5. We have emphasized that we cannot allow a war between Israel and Egypt to block the
Suez Canal; that we and the French would feel bound if war broke out to require both
countries to cease hostilities and to withdraw from the Canal; that we should send them a
requirement to that effect, and that in the event of refusal we would take any military
action necessary to compel each party to conform.

6. It may be that both would accept such conditions.

7. Our latest information is that Israel has accused Egypt of aggression and is delivering
a counter attack. The situation is fluid but we will let you have the latest information as we
get it.

8. Our concern in this grave matter is to stop the fighting and to ensure the safety of the
Suez Canal on which so many nations’ lives depend. We expect to raise all this at U.N.O.
in the most appropriate way.

9. Meanwhile, however, it is of vital urgency to act at once. We and the French with us
propose therefore at once to send a requirement to Israet and Egypt demanding that hostili-
ties must cease immediately and that troops must be withdrawn from both banks of the
Canal. We will add that in the event of either side refusing we reserve the right to take such
military action as may be necessary to compel the offender to conform. We are doing this
because this war must be stopped before it has time to develop into a wider conflict involv-
ing others. :

10. Clearly there are risks in intervention. But the risks of hesitation and delay are in our
judgment greater and unless hostilities can be brought to a close at once they risk develop-
ing into a wider conflict involving others. I know that we can look for your understanding
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and much hope for your support in our endeavours to limit its scope, and to bring about a
truce so that a permanent settlement may be worked out which will pacify this turbulent
area. We will continue to keep you in the closest touch.!!?

111. DEA/50134-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1968 Washington, October 31, 1956

SECRET. IMPORTANT.
Repeat London, Paris, NATO, Permis (Information).

MIDDLE EAST; WASHINGTON REACTIONS

This will be an attempt to convey our impressions of the reactions in official circles to
events subsequent to the crossing of the Egyptian border by Israeli forces. They are drawn
from a large number of conversations with USA officials, diplomatic colleagues and jour-
nalists. It is to be hoped that the present state of mind will prove transitory. At present, as
the Australian Chargé put it this morning, it can best be described as a combination of
anger, disappointment and depression.

2. Late yesterday afternoon I saw Burke Elbrick, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Euro-
pean Affairs, who has been very close to the Secretary of State during this affair. From him
I sought the State Department’s reactions. He began by showing me a copy of the Presi-
dent’s message of earlier in the afternoon to the UK and French Prime Ministers, in which
Mr. Eisenhower expressed deep concern at the announcement from London and Paris of
imminent joint military action in the Suez area. This message was subsequently the subject
of a press statement by the White House but the text has not yet been made public. It began
by saying that the President “had just learned from the press” of the Franco-British ultima-
tum to Israel and Egypt. It went on to urge “the great unwisdom” of taking the threatened
“drastic action” when the matter was still under consideration in the Security Council. It
concluded by expressing Mr. Eisenhower’s sincere belief that “peaceful processes” should
be employed “to secure a solution which would restore the armistice condition as between
Israel and Egypt and also provide a just basis for settlement of the controversy with Egypt
about the Suez Canal”. (Elbrick was not sure that the text he showed us was the final one,
though we are satisfied that it remained substantially unaltered; it should, however, be
regarded as a paraphrase only).

3. Elbrick had just come from a long session with Mr. Dulles and reflected, I feel quite
sure, the Secretary’s own state of mind. He told us that Coulson, the British Chargé, and
Alphand had been in during the afternoon and had delivered messages from their respec-
tive Prime Ministers in support of the joint action upon which they had decided, and by
that time announced. We were not shown the messages but gather that the Mollet explana-
tion was brief to the point of being perfunctory. The Eden message, on the other hand,
attempted to explain in some detail the reasons for the British action and primarily on the

"7 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
(Delivered to the Prime Minister at 5:00 pm, October 30) [Auteur ipnconnw/Author unknown].
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ground that emergency military measures were necessary to compel a cease fire in the area
of the Canal and to part the belligerents.

4. It is our impression that the failure of the UK and French Governments to consult or
even to inform the USA Government in advance of their proposed course of action has
been as severe a shock to the USA Government, from the President down to the most
junior State Department officials, as the nature and circumstances of the Franco-British
action itself. There is no doubt whatever that this is regarded here as a very serious blow to
the Western alliance and to the cohesion of the free world. In this connection the effect on
NATO was mentioned by Elbrick several times. Coulson, the State Department believe
(and this I had earlier learned from Coulson himself) had had no forewarning of the UK
Government’s intention. (My Message 1952 October 30%). Elbrick was not sure about the
French position.

5. Elbrick emphasized how unhappy it was that the Franco-British action had deprived us
of the great opportunity which recent events in Eastern Europe had afforded the West in
their dealings with the Soviet Union. It was little short of “tragic” that the Israeli invasion
and the prospect of UK and French military action in the Middle East had at one blow
dissipated the encouraging gains of recent weeks in the satellite countries.

6. Last evening, at dinner, I had a chance for some private conversation with Allen Dul-
les. He was very depressed. He told me that he had been with “the boss” most of the day.
The President had been very angry when he had heard of the Franco-British ultimatum. At
that time they were considering the action the USA would take in the Security Council.
The President had said that, if people thought that he was going to be deterred from the
course he thought right just because the USA were on the eve of an election, they were
greatly mistaken. At any rate the President and the Secretary of State did decide, as we
know, to push ahead with their resolution in the Security Council even though they quite
realized that meant bringing into the open the serious breach between Washington, London
and Paris. Walter Robertson was another with whom I spoke last evening. Despite his wide
differences with the British on China policy he has always been a stout proponent of the
Anglo-American alliance. He told me that he had been in a state of despair and depression
since he had heard the news, and he could not shake it.

7. Allen Dulles told me, incidentally, that he had had advance intelligence which had led
the CIA to conclude (by Saturday, October 28th, I should think,) that the Israelis intended
to move against Egypt. As you know they had also learned of France supplying Israel with
fighter aircraft and probably other armament beyond what had been hitherto known. He
remarked wryly that the USA would soon be facing a demand from the UK for oil.

8. In this morning’s Washington Post and Times Herald Chalmers Roberts heads his
piece “British, French, Israeli collusion on moves in Mid-East now seen”. We shall send
you the clipping by tomorrow’s bag. It reflects, I believe, pretty accurately the present state
of mind of the administration. Of French collusion they seem quite convinced. The circum-
stantial evidence against the British has to many seemed strong but I think most would be
willing to give London a day in court. It will be hard to convince them, however, that the
motive of the UK and France has not been primarily to restore their positions in the Suez
Canal rather than to bring about a cease fire.

9. It may be that we are exaggerating the gloom. Further, it is likely that the gloom is a
good deal thicker in Washington than in the rest of the country. Nevertheless it is impossi-
ble to avoid the conclusion that serious harm has been done, at least temporarily, to Brit-
ish-American and Franco-American relations — and this primarily by the failure of
London and Paris to consult the USA. It remains to be seen whether the Franco-British
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action will in fact serve to bring about a cease fire and to restore the status quo. If it does
and Israeli forces are withdrawn quickly to their original positions it is possible that this
greater good may ultimately assuage the present severe wound. But it is hard for us now to
believe that the bitter experience of the past twenty-four hours will soon be forgotten.

10. The Korean parallel will be in many minds. In that case the USA were able to gird
themselves effectively with the collective armour of the UN. There will be many who are
not convinced that in the present case the UK and France could not have achieved similar
salutary results (and with USA support) in their efforts to bring about a cease fire, separate
the fighting elements and introduce minimum stability in the Middle East.

11. As a postscript, one cannot but have apprehensions as to the effect of these events
upon the relatively dormant isolationism of the right wing of the Republican Party. The
temptation to revert to the continental approach which President Eisenhower has done so
much to dissipate or drive below ground could be greatly encouraged. On the other hand
one of the curious cross currents in this mixed up situation is the statement attributed to
Senator Knowland, yesterday, in which he appeared as a champion of the UN Charter.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY

112. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa), October 31, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin).

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; ISRAELI INVASION OF EGYPT;
UNITED KINGDOM AND FRENCH ULTIMATUM TO ISRAEL AND EGYPT;

SUSPENSION OF ARMS SHIPMENTS TO THE MIDDLE EAST
3. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reviewed the grave situation in the Middle
East arising out of Israel’s invasion of Egypt and the declaration by the United Kingdom

and France of their intention to occupy the Suez Canal zone.

He also reported on the reaction in the United States and on the developments in the
United Nations. The High Commissioner in the U.K. had been instructed the previous day
to inform the U.K. government that the Canadian government viewed their proposed
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action with dismay and to make an appeal for the postponement of the British and French
ultimatum. He had seen U.K. ministers several times and expressed views in accordance
with these instructions. The U.S. Secretary of State had phoned the Minister and entreated
him to do everything possible to bring home to the British government the grave conse-
quences of the steps they were taking and to do what he could to repair the damage done to
the relations between the United States and the United Kingdom.

In the United Nations it appeared that a meeting of the General Assembly would be
called under the terms of the “Uniting for Peace” resolution, which had been designed to
provide for action on measures vetoed in the Security Council and in the preparation of
which Canada had played an important part. The position of Canada and of the United
States at the meeting would be particularly embarrassing in relation to the U.K. and
France.

The Prime Minister had received a message from the U.K. Prime Minister informing
him of the intentions of the U.K. and France, but this had reached Ottawa after the press
had reported the announcement of these measures in the Parliament at Westminster.

Events were moving quickly and information on the situation was not complete, and it
was difficult to reach firm conclusions on all aspects of the matter at present. However,
there were a number of immediate problems which had to be settled. These included the
question of arms shipments, the form of reply, if any at this moment, to Sir Anthony’s
message, and arrangements for evacuation of Canadian personnel whose presence was not
essential in the Middle East.

4. The Cabinet noted the report of the Secretary of State for External Affairs on the
situation in the Middle East arising out of the invasion of Egypt by Israel and the subse-
quent action of the United Kingdom and France and agreed,

(a) that shipments of all arms to Israel and the Arab nations be suspended;''® the public
statement on this subject, however, to refer only to the F-86 aircraft for Israel unless ques-
tions were asked about other shipments;

(b) that a reply to the United Kingdom Prime Minister’s message on the intentions of the
United Kingdom and France be prepared for early consideration; it should include appro-
priate references to the effect such actions would have on matters of such paramount
importance as the Anglo-United States alliance and the future of the Commonwealth;

(c) that the visa officer of the Department of Citizenship and Immigration in Tel-Aviv be
instructed to suspend his immigration activities and assist the Department of External
Affairs in protecting Canadian citizens in the area; and,

(d) that, if any R.C.A.F. transport aircraft were available in the Middle East, they should
form part of the U.S. airlift evacuation operation, but that if Canada needed to supply
additional aircraft for evacuation purposes, civilian transport planes should be chartered for
the purpose in order to avoid any danger of confusing R.C.A.F. aircraft with those of the
R.AF.

118 Voir aussi les documents 27 et 70./See also Documents 27 and 70.
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113. PCO/1-60-2(a)

Le premier ministre
au premier ministre du Royaume-Uni

Prime Minister
to Prime Minister of United Kingdom

ToP SECRET AND PERSONAL Ottawa, October 31, 1956

Thank you for your message of yesterday, which reached me at five o’clock, our time,
in the afternoon. I understand, of course, that in view of the rapidity with which your
government and that of France felt it was necessary to act, it could not be otherwise; but
the first intimation I had of your government’s intention to take certain grave steps in
Egypt was from the press reports of your statement in the House of Commons.

I must add that without more information, and information different from that which we
now have, about the action of Israel, we cannot come to the conclusion that the penetration
of its troops into Egypt was justified or that the probable resistance of the Egyptians neces-
sitated the decision of the U.K. and France to post forces in the canal zone. No doubt,
however, your own information is much more complete than ours. We now await develop-
ments, and information conceming them, with most anxious interest.

In the meantime, we have suspended all shipments of arms to Israel and will endeavour
to shape our course in conformity with what we regard as our obligations under the Charter
of and our membership in the United Nations. We are never unmindful, of course, in our
own decisions, of the very special relationship of close friendship and intimate association
which we have with the United Kingdom and with your government. Nor do we forget the
vital importance of the Suez Canal to the economic life of the United Kingdom.

You will not be surprised when I tell you that, apart from the danger of a war which
might spread, there are three aspects of this distressing situation which cause us particular
anxiety. Our misgivings in this respect have already been communicated to some of your
colleagues through our High Commissioner, who may have passed them on to you.

The first is the effect of the decisions taken on the United Nations, of which the United
Kingdom has been such a staunch and steady supporter. The fact that the action which you
took was taken while the Security Council was seized of the matter is, I think, most regret-
table, and the result of the Security Council vote last night equally regrettable.

There is also the danger — and I am sure that you are even more conscious of this than
we are here — of a serious division within the Commonwealth in regard to your action,
which will prejudice the unity of our association. The statement which the Government of
India issued this morning is significant evidence of this danger.

Finally, and this is a matter of deep and abiding interest to Canada, the deplorable
divergence of viewpoint and policy between the United Kingdom and the United States in
regard to the decisions that have been taken, and the procedure followed, is something that
will cause as much satisfaction to the Soviet Union and its supporters as it does distress to
all those who believe that Anglo-American co-operation and friendship is the very founda-
tion of our hopes for progress toward a peaceful and secure world. That co-operation and
friendship, which you yourself have done so much to promote, has now served the world
well for many years. It would be a tragedy beyond repair if it were now to disappear, or
even to be weakened. It is hard for a Canadian to think of any consideration -— other than
national survival or safety — as more-important. This aspect of the situation is very much
in our minds here at the moment, as I know it must be in yours.
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I have no desire, of course, to add by any words of mine to the heavy burdens you are
already carrying, but I know that you would like me to tell you frankly, and as a friend, of
my worries; and this I have tried to do.!?

114. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au haut-commissaire en Inde

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to High Commissioner in India

TELEGRAM M-604 Ottawa, October 31, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London, Paris, Washington, Permis (Information).

A press despatch just received carries the story of Indian condemnation of the Israeli
attack on Egypt. I have no quarrel with the Indian Government’s decision in this matter but
the contrast between its quick and strong denunciation of Israeli action with its complete
silence over events in Hungary, and Russian intervention in these events, will have a very
bad effect in this country.

L.B. PEARSON

115. DEA/50134-40

Le haut commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1494 London, November 1, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

MIDDLE-EAST CRISIS

A course you might wish to consider following in the Assembly would be to do our best
to ensure that the British and French intervention in Egypt is not examined under a spot-
light narrowly focussed only on the recent events; but that it is examined in the fullest
possible perspective both against the situation in the Middle East that led to the interven-
tion; and against the past record of both countries.

2. The line of argument would run that in the fuller perspective, one still regrets, as you
have already done, that the British and French thought it necessary to take the keeping of
the peace into their own hands. But one must admit that peace needed keeping in the Mid-
dle East. That was because the members of UN had failed to discharge their collective
responsibility. They had failed to protect life on both sides of the border. They had failed,

9 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
(Delivered to Acting UK. High Commissioner, 11:30 am, Nov 1) [Auteur inconnu/Author
unknown].
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too, even to enforce the 1951 resolution that the Canal be kept open to the traffic of all
nations.

3. For those failures, all members of the UN are to blame. None has the right now to act
the accuser or throw the first stone. We have in the past been too concerned with deciding
who was to blame for the last incident and too little concerned with preventing the next.
The lesson now to be learned is that the UN and the principles of the Charter have not
failed us, but that we the members have not been true to those principles and have not
given the organization the support it needs. We must turn our minds to more than finding a
way out of the present dilemma, vital though that is. We must seek the way to a lasting
settlement and be ready to make the sacrifices involved. We must work to prevent the
recurrence of a situation such as this, where two powers have felt themselves obliged,
rightly or wrongly, to intervene to keep the peace. Any permanent solution requires the co-
operation of England, France, the Arabs and Israel, and of all of us. What we do now must
not make such a solution more difficult but must contribute to it, and our eyes must be
fixed on that goal.

116. L.B.P./Vol. 39

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1496 London, November 1, 1956
ToP SECRET AND PERSONAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MIDDLE EASTERN CRISIS
Following for the Minister only from Robertson.!® Yesterday moming Home asked me to
come and see him. I told him what I had told Sir Norman Brook at Downing Street earlier
that morning about our misgiving and dismay at the action his Government had taken. 1
found it difficult to say anything which did not sound an explicit endorsement of every
criticism the opposition had made of Government policy.

2. He said, and I think he meant it, that he hoped I would continue to let him know
frankly the feeling of the Government of Canada. I said we had had a bad three months in
which I had found it difficult to explain to my Government the reasonableness of the poli-
cies his Government had been advocating and acting on since Nasser’s seizure of the
Canal. 1 was afraid that some of the foundations of the relationship between Common-
wealth countries had been severely shaken. The UK and France had somehow got them-
selves into a truly tragic position. Neither of them had any closer friend and ally than
Canada, but at this pass I could not see what we could do to help.'?

120 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Seen by Mr. Léger [Mary Macdonald]

121 Note marginale :/Marginal Note: .
Mr. Pearson spoke to Mr. Robertson on [the] telephone after receipt of this telegram today i.e. at
10:30 a.m. Mary Macdonald
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117. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 1, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler),
The Secretary of State (Mr. Pinard).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; REPLY TO UNITED KINGDOM PRIME
MINISTER’S MESSAGE ON INTENTIONS OF UNITED KINGDOM AND FRANCE
IN THE MIDDLE EAST; POLICY AT UNITED NATIONS ASSEMBLY
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE OCT. 31)

7. The Prime Minister read the message he proposed to send in reply to Sir Anthony
Eden’s communication on British and French intentions in regard to the situation created
by the Israel invasion of Egypt.

8. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported on further developments in the
Middle East crisis. The General Assembly of the United Nations had been called to meet
later in the day and he proposed to attend this session in New York. It was quite conceiva-
ble that a resolution would be presented, which would undoubtedly receive widespread
support, condemning the United Kingdom, France, and Israel. It would be embarrassing to
be faced with a motion drafted in extreme terms by the Arab-Asian bloc and endorsed by
the communists. He hoped, therefore, that if such a resolution were moved a vote could be
delayed and amendments proposed which would include a reference to the provocation
which had led Israel and the U.K. and France to act in the manner they had.

There were indications in U.K. official quarters of serious concern at the direction in
which events were moving, and it might be that the U.K. govemment would soon welcome
a proposal calling for the cessation of hostilities, the convening of a widely-based confer-
ence on Middle Eastern matters and, in the interim, the provision of substantial police
forces stationed on the Israel-Arab borders to keep peace.

As regards the General Assembly, he would report developments as they occurred, and
seek the advice and assistance of his colleagues on the stand he should take at the meeting.
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9. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Prime Minister and the Secretary of State for
External Affairs on the situation in the Middle East and, subject to minor amendments,
approved the message from the Prime Minister in reply to the United Kingdom Prime
Minister’s communication of October 30th on the United Kingdom and French intentions
in the Middle East, and the policy, it was proposed to follow at the meeting of the United
Nations later that day.

118. L.B.P./Vol. 39

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1501 London, November 1, 1956
ToOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS

Following for the Minister only from Robertson.'?? Since speaking to you I have been in
touch with Kirkpatrick, and have told him you were turning over in your mind the possibil-
ity of proposing a cease fire, to be followed by a major diplomatic conference to deal with
the whole context of Middle Eastern and North African questions, and that as part of this
approach it would be essential to set up an adequate UN military force to separate the
Egyptians from the Israelis pending the establishment of stable and peaceful settlements of
the outstanding Middle Eastern questions.

2. Kirkpatrick told me that in the speech he is going to make in this afternoon’s censure
debate, Eden will say, after referring to the fighting going on between the Egyptians and
the Israelis: “But police action there must be to separate the belligerents and to prevent the
resumption of hostilities between them. If the UN were then willing to take over the physi-
cal task of maintaining peace, no one would be better pleased that we”.!?? This is not much,
but it is something. It means, I take it, that the UK and France would be prepared to “hand
over” the police task they have taken on themselves to a UN force strong enough to pre-
vent the renewed outbreak of hostilities between Egypt and Israel pending the conclusion
of a peace treaty which would guarantee the existence and integrity of the latter.

3. Kirkpatrick, who had Chauvel with him when I spoke to him, did not comment one
way or another on the idea of a general diplomatic conference, but did stress that if Britain
and France were to hand over to a UN force, it would have to be to a substantial and
properly supported international force set up to maintain peace and prevent aggression in
the Middle East, and not just a notional force thought up as a diplomatic gimmick to meet
this evening’s diplomatic requirements. I asked him if he recognized that a UN force set up
between Egypt and Israel in present circumstances would contain a Soviet component, an
obstacle you will remember that Eden and Lloyd stumbled over the last time we discussed

122 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Seen by Mr. Léger [auteur inconnu/author unknown]
18 Voir/See United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955 56, Fifth Senes Volume
558, column 1649.
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something like this with them.!?* He said he did. I said it seemed to me that if a UN force
were to be set up for this purpose between Egypt and Israel it would probably have to be
on the frontiers and not on the Canal. He did not demur at this.

119. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1081 New York, November 2, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO (Information. Immediate).
By bag Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ankara, Athens, Karachi.

PALESTINE EMERGENCY ASSEMBLY

We prefer to await the verbatim record before reporting fully on the debate which took
place in the emergency special session in two meetings between five o’clock yesterday
afternoon and five o’clock this morning. Instead it might be more profitable to report on
the procedural and tactical developments. This will enable you to place in perspective the
press reports on the proceedings. Yesterday morning we were informed by the USA Mis-
sion about arrangements for the emergency session.

(a) The Permanent Representative of Chile would take the chair since he was a represen-
tative of the same country as the President of the Tenth Session. The rules of procedure
were mandatory on this point.

(b) The USA Delegation proposed to submit in its own name only a draft resolution
along the lines of the one the USA had introduced in the Security Council. The new draft,
however, would take note of the Anglo-French intervention in Egypt but would be “as easy
as possible” on the UK and France. By these tactics the USA hoped to head off demands
for a strong condemnation. Later in the morning the USA Mission informed us that Dulles
would attend the session and would bring with him the final version of the USA draft
resolution. For this reason we did not have the actual text until after Dulles had spoken,
although we had received an earlier version on the phone from Heeney.!?

(c) The UK and France were expected to contest the proceeding in the emergency session
on the legal grounds they had raised in the Council. The USA Mission had asked all other
Missions (except apparently old Commonwealth) to send a letter to the Secretary-General
noting the Security Council decision and concurring in it. (About fifty were circulated).
The USA hoped this would minimize the effect of the Anglo-French attempt to stimulate a
procedural debate. This USA action was not intended to embarrass the UK and France but
was taken because the USA believed that any legal argument in the Assembly could not
but be regarded by world public opinion as stalling by the UK and France and this would

124 Voir/See Document 696.

125 Le texte final de la résolution est reproduit dans Canada, ministére des Affaires extérieures, La crise du
Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, Ottawa: Imprimeur de la Reine, 1957, p. 11.
The final version of this resolution is reprinted in Canada, Department of External Affairs, The Crisis
in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, Ottawa: Queen’s Printer, 1957, p. 8.
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only increase suspicion about their intentions. (In fact the UK and France merely men-
tioned their legal objections and both participated in the emergency session). The USA
Mission fully understood that we might not wish to take a position on this procedural issue.

2. Until shortly before the emergency session began we understood that it would con-
tinue at least until the weekend and we therefore envisaged that there would be an opportu-
nity to discuss the whole matter behind the scenes to see whether a positive and
constructive course of action would be developed. By the time Dulles began to speak,
however, it was common knowledge that the USA and others wished to proceed to the vote
on the draft resolution before the end of the night. The turn of events in Egypt demanded
that some action be taken quickly. There was the continuing danger too that a less con-
structive proposal than the USA text might be put forward. These factors combined to
stimulate opinion in the Assembly for an early vote. After Dulles had spoken there was an
hour’s recess for dinner. By that time there were about thirty speakers on the chairman’s
list. During the recess a decision was taken in the Afro-Asian group (and apparently agreed
to by other members) to move a closure of the debate and to proceed to an early vote. The
original idea was that after the motion three speakers on each side of the draft resolution
would make statements and then the vote would be taken. Later after considerable confu-
sion it was agreed that the parties directly concerned with the Middle East situation (Egypt,
Israel, UK and France) could speak in addition to the other six. Mir Khan of Pakistan
informed us that the Afro-Asian group would be happy to have Canada make the motion
for closure. Because we were awaiting instructions concerning our position on the draft
resolution and because we were not in agreement with the haste with which the proposal
was being considered, the Minister declined. Later it emerged that Mir Khan himself
would make the motion. He told us that one of the reasons why he agreed to do so was that
he hoped to save the UK from violent attacks like those voiced by the Representatives of
Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia.

3. Pakistan and other members, notably the Scandinavians and Turkey, were anxious to
have Canada’s support for the draft resolution. Accordingly Mir Khan agreed to withhold
his motion for a while in the hope that the Canadian Delegation would have received its
instructions in time to vote. Mir Khan actually made the motion, after consulting with us,
before the Minister had spoken to the Prime Minister about the Canadian position on the
draft resolution. However, because Eban made a long speech as one of the parties and
because some of the other speeches were not short, the Canadian Delegation did receive its
instructions in plenty of time for the vote.

4. It had been agreed that after the voting there would be explanations of vote. The
procedure was complicated by the fact that several speakers led by the Italian wished to say
something about the Hungarian situation, in particular about the letter which the Secretary-
General had received (and which we shall discuss separately). A roll call vote was taken
and the result was 64 in favour, 5 against (Australia, France, Israel, NZ, UK) with 6
abstentions (Belgium, Canada, Laos, The Netherlands, Portugal, South Africa) and one
absent (Luxembourg).

5. Canada was the first country to explain its vote and although this took place about
three o’clock in the morning, there was a large audience in the Assembly hall, including
the public galleries, and the proceedings were still being televised in the New York area.
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We shall report on the Canadian statement and on other matters of substance in a separate
tel.1?

6. You will have noted the operative para six whereby the Assembly decided “to remain
in emergency session pending compliance with this resolution”. This para, we understand,
was added at the insistence of India. We are not sure of its full implication but we consider
it possible that if the resolution is not acted upon by the parties directly concerned and if
the situation in Egypt should deteriorate still further, the session will immediately recon-
vene. At the end of meeting early this moring the Chairman merely adjourned without
any indication of when the next meeting would be.

120. L.B.P./Vol. 85

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1086 New York, November 2, 1956

ToOP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO (Information. Immediate).

PALESTINE EMERGENCY ASSEMBLY

During the recess on November 1 of the emergency special session the Minister spoke
to Dulles about the USA draft resolution and the proceedings generally. The Minister
explained his apprehension about the haste with which the USA draft resolution was being
pressed. Dulles said that it was essential to have some resolution passed because events
were moving so swiftly that there was no telling what might happen if something were not
done to arrest them. There was the possibility that the military operations by all parties
concerned might be stepped up, increasing the danger to international peace. Moreover,
there was the ever present possibility that the Afro-Asians might decide that the USA draft
resolution was not strong enough and might press for sharper condemnations and essen-
tially less constructive measures. This would exacerbate the situation.

2. In these circumstances the Minister said that he would not complain about the proce-
dure being followed nor would he attempt in the short time available to improve the USA
text. He pointed out, however, that he would have preferred to have any draft resolution
before the special session contain a provision for the establishment of negotiating machin-
ery, perhaps an Ad Hoc Committee of the Assembly with functions along the lines of those
set forth in para 3 of Washington telegram 1978 Nov 1.1 The Minister asked Dulles why
this provision had been dropped from the current USA draft, since it was desirable to
establish some means for trying to effect a settlement in the Middle East.

3. Dulles replied that the USA had not the time to work out the details of those ideas
conveyed to Heeney in Washington. If time had permitted this, the proposals would have
been left in the USA draft. Dulles enquired whether the Minister was prepared to make
proposals along the same lines. The Minister said Canada was in favour of setting up some

136 L3 déclaration de Pearson est réimprimée dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956,
pp. 11 a 13.
Pearson’s statement is reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, pp. 8-10.
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kind of UN machinery for a settlement and saw no purpose in merely working for a return
to the status quo along the demarcation lines. Dulles said that if the Minister did make
proposals of that kind, the USA would support them.

4. The Minister said that it would not be possible to make formal proposals in the short
time available. Not only was the special session about to vote on the USA draft but the
proposals themselves would have to be developed carefully and this would take more time.
In addition to the establishment of a committee for working out a peaceful solution, the
Minister pointed out, the Canadian Government had been considering the desirability and
feasibility of establishing an international police force for maintaining strict order along
the demarcation lines in Palestine. It would not be good enough merely to move the parties
back to the demarcation lines and to hope that they would remain there without incident
during the painful process of negotiating an overall settlement. It would be essential to
establish an international force strong enough to see that order was maintained. This kind
of proposal could be incorporated with the ideas advanced in Washington by USA officials
but the formulation of concrete proposals could not be rushed. Accordingly in his state-
ment the Minister proposed to put some ideas forward in general terms.

5. His object in doing so, the Minister said, was not only to stimulate interest in serious
proposals for solving the complex problems of the Middle East but to provide the UK and
France with a suitable basis for accepting the USA draft resolution. Something was
required to enable the UK and French Governments to withdraw from their current
involvement in Egypt without losing too much face. Canadian thinking, however, was not
confined to getting the UK and France out of a difficult situation. This result would be in a
sense subsidiary to the main aim which was to set in motion machinery for seeking a
lasting settlement of the larger issues.

6. During the Assembly proceedings on the night November 1-2 it was not possible to
develop these ideas to any extent. After talking to the Prime Minister about them, the Min-
ister included some suggestions in his explanation of vote but in a very general way. Dul-
les, speaking a short time later, referred to the importance of a constructive and positive
development of the situation “and not merely attempting to turn the clock back”. He
emphasized his complete agreement with what Mr. Pearson had said “and not only my
personal agreement but the feeling of President Eisenhower with whom I talked a few
hours ago about this aspect of the matter”. He added that the USA Delegation “would be
very happy indeed if the Canadian Delegation would formulate and introduce as part of
these proceedings a concrete suggestion” along the lines Mr. Pearson had outlined.

7. By phone from New York the Minister had discussed his ideas with Robertson, who
said that Lloyd, in a statement yesterday, had hinted that the UK might possibly accept the
establishment of UN machinery for working out a settlement. (Dixon, in the special ses-
sion here, said: “The first urgent task is to separate Israel from Egypt and to stabilize the
position. That is our purpose. If the UN were willing to take over the physical task of
maintaining peace in the area, no one would be better pleased than we. But police action
there must be, to separate the belligerents and stop hostilities. In my [group corrupt]
submission all members of the UN should earnestly bend their efforts to bring about a
lasting settlement which can replace the Armistice Agreements which have now proved to
be too fragile for their task of preserving peace and order in the Middle East.”) It appeared
that the UK Government might be interested in finding a way out of the difficulties in
which it found itself. Robertson said that Lloyd would be talking to Pineau today
(November 2); that both of them were worried about the way in which the whole matter
had developed. They might well be in a mood to accept the kind of proposals which Dulles
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and the Minister had discussed and especially if the Canadian concept of an international
police force were part of the overall arrangement.

8. Robertson said that the UK had taken no decision as yet on the UN resolution. It might
help them to accept it if concrete proposals could be formulated in advance. In a later
conversation, however, Robertson agreed that it was not feasible to put forward in the next
day or so a draft resolution. Instead the various ideas might emerge in a more precise and
detailed statement.

9. The Minister, who will discuss the matter with Heeney, has asked us to prepare notes
along these lines which might form the basis for a statement which the Prime Minister
might make Sunday evening. We shall send this material to you as soon as possible.

121. PCO/1-60-2

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

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], November 2, 1956

We have just received the attached telegram from Mr. Robertson on the Middle East
Crisis. I also spoke to Mr. Robertson on the telephone who confirmed that it was most
likely, if they could bring the French along, that the United Kingdom Government would
make what they termed a “liberal” reply to the General Assembly Resolution possibly
before the day is over.

JULES LEGER

[PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM 97 London, November 2, 1956

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Reference: My 1501 to External of Nov 1.1

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS

Following for the Minister from Robertson. Selwyn Lloyd asked me to come to see him at
2.15 this afternoon. After reviewing the immediate and historic background of the Anglo-
French decision to intervene in Egypt in terms on which I shall report separately, he asked
me to let you know at once that he was very seriously interested in the suggestion attrib-
uted to you by the one o’clock radio news that a UN Police Force should be established in
the Middle East. I did not have the text of your remarks at the time, but I showed him the
text of my tel under reference, on which he made no comment.

2. Lloyd said he thought there were two indispensable conditions for the establishment of
such a force:
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(a) it would have to be accepted by both Egypt and Israel;

(b) the UN members contributing to such a force should undertake to maintain it in being
until agreed settlements of outstanding Middle Eastern questions had been arrived at and
were guaranteed by the UN.

3. I said that T thought the chances of such arrangements materializing would largely
depend on the promptness and character of the Anglo-French reply to the resolution of the
UN Assembly. I thought they should accept at once the call to cease military operations.
The first phase of those operations was presumably completed by the blasting of Egyptian
military airfields and the destruction of Egyptian military aircraft. They could claim if they
wanted to that the results of this stage of the operation had at least temporarily altered the
balance of striking power between Egypt and Israel, and had postponed what they had
believed as an imminent threat to Israel. As far as I knew, and Lloyd did not correct me,
there had not been any landings from sea or air on Egyptian territory. If they responded
now to the call from UN, there might still be an opportunity for getting a UN Police Force
established with the consent of the Egyptian and Israeli Governments, which Lloyd himself
had said would be a pre-condition. If they went on with their scheduled landings and the
occupation of the Canal Zone, this would be immensely harder to bring about.

4. Lloyd saw two major difficulties in the way of accepting the cease fire immediately.
The first was what he described as the virtual impossibility of suddenly putting into reverse
the elaborate combined schedule of air and sea movements by two forces. Secondly, the
sudden abandonment of the Anglo-French effort to stop by force the Egyptian-Israeli fight-
ing might have disastrous effects on the stability of other Middle Eastern Governments. I
did not argue against the validity of either of these objections, but said that I thought the
present position was so serious that he should do everything he could to convince his col-
leagues and Pineau, who is arriving at five o’clock this afternoon to discuss the Anglo-
French reply to the resolution, that they should accept the UN call for a cease fire
immediately.

122. DEA/50134-40

Note de la Direction du Commonwealth et du Moyen-Orient
pour le sous-secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Commonwealth and Middle East Division
to Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

TOP SECRET [Ottawa], November 2, 1956

UNITED KINGDOM REACTION TO CANADIAN VIEWS
ON THE MIDDLE EAST CRISIS

Belgrave of Eamscliffe called on November 1 to hand us the statement in the House of
Commons by the Foreign Minister'?” which has already been referred to you separately. He
volunteered the information that he had read Mr. St. Laurent’s Top Secret and Personal
letter to Sir Anthony Eden, dated October 31, and that London was “aghast” at its tone. I
asked him if Earnscliffe shared London’s opinion. He said that they did not because the
Canadian reaction as expressed in Mr. Pearson’s Press Conference of October 30 and in
the Prime Minister’s letter had been anticipated by them because they were on the spot. In

127 Voir/See United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955 56, Flfth Series, Volume
558, columns 1564-1571.



198 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

his view however it had come as a great surprise to London. I said that it was not appropri-
ate for me to comment upon the substance of either the Prime Minister’s or the Minister’s
statement but that I did think that London’s reaction, if correctly reported, suggested a
really surprising lack of understanding of the basic Canadian political climate, especially
in view of the visits paid to us by senior United Kingdom officials and statesmen during
recent months.

2. Belgrave made no comment except to observe that this was the first occasion on which
Canada had “parted company” from the United Kingdom in public on such a crucial issue
but that he hoped that having done this it would now be possible for us (by which he meant
Canada and the United Kingdom) “to pick up the pieces”.

3. I said that I could assure him from our experience of the Minister’s modes of thought,
and his political philosophy, that any action which might be initiated by him would be
bound to be positive and constructive.!2

G.C. MCINNES

123. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés du Conseil de I’Atlantique Nord
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to North Atlantic Council
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1875 Paris, November 2, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our tel 1864 Nov 1.1
Repeat London, Paris, Washington.

SITUATION IN EGYPT AND PALESTINE

We received a copy of your telegram K98 November 1'? to New York in time for
Council meeting on November 2. As we suggested in our tel under reference, opinion in
Council proved to be most receptive to that line of thought. News of emphasis given by
Butler in the British House of Commons and apparently by Dixon in New York concerning
British willingness to turn their “Police Action” over to UN if the latter could enforce a
solution had done much to prepare the ground for our comments in Council.

2. USA Representative referred to a statement apparently made by Dulles emphasizing
the complete agreement of USA Government with your suggestions.'* It was still the gen-
eral view of course that the UK and France had gravely prejudiced their case unnecessarily
by their method of handling their intervention.

3. The question of Soviet participation in policing a solution arrived at through UN was
discussed briefly but Permanent Representatives could only give personal views. There

128 Mclnnes a ajouté la note suivante i la main :/Mclnnes added the following note by hand:
This morning Belgrave called to say that Earnscliffe had been “considerably cheered” by the Minister’s
[November 2] statement in New York.

1291 e télégramme K98 retransmet le document 115.
Telegram K98 retransmits Document 115.

130 [ 3 déclaration de Dulles est réimprimée dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 13.
Dulles’s statement is reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 10.
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was no clear opinion as to whether such participation was likely, and what attitude should
be adopted in the event of its being offered by the Soviet Union. However, it was interest-
ing to note that the UK Representative cautioned against the view that such a possibility
should be rejected. He underlined that UN or any other group assuming responsibility for
resolving the present conflict must be prepared to undertake the necessary forceful
measures.

4. The German Representative spoke for the first time in these discussions stating that
the Federal Republic considers that the Middle Eastern problem cannot be solved without
at least the availability of the means to enforce any proposed solution. However, in his
view it would be preferable for the British and French action to continue rather than envis-
age the possibility of Soviet participation in any police action arranged through the UN.

5. The only other statement of interest today was made by Belgian Representative con-
cerning talks between Spaak and Shepilov. Apparently Spaak had emphasized the insepa-
rability of the Suez problem and that of the present open hostilities, a view which Shepilov
vehemently opposed. De Staercke considered that any action now taken under the UN must
include the problem of Suez.

6. Neither French nor British Representatives could offer anything further on the military
situation apart from the obvious suggestion that present air activities would probably be
supplemented by other activities in the course of the next few hours. Council will meet
again tomorrow.

(L.D.] WILGRESS

124. DEA/50372-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1990 Washington, November 2, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our tels 19881 and 19891 Nov 2.
Repeat London, Permis, Paris (Information. Immediate).

UN ASSEMBLY; ACTION ON MIDDLE EAST
The Secretary of State asked to see me this afternoon concerning proceedings in the
Special Assembly. He showed me at once two *“working papers” in the form of draft reso-
lutions, the one related to the Suez Canal, the other to Palestine. The text of each are
repeated in my two immediately preceding telegrams.'3!
2. As I have just reported to the Under-Secretary by phone, Mr. Dulles is thinking of
having to introduce resolutions along these lines as early as tomorrow (Saturday, Novem-

131 Les Etats-Unis ont fait circuler le 3 novembre des projets de résolutions qui s’inspiraient de prés de ces
documents de travail. Voir United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States
(FRUS), 1955-1957, Volume XVI, pp. 960-963.

The United States circulated draft resolutions closely based on these working papers on November 3.
See United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1955-1957,
Volume XVI, pp. 960-963. ’
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ber 3) afternoon, or perhaps Sunday. Otherwise he fears that the initiative will be lost to
those who are already rumoured to be preparing resolutions of a condemnatory character,
involving sanctions, etc. against the UK and France.

3. Dulles and his advisers (Phleger and Elbrick were with him) believe that it is the part
of wisdom to divide the two subjects and keep them separate so far as possible. With
regard to the Suez Canal, the Secretary is optimistic that a proposal along the lines of his
Working Paper 1, would receive wide support. He would be prepared to gamble that the
UK itself would welcome it, and Egypt, after the events of the past few days, may be
similarly disposed.

4. Dulles is thinking of a Three Man Commission for the Suez Canal, to consist of Pear-
son, Lange and an Asian (or perhaps Popovic). The manning of the second Five Man Com-
mission for Palestine would be on a geographic basis.

S. Dulles conceives of these resolutions as being the second element in the strategy initi-
ated in the Special Assembly yesterday by the US resolution. In this connection he contin-
ues to recognize the force of your own argument. He feels that the action taken so far has
avoided something much worse. But we must now press on to the next stage to provide for
political settlement in these two main areas and we have not much time.

6. I put to the Secretary the points you had made to me earlier this afternoon, on the
phone from New York. A primary objective was to realign the UK and the US; this meant
that there must be opportunity of ensuring UK acquiescence, if not support. We were in
urgent touch with London. It was important to avoid taking up a fixed position too soon
until sufficiently wide support was reasonably assured. I explained our own Government’s
timetable for the weekend and emphasized the advantage which might be derived from at
least a minimum period of deliberation with our friends. I also described your own prelimi-
nary thinking with regard to a UN “Police Force” and the convening of a general confer-
ence and/or a relatively small ad hoc committee to work out a Middle East political
settlement.

7. Dulles was not unsympathetic to these views (except that he clearly disliked the sug-
gestion of a general conference on Middle Eastern affairs). But again he emphasized the
severe time limitations under which we were working. With respect to a UN force, he
thought this would take quite a long time to work out, though he did not exclude it as part
of an ultimate solution.

8. Finally, the Secretary said that he would very much welcome your reactions to his
proposals, as well as any reactions which we could get from London. At the same time he
said that we would, of course, recognize that the USA were free to proceed without further
reference to us if they felt they must do so. Incidentally, he said that he would welcome our
co-sponsorship. There is, however, no doubt that the USA intend themselves be sponsors.

9. In the interests of speed we thought it necessary to repeat the texts of the two working
papers and this telegram to London, Permanent Delegation New York and Paris Embassy
for their info only. Any instructions thereon to them will of course have to come from you.
We agreed with Dulles that discussions in London should include the whole of the USA
proposals but should not involve communication of draft texts at this stage.

10. You will note from para 8 that we were not asked to take any initiative in Paris.

[A.D.P.] HEENEY
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125. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1091 New York, November 3, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: QOur tel 1086 Nov 2.
Repeat London, Washington (Information. Immediate).

PALESTINE EMERGENCY ASSEMBLY: MIDDLE EAST POLICE FORCE

This tel contains our preliminary views on this subject. The USA working papers con-
tained in Washington telegrams 1988-90 relate to the establishment of machinery under
UN auspices for dealing with the Middle East crisis. The USA would like to separate the
Suez and Palestine issues. They are working along lines which we discussed here with the
Minister, that is, establishing a small body with power to discuss the issues with the parties
directly concerned, to recommend measures for settlement and in consultation with the
Security Council and the General Assembly to see that the agreed plan is implemented.

2. Clearly the negotiating group cannot achieve a solution of these complex problems in
a short time. It may take months. During the period of negotiation it will be absolutely
essential to maintain a cease-fire and withdrawal of troops upon which all this process of
negotiation is predicated. It would be absolutely necessary to restrain elements on both
sides of the demarcation lines in Palestine and while this may be the most important polic-
ing operation, it may also be necessary to maintain law and order in the Canal Zone.
Accordingly, parallel with measures which are being developed for negotiating a settle-
ment, it would seem desirable to take steps at once to establish an international police force
under UN auspices which could be employed in the area to maintain law and order during
the process of negotiation.

Directing Authority

4. One of the difficult questions is what body or person will be responsible for giving
orders to this police force. The Security Council as the executive body of the UN is an
obvious choice but the problem of the veto is equally obvious and in this case it is not only
the veto of the USSR which might cause difficulty. It seems essential, however, that the
Great Powers must be agreed on the steps to be taken to solve the Middle East crisis. It is
inconceivable that settlement can be reached on any other basis. Accordingly the Council’s
authority could be brought into the picture at some stage.

5. In addition it will no doubt be necessary for the police force to act in close harmony
with the negotiating group or groups. The attitude of the parties during the process of
negotiation might well give warning about violations of the cease-fire arrangements. The
negotiating group would no doubt wish to be in a position to head off any dangerous situa-
tion by the rapid employment of the police force.

6. The link between all the proposed measures surely will be the Secretary-General. It
may well be therefore that the primary responsibility for alerting and using the police force
should rest with the Secretary-General. He would act in much the same capacity as he has
acted with respect to the UN Truce Supervision Organization. He would of course act in
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close consultation with the negotiating group or groups and with the Security Council and
if necessary the General Assembly. But the executive act would be his and he would be in
a sense an International Police Commissioner.

Composition of the Force

7. This is also a difficult question. General Burns estimated at one time that the force
needed in Palestine would not have to be too large as long as it had freedom of movement
and freedom to act. And here we should emphasize that the International Police Force must
be able to act with or without the consent of the parties concerned. There can be no ques-
tion of a return to the hampering conditions imposed on UNTSO by the Armistice Agree-
ments of 1948. With this in mind we suggest that the force should be not too large, but
compact, mobile and hard-hitting; perhaps a divisional group completely mechanized, with
a paratroop element with a supporting air arm would be sufficient. (Military experts can
suggest the detailed organization). For greater efficiency this force must be drawn from a
few countries with the most up-to-date forces rather than from many countries with less
advanced armies. It would be essential to exclude from the force the UK and France. It
might be desirable to exclude the USA and the USSR. There would also be a problem if
forces from colonial countries were included. All these qualifications narrow the field from
which the force could be drawn. The following countries are possible: Australia, Brazil,
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Greece, India, NZ, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Sweden, Turkey
and Yugoslavia. The list might be reduced further because Australia and NZ, for example,
have been too closely associated with UK, because Pakistan has been associated with
Egypt, because Greece has been so strongly anti-UK. With the current situation in Eastern
Europe it might be impracticable to draw forces from there. Brazil, Canada, India, Norway,
Sweden, Turkey and Yugoslavia might be unexceptionable.

8. We believe that the forces contributed by the various member nations should be as far
as possible self contained units. There should be a fairly large contribution by one or two
of the contributing countries to establish a clear-cut claim to command. Perhaps, for exam-
ple, the bulk of the mechanized infantry could be supplied by India, the air force and para-
troops by Canada, the artillery arm by Norway and Sweden.

9. We have included India in our calculations because we consider that Nehru’s off-
expressed desire to be a peace maker should be translated into effective action and because
India is the one Afro-Asian country with military forces qualified to carry out the tasks we
have in mind. It seems to us important that India should be part of the settlement machin-
ery in this Middle East crisis and be committed with the Great Powers and others in work-
ing for conditions which would ensure an overall and a lasting settlement.

Methods

10. For the organization of the police force the UN would have to establish a small
committee of experts, political and military. The Secretary-General might be authorized to
produce proposals in consultation with General Burns. The expert committee might be
drawn from the same countries who would comprise the committee which the USA is
proposing for the settlement in Palestine but we should have to know the composition of
that committee before making any final recommendation. The force cannot be organized
overnight but the machinery for organizing it could be set in motion almost immediately.
Perhaps as an initial step the Secretary-General should begin his studies at once.

11. The starting point should be a resolution of the emergency special session of the
General Assembly. This resolution should be correlated with the USA resolution calling
for a cease-fire and withdrawal and the resolutions which the USA is contemplating con-
cerning the Suez and Palestine issues. The resolution on the police force should reaffirm
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the cease-fire and withdrawal of forces, since these are the basic conditions which must
exist before the police force could begin to act. The preamble of the resolution should
presumably refer to the negotiating machinery which is being established and to the neces-
sity of maintaining law and order in the area pending the successful outcome of the negoti-
ations. The operative part of the resolution should include a decision in principle to
establish a UN International Police Force, a provision establishing a committee of experts
to produce recommendations, a direction to the Secretary-General to produce studies in
consultation with UNTSO and perhaps with member governments, a call to all members to
cooperate fully with these measures, a request for an early report.

12. When the Committee of Experts and the Secretary-General had reported back to the
General Assembly it would be necessary to pass a further resolution providing for the
actual establishment of the force. To give the necessary urgency to these proposals the first
resolution should perhaps contain a deadline for the report by the Committee of Experts
and the Secretary-General.

Sponsorship

13. Problem of sponsorship exists. Canada could introduce this resolution on its own but
because of our links with the UK and France and of the position which Canada adopted on
the USA resolution of November 1, there is some possibility that the Afro-Asians, in par-
ticular, might think that the Canadian proposal for a police force was designed to assist the
UK and France out of their difficulties. Since as well the proposal for an International
Police Force is open to the charge of “collective colonialism” it would be desirable to have
the resolution introduced by a number of countries whose reputation in the field of coloni-
alism is unassailable. Canada is certainly one of these. Norway, Sweden, Iran, Burma,
India and Pakistan are others. Tentatively we have been considering whether the resolution
on the police force could be introduced by Canada, Iran and Norway. The Norwegians
appear ready to do so. It might be desirable to include one or two other countries but
because of the complexity of the issues involved it would be desirable to keep sponsors at
a minimum. Before introducing the resolution setting up the force (that is the second one
contemplated in para 12), it would be necessary to canvass very carefully the countries
which might be affected by the UN police force, both those in whose territory the force
would be required to operate and those who would be expected to contribute to the force.
At the same time it would be absolutely essential to consult fully on the subject with the
Four Great Powers (but particularly the USA and USSR) and the Secretary-General.
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126. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 3, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Health and Welfare (Mr. Martin),
The Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Pearson),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney)
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler).

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

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; MIDDLE EAST; HUNGARY,
POLICY AT UNITED NATIONS
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE NOV. 1)

1. The Secretary of State for External Affairs reported on the latest developments in the
Middle East situation. The United States intended to introduce two resolutions in the U.N.
General Assembly over the weekend to establish committees at once, with mandate to set-
tle the Palestine question and the Suez Canal dispute. He thought that by themselves, these
proposals did not go far enough as there was no provision for the constitution of a police
force to prevent fighting until settlements were reached. Pending the setting up of such a
force on a long-term basis, the combatants should be requested to accept the stationing
between them of limited police forces organized immediately under U.N. auspices.

The United Kingdom and France had said they would suspend their military interven-
tion provided a truce force was established and Egypt and Israel agreed to having such a
force to keep the peace. If the U.K. and France would agree that the force should include
detachments from other countries and all be landed under a U.N. military command, there
was a good possibility that the General Assembly would give substantial support to such a
plan. The chances of success would not be great, however, if the U.K. and France landed in
strength and there was heavy fighting.

2. Mr. Pearson said that, as regards Hungary, the Russians were now re-occupying the
country and were showing the true character of their régime. The action of the British and
French in the Middle East was all the more deplorable in that it prevented the free world
from taking a united stand, which would probably have had much Asian-Arab support,
against this naked aggression.

3. The Prime Minister noted that a contribution to a U.N. police force in the Middle East
would require Parliamentary support. Although long-term arrangements might not be
worked out for some weeks, it might be desirable to summon Parliament soon if Canadian
forces were to participate in any police action to be authorized in the near future.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 205

4. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Prime Minister and the Secretary of State for
External Affairs on the situation in the Middle East and Hungary and the policy suggested
for further meetings of the United Nations.

127. L.B.P./Vol. 39
Note de I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
Memorandum by Ambassador in United States

CONFIDENTIAL [Washington], November 3, 1956

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS

This is a summary of a number of conversations I have had today with the Under-
. Secretary and the Minister, at the Ottawa end, and Elbrick, Acting Assistant Secretary for
European Affairs in the State Department, concerning proceedings in the U.N. Special
Assembly, consequent upon the British and French reply to the Assembly’s Resolution of
November 2nd.

2. Prior to this morning’s Cabinet meeting, the Minister was considering how advantage
could be taken of the terms of the Franco-British reply to initiate “police action”. He had
asked the Acting U.K. High Commissioner to ascertain whether his Government would be
willing to accept at once token U.N. detachments and a formal relationship with the organ-
ization of General Burns. I communicated this to the State Department, arranging to see
them later as the Cabinet meeting progressed.

3. Léger called me at 11.30 a.m. to say that the Cabinet approved our proposed U.N.
police action in two stages — in the short term to be conducted by troops immediately
available, but not exclusively British and French. (We would hope for a U.S. contingent —
Canada would help); these to remain between Egyptian and Israeli forces until a longer
term U.N. police force could be provided for.

4. If the U.S. Government thought this approach in any way promising we would try to
convince the U.K. Government to agree and undertake that there would be no landing until
the U.N. Assembly had passed a Resolution providing for police action in the above sense.

5. A Resolution in the above sense might be the first of three to be presented immedi-
ately; the second two to be based on the U.S.A. working papers of the previous day.

6. Ottawa contemplated such a Resolution to be sponsored by Canada with United States
support, or by the United States if they would be willing to take it on.

7. The State Department reaction to this proposal was interested but sceptical. Elbrick
saw Hoover (the Acting Secretary — Dulles had just gone to the hospital with appendici-
tis) and told me that it had just been decided at the White House that the U.S. Delegation
would go ahead at once with their two Resolutions on Suez and Palestine, respectively.
Our proposal offered obvious difficulties. Although they were anxious as we were to extri-
cate the United Kingdom from her present position, it was important that they should not
give ground for the charge of collusion to that end. This might deprive them of such sanc-
tion as they had in their present position. Furthermore, they were sceptical that the landings
could be stopped at this stage and the addition of token forces to the Franco-British occu-
pation might be taken as legitimizing the present operation. It would be taken as an attempt
to give U.N. auspices to the action-to which the majority of the U.N. took exception.
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8. Mr. Pearson called me after the Cabinet meeting (the above report having been com-
municated to him) to say that Cabinet had now approved a somewhat different approach.
The new proposal would involve the immediate establishment by the Assembly of a Com-
mittee of Five, to consider and report within forty-eight hours upon the immediate estab-
lishment of an “intervention force”. The Committee might consist of India, Brazil,
Yugoslavia, Sweden and Canada (or one of the other “abstaining” nations). Alternatively
the United States might take the fifth slot, which would mean that all five were supporters
of the Resolution of November 2.

9. The intention would be to move this Resolution this evening (a session having now
been called for) and seek to obtain priority for it. We were immediately proposing this in
London, urging that the landings be deferred pending an attempt to have the United
Nations act on this basis. If we could obtain Indian support, or even sponsorship for such
an initiative this would obviously be of great importance. I communicated this immedi-
ately to Elbrick and Hoover at the State Department and told them that I would let them
know what response we had from London. I also said that the Minister would probably be
flying to New York this afternoon to attend the evening Assembly.

10. Léger later in the afternoon confirmed that Mr. Pearson was going to New York. He
told me that preliminary reactions from London to the line we were proposing to take were
favourable. I could so indicate to the State Department, in very general and guarded terms.
The Minister would, of course, wish to know as soon as possible the further reactions of
the U.S. Government to the initiative we were proposing to take.

11. At about 5.30 p.m. I received a call from Murphy, the Deputy Under-Secretary of
State, asking if I would go down and discuss the matter further with him, Elbrick and other
officials concerned. Rae and I were at the State Department until shortly before 7 o’clock.
In addition to Murphy and Elbrick, Phleger, the Department’s Legal Adviser, was present.

12. Murphy and his colleagues were obviously interested in our proposal as it had devel-
oped. They made a number of suggestions for possible amendment of our latest draft Reso-
lution, of which I gave them copies (copy attached). These suggestions were as follows:

(a) Phleger thought it important that agreement of the parties concerned should be pro-
vided for in the Resolution;

(b) he also thought consideration might be given to omitting the reference to recruiting
“from national military forces immediately available”; and

(c) it might be that the reference to the police force should be incidental only; that is to
say, the Committee might be given the general task of recommending means for carrying
out the U.S. Resolution of November 2.

13. We undertook to communicate the U.S. suggestions to the Minister in New York, and
Murphy said we could definitely indicate to Mr. Pearson that the U.S. Government thought
our approach promising, and one which (without commitment) they would be able to
encourage, provided general support in the Assembly were forthcoming. The State Depart-
ment would immediately communicate the result of our discussion to the U.S. Delegation
in New York. On the essential question of delaying the Franco-British landings, Murphy
confirmed the intelligence report we had had indicating a disposition in London to suspend
operations. I undertook to communicate to the State Department the London reaction when
we had it.

14. I called Léger on our return from the State Department. He told me that the response
of the U.K. Government to our initiative had been encouraging. Robertson had seen Sel-
wyn Lloyd, the Foreign Secretary, shortly before and had now informed Léger that the
U.K. Prime Minister would accept our draft Resolution, with a few minor changes, and
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subject only to the terms of the two U.S. Resolutions which he had not at that time seen.
The Under-Secretary authorized me to inform the State Department that, as a result of
Robertson’s conversations in London “we were confident” that the British (and French)
would not begin their landings before tomorrow might (November 4) and, further “we
believed” that if the Assembly took action along the lines of our Resolution, no landing
would take place during the period that recommendations for an intemnational police force
were being worked out. (This I took to be the forty-eight hours mentioned in the draft
Resolution).

15. T immediately telephoned Elbrick in this sense and asked him to see that this impor-
tant information -was communicated immediately to the Acting Secretary of State and to
the President. This Elbrick undertook to do at once. This was at about 7.30 p.m.

16. I had no further contact on November 3rd with the State Department, and the Assem-
bly proceedings went forward to passage of the amended Canadian Resolution at about 2
a.m. November 4th.

{PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]

DRAFT RESOLUTION—CANADA

The United Nations General Assembly bearing in mind the urgent necessity of imple-
menting Resolution No. ___ of November 2;

RECOMMENDS that a Committee of Five Members of the Assembly be appointed to
submit to it within forty-eight hours a plan for the setting up in the Middle East of an
emergency international United Nations police force recruited from national military
forces immediately available and adequate in number to carry out the purposes of Resolu-
tion No.

128. L.B.P./Vol. 39

Note de la mission permanente auprés des Nations Unis
pour le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum from Permanent Mission to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

SECRET New York, November 3, 1956
Mr. Léger has just telephoned the following message from Mr. Robertson.

2. Robertson had shown the draft resolution to Lloyd and Lloyd had taken it up with
Eden. With one small change Lloyd gave the impression to Robertson that the resolution
was welcome and that he (Lloyd) thought they might be able to vote for it. He did not
much like the membership of the proposed committee but he might be willing to accept it.
He would not promise that there would not be any landings.

3. The following is the change in resolution which was proposed by Eden.

After the words “adequate in number” delete the following words “to carry out the
purposes of resolution No. ?”.

and

Substitute the following words: “fo procure a cessation of hostilities between Egypt and
Israel pending a general settlement of all outstanding problems in the area to be guar-
anteed by the United Nations.” .
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4. Eden said that he did not think he could honestly say now that they could support this
resolution because, he said, he does not know anything about the two United States resolu-
tions. It is not that, at the moment, he is opposed to the Canadian resolution, but that it
must be considered along with the two United States resolutions before he can say what his
attitude would be. It is therefore still possible that the United Kingdom may be able to
support it when they have studied it with the two United States resolutions.

5. Léger also passed this message from Mr. Heeney who had discussed the resolution
with Hoover. The United States is very much interested but Hoover had three suggestions:

(1) He thought it would make it more palatable to insert after the phrase “within 48 hours
a plan”, the words “with the agreement of the parties concerned”.

(2) He thought we should omit the phrase “recruited from national military forces imme-
diately available”. The idea of this was that it might well be that in the end United King-
dom and French forces will be used but it should be up to the Committee to decide what
forces and this need not be mentioned in the resolution.

(3) On a point of general interpretation, the Americans would hope that the Committee
would be able to consider any means to implement the resolution and not only the setting
up of an international police force.

129, DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1096 New York, November 4, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Repeat London, Washington (Information. Immediate).

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: EMERGENCY UN FORCE

At the Secretary General’s request, the Minister and Representatives of Colombia, India
and Norway met at UN Headquarters on November 4 to discuss the Canadian resolution
adopted by the special session of the Assembly earlier this morning on an emergency UN
force. The Secretary General is required to produce by tomorrow night (November 5) a
plan for the setting up of an emergency international UN force. The special session will
meet again tonight (November 4) at 8.00 o’clock to consider another report by the Secre-
tary General called for in the nineteen power resolution, also adopted by the special ses-
sion early this morning.

2. The meeting this morning in the Secretary General’s office was attended by represent-
atives of some of the States which had supplied military observers for service in Palestine
or military units in Korea, and which had supported the Canadian resolution on the emer-
gency force. Great Power representation was excluded for the time being. As the Secretary
General explained, he considered he had a mandate to consult with representatives of any
member government and that he would do well to start his consultation with this small
group which might represent countries directly involved in the establishment of the emer-
gency force.
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3. The Secretary General hoped from this meeting that he would get the best possible
advice on how to proceed with the stiff mandate he had been given. He proposed to regard
the representatives present as sort of [an] advisory committee but he would be consulting
with other delegations and personalities. For the time being he was leaving aside the ques-
tion of whether permanent members of the Security Council should be consulted.

4. A related question in the Secretary General’s mind was the need to obtain the consent
of Governments which would contribute to the emergency force. It might be that in time
the force would contain at least token participation by a large number of States but in the
initial stage it was likely that only a few countries would be represented on the force. He
considered that contributions from the four Governments represented at the meeting would
under all circumstances give the force the “proper accent”, representing as it would Scan-
dinavia, Asia, Latin America and North America. Reverting to the question of consent, he
hoped that in this consultation phase the representatives participating in the meeting would
keep in close touch with their governments to enable them to make their position known at
short notice.

5. In deciding the composition of the emergency force, the Secretary General was
obliged to bear in mind not only political considerations but practical ones. There were
political reasons why some States should not contribute to the force, at least at this stage;
there were practical reasons why some States must contribute in the initial stage. He
wished to make clear that he envisaged a two stage programme for establishing the UN
force. (a) As an immediate step it was necessary to place in the area as soon as possible an
emergency force to separate the opposing forces (Egypt and Israel). There would also be
the task of policing the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Egyptian territory. These were
tasks of high priority and ones which should be assigned to an emergency force; but (b)
while efforts were being made to reach a lasting settlement in the Middle East (for both the
Suez and Palestine issues) it would be necessary to keep a UN force in position to maintain
peace and order particularly along the lines of demarcation. A subsidiary question would
be how the transition from the emergency force to the long term UN force could be
effected. States contributing to the emergency force would wish to be assured that they
would not be required to continue their contribution, at least on the same scale, to the long
term force.

6. The Secretary General believed that he should concentrate for the moment on the
immediate steps for setting up the emergency force. He pointed out that a UN command
could be set up at once. He had in mind that Burns would take on as a temporary assign-
ment the task of Commander-in-Chief. Burns would choose from officers serving with
UNTSO a nucleus for a command staff. He could draw upon officers who had been serving
with the Egypt-Israel Mixed Armistice Commission. Perhaps twenty-four officers might be
available but this group could form the core of a UN command. He had cabled to Burns for
his views.

7. The next urgent step would be to get troops into the area. The Secretary General
wondered what the representatives present might estimate to be the time required. He
believed it might take as long as two weeks to assemble the emergency force required for
the immediate tasks. This led him to throw out for suggestion that UK and French troops in
the area might be employed on a very temporary basis and exclusively under the UN com-
mand. Then as troops from contributing countries arrived, they could be substituted for the
Anglo-French forces on the ground.

8. This provoked an immediate reaction from Lall, who said that the Afro-Asians would
never accept UK and French forces in the emergency force. It would discredit the UN to do
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so and create the impression that the proposal for an emergency force had been made to
cloak with respectability the impending occupation of Egypt by Anglo-French forces.
Later in the meeting the question was raised about what should be done if the UK and
France proceed with their plans to land troops. Lall recognized that this would create a
very difficult situation but stated emphatically that the Anglo-French troops should be
regarded as “untouchables”. This Indian reaction was of course to be expected and we have
no reason to doubt that Lall was saying moderately what the Egyptians and others would
denounce in violent terms.

9. The Minister explained that until yesterday we had not devised a resolution on the
emergency force, that we were still thinking through the implications of establishing a
force in the area. We had, however, been encouraged from contacts during yesterday to
make the move which had a two-fold purpose (a) to discourage or at least postpone the
landing of Anglo-French forces in Egypt; (b) to discourage the Israelis from concluding
that they could settle down in the occupied Egyptian territory. To accomplish these pur-
poses it was necessary to act quickly and because of the haste, the action taken may have
been inadequate. We had, however, succeeded in passing a resolution which the UK and
France had not opposed and this represented a not unimportant change, for the first time, in
their attitude. It was also of significance that nobody had voted against the resolution. And
the task now before the Secretary General and the national representatives at the meeting
seemed almost impossible. But the nature of the crisis was such that it was essential to do
something to try to save the situation.

10. The Minister said that our ideas about the emergency force were much the same as
those expressed by the Secretary General. We had in mind the two-stage approach. We
believed that the establishment of the UN force should be linked with an effort to reach
political settlements in the area. It was very necessary to keep this two stage approach in
mind because it had a very direct bearing on the contribution which States might make to
the UN force. Canada, for example, would be very reluctant to participate in the emer-
gency force if we thought it would develop into a long term commitment which might
result in little more than maintaining the unsatisfactory status quo, perhaps until another
explosive situation developed in future. For this reason it was most desirable to see that
action, linking the political settlement with the emergency steps we were now contemplat-
ing, was initiated quickly. )

11. The Minister gave support to the Secretary General’s views concerning the UN com-
mand and concerning the immediate tasks which would face the emergency force. He
expressed hope that not only could the Egyptian and Israeli forces be kept apart but that the
Israelis could be rolled back to the demarcation line. He admitted as regards the latter that
the difficulties were great. The Minister said that the question of security of the Canal was
largely a matter of freedom of transit and this was a technical problem for the moment. As
a later step, of course, political questions concerning the Canal would have to be settled.

12. The Minister referred to the question of Anglo-French participation in the emergency
force. He recognized that some delegations had voted for the Canadian resolution on the
assumption that the UK and France would not be involved. Canada did not necessarily
share this assumption because it was possible that if the Anglo-French troops should land,
it might be desirable to bring them immediately under UN command at least until forces
from other countries could be brought in. It is clear, however, a difficult political question
was involved and perhaps the most profitable course would be to pursue alternatives to
Anglo-French participation.
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13. The Canadian Government agreed, the Minister continued, to the establishment of a
UN force under UN command and, certainly as regards the long term force, we shared the
view that permanent members of the Security Council should not contribute. There would
be a psychological advantage in making this clear at once because it might facilitate what
had to be done in the first stage. It was very desirable to have on the ground as quickly as
possible at least a token UN force. Mr. Pearson said that the Canadian Government would
be willing to participate in a UN emergency force and that there were Canadian forces in
Europe which could be used. However, the Canadian Parliament might have to be called
into session to agree with any such participation and there would have to be a decision as
to the numbers, et cetera, depending to some extent on what others did. But Canada would
do its part. We envisaged, too, that the USA might contribute to the emergency force
because USA forces were immediately available in the area.

14. Lall reverted to the question of Anglo-French participation and argued with some
force that if such participation was even contemplated, it would be tantamount to a polite
invitation from the UN to land troops at once. It was most important to convince the UK
and France that there would be a UN force and that they would not be part of it. Lall saw
no difficulty about USA participation in the immediate stage. He agreed, too, that for the
time being it might not be possible to assemble troops quickly from more than three or four
countries. He agreed that the force should not have a strongly Western or NATO accent. He
could not commit his government but he conveyed the impression that India might be
ready to participate in the force. The Minister made the point that if almost at once a small
force from India and a small force from USA were to proceed to the area, there would be
great compulsion on the UK and France to withhold their hand.

15. There was some discussion about when the UN command should be set up. The
Secretary General believed that it could be established almost immediately. Before the end
of the meeting, he and the others agreed that he could report this to the special session
tonight (November 4). The psychological effect of this announcement could be most use-
ful. It would be even better if some countries could indicate either at tonight’s meeting or
tomorrow that they would make available troops for the emergency force. There was some
discussion about the countries from which contributions to the force might be made. Can-
ada, India, Norway, Sweden and USA were considered as immediate prospects. Brazil,
Colombia, Ethiopia, Pakistan, The Netherlands and Yugoslavia were considered possible
contributors. It was not impossible that Turkey might contribute during the emergency
period.

16. It was agreed by all that the toughest problem facing the special session and the
emergency force would be the task of securing the withdrawal of Israel’s forces from
Egyptian territory. Bunche pointed out that such a move would be contrary to Ben
Gurion’s long-held thesis about the function of the UN in Palestine. It was an open ques-
tion whether sufficient political pressure could be brought on Israel to achieve the with-
drawal. At the end of the meeting, the Secretary General read a press report from
Jerusalem which indicated that Israel would not accept the presence of an emergency force
in the “conquered” Egyptian territory. The Minister pointed out that this reaction was to be
expected and while it made the situation more serious, it should not deter the UN from
pursuing the course it was following. It was undoubtedly true that Israel might use the
Egyptian territory for bargaining purposes but if the proposals for a political settlement
were pressed, there would be many advantages to Israel, like the security of its borders, the
use of the Suez Canal and of the Port of Elath, all of which offered considerable induce-
ment. One of the real worries, the Minister said, was whether the Israelis would try to
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improve their bargaining position by further invasion of Arab territory, either in Syria
(there have been some disturbing indications in this regard) or in Jordan.

17. About the end of the meeting, the Secretary General said that the USA had offered to
provide aircraft for the air lift of troops needed for the emergency force. Lodge was enthu-
siastic about the Secretary General’s report on the meeting this moming. It was generally
agreed by those participating that the meeting was encouraging.

130. DEA/50372-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1097 New York, November 4, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: EMERGENCY FORCE

Again because of the pressure here, we have been unable to send complete reports on
the course of the debate. However, we hope to keep you abreast of the developments
behind the scenes which help to explain events in the public forum. This telegram is con-
cerned with the special session meeting November 3-4, which began at 8.00 o’clock in the
evening [and] ended at 3.00 o’clock in the moming. The meeting was called at the request
of Egypt because parties concerned had not complied with the Assembly’s resolution of
November 2 (Document A/3256).

2. Just before the meeting the Minister met with Lodge to discuss the text of the pro-
posed Canadian resolution on the emergency UN force. The Minister explained why Can-
ada considered it desirable to press the resolution in the special session. It was our hope
that the resolution would provide a basis for an emergency force which could supervise the
cease-fire and withdrawal called for in the resolution of November 2. This however, would
be emergency action and we had in mind the establishment of a UN force of longer service
which would maintain peace and order during the period of negotiating settlement of the
two main issues, Suez and Palestine. For this reason, we welcomed the two USA draft
resolutions providing machinery for negotiation. We hoped to link our own proposal with
those of the USA.

3. Another aim was to persuade the UK and France not to land troops in Egypt. There
were some indications that the UK Government was in a hesitant mood, although we could
not be sure of this. We had received no repeat no assurance that the landings would not be
made. In addition, we were anxious to demonstrate to Israel that its invasion of Egyptian
territory could not [be] condoned.

4. We also hoped, the Minister continued, to head off any condemnatory resolution pro-
posed by the Afro-Asians. We understood that the Indians had been circulating a draft. We
had some reason to believe that this draft would not be too offensive.

5. Lodge expressed broad agreement with Canadian views on the subject. He enquired
whether the Minister had a text providing for the establishment of an emergency force. The
Minister showed him the draft which he had brought from Ottawa. Lodge suggested a
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simpler text which he had in front of him and which, we gathered later, had come from
Washington. It read: “The General Assembly bearing in mind the urgent necessity of
implementing resolution No. A/3256 of November 2, requests the Secretary General to
submit to it within 48 hours a plan for the setting up with the consent of the nations con-
cerned of an emergency international UN police force to carry out the purposes of resolu-
tion No. A/3256”. Lodge said that he had every reason to believe that this text would be
acceptable to the Egyptians and consequently to the Afro-Asian group.

6. The Minister pointed out that with some exceptions our text had appealed to UK
Ministers. They had, however, suggested amendments which might be difficult to incorpo-
rate in the Canada text (we had received by then Léger’s relay of the message from Robert-
son). The Minister explained that we were anxious to have a text which the UK and France
would not oppose. Lodge said they could not oppose the text he had suggested. After fur-
ther discussion, in which several changes were made in the draft, the Minister agreed to
consider the possibility of submitting the draft resolution in Canada’s name.

7. Later the Minister discussed the text with the Secretary General. He expressed himself
in favour of it, though not optimistically. We canvassed the views of a number of delega-
tions, among them Norway, Pakistan, India, Ceylon, Australia, NZ, South Africa, France
and the Netherlands. The Norwegians discussed the draft with the other Scandinavian
countries. Since there was a general expectancy in the Assembly that Canada would intro-
duce a draft resolution, in a very short time our text was widely distributed.'?

8. A difficulty arose over the interpretation of the words “with the consent of the nations
concerned”. The Afro-Asians, in particular the delegations of Pakistan, Egypt, Indonesia,
India and Syria enquired informally whether this meant the consent of the nations contrib-
uting to the emergency force or the consent of the nations mentioned in the Assembly
resolution of November 2. The Canadian Delegation had to consult several times with the
USA Delegation to seek clarification. Since the language had come from Washington, the
USA Delegation was reluctant to delete it and indeed there were psychological reasons for
not doing so. Eventually the Minister and Lodge agreed that the interpretation should be
the consent of contributing nations. After considerable persuasion the Afro-Asians, but
particularly Egypt, agreed to accept an oral interpretation in a supplementary statement
from the rostrum. They also insisted on the inclusion of the word “all”'33 before “the
terms” in the operative paragraph. They would have preferred a specific reference to the
“withdrawal” of forces but this would have created difficulties, because the language pro-
posed followed the words “secure and supervise” and the whole would have implied that
withdrawal could be effected by force.

9. This process of negotiation behind the scenes occupied several hours but fortunately
there was a long list of speakers. There was also the problem of whether Canada could
support a nineteen power draft resolution.'** Para three of this resolution coincided to some
extent with the proposal made in the Canadian draft. Accordingly, the Minister was able to
say in his statement that the Canadian proposal was in a sense “supplementary” to the

132 Réimprimé dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 15.
Reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 12.
133 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
Lall insisted {auteur inconnu/Author unknown]
1M Réimprimé dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 19.
Reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 16.



214 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

nineteen power proposal. The Minister was somewhat doubtful about supporting this draft
resolution because in many respects it was unrealistic. In the end, however, he considered
it desirable to give the nineteen power text his support in order to ensure strong Afro-Asian
support for the Canadian draft resolution.

10. This correlation of the two proposals was carried still further when Lall agreed to
give priority to the Canadian draft resolution, although the nineteen power proposal had
been submitted first. This ensured that the Canadian proposal would have the support of
the Afro-Asians because, had they not supported the Canadian resolution, the support for
their own might have been weakened.

11. As you are aware, the two resolutions were adopted by large majorities. The vote on
the Canadian draft resolution was 57 in favour, none against with nineteen abstentions (the
Soviet Bloc, the old Commonwealth, Egypt, France, Israel, Laos, Portugal and Austria).
The representatives of Egypt and Portugal explained to the Minister afterward that they
had no instructions. The nineteen power proposal was adopted by 59 in favour, five against
(Australia, France, Israel, NZ and UK) with twelve abstention (Benelux, Scandinavians,
Dominican Republic, Laos, Portugal and South Africa). Both votes were roll call.

12. The Minister had some discussion about our text with Dixon. The latter complained
that the text was very different from what he understood had been discussed in London. He
gave the impression, however, that he would not vote against it (although as part of its
price of abstention, the UK exacted an abstention from the Scandinavians on the nineteen
power proposal).

13. At the meeting in the Secretary General’s office today he read a message from Sel-
wyn Lloyd concerning the resolution on the emergency force. In effect, it said that no reply
could be given until UK Ministers had considered the resolution, a step they were taking as
a matter of emergency. The Secretary General, who has been very pessimistic this past
week, took some hope from the fact that the UK had not rejected the resolution out of
hand.

131 PCO/1-60-2(a)

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET London, November 5, 195613

After reports to the contrary we have now heard that the Israelis’ acceptance of the
United Nations cease-fire call is qualified and that they have asked for conditions includ-
ing free passage of the Canal.

I should like you to know at once that in these circumstances, after discussion with the
French, we have decided that the operation to separate the combatants and to ensure the
safety of the Canal must proceed as planned.

It is obvious that unless we keep the combatants apart the fighting will continue with all
the risk that this entails of a major conflagration. Nasser’s position will be strengthened.

135 Ce message a été livré 2 Saint-Laurent vers 22 h 30 le 4 novembre.
This message was delivered to St. Laurent about 10:30 p.m. on November 4.
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No steps will be taken to clear obstructions and get Suez Canal traffic going. The whole
area will relapse into chaos.

In these circumstances we have had a difficult, indeed an agonising, decision to take,
but I am sure that we have reached the right one. The French agree with us.

In carrying out the operations no possible precaution will be spared to avoid civilian
casualties and to reduce material damage to the absolute minimum.

Adequate warnings will also be broadcast to the civilian population concerned before
military operations are launched.

We warmly welcome the Canadian initiative in New York to establish an emergency
international United Nations force. I am most indebted to Mr. Pearson for the skill and
energy with which he has sponsored this idea. But it will obviously take at best at least
some days for the United Nations force to come into being. This makes it imperative for us
to take a grip of the situation and to create conditions under which the United Nations
force, once it is formed, can relieve us of our responsibility.

It is only after most anxious thought that we have taken our decision. I trust sincerely
that we can rely on your support for it. It would be of a deep and real value to us.

We are proposing in addition, that a meeting of the Security Council should be con-
vened at ministerial level to try and arrive at a permanent settiement of the Israel/Egypt
problem.

132. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1103 New York, November 5, 1956

SECRET
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST

Eban asked to see me before the meeting of the special Assembly last night and we had
a very discouraging talk. He said that his Government were worried about the UN police
force-cease fire resolution as it seemed to put Israel in a position of inferiority to other
States in requiring her to accept UN interference. He had hoped that this worry might be
removed by an interpretation of the words “with the consent of the States concerned”,
specifically to include Israel but this had not been the case. His Government felt strongly
that what was required now was not a UN police force to separate the combatants, because
the fighting was almost over, but a political settlement which would establish peace and
accepted boundaries. He did not say where these boundaries would be but it is quite clear
from the tenor of his talk and other info that the Israelis will not now be satisfied with the
present armistice boundaries.

2. Eban talked about the unwarranted interference of the UN with Israel’s sovereign
rights and in territory under “Israel’s jurisdiction”. It seems quite clear that he meant by
this territory recently conquered by Israel. He added that his Government felt that the thing
to do now was to press on with the political settlement which I had emphasized in my
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statement to the Assembly last Thursday night, and they were disappointed that I seemed
to have abandoned that stand in favour of a police force. I said that I had not changed my
position in the slightest and had emphasized on every possible occasion the necessity of
pressing ahead with the political settlement; that was why I welcomed so strongly the USA
resolution which had been introduced for this purpose. Eban said there were some parts of
this resolution which his Government did not like very much and that in any event it would
not get, he thought, the necessary support in the Assembly.

3. The Israelis are obviously in a confident mood and are not likely to cooperate with the
UN in the moves under way unless they are forced to do so. But with the USA and the
French and the British so bitterly divided on this issue it is going to be very difficult indeed
to apply the necessary political pressure.

133. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1113 New York, November 5, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST

Hammarskjold asked me to have lunch with him today. Cordier, Bunche and Engen
(Norway) were also present. The latter, incidentally, showed me a message from Lange
saying that the Norwegian Parliament had unanimously approved the immediate despatch
of a company of infantry to the UN force in Palestine.

2. Hammarskjold wished to bring us up to date on developments, and discuss his final
report on the UN police force which he will make to the Assembly tomorrow. It will
include provisions for organization, finance, etc., but, more important, certain principles
governing the purposes and use of the force and its relationship to the UN. He contem-
plates that the UN command will report to him and that he will work with an advisory
committee of five Assembly members appointed for that purpose by the Assembly. A reso-
lution will be introduced tomorrow at the Assembly seeking approval of his report and
authorizing him to proceed as recommended in it. I expect to be working with him on a
final draft of it tonight during the Assembly meeting, which is called for 8.00 o’clock.

3. Hammarskjold and his colleagues are enthusiastic about the response to the UN force
initiative and feel that something very important has begun, the advantages of which may
be in the long run far more significant than the setbacks that the UN has recently received
because of the British-French action. Discounting some of their enthusiasm there is no
doubt that under the impetus of an immediate and critical situation, certain steps have been
taken which might have been very difficult, if not impossible, to take in normal circum-
stances. Contributions to the force have already been offered by NZ, Pakistan, Norway,
Sweden, Denmark, Finland and Colombia, while favourable responses are expected soon
from other Governments. Of course there are a multitude of logistic, organizational and
other problems, some of which have already been pointed out by General Burns, but peo-
ple here are hopeful that these can be overcome, especially as the United States has made
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whole-hearted offers of co-operation in the field of logistics, supply, transport, etc. Ham-
marskjold is particularly pleased that we have already secured approval for a resolution
restricting the force to non-permanent members of the Security Council. This will keep the
operation in the Assembly and also keep out the Russians as well as the French and the
British. The inclusion of the first would make American co-operation impossible, and of
the latter, Arab-Asian. The greatest difficulty will be to overcome Israeli opposition to the
whole idea, though Hammarskjold said that today in a talk with Eban he found him much
less intransigent that he was yesterday. Of course, the Anglo-French landing has compli-
cated matters and added to our difficulties. The Arab-Asians will be violently emotional
tonight and may wish to take action by condemnation and sanctions against the British and
the French.

4. My own view is that the best chance of overcoming our difficulties and avoiding
dangers is to press ahead with the utmost speed and determination in the organization of
the force. I discussed this aspect of the question in terms of an immediate Canadian contri-
bution with the Prime Minister over the telephone this afternoon. I hope that we can plan
on a battalion and that the detailed offer can be made in advance of the convening of the
House of Commons. We are really at a critical stage in developments at the moment and if
we can exploit the possibilities of a UN force quickly and effectively we may not only find
a way out of present difficulties and have saved the UN from a disastrous setback, but also
have paved the way for UN progress in the whole field of collective security through the
Assembly action. I realize, of course, that none of these hopeful results may be achieved,
but we should certainly do our utmost to bring about that achievement.

134. DEA/50134-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2006 Washington, November 5, 1956

Topr SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.
Repeat Permis, London, NATO, Paris (Information).

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS—EMERGENCY UN FORCE

Hoover, Acting Secretary of State, asked to see me today at noon about the problem of
immediate steps in connection with the establishment of the proposed UN force under UN
command. He was accompanied by Phleger, State Department Legal Adviser, and Elbrick,
Acting Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. Hoover began by showing me
what he described as a paper briefly summarizing current thinking here on the shape of the
next steps. The paper began by indicating that the landing of UK and French troops repre-
sented a further complication in an already difficult situation. It then proposed the follow-
ing general set of requirements:

(i) An immediate cease fire.

(ii) Withdrawal of all foreign forces (including UK and French forces that have landed in
the Suez area).
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(iii) Immediately on a cease fire and a withdrawal, as indicated in (i) and (ii), the entry of
UN forces to stabilize the situation.

(iv) While the UK was not called on to contribute to such forces and does not expect to
do so, the USA is ready to supply transportation if called upon to do so by the UN.

2. This working paper further emphasized the need for putting the programme into effect
at the earliest possible moment. Finally, it indicated that the process envisaged must be set
in motion in order to reach a permanent settlement in the Middle East, including resolu-
tions of the factors that underlie the present hostilities. This final step was the object of the
USA resolutions dealing with the Suez Canal settlement and with an Arab-Israeli
settlement.

3. Hoover, in accordance with this outline, devoted his principal remarks to the prospects
of obtaining a cease fire and to an indication of the willingness of the USA to furnish land
or sea transportation promptly in order to facilitate the support and transportation of the
proposed UN force. He had just received the press report of cease fire discussions between
the UK and Egyptian commanders in the Port Said area. If these reports were verified and
if a genuine cease fire were in sight, the need for urgent action on the logistical and plan-
ning side would be all the more pressing. He was in close touch with Admiral Radford
whom he telephoned during our visit to ensure that the USA service departments were
ready to begin immediate logistical planning against the prospect of a request for assis-
tance from the Secretary General and the group in New York with whom he is working on
the establishment of the UN force. Hoover assumed that our own contribution would be
likely to come from available forces in West Germany and suggested that it might be use-
ful for Admiral Radford and General Foulkes to concert preliminary plans which could be
fitted into the requirements set by the New York group under the Secretary General. In
view of the fact that important discussions have been under way in New York, and that the
details of our own contribution and the contributions of other participating States have not
yet been settled, I thought that it would not repeat not be advisable to proceed on this basis
until I had checked with the Minister in New York, in order to avoid any possible duplica-
tion or conflict.

4. At the same time I should report our impression that the USA administration (includ-
ing the President himself) are genuinely interested in helping to the utmost extent on the
transport and logistical side and that they will do whatever is possible to assist in the
organization and backing up of the proposed UN force which they regard as a decisive
element in the present fluid situation.

5. It will also be apparent from the general summary given above (the USA paper in this
connection was marked Top Secret) that they intend to press forward with the general strat-
egy of taking up actively the USA proposals relating to the Suez Canal and to the general
political settlement envisaged; in this process they have come to regard the UN force as an
essential contributing factor.

6. Finally, it is our impression that in this period on many important matters contacts
between UK and France on the one hand, and the USA, on the other, are far from normal.
The implications for our own position are obvious.

(A.D.P.] HEENEY
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135. DEA/50366-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1114 New York, November 5, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our tels 1096-97 Nov. 4.
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

As forecast in our telegram 1096 November 4 a meeting of the first emergency special
session was held at 9:45 last night. The principal matters considered were:

(a) a report by the Secretary-General in response to operative para two of the nineteen-
power resolution of November 4 (Document A/3275 and contained in our telegram
1095%);

(b) a first report by the Secretary-General on the plan for an emergency international UN
force requested in the Canadian resolution adopted by the Assembly on November 4 (Doc-
ument A/3276);

(c) a draft resolution prepared by the Secretary-General and sponsored by Canada,
Colombia and Norway (Document A/3290 of November 4).

2. Before the meeting the Minister spoke with Eban at his request. This conversation has
been reported to you. Also before the meeting there was some informal discussion about
who should sponsor the draft resolution establishing a UN command. The original inten-
tion was that it should be sponsored by the four Governments represented at the meeting in
the Secretary-General’s office on the moming of November 4. However, in private conver-
sations, members of the Pakistan Delegation urged that if India were given too prominent a
role in the arrangements for an emergency UN force, they would have opportunities to
exploit differences among the Arab govermments which might weaken the whole effort.
The Pakistanis urged us to be wary of India’s real intention in the Middle East which was
to divide the Moslem States and to sow seeds of discord which might plague the world for
years to come. Pakistan was not claiming a position of leadership in the present manoeuvre
but was worried about the prospect that India would take one.

3. The Pakistanis were clearly upset about the result of the vote on the resolution con-
cerning the Hungarian situation. They had supported it while all the other Afro-Asians,
except Iran which had voted in favour and Lebanon which had been absent, had abstained.
Shafqat saw in this vote the gravest implications for the future of the UN. This state of
mind, plus the genuine Pakistani suspicion of India, no doubt influenced the Pakistanis to
express opposition to giving India too great a role in the present Middle East crisis. How-
ever, it is likely that the Pakistanis were expressing the anxieties of the Baghdad Pact
powers. For this reason we were inclined to heed the Pakistani advice.

4. The actual need for blocking Indian sponsorship of the draft resolution did not arise,
however, because at the time the document was being printed Lall could not be reached.
The document was issued in the name of Canada, Colombia and Norway. It appeared that
Lall was making strenuous efforts to have India’s name added but he did not succeed.
During the debate he spoke strongly in support of the draft resolution.
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5. During the course of our conversation with the Pakistanis we were told that if Pakistan
were invited to participate in the force and if Anglo-French participation was excluded,
there was a good chance that Pakistan would make troops available. (Today Mir Khan
informed us that Pakistan had offered a contingent).

6. The verbatim record of the debate will be sent to you by tonight’s bag. The highlights
were:

(a) Loutfi announced that Egypt had accepted the nineteen-power resolution which he
recognized as a second appeal to the parties to abide by the provisions of the USA resolu-
tion of November 2. He had nothing to say about the international emergency force.

(b) Dixon and Guiringaud stated that the Governments of the UK and France were still
considering, in close consultation, the messages from the Secretary-General concerning the
cease-fire. Because of time and geography it had not been possible for their delegations to
receive a reply.

(c) Engen introduced the draft resolution establishing a UN command. This draft was
immediately supported by Lall who made a further clarification of the word “all” before
the words “the terms of the resolution of the General Assembly of November 2/56”. He
said among other things, “it should be clear beyond doubt that what it referred to was in
fact the full implementation of the resolution”.

(d) Eban spoke about the requirement of consent from the State in whose territory the
proposed emergency force would operate. He said it would be *“axiomatic under the law of
the Charter that the stationing of any force in a territory under Israel’s jurisdiction or con-
trol is not possible in law without the Israel Government’s sovereign consent ...”. He also
enquired about the change in the status of the Chief of Staff of UNTSO and about whether
the capacity of military recruitment was in the spirit of the Charter. Eban received a short
and sharp reply on these points from the Secretary-General.

(e) Sobolev and the Ukrainian said nothing about the reports or the draft resolution
before the assembly but confined themselves to propaganda against the UK and France.

(f) Lodge gave strong support to the draft resolution on the emergency force. He said in
addition “to facilitate the success of its operation, the USA is prepared to help, and help in
an important way, as regards airlifts, shipping, transport and supplies”. He moved an
immediate vote.

7. Lodge’s motion for an immediate vote evoked immediate opposition from the UK and
France. Both argued that their Governments had not had time to consider the proposal
being made. The co-sponsors of the draft resolution agreed that there was no point in
delaying the vote because if the UK and French reaction should be favourable the passing
of the resolution had their approval. If they were opposed to the establishment of a UN
command, it was all the more important to proceed with the plan. (In addition we were
more or less certain that Anglo-French landings would become known by morning. This
made it imperative not to check the momentum of the move to establish a UN emergency
force.) As the vote showed (57 in favour, none against with 19 abstentions) there was
considerable pressure in the Assembly to have an immediate vote. It goes without saying
that the USA motion was carried by a vote of 50-6-16.
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136. PCO/1-60-2(a)

Le premier ministre
au premier ministre du Royaume-Uni

Prime Minister
to Prime Minister of United Kingdom

ToP SECRET Ottawa, November 5, 1956

Your Acting High Commissioner personally delivered your message to me about ten
thirty our time last night. Shortly afterwards I discussed its substance with Mr. Pearson
who was about to speak at the General Assembly meeting. I think we have a sympathetic
understanding of your and France’s position but we still regret you found it necessary to
follow the course you are taking. Of course the motives and the known character of the
actors do make a difference, but it is unfortunate that the events in the Middle East have
cloaked with a smoke screen the renewed brutal international crimes of the Soviets. Many
felt their satellite empire was crumbling and that they would not dare challenge world
public opinion alone by resorting to the use of their military forces against their neighbours
to reverse that trend. However they now say they too are restoring order in the face of
inability of local authorities to do so; they may also say that they spare no precaution to
avoid civilian casualties, that they give adequate warning so that these populations can
submit to their will without suffering from military operations etc. To you and to us all this
is specious but the opportunity for comparisons resulting from what can seem to be disre-
gard of United Nations Charter and the decisions made by its constitutional organs them-
selves and not by others for them, handicaps us in using world opinion as a check upon
their outrageous conduct. We are also much concerned about the reactions of the Eastern
members of the Commonwealth and can only hope that events will turn out to be such that
the results will come to be regarded by all on our side as much more important than the
measures taken to bring about such results which we hope in the end will be brought about
under the aegis of the United Nations with the co-operation of the United Kingdom and
France acting as influential and helpful members.

During this crisis we have concentrated our thought and action upon seeking some way
of resolving matters that would lead finally to some workable solution of Middle-Eastern
affairs with a minimum of damage to the unity of the Commonwealth and the Western
alliance. Our concern with the seriousness of the large issues has led my colleagues and me
to offer to have Canadian forces participate in whatever United Nations force is needed to
secure an acceptable solution. We will continue to do our best to be of whatever assistance
we can in a positive way but I would not wish to leave with you the impression that as seen
from here the situation appears other than tragic.!%’

13 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
(Delivered to Acting UK High Commissioner {at] approximately 5:30 pm, November 5) [auteur
inconnw/author unknown}
137 Le Cabinet a approuvé ce message le 5 novembre, A sa réunion de 17 h 30.
This message was approved by Cabinet at its 5:30 p.m. meeting on November 5.
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137. PCO/I-60-2(a)

Le premier ministre du Royaume-Uni
au premier ministre

Prime Minister of United Kingdom
to Prime Minister

TOP SECRET London, November 6, 1956!3
I have received from Pritchard an account of his talk with you yesterday evening.

I must tell you that I understand your feelings and anxieties. Here we have been living
with them from day to day and our decisions have been taken only after we have weighed
the moral considerations with scrupulous care and with the thought of the strain upon our
friends in the Commonwealth always first in our minds.

From the moment this war broke out, it has been clear to me that every Arab country
would be involved and set about Israel under Egypt’s direction, unless the war was stopped
at once. Our operation was thus a life saving one.

A war of that kind would be fought backwards and forwards across the Canal and it
would be lost to all of us for months and months. There is little doubt that Israel would
have decisively defeated the Arabs one by one and that by our intervention we have saved
them.

The only possible way of stopping hostilities was for someone to get there quickly and
be on the ground. The ideal would have been an international force from the start but there
isn’t one and in the nature of things couldn’t be one for a time. As soon as we are on the
ground in force we shall call upon the Israelis to withdraw towards their frontiers. I am
sure they won’t begin to do so until we are there. There must be a protective pad between
the forces.

The United Nations now look like providing a force and the United States seem to be
willing to provide a contingent. We are ready to stop our operations as soon as we can hand
over responsibility to a United Nations force.

I know that we have incurred much criticism by the action we have been forced to take
but I hope that you whose Government have played a leading part in encouraging accept-
ance of the proposals for a United Nations force will regard what we have had to do as
paving the way for it to become a reality. I hope you will press ahead with the force plan
which I believe may yet give the United Nations strength which is the only hope of pre-
serving international law and peace in the world.

Throughout this business our most pressing anxiety has been to avoid civilian casual-
ties. We have gone to extreme lengths to do so even to the point of endangering our own
operations. I am thankful to say that so far we have been successful in this aim.

138 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
(Delivered to the Prime Minister at approximately 9:15 p.m., November 5) [auteur inconnu /author
unknown])
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138. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1115 New York, November 6, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Washington, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST

Last night, during the meeting of the Security Council, where certain Russian moves
were frustrated,'?® a message was received by the Secretary-General from Israel with an
unconditional acceptance of the cease fire. This seemed to me to be of most immediate
importance, because if now the UK and France commitment in para 4 of their note to the
Secretary-General could be implemented, then the way to a general cessation of hostilities
was clear. It became important, therefore, to cancel the meeting of the General Assembly
where there would be intemperate language and a strong resolution under the impetus of
the events of the day in Egypt. Indeed, we had seen a copy of a draft Arab-Asian resolution
which we certainly would not have been able to support. The Secretary-General, therefore,
prevailed on the President of the Assembly to postpone the meeting. This was the easier
because the Security Council had not finished until 10.30, and he could announce that the
lateness of the hour made an Assembly meeting undesirable. The other necessity was to
finish the report of the Secretary-General on the international force and get that to London
and Paris in time for consideration there by Governments during the morning. I felt it
would be also most helpful if the Prime Minister could send a final appeal to Sir Anthony
Eden pressing for acceptance, and steps were taken to draft such an appeal for transmission
to Ottawa in case the idea proved acceptable to Mr. St-Laurent.

2. I then told Lodge of our plans to finish the report and press for UK and French imme-
diate acceptance. I also saw Dixon and told him that in my view it was vital that the UK
Government now take this way out of their difficulties. He was inclined, I think, to agree,
but felt that unless there was time for consideration in London and for instructions to be
received here, they would not, of course, be able to accept any report. Meanwhile he was
communicating to London the latest developments.

3. Accompanied by Mr. Holmes I joined Hammarskjold, Bunche and Cordier and
worked with them on the Secretary-General’s report which was completed about 2.00 am.
It was then sent immediately to the UK and French delegates and cabled at once to London
and Paris.

1 L’Union soviétique avait demandé au Conseil de sécurité d’adopter une résolution demandant a tous les
Etats membres des Nations Unies, en particulier aux Etats-Unis et 2 1’Union soviétique, de fournir une
assistance militaire au Caire si le Royaume-Uni, la France et Israél ne mettaient pas fin immédiatement
a toute action militaire contre ’Egypte.

The Soviet Union asked the Security Council to adopt a resolution asking all UN member states, espe-
cially the United States and the USSR, to provide military assistance to Cairo if the United Kingdom,
France and Israel did not stop immediately all military action against Egypt.
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4. This morning at 8.30, Mr. Robertson phoned me with the important news of his talk
with Eden which I then telephoned immediately to the Prime Minister. I passed this on in
strict confidence to Hammarskjold who was, of course, elated. If British and French confir-
mation of the news reported to me from London comes in this moring the Assembly can
meet this afternoon and, I hope, give final approval to the UN force and a cessation of
hostilities under the terms of our resolution.

LL.B. PEARSON

139. DEA/50134-40

Le haut-commissaire au Royaume-Uni
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in United Kingdom
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1531 London, November 6, 1956

ToP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat Permis for the Minister.

1. T was summoned to the Prime Minister’s office at the House of Commons at 12.30
today and told that, after considering an aide mémoire received from the Secretary General
this morning, in which inter alia it was stated that Egypt and Israel were ready to agree to a
cease fire and that the Secretary General was prepared to take the responsibility of propos-
ing conditions to regulate the cease fire, the UK Government and the French Government
have decided to notify the Secretary General that for their part they are ready to agree to a
cease fire.

2. They wanted me to say to the Prime Minister and you that they are very grateful for
Canada’s steadying influence in the councils of the UN and to ask if we could help achieve
two primary objects which are not, repeat not, conditions of their acceptance of the cease
fire. In the first place, they hope our efforts to get a really effective UN force set up quickly
in the area will be pursued successfully. The second but equally important point is that a
start should be made immediately with the job of removing the block ships and other phys-
ical obstacles to transit through the Canal. The Anglo-French force has technical equip-
ment available to tackle this engineering job at once. From aerial reconnaissance reports it
looks like a big long job; the experts think it may take from three to five months. It is
therefore all the more important to start on it at the earliest possible moment, and with the
best technical equipment available. It is appreciated that there will be all sorts of political
and psychological objections in the UN to allowing the French and British technical ser-
vices to do this job. They hope that we and the Americans may be able to persuade the
majority of the UN, including Egypt and perhaps principally India, that this is the urgent,
sensible first follow-up of the cease fire.

3. Since starting this message, I have put a call through to Mr. Pearson in New York and
have told him of its contents.
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140. DEA/50134-40

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

Ambassador in United States
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 2011 Washington, November 6, 1956

TOP SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our tel 2006 Nov 5.
Repeat Permis, London, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS—EMERGENCY USA FORCE

I met again today at 11.30 am with Hoover, Acting Secretary of State, Phleger, Legal
Adviser, and Elbrick, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. On the
Minister’s authorization I informed Hoover that the Prime Minister had made a strong
appeal to the UK Prime Minister to accept a UN force and the cease-fire as provided in the
Assembly resolutions. Qur info was that our High Commissioner in London had been
informed by Sir Anthony Eden that the UK Government is likely to accept today uncondi-
tionally the constitution of the UN emergency force and cease fire. Our High Commis-
sioner had been told that the matter was going to the UK Cabinet at once and that approval
is expected, in which case the UK Permanent Representative in New York would be
instructed to communicate the UK’s decision to the Secretary General this morning.

2. It was our understanding that Israel was accepting the cease fire unconditionally; the
French position was not known but presumably they would follow the lead of the UK.

3. I reported to Hoover that the Minister had been working with the Secretary General all
night on Hammarskjold's final report on the UN emergency force. The report was now
ready and in the circumstances stated above it was likely that the Assembly meeting would
be postponed until this afternoon or this evening with the hope that the report would be
adopted with the concurrence of the UK and France.

4. Our info was that the UK Government had worries on two main points. First, that the
UN emergency force should be effective and capable of prompt deployment in the Suez
area; and second, that the UK should be in a position to “unblock” the Canal. I passed on
the Minister’s thought on the latter point, that a UN technical expert might be appointed
under the authority of General Burns and possibly UK methods employed in this technical
work.

5.1 also informed Hoover that the Minister and the Secretary General are preparing the
resolution for submission to the Assembly today accepting the Secretary General’s final
report. The report (and resolution) would propose the setting up of a committee of five,
including the Secretary General, “as a kind of cabinet” for the UN emergency force whose
members would be Canada, Norway, Colombia, and Iran.!%

6. Finally, on the planning side I passed on the view of our Prime Minister that it is
important that General Burns should be brought to New York as promptly as possible.

10 Pour le texte final de la résolution, voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, pp. 18-19.
For the final text of this resolution, see The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956,
pp. 15-16.
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Meanwhile, I suggested that the USA should take great care not to associate itself too
closely or publicly with the UN force. This would certainly arouse suspicion and give the
Soviet Government an opportunity to press for their own inclusion. The best procedure
was that the USA Government should await UN requests which will be forthcoming.

7. Before reporting on the foregoing basis, I asked Hoover for the latest State Depart-
ment estimate of the significance of recent Soviet threats implying a Soviet intention to use
force to stop the fighting in the Middle East. Hoover was concerned over reports that sig-
nificant number of Soviet jet overflights are now taking place over Turkey. Their info was
that the Soviets had been sending minor shipments of war supplies into the Middle East,
most recently into Syria, and that they were anxious to “legitimatize” this sort of activity
through their various efforts to share in UN action in this area. Hoover indicated that so far
as the work of the group in New York was concerned, tonight might represent a crucial
deadline. Every effort should be made to press forward with the work done so far.

8. So far as the UK position which I had outlined was concemed, Hoover said that a
message received by the President yesterday from Sir Anthony Eden was the first of its
kind in over a week.'*! For a variety of reasons, the President had not yet been able to reply
and it was Hoover’s view that the effect of this may have been to accelerate UK acceptance
of a cease fire.

9. On the cease fire itself, the State Department had just received a message from the
USA Embassy in London which on first reading seemed to indicate that the UK acceptance
was not unqualified.'*? Four principal points gave the State Department concern:

(i) It was not clear whether the UK in fact accepted the essential principle of withdrawal
of their forces from the area.

(ii) The UK, as indicated on the basis of our own info, was concerned about the technical
problem of clearing out the Canal. On this point the State Department considered that this
was a technical matter which could be left for subsequent settlement and should not affect
the unconditional acceptance of the UN resolutions. As an aside, Hoover remarked that the
President had expressed to him the view that on the basis of his wartime experience the
Italians could do this job better than anyone else.

(iii) The message from London left blank the precise timing of the cease fire with the
inference that the cease fire would depend on current military operations in the course of
today. This, too, was a point which should not blur the idea of unconditional acceptance.

(iv) Finally, there was the problem of UK and French participation in the UN force. The
language used in the communication reporting UK views from London indicated that the
UK would be prepared to accept “the international force”. While this was not entirely
clear, in Phleger’s view it meant that the UK accepted the UN resolution which specifically
excluded the permanent members of the Security Council from participation.

10. Summarizing the USA view, it is clear that they consider here that the UK acceptance
should be stated in unequivocal terms and should be as clearcut and as intelligible as possi-
ble, leaving over for subsequent settlement such technical problems as the clearing out of
the Canal, etc.

11. The State Department understood, as we did, that the Israeli reply had been unequiv-
ocal, although they agreed that the question of withdrawal was not specifically mentioned
in the Israeli reply. They further understood that the Egyptians had also accepted, and they

14! Voir/See United States, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS),
1955-1957, Volume XVI, pp. 984-986.
42 Voir/See FRUS 1955-1957, Volume XVI, pp. 1015-1016.
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considered that the Secretary General’s technique of placing interpretations on notifica-
tions of action received so far had served a most useful purpose.

12. In the course of our meeting, a further report was received by the State Department to
the effect that the French had agreed with the UK decision and that the cease fire was to
come into effect at 12.00 midnight GMT. It was expected that the UK Prime Minister
would be making a statement to this effect in a couple of hours.

13. Subsequent to this discussion I phoned the Minister in New York and understood
from him that a message had been received from Robertson in London indicating that in
fact the UK acceptance would be unconditional. This info was communicated at once to
the State Department.

[AD.P.] HEENEY

141. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1128 New York, November 6, 1956

RESTRICTED. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO (Information).

MIDDLE EAST — UN EMERGENCY FORCE

The following is the text of a draft resolution which it was intended should be submitted by
Burma, Ceylon and Ethiopia:

“The General Assembly.

Recalling its resolution of November 2 (A/3256) concerning the cease-fire, withdrawal
of troops and other matters related to the military operations in Egyptian territory; as well
as its resolution of November 4 (A-3276) concerning the request to the Secretary General
to submit a plan for an emergency international UN force, having established in its resolu-
tion of November 5 (A/3290) a UN command for an emergency international force; having
appointed the Chief of Staff of the UN truce supervision organization as Chief of the Com-
mand with authorization to him to begin the recruitment of officers for the Command; and
having invited the Secretary General to take the administrative measures necessary for the
prompt execution of that resolution noting with appreciation the second and final report of
the Secretary General on the plan for an emergency international UN force (A/3302) as
requested in the resolution adopted by the General Assembly on November 4 (A/3276),
and having examined that plan;

1. Expresses its approval of the interpretation presented in the report of the decisions of
the General Assembly in its resolutions of November 2, 4 and 5, respectively (A/3256,
A/3276 and A/3290), and of the guiding principles for the organization and functioning of
the force as expounded in paras six to nine of the report.

2. Concurs in the definition of the functions of the force as stated in para 12 of the report.

3. Invites the Secretary General to continue discussions with the force, toward the end of
a balanced composition. ' -
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4. Authorizes the Chief of Command, in consultation with the Secretary General to pro-
ceed with the (full) organization of the force (as regards size and composition).

5. Approves provisionally, the basis rule concerning the financing of the force laid down
in para 15 of the report.

6. Establishes an Advisory Committee composed of one representative from each of the
following countries: Brazil, Canada, Colombia, India, Iran, Norway and Pakistan, and
requests this committee, whose chairman shall be the Secretary General, to undertake the
development of those aspects of the planning for the force and which are not within the
area of responsibility of the Chief of Command.

7. (Authorizes)(Advises) the Secretary General to issue all regulations and instructions
which may be essential to the effective functioning of the force, following consultation
with the Advisory Committee afore-mentioned.

8. Determines that following the fulfilment of the responsibilities defined for it in opera-
tive paras 6 and 7 above, the Advisory Committee, representing the General Assembly,
shall continue to assist the Secretary General in meeting the responsibilities falling to him
under this and other relevant resolutions.

9. Decides that the Advisory Committee, in the performance of its duties shall be
empowered to request the convening of the General Assembly whenever matters arise
which, in its opinion, are of such urgency and importance as to require their consideration
by the General Assembly itself.”

2. The plenary session tonight (November 6) has just been postponed until 10.30 am
tomorrow. The above draft has not yet been circulated as a UN document but was given to
us by Bunche. It has been issued as a press release.

3. Also issued as a press release is an Afro-Asian draft resolution calling for the with-
drawal of the forces of Israel on the one hand and of France and UK on the other. The
Secretary General is requested to report on compliance with this resolution within 24 hours
from its adoption.

142. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1129 New York, November 6, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat London, Washington, Paris, NATO (Information).

RELIEF AND REHABILITATION IN EGYPT

We have of course been concentrating on measures for the promotion of the cessation of
hostilities and the establishment of the UN emergency force. It would be desirable, how-
ever, to anticipate and to prepare for some measures of relief assistance to Egypt. We do
not know, of course, the extent of the damage done in Egypt by the UK and French mili-
tary actions. It is clear however that a substantial additional refugee problem will have
been created by the Israeli action particularly in Gaza.
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2. UN machinery already exists for assistance to Palestine refugees for which I note
Cabinet has just approved a continuation of the present level of Canadian contributions.!*
However no special UN machinery now exists for such assistance as may be necessary for
Egypt.

3. We can anticipate that the USSR may seek to maintain its prestige in Egypt by offer-
ing substantial relief assistance. Probably the USA is already thinking in terms of what
help it could provide but I think there would be good reasons for the UN playing an active
role. In addition to the political and psychological advantages, the UN has personnel exper-
ienced in the area, possibly still in Egypt, who could undertake relief as well as technical
assistance responsibilities.

4. If a UN operation on the UNKRA model, but presumably on a much smaller scale
were to be set up, you might wish to give consideration to how Canada could play its part.
It would be useful to make some comment soon about relief measures as a help in promot-
ing cooperation from the Egyptian authorities. I am assuming that a cease fire can be main-
tained and that there has been sufficient destruction in Egypt to justify UN action. Your
comments would be appreciated.

S. Separate messagest are being sent concerning the preliminary consideration which has
been given to financial problems connected with the UN emergency force.

143. DEA/50366-40

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

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

SECRET Ottawa, November 6, 1956

MIDDLE EAST — CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO EMERGENCY U.N. FORCE

At Mr. Campney’s request a meeting was called at 4 p.m. November 6 in the Minister’s
Office to discuss the possible extent and form of the Canadian contribution to the U.N.
emergency force to be established pursuant to a decision of the U.N. General Assembly.
Those present were Mr. R.B. Bryce, General Foulkes, Mr. Miller, General Graham, Mr.
Léger and Mr. Ignatieff.

2. At the request of Mr. Campney, Mr. Bryce reported on a telephone conversation which
he had just had with Mr. Pearson in New York, from which it emerged that the Secretary-
General of the U.N. was thinking in terms of a force of about 10,000 in all to be raised
from nations other than the permanent members of the Security Council, to be available as
soon as possible in order to supervise the cease fire which is to go into effect at midnight
tonight GMT (or 7 p.m. EST). Mr. Pearson had said that an added consideration for speed
in considering the form and extent of a Canadian contribution was that some of the Soviet
satellite states were already offering contributions, notably Poland. Mr. Pearson had spo-
ken to Mr. Bryce in connection with the Cabinet meeting which is to take place tomorrow
morning. Mr. Pearson expressed the hope that the Canadian Government would be in a
position to make an offer of a contribution, details to be worked out with the Secretary-

143 Voir/See Document 434.
144 Paul Martin
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General and General Burns, the designated commander of the U.N. force. He also hoped
that the force would be available in ten days to two weeks time. The Secretary-General had
asked General Bums to come to New York and while the meeting was in progress Mr.
Pearson confirmed to me that he would in fact be in New York Wednesday November 7.

3. Mr. Campney said that, pursuant to this message from Mr. Pearson, it seemed that the
Cabinet would need to consider whether the Canadian Government would be willing to
supply the equivalent of a battalion group in Canadian forces and to announce the intention
to make this offer. He asked for the advice of the officials present on considerations bear-
ing upon this question.

4. General Foulkes said that it was clearly necessary to obtain more information from
General Burns before plans could proceed on the possible Canadian contribution to the
U.N. force. The exact task of this force was not clear. Mr. Léger said that it was his under-
standing that the U.N. force would be required to supervise the compliance with the U.N.
resolutions and particularly the resolution adopted by the General Assembly on November
2, text attached. (Attached also is the text of the U.K. Government’s acceptance of the
cease fire which also refers to this resolution.) Cease fire lines would presumably have to
be drawn, separating Israeli and Egyptian forces behind which the opposing forces would
have to withdraw. This policing would presumably have to continue pending the working
out of political settlements. The Assembly resolution comprised steps to be taken to re-
open the Suez Canal and restore its freedom of navigation. While the latter would presum-
ably involve a technical job of clearing obstructions to the canal, this would also need
policing. The position of the U.K. and French troops and their withdrawal would have to
be taken into account and it was all the more urgent that a U.N. force should be available
to take over police duties because strong political pressures could be expected from the
Afro-Asian group in the U.N. to have the U.K. and French forces withdraw as quickly as
possible. Mr. Léger added that an additional difficulty which would have to be overcome
would be Egyptian and Israeli agreement to have the police force land and operate on the
contested territory. Agreement on this would have to be worked out through the U.N.

5. General Foulkes said that apart from clarifying the task of any Canadian contingent to
the U.N. force, which would obviously affect its equipment as well as the nature of the
contingent, it would also be necessary to clarify its logistic support. It would clearly be
impossible to depend on U.K. sources of supply, although this would be the most readily
available through Cyprus. Mr. Léger noted that the U.S. Government had indicated
through the Canadian Ambassador in Washington that the United States would be prepared
to furnish assistance at least in the matter of land or sea transport to facilitate the support
and transportation of the force. General Foulkes thought that it would be necessary to
explore whether Naples could be used as a base for supply of the force. If the Canadian
contingent could be despatched with personal weapons only and be dependent on some
U.N. base for supply of vehicles, etc., it could be made ready in a matter of days, possibly
ten days or two weeks. If vehicles and other equipment would have to be provided, this
would make the interval before a force was available much longer, possibly a month to six
weeks.

6. At this point, Mr. Léger was able to report a further message from Mr. Pearson, from
which it emerged that General Burns would be in New York tomorrow'#* and that the
Secretary-General would like each country willing to make a contribution to have liaison
officers available for discussion of plans with General Burns. The Secretary-General had

145 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
now Saturday L.B. P[earson]
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also indicated a desire to have a suitable Canadian liaison officer available as his military
adviser.

7. After discussion of this further message, it was agreed that two liaison officers would
be made available by the Army for immediate despatch to New York for discussions with
General Burns.'* It was also agreed at General Foulkes’ suggestion that to meet the Secre-
tary-General’s request a senior military representative would be appointed to the Perma-
nent Canadian Mission in New York who would include in his functions continuing liaison
with the Secretary-General.

8. Mr. Campney in summing up indicated that he would recommend to Cabinet that the
Canadian Government would offer as its initial contribution to the proposed U.N. emer-
gency force a battalion group of between 1,000 and 1,500 men to be available to leave
Canada in ten days to two weeks time.

G. IIGNATIEFF]
for Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs

144. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 7, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of National Health and Welfare
and Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. Martin),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg), (for afternoon meeting only),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Finance (Mr. Harris),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill),
The Minister of Norther Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage),
The Minister of Transport (Mr. Marler).
The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Economic Adviser, Privy Council Office (Mr. Lamontagne).

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; MIDDLE EAST; ESTABLISHMENT
OF U.N. POLICE FORCE
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE NOV. 5)

1. The Prime Minister reported that President Eisenhower had called him on the tele-
phone to say he did not know of any government that had acted more admirably in the
present crisis than had that of Canada. The President had agreed it was desirable to have
the U.N. police force composed of contirgents from countries which were not permanent
members of the Security Council, and had said that the United States would be glad to

146 Note marginale :/Marginal Note:
I told him that this would not be possible [L.B. Pearson]
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assist the operation in any way that would be helpful but that would not lead to U.S.
involvement contrary to the intent of the United Nations.

As regards the despatch of the Canadian group, it appeared, at the moment, that the
formal authority for this purpose might be given next week and Parliament convened about
November 21st. It was impossible to know at this stage what the cost might be and how
much of it would be borne by the United Nations. Perhaps a $1 item should be submitted
to the House seeking authority to use National Defence appropriations for this purpose and
a larger item presented later when detailed information was available. Meanwhile, he had
asked the Clerk of the House to make preparations for a special session.

2. The Minister of National Defence reported on the plans being made in his department
for sending troops to the force in the Middle East. It was proposed to provide a battalion
group, augmented by supporting service troops, totalling approximately 1,000 to 1,500
men. These could be flown to the area by the R.C.A.F. In addition, HMCS Magnificent
would be used as a mobile base. She would be able to go to the Mediterranean in two or
three weeks time loaded with vehicles and equipment. The precise role and duties of the
Canadian contribution were not yet clear but this suggested plan would appear to be suita-
ble for the early stages of the operation until more permanent arrangements could be made.
General Burns would be arriving in New York in a few days when he would be in a posi-
tion to indicate what was needed, after which more detailed planning could proceed.

3. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) An announcement should be prepared and made immediately, indicating the govern-
ment’s proposals on the Canadian contribution to the U.N. force. It should be kept in mind,
however, that it was not yet possible to decide whether the Canadian contribution could
eventually be sent.

(b) In addition to making an announcement about the despatch of a group as part of the
U.N. force, it would also be desirable for the Prime Minister to state publicly that the
proposed trip of the Minister of National Health and Welfare to the East was more impor-
tant now than when originally contemplated.

(A draft press announcement on the Canadian contribution to the U.N. police force was
subsequently circulated and considered in detail.)

4. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Prime Minister and the Minister of National
Defence on the Middle East situation and on plans for a Canadian contribution to the U.N.
police force, and approved for immediate release an announcement on the offer of a Cana-
dian contingent to the force and on the arrangements for transporting the group and sup-
plying it in the area.

MIDDLE EAST SITUATION; FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS

5. Mr. Martin, as Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, reported that the Afro-
Asian group were pressing in the U.N. to have a vote taken at once on their resolution
condemning the U.K., France, and Israel and demanding the immediate withdrawal of their
troops. Mr. Pearson was in an awkward position at the General Assembly and would prob-
ably welcome such guidance as it was possible to give.

6. During the discussion it was pointed out that it would be quite unrealistic to expect a
withdrawal in 24 or 48 hours after the passing of a U.N. resolution with no provision made
for the introduction of a force between the original combatants. Much hinged on the inter-
pretation given to the word “immediate”. It was probably true that the mischievous ele-
ments in the Afro-Asian group, and the communists, hoped to force their resolution
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through with the objective of making the constructive efforts to police the area come to
naught. Mr. Pearson should vote against this kind of resolution or at least abstain.

7. The Prime Minister reported subsequently that he had spoken to Mr. Pearson in New
York who had indicated that the British, and presumably the French, might be willing to
accept a resolution which sought, not an immediate withdrawal of troops, but withdrawal
as soon as practicable. If the further U.N. action with respect to the police force were taken
first, and if the Afro-Asian proposal were modified in this way, he would find it difficult to
vote against it.

8. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Prime Minister and the Acting Secretary of State
for External Affairs on the Middle East situation and on the policy to be followed during
the United Nations deliberations on the matter.

145. DEA/50134-40

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

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

CONFIDENTIAL Ottawa, November 7, 1956

I was able to reach Mr. Pearson on the phone at 3.00 p.m. He said that the situation was
getting more and more difficult and highly confused.

The Arabs are insisting that their resolution demanding the immediate (24 hours) with-
drawal be given priority and voted upon before the other resolution setting up the police
force.

Mr. Pearson very much hopes that he will be allowed to vote for a resolution demand-
ing immediate withdrawal but he naturally would feel happier were it not necessary to face
such a resolution before consideration is given to the other one.

The complications arise from:

(a) The statement made by Mr. Eden this morning to the effect that he could give no
assurance that the U.K. troops would withdraw;

(b) The statements made by the French that they have no intention of withdrawing;

(c) The alleged statements of Ben Gurion saying that Israel will not withdraw from the
Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula;

(d) The mischievous comportment of Krishna Menon who is to participate in the debate
this afternoon, and who seems to take the line that India would only be voting for the
cease-fire resolution if there is agreement on the resolution calling for immediate
withdrawal.

Mr. Pearson doesn’t exactly know what is going to happen. He will call back before the
day is over. Meantime the U.S. Delegation take the view that in this confused situation the
only thing to do is to go full speed ahead in sending troops for the police force. They
would hope that some could be landing there within the next two or three days.

J. L{EGER]
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146. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent aupreés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1139 New York, November 7, 1956
SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MIDDLE EAST

Following for the Prime Minister confirming my phone conversation. The situation with
regard to the voting on the resolution was as follows. There was never any possibility of
Canada voting against this resolution as the UK and France had decided to abstain. Dixon
informed me of this decision during the afternoon when he read to Casey and me the text
of his speech — which he later gave to the Assembly — and which indicated that the
principle of withdrawal was accepted but the word “immediately” was unacceptable.

2. There were at that time and when I spoke to you on the phone reasons why we should
also abstain, particularly because of the interpretation given to “immediately” by the dele-
gate of Lebanon as meaning 24 or 48 hours. I told a number of friendly European delegates
and some Arab-Asian and Latin American ones that we would abstain on the above
grounds.

3. There were, however, many reasons why we should vote for this resolution if the word
“immediately” had not been put before “to withdraw” in para 3. We were anxious to get
unanimous non-Communist support for our UN force resolution and the Arab-Asians were
watching the five proposed members for the advisory committee carefully to see how they
would vote on withdrawal. If Norway, Canada and Brazil had abstained, they would have
been suspicious of our honest intentions re the UN force — indeed some still remain suspi-
cious that the force is a smokescreen behind which British and French forces will remain at
the Suez Canal.

4. There was also a hardening of opinion against Israel because of Ben Gurion’s intolera-
ble speech this morming, and even to some extent against the UK because of Eden’s
answer to a question in the House of Commons this moming, though Dixon’s speech did
something to correct this.

5. When Krishna Menon and others learned we were abstaining, they made a genuine
effort to meet our difficulties by giving, for the Asian-Arab group, a less rigid interpreta-
tion — that “immediately” was not to be interpreted in terms of hours or days but meaning
“as quickly as possible”. The delegate of Peru then linked the “UN force” and the “with-
drawal” resolution. This made it difficult to maintain our attitude to the impracticability of
the interpretation of “immediately”, especially as we had already voted in support of the
principle of withdrawal.

6. As I was in a difficult position, and unable to consult you lest the vote be taken in my
absence, and as abstentionists such as the Scandinavians and the Latin Americans had
changed their minds, I decided to explain before the vote was taken, why we could now
vote for it. In doing so, I gave an interpretation much freer and more flexible even than
others had done — to the extent that I thought it would be challenged as it gave the specific
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and definite impression that withdrawal had to be linked, not only to the arrival, but the
functioning of the UN force.

7. As it happened, this interpretation, which was not challenged before the vote, has put
the extremists of the Arab-Asian group in a disadvantageous position now and improved
the situation for the UK and France and indeed for the UN force itself.

8. I hope that this explanation of my position in a very difficult situation will be satisfac-
tory to you and my colleagues.

147. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1146 New York, November 8, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris, NATO Paris.

SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

It is clear that a critical point in our difficulties is going to be Israel’s intransigence
about returning from the lands she has just occupied militarily. Ben Gurion’s speech yes-
terday underlined the difficulties and dangers — and must have been about as offensive to
the British as to the Arabs. At lunch time yesterday I had a talk with Eban about the
deplorable effect of this speech and warned him that a persistence in this stand would
cause Israel to lose all her friends. She would be isolated. Eban was obviously worried
about the situation and said that my words — as coming from a Canadian — added to his
worries. This moming Raphael, Eban’s assistant here, told me that they had reported what
I said to their Government which was now considering the whole position in the light of
the Assembly resolutions, the atmosphere here, and especially, I suppose, of Eisenhower’s
statement of yesterday.!¥’ He hoped that they would be authorized before the day was up to
say something which would improve the position.

2.1 also had a word with Wadsworth this morning and emphasized the very great impor-
tance of pushing on here with their resolution on a Palestine settlement — without delay
and as a matter or urgency. I told him that if we are going to get the Israelis to withdraw,
and this will be difficult at best, we must give them an assurance that the UN is taking
energetic action to ensure that they don’t withdraw to the old state of affairs, boundaries
undefined and insecure, development plans impossible because of political hostility, a
closed Suez Canal, etc. This operation, therefore, has to combine “kicks and carrots”. The
Americans here understand this; I hope they do in Washington. During the morning Mr.
Robertson phoned from London to say he had been talking with people there who felt that

147 Probablement la lettre du 7 novembre d’Eisenhower a Ben Gourion. Voir United States, Public Papers
of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower 1956, Washington D.C.: United States
Government Printing Office, 1958, pp. 1091-1092.

Probably refers to Eisenhower’s November 7 letter to Ben-Gurion. See United States, Public Papers of
the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower 1956, Washmgton D.C.: United States Gov-
emment Printing Office, 1958, pp. 1091-1092.
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the Israeli withdrawal aspect of the problem was now considered to be of critical impor-
tance and if this was forced without any parallel efforts to bring about a political settlement
there would be dissatisfaction in certain quarters which had up to the present strongly sup-
ported UN action.

3. I phoned Mr. Heeney this morning asking him to bring these considerations to the
attention of the State Department.

148. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1155 New York, November 8, 1956

SECRET
Repeat for information Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris.

MIDDLE EAST. EMERGENCY FORCE

One of the developments on November 7 which has not been clarified in other reports
we have sent was the evolution of the Secretary-General’s Advisory Committee, (Resolu-
tion A/3308 passed last evening). You will recall that on November 4 the Secretary Gen-
eral held a meeting of the representatives of Canada, Colombia, India and Norway to
discuss the establishment of an emergency UN force. Later that day a resolution was intro-
duced by Canada, Colombia and Norway for the purpose of establishing the UN command.
We explained in an earlier telegram why India was not included as a sponsor.'4

2. On November 5 it became necessary to appoint an advisory committee which would
assist the Secretary-General with the political questions arising out of the establishment
and operation of an emergency force in the Middle East. By then Pakistan had offered to
contribute to the force and, indeed, had let it be known that it was prepared to contribute a
brigade. India had made no offer. Accordingly, to avoid friction between India and Paki-
stan, the secretariat suggested including Iran as the fourth member, with Canada, Colombia
and Norway, of the Advisory Committee.

3. You will recall that early in the afternoon of November 5 the Minister discussed the
whole problem with Krishna Menon. Menon appeared reasonable and even ready to con-
tribute to the UN force. However, minutes later at UN Headquarters Murray was
approached by Lall who in great excitement demanded to know why India was not
included on the Advisory Committee. Lall said that if India were not included the draft
resolution would have no support from the “uncommitted” Asians. He argued that because
India had attended the first meeting it should automatically be included in the Advisory
Committee. He saw no reason why Iran should be included. He regarded what he called the
“dropping of India” as an insult and he was clearly prepared to make trouble if no redress
was offered.

4. We proceeded immediately to discuss this situation with the secretariat. It would obvi-
ously have been difficult to prevent India from being added to the Advisory Committee.

148 Voir/See Document 135.
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There was, however, the attitude of Pakistan to be considered, since Pakistan was prepared
to contribute substantially to the force. We consulted the Pakistanis and they agreed, with
some reluctance, to serve on the advisory committee with India and the other four powers.
This was the situation on the evening of November 5 but for various reasons the Assembly
did not meet that night.

S. By the next morning the Indians were voicing objections because there were two
Baghdad Pact powers represented on the Advisory Committee, two NATO and two Latins
(Brazil had been added for balance). India was the only “uncommitted” country and the
Indians argued that there should be at least another; they suggested either Burma or Indo-
nesia. Menon said that the Egyptians would not accept both Iran and Pakistan because of
their connection in the Baghdad Pact. Accordingly Entezam was persuaded to withdraw
Iran in favour of Burma. Once again the matter seemed settled. However, the Indians
argued later that Burma was unacceptable to Egypt because of Burma’s close relations
with Israel. (The Indians were also toying with the idea of adding Yugoslavia but we suc-
ceeded in heading this off). After lengthy discussions the Minister told Menon that we
would accept whichever “uncommitted” country was acceptable to Egypt, and they appar-
ently settled for Ceylon which greatly pleased Gunewardene, who had been canvassing
independently for a position on the Advisory Committee.

6. By that time Poland proposed Czechoslovakia as an addition to the Advisory Commit-
tee. Having ascertained that the Afro-Asians were not particularly disposed to include
Czechoslovakia, we organized a vote against the Polish amendment. We were successful in
blocking it and all that remained was for Entezam to bow out gracefully in favour of
Gunewardene.

149. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1159 New York, November 9, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL

Reference: Our tel 1114 Nov 5.
Repeat for information Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris.

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: EMERGENCY FORCE
Once the UN command was established it was essential for the Secretary General and
his staff to pursue quickly their studies with a view to evolving a plan for the establishment
of the force. This took place on November 5. The result was that early on November 6 a
second and final report (our telegram 1119 November 61) was ready for distribution.'#®
2. The text of the report together with an aide mémoire [UN Doc A/3310] was sent to the
Governments concerned. By noon (New York time) we had received from the UK delega-

!4 Un long extrait du rapport « second and final » est reproduit dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-
décembre 1956, pp. 16-18.
A lengthy extract from the “second and final” report is reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East,
October-December, 1956, pp. 13-15.
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tion the text of the announcement which Eden was to make in the House at one o’clock. !5
The way was being cleared for the force to begin its operation in the area. A great deal
depended, however, on whether the force could be effectively organized in time. Accord-
ingly there were good reasons for pressing ahead vigorously.

3. As reported in our telegram 1155 November 8 one of the urgent problems on Novem-
ber 6 was to reach agreement on the composition of the Secretary General’s Advisory
Committee (para 6 of resolution A/3308). We have already explained in detail how and
why the present composition of the Advisory Committee was decided.

4. Concurrently with our efforts to obtain support in the Assembly for the plan to estab-
lish an emergency force, the Afro-Asians were maintaining their pressure for resolutions
calling upon the parties to cease fire and withdraw their forces. One such resolution had
been the Nineteen-Power Resolution (Z/3275) which was passed by the Assembly at its
meeting on November 4-5. On November 5 the Afro-Asians had circulated another resolu-
tion of this kind but, because the Assembly did not meet, this text, which we found unac-
ceptable, was not pressed in the Assembly. On November 6, however, the Afro-Asians
decided to press a new text which ultimately emerged in the Assembly record as Document
A/3309. The fact that these two courses of action were being pursued in the Assembly
complicated the consultations on voting but, at the same time the constructive effort to
establish a UN force had a moderating influence on the pressure tactics which were being
employed by the Afro-Asians.

5. The verbatim record of the Assembly meeting on November 7 (A/PV.566-7) was sent
to you in last night’s bag. In addition you have already received our telegram 1128
November 6 which contained the draft [seven power] resolution on the emergency force
and 1138-1139!3' November 7 which explained the situation which led to the Canadian
vote on the Afro-Asian resolution. We also sent to you by our telegram 1143 November 8
the text of the seven power resolution as adopted by the Assembly on November 7 (this
was document A/3308 as amended in the course of the debate).!s?

6. We hope that with the aid of the verbatim record and these telegrams you can put
together a complete picture of the developments in the Assembly on November 7. Of par-
ticular importance were the statements of the UK and France concerning their attitude
toward the cease fire and withdrawal of forces; also the statements later by Menon, Lodge
and several others concerning the interpretation of the word “immediately” in the Afro-
Asian draft resolution. The effect of these interpretations was to create in the Assembly a
general understanding that the withdrawal of UK, French and Israeli forces would be
phased with the arrival and functioning of the emergency UN force. Largely as a result of
the compromise reached on the interpretation of the word “immediately”, it was possible to

150 Pour la déclaration de Eden, voir United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955-
56, Fifth Series, Volume 560, columns 75-81.
For Eden’s statement, see United Kingdom, House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 1955-56,
Fifth Series, Volume 560, columns 75-81.

151 Dans le télégramme 1138, Pearson donne son interprétation de la résolution africano-asiatique. Texte
reproduit dans La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 20.
Telegram 1138 contains Pearson’s statement interpreting the meaning of the Afro-Asian resolution. It
is reprinted in The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, pp. 16-17.

152 ¢ texte final de la résolution des sept puissances donné dans le télégramme 1143 est reproduit dans La
crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 19.
The final version of the seven-power resolution contained in telegram 1143 is reprinted in The Crisis in
the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 15.
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have a large vote in favour of both the resolution on the UN force and the Afro-Asian
resolution calling for the withdrawal of forces.

7. The attempt by Poland to have Czechoslovakia added to the Advisory Committee was
not a serious threat but it could have divided the support for the seven power resolution on
the UN force. In other circumstances it might have been possible to accept an Eastern
European on the Advisory Committee, particularly since two Eastern European countries
(Czechoslovakia and Romania) had offered to send forces. However, there was a widely
shared opinion that the inclusion of a Soviet satellite element, either in the force or in the
Advisory Committee, would add greatly to the complication of establishing the force
quickly and of having it accepted by the four governments most directly concerned.
Accordingly, after a rapid canvass of Afro-Asian views, the Canadian delegation worked
to defeat the earlier amendment. We had ascertained that the defeat of the amendment
would in no way jeopardize the support for the resolution on the UN force. The Polish
amendment was rejected by a vote of 23 in favour, 31 against with 14 abstentions.

8. The amendments we mentioned in our telegram 1143 November 8 were adopted by
large majorities and the replacement of Iran by Ceylon was adopted without objection. The
resolution on the force was adopted by a vote of 64 in favour, none against with 12 absten-
tions (Soviet Bloc, Egypt, Isracl, South Africa). The South Africans were without
instructions.

9. The Nineteen Power Resolution (A/3309) was then adopted by a vote of 65 to 1
(Isracl) with 10 abstentions (Benelux, Portugal, Laos, France and four old
Commonwealth).

10. The Soviet delegation said very little during the debate on these two resolutions.
Kiznetsov spoke after the vote. He continued the Soviet propaganda campaign against the
UK and France for their “aggression” in Egypt. He also did his best to throw doubt on the
assembly decisions calling for the establishment of an emergency force. He stressed, for
example, that the UN had accepted “the Anglo-French demand” that their armed forces
should remain in Egypt “until the international armed force is created and stationed there”.
It was the apparent intention he said, “to use international armed forces not at all for repel-
ling aggression against Egypt ... (but to introduce) international armed forces into Egyptian
territory and transfer to their control a considerable part of Egyptian territory, including the
Suez Canal Zone ... (which he alleged) was one of the purposes of the aggressive acts
committed by the UK and France against Egypt”. He said also that “the victim of aggres-
sion in this case was compelled to give its consent to the introduction of international
armed forces, hoping that this would ward off a further extension of aggression”. For all
these reasons the Soviet delegation had abstained on the resolution establishing the UN
force.



240 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

150. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent aupres des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM V-605 Ottawa, November 9, 1956

SECRET

Reference: Your tel 1129 of November 6.t
Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris, NATO, Beirut, Athens, Cairo, Tel
Aviv,

RELIEF AND REHABILITATION IN EGYPT

The Egyptian Red Crescent has appealed for aid through the International Committee of
the Red Cross and we understand the Canadian Red Cross is responding. Norman reports
from Beirut that Israel is making practical arrangements (presumably for relief) in the Gaza
area and that UNRWA functions there have not been appreciably hampered. Until the need
for additional action emerges we are inclined to think that the humanitarian task of emer-
gency relief may now after a brief period of confusion be considered under control in
Gaza.

2. We have given preliminary departmental thought to the problems of emergency relief
under UN auspices. Because of the possible political implications we regard a cautious
approach as advisable. The lines of our present thinking follow.

3. Provided that Israel withdraws within its previous borders, we would not expect any
increase in UNWRA'’s direct responsibilities in the Gaza area. Even if Israel remains in
temporary occupation it would not appear that the local populace would meet the defini-
tion of eligibility for relief which UNRWA has used for some years. In either of these
cases, however, there might be a continuing emergency relief problem among the local
populace because of the disruption of supply channels and there might be cause for supple-
menting Israeli and Red Cross action. In that event we think it would be reasonable to
request UNRWA to conduct the supplementary emergency relief distributions in the area.
The cost of such distributions should not, however, be a charge on the normal agency
budget.

4. Only if Israel plans to annex Gaza does it appear to us that the refugee problem will be
increased. However, even if the entire local populace were to move out and acquire refugee
status, the maximum increase on the UNRWA rolls would be 100,000. There would, of
course, also be the problem of the removal of the 216,000 refugees already in Gaza and the
existing UNRWA installations to points outside Israel. We do not consider this possibility
to be one requiring urgent consideration.

5. Any emergency relief measures by the UN in the Port Said area and in other areas
subjected to bombardment should in our opinion be separated from any rehabilitation pro-
gramme. We consider that the provision of food, medical supplies and tentage could proba-
bly be conducted under UN auspices without prejudice to the political situation. We do not
think that UNRWA should become directly involved in areas where it is not now operating,
although an emergency relief administration could doubtless arrange to use the agency’s
procurement facilities and draw on existing stocks.
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6. Should there be a need for emergency relief action beyond what may have been taken
by the Red Cross and Red Crescent, we are inclined to think an administrator for a special
emergency fund should be appointed. We would not favour distribution through either the
Egyptian Government or the Franco-British force commander. We doubt also that the UN
force would provide a satisfactory channel.

7. In our view, rehabilitation will require a particularly cautious approach. The problem
seems to be to organize some UN reconstruction arrangements which would anticipate any
unilateral Soviet move without involving the possibility of a condemnation of Britain and
France. We have no information on the extent of the destruction caused by the military
action and this makes the formulation of a plan difficult. However, we think there may be a
case for proceeding to promote an initiative in the UN which would make it clear that
appropriate reconstruction assistance to the Egyptian populace is intended. Measures of
this kind directed towards repairing battle-damage ought, in our view, to be considered
separately from any long-term economic development plan for Egypt or the Middle East in
general. This last matter is the subject of a separate telegram.

8. If you discuss these observations with other interested delegations, you should make it
plain that our attitude may undergo changes when there is more information available.

151. DEA/50134-40

Le secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures
au représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies

Secretary of State for External Affairs
to Permanent Representative to United Nations

TELEGRAM DLDL-482 Ottawa, November 12, 1956

SECRET
Repeat for information NATO Paris, Paris, London, Washington

POLITICAL SETTLEMENT AND REHABILITATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST:
PROPOSAL FOR U.N. AND NATO DISCUSSION

Following for Minister. Begins: We have not as yet been able to give full consideration to
the part Canada might play in connection with the relief measures for Egypt although some
action is already being taken through the Red Cross. We recognize however the urgency of
such consideration especially in view of possible Soviet offers and are sending you a sepa-
rate telegram on this subject.

2. With regard to your suggestion that some early comment on relief measures as a help
in promoting cooperation from Egyptian authorities, we feel that a distinction should be
drawn between such emergency relief as must be made available on humanitarian grounds
and efforts to rehabilitate and develop the Egyptian and Middle Eastern economies.

3. Our preliminary thinking is that the longer term measures to rehabilitate the Egyptian
economy should be considered and undertaken in the light of a general political settlement
in the Middle East and in the context of broader Middle East economic development. Such
a settlement would have as its basic premise the acceptance by the Arab States of the
continuing existence of Israel and form the foundation of stable relations and the hope of
future cooperation between them. It would also involve efforts to restore in some measure
Afro-Asian trust in the British and French governments policies in the Middle East. Any
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economic support (probably through the U.N.) apart from emergency relief could be a
strong factor in bringing about a settlement. We are therefore inclined to feel that we
should proceed cautiously on the economic rehabilitation front until a political settiement
is in sight. We recognize however that Soviet offers may place this bargaining factor in
jeopardy and oblige quicker action by Western Powers on the problems of economic
rehabilitation.

4. Recalling the frustrating history of economic development plans for the Middle East
since the creation of Israel, and how these plans have all been held up pending a political
settlement, we wonder whether the whole future policy of the Western Powers towards the
Middle East — political and economic — should not be considered with some urgency,
beginning in New York and extending to the NATO Council as soon as there seems to be
some prospect of agreement among the principal powers concerned.

5. The object of such informal consultations would, therefore, be threefold:

(a) To prepare the way for subsequent formal action which might have to be taken in the
U.N. or elsewhere.

(b) To restore the rather badly shaken habits of consultation in NATO.

(c) To enable NATO discussion of the Middle East and Suez problems to take place in a
more positive atmosphere focussed on necessary action for the future rather than on
recriminations for what has happened in the past.

6. Our own feeling is that every effort should be made to induce the French and British
governments, not as penitence but as evidence of good will, to participate in the rehabilita-
tion of the Middle East. The U.S.A. would naturally be expected to take the lead at the
U.N. We are not of course under any illusion as to the difficulties of persuading the French
and U.K. NATO discussion of this whole problem would, however, serve to create a better
atmosphere for initiating U.N. proposals and provide support of individual NATO coun-
tries for the line to be adopted.

7. If you feel that these suggestions should be followed up, we wonder whether you
might consider our seeking the reactions of the U.S.A. first and the U.K. and France after-
wards. Ends.

[J.1 LEGER

152. L.B.P./Vol. 85
Note du secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Secretary of State for External Affairs
TOP SECRET New York, November 12, 1956

MIDDLE EAST — UNITED NATIONS FORCE

On my arrival at the Drake Hotel in New York last evening I met the Egyptian Ambas-
sador to the U.N., at his request, and had a half-hour talk with him. Mr. Holmes will be
reporting on this separately. (Report attached).

Later, at 8.30, I went to Mr. Hammarskj6ld’s flat, at his request, where I found the
Foreign Ministers of Sweden, Norway, Finland and Denmark, as well as their Ambassa-
dors to the United Nations.

Mr. Hammarskjold outlined to us the difficulties that had been encountered in regard to
the composition of the United Nations force and the conditions under which it would be
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operating in Egypt. The Egyptian Government who a few days ago had been very co-
operative, were now becoming very difficult both in regard to the composition of the force
and the relation of its operations to Egyptian sovereignty.

So far as composition is concerned, the Egyptians were now attempting to exercise a
veto and to disbar from the force contingents from any country that had a collective secur-
ity arrangement with the British or the French. In addition, they had a special reason for
excluding Canadians, which I explained to the Scandinavian representatives. If this Egyp-
tian position were accepted, the Norwegians and Danes would have to be excluded from
the Scandinavian force, as well as Pakistanis, Iranians, Canadians and, indeed, any mem-
bers of NATO, SEATO, or the Baghdad Pact. The Egyptians at the present time would only
accept from those who had offered contingents Colombians, Swedes, Finns and Yugoslavs.
There seems to be some doubt about their attitude toward India, though it is hard to believe
that they would not welcome them.

The Scandinavians reacted very violently to the exclusion of two of their members, just
as [ reacted equally violently to the exclusion of Canadians. Hammarskjold said that he
understood our position and was adopting a firm line with Cairo. He read us a telegram
which he had sent to Nasser refusing in strong terms to accept the Egyptian contention. He
thought that the weakest point of the Egyptian case was in respect of Norway and Den-
mark and he proposed, therefore, to “go to the mat” with the Egyptians on this point as the
best way of forcing them to reverse their position on the others as well. He was quite
determined not to give way to the Egyptians and felt that in the circumstances his best
course of action was to fly to Cairo himself and see Nasser and Fawzi. This he proposed to
do on Tuesday [13 November].

So far as the sovereignty aspect of the problem is concerned, the Egyptians are making
difficulty here also, though this is not considered to be very serious.

We discussed at some length what the reasons might be for the changed Egyptian atti-
tude toward the force. It seems obvious that the Russians have been encouraging them to
take a strong stand, and equally obvious that the Russians are doing this for their own
selfish purposes. They undoubtedly want the conflict to be continued and not settled by a
U.N. intervention.

It is undoubtedly true however that the Egyptians would be suspicious of the U.N.
force, even if the Russians were not there to fan their suspicions. They may think that with
a U.N. force of varied composition strung along the Suez Canal, their control of that canal
will be more difficult to resume. They may also think that with world opinion opposed to
British and French policy and with promises of help from Russia, they can, through the
United Nations, press the British and French for immediate withdrawal irrespective of the
entry of a U.N. force, and if they do not get this that they may be able to drive the British
and French out by force, with Russian help. It may be that Nasser and the more extreme
people around him are willing to gamble with peace in this sense.

Mr. Hammarskjold said that notwithstanding the Egyptian attitude they were pressing
ahead with arrangements for getting the U.N. force into the area, but would send Colombi-
ans and Swedes and Finns in the first group. The others could, he thought, without too
much difficulty, remain at the base in Naples until the situation cleared. He advised that we
should send our own advance guard of Canadians immediately to Naples irrespective of the
developments referred to above.

This morning I telephoned the Prime Minister, the Minister of National Defence, the
Secretary of the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce), and Mr. Heeney, outlining the conversations I had
last night, and emphasizing the necessity for keeping the whole matter completely secret at
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this stage. It would be very unfortunate if it leaked out as long as there is the hope and
expectation of clearing matters up, as public reaction in Canada to the present Egyptian
position regarding Canadian participation would be one of consternation and anger.

I also advised that notwithstanding Mr. Hammarskjold’s advice above, we should not
pass the Order-in-Council at this time permitting troops to go forward. This would be an
irrevocable step in so far as summoning Parliament is concerned, and could be postponed
for a few days without any serious delay in preparing for Canadian participation. I sug-
gested to Mr. Campney that arrangements might proceed as planned, but that the advance
guard could be held back for a day or two, and that the Order-in-Council need not be
passed until, say, Wednesday. Both the Prime Minister and Mr. Campney agreed with this
position. If there are press enquiries as to why the Order-in-Council has not been passed, it
was agreed that we should say merely that there had been some delay in clearing things
with Cairo and that General Burns would not now be reaching New York until Wednesday
[14 November] morning. We wished to have his report, therefore, before passing the
Order-in-Council.

Before the opening of the Assembly this afternoon Mr. Hammarskjold showed me the
following communication which he had just sent to Fawzi Bey in Cairo on the composition
of the U.N. Force:

“I thank you for your message of today, transmitted both in the course of your most
welcome telephone call and through General Burns. I note that we are now agreed to start
the operation and will send you separately details concerning the beginning of the air-lift.

“I share your trust that we all work for the same purpose of speedily ending the present
crisis. I welcome the spirit of cooperation in which you on that basis have accepted Danish
and Norwegian participation while suggesting a few additions which I for my part find that
I should accept. On the other hand I note that you have left the question of Canadian partic-
ipation open. I maintain my very firm views on the necessity of Canadian participation,
but, as I declared over the telephone, I have to accept to discuss the position of Canada
further with you when we meet in Cairo.

“Agreement thus exists on starting the operation on the basis of the participation of the
following countries: Colombia, Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, India, Indonesia and
Yugoslavia. The question of additions to this list will be discussed when we meet.”

He told me that he was gratified at the fact that the Danish and Norwegian difficulties
were cleared up and he thought he could deal with the Canadian aspect of it when he
reached Cairo. Subsequently, Mr. Heeney phoned me to give me an account of his discus-
sions of this matter with the State Department, and I told him that I did not think that he
need pursue the matter further at this time.

Mr. Campney then phoned to say that he was proposing to issue a press release about
the immediate despatch of the airborne advance force and the movement to Halifax of The
Queen’s Own. He wondered whether the press release which he read me would be satisfac-
tory. I told him that before anything were issued, I should check with the Secretary-Gen-
eral to make sure that an announcement of this kind would fit in with his own plans. I
therefore went to see the Secretary General, who had left the podium. He was with Selwyn
Lloyd, and while I was waiting, Mir Khan, the Pakistani delegate also arrived to see him in
a state of white hot indignation at the news that the Indians were acceptable to the Egyp-
tians as part of the United Nations force, while the Pakistanis were not. Mir Khan
expressed himself in violent terms at this attitude and said that not only should the Pakis-
tanis be welcomed, but that they should be at the Suez before the Indians as they had been
the first to volunteer.
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I then saw Mr. Hammarskjold who gave me an account of recent developments with
Egypt. There is another difficulty, namely, the insistence of the Egyptians that the U.N.
force should leave Egypt whenever, in the opinion of the Egyptians, their work has been
accomplished. Hammarskjold, however, does not seem to take this too seriously as he has
told the Egyptians that it is quite inadmissible. He will take a strong stand about the Cana-
dian force and is reasonably optimistic. He was quite satisfied with the proposed statement
from Mr. Campney. Indeed he said that our Minister could go further and say, if he so
desired, that the Canadian plans as outlined were in accordance with and had the support of
the Secretary General. This should help to meet any criticism in Canada that we are being
too slow.

I then phoned Mr. Campney and gave him the green light on his statement, with Mr.
Hammarskjold’s addition.

I saw three Canadian journalists who are attending the Assembly. They have no knowl-
edge apparently of any real difficulty about Canadian participation, but I do not think we
can keep the lid on this much longer.

[L.B. PEARSON]

{PIECE JOINTE/ENCLOSURE]
Note du sous-secrétaire d’Etat adjoint aux Affaires extérieures

Memorandum by Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
SECRET New York, November 12, 1956

SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST: CONVERSATION WITH
THE EGYPTIAN REPRESENTATIVE

The Egyptian Representative to the United Nations, Dr. Loutfi, called on Mr. Pearson at
his own request at 7.30 p.m., Sunday, November 11. Dr. Loutfi said he had a somewhat
delicate matter to raise. He had been talking on the telephone with Dr. Fawzi who had
asked him to talk very confidentially with Mr. Pearson. He said that his Government had
accepted the idea of the international force and they were very appreciative of the role
which had been played by Mr. Pearson and by Canada in the present crisis. They were very
anxious to have General Burns, a Canadian, in charge of the international force. There was
a problem, however, about Canadian troops. He himself and Dr. Fawzi understood Can-
ada’s position very well but it would be difficult to explain. Canada was politically associ-
ated with the United Kingdom, and it was, for instance, a fact that the Canadian forces
were technically, at least, under the command of the Queen of England. The Egyptians
would want a neutral force. He mentioned later that they would not want Pakistanis
because of the differences between Egypt and Pakistan. It was clear that Dr. Loutfi, who is
a very polite man, was acutely embarrassed, and he did not at any time specifically say that
they would not accept Canadians. He did not say whether he was reporting the views of his
Government. He merely repeated several times that it was a matter over which Dr. Fawzi
was concerned and which he had asked him to discuss with Mr. Pearson.

Mr. Pearson said that what Dr. Loutfi had said had put him in a very difficult — indeed
an impossible position and he would find it very hard to report to his Prime Minister.
Canada had taken an entirely independent and objective position on this matter in the
United Nations. Because of our close and friendly association with the British, this was not
an easy thing to do and it had been criticized by some Canadians. Having taken this inde-
pendent position, it would be very hard for Canadians to be told that their troops were not
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considered independent. Canada had played a leading role in proposing the establishment
of an international force. Canadians had taken up this idea with enthusiasm. Arrangements
were already under way and an advance party would be leaving Canada within 48 hours.
Having taken the lead, Canadians would want to play their part. Mr. Pearson recognized
that there was a problem about Canadian uniforms and perhaps some risk that Canadians
would be mistaken for English soldiers. However, arrangements were under way to pro-
vide all forces with United Nations badges and special white helmets. We had even been
careful to exclude from the force any Canadians with noticeably English accents in order
to avoid misunderstanding. Furthermore, Canadians were likely to be stationed near the
Israeli frontier. They were not likely to be in Cairo or the larger cities and would have little
contact with the Egyptian population. Surely it was on the Israeli borders that the Egyp-
tians would like to have the force in order to prevent border incidents.

Dr. Loutfi did not make clear whether or not the principal problem was the danger of
incidents arising from confusion between Canadian and British troops. At one point he
indicated that that was what was troubling Dr. Fawzi, but at other times he seemed to
imply that the objection to Canadians was for more general political reasons. He did not
seem to think that the efforts to clarify the identity of the United Nations forces would
have much effect. The Egyptian people were for the most part not well educated. They did
not understand English and would not detect these differences. He was most emphatic that
he would like to have General Burns and indicated that Canada should be satisfied if it
held the top position.

Mr. Pearson emphasized again the extremely difficult position this would put Canada in
and urged Dr. Loutfi to explain this situation to Dr. Fawzi. He was sure that Canada would
not at all understand a situation in which the force was commanded by a Canadian but
Canadian troops were not to participate. In fact it would not be possible, he thought, for
General Burns to command the force if this were the case. It was most important that plans
for the force be carried out urgently so that, in accordance with Egyptian wishes, the Brit-
ish and French would withdraw as soon as possible.

Dr. Loutfi seemed to recognize the urgency and made quite clear that they did not want
to have to bring in the Soviet forces. He agreed to report what Mr. Pearson had said to Dr.
Fawzi. He mentioned that Mr. Hammarskjold would go to Cairo on Tuesday and that in
Cairo he would better grasp the temper of the Egyptians. Mr. Pearson expressed the hope
that Mr. Hammarskj6ld would be able to explain the Canadian position to the Egyptian
Government. Dr. Loutfi did not abandon his position in any respect but he did agree to
report Mr. Pearson’s views.

J.W. HOLMES
153. DEA/50366-40

Note de ’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Memorandum by Ambassador in United States
SECRET [Washington], November 12, 1956

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: U.N. EMERGENCY FORCE
The Minister called me before 10 o’clock this morning to describe to me the attitude of
the Government of Egypt regarding the introduction of the U.N. force, with particular rt?f-
erence to the Canadian element. Press reports indicated that Egyptian authorities were rais-



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 247

ing difficulties but so far the most serious feature — insistence on a veto on the force’s
composition — had not become known; in particular there had been no public reference to
the Egyptian attitude toward a Canadian contingent. It was essential that this secrecy be
maintained.

2. The fact was, however, Mr. Pearson went on, that the Egyptian Foreign Minister had
made a personal appeal to have the Canadians kept out of the U.N. force. The Egyptian
Permanent Representative to the United Nations had called on the Minister for this pur-
pose. Loufti had drawn attention to Canada’s close relationship with the United Kingdom,
her membership in NATO, and the similarity in uniform between Canadian and British
troops.

3. Mr. Pearson’s reaction to this approach had been very strong. The Canadian Govern-
ment could not give one inch; in view of our stand in the U.N. emergency session and the
independence of our policy he had told Loufti the Egyptian suggestion was “outrageous”.
The argument concerning uniforms was nonsense, since all U.N. troops wear distinctive
head gear and arm bands. Under no circumstances would we accept the Egyptian request.

4. The Minister said that the Egyptian Government were also objecting to Danish and
Norwegian troops forming part of the U.N. force, on the ground that their countries formed
part of NATO. Mr. Pearson had been meeting with the Secretary-General, and Mr. Ham-
marskjold was determined to stand his ground and force the issue with Egyptian authorities
on the Scandinavian contingent. Confidentially, Hammarskjold might fly to Cairo
tomorrow for this purpose. He had already been in touch with the White House to urge
vigorous U.S. support.

5. Mr. Pearson said that he hoped that the United States would “go to bat for us”. The
Canadian reaction to Egyptian refusal to accept Canadian troops as part of a U.N. force
would be violent and damaging to a very serious degree. Support for the United Nations by
the Government and people of Canada, in such circumstances, would be gravely
weakened.

6. For the present, Mr. Pearson said, we were making no change in our plans. The timeta-
ble for completing organization and despatch of the Canadian Contingent to the Italian
staging base still stood (External Affairs telegram to U.N. Delegation DLD 477 of Novem-
ber 10t — advance party November 12; R.C.A.F. airlift November 19 to 26; balance of
Contingent by R.C.N. carrier November 28). However, Mr. Pearson had spoken to Bryce
and the Order-in-Council authorizing Canadian participation was being held up.

7. The Minister instructed me to take this matter up with the Acting Secretary of State as
soon as possible. (Hoover and Phleger were tied up all moming with the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, but I arranged to see Elbrick as a first move).

A.D.P. H[EENEY]
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154. DEA/50366-40
Note de I'ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis

Memorandum by Ambassador in United States

{Washington], November 12, 1956

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: U.N. EMERGENCY FORCE

The Acting Secretary, still being unavailable, I cailed on Elbrick at 11.45 a.m. and put
to him the position as indicated to me by the Minister.

2. It was our conviction, I said to Elbrick, that the consequences of the U.N. yielding to
the Egyptian Government’s attempt to exercise a veto over the composition of the emer-
gency force would be very grave. In the first place it would seriously affect the authority of
the United Nations and its capacity to stabilize the position in the Middle East. In the
second place, if the Canadian contribution were to be refused this would be a repudiation
of the Canadian Government’s initiative within the U.N., and its effect in Canada would be
disastrous. Finally, as Elbrick knew, the Canadian Contingent was to provide the backbone
of the force; its elimination would seriously jeopardize the force’s effectiveness, and I
thought it very doubtful that in such circumstances Burns would be willing to accept
command.

3. For these reasons we were seeking the U.S. Government’s strong support for the Sec-
retary-General in his stand in further discussions with the Government of Egypt. (Elbrick
knew that Hammarskjold was proceeding to Cairo tomorrow). We also sought, in particu-
lar, United States support for participation of the Canadian Contingent.

4. Although Elbrick was not fully informed on the present position concerning the U.N.
force, he was aware that difficulties had arisen in Cairo. His attitude was entirely sympa-
thetic on both points which I had made and he undertook to communicate our anxiety and
our requests to the Acting Secretary (who was still occupied with the Foreign Relations
Committee) just as soon as possible. He is also to arrange for me to meet Hoover as soon
as there is an opportunity.

5. I reported my conversation with Elbrick to the Minister, by telephone, at 12.30. He
expressed satisfaction with what had been done and I was to be in touch with him later in
the day. Incidentally, he confirmed that Burns would not accept command, if the Canadian
Contingent were not included. Mr. Pearson had no knowledge of the press report that came
out at 11.29 this morning that Egypt had accepted the U.N. emergency force.

A.D.P. HEENEY]

155, DEA/50366-40
Note de I’ambassadeur aux Etats-Unis
Memorandum by Ambassador in United States
SECRET [Washington], November 12, 1956

MIDDLE EAST CRISIS: U.N. EMERGENCY FORCE

Elbrick telephoned me at about 4.15 p.m. to say that he had just seen the Acting Secre-
tary. Hoover had been tied up until then with the Congressional Committee. Elbrick had
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communicated to him what I had said to Elbrick in the State Department this morning.
(See my two earlier memoranda of this date).

2. Elbrick said that he had been asked by Hoover to tell me, at once, that the U.S.
Ambassador to Egypt had already made representations to the Egyptian Government in the
sense we desired. These had been both on the general principle i.e., the U.N.’s authority
for constitution of the Emergency Force, and on its particular application, i.e., in respect of
a Canadian Contingent. These representations had been made on instructions from Wash-
ington either this morning or yesterday.

3. Elbrick added that the U.N. Secretary-General had not been in touch with the President
today, although he had yesterday. It was not intended that a further message be sent to the
Egyptian Government today by U.S. authorities.

4. Finally, Elbrick said that the Acting Secretary fully understood the Minister’s anxie-
ties and shared his views. For the United States the general question took priority, but the
special Canadian position was fully understood and sympathized with. Elbrick said that he
would keep me informed.

5. I reached the Minister by telephone in New York at 5 o’clock and reported the above
exchange to him. Mr. Pearson did not wish us to do anything further at this end, for the
moment. He appreciated the action which the U.S. Government have taken.

6. Mr. Pearson went on to tell me that the Secretary-General had now heard from Nasser
that the Egyptian Government would accept the two Scandinavian Contingents, but not the
Canadian. This, of course, was quite unsatisfactory to us and Mr. Hammarskjéld would
insist upon the inclusion of the Canadian Contingent when he saw Nasser in Cairo. (He is
flying there tomorrow).

7. The Minister was speaking from the Secretary-General’s anteroom. He was about to
tell Hammarsk;jo6ld that it had now become necessary for him to inform the press that the
main body of Canadian troops were entraining at Calgary for Halifax, for embarkation.

8. Mr. Pearson was seeing Canadian correspondents later this evening. As yet they did
not know but presumably were beginning to suspect what had transpired with regard to
Canadian troops.

A D.P. H[EENEY]

156. DEA/50372-40
Le chef d’état-major général
au Commandant de |’élément canadien de la Force d'urgence des Nations Unies

Chief of General Staff
to Commander, Canadian United Nations Emergency Force

CONFIDENTIAL [Ottawa], November 12, 1956

COMMAND INSTRUCTIONS

General

1. As a result of the recent hostilities in the areas of Suez and Sinai, the United Nations
has authorized the formation of the United Nations Emergency Force to secure and super-
vise the cease fire which has occurred. The Canadian United Nations Emergency Force is
the Canadian Army element of this Force.
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Appointment

2. You have been appointed Commander, Canadian United Nations Emergency Force
and Senior Canadian Army Officer, Middle East.

Composition
3. The composition of your command will be:
1st Battalion, The Queen’s Own Rifles of Canada; Canadian Base Unit, Middle East.
Such other units as may, from time to time, be placed under your command.

Role

4. The role of the Force under your command will be to undertake such duties in connec-
tion with the cease fire as may be ordered by the Commander, United Nations Emergency
Force (Major-General ELM Bums, DSO, OBE, MC, CD).

Status

5. The Canadian United Nations Emergency Force will form part of and be under the
operational command of the United Nations Emergency Force, but will remain under the
administrative control of Army Headquarters.

6. The principle of the separate entity of the Canadian Force will be maintained at all
times. In this connection, while the grouping of the Force is a matter for the operational
commander to decide, it is anticipated that, in the normal course of operations, your tasks
will be so allotted that the Canadian entity of your Force will be readily preserved. At the
same time, you will cooperate with and assist as much as possible the forces of the other
nations forming the United Nations Emergency Force.

7. If, at any time other than when required temporarily by urgent operational necessity, it
appears that the principle of maintaining the separate entity of the Canadian Force is likely
to be violated, you will represent your views to your immediate superior officer in the
United Nations Emergency Force and to the Commander, United Nations Emergency
Force and immediately report the matter to the Chief of the General Staff.

8. The legal relationship between the Canadian Forces and the other forces of the United
Nations Emergency Force has not yet been established and it will be necessary for you to
work out a suitable relationship. However, your Force and its members will be subject only
to Canadian military law, and all offences alleged to have been committed by them,
whether military or civil, will be dealt with by Canadian military courts. Should a member
of your force be arrested by the civil authorities or charged before a civil court, you will
immediately take steps to arrange, if possible, for his release or for the withdrawal of the
charge. Should you not be able to accomplish this, you will at once report the matter to the
senior United Nations representative in the area, with a request that he take such steps as
are possible to effect the release of the man concerned, or to have the charge withdrawn.
You will at the same time report the matter with full particulars by message to Army
Headquarters.

Command, Discipline and Administration

9. You will be responsible for the discipline and administration of all Canadian Army
troops in the United Nations Emergency Force.

10. Pursuant to QR(Army) 1.13, the Minister of National Defence has designated you as
an officer to have and to exercise the powers and jurisdiction granted by QR(Army) to an
Officer Commanding a Command.
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11. Administration of the Force will be in accordance with existing instructions and such
other instructions as may be communicated to you from time to time.

12. The Canadian Base Unit, Middle East has been formed to assist you in the adminis-
tration of the Force under your command. This unit will, under your direction, be responsi-
ble for all administration of the force except the internal administration of the 1st
Battalion, The Queen’s Own Rifles of Canada and such other tasks as you may require.
Separate Command Instructionst are being issued to the Commanding Officer, Canadian
Base Unit, Middle East setting forth his responsibilities to you.

13. In the event of your temporary absence, your duties as operational commander of the
Canadian United Nations Emergency Force will devolve on the Acting Commanding
Officer, 1st Battalion, The Queen’s Own Rifles of Canada, and your duties as Senior Cana-
dian Army Officer, Middle East will become the responsibility of the Commanding Officer
Canadian Base Unit, Middle East.

14. Various other matters, including the rendering of reports and war diaries, and the
procedure with respect to honours and awards, will be dealt with in separate instructions.}

Liaison with HQ International Emergency United Nations Force

15. When required, and as you so direct, the Commanding Officer, Canadian Base Unit,
Middle East, will represent your views to the Commander, United Nations Emergency
Force on any matter.

Action in the Event of an Emergency

16. If an order given by the Commander, United Nations Emergency Force, or by any
subordinate commander under whose command you have been placed, appears, in your
opinion, not to accord to the role of the United Nations Emergency Force, you will request
direction from the Chief of the General Staff before the order is executed, and will repre-
sent the case to the Commander, United Nations Emergency Force. You will, however,
inform the Commander, United Nations Emergency Force, through any commander
subordinate to him under whose command you have been placed, that you have requested
direction from your own authorities and state the reasons why you have done so.

17. If, due to the resumption of hostilities in the area in which your force is stationed, or
any other circumstance it appears to you that the safety of the Force under your command
is imperilled to a degree exceptional in view of your task and military capabilities, you
will, after taking any measure necessary for the defence of the force, still endeavour to
carry out your task. At the same time, you will report the matter by OPERATIONAL
IMMEDIATE message to the Chief of the General Staff and obtain his direction. In the
event that you arrive at this opinion as a result of any action or order by the United Nations
Emergency Force, you will represent the maiter to the Commander, United Nations Emer-
gency Force and inform him, and any of his subordinate commanders who may be
involved, of the action you will take and the reasons for taking it.

Channels of Communication

18. No limitation is placed on your direct channel of communication on any matter with
the Chief of the General Staff. :

19. Channels of communication will be:

(a) Routine administrative correspondence with Army Headquarters will be sent direct to
the Canadian Base Unit, Middle East.

(b) Correspondence other than the -above will be sent to the Canadian United Nations
Emergency Force.
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Effective Date
20. These Command Instructions become effective the date you arrive at the staging base
in Italy.
HD. GRAHAM
Lieutenant-General

157. DEA/50134-40

Le représentant permanent auprés des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Permanent Representative to United Nations
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1213 New York, November 13, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris, NATO Paris.

MIDDLE EAST UN FORCE

I have just had a talk with the Secretary General regarding his proposed trip to Cairo. I
wished to emphasize to him how essential it was that he should remain firm in the light of
the Egyptian attempt to impose conditions on the admission of the UN force. My strong
feelings in this matter, which are shared by all the delegates in the Assembly with whom I
have talked and who have read the newspaper reports from Cairo, are concerned primarily
with the effect on the UN as a whole if the Egyptians are permitted to exercise control in
this way over the UN force, though, of course, our own particular difficulties in regard to
the composition of the force are in important additional consideration.

2. Hammarskjold gave me some info which indicates that the difficulties are greater than
they were yesterday. He told Cairo yesterday that he could not admit the validity of the
Egyptian contention, particularly in regard to their assertion of the right to demand with-
drawal of UN forces from Egypt when they, the Egyptians, think their task is completed.
Hammarsk;jold insists that Cairo has accepted the right of UN forces to remain in Egypt as
long as their tasks remain uncompleted, and if there should later be any difference of opin-
ion between Egypt and the Secretary General on this score of timing the matter should be
referred to the Assembly. The Egyptians have even gone so far as to say that their agree-
ment, already announced, to receive the force, even with conditions, is now inoperative
until all misunderstandings are removed. Hammarskjold has reacted strongly against this
and he will not go to Cairo if the Egyptians persist in this stand as he refuses to be put in
the position of begging for concessions. I told him I thought he was quite right in this. He
may hear from Cairo in the next hour or so, but if not, a way has opened up which will
permit a longer time to get the question settled before Hammarskjold has to decide whether
to go or not. The Hungarian Government has asked him, or his representative, to go to
Budapest at once to discuss humanitarian questions. Unless, therefore, he hears from the
Egyptians within the next two hours he will fly to Europe as scheduled, but go first to
Budapest, and then only to Cairo if later developments make that possible. The situation is,
therefore, both confused and dangerous.

3. I asked Hammarskj6ld his opinion of the effect of these developments on plans for
organizing the Canadian and other contributions. He hoped very much that we would go
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right ahead with our plans as he is still optimistic that when Cairo is confronted with the
consequences of the position which they are now taking they will give way; those conse-
quences include his decision which, at my suggestion, he will now communicate to them,
to submit the whole matter at once to the UN, if they do not back down. If in spite of this
they persist in their course, then presumably Hammarskj6ld will return at once from Buda-
pest and submit all the evidence to the General Assembly, which will then be asked to take
the necessary decisions.

158. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 14, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr, St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr, Howe),
The Minister of Labour (Mr. Gregg),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General
and Acting Minister of Justice (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration (Mr. Pickersgill).

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Bryce),
The Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet (Mr. Martin),
The Registrar of the Cabinet (Mr. Halliday).

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; CANADIAN COMPONENT OF UNITED NATIONS
FORCE; HUNGARY
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE NOV. 7)

3. The Prime Minister said the Egyptians were still raising difficulties about the role of
the U.N. force and when it should arrive. The Secretary-General might have to take a firm
line with Nasser and inform him that elements of the force would soon be reaching the
troubled area. In the meantime, it was still not possible to submit an order authorizing the
despatch of troops or to decide to summon Parliament. The situation might be clarified
sufficiently in a few days to enable these steps to be taken.

4. Mr. St-Laurent also reported that he had discussed the Hungarian situation with the
Russian Ambassador and had told him that Canadians had been horrified by the recent
events in Hungary. He had given the Ambassador a message for the Chairman of the
U.S.8.R. Council of Ministers asking the Soviet government to comply with the U.N. reso-
lutions on the subject, and also requesting Mr. Bulganin to use his influence to alleviate
suffering and to allow international organizations to help in relief work in Hungary.

5. The Minister of National Defence explained that before an order in council could be
passed authorizing a contribution to the emergency force two things were necessary. The
first was the consent of Egypt to receive the force and agreement on the terms under which
it would be stationed in that country. The second was General Burns’ concurrence with the
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nature of Canada’s contribution. There would be no difficulty over the second of these
points and the U.N. Secretary-General was doing all he could to deal with the first.

The Magnificent was in Halifax and would be ready to load the troops on Sunday and
leave that night. Meanwhile, the main elements of the battalion group were arriving in
Halifax and would be housed in the naval barracks there until ordered to leave. In a general
way the proposed contribution could be said to be appropriate for the purposes of the force.
If Egypt insisted that Canadian infantry should not be included, it might be possible to
furnish a base unit for the whole force of about the size of the battalion group, but this
would be difficult and complicated and would bring no credit to Canada.

6. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The Egyptians had taken the view, tentatively, that the force could not include troops
from any country allied to the U.K. Probably they had been encouraged to do this by the
Russians who were afraid that the U.N. might become an effective instrument for peace
which was not what they wanted. However, Asian countries were coming to know that
Russia was using Egypt for its own ends and resented these tactics. It might be that resent-
ment in Asia would reach such a pitch that the Russians would feel compelled to restrain
their efforts in this respect.

(b) Sending an advance party to Naples might be criticized on the grounds that no formal
authority for this existed and that Parliament had not been informed. On the other hand,
preparations for the arrival of the main body of Canadian troops had to be made, and the
30 members of the advance groups had been despatched to do everything possible to
ensure that the main body could be properly established and perform its duties efficiently.

(c) It would be important to provide good mail service and to distribute Canadian news-
papers to the troops engaged in this new and difficult task. '

(d) The letter to Mr. Bulganin had been drafted with the thought in mind that it might be
made public at some stage. If this happened, it might be said to be inconsistent to withhold
the messages sent to Sir Anthony Eden on Middle East questions. There was a good deal of
interest in these and many people expected them to be published at some stage.

(e) Egypt was reported to have asked for Russian “volunteers” to assist her in defence.
However, India and other Asian nations were against this and had already stated their
views publicly.

7. Mr. Campney submitted for discussion the draft of a recommendation? for the des-
patch of the Canadian contingent to the U.N. police force. It was proposed to designate
2,000 members of the services for the purpose, but the figure could be adjusted. The order
in council for the Korean special force had actually placed all the forces on active service,
but he felt that to rely on it for the present Middle Eastern operations would be inadvisable.

8. The Cabinet noted the reports of the Prime Minister and the Minister of National
Defence on developments in the Middle East on the status of the proposed Canadian con-
tingent for the United Nations Emergency Force, and with respect to Hungary.
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159. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au haut-commissaire en Inde

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to High Commissioner in India

TELEGRAM POLEG-1231 New York, November 15, 1956
ToP SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

MIDDLE EAST — CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO UN FORCE

The Egyptians have been raising difficulties about the inclusion of a Canadian compo-
nent in the emergency UN force on the ground that we are too closely associated with
Great Britain. We are surprised and dismayed at this attitude in view of the position we
have tried to take at the UN on this matter and the genuine efforts we have made to be
helpful and impartial. The Prime Minister and I think that a word from Mr. Nehru to Cairo
might clear up any doubts and suspicions that the Egyptians might have and we would be
most grateful if he could intervene accordingly. Hammarskjold will be mentioning the
matter in Cairo but his hand would be immensely strengthened if the Indians could support
our position. You will understand of course that if it became public, and so far we have
avoided this, that Canadians were not considered appropriate for inclusion in this interna-
tional force, the effect on Canadian public opinion re the UN might be far reaching and
disastrous, to say nothing of the anger it would arouse against Egypt.

2. Please act as quickly as possible as the matter should be decided within the next forty
eight hours, and in the right way.
L.B. PEARSON

160. DEA/50366-40

Le haut-commissaire en Inde
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

High Commissioner in India
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 775 New Delhi, November 15, 1956

Top SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Your POLEG-1231 Nov 15.
Repeat Permis NY for Minister from Ottawa.

MIDDLE EAST: CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO THE UN FORCE

I saw Nehru shortly before one oclock for twenty minutes. The Indian government had
about three or four days ago, heard about the possibility of Egypt’s objections to the inclu-
sion of Canadians. He had immediately sent a message to Nasser to say that he was much
distressed to hear this and expressing the hope that Canada would be among the countries
which would be chosen. He had said that “Canada would be a good choice”. About a day
and a half ago Krishna Menon had sent a very strong message to Delhi from New York
with a copy for the Indian Ambassador in Cairo. Nehru repeated several times that Krishna
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Menon’s message was “in very strong language”. Thus India had already made two
approaches to Nasser. Nasser was naturally in a very excitable mood. India could not
repeat not hope that Nasser would always do what they asked him to. Nehru said that
nevertheless he would immediately get in touch with Cairo again.

2. In my immediately following telegramt I shall report more fully on my talk with
Nehru.

3. I am seeing Pillai at three thirty this afternoon and will go over the matter again with
him.

161. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblie générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 1257 New York, November 15, 1956
TopP SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

MIDDLE EAST SITUATION

This afternoon Krishna Menon called Holmes out of the Assembly to tell him that he
had just been talking to Cairo (he did not say exactly to whom) and he had learned that the
Egyptian Government would now agree to Canada providing air transport and field ambu-
lance. He said that the connection had been poor and he was not sure whether it was air
transport and ambulance or air transport or field ambulance. This info was to be given to
our Chargé in Cairo this afternoon. Menon seemed to realize that this would not be satis-
factory and said he had sent a personal message to Nasser urging him to agree to a Cana-
dian company on the ground at the very least. He emphasized, however, that he believed
that this reply meant that the Egyptian position was being “cracked”. In his habitual way he
was vague, but he implied that the Egyptian offer might now be expanded.

2. Shortly afterwards, Cordier informed Holmes that they had just received the following
message for the Secretary General from Fawzi: “After careful reconsideration of composi-
tion of UN forces in light of new developments, Egyptian Government has decided to
accept Canadian participation in form of air transport”. Cordier said this was not good
enough; he was trying to get Hammarskj6ld in Naples by phone. He said that Ham-
marskjold already had this info. The above info was passed to Mr. Pearson, who was at the
time seeing Mrs. Meier. Before leaving New York for the evening, Mr. Pearson asked
Holmes to tell Menon that the Egyptian position was quite unacceptable, that Canada had
been asked for a self contained unit and we had provided such a unit which was now under
way. We could not allow the Egyptians to determine the nature of our contribution. We did
not want to provide air transport and there was, in fact, more danger of the insignia on our
planes being mistaken for British than was likely in the case of the army. Nevertheless, he
expressed our thanks to Menon for his continuing intervention. By this time Menon was
engaged in the debate on the Chinese seat and a note was sent to him with Mr. Pearson’s
comments.
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162. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a ’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1293 New York, November 17, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information London, Washington, NATO Paris and Paris.

CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO UNEF

Received during the night copy of following message from Secretary General to Cordier
and am at moment waiting for telephone call from Cairo, Begins: I urged matter most
strongly today with both Nasser and Fawzi. Egyptians believe what they accepted to have
been in line suggestion from Pearson to Loutfi. I will pursue matter tomorrow and report
immediately what with most serious efforts can be elicited just now. There are also here
some very hard political facts in picture. Although clear Egypt’s reply yesterday not last
word, I doubt any argument of mine, with immediate military situation what it is, can open
door Canadian ground force. Egypt’s reply means in their view addition of Canada to list
of countries participating UNEF. I fear only acceptance effective inclusion now Canadian
air units in UNEF functioning within Egypt may be reached here. Some adaptability both
sides seems necessary. Let us try get round corner until direct talks Pearson-Fawzi possible
early next week if, as still is planned, Fawzi goes to UN now. Ends.

2. Have already telephoned to Mr. Campney about this and we agree that some press
statement will be required during the day. It could take one of two forms: a more general
statement in order to soften the difference of opinion with the Egyptians and therefore
possibly make it easier for them to withdraw from the position they have taken, or a flat
statement saying that they refuse to accept Canadian ground forces in the UN force. Draft
statements of both kinds are in my immediately following telegram.t

L.B. PEARSON

163. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1300 New York, November 17, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information Washington, London, NATO Paris and Paris.

CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO UNEF
This is a summary of recent developments. Yesterday afternoon, after talking to the
Prime Minister, I told Cordier that it was essential that we hear from Hammarskjold as
quickly as possible on his negotiations with the Egyptians. He accordingly sent the follow-
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ing message: “Canadian Cabinet standing by. Situation critical. Most necessary positive
reply”. No reply was received until some time after midnight when a message was tele-
phoned from Cordier’s office, which was forwarded to you in our telegram POLEG-1293.
Incidentally we are at a loss to understand what Fawzi Bey meant when he said that the air
force contribution was in line with the suggestion we made to Loutfi last Sunday. A note
of our talk, made by Holmes, confirms my memory that no such suggestion was made.
This moming I telephoned Mr. Campney outlining the situation and suggesting certain
press releases in case there was no change. However, a telephone call from Norman in
Cairo, received around 9.30 am, gave us reason to hope for a more satisfactory result.
Though the connection was very bad, a draft message was dictated by Norman and taken
down by us. I later read this to Léger over the telephone. The draft is as follows:

“Canada is welcome as a country from which elements of the UNEF be drawn. It is felt
that the most important contribution that could be given at the present stage from that
country would be air support in the transport of troops from Italy and for the current func-
tioning of the UNEF in Egypt.

“The question of ground troops of Canadian origin could best be considered when
UNEEF can assess its needs at the armistice line. The present situation seems to be one
where it is not a lack of troops for the immediate task but of possibilities to bring them
over and maintain their lines of communication. That is a cause of worry”. Ends.

There is some doubt as to whether the last sentence was part of the message or an addi-
tional observation by the Ambassador. Norman in his talk emphasized that the Egyptians
appeared to be friendly and cooperative but were, or professed to be, very worried indeed
about the arrival at Port Said for stationing on the Canal at this time of The Queen’s Own
Rifle regiment of Canada. In my tum, I told Norman how worried we were about the
impression we were receiving that the Egyptians were dictating to Hammarsk;jold the com-
position of the UN force; that we could not accept any such principle, and we hoped that it
would not be agreed to by Hammarskjold. With this reservation, however, we were natu-
rally anxious to help Hammarskj6ld in his discussions with the Egyptians but we could not
ignore the fact that the contribution we had promised had been accepted in New York as
the most effective that we could make, and we had been encouraged to proceed accord-
ingly. Norman pointed out that Hammarskjold had told him that the message in question
did not lay down any conditions for Canadian participation, which would have been
improper, and that it did not involve any objection to Canadian forces in principle, but was
concerned merely with the timing of their arrival and the area of their activity. Norman
was to keep in close touch with Hammarskjéld and let us know as soon as the discussions
were concluded.

2. After this telephone conversation I went to the Secretary General’s office with Mr.
MacKay. I discussed the situation with General Burns and Cordier. Burns felt that a Cana-
dian battalion was still essential, though he felt also that even more important at the present
moment was air transport and administrative headquarters — troops, signals, transport,
engineers, medical, etc. If the Canadian Government could, as suggested, supply an air
transport squadron and the 300 or so administrative personnel which were due to be flown
this weekend, that would certainly be the most effective immediate contribution, with the
infantry battalion to come later in the light of circumstances. He could conscientiously give
a military opinion as commander of the force that this would be the most effective action
on our part at this moment. Cordier agreed.

3.1 then talked the matter over with Mr. Campney, who thought that the course outlined
by General Burns could be agreed to subject to the Prime Minister’s approval. I then talked
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to the Prime Minister on the telephone, who thought that the suggestions mentioned above
would be satisfactory. Mr. St. Laurent also suggested a change in the draft statement read
by Mr. Norman on the telephone. The first sentence of the second para should read “The
question of when and where ground troops of Canadian origin shall be used can best be
considered, etc.” A telephone call was put in to Cairo for Mr. Hammarskjold and the fol-
lowing telegram was sent immediately by Cordier, Begins:

“In connection with suggested communiqué, after conference top level suggestion is
made that no infantry come for time being but that country concerned help to supply at this
stage administrative supporting units which commander considers urgently essential,
including engineers, signal corps, army service corps and medical corps of about fifty
each, as well as other smaller administrative detachments, making total of between two
hundred fifty and three hundred men. This responsibility then would be shared between
this country and Norway.

“Hence at end first para following might be added “country concerned would help to
supply at this stage much needed personnel for administrative services of UNEF”. In next
sentence after question of just before ground troops insert “when and where”. In same
sentence after word origin add “shall be used” and change “could” to “can”. Assume last
sentence regarding cause of worry not a part of communiqué. For your info country con-
cerned is able to provide air transport squadron immediately.” Ends.

4. Later in the afternoon Cordier phoned to say that he had discussed the matter with
Hammarsk;jold but that the connection was very bad and that the Secretary General would
wait for the telegram. Meanwhile he had sent a message which might be disregarded in the
light of new developments. He would take the new suggestions up with Nasser immedi-
ately and hoped to let us know the result during the course of the evening.

5. That is where the matter now stands.

L.B. PEARSON

164. DEA/50366-40

L’ambassadeur en Egypte
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in Egypt
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 208 Cairo, November 17, 1956

SECRET

Following for Minister.
Reference: Our phone conversation.
Repeat from Ottawa to Permis New York (Most Immediate).

Following is text of Fawzi-Secretary General informal draft which I read to you over
phone. Begins. “Canada is welcome as a country from which units of UN emergency force
be drawn. It is felt most important contribution that could be given at present stage from
that country would be air support in transporting troops from Italy and for current func-
tioning of UN emergency force in Egypt.

The question of ground troops of Canadian origin could best be considered when UN
emergency force can assess its needs at armistice lines. The present situation seems to be
one where (it?) is not repeat not a lack of troops for immediate tasks but of possibilities to
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bring them over and maintain their lines of communication that is a cause of worry.” Text
ends.

2. Comments in my immediately following telegram.
(HERBERT] NORMAN

165. DEA/50366-40

L’ambassadeur en Egypte
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in Egypt
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 209 Cairo, November 17, 1956

SECRET

Reference: My tel 208 Nov 17.
Repeat from Ottawa to Permis New York (Most Immediate).

CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO UN EMERGENCY FORCE

Following for Minister. After phoning you I immediately saw Secretary General just
before he left to see Nasser. He wanted me to make these points:

(i) To best of his knowledge Egyptian Government had not repeat not at any time agreed
to participation of Canadian of ground forces.

(ii) On the other hand he has met no repeat no opposition in principle from them to our
ground forces. This is most advanced stage that has been reached. The approach is essen-
tially pragmatic and stage by stage. A danger of friction arises Egyptians believe, from
Canadian troops following hard upon British withdrawal from Port Said area. (In this con-
nection he finds British use of phrase “taking over” as a vexing factor in these negotia-
tions). This area is really nub of problem. If we insist on our troops immediately following
the British in Port Said he thinks Egyptians have grounds for not repeat not wishing to
shoulder full responsibility for consequences. He fears that all this might distort at very
start an operation which is delicate enough and which looks to no repeat no assistance from
precedents.

(iii) He has insisted as draft shows that airlift alone is not repeat not enough from Canada
which would put us in same category as Swiss air operations. He emphasized importance
of air cover (in draft “current functioning”) which he hopes we can provide.

(iv) Egyptians have not repeat not in effect laid down conditions nor attempted (in any?)
way to dictate but have expressed in reasonable terms he believes the practical problems
that they must face. They are the guinea pig of this first experiment, any government in
their place would examine carefully the internal political consequences rising from various
aspects of this operation.

2. As soon as possible I will inform you of results of Secretary General’s talks with
Nasser. If Nasser gives his concurrence the draft will become an official communication
from Secretary General to Canadian Government and not repeat not just a confidential
document drafted by Fawzi and Secretary General.

(HERBERT] NORMAN
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166. DEA/50366-40

L’ambassadeur en Egypte
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Ambassador in Egypt
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM 210 Cairo, November 17, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Following for Minister.

Reference: My immediately preceding tels 208 and 209.
Repeat from Ottawa to Permis New York (Most Immediate).

CANADIAN CONTRIBUTION TO UN EMERGENCY FORCE

1. Secretary General has just sent me a message, Begins. “After conversations with Presi-
dent Nasser and Ambassador Fawzi I can give you and your Government the following
summary of conclusions of our talks concerning Canadian participation. The text has been
seen and approved by President Nasser.”
Then follows text of agreement which is identical with text of draft which I sent you in my
telegram 208.

[HERBERT] NORMAN

167. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation & I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d'Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1305 New York, November 18, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information London, Washington, NATO Paris and Paris.

UN EMERGENCY FORCE

Following are texts of two messages which Cordier received early this morning from the
Secretary General.

First message.

Reference your 9 and telephone conversations. I stress again the text sent by me is not
communiqué but message from Secretary General to Foreign Minister of country con-
cerned setting out substance of my agreement with other party. If (true?) to the substance,
addressee and his Government can, of course, paraphrase it as appropriate for their pur-
poses or use my words as their own if they so prefer, in both cases indicating that judg-
ments are those of Secretary General.

As to substantive side of suggested amendment, I have been able to discuss matter late
tonight on top level and have agreement to inclusion of administrative supporting units
which Commander states urgently essential (including, for example, medical corps and
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army service corps). As to other details I did not get them over the telephone and therefore
have not necessary agreement. I fear that number of men in case of full implementation
may be on high side. Declaration can, for these reasons, not be more explicit than I have
said here and detailed settlement must be made by Burns as I cannot possibly re-open case
on details on top level before my departure tomorrow morning. Under these circumstances
the question on wording raised in your cable does not arise. What I achieved in substance
is clear from above and as, in any case, final statement is most likely to be paraphrased,
they can include content of addition, as it suits them.

Final sentence regarding cause of worry is, of course, not part of any formal statement
but, as part of message to the party, was intended to serve as an indication of what judg-
ment I feel they, in their own words, may use in order to indicate value of contribution.

Most gratified to hear country concerned is able to provide air transport squadron
immediately. We can, pending arrival, proceed with temporary additional assistance as
indicate in special cable, if stationing possibilities permit and/or need indicated in that
cable makes it necessary.

Second message.

As known to you, air transport has developed into bottleneck due to landing difficulties at
night. You are presumably informed about Italian offer to assist with a number of C119
transport planes. Nasser agrees temporary use of C119’s pending arrival of Canadians. He
does not want this to mean Italy should be included “participating countries” in any other
sense than it is already as support party providing staging area, Naples. Temporary charac-
ter of arrangement should be made quite clear to Italians so that no bad feelings arise when
they are replaced by Canadians. Please inform Naples and instruct them to cross check
with Egyptian authorities. Wing Commander Sabry was present at settlement else probably
nothing on record so far. '

Please draw most urgently to Burns’ attention the following situation. Insistent reports
allege that trouble between civilians and occupying forces in Port Said continue with a
daily death toll. Egyptians are firmly convinced truth of allegations and very serious about
it saying that echoes from Port Said have strong inflammatory effect and may lead to
uncontrollable reactions against foreign elements in country. Stories partly emanate from
people who have managed to escape from the city. Popular reaction strengthened through
alleged eye witness reports from intemational press.

Personally I can of course have no opinion on validity of charges short of impartial
observers® reports. Possibility also of Egyptian underground and feelings developing are
every reason for consideration counter action. Egyptian conclusion is that we should with
greatest urgency detach reasonable number of observers and as quickly as possible at least
small unit UNEF down to Port Said. They are willing to provide all facilities including
necessary support and supplies if that would at present be bottleneck. Under these circum-
stances, please undertake immediately exploration and planning for detachment of unit to
Port Said so that we can agree on orders on my arrival Monday morning. If you do not feel
that unit could go to Port Said before your return it should at least be possible to detach
more speedily observers in such number as would count. As part of preparation please
contact, together with Bunche, the British, if possible Selwyn Lloyd himself, and explain
situation, stating that this instruction and ensuring steps do not imply any judgment of
what are the facts on either side, but represent counter measures rendered necessary
already by the way rumours develop in restive Egypt, as this must be recognized as a most
serious element at present stage.

L.B. PEARSON
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168. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1306 New York, November 18, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.

Reference: My immediately preceding telegram.
Repeat for information London, Washington, NATO Paris and Paris.

UN EMERGENCY FORCE

My immediately preceding telegram with messages that came last night from Cairo,
confirms that the compromise suggestions that we have put forward regarding Canadian
forces is satisfactory. The situation now is:

(1) Canadian participation in the UN force has been approved by Egypt. The question of
Egypt’s agreement does not, of course, arise, even though some of Hammarskjold’s lan-
guage seems to give that impression. This is something we will have to clear up with him
when he returns to New York to make sure that there is no doubt on this score. However,
the question of approval is something else and that has been secured by Hammarskjold.

(2) Our immediate contribution is that of air transport and administrative units and Gen-
eral Burns has stated that this is the most important thing that we can do now. In fact, he
realizes that the headquarters and base in Egypt must be organized before more police
troops can usefully be employed. The Canadians, for the time being at least, will mainly
supply the administrative services for the force that is there, along, I understand, with some
Norwegians.

(3) The Canadian infantry battalion will go when and where the UN Commanding
Officer and the Secretary General (who, it must be remembered, is to act on major deci-
sions with the advice of the Political Advisory Committee of seven) decide.

2. It is hoped here that the air transport with the administrative units can now leave with
the least possible delay.

L.B. PEARSON

169. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1326 New York, November 19, 1956

SECRET. MOST IMMEDIATE.
Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris and NATO Paris.
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By Bag: Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London, and Delhi from Ottawa.

UNEF

About noon on November 19, after the meeting of the Advisory Committee, I spoke
privately to Hammarskjold about his visit to Cairo. I was, of course, mainly interested in
the question of Canadian participation in UNEF.

2. Hammarsk;jold assured me that he had entered into no agreement with Nasser concern-
ing the composition of UNEF. He had not departed from the position in principle that it
was the UN General Assembly and not the Egyptian Government which should decide the
composition of the force. The Secretary General had, however, recognized that political
reality made it desirable to take into account the Egyptian point of view. He had been faced
in Cairo with some hard political facts and in particular with the fact that Egyptian public
opinion was deeply involved.

3. In speaking to Nasser, Hammarskjold had been hard-pressed to persuade him that
there was nothing suspicious about the inclusion of such a strong Canadian contingent in
UNEF. Hammarskj6ld thought he had made some headway but clearly Nasser continued to
feel that Egyptian public opinion would be uneasy. However, Hammarskjold had taken no
stand which would exclude the sending forward of the Canadian infantry battalion when
the UN Commander, having organized the present forces at his disposal, had occasion to
consider necessary additions to the force to enable it to cope with expanding functions.
There should be no misunderstanding on this score.

4. The real problem about Canadian participation seemed to be that the Egyptian Govern-
ment would have difficulty in explaining to the Egyptian public the situation which would
arise, in particular in Port Said, when the UK troops had gone or were going, and it
appeared that they were largely being replaced by Canadians. The Egyptians claim that not
only would there be a strong possibility of incidents involving the Canadian troops, but
there might be popular repercussions in Port Said and even in Cairo. Hammarskjold sug-
gested to me that this situation might ease considerably once the Egyptian Government and
people had become accustomed to the presence of UNEF and once the force itself had been
deployed on its various functions. Specifically, it would be easier to deploy Canadian
infantry in the Sinai or along the demarcation line than in the immediate vicinity of the
Canal, though the latter was not excluded. This was the impression that Hammarskjold was
left with after his discussions with Nasser and Fawzi.

5. In strict confidence Hammarskjold told me that his visit to Cairo was the toughest
situation he had ever had to face. He had been under considerable pressure. He found Nas-
ser friendly but confident and demanding, expressing a determination to continue the fight
if the UN could not produce a solution. Nasser seemed quite prepared to call in the Rus-
sians if he had to, although professed a very strong preference for not doing so. The Secre-
tary General is extremely worried about the situation he found in Cairo. He is convinced
that Nasser is keeping in close touch with the USSR and is ready to take advantage of their
offers of assistance and advice if driven to it. In Hammarskjold’s view there remains con-
siderable risk in the whole situation. At the same time he does not ignore the possibility of
a good deal of bluff behind Nasser’s firmness. Hammarskjold’s three worries in order of
immediate anxiety are:

(1) incidents in Port Said which will end the cease fire;
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(2) refusal of the British and French to withdraw until all their own maximum demands
are met;

(3) refusal of the Israelis likewise to withdraw.

6. He is also very worried about a clash between the British and French desire to ensure
an early clearance of the Canal with their own participation in the operation and Nasser’s
determination to move in and take full control of the Canal as soon as the UNEF take over
and British and French troops begin to move out.

[L.B.] PEARSON

170. PCO
Extrait des conclusions du Cabinet

Extract from Cabinet Conclusions

SECRET [Ottawa], November 20, 1956

Present:
The Prime Minister (Mr. St-Laurent) in the Chair,
The Minister of Trade and Commerce and Minister of Defence Production (Mr. Howe),
The Minister of National Revenue (Dr. McCann),
The Minister of Justice (Mr. Garson),
The Minister of Public Works (Mr. Winters),
The Minister of Veterans Affairs and Postmaster General (Mr. Lapointe),
The Minister of Mines and Technical Surveys (Mr. Prudham),
The Minister of Fisheries (Mr. Sinclair),
The Minister of National Defence (Mr. Campney),
The Leader of the Government in the Senate and Solicitor General (Senator Macdonald),
The Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources (Mr. Lesage).

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

INTERNATIONAL SITUATION; CONTRIBUTION TO UNITED NATIONS
EMERGENCY INTERNATIONAL FORCE IN THE MIDDLE EAST
(PREVIOUS REFERENCE NOV. 16)

3. The Minister of National Defence said that the Chief of the General Staff and the Chief
of the Air Staff had returned from New York where they had held conversations with the
Commander of the United Nations Emergency Force concerning his request that the most
urgently required contribution from Canada at the moment would be an augmented trans-
port squadron of the R.C.A.F. and administrative elements of the army. General Bums had
reached this conclusion because of the present attitude of the Egyptian President towards
Canadian infantry being stationed in Egypt, the need to provide quickly adequate transpor-
tation between Naples and Egypt and the necessity of establishing a headquarters and
administrative services in Egypt for the remainder of the force. It was proposed that the
Queen’s Own Rifles and H.M.C.S. Magnificent remain at Halifax for the present, and that
an R.C.AF. squadron consisting of C-119 aircraft and from 400 to 600 men, and certain
service sub-units of the army, totalling approximately 300 men, be dispatched forthwith to
the Middle East.

The Minister submitted a recommendation?t to authorize the maintenance on active ser-
vice of up to 2,500 members of the armed services as part of the U.N. Emergency Force.
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4. Mr. Campney added that the army part in the operation would be a particularly diffi-
cult one and he and his advisers would have preferred to have sent the battalion group.
However, the U.N. Commander had requested the change and the only course open was to
accept it. The Queen’s Own Rifles and the Magnificent might eventually be sent, once the
situation in Egypt was clarified and General Burns was able to determine when and where
the battalion could be used. One of the many complicating factors affecting such a decision
was the uncertainty surrounding the British and French intentions on the future of their
forces in the canal zone.

5. During the discussion the following points emerged:

(a) The Egyptian objections to the landing of the Queen’s Own Rifles in their country
would be difficult to explain, particularly after the battalion had been brought from Calgary
to Halifax and the Magnificent hurriedly returned from the United Kingdom. However, it
could be said quite emphatically that everything done in Canada in preparing a contribu-
tion to the emergency force had been done as a result of requests by the U.N. There might
be some dissatisfaction with the way the U.N. had handled the situation, but there was no
alternative but to deal with the U.N. requests as they were made.

(b) Another aspect of the matter was that Canada had acted rapidly to set an example to
other countries to support the U.N. This was surely right and something which the public
would be apt to understand and appreciate.

(c) Many who had earlier criticized the British and French invasion of Egypt were now
beginning to feel that the original intentions of this action were correct and that they
should have seized the whole of the canal and toppled Nasser from his position. Some
would say that this had not been done due to influences brought to bear on the U.K. and
French governments including pressure from Canada.

6. The Cabinet approved the recommendation of the Minister of National Defence that
personnel of the Armed Forces not exceeding 2,500 in number, be maintained on active
service for the purpose of contributing to the United Nations Emergency International
Force, established to secure and supervise hostilities in the Middle East; such personnel to
include an air transport squadron, certain administrative elements of the army, and possi-
bly an infantry battalion.

(An order in council was passed accordingly; P.C. 1956-1712, Nov. 20).

171. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1345 New York, November 20, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris and NATO Paris.

By Bag Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London and Delhi from Ottawa.



LE MOYEN-ORIENT ET LA CRISE DE SUEZ 267

UNEF

The Advisory Committee on UNEF met twice on November 20 to give further consid-
eration to the Secretary General’s proposed reports on his visit to Cairo. The Secretary
General will be producing three reports:

(a) a report on basic points for the presence and functioning in Egypt of the UNEF;!*
(b) a report on arrangements for clearing the Suez Canal;'>

(c) a report on compliance with the Assembly resolutions calling upon the UK, France
and Israel to withdraw their forces from Egypt.

2. As a result of the meetings yesterday and today the first two reports have been final-
ized and will be released either late tonight or early tomorrow. We will send you the texts
as soon as they become available here. To transmit the various drafts would be of little help
to you because of the complicated process of negotiation which has involved not only the
advisory committee but also the Foreign Ministers of the UK, France and Egypt. We
understand that the final version of these two reports has been approved by all concerned.

3. The report on compliance is not complete because it will depend on replies which the
UK, France and Israel give to the Secretary General to questions along the following lines:

(a) Has any withdrawal taken place?
(b) What plans have been made for withdrawal?
(c) What are the reasons for the delay in withdrawal?

(d) Have the parties any observation to make concerning compliance with the cease fire
called for in the Assembly resolutions?

The Secretary General hopes to be in a position to finalize this report on November 21. He
intends merely to transmit the correspondence with the UK, France and Israel under cover
of a short explanatory note. Ordonneau of the French Delegation told us this evening that
the French could not reply until tomorrow (November 21). In speaking to the Advisory
Committee the Secretary General emphasized that he considered it necessary to make this
report on compliance because the Assembly resolutions asked him to report “promptly”
and two weeks have elapsed since the adoption of the resolution.

4. The Secretary General expressed the opinion that the debate on the report on compli-
ance would be more acrimonious than that on the other two reports. This heated debate
might slow down rather than speed up the actual withdrawal. It might also create a bad
atmosphere for the discussion of the other two reports. In consultation with leading delega-
tions, therefore, the Secretary General is giving careful consideration to the timing of the
presentation of the three reports to the General Assembly.

5. We regret the sparse reporting on the discussions in the Advisory Committee but this
is almost unavoidable. Quite apart from the pressure of work here, the discussion in the
Advisory Committee is so complicated that it is difficult to rely on memory or rapidly
scribbled notes. For this reason we have been sending you, as soon as we can, the verbatim
record of the Advisory Committee which is distributed (in one copy) only to the Head of
each of the seven delegations. In today’s bag we are sending the record for two meetings,

53 Voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, pp. 22-24.

See The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, pp. 19-20.
% Voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, pp. 24-25.

See The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 21.



268 THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE SUEZ CRISIS

including the one yesterday. Unfortunately the records are much too long to send by
telegram.

172. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1368 New York, November 21, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Reference: Our tel 1345 Nov 20.

Repeat for information London, Washington, Paris and NATO Paris.

By Bag Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London and Delhi from Ottawa.

UNEF

In para 3 of my telegram under reference I gave the sense of the questions which the
Secretary-General had directed to the Governments of UK, France and Israel concerning
compliance with the Assembly resolutions calling for a cease-fire and withdrawal of their
forces from Egypt. On November 21 at a meeting attended by Selwyn Lloyd, Casey, Mac-
donald and myself, Casey asked how the UK intended to reply to the four questions. Sel-
wyn Lloyd said that he had suggested to London replies along the following lines:

(a) No significant withdrawal has taken place but the character of the Anglo-French
forces has changed from assault to ground troops. Moreover, the Anglo-French forces have
been assisting and cooperating with UN command, specifically making arrangements for
the Norwegian company to enter Port Said; the main body of the Yugoslav contingent to
disembark at Port Said and to be assisted in transit; providing the necessary vehicles for
the Norwegian ambulance company, a complete military transport for the Indian infantry
battalion, and some fuel, medical supplies and rations for UNEF.

(b) In replying to the second question the UK would refer to their reply of November 6 to
the Secretary-General and to the cease-fire which had resulted from the fact that satisfac-
tory arrangements were made. As soon as the UK is satisfied that UNEF can effectively
assume the tasks assigned to it, the Anglo-French forces will be withdrawn. At present,
however, UNEEF is still being built up and is not in a position to carry out its tasks.

(c) UNEF will need time to mobilize a sufficient force to undertake the tasks assigned to
it. At present it is not organized nor equipped to fulfill its functions. (This reply is intended
to explain the delay in withdrawal).

(d) The cease-fire has and is being strongly observed by the Anglo-French forces despite
Egyptian provocation.

2. On hearing these suggested replies I emphasized that in order to improve their position
in the debate on the Secretary-General’s report, the UK and France should try to state in
the Assembly that they have taken some steps to comply with the resolution concerning
withdrawal. Casey agreed that even a token evacuation would help the Anglo-French posi-
tion. Macdonald said that it was a gamble either way but that undoubtedly some evidence
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of compliance would be helpful. Later in the day Selwyn Lloyd told me that, as a result of
consulting his Government, he would be in a position to announce during the Assembly
debate the withdrawal of a UK battalion from Port Said. This is encouraging not only
because it will help to mitigate Afro-Asian opinion but may persuade the USA to be more
cooperative in assisting all of us, including the UK and France, out of this acute dilemma
in relations among the Western Powers.

fL.B.] PEARSON

173. DEA/50366-40

Le chef de la délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Chairman, Delegation to United Nations General Assembly,
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1377 New York, November 22, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE.

Repeat for information Washington, London, Paris and NATO Paris.

By Bag Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London and Delhi from Ottawa.

UNEF

At a Commonwealth meeting on November 22 on the initiative of Selwyn Lloyd there
was a useful discussion about several questions raised in the Secretary-General’s report on
basic points for the presence and functioning in Egypt of UNEF. Lloyd’s intention seemed
to be two-fold, to sound out the Asian members, particularly Ceylon and India, on the
attitude they would adopt toward the report and to reassure Australia, NZ and South Africa
that, notwithstanding the alarming speculation about Nasser’s attitude, the development of
UNEF was proceeding in an encouraging way.

Composition

2. Lloyd referred first to the composition of the force; he said he wanted to know the
basis on which elements of the initial force had been determined; he suggested that the
report seemed to leave open the question in principle of how the force should be com-
posed. I pointed out that the report was general in character and represented the barest
summary of a long and difficult process of consultation and discussion, both between the
Secretary-General and the Government of Egypt and in the Advisory Committee. I said
that there were differences of opinion in the Advisory Committee about interpretation of
language both in the Secretary-General’s report and in the relevant resolutions of. the
Assembly. Regarding the composition of the force, I emphasized that my interpretation,
which I had pressed in the Advisory Committee, was that, although it was wise and desira-
ble to consult the Egyptian Government about the arrival of the force in Egypt, that gov-
ernment should not have the determining voice in any question of composition. It was on
that understanding that Canada had accepted those parts of the report concerning the
composition.

3. Mir Khan said immediately that Pakistan was one of the first countries to offer a
contingent. Pakistan’s offer had not been accepted although subsequent offers had. It
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seemed to Pakistan that the Egyptian Government had been permitted by the Secretary-
General to veto some of the national contingent. Mir Khan then gave in a vague way his
understanding of how the question of composition had been discussed between Ham-
marskjold and Nasser (Mir Khan spoke to us in greater detail about this and we are report-
ing his views separatelyt). He said among other things that the Egyptians had proposed
that certain countries be included in the force and these countries had been accepted by the
Secretary-General. He alluded to the fact that the Secretary-General had emphasized that
the present force was an advance element to which other units would be added. What
Pakistan wished to clarify was whether the additional elements would be provided from
existing offers, not accepted, or by enlarging the contribution of countries now participat-
ing in UNEF.

4, Lall said that his views about the composition of the force were not irreconcilable with
mine. He stated (as he had in the Advisory Committee on November 20) that there
appeared to be no insurmountable problems in practice and that he hoped there would not
be; that questions of composition could be worked out. It was India’s view, however, that
the UN had taken no general decision about the creation of a UN force. This could only
have been taken after a full discussion of the principles involved. What had been decided
was to establish a UN emergency force for an ad hoc purpose. Questions of basis princi-
ples had not been discussed because of the time factor. These questions remained *“largely
reserved or undecided”. It had been essential to get Egyptian consent to the arrival of
UNEEF, this had been secured on the basis of clarifications which the Secretary-General had
given and which included the notion that the composition of the force would be negotiated.
In India’s view Nasser had reacted “rather reasonably”. Concerning Canadian participation
Lall said that India was strongly in favour of it; that India had pressed the Egyptian Gov-
ernment to accept a Canadian contingent and would continue to do so. He pointed out that
UNEF was a most popular army; that the Secretary-General had in no sense screened the
offers; that the initial force had been composed of units on a basis of immediate availabil-
ity. The Egyptians had asked for the inclusion of some contingents which had not been
accepted. On the whole the matter was developing well and in time, Lall hoped, all the
problems of composition could be resolved. The ultimate size of the force would likely be
larger than the 4000 now contemplated.

5. Mir Khan said that Egypt’s main objection seemed to be to Commonwealth cont-
ingents. He argued that the Egyptians should at least accept the whole Canadian contingent
to show that this was not the case. Lall observed that some Canadians were already in the
force. I intervened to say that we had some difficulty about the form of the Canadian
contribution to the force. We had originally planned to send a self-contained battalion but
for reasons (partly political and partly practical) we had agreed to send as a matter of
priority the augmented air transport squadron and the service elements of the army contin-
gent. I emphasized the difficulty which Burns was having in absorbing infantry cont-
ingents; how necessary it was to establish his headquarters and support units, We had sent
our service elements in the hope that they would assist him out of his difficulties but this
[does] not mean that our infantry battalion would not be joining the force. Its arrival in
Egypt was merely postponed. I acknowledged the assistance which India had given us in
resolving our initial difficulties with Egypt about the inclusion of a Canadian contingent in
UNEF. '

6. Mir Khan insisted that the principle should be clarified of whether the Government in
whose territory the force would serve should have a veto. Canada, I said, would not admit
that this veto existed. We had accepted the advice of the Secretary-General and the UN
Commander about the priority of our contribution to UNEEF but this did not mean that the
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Canadian battalion would not participate in the force. Lall expressed the hope that the
Canadian battalion would be participating. He pointed out that the issue of principle
remained undecided but he added that we should all bear in mind that Egypt was the victim
rather than the perpetrator of aggression. If Egypt had been the aggressor, the position
might be very different.

Function

7. Lloyd then raised the question of the functions of the force. No one had suggested that
UNEEF should have the task of clearing the Canal but UNEF must create conditions for the
clearance, that is, it must ensure that there was no fresh outbreak of hostilities and that the
cease-fire was maintained as well as internal order in the area. If the UNEF’s sole purpose
was to supervise the withdrawal of Anglo-French forces, this would not be satisfactory to
the UK.

8. I said that the functions of the force had also been discussed in the Advisory Commit-
tee but that we had considered it desirable to leave them undefined but without prejudice.
The functions were of course derived from the various Assembly resolutions but these
were subject to different interpretations. To some extent the functions had been clarified in
the Secretary-General’s final report (A/3302 of November 7). I referred to the Canadian
resolution of November 4 and the USA resolution of November 2. In my view neither of
these resolutions precluded the force of taking action in any part of the territory in which
the hostilities had taken place. I said there was a clear relationship between securing the
cease-fire and clearing the Suez Canal. In short I argued that there should be no restrictive
interpretation of the functions of UNEF.

9. Lall supported me by pointing out that India had introduced the word “all” into the
Canadian resolution before the word “terms”, both words referring to the USA resolution
of November 2. Lall pointed too to the fact that the annex to the Secretary-General’s pre-
sent report [on basic points for the presence and functioning in Egypt of the UNEF]
(A/3375 of November 20) implied that UNEF would be maintained “until its task is com-
pleted”. Lloyd said that as long as Egypt continued to recognize this position, there should
be no difficulty. The Representative of Ceylon endorsed what Lall had said. Mir Khan said
Pakistan’s position corresponded to that of Canada.

10. Munro asked why the words “in good faith” appeared twice in the operative part of
the annex. I replied that the Secretary-General had laid great emphasis on the fact that if
there should not be “good faith” on the part of all concerned, there could be no progress
along the lines on which we were proceeding. There was general agreement at the meeting
on this point.

11. Lloyd who had given no prior indication that he would raise these questions in the
Commonwealth meeting, asked whether I agreed with his approach. I said I thought the
exchange of views had been very useful and that I was encouraged to expect a moderate
and perhaps more expeditious debate in the Assembly on the Secretary-General’s report
than had seemed possible a few days ago.

12. There was another talk later with the same group as above except India and Ceylon.
Lloyd expressed the hope that the debate on the Secretary-General’s report would not
begin until tomorrow as their instructions from London had not yet been finalized. I under-
took to find out from the Secretary-Genera!’s office what the plans were. Therefore I left to
see Cordier and found that the orders were about to go out for an afternoon discussion. I
gave the cause for delay and the Secretary-General having joined us it was decided to
begin the discussion tomorrow. I reported accordingly and the others seemed very
relieved.
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13. Later Hammaskjold showed me a draft resolution of approval for both parts of the
Secretary-General’s report. I persuaded him to divide those parts with a resolution for
each, and to give priority to the one regarding the clearance of the Canal which is matter of
urgency and should if possible be dealt with first and quickly. He is trying to get the USA
and India to sponsor the resolution or rather now the two resolutions. I hope he is success-
ful in this and he thinks he will be.

[L.B.] PEARSON

174. DEA/50134-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1427 New York, November 26, 1956

CONFIDENTIAL. IMPORTANT.

Repeat for information Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris.

By Bag Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London and Delhi from Ottawa.

UNEF
You will have received separate reportst on the actual debate in plenary on November
24 concerning the two resolutions:

(a) One submitted by the Afro-Asians concerning compliance with the earlier resolutions
calling for the withdrawal of forces;!ss

(b) The other submitted by six powers (including Canada) noting with approval the
reports of the Secretary-General on the presence and functioning of UNEF and arrange-
ments for clearing the Suez Canal.'5

2. The main argument in the debate was about the first operative para of the Afro-Asian
draft resolution. We have already sent you the first text of this para which began with the
words “notes with grave concern”. This text emerged in the debate on November 23 and
was found unacceptable by a large number of delegations, including the old Common-
wealth, most of the Europeans and a substantial number of Latin Americans. It may also
have been unacceptable to the USA. Realizing that their draft resolution would not have
overwhelming support in the Assembly, the Afro-Asians, led by India, made some effort to
improve its wording. About the close of the debate on November 23 Lall showed to a
number of delegations a revised para, couched in the language of the Secretary-General’s
report on compliance. This para in effect noted the steps which had been taken to comply
with the earlier Assembly resolution.

155 Voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, pp. 21-22.
See The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 18.
156 Voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobre-décembre 1956, p. 25.
See The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, p. 22.
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3. This revision might have been acceptable to the large majority of delegations but it
turned out to be unacceptable to the Arabs, particularly to Egypt. As a result, overnight the
para was reworded in the form in which it appeared in Document A/3385/Rev.1. The text
of the revised operative para 1 was sent to you. It began with the words “noted with
regret”. This revised para used the substance of the Secretary-General’s report on compli-
ance but in a negative sense. In other words, the revised para expressed regret for what had
not been done and contained an implication that the UK announcement to withdraw the
battalion might be no more than an announcement. It stated moreover that “no Israel forces
have been withdrawn behind the armistice lines”. For this reason during the course of the
debate on November 24 Eban declared that this para apparently had the support of the
USA delegation. Late in the debate on November 23 and occasionally during November 24
Menon and Knowland had long consultations. The revision was not, however, acceptable
to the UK and France, nor to the majority of Western Europeans. A few of the Latins also
had doubts about it, notably Brazil, Cuba and Peru.

4, Menon’s effort to precipitate the vote on both the resolutions has already been
described [telegram 1421 of November 25/561]. His threat to withdraw from the sponsor-
ship of the second resolution and not to vote in favour of it was a crude attempt to bully the
Assembly into giving him his way. In the debate on the afternoon of November 24 his
language was less obstreperous but his intention remained clear; unless the Afro-Asian
draft resolution were accepted in its revised form, Indian and Afro-Asian support for the
more important draft resolution on the force and on the clearing of the Canal might be
withheld.

5. Because of the unholy alliance between Menon and Knowland the amendment submit-
ted by Spaak had no chance of being adopted. It made it possible, however, for Spaak to
make a strong statement in favour of applauding to some extent the way in which the UK,
France and Israel were responding to the Assembly resolutions and urging wisdom and
moderation in trying to reach a solution. The amendment also made it easier for a number
of delegations to abstain on the Afro-Asian resolution.

6. Menon offered another show of bad manners in refusing to allow, in advance of its
being requested, a separate vote on the contentious first operative para of the Afro-Asian
draft resolution. It is not often that a request for a vote on parts of a resolution is denied. A
Jordanian motion to bring about a closure of the debate was also permitted by the chairman
without allowing the usual two statements for and against the motion for closure.

7. Notwithstanding the unpleasant moments in the debate, the adoption of the resolution
on the force and on the clearing of the Canal was a considerable achievement. It will
enable the Secretary-General to pursue his plan regarding those two important measures
concerning the Canal. On its face the Afro-Asian resolution is not too unreasonable and, in
effect, amounts to an unnecessary reiteration of the previous Assembly requests that parties
comply with the resolutions on cease-fire and withdrawal.

8. The Canadian position on these two resolutions was explained in the Minister’s state-

ment in plenary on the afternoon of November 23. The text of this statement was transmit-
ted in our telegram 1405 of November 23.1!5

57 Voir La crise du Moyen-Orient, octobré-décembre 1956, pp. 25-27.
See The Crisis in the Middle East, October-December, 1956, pp. 22-24.
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175. DEA/50134-40

La délégation a I’Assemblée générale des Nations Unies
au secrétaire d’Etat aux Affaires extérieures

Delegation to United Nations General Assembly
to Secretary of State for External Affairs

TELEGRAM POLEG-1463 New York, November 27, 1956

SECRET. IMMEDIATE. CANADIAN EYES ONLY.

Reference: Our POLEG 1427 Nov 26.

Repeat for information Washington, London, Paris, NATO Paris, Delhi from Ottawa
(Important).

By Bag Canberra, Wellington, Colombo, Karachi, Pretoria, Cairo, Tel Aviv, Beirut, Ath-
ens, Ankara, Moscow, Oslo, Copenhagen, Hague, Brussels, Bonn, Lisbon, Rome, Djakarta,
Rio, Dublin from London.

ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS AT UN

The UK Delegation here seem to be more depressed and bitter about Middle East devel-
opments and rift with the USA than we have yet seen them during the present crisis. Lodge
had told Lloyd on November 22 that it would “make all the difference” if Lloyd could
announce withdrawal of one battalion before the vote on an Asian resolution calling again
for immediate withdrawal. At same time in Washington, Hoover had told Caccia that the
USA would “at least abstain on Asian resolution”. By pushing London hard, Lloyd was
able to announce battalion withdrawal. Yet on November 24, the USA, judging the battle
useless, had failed to support the Belgian amendment and had voted in favour of the Asian
resolution in the form demanded by Menon. Lodge had excused himself by saying that
Menon’s tactics had made it impossible for them to abstain on the Asian resolution without
being misunderstood, while Hoover sent word through Murphy to Caccia tha