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I am very glad to be herc toeday
opportunity of discussing with members of
the problens in which the froe citizens o
United Statos are equally concerned,

ond to have once agdin the
Rotary International some of
T this country ang of -the .

all the othorse - That means

subjects about which we
¢ould have profitable discussions, ' S :

\
- . This luncheon reeting, however,. is not the Qccasion for a
very long speech and I anm sure you will wish me

you do that most of thess mtually interesting problems will haveo to
rerain untouched on thig occasion,

g © _In &y capacity as Canadian Secretary of State for External
Afairs, I £ind ‘that an increasing arount of ot
!rangefproblems of diploracy that concern Canada%s pational securityy
fow I am optinistic enough to hope with some confidence that those of
! gcreration on thig Continent are not apt to live long enough to see

aother vorlce w the best way to work for the

urey Most of us do feel that
‘realization of that hope is to participate in arrangements for collective
Seaurity, sufficiently irpressivo to mako it unattrative for anyone to .

atterpt or to contemplate aggression against us,

c the last war ended by Raei.:tin'g up the

904 tut as between Russia: and her satellitos and ourselves we dontt
Tust each othery ‘ : :

Koréovcr, that Charter itsclf contexplates and provides for
egional Co=opcrative defence arrangerents and the subject I intend for
for morents to~day to discuss in broad ocutline with yeu is that of

T defence arrangements with the United States ang their long range
“Dlications fop Canada, ' . e

You 'c'xro aware that defenco colldboration vwith the United States
:.;dmmtainod through the agency of our Parmanent Joint Board on Defence

i JOu are no doubt familiar with the reasons which led to the setting

iof that Board in August 1940, You will renexber that Hitler had thea o

_,a°°°°d9d in overrunning a large part of Zuropo, The Unitecd States o
L % peace but was glowly beconing avare of the threat to her security
ltler, victorious and triumphant on the Continent of Hurope, :
alive to the dangers of the international scene,
3% dotng nig best bring home to his countrynen’s the gravity of
"= positiony In early August 1940 the Battle or Britain had bogun,
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it was at this critical time in our history that a meeting was arranged,

t the suggestion of our Prime Minister, with President Roosevelt, to

.eéide what steps should be taken to protect the Western Hemisphere

igaj_nsf, German aggression. The meeting took place on August 17th in the
rivate railway car of President Roosevelt on a siding near the station

¢ 0gdensburg, New York, At the close of the neeting on August 18th the
resident and Prime Minister issued the following brief statement of policy:

"The Prime Minister and the President have discussed the mitual

‘problems of defence in relation to the safety of Canada and the
United States, o ’ . '

"It has been agreed that a Permanent Joint Board on Defence shall
be set up at once by the two countries, '

"This Permanent Joint Board on Defence shall commence irmediate

studies relating to sea, land and air problems including personnel
' apd material, .

"It will consider in the broad sense the defence of the north
half of the Western Hemisphere.,

"The Pérmanent Joint Board on Defence will consist of four or five

nembers from each country, most of them fronm the services, It
will meet shortly,." :

o

It is all there is, Perhaps in passing I might ask you to bear in nmingd
1s clarity and brevity of that statement.. It seems to me to be a good
Jlustration of the well knowm fact that when the partics to an agreement
fth wish it to work and both feel that the other party to it intends

2t it shall be carried out in itsg spirit as well as in conformity with
s text, that text does not have to be a very extended one,

The Ogdensburg Declaration of President Roosevelt and lr, King
oot a startling new development, It was in fact the logical outconme
1 ¢arlier public statements by these two statesmen, Tvro years,before,
:'esident Roosevelt, in accepting an Honorary Degree fronm Queen's
liversity, said: '

"Canada is part of the sisterhood of the British Empire. I
give to you assurance that the people of the United States
will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian soil is
threatened by any other empire." .

-fes days later, Mr, King, in his speech at Woodbridge, Ontario, replied:

"le, too, have our oblipgations as a good and friendly
neighbour, and one of them is to see that, at our ovm ins-
tance, our country is made as irmmune from attack or
possible invasion as we can reasonably be expected to

Iake it and that, should the occasion ever arise, enery
forces should not be able to pursue their way, either

by land, sea or air, to the United States across Canadian
territory,"

It i3 not my intention to review the work of this Board during
1" It is sufficient to say that from its establishment until the
of the war the Board acted as a liaison organization beiween the two
Tments with the ainm of arriving at practical solutions of cormon
I‘me Problens, The Board was quickly set up and as carly as August

1940» 1t dealt with the preparation of a plan for the defence of :

@ and the United States. The plan was accepted by the two governments
1 *ame the framcwork for North Amcricen defence during the period of
Y uities. At the end of the war we had to consider the future of

board 1tge19 and fate of the plan it had preparecd.
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The question of post-war collaboration on defence between Carada -
L,d the United States was first discussced as early as June 1945, after
ﬁe German Armistice and before the end of the war in the Pacific,

It would not be proper for me to g0 into details but public
expression of the intention of Canada and the United States to contimue
in peacetime the defence cooperation which had proved so fruitful in
ortime was given in identical statements made by the Prime linister in
pttawa and the President of the United States in Vashington on February

, 1947, This statement,is the basis upon which defence collaboration
gtween the two countries zontinues. lay I draw your attention to one or

o of the most important leatures of the statement, It saig that each
vernment had decided that its national defence establishment should,
o the extent authorized by law, continue to collaborate for peacetime
0int security purposes. The point was made that all cooperative arrange-
pents would be without impairment of the control of either country over
11 activities in its territory. It was erphasized that each country
rould control the extent of its practical collaboration and might dis-
ontinue collaboration at any time, The statement stressed that an import-
mt element in the decision of each Government to authorize continued
llaboration was the convietion on the rart of each that in this way

heir obligations under the Charter of the United Nations for the mainten-
mce of international peace and security would be fulfilled rore effectively.

As the joint statement points out there is an interchange of
osonnel between the armed forces of both countries, there is cooperation
s exchange of observers in connection with cexerclises and progress has
#n rade on the questions of standardization in arms, equipment and’
rgenizations There is reciprocal provision of naval and air facilities,
jeather stations and Loran stations have been set up in the Far North
rder cooperativie arrangements between the two Governments and at Fort
fErchill a centre has been established where the forces of both countries
£Iry out tests of equipment under cold weather conditions,

what are the reasons for this close collaboration with the
fited States, and what are the long ternm implications?

The reasons are obvious, e occupy with the United States

<e northern half of the Western Henisphere. Our security, if threatened
vall, is threatened only by Russia and her satellites. No longer are the
lantic Ocean and the Arctic effective barriers. Any hopes we may have
:d about creating en effective systen of collective security under the
rited Nations have not been realized, One world has becone two worlds,
o not want to exagzerate the dangers inherent in the world situation
play, tut they are grave enough to cormpel us to look to our national
taurity. By the facts of geography our security is linked to that of
e United States and it would be criminal folly on our part if we did
It cooperate with the United States in self-defence,
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Xow, while recognizing that cooperation with the United States
 defence is essential we rust at the same time be alive to the dangers
 close defence relationships with a country ruch rore populous and

“erful than we are., You have heard statenents to the effect that the

ited States is taking over the Conadian Forth, that we have becone a

T¢ satellite of the United States and have lost or are in danger of losing
{f frecdon of action in the international field. Statements such as

1538 are obvious exaggeratiors,

- S I TSRS W

] As already irdicated, the joint declaration of the 12th Febe
1y 1947, includes the following:

"As an underlying principle all co-operative arrange-
ments will be without impairment >f the control of either
country over all activities in its territory."

Y alsoy
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"Bach country will determihe the extent of its
practical collaboration in respect of each and all the
foregoing principles,™

Also:

"Either country may at any time discontinue collabora-
~tion on any or all of then,”

" Perhaps the greatest weakness in maintaining effective control
over joint stations in the Far North is our lack of transport. ZEven
though a station is under Canadian commond with most of the personnel
Canadian, our control is far fron satisfactory if no one can reach
or leave the station except in United States ships or planes., Lany
of us hope that the time will come vwhen ocur isolated stations in the
north can be fully supplied by Canadian transport. I realize that
this is partly and perhaps mainly a question of nmen and roney. Addi-
tional ships and planes would be needed and additional ren to rman
them. This is not, however, the whole story. 3/ith the nen and
raterial now available we could perhpas do more than we are now doing
in the Arctic and thus at the sane tine gain valuable experience and
perforn services now undertaken by our neighbour, It may be that
a re-orientation of our thinking is required, In the past we have
been accustomed to look for our security eastward across the Atlantic.,
vie felt that was vhere we would fight., Tow it is of equal irmportance
that we look northward to the Arctic. )

We have taken other steps to ensure control over.all military
activities in our territory. It has been made clear to our United
States friends that any United Statcs activities whether by lend, sea
or air, on or over Canadian territory, rust be within the linmit . of
4 prograrme previously approved by the Canadian Government. And of
course, before approval is given, we ask that there be-substantial
participation by Canadians and that all information obtained, vhether
of a scientific nature or otherwise, be made available to us, The
same principles apply conversely to the.United States.

Iow if we proceed in cur defcree collaboration with the
United States along the lines I have ircdicated, is there any real
threat to our independence or freedom of action? I do not think so,
- If the United States wanted to take over Canada there is probably
little we could do to prevent it. What they could do directly, they
are not likely to try to do by infiltration. Fortunately for us there
are no indications that the United States have any such intentions;
and fortunately for the United States we are not apt to be the kind
of people they would ever feel it wmas necessary to coerce,

If we then can welcome close defence collaboration with the
United States, can we equally welcome closer econonic ties? This is
a big question which I cannot answer today. Because of our dwindling
United States dollar resources the Government in lioverber last pPTro-
hibited or restricted the irmportation of a large number of United
States goods., These steps, though accepted as a necessary evil on
‘both sides of the border, have spurred resourceful percons to suggest
less painful solutions. The rost far reaching was the proposal for
custons union made in "Life" magazine a fow weeks ago. You rmay have
read the editorial entitled - "Customs Union with Canada: " Canada
needs us and we need Canada in a violently contracting world."™ %his
article has sct off a dcbate in our press and periodicals but so
far it has not rcached the floor of the House and I can assure you
that no proposals of that kind are under consideration by the Govern-
Dente An adventure of that kird is one which would not bo enbarked
on lightly,

There arc obviously very serious political objections to a
Customs union between Canada and the United States. But no such
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objections apply to renewed efforts by both countries to lower the barriers
to trade between thenm,

Let me now turn to another aspect of our defence problem. You
pay ask whether defence cooperation with the United States is in any way
inconsistent with our relations with the United Kingdom, The answer is,

I think, no. There is, of course, no general agreement of any kind between
the Government of Canada and the Government of the United Kingdom which
involves military commitments, e have rothing of this nature more formid-
able than the conclusions of Comromrealth conferences respecting consult-
ation and the primary responsibility of cach country for local defence,

On the other hand each country regards the other as a potential ally in

the event of a general war and our day~to<day conduct of affairs reflects
this fact, ‘

The historical reclationship between Canada and the United Kingdon
in war and peace provides the general basis for close military cooperation
between’the two countries in pany spheres of practical importance. These
include the organization of the armed forces on common liné‘s, a large
range of common arms and equipnent and the exchange of service personnel
end military information on an extensive scale,

. In fact, it is ruch the same arrangenent as exists betwcen the
United States and Canada, though there is no special Board sct up to per-
form the functions attributed to the Canada-United States joint Permanent
Board on Defence,

I have given you this short account of our defence relations
with the United States and the United Kinzdon and have tried to point 6ut
some of the dangers and advantages, In these perilous days I do not
think we could do less. Should we do more? In the joint statment of
February 12, 1947, the Prime liinister made it clear that defence collaborat-
ion with the United States in no way irmaired but was intended to strength-
en the coopcration of each country within the broader framework of the
United Kations. The ultimate objective was, he said, not joint or regional
defence but collective international defence. Ve reccognized that until
the United Nations became effective each nation had to consider what
steps it should take to defend itself against aggression. The point I
wish to make is that our defence relations with the United States znd the
United Kingdom are based upon the asswption than an effective United
Nations can ultimately be established,

We all know how the international scene has greatly deteriorated
since the joint statement was made over a year ago. Ve also know that
the main reason for this deterioration has been the inability of the
Western dermocracies and the Egstern totalitarian states under the U.S.S.R.
to establish any basis for cooperation or even rmtual toleration., e
feel that the responsibility for this failure rests on the U.SeS.R. in
its aggressive irmperialistic policics ard in its ovponsorship and support
for subversive corrmmnist fifth colurms in all countries but more particular-
ly in those countries of Zastern Europe which are most closely under the
irfluence of its powes and its propaganda,

But whercver the responsibility may 1ie, there is no doubt that
Ve have not got the one world contemplated by the San Francisco Charter
with all its 57 members co-operating whole-heartedly and confidently
with each other,

Power politics are still a regrettable factor in general inter-
Dational relations. That does not necessarily nean a break-up of the
United Nations or the secession from it of the Soviet group,

It is possible within the framcwork of the Charter for the free
nations of the world to form their owm unions for collective security
and Articles 51 and 52 of the Charter cxpressly provide that that may be
done, 1In addition to our ovn arrangement, loose as they may be, with
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the nations of the Commonwealth on the one hand and the United States. on
the other hand, there are alrecady two othepr irportant systems for collective
gecurity setting patterns which can be followed and which, I hope, will be
followeds One of them is the Pan-American System established by the treaty
signed at Rio de Janeiro on Septembe;' 2nd, 1947, knovm as the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,

Another is the Treaty of Brussels signed by the United Kingdom,
France, Belgium, The Netherlands and Iuxenburg, on the 17th of larch,

A third, very important, international agreement is the Econonic
Co-operation Association for the economic rehabilitation of the Western
Iuropean dexmocracies. This also is a most hopeful international rovement
fostered by the world-wide and generous statesmanship of the United
States governnent,

I am sure we were all rmch heartened last week to learn that while
kr. Spaak, the Prime liinister of Belgium was paying a visit to Canada, he -
was being selected in Paris on the proposal made by lr, Bevin, to be the
first president of the permanent organization of the Economic Council set
up by these Western European democracics., Those who attended the First
Assenbly of the United Nations and had the opportunity of seeing the work
done by lir, Spaak as its president, have perhaps even better reasons than
others to feel confident that his wisdom and tact will be a great asset
in the work of this new organization. Is it apt to be concerned only with
economic reconstruction or is it apt to result in a real union to strength-
en econonic co-operation by earnests of military security?

I think that is something we can rather cornfidently hope for and
I also feel that these regional arrangenents are apt to be copied or extend-
ed and that there are no insuperable obstacles to their becomirg linked
together in one greoat organization, that will give substance to the concep-
tion of an effective systen of co.rective security for the peoples of all
free countries willing each to do its share 50 that they all can remain
free,

The Prime Minister of Canada recently had this to say of our
hatred of totalitarian corrmnisnm: ]

"Comrmnism is no less a tyranny than Fazi-ism. It ains
at world conquest. It hopes to effect its Durpose by forceeese
So lonz as Corrmnisn rerains as a menzece to the free world,
it is vital to the defence of freedon to raintain a pre-
ponderance of military strength on the side of frecedon, and
to secure that degree of unity arong the nations which will
ensure that they cannot be defeated and destroyed one by onCees
Force has not in itself the power to create better conditions.,
But a measure of security is the first cssential, If properly
organized, the force required to provide security would have
the power to save from destruction those who have at heart
the aim of creating better conditions,"

-++. We believe that so lonz as Corrmnisn remains a menace to
the Free World » that Vorld mst create and maintain a preponderznce of
force over any possible adversary or, combination of adversaries, The
Free Worig rust also create ard rmaintain a sufficient degree of unity
% ensure that that prepondcrance of force is available to prevent the
free nations fron being destroyed or defeated one by one.

The foree that is required is not only nilitary force; it is
stononic force; it is the force which cories from the ability to rally
Allies; 1t i3 the force vhich comes fron a united and informed public

®binion willing to accept and implencnt common directives for the
Cormon good . '

The crecation and maintenace of that kind of overwhelning
Preponderance of force and of that necessary degrce of unity may require

= -




the establishemtn of ncw international political institutions which will
appear to trench much rore upon old-fashioned concepts of national
sovereignty than any of the intcrnational institutions which heve been
esteblished in the past; but we did it to win tho war. Is it rot
worth while to try it to win and cnsure the peacc?




