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In rising to close this debate I would be un-
grateful indeed if in the first place I did not express
my appreciation of the encouragement and support I have
Just received from the hon. member who has just taken
his seat, and tell him in reply that I shall be very
glad to play third base for him any place, any time.

This debate began on March 2% and, with
appropriate intermissions, is finishing on april 21.
During the days that have been allotted to the discussion
of this subject-- and there are few subjects which
will come before us which will be more important--the
discussion has ranged farrand wide, from the atomic
pollution of the atmosphere, on which my hon. friend
from Nanaimo (Mr. Cameron) speaks with such-enviable
assurance, to the 01d Testament, its history and its
mores, about which the hon. member for Vancouver-Burrard
(Mr. MacDougall) talked to us some days ago.

To a very large extent however, the discussion
has been focuged on the situation in the Far East, though
other subjects have been brought up, and a great many
questions have been asked. -Tonight I hope to deal with
some of these questions. 4lso I feel I must challenge
one or two observations made during the course of the
debate which I.do not think were correct, - It may be
that I shall not be able to-deal- adequately with all
the matters raised, in which case I ask the pardon of
those whom I have overlooked, v

When the Committee on External Affairs has
the estimates before it--and that is the purpose of our
present resolution--of course there will be opportunity
before that Committee to question the Minister on any
matter raised in this debate, or any other matter con-
cerning the policy or the administration of the Depart-
ment of External Affairs. 4s is customary, I shall be
very glad to make myself available to that Committee for
as long as it desires to que=tion me.

In this debate more than one speaker has
referred to the valuable part being played in these
tense and difficult times by the association to which
we belong, and of which we are very proud, our Common-
wealth of Nations. I believe we are all conscious,
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probably now as much as ever hefore in our history, of the
value of that association--especially, in the service 1t "~
is now performing not only.for the nations of the Common-
wealth, but for the world at large in providing a bridge,
one of the few effective bridges, between the free East
and the free VWest.

In his contributionto the.debate the hon. member for
Oxford (Mr. Nesbitt) devoted most of his speech to our
Commonwealth of Nations. He advocated--and in certain
sectionsucf the House this has been adwvocated for years--
what he called tune strengthening of our Commonwealth.
Among other things he asked what was the basic difference
between the Commonwealth and, let us say, the United Nations.
He asked what was the difference between our relationship
with members of the Commonwealth and with, let us say, a
country like Brazil.

Well, if he had attended msctings of the United
Nations assembly or other United Hations agencies--and
I hope he will have that opportunity--and if he had
attended Commonwealth discussions, I think he would sense
at once the difference between the two associations.
And that is not of course to depreciate the value of the
association of the United Nations. '

The basic difference in the Commonwealth relation-
ship is that it has been formed, has grown up and has
been built on the habit and the tradition of co-operation.
We have developed within the Commonwealth a feeling of
close unity. There is a genuine upderstanding among 1its
members to work together in peace and in war, and a strong
desire to co-operate and to work out agreed poli¢ies:.and
agreed solutions to problems, even when it is not always
possible to do so. And then of course we have the great.
advantage of a common head in the Commonwealth, both for
the monarchial and the republican members, and also the
bond of common Parliamentary institutions and Parliamentary
traditions. .

The hon. member for Oxford feels that we should
strengthen these bonds, and that we should develop what
he has called a central secretariat. He says that we
should also try to work out an intra-Commonwealth defence
force.. Well I would suggest to the hon. member--and this
is a matter which has been discussed often both in and
out of the House--that if the members of the Commonwealth
tried to build up some strong and centralized machinery,
if they tried to build up a centralized intra-Commonwealth
defence force, far from strengthening this association
it might, indeed, weaken it to the point where it would
disappedar at least in the sense in which it exists today.

I think the Commonwealth in-its present form and

. organization is doing a most valuable and important
service. Ore of the most useful things about the Common-
wealth is that it does include within its membership

a1 variety of peoples, at times antagonistic peoples; and
if we tried to bring those peoples- together in any formal
and organized way, for“defence or by exclusive economic
co-operation, far from strengthening the associition we
nAight indeed weiken 1it.
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The hon. member to whom I have referred,
while he did not underestimate the difficulties, rather

"Bxpressed the hope that by this kind of development--

and I think I am quoting him correctly--the Gommonwealth
might become or lead to a third power bloc which would
be powerful enough to act as a counterbalance to the
United States and Russia.

With:all respect, I submit that this third
force concept, whether it is a Commonwealth concept or
ahy other group of states, 1§ a dangerous one, beeause
it would mean that, in a sense, we in the Commonwealth
were separating ourselves from the United States and
coming between the United States and the NATO powers
on the one hand and Soviet 1mperiallst communist powers
on the other.

I think it is much better to stick to the
concept of two blocs, two forces in the world--if there
have to be two--the forces of peace and the forces
that we think threaten the peace. It is better to line
ourselves up with the former and welcome into its ranks
any free states wishing to join it. One specific respect
in which the Commonwealth has been playing a useful
part in recent years--and this is a matter which has
been referred to by a good many speakers--is in the
provision of technical and capital assistance to under-
developed countries, especially those in Southeast
Asig and the Indian subcontinent under what we call the
Colombo Plan, The Colombo Plan, 6f course, is more
than a Commonwealth arrangement; but it was Commonwealth
in inspiration and organization. It has proved its
value and I hope it will continue to do so.

In this debate, some very strong criticism
has been levelled at the Government by my hon. friends
opposite and by some members of the official opposition,
that we have not played an honourable part in this
Colombo Planj that what we have done was--I1think the
words were--a mere pittance; or, as it was referred to
by one speaker, an insult to the needs of the problem.
Well, of course, 1s 1s nearly always the case in any
human endeavour, we could have done more. But to
keep this project in perspective I need only point out
that in the four years of the plan, capital and technical
assistance from outside the countries which are members
of the plan has been contributed to the amount of
$1, 300,000,000; last year $340 million, of which Canada
will have contributed $128,4%00,000. That is not large
in terms of expenditure on other things. I would be
the first to admit thatj but I wnuld point out to those
who criticize vs so bitterly--perhaps "bitterly" is
not a fair word, but criticize us so’strongly--and I
am not objecting to that--and who relate our expenditures
in this field to those which we have to make on defence,
that the primary of expenditures on defence is admitted
by those very countries which we are helping and who
need our help; it is admitted to a point where some of
these countries which are receiving capital assistince--
and I say this in no way of-criticism at all--are now
devoting more thin half of thelr already inadequate
budget to defence. a4and some of those countries that are
devoting such a high percentage of their budget to
defence are the first to proclaim that they have no
feeling of menace from attick by outside communist states.
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I mention this merely to try to show that this is not as
simple a problem as is sometimes portrayed. Also, while
not unduly satisfied or smug, or certainly not boasting
about what we have dome, I am not going to be apologetic
about it.

I would prefer in this regard to quote the verdict
of an outside source, the Economist, a magazine which is
often quoted in this House and which, writing about the
Colombo Plan progress report on December 25, 195%, had
this to say: ‘

“On the contributing side-of the Plan, the part
played by Australia and Canada is particularly
striking.

The Economist went 6n to say:

“ In spite of the undoubted achievements of the
Plan in the past three years, it will be necessary
not only to maintain the momentum of economic
development in the area but to increase it.

I agree with that, I continue.

#But it is not simply a question of finance.
Expert technical advice and training d4s of equal
importance, and in this direction the technical
co-operation scheme, together with other parallel
projects of technical assistance, has undoubtedly
played a major part. It is equally important to
get more effective planning as well as better
management and administration. None of these
tasks can be solved quickly. The Colombo Plan's
future tasks are measured not in years but in
decades."

And so, while none of us needs to be satisfied
with what we have done, I think we can look forward
to a continuation of this Plan with resources from this
and other countries and with an even greater field for
usefulness than it has had in the past.

A planning conference has been set for Singapore
next September, when the whole futuvre of the Plan is to
be examined, particularly in its relationship to United
States support, which has been, if I may say so, somewhat
more forthcoming in recent months than previously.

The discussion of the Colombo Plan brings me to
the main subject which has occupied most of our attention
in this debate and which I dealt with when I introduced
the resolution some time ago, namely international
developments in the Far East. Discussion of that subject
has, to a very large extent in this debate, revolved
around our-Canadian relationship with the United States,
to a point where it has been difficult at times to dis-
entangle the two things. I think it is a normal and
healthy sign that we should be so preoccupied in this house
in a debate on external affairs with the most important
aspect of our forelgn relations at the present time namely
our relationship with the United States of dmerica. 1
think of that relationship, important as it is bilaterally
to us, in terms of collective action, in terms of collective
defence, not merely as something between Canada and the




United States, but as something between Canada, the United
States and its fritends in NATO and in United Nations.

I also try to distinguish in this defence reiationship
with the United States, the problems which may come from
what we have begun to call peripneral conflicts from those
which will be posed by a major all-out war of extermination

Hon. members will recall that when I spoke
some time ago in this debate I tried to make this distinc-
tion tlear. So far as these peripheral wars, those smaller
wars, if you wish to call them that, are concerned, Cainada,
both through its relationship to the United States and
through its relationship to the United Nations or to NATO,
might be involved in them. But Canada can hardly remain
aloof from the latter. We are also concerned with those
smaller conflicts because of the danger that they may
spread into a larger conflict. There is no better example
of that danger than the situation in and around Formosa
and the coastal islands. It is possible of course, that
even if trouble were at the beginning limited to that ares,
it might spread to this continent. 1If it did spread to
this continent it would be very difficult for us to remain
aloof from its effect. The facts of geography, apart
from other things, would indicate that. Well, how can
it spread? It might spread not by any all-out massive
attack from some Chinese communist government on the KNorth
American continent because that would not be possible
under present conditions. 1t might spread by a reaction
on the part of the Chinese governmentis allies, a reaction
on the part of the Soviet Union, which would result in a
massive all-out attack on this continent, the Soviet Union
being the only power today on the other side which is
capable of that kind of reaction.

Now, if that reaction took place as a result
of a local conflict irn China, that would be an aggression;
it would be a violation of the United Nations Charter and
we would be asked to undertake the commitments which we
have accepted as members of the United Nations, or the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

When speaking on this aspect of the question
some days ago, the hon. member for Prince Albert (Mr.
Diefenbaker), said that if war broke out over Formosa
or over the coastal islands that kind of chain reaction
would be absolutely inevitible. 1 think I ought to quote
him at this point because this seems to me to be of
importance. Refering to the Secretary of State for
External Affairs he said, as reported on page 2350 of
Hansard of March 24:

 He has but to read the words of Molotov in
which he stated that the sitvation in asia was of
egual concern to the U.L.S.R. In that case it is
but fantasy to say that what might happen over
there would not become an all-embracing conflict.”

I did not go as far as that and indeed I do
not think the Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Drew) went
quite as far as that in his statement, but I"do admit
that that kind of conflict might spread even though it
was not inevitable that it would. I feel, and I am
sure that hon. members on all sides of the house nmust
feel, that if it did spread, if that did happen and there
was a massive aggredsive air attack on this continent, a
struggle in which the very existence of the people of the
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United States and of Canada would be at stake, all our.
continental, all our NATO defence arrangements and our whole
system of collectiwe security which we hawve built up over
recent years would come into play.- In that kind of situa-
tion, and I 1limit it to that kind of situation, how could

we be neutral?

The hon. member for Winnlpeg North Centre™ (Mr.
Knowles) himself admitted this in his statement. I should
like to quite from what he said, as reported on page 2877
of Hansard of April 6:

“%ww, £f the Minister were merely saying that
- if. a world-wide conflagration breaks out, particu-
.larly bearing in mind the power blocs that exist
in the world today, because of our geographical’
position, to put it in the vernacular, we would have
had it, one could hardly argue with him./

His leader, the hon. member for Rosetown-
Biggar (Mr. Coldwell), had this to say, as reported on
page 2356 of Hansard:

A perhaps the Minister is right. Perhaps if they-Z’
Referring to the United States of America.
awere engaged in a major war it would involve us
automatically, because of our geographical position
with themX

I think that in the circumstances which I have
mentioned that is self-evident, but I do not from that
draw any such deduction as has been drawn by certain members
of this house, most noticeably this afternoon, the most
irresponsible being that by the hon. member for Three
Rivers (Mr. Balcer); I do not draw-any deduction from that
statement of automatic assurance of support or willingness
to intervene on behalf of or with the United States in
any war, major or minor, on the continent of China or any
place else where that kind of interwention would take
place. Whether support in those circumstances couild be
counted on from Canada would depend entirely on whether
our commitments under NATO were involved, whether there
was aggression under the United Hations Charter,

I want to be quite clear about that. Anything
that T said iz Torouto arnd anytning that I have said here-- |
I hoped I had made this quite clear the other day but
apparently it was not clear enough for the hon. member
for Three Rivers--does not mean nor could it fairiy be
interpreted as meaning that whenewer the United States 1is
at war we are bound to participate. It does not mean
that we have any obligation to participate in any war
except a war against aggression within the principles of
the United lations Charter.

Now when 1 say\that, and I “an merely repeating
what I said the House the other day, the hon. member for
Prince Albert complains that this--I use his own expression--
is watering down our support. for.United States policy
which I gave in my Toronto speech I do not think it 1s
watering down anything at all. What 1 trtéd to do the
other day, and what I am trying again to do tonight,
1s to squeeece some water out of the interpretation given-
to that Toronto speech by careless commentators. Never-
theless, whatever I may have done in the way of squeezing
water out, the speech still seems to remain too strong




for my friends of the C.C.F. party.

The position that they take, if I interpret
that position correctly, is-that while this statement
in the circumstances which I have mentioned may be true,
I should not have said it because it might be mis-
construed in the United States and because of that mis-
construction they will feel, as someone put it, that
they now have Canada in the bag, that our influernce
will have been weakened or will even possibly have
vanished in Washington. = -

Who would be fooling whom by remaining silent
about Canada's position in the conditions which I have
outlined? We certainly would not be fooling the United
States government by our silence, because they know of
our relatiomship to them in NATO and they know &6f the
relationship which we have built up with them under NATO
in respect of continental defence. I hope that silence
in this matter would not be-fooling any potential enemv,
because if it did that it would be had.

However, it might- possibly fool our own people.
Q11ence might be misinterpreted in this country with

~unhappy results for which the government would rightly

be criticized. 1 prefer the verdict in this matter of
the Daily Telegraph in Londen to that of my hon. friends
opposite. The LDaily Telegraph, referring to Canada and
the United States, had this to say in an editorial

"The conclusion to-be drawn from the inter-
dependence of the two nmations in a major war
is not, as some of Mr. Pearson's critics have sug-
gested, that the United States can take Canadian
support in a circumstance for granted, and therzfore-
may disregard Canadians views. On the contrary it
gives the Canadian Government both the right and
the duty to warn and to dissuade.®

That remains our right and I hope that we
will exercise it on appropriate occasions in wWashington.
It is also our duty and I hope that we will discharge
it on appropriate occasions. It seems to me that the
moral of this position is that if all these dangers
surround us, little wars with their obligations, or big
wars with all their catastrophes, if we are surrounded
by these dangers, then the moral is to do everything we
possibly can Yo stop any war before it starts.

- I am sorry that the hon. member for Rosetown-
Biggar is not in his seat tonight, but I know he has
good reason for not being here. 1 would prefer to refer
to his speech in his presence, but I should like to quote
what he said, as reported on page 2356 of Hansard:

"But I wish to sugget this, that the Canadian
people want our Government to state forthrightly
and without equivocation that we will do every-
thing we possibly can do to ensure that Canada's
influence and Canada's policy, especailly in 1its
relations with the United States, will be directed
toward the avoidence of conflict, political and
economic.'
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We hawe.already given that assurance, but
if it will make my hon. friends feel any better I am
quite happy to repeat unequivocally that assurance
tonight in this House. If we fail, and we might fail,
then I suggest that our policy be this: when possible, to
limit conflicts, to prevent them spreading, and then to
edd them. There is no other policy in the mind of any
member of this goverrment. -

This debate has done something else which has
caused a good many of us--I know that it has caused me--some
anxiety. In certain sections of the House--and I anm
referrrng now to the members of the C.C.F. party--it has
underlined a very deep uneasiness which they in particular
feel about United States policy. That anxiety--and
"anxiety" is certainly not too strong a word ia view of
some of the expressions that have been used in fthis debate.
--was expressed both by the leader of the C.C.F. party and
by the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr. Knowles) .
In my view these hon. members, for whom as they know, I
have great respect, and others in their group who spoke,
presented an unfair and unbalanced-picture of the situa-
tion, especially in respect of the United States attitudes
and policy towards Asia. I am now-talking about the situa-
tion in the Far East. I was especially disappointed, and
indeed distressed, by the analysis which was made by the
hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre, not so much of the
policy, but of the purpose of the policy of the Secretary
of State of the United States. On-page 2878 of Hansard
he said this: -

"I think it is Mr. Dulles' primary purpose to
keep war away from the United States."

A few words later, he says:

"If he can keep war away from the United States
--if he can keep it in the Pescadores, in Quemoy,
in Matsu or in northern Canada--his aim is met. His
aim is to keep war away from continental United States."

We may have differences of npinion with Mr.
Dulles on matters of policy. I have had them myself, and
no doubt will continue to have them. We may have one
view or the other about the wisdom of his policy, but I
think that il is wmost unfair to suggest that the Secretary
of State 6f the United States, who-is serving in the
government of President Eisenhower, has any other purpose
than that which we have in this House, to keep war away
and not merely away from the continental United States.
I would not like that kind of statement to go on the
record of this House without the kind of challenge that I
am giving it now. )

The hon. member also said--and this senti-
ment was echoed by other members of his group--that our
foreign policy should be made in Ottawa only and nat in
wWashington. Well as long as Canada is a sovereign state,
the decision in foreign policy and-any other policies have
to be made in this Parliament of Canada. That is a very
different thing from saying that our policy can only be
mide in Ottawa and should not be mide or even influenced
anywhere else. Foreign policy in this world of inter-
dependence cannot be made in any one country or any*one
capitial no matter how powerful that country or capital
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may be. We are working together today in a peace coalition,
and the very essence of that coalitiom is that every

member of it acts only after discussion and consultation
with others. In that sense each member must influence the
other members' policy, and I hope it will remain that way,
because that is the way it should be. That gives our

best chance for peace, by collective policy and cnllective
action. In this respect I am distinguishing between deci-
sion and the formulation of policy. Suppose the United
States adopted that maxim and made its own policy solely

in Washington, or the United-Kingdom decided to make its
policy solely in London, or the French Government solely

in Parisj it would not be long before the North Atlaatic
Treaty Organization would itself dissolve;. If it dissolved
we would not be worrying so much about whether we were
making our own policy; we would be worrying far more about
our protection against potential enemies even than we do
now. o ’

- Foreign policy in a coalition working for peace
is bound to operate collectively if it 1s to succeed.
That does not mean that we are merely tagging along behind
american decision. It may be that my hon. friend from
Winnipeg North Centre and some of his colleagues think so.
He himself said, as reported on page 2877 of Hansard:

r

*We feel the result is that Canada has said--
This refers to my statement in Toronto. ‘

*--that we fagard ourselves as quite free to make any
decisions we want with-regard to foreing policy,
so long as they are agreed to by Washington.'

Well, with all respect, that is a distorted
and unfair intérpretation of what I said in Toronto or
what I have said in this house, and I only need mention
one example to prove how unfair it is. Has Washington
agreed to our statement of policy that we will not inter-
vene in Matsu or Quemoy if they are attacked by the forces
of communist China? We have made that statement and I
am happy to repeat it tomight, but it was not made, nor
was the policy decided, after any agreement in Washingtor;
on the contrary. That statement then was unfounded.

another stitement from the same group was
made to the effect that apparently I feel now that I
have to go along very easily and readily with the views
of the Secretary of State of the United States. I hope
that Mr. Dulles' views will be such that I can go along
with them easily and readily, but I can assure you sir,
1f any assurance is needed, that I will not hesitate to
disagree with them when I feel that it is undesirable
and unwise to support them. -IL seems to me that the
trouble with my hon. friends -in the C.C.F. party in these
matters is that they take a jaundiced and morbidly
suspicious view of everything that goes on in the United
States, or at least in the United States official circles.
4s was pointed out this afternonn in what I thought was
a very effective intervention by the hon. member for
Vancouver South(Mr. Philpott), sometimes they mistake
the clamour and confusion of-voices in that vigorous,
free democracy for the authentic expression of United
States policy. I suggest, therefore, that occasionally

they look a little more closely behind the headlines. I
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also suggest with respect that they look across--not across
the border so often--but across the ocean to some of the
real sources of danger to peace in the world today from
communist imperialism. -

The hon. member for Rosetown-Biggar (Mr.
Coldwell) and others. .have done just that. They have looked
across the Pacific, and they have found many: things which
they did not like. I think we can-all share to some extent
their feeling of uneasiness. But I myself thought--and I
hope I am not being unfair to him in saying it--that the
statement of the leader of the C.C.F. party on this matter
was not a fair presentation of the case. He attacked very
vigourously indeed the Chinese Government on Formosa and
its leader Chiang Kai-shek and what he called his "blood-
thirsty war lords", He did not see fit in this statement
of his to make any such attack on the Chinese communist
government in Peking. He emphasized the danger to peace
from Chidng. But I want to point out--as has been pointed
out by others, particularly I think by my friend the hon.
member for St. John's East (Mr. Fraser)--that it is rot
Chiang Kai-shek that we are concerned with on Formosa.
It is peace and the defence of a people against.communist
aggression. -

He also--and I take particular exception to
this--talked about not only danger from Chiang Kai-shek
but danger from the United States. This is at page 2357
of Hansard. He emphasized the danger of being dragged into
a war by the policies that are now-being pursued by the
Secretary of State of the United States. I suggest that
we are in much more danger of being dragged into war by
policies that are purswéd by the foreizn minister in
Peking and by the foreign minister in Moscow than we are
by the policies pursued by the Secretary of State of the
United States. -

No one wishes to adopt a provocative or
bellicose attitude toward any government, communist or
otherwise. We are obliged to co-exist with them in this
world, whetehr we like it or not.- Eut when the leader
of a party in a debate of this kind will spend so much
time attacking the policies of our-friends, I think he
might have spared a word or two for the dangers which
might come to peace from the policies of thnse whom we
have some reason tn fedar. -

In his statement he outlined what his own
policy--and I presume he was speaking for his group--
towards China in the present situation would be. I
have just jotted down the four points he made on that
occasion. The first was that we shnuld exile Chiang Kai
shek--and this suggestion has been-repeated by other
members of his party--presumably by force. 1 do not
know who 1is anxious to take part in that particular expe-
dition. -

I have no brief for the government of Chiang
Kai-shek. I am not going to object to the facts which
the hon. member for Rosetown-figzar (Mr. Coldwell) stated
about the atrocities that were committed in Formosa in
1947, Just about 10 years ago. It-was a dark page in the
history of that island and in the history of China. but
I would ask him to go a little bit beyond 1947 and to read
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reports which have been appearing in the Manchester
Guardian recently by their cerrespondent, a wise and
unpre judiced observer, as to the improvement that has
taken place in the government of Formosa in recent years.
We do not in this Government have to subscribe to the
policies of Chiang Kai-shek--we also have a fairly open
mind about the future of Formosa and indeed we have been
criticized because we have not been more specific in

our policy in this regard. Eut I certainly do not sub-
scribe to any policy which would ask us to share in the
ejection of Chaing-Kai-shek and half a3 million Chinese¢
Nationalist soldiers from Formosa.

S The second suggestion the leader of the
C.C.F. made was that we should neutralize Formosa and
place it under a trusteeship. I think there is a good
deal to be said for that suggestian. That may prove to
be the wisest solution to this extremely difficult
problem. I think however, it is premature to be dogmatic
on the point to to make up our minds finally on anything
like that at the present time. A great deal of discussion
is now going on in diplomatie channels as to how this
problem of Formosa can be solved in a way which will
meet the wishes of the Formosan people and will take that
island out of conflict. The-solution may turn out to
be the neutralization of Formosa and a trusteeship under
the United Nations. That may turn out to be the wisest
solution.  But I would point-out that that particular
solution, namely to put Formosa under United Nations
trusteeship, is about the only single thing on which
the Chinese communists and the Chinese National Govern-
ment agree. They are both violently opposed to it.

So far as Canadian responsibility is concerned over
Formosa--I think this had better be repeated, and I
will try to make it clear--we have no other commitment
in regard to Formosa, than that which arises from our
membership in the United Nations. That was the position
a year ago and that is the position today. We feel that
the status of Formosa has not yet been finally determined.
but we also feel that the communist government in Peking
should not use force to bring about that determination.
This afternoon my friend the hon. member for Winnipeg
South ‘Centre--or rather the hon. member for Winnipeg
North (Mr. Stewart) had something to say about a-press
report of a statement made or alleged to have been made
in Australia by my friend the Minister of Trade and
Commerce (Mr. Howe). I have seen the report to which he
has referred and we expect te have a more complete report
shortly, but even on the basis of the press report, my
colleague the Minister of Trade and Commerce, in answer
to a query at a press conference, merely stated that
Canada was prepared to go full out for Formosa. To me
that does not sound like an alarming statement and
it certainly does not indicate any change wnhatsoever in
Canadian policy in this matter. When he talks about going
full out for Formosa, no doubt my colleague had in mind
going full out to keep Formosa out of this Far Eastern
conflict. 1In that sense I am sure he will have the support
of all members in this House:

_ Then the third point made by the leader of
the C.C.F. was that we should seiat communist China at
the present time in the United Nations, and he contrasted
our policy or the Canadian Government's policy in this
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regard unfavourably with that of the Government of the
United Kingdom. but I showld 1like to point out that the
governuent of the United Kingdom--wiicn has, of course,
recognized the unvernment at Peking as the Government

of China--has rnot at any time, so far as I am aware,
supported the application of that government for member-
ship in the United w~ations.

Then 'the fourth point he made was that we
should not intervene in the struggle between the two
Ghinese governments over the offshore islands. This
afternoon the hon. member for Three Rivers (Mr. Balcer),
by a process of misinterpretation 6f remarks of mine
which I find to be completely astonishing and almost
unbelievable, somehow or other zZot the impression that our
policy was to intervene in the struggle for the offshore
islands, and he contrasted our policy with that of the
United Kingdom. It has been said more than once--I have
said it already tonight and I do net mind repeating 1it,
if necessary--that it is our policy to stay out of this
struggle for these offshore islands, and I think that other
governments would be well advised to adopt the same policy.
I am even bold enouzh to hope that that will be the policy
which will be adopted in &he course by all governments
concerned.

Then the hon. member for Rosetown-Biggar,
supported by some of his friends, criticized the United
States because the line of defence which the United States
administration was drawing was too: far from North America.
My friend the hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr.
Knowles), as he will remember, made quite a point of the
same criticism. In that part of his speech the leader of
the C.C.F. had this to say about the United States, as
reported at page 2358 of Hansard:

Why not for a change--
And I think he was referring to me.

--he outspoken about United States policies that

are equally imperialist in a sense, not in the same
sense as the old imperialism used to be, but in the
sense that there is an attempt to control a very
largze part of the world through bases and by display
of aras.

He worried, as did some of his friends, that
in that attempt to control, as he put it--and I do not
think this is a fair description--the United States Govern-
ment had extended its front lines of defence across the
Pacific Ocean far away froa the shores of continental
United States, -

The hon. member for Vancouver-Quadra (Mr. Green)
brought up the same point, but instead of criticizing the
United States for its faraway defence line, stated flatly
that we should follow this example and our first line of
defence should be rormosa, as it is for the United States.
well, I think that this whole concept of geographical
defence lines used for political purposes 1s misleading
and can even be dangerous. On the one hand, if Formosa
is 2 vital first line position for the United States or
for any other far-off country, thea it couvld be argued
with great validity that the offshore islands should be
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protected as vital to that vital first line position.
If that is so, then the codst of China is vital to the
protection of the islands, and so on until every hic of
territory you could secure becomes a first line.

I believe, however, it is equally dangerous to
suggest that no country in its search for security has
any right to establish 3 line of defence outside its own
borders. Where was our first line of defence in 19392
Hitler said it was not in continental Europe, that we
should be out of continental-Europe. It had nothing to
do with us because we ‘were across the channel. He said
"Clear out; this is not your line of defence". If our
line of defence must be a geogriphical line close to our
own territory, what are the tritish and ourselves doing
in Europe today? It is because the first line of defence
of Canada, in that sence, is in Europe that our men are
there. Therefore, the argument does not seem to be
impressive, one way or the other, as a geographical argu-
ment. The fact is, surely that our own line of defence
is attacked and our own security is jeopardized whenever
a free people anywhere is the victim of aggression. 1In
fact, our safety is endangered whenever there is any war
any place. Our only safe line, therefore, is peace: Qur
only safe policy is to join'with friendly states in
maintaining that peace and preventing war by collective
action. S

The hon. member for Vancouver-Quadra--I am sorry
he is not in his seat tonight--asked me three other
Questions in addition to this question about our first
line being in Formosa. One of them was, is it the belief
of the Canadian Government that the offshore islands,
Quemoy and Matsu, should be handed over to red China in
the hope of inducing the communists to stop.fighting? I
think I have answered that.

) His second question was, does the government believe
or does it not that in the Pacific communist aggression
can be stopped by giving up territorys I think I have tried
to answer that.

Then he added, will the minister tell us whether
the Canadian Government believes that the Eritish should
give up Hong Kong? This does not seem to be a very
relevant question in the context of this debate. Certairly
it is not relevant to the situation of the offshore
islands or indeed in Formosa. I know that in certain
quarters it is being suggested that because the Eritish
are reluctant to help in the event of the invasion of
the offshore islands, other people should be reluctant
to help the kritish mdaintain their position in Hong Kong.
The offshore islands, of course, are part of China and
are incidental to a war between two Chinese governuents
so that is not the same thing either legally or politically
as the position of Hong Kong, whatever one may thLink of
it in other respects.

Tren tl.e hon. member for Vancouver-Quadra came
back to his favourite question. I was quite certain
he would not make an intervention in this debate without
tackling ‘me once again with it. He asked me, will thre
Canadian government work for ard advocate a protective
grouping of the nations of the Pacific such as exist in
the Jorth datlantic Treaty Jdrganization. I wish he were
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here so that I could give him exactly the same answer as

I have given him six or seven times before. It would be
along this line. There is no single arrangewent in tae
Pacific at present which is along WaTO lines. It has been
considered that the arrangement should not be along HaID
lines because of different conditions in tne Pacific. The
Southeast. asia defence organization, which he had in mind,
has no such commitment as NATO at all. The main reason
why it has not got such a commitment is that the United
States would not accept one in those circumstances.

I covld tell him tohight if he were here, as
I have told him before, that we are not therefore taking
any initiative or accepting any invitation to extend our
commitments in that area, that is in the Pacific, beyond
thosecwhich we now have and which include our commitments
under the Charter of the United Nations. I do not think
he had any right to go on to say, as he did, that because
we would not extend our commitment in this way we were not
alert to things happening in the Pacific and we were more
interested in Europe. I would suggest that what has
happened in Korea, and what is now-happening in Indo-China,
is sufficient evidence that we have and retain a very
genuine interest in what goes on in the Pacific and Asian
areas. '

In closing I would return almost to where I
began. The subject which has loomed so large throughout
this debate has been our relations with the United States
and our preoccupation with those relations. This preoccu-
pation, indeed this anxiety, is understandable over our
relations economic, our relations political and our rela-
tions strategic. I suggest that that relationship, vitilly
important as it must be to us and as it has been in the
past, will be even more so in the future. 4 relationship
to be successful on both sides must be based on mutual
respect, a freedom to hcld and to express our our views.

I assure my hon. friends who have been criticizing the
Government because we have not, as they have said, had
enough courage to express those views, that they do not
feel any more strongly about that than we do. However,
we in the Government happen at this time to have some
responsibility for the conduct of international relatlons.
It is not always advisable in the conduct of diplomacy
and internatinnal affairs, even with our best friends, to
chovt from the housetop and throw our weigit aoout, in
order to impress oyr own people with the fact that we are
very independent.

This relationship must also be based on
recognition of the fact that if our conalition, which is
now headed by the United States, breaks up, then indeed
there will be a1 grave danger to peace and security. I
sugcest, therefore, that while we must be independent and
speak up when it is necessary to do so, we must be sure
we do nothing avoidable by our words and by our deeds to
further that wrong end of disunity and division. When we
do disagree with the United States we must be sure that
that disagreement is not bacsed on a nirrow conception of
our nitional interest, but 1s a disagreement which goes
to the very bisis of the coalition poliicy and which we
maintain on the highest principles of peace and inter-
national security.




- 15 -

It is quite true that there are strains and
stresses on the coalition at the present time. There
has never been a coaliticn, ePen in wartime, which was
easy to manage. In peacetlime, they are not very often
necessary. Eut in a period such as we have at present,
between peace and war, a coalition is not only desparately
required, but it is very difficult indeed to manage. So
there are stresses and strains- now pressing against it,
but we will be able to weather them. It is gquite true
that the greatest of these at the present time is in the
Far East. I have not come across a better short expressinn
of the nature and the importance of these Far Eastern
strains than I found in a paragraph in the april 9 than
I found in a paragraph in the april § edition of the
Economist. It reads as follows:

"The danger of the next few months is that,
confronted by the threat of renewed fighting off the
China coast, many otherwise sensible people in bEritain--"

and the writer could have added Canada.

"--we will say that they would rather have peace than
the American alliance. -Nothing, in fact, could be
sillier, for there is no such choice. It is still
possible to have both peace and the alliance. It is
certainly not possible to have peace for long without
it." .

We wish to have in this Parliament and in this
country both peace and alliance--not merely the american
alliance but an alliance for friendly co-operation with
all peace-loving free countries of the world.

s/C



