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MEMORANDUM

REFERENCEJ‘[ c{{,r “")/w' “05' : g 1 ‘ré 0‘

.......... U-AQC*":\)('J'¢‘“’ \

SUBJECT: ....Latter. of . Inatruekion '£or Jiv.. A.D.P.. Haeney

A

COMMONWTALTH CONSULAR DEFERC =

oooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooo

----------------------------

l. For the purpose of preparing a Letter of Instruction for
Mr, Heeney, 1t seumed useful to prepare an annotated list of recent
questions in the relations between Canada and the United States,
Sueh a 1list would be helpful in the preparation of the Letter ltaelf
which might take the form of & short 'Survey of Relatlions between
Canada and the United States' similar to the one which was done in
1951 The proposed list would, of course, be appended to the Letter

24 Attached is the first draft of an enlarged edition of the
list that was made in 1951 but 1% does not contein annotations
except those now drafted by the American Division, The order of
the ltema follows fairly closely the order of the 19561 list but
this is to be revised,

Se I would be grateful if you would examine the appendix to
this memorandum and let me have, at your early convenlence, an
up=to=date annotated list of the problems handled by your Division

‘which were active during the past twelve months or which may be

active in the future., The annotations should be brief and «- in
matters affecting foreign poliocy more than bilaterally =~ ghould
underline the Canada=U,5, aspect of the problem,

AMERICAN DIVISION
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SECRKE z

RECENT AND CURMENT PROBLENS IN THE RELATIONS BETVEEN
CAHADA AND THE UNITED STATES

(This is an snnotated list of the more wortant
problems dealt with during the past year,)

1, Strategic Alr Operations

2, [Ladar ‘creen

3e Contdpental Defence

5« Command in the Newfoundland Area
e B04.Hewfoundland Bases
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6. Pressure for Incressed Defence Ffforts

7. HMilitary Procurement

8. The St, Lawrence Project
On October 29, 1952, the International Joint

Commission approved the application by Canada to
develop the power potential of the St, Lawrence

jointly with an entity designated by the United

States, On July 15, 1953, the U.,S. Federal Fower
Commission approved the State of New York Power
Authority's application to develop the U.8. portion

of the power project, Though the Canadian and U.S.
governmerts (including the present administration),

the International Joint Commigsion and the Permanent
Joint Board of Defence favour the power and seaway
developments, sectional U.S8. interests (railway, coal,
labour and port interests) are fighting a rear-guard
action to upset the Federal Power Commission's decision,
The prospective legel delays will, unfortunately for
Canada, delay the construction of the power and seaway
projects at least until mid-1954. The Ontario Hydro has
disclosed it was prepared to et on with the power pro- (
ject the moment it is finally spproved; the construction
of the dependent seaway project would follow immediately,
This is one of the government's major projects,

LA ..3
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9. Hiagars Falls
By virtue of the Niagaura Treaty of 1950, both Canada

and the United States may each use for power purposes half
of the water of the Niagara River not specifically reserved
for scenic purposes and for the operation of navigation
around the Falls, Hemedial works recommended by the
International Joint Commission, approved by both govern=
ments and costing sbout $18 millions (§17 millions on the
Canadian side) are to be built within four years of July
21, 1953, by Ontario Hydro and the U.S. Corps of Engineers,
Ontario Hydro wishes to divert water for power purposes
early next summer; before it can do ®0, part of the re-
medial works must be in place, These are indications that
individuals in the lower schelons of the U.S. Administration

may seek to delay the power diversions by Ontario,

This reference now before the International Joint
Commission is probably the most contentious in its history.
Counsel for Canada (ir. . ., Pope) has been authorized to
discuss and draft a treaty with the U.S. Section of the
I.J.C. because the enginecring board (appointed to conduct
the investigation) split on national lines and submitted
separate reports to the Commission,

11, Pollution of boundary waters and of the air
in the Detroit Iiver ares

The International Joint Commission, following the

Government's approval, established an Advisory Board in

each country to develop methods for controlling the quality
of the boundary waters of the £t, Clair River, Lake 5t, Clair,
the Detreit Kiver, the St., Mary's River and the Niagara River,
Similarly, the Commission, at the request of both Governments,
comsenced a study of air pollution due to navigation in the
Detroit Hiver; it has found that air pollution is much
greater from industrial cesuses and has recomuended that

its terms of reference be broadened,

il 000371
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W 12. Libby Dam

In 1951, the United States applied to the Inter- ’
national Joint Commission for permission to construct and
operate a dam on the Kootenay River near Libby, lontana,
which would flood part of the Kootenay River Valley in
British Columbia, Canada agreed provided compensation

~ was paid for the flood damage gnd loss of natural re-
sources in the form of a right to hydro power at cost,
On april 10, 1953, the U.S. Government withdrew the
application allegedly for further study but really in
the hope that Canada's conditions may be more reasonsble
after British Columbia will have congidered the matter.

After the International Joint Commission had reported
that an investigation of this huge projeet (dear to the
hearts of the inhabitants of New Brunswick and Haine)
would cost almost $4 millions, the Canadian CGovernment
lost interest for the time being though Senator Hargaret
Chase Saith and other U.S. Copgressmen from the area

still pursue their advocacy of the project.

li. Si, John ldver

The International Joint Commiselon, seized of this
matter by both governments, set up an engineering board
which has now reported to the Comuission on the con=
servation and regulation of this river system. The
Commission will consider this report in October, 1953,
The Province of New Brunswick is anxious to bulld a
$25 million project (capacity of 102,000 kw) at
Beechwood,

o0 .5.;5
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:Eagﬁgxi.'é 15, - Gut Dam

U,5. eitizens have started court actions against
Canada (vith claims potentially above $100 millions)
claiming damage caused by Cut Dam, They base their
clains on an alleged agreement made in 1903 by Canada

to compensate any U.S, citigen damaged by Cut Dam, In
fact, the 'agreement' related to one U.S. citizen who
was bought off and no damage is, in the Canadian view,
attributable to the Dam, However, as a condition to
obtaining the I.J.C. approval for the St, lawrence
Project, Canada agreed to a reference being made to
the I.J.C. on the levels of lake Ontario (including
Gut Dam) and to the removal of the Dam, Claimants are
actively opposing Hew York State Authority's permit
from the EP.C. to develop the St, Lawrence Power Project
and are being used by the St, Lawrence 'opposition'
lobbies,

Unclaselfied 16, Yukon-leweg=Talya Project
Aluminun Company of Ameriea (ALCUA) asked Canada
in 1952 for authority to build & dam across the Yukon
River and to build a tunnel through to Taiya, Alaska
to use the waterpower for aluminum smelting. Though
the matter was first raised in 1947, permission was
refused by Canada in December 1952 while Frobisher-

Ventures are exploring another all-Canadian project.

Confidential 17.
The Canadian Section is working effectively under
General ieHaughton but the same is not true of the U.&.
Section., Senator Stanley (in his 80's) ie not very
effective and relations -- at the uffioiél level both
in the 1.J.C. and diplomatically == are often strained
by Vallance, the U.5. Section's counsel, The Commission's

..0‘6
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overall work is less effective because of political
. pressures in the U.S.A. and, conversely, because the

U.8. authorities fear the effectiveness of General
Melaughton's strong personality as opposed to their
weak team, The U.,5. Section is expected to be
strengthened and minor issues such as the Lake~of=-the-
Hoods reference and the possible Long<lae and Ogoki
references may be cleared away. The Comuission is doing
much good work, It has before it items such as the lake
Superior Levels (a permanent responsibility), the
Richelieu River - Lake Champlain Waterway and the other

itenms mentioned above,
PART 11 = FISHERIES

18. lHorthwest Pacific Fisheries
In 1952, Canada joined the United States in nage-

tiating a trealy with Japan for the conservation of
these fisheries, The object was that the Asians should
restriet themselves to fisheries whose origin are in
Apia and that Horih Americans should limit themselves
to fisheries originating in America, This treaV was

ratified by all parties in 1953,

(nEw) The third revision of the first Treaty signed by
Canadian representatives alone on March 2, 1923 was signed
on the thirtieth amniversary of this event and is (?)
now in force, MNore flexibility of conservation action

and increased regulatory powers resulted from it,

Destricted (NEW) 20, GCreat lakes Fisheries
For years Canada has sought to have the conservation
and management of all the CGreat Lakes fisheries regulded
Jointly with the U.S.4. 4 regulatory trealy was signed
on April 2, 1946 but was never ratified largely becsuse

....7
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of Chio's opposition in Congress, 4 less 'regulatory'
treaty wse negotiated and on the point of being agreed

when basic differences of interpretation were revealed,

In Canadian eyes, the treaty would have merely contrelled
lamprey on the Creat Laskee (including lake Ontario) and
would not have allowed basic research and conservation
lmdiéa and recomsendations to have been made fully on

the five lakes, 4z a resuli, Canada broke off negotiations,
These are likely to resume late in 1953,

22, Tariffs and Trade

23

25

..0.5
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8

28, Irucking in Bond

PART Y = CONSULAR DIVISION

29, The lcCarran-Walter Act

30. ZIhe U.S, Drafl laws
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b PARL VI = LEGAL

PART VII = FOREIGH POLICY

‘31,.Ro i Q

(\EW) 35, Kogea
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/ i 5} Ottawa, August 13, 19953,
/ LA G‘uf \. &"‘\ b‘@ ? [] /,’} fo ’

;bz7g¥1¢%’ ,-]gla

Canadlan Observers at United States SurVey

~and Construction Projects in Canada ,

‘Further to our telephone conversation this
morning, I should like to say that we have not been able

- to put our hands on any document that sets forth the

reasons for attaching Canadlian observers to United States
parties operating ln the Canadian Arctic. If we were
briefing an observer, however, we would give him the
history of the project in question and tell him that his
duties would be as follows:-

(a) To serve as evidence to the United States
party that they are operating on Canadian
soll with the permission of the Canadian
Government and that Canada is interested
én what is being done and how it is being

ones

(b) To provide liaison between United States and
any Canadian local officlals or residents
and to show to such local officials and resi=
dents that the Canadian Government is involved;

Alr Viee Marshal F.R, Miller, CBE, CD,
Vice Chief of the .Air 8taff,
Department of National Defence,

Ottawag
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(¢) To attempt to prevent the members 6f the
" United States party from doing anything
- contrary to Canadian interests and to -
... report. to Headquarters if any 1ncidents
-ogcury ..

(d)- To prov1de a report on the conduct of the
. -:operation and the results.

2a I the partleular cases’ that we discussed --
those of" the United States survey parties at River Clyde,
ete, ~=- we agreed with you that it would be useful to send -
as observers officers familiar with the problems of airfield
construction, If guch officers are not available, the next
best in our opinion-would be officers who, though not

. engineers, would havé'a good appreciatlon of the purpose .of,

and need for,:the proposed airstrips, and who could be

. - trusted to exercise tact and good -judgement in carrying out
~the dutles that I have suggested above.. TR .

{

Yburs sincerely,
BEN.JAM!N RDGERS

%;53.'. Benaamin Rogerss,. - : o
:Defence Liaison (1) Div151on. .

+ 000379
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AMERICAN DIVISION , SECRET
7 @ﬁﬁj _— ‘ L é§27élc2§§=31949
4 &/ DEFENCE LIAISON (1) DIVISION S
, : g ! "

Your memorandum of June 15 -
Reference: Notes on Current R -lations with the U.S.

Subject: " Notes on Current Canadian - ¥,S. Relationa for use of H.E,
the Governor-General on the occaslon of presentation of
credentialas of the new U.3. Ambassador

Defence

The Minlster of Natlonal Defence stated early
in 1953 that the obJectives of Canada's defence pollicy are:

"(1) The immédlate defence of Canada and North
America from direct attack;

"(2) Implementation of any undertakings by Canada
under the Charter of the United Natlons, or
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organlization
or any other agreement for collective security;

®(3) The organization to build up strength in a
total war," .

2. In the first objective, with which this statement

is concerned, the phrase "defence of Canada and North America®
recognizes fully the well-established principle that the defence

of -Canada and the U.S. can never be consldered separately, but R
muttt be planned and prepared Jjointly. During the Second World
.War:and in the period since 1945, Canada and the United States ~
have been steadlly moving towards the close collaboratioen which ]
the defence of thils Continent requires. In additlion to the ”
exchange of diplomatie and militery representatives, and innumer-
able Jolnt meetings convened to study special problems, the

2 [ L] .
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Permanent Joint Board on Defence has provided an excellent
means of consultation on all subjects of mutual defence
interest. So far, none of the Board's recommendations has
been rejected by elther Government.

3. During the past few years, there have been .

- many examples of success in defence proJjects which required
. close co-operation and sympathetic understanding, The
" Alaska Highway, the malntenance and operation of Joint

weather stations in the Arctic, the operation of an experi-

mental statlon at Fort Churchlll, and of a series of C
airfields; comblned mllitary, alr, and clvil defence exerclses;
attendance of U.S. students at the Natlional Defence College;
construction of an lntegrated radar system: these are but

a few of the more important examples of Canada - U.S., collaboration.

4, At the same time, of course, there are a number
of problems on which there is still no satlsfactory solutlon,

‘The most obvlious ecxamples are the St. Lawrence Seaway and

Power Development, and the standardization of military egquipment, -

5, Within the broader objective of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, Canada and the United States are also

engaged in planning the development of balanced colleective

forces for the defence of the North Atlantic area, and, in the
Canada - Unlted States Reglonal Planning Group of NATO, for
the defence of North America.

wassHOF

M. ¥
‘Defence Liaison (1) Division.
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{

) \/\/ ,
To: { Defence Liaison (1) . . .. e SCCUTLLY +reerreerersserseens el
f / ....... ............ DateJunelS’953
FROM: ...American Division: J. D. Foote: et . .. . ., File No. , ,
REFERENCE: +i.veeeessatssssssnsasanssossssssssssssensanssnsssessnas
_ p
{9 4
susycr: ... Notes on Current Relations with the United Stafes ...

Ext. 326
(2/53)

, It is expected that the United States Ambassador designate,
Mr. R. Douglas Stuart, will be presenting his credentials to the
Governor General during the first week 1n July. 4&s is customary,
the Department is expécted to prepare brief notes on current relations.
with the United States for the use of the Governor General during his
‘audience with the new Ambassador. I should be grateful therefore
if your Division would contribute notes on questions of defence.

Attached for your guidance is a copy of the memorandum
used at the time Mr. Stanley Woodward, the former United States
Ambassador, presented his credentials. ' :

,é 54::/

- . . .
American Division
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Othawa, June 19, 1950

Notes on Currenl Relations with the United States .

Trades Canada is by for the best customer of the United States, and the United
States has lately become Canadels best customer, supplanting the United Kingdom
in that role. OCanadian purchases from the United States in 1949 amounted to

$2 billion (Canadian). Canzdian sales in the United States in 1949 were valued
at $1.5 billion (Canadian). Canada has continued to suffer from a shortage

of United States dollars, largely because the United Kingdom and other Western
Furopean countries have been unable to balance theix accounjs with the United
States and permih Canedian earnings of their currencies to be converted into
United States fundss - The level of the United States tarifi and the administrative
methods which the United States Customs authoribies are requived by law %o
follow have contributed to the difficulties faced by countries vishing to

export to the United States. Attemphs ‘are being made to alleviate these
difficulties. The United States will pordicipate again this yéar with Canada
and other countries in a conference under the aegls of the General Agreement

on Tariffs and Trade 1o negobtiate enother set of tariff reductions. In addition,
the Adminigtration has introduced a bill in Congress designed to simplify

United States Customs procedures.

Economic Cooperation writh Tuvopse Oanada and the United States have both made
heavy financial conbributions since the war to the recovery of Furope, Canada
through loans to the United Kingdom, France and other countries, and the United
States through the Buropean Recovery Progremme. Although the Canadian and
United States contributions have taken the form of separate programmes, there
has been conbinuous informal cooperation between the two countries with regard
%o European recoverys, In addition to making direct assistance to Europe, Canada
has produced for shipment to Europe meny million tons of the commodities necessary
for European recovery. As a resulh of & decision taken at the recent meeting of
the North Atlantic Council, Canada and the United States bave been invited to
participate informally in the work of the Organization for Européan Economic
Cooperation, and have expressed their willingness to do so.

eee/2
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and the United States during the war, of which the Hyde Park Agreement and

the Ogdensburg Declaration were the formal symbols, the two countries have
bheen moving steadlly since the war in the direction of mch closer cooperation
in defence matters, including joint planning, then has ever before existed in
peacetime. The Permanent Joint Board on Defence has provided an admirable
meens of comsultation and, so far, none of its recommendations have been
rejected by either Government. In the broadey framework of the North Atlantic
Treaty, Canade and the United States are engaged in plamning the developmend
of balanced collective forces for the defence of the North Atlanbic area and,
in the Cansda=U.S. Regional Planning Group, for the defence of North America.
During the past few years, many examples might be clited of the success with
which Canada and the United Stetes are together meeting their common problems
of combinental defence. Among these ares (a) the maintenance by Canada of the
Alaska Highway and the Northwest Alr Staging Roube = very largely for U.S., uses
(b) the maintenance of a nelwork of joint weather stations in the Avctics

(¢) the operation of an experimental and training station at Forbt Churchill; |
(8) exercises in Arciic warfare, such as "Sweetbriar! in the Yukon and Alaska |
in February, 1950, and "Noramex I" on the coast of Iabrador in October, 1949. |
There are,; of course, oubstanding problems requiring a solutlon. Among these

may be listed: (a) the St.lawrence Seaway project; (b) the modification of

certain of the U.S. righlts al the bases in Newfoundland leased from the U.K.
Government before Newfoundland entered Confederation; (¢) industrial

mobilization planning for the most effective use of the industriel plant

of both countries in time of war; (d) stendardization of military equipment,

if possible on a North Atlantic basisy as a condibion of successful industiial
mobiligation; (¢) arrangements to facilitate the flow of military eguipment

and supplies between the two countrileg in peacetine.

Boundary Waoters. OCanada and the United States have a long record of cooperation
in the use of boundary waterse A recent example was the conclusion of the
Niagera Diversion Treaby, designed to vegulate the use of the waters of the
Niagara River for hydro-electric power without detriment to the beauty of
Niagara Falls. This Treaty was vecently approved by the Canadian Parlinmert
and is awaibting the approval of the United States Senate. An Agreecment for the
dovelopment of the Great Lakes < St.lawrence Basin for power and deesp water
ngvigation was signed by our two countries in 1941, tuit has so far failed to
obtain the approval of the United States Congresse The power that could be
developed in the St.laurence system is urgently needed in both countries,
while the deep wvaterway ils expected to be of great value to the econcmy and
defence potential of the North American continent., If, however; the United
States Congress does not give early approval to the combined power and

oeo/3
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and navigation scheme, the Canadisn Government has indicated that it must give
serious consideration to the development of the power alone. A great veriety

of boundary waters guestions are continually being dealb with by the Inbernational
Joint Commisgion. This body was established under the terms of the Boundary
Waters Treaty of 1909, and issues decisions or recommendations according to the
terms of reference submitied to it by the two Govermments. It has played a
useful role in bringing asbout getilement of disputes arising along the border

and preventing these from bocomlng mathors of serious controversy betweeon the

two countriese . :

LSTTA
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OWNGRADED TO SECREV 2o secrr
WﬂAsg% }.953 g’j/«}//%%
Dear Mr. Claxton, 7//[ f ’ f’ 22 L Lot ]

Status ar.Canada - Uell

As you msy heve noted in your study of the Journsl
of the April 1953 meeting pf the Permenent Joint Board on
Defence, the Chsirmen of the U.S5. Section of the Board presented
& paper on the status of Csnads - U.S. militery plenning with
particular reference to the preperation by the ilitery Coopera-
tiocn Committee of & Future Deflence Analysis. 4 copy of the U.S.
Chairmen's peper is stieched for convenient refersnce., Thls
paper wes discussed in the Journal ss Ttem 16,

: £8 I understend the situastion, Csnadien Military plenners
hava not, since 1950, been permitted to include in eny combined
Canada = U.8. papers, force requirements which heve not slready
been provided for in spproved defence programmes. Thr reason for
this restriction hse been, of course, that while the requirements
indicuated in the plans could not be considered commitmentis from

& legel peint of view, in sctuel prectice they might be held to

be an affirsstion of a militery necessity snd s¢ to constitute a
very real comaiiment.

e It seems to me, however, that although this position was
& valid ocne in 1950, the events c§ 1955 have overtaken 1lt. is

the matter now stands the Canedien Covernment with its pescetime
militery resources lergely committed in Kores end Zurope, is in
¢ffect presented by the United Stetes with & long list of Nerth
imericen defence reculrements and the steeuent that "these require-
ments must be met for our mutual security, snd if you csanot do

1t, we will be glsd to." Under such eircumstances, it seems to

me to be of cardinal importance that the Canadien Government should
be able to setisly itself that the U.S. demands are in fact

based on sound mllitary and technlcel considerations and that

the plans put forward by the United Stutes are appropriaste to the
needs of the situation.

“a In the discussion at the PIBD meeting, the Chairman of
the U.8. Secticn made it clesr that the U.S. Government neither
could nor would concede thet plons for the defence of North imerice
in future years should be based on present cepabilities ruther
thaen on estimated millitery requirements. iHe seid:

"to produce a productive programme for the future
defence of Caneda and the ted States, the military
planners must be given the authority to develop plans
which are produced in zccordsnce with sound military
plenning prineiples. It 1s recognized that the fulfill-
ment of requirements in sny plens so drawn would of course
be subject to review by the respective Chlefs of Steff snd
further review on the basis of politicel and econcmie

. considerations prior tu their spprovel by the United
£ States snd Cenade st the governmental level, Such reviews
should be conducted st levels sbove the MCC and the
militery plans in that Committee ahould hot be olrcume
scribed by these fuctors,"

l‘.g
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Se In the light of the above presentstion of U.S. views,

I can but conclude that if Cancdlsn militery planners are not
permitted to work with their U.S. counterperts, thea plens in
which we are vitelly concerned will be developed by U.S. officers
end firmed up without regerd to Cenedlsn interests. .8 s con-
lcqﬂnao;i the Csnadien Government will continue to be confronéed
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plecemeal with & series of U.S. militery opersting requirements
on Cenadisn territory whioch 1t will be difficult 4if not impossible
to deny.

Ge I ag swere that in requiring ﬁs 8 condition of Canadisn

approvel of Project COUNTERCHANGE the establishment of a Joint
military study group to consider azir defence requirements with
particulsr reference to early warning, we have in this one impor-
tent aspect of our Jjeint defence interests met the views which
the United States Staffs hold generally. 7T may say that in this
particular metter where the resl requirssents of the situation
had been obscured by the way in whieh the U.S., Chiefs of Staff had
been by-passed I felt that 1t wes imperstive that by a proper
objective investigation to be csrried out by responsible technical
personnel, we should be safegusrded from being stampeded intc &
vest undertsking, the costs of whieh we would have had to share
in, However, I should like tc suggest thut we consider mesking it
e generel practice to requlre simller sefeguerds in future, and
having first steted eleerly our understanding of the circumstances
of any such plens, insist on full participation by Cenadian planners
in joint planming sctivities. Ve would then be in & position
to require thet before any U.S. proposals involving defence in-
stslletions on Csnediesn territory could be comnsidered they would
have to be exemined by the spproprieste Cunsde-U.S. militery plenning
group (e.g., the ¥Military Cooperation Committee) prior to formasl
consideration by the Cenadien Chiefs of Staff and the Canadien
Government, “his would give the Canadien military authorities and
- the Caensdlsn Government the opportunity to insist on exacting
eriteric of necessity and soundness of concept, and upon the proe-
vision of sdeguete ianformastion at an early stage in the develop-
ment of such projects while they sre still mallesble,

7e I presume thut this important matter will come up for
discussion when the Journal of the April 1958 wmeeting of the PJBD
is consldered at the next meeting of Cabinet Defence Comuittes.

In the meantime, I would very much asppreciate the opportunity of
discussing the question with you and Mr. Pesrson at your coanvene
ience and in order to fucilitate this I propose to send coples of
tiis letter both to Mr. Pearson and to Ceneral Foulkes so that they
msy be fully informed of the enxieties which heve developed in

ny m%nd as a result of the experience I heve had in the PYRD dis-
cussions.

Yours singerel y, 1

‘a) sieCele ﬁﬁcﬁaughtan.
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- TOP SECRET SECURITY INFORMA TION

PERMARENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFERSR
CANADA-UBITED STATES

File PIB 135-11 5 April 1953

MEMORANDUM FOR THE MEMBERGS
SUBJECT: OStatus of Cenada-U,5, Military Plananing

is At the January 1953 meeting, it vas polated
out 4o the Doard that mumu&u&-t.l. plan on
wvhick to dage future security regquirements. The

Board wvas further advised that the Cansda-U.8, Military
Cooperation Conmitiee was &bout to proceed with the
prepéraction of 4 Future Defense Analysis.

2 In of 1951, the Canade-United Stetes Basie
Security Plans (MeC 1 ) vas revised. This plan is
composed of two parts, the Cansde-United States

Defense Plen, end the Capada-United States
Future Defense Anslysis. In this revision of the Basie
Security Plan, the previously included ’cn "Securi
Requirements-1957" was omitted and the >Caneds-Uni
States Future Jefense Anelysis” ves substituted in
lien thereof., The reasons for this change are cbscure
because the Mianutes of the MoC meeting ifacliude no
discussion a8 to the ressons for the change but only
ecord the decision.

3« The Censda-United Stetes Epergency Defense
Plan is current. Hovever, the Puture Defense inalysis
is still inm the initial stage of preparation even
though the subject has been on the agenda of all
regular meetings of the MCC since Mey 1951, The MCC
has experienced considerabdie dAifficuley in arriviag
&t & suitable format for the inalysis sad sgreeiang to
ite scope. The following extract from the Minutes of
HCC Meeting No. 1/53, held im Pebrusry 1953, revesis
the difference in thelensdisn and

_ U8, attitode toverd
the Future Defense Analysis:

e « « -« The Cansdian Chairssn stated that
the Cenadian Section felt the format shouldbe
elastic and the Vork Tean should beve &6 much
latitude a6 they needed as long a8 the following
Capsdian position is understood: The Causdisa
menbers of the Working Teeam may canly iandicate in
the ccneclusion of the paper in vhat spheres
presently plasned defense systems should bve
34 25 amiletianed sot radhndh - Bn -

e - any requirencnis
plsaning will be sdéveaced on & national besis,
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“The U.0. Section moted the Canadisa proposal,
but expressed the feslimg that the Canadiass
position would restrict the objective developuent
of the problem and mmm«m
of the Future Defense A PR

It appesrs that inherontly the Analysis must Qeveloep
unmmumounauuamm.

The difficuisy in erriviag &t en withia the
#CC a8 to the scope and format of Pature Dafence

Anelysio iies almost entirely ia the Cansdien pleaners®
laek of sashority to devaeloey reguirenents.

&+ %o produce & produetive i for the futare
m#mmﬁ:ﬁ&ﬂ ’gw“l‘m

uum nm»:m. It is that

11mew in any plans s¢ drewvn
am,uwum the respsctive

Chief wamummmu of

m m
umzammmmmmmpwumu
Committee should mot be circumseribed by these factors.

|
|
|
GUY v, BRERY |
Ha jor OCencral, l.n. uw {Ret'qa) |
Chairman, V.5, Sect

|
:
}* : TOP CECRST SECURITY INPORMATION
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‘ ) April 25, 1953

- £
@W. - (D1 e Y
L ey -y %”wémi

Relations with the United States

Defence

h Mr. Ritchie and Mr. MacKay

In conversations wit
ted States Minister, referred

on April 23, Mr. Bl
to conversations he

General, North East Command, &n

jointly.

2. With respect t
% - poth officers had expresse

bility of distant EW station
d that both of

loser~in radar

TLincoln". He sail

iss, the Uni
had had with General Myers, Command ing |
d the C.A.S., A{V/AM, Slemon

o "Project Lincoln" he said that
d grave doubts about the desira-
s as envisaged in nPro ject
ficers expressed a strong
defences and agreed that
be simply an invitation to Russian
W stations in order to keep

defence under a constant state of turmoil

e Arctic, Mr, Bliss
be invitations to an

Apparently,
rded

spect to airfields in th
agreed that they would
han additions to our defences.
nate landing strips for Thule were rega

ar defence for Thule, Mre Bliss

%ZE preference for ¢

%@3 distant stations might

&5 planes to make forays nears¥

& North American air

D and excitement.

3, with re

[ said both officers

= aggressor rather %

s however, the alter

%%i as of a somewhat different character.
/, 4, with regard to rad

Island.

said General Myers had indica
only one gap, namely tha

ted that there was at present
t apound the top end of Elsmere

o

5. Air Defence Coordination

Mr. Bliss said that General Myers ©
me from a conference with AV /M.

had just co

Canadian Air Defence

old him that he
James at

Command and that they had rgigned" an
ir defence arrangements for the North Fast

agreement covering &
£ U.S. North East Air Defence TForces would

whereby command o

be vested in C.A.D.C. which in turn wou
Mr. Bliss regarded this as & Very great step

Commanders.
forward in defenc

o2& e, /6 /us)

1d delegate to local

e relations. When it was hinted to him that

ces 2
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the U.S. Joint Chiefs had agreed in principle to this arrange-
ment Some months ago, Mr, Bliss appeared a bit chagrined that
he had not been informed.

6. U.S. Defence Construction in the North Rast

Mr., Bliss said that General Myers.was "putting the
heat on" Army Engineers to get all possible construction done
under present appropriations and unexpended funds since he
anticipated very little for construction in the next appropria-
tions @

e

R.A.M.
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g Defence Liaison (1)/M.H. Wershof/elb
- . Ottawa, April 16, 1953
- 50204 Jo TOP SECRET
: s - 7
e 4 v |

MEMORANDUM FOR FILES: 502d9-4ov/ ?194?
50216-40 (Goose) ‘\¢J
50216-B-40 (Gander) /!
Subject: Air Base requirements in Canada to
support U.S. Strategic Air Offensive

CUSRPG-EDP/53 dated October 29, 1952
was approved by the CUSRPG Chiefs of Staff Committee
on March 13, 1953. It is the current Emergency Defence
Plan of CUSRPG and is filed with 50030-G-40.

Appendix "G" is entitled "Preparation
for and support of the Strategic Air Offensive". It
says that the conduct of the strategic air offensive
is primarily a U.S. responsibility and that the following
are the bases in Canada which will be required for the
conduct and support of the strategic air offensive and
which wlll require some action prior to D-day to bring
them to a suitable state of readiness:

5 Goose Bay
QY .
@gﬁ%ﬁ Harmon
‘§§3}§%§§’ 'ﬂ Gander (alternate)
Tl MAY &
%,.h‘?; '% . 1 A . . - -
€§%§*%§§ . Defence Liaison Division (1).
SHF D
[N &
>
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.FBOM} ............. Diviston/.M. Narren /Ih/ﬁ | ;’/}dlf’}@ i

-In the attached memorandum of Mardh 23, Dr. Mackay has
suggested that Canadlan participaftion in the iinancing of the
consbtruction, maintenance and operational costs of luturo U..S.
defence installations in Carnada might be charged against our
mutual aid programme. Dr, Mackay's argumentg for Canadlan
financial participation are weighty and, in general, I would
not dissent from them. However, I am inclined to be rather less.
worried than he about letting the U.S. finance the whole or
most of these costs.if, in fact, the proposed installaticns are

" mnot of direct benefit to Canada, or in the ordinary way Wouid
not be undertaken as part of Canadla domestic defence. Ky
feeling is that the possibility ot our withholding permission ..
for the U.S. to go ahead with the installations would probably
give us whatever bargalning power we need with respect to
length of tenure. :

On thé assumption that some financial partlcipation
would be desirable, I am not too happy about the suggesticn
that our share should be chalked up against NATOC mutual aid.

My own reaction is that such a use of limited mutual aid funds
mignt be even less acceptable to our European allies than
direect expenditure on Ceanadian dcomestic defence.  Wouldn't it
be pretty hard for them to understand why their very real needs
for our mutual aid should be sacrificed to the United States,
which by any standards is well able to pay the full cost of
installations they require in Canada? I would have thought
that the sensitivities of the Canadian public were related
-most directly to the level of taxation and that the heading
under which Canadian financial participation in U.S. projects
on Canadian soll might be carried would not be a matter of
great concern. But it may be that Canadians would find it

Ry 4 000393
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‘Wffloult to understand why we should be giving mutual aid to
the U.S.. As for the argument that the mutual aid would tend
to remind the people of che U.S. that Cariada is making some
contribution to their defence, it might be worthwhile to
recall the psychologlcal reactlon to the offer of the late
Eva Peron to send relief to allegedly "starving peoplé in
the WMid West”

If it were considered necessary, perhaps Dr.
Wackav's moint could be mel Dy estaplishing a specilal vote
. Which would resemble Mutual Aid but would not merge aid To
v A/Lcountrles needins assistance and aia to a country which
FTnancially could well toob the bill itself. The vote might
be called "Detence Aio" (since the "mutual" element dis-
a@peared when we decided not to seek any offsets from tne

recipients Such a vote might be divided into tbree
categorles.

(a) conbtributions towards the ccmmon costs of
© NATO e.g. military and civilian budgets,
commonly: flpdnced infrastructire programmes,
etec. ‘

(b) aid to the defence services oﬁ eny of the
North Atlantic Treaty countries outside
North America. . I '

(c) contributions towards defence projects re-

: quired for the joint defence of the United
States and Canada. :

In the best p0581ble of possible worlds, funds
for (c) would be in addition to those normally prov1ded
for (a) and (b). This, of courss, might not entirely
work out in practice. L '

- One advantage of the above proposal is that it
might yield a fairly substantiel figure for our defence
2id which could be used in ‘the NATO negotlablons and also
in public discussions in Canada., It mig ght, of course,
be difficult to seek aopr00W1atlon on the b331s sug gesned

:4..‘-;
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above; espe01ally 31nce the term ‘of tne 1950 Act ml«ht

¥ have o be’ altered. An: 1mmed1ate practlcal dlfllculty

' »sug‘ested‘thatﬁthe eXpense anv01ved in expandlng produotlon

“fvﬂs that 1nstead

PR

is thé 1mbrobab111uy oft more 'funds- bean’appreprlated
for mutual 'aid abt’ the present session of: parliament. .
Thig poss1b1l1ty mﬂghu,Jhowever be borne in mlnd LOP

next year.|-

'»¢. _ So far as next year 1s“ooncerﬁed my guess ‘is that
tne pressure from other government depaeremts 1s” going. to
" be: TDCPeaSngly on- spendﬂng ‘mutual aid fdﬁ@s to maintain':
Canadlan prpductlon tines., You will be-aware of the. .
prOposal di's QGSQed~by DiD,P with! GeneraJﬂFoulkes and D.N. D
" forts he ur ductlon in Canada of. comp S ~fhe productlon-

= tis desirdbls “to malita 1ncorpora+ed
-neml;ltary end-items He:N duced in Europe
ff shore. procurement. ThN 1dea s now belng L

DfpartmentsvconQaneg ' i e

The 1dea:‘;'-gvﬂ
f rylng to buwld up one year's ammun—-~"'
1t10n stock plle present producclon facilities: for am-

‘“J munvtlon might-be- expandediand. kept in-beirg to produce

0 ot

‘four months* alpply O ammup1+“on,,three months. stockpiled
and one. months - “supply in .the’ “pipe - 1ine.: Ulth ‘such fac1l-' E

/ 1b1es An belng el would oniy “take. threeumonths Do,reach

full produ tvonNduvlng .an emergency, “which perlod Arould be’"
‘ ~‘Lhe “stockpile. ~The General has dpparefitly

7

fa0111t1esxﬂlgh 'Jﬂpala Ior from mutual ald and hat

A ?used for mutual ald and‘the productloﬂ 11ne\\
-thHSfimalntalned. In v1ew of. %he ammunltlon shoértagée in  \

N4
Europe, thlu looks 11ke a verv bromlslng probosel.. ‘x_,‘yA\V

it

to come,(at 1east at the offlclal level to’some meetlno'
of mlnds about the- compos tdon of any" Iuture mutual ‘aid -
programmes._ Perhaps Dr hackav's suggestlon for_u31ng
mutual ald funds (we Would suwgest under § O new name)‘
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FROM:

TO: TH" Sg:CRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

Security Classification

///J

THE CANADTAN AMBASSADOR ‘1‘0 Tﬁ firrED s«mma | s®m CRET

.6'07 =,A§;”f"' ile No. -
o G
(e

f‘f 5@3” 2o 2 8G = Ly

SECTICN

AJUNDER/SEC'S -
POL/CO-ORD'Y

Done

‘ Dc_:l‘e ,

* " References -

- Ext. 230 {eav. 34521

Following for the Under-Sscretary, B@g;nsz;'

1, Ve have been giving some Ffurther consideration
to vhat the agenda for the Prime Minlsterts dlscusslons
wight be, espscially in viey of the meworandun enclosed
wilth 3our letter of March 30th on the revision of the

"1947 sta emant of princlples of defence co- Qperacion.»

2, On this subject I have not a clear idea of what
new matisr we would wish to introduce if the statement
were revised, Ths principal changes since 1947 arise

- from, Tirst, the union of Newfoundland with Canada, with

the comsequence that the three leassd bhases there ave
now in Canadian tevritory; -secondly, the crsation of
the North Atlantic Alllance, with the consequences that

both countries are now in the North Atlantic area as

defined in the Treaty and that the United States has
bsen allotted specilal vesponslibllity for strategic alr
operations; and thirdly, the lncreased risk of alr

| . attacit on North Amorica due welinly to the Soviet:
. development of ap atomic weapon. I think it would be

very difficult to work out & joint statement whilch would
suitably take account of these very lmportant changes.
I would prefer to rest on the statement of 1947 and-to
regard that statement as being still valid, sxcept in

.such cases of later cccuvysncs in vhich both governmenbs

have agreed on modifications in particular circumstances,

3. From the Canadlan point of view, I take 1t that

"tha purpoze of any revision would bs to produce a nsw

and strong public affirvmation of Canadian control over

defence activitiss within Canadian tervltory. This seems

to me not %o bs a propiiious Tl politically to attempt
this, in visw of ths inersasing concern, as the
memorandun points out, over the »isk of atomic atvtack
en this continent.

%, -In place of an atbtempt to produce & nsY joinh
docupent, I suggest that the Priwe Minlster in his

: diwenqsLon with the Prasldent and My, Dulles should draw
'&bu@nbiﬁn to the statemsnt of 1947 and should orally maks

5@m@ oy all of the following points, whieh ars not
pIIOJLlV cover@d in 1t .

~5
©° 000396
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1. The lanadlan Governgent do2s not contemplate
any furtler 1ongvteﬁm legssg -of Canadlan tervitory to
the United Statas for defence purposes, but user righis
will D3 granted so long as thwlr nsceassity iz azreed on
by both sides,.

2, The influx of Unlted States personnsl to wan
redar stebtions and oilwyr facllitlies in Canadian Aretic
territories, whothey Joint or oporated only by the
Trited Stateg doos not affect in any vay (Ganadlan
. severaeignty av@f these torritorilss

3, As far as possibis, the Cavadion Goverument
wishes Yo aveold ﬁha Lagioning of Bnited States porsonusl
im built-up aroas in Qanada,

%, %he Oanadisn Governmont desives consuibtation
at as oarly & stage as possibls beforve nsvw Gefoncs projects
iﬁ?@l?&n& the use of Cenadisn terrliory are launchked,
ani of coursa, consulsation before auy action in or’
ovsr Ganaddilsn taufiuory is vaken by Unitsd States forees
vgﬁen night involve Canads in war,

5., The purpose of taking the line suggosted in the
provious paragraph would net b@ U0 propose nev arvangerments,
but to lwprass on the leaders of the now adminlsiration
the Canadisn positicn as 1t has alrsady been accepted
and applied in numorous eases in detail. The background,
of course, iz the likolihood thai the TUnited States will
contlnue e propose imeroassd dexemea facilities in Canada
for their owva use or joint use ox for Canadian operation,
uwnless the nev themss coming from Moscow prove to be mmre
sincere and far-raaching than ws have as yot any right to
O""gec Ly

0., We have also Boen considering hovw the suggested

itom Tor the agonds "intornabtional cconomic policilas®
might s mors Tully defined. Hothing definlite can be
expocted to orarge from such & discussion, but it mighi
Inlp o hesben the formulation of polley hers. Funthermors,

1T we camn scon put i 2 fuller proposal, the process of
briefing the Preslident end Ny, Dujl@s for tPialr meoting
with tha Prime HMinlsboxn Otghu to advance matiors somewhat.
You might congifer inaerming the followlng sub-hoads unday
The wmain ﬂu31 . '

(A} o joint interest of the United States and
Carada in promoting expansive solutions €0 world economic
Girflcul“ﬁ@s in view of -

(I) The continuing meeds of derence,

(IT) Thy mov problems raised by the recent shift in
Sovist poliey, amd

059:5
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{IT1) The yealizatlon in many deficit counseiss

‘that restrictive weasures ars sapping thelr cconomic

strength.

(R} ™o proposals of the Commonvealth Beonomic
Conforance and Canadaltg atbliuvde towards whom.

(¢} The meed for liberal trade and Lawriff policies
on the part of surplus countries, pavdticularly in MNorth
Amsryilea, and the abtendant political probleoms which this
recessiby saises, bobthk In Canada amd in the Unlied States.

T, In your letter of March 24th you weniioned that
a papeT on economic questions was being prepared. Do
you think 1t would bs a good idea to frame this papsr 30
that 1t mighit ve lelt with Ualted States officlals for
further study after the Prime Hinister leaves Washlngbon?

8., I agsume that the veporl for public consumpiion
on %She talls betweoen the Prime Minlster and the Praosident
will bake the foram of a rather full Jjolint communigue,
to he issued on the day of his daparture. IU seems ©O we
that it would be well for 2 starl to be nade on ouy side
at dzafting vhet we would consilder to be a suliable
comrpmnigue. It 18 unlikely that the vislt will wesulb
in nov agrsenmends: Dut 1t way, and I hope will, give an
impulsion teo megotlations leadiny to later agroewsnits, on
vhich the language of tha communigque might have an impoxtant

heaving.

.9, The State Deparbtment has been asking us for sows
indleation of the slze and composition of the Prime HMinisteris
party. e have Hold them that the minlwum will conslst
of v, Pickemsgill and a pyrivats secretary, but that onse
or wore (Cabinet Minlstewrs might accompany him. I mentionsd
this to Ifv. Pearscon when In New York last night and ke
sald that hp hoped that he would be able o be pressnt.

W Y D 00k D GIS ehe &M 1ID G a0
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TOP SECRET

Dear Hume,

Attached 1s a departméntal memorandum
prepared for Mr, Pearson on the proposed revision
of the United States-Canada joint defence state-
ment of 1947. -I should greatly appreciate your

commentse.

Yours sincerely,

sy Lo B WILOW e o
Ty &j Sy »\D & ;{l‘ﬂy‘.x»“&::' ‘r;’

Le D. Willgress.

He.H. Wrong, Esquire,
Canadian Ambassador,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

000399
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CLAXTON

Attached 1s a copy of & memorandum on the
proposed revision of the United Statss=Canada joint
defence statement of 1947 which was prepared for
¥r. Pegarson lazt weel. I thought you might wish to
have a Copye. o ' ' ,

I am sending 2 copy to Gemeral Poulkes and

- Mr. Plckersgili.

(S6D) L. . VILGRZSS

LeDeWe

000400



) Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
e Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur l'acces & l'information

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

. .
000401
.



. " Docpment a sed under the Access o Information ACt
5 . Dhum dvuigue en v e la Loi syr 'accés/a l'infopmation
‘ P /- W‘ e . — . i‘/ ' /L —‘T‘g
. / iy / i~ g L _;.;‘,},x@fv%q {ggf/m W .
' - £

— TOP_SECRET 2 o
~ N 3, - - A o, "&&GF&"&"’? ,
Q 2 2 quuvﬁfﬁ‘@é~ 4 o ' AL =p
W\Q/V s 'C/

@QL/
: N
MEMORANDUM FO NISTER 4 -

Y2 A
Revisioé/;f Joint Defence Statement of 1947

|

y
}
Y
The Department has under preparation a back= g?
ground paper on defence arrangements with the United
States in general and is working on a draft text which

0
S

might be a starting point for a revised statement of }\
principles of joint defence arrangements. '\ %
2s As you will recall, there were two statements Lzl
in 1947: +the public statement made by the Prime Minister =
in Parliament and released in Washington; and (2) the gy s
recommendation of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence o .
which is still classified as Top Secret. The public £
statement is based on the PJIBD recommendation but is = %%i
less detailed and specific. You may wish to look at the =] =5
texts of these statements which are annexed. ]
e It is suggested that in substance these state- &% .
ments, and particularly the PJBD recommendation, are FN =
still sound. A revised statement might be in the form &2 ]
of a reaffirmation of the statement or statements of A7
1947, Alternatively we might try for a new text. It e

. BE

is suggested, however, that before an approach is made g
to the United States Administration for a revision of ] gi%

the statement of 1947 or a new statement the possible - ;
advantages and disadvantages should be carefully weighed.

4, Possiblg advantages would appear to be:

1) that if a satisfactory joint statement could
be achieved it might tend to allay possible
apprehensions of the Canadian public about
increased United States defence activities in
Canadsa which are impending; and

\ .2) that the new Administration would be made aware

at the top level of the difficulties raised
for the Canadian Government by the proposed
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United States installations in Canada and es= -
pecially the stationing of United States person=
nel in Canada. However, 1t can scarcely be -
expected that the Adminisgtration will be pre=-
pared to drop its new proposals since the United
States public are becoming jittery about defence
against atomic attack.

Possible disadvantages would appear to be:

In view of political changes and the increased
apprehénsion of atomic attack by the American
people, we might not be able to get as satis-
factory a statement now as we got in 1947.

The accession of Newfoundland to Canada and

the North Atlantic Treaty haw profoundly altered
the situation in Northeastern Canada and, to
some degree, haw rendered obsolete parts of -
the 1947 statement, to our disadvantage. Para=-
graph (£) (1) of the PJBD recommendation reads:

UMilitary projects or joint tests or -
exercises undertaken within the terri-
tory of one country or the territory
leased by one country should be under
supervision of that country."

We have elearly no control over United States
activities in the leased bases in Newfoundland.:
Further, since 1947 we have agreed to the esw=
tablishment of the United States Northeast
Command which has control over all United States
forces in the bases, outside the bases in the
area and over which we have virtually no
supervision. Moreover, under the North Atlantic
Treaty strategic bombing is expressly the re=
sponsibility of the United States, assisted as
practicable by other members. Overflight of
Canadian territory and use of Goose are essentilal
to SAC operations. Although the United States
has agreed to certain limitations with respect

28880
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to overflight by SAC or SAC operations from
bases in Canada, such réstrictions scarcely
amount to "supervision".

There is also a profound change since 1947
in American opinion with respect to the
danger of atomic attack. In 1947 the USSR
» had not yet exploded an atomic bomb; the USSR-
JV had not yet produced aircraft capable of long=
+ renge bombing; and the United States itself
yﬁf had not achieved technical improvements in
any atomic weapons which have greatly increased’
WV /g Jhelr destructive power. In 1947, moreover,
g

- the cold war had scarcely begun. To=day United
{ﬁ}\%%yyw } States opinion 1s quite jittery about the -
« p }f possibility of atomic attack and tends to re=

. sgard the northern part of the continent as an
ﬁf\ S §7/Mopen frontier for attackers.

A,

unlikely 1t would now accept in full a state=

s gé xIn sum, although the United States might accept
,f'y tThe public statement of 1947, 1t would seem -

Jprﬁf g¢;¢x ment as explicit as the PJBD Tecommendatlion of

19477, Indeed, it might feel impelled to indie

iy
v @yjf jE cate in a joint statement that it had assurance
}k//\ﬂyifﬂ {5}?§ﬂ‘ from Canada of more tfreedom of actlon in opr
Y

ﬁég; ﬁ_ over Canada than is indicated by either of the
- 1947 statements.
"
(%% If the Prime Minister were to take the initiative
% W in proposing defence as a subject of discussion
590 during his visit with the President, it might

open the door to direct pressure for increased
- defence activities elsewhere. We have had
fairly authentic rumours that the United States
is likely "to needle us" for further contributions
to NATO (possibly in the form of mutual or
economic aid) since Canada is the only NATO
country which has been able to fulfil existing
commitments (except certain shortfalls in pro=
duction for mutual aid) and at the same time
to make substantial reductions in taxation,
and since Canadian defence expenditures in
terms of national income are substantially

000»04:
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lower than those of the United States. It is
quite possible, of course, that the President
may wish to raise the subject of contributions
to NATO, or even Canadilan defence policies

in general, and if he were to raise such
issues the Prime Minister could not probably
avoid discussing them. But we should likely
know in advance if the President wishes to
discuss this subject.

6. Whether we attempt a revised joint statement
at the present time I am inclined to think that a review
of policy by the Canadian Government in the matter of
joint defence is imperative, We are now faced with a
new situation in that the United States 1s virtually
, certalin to press for greatly increased installations
w7 o in thé older part of Canada, as well as in Newfoundland,
A}f (eeg., new radar chains, anti-aircraft defences for

P border cities, and alternate landing strips for Thule).
éér/ In the present temper of United States opinion, I do
J}f not think that we can refuse these 1lnstallations although
we might delay them for a time. If we are to retain
Mﬁ effective control of United States defence activities
5}§‘ in Canada, we may have to be prepared to put more into
joint defence activities both in the way of capital
: investment and personnel. Logically we might meet this
situation without increased costs by reducing our NATO

or United Nations commitments but this may not be
possible politically. From the standpoint of personnel,
we should perhaps review our military personnel policy
to see whether we could not employ, for home defence
purposes, more personnel who are not suitable for active
service abroad (e.g., more women for radar and anti-
alrcraft and male personnel below physical fitness for
active service). I suggest we should also consider
making contributions to capital investment on new
facilities and to operational costs even if these facili-
ties are primarily for the defence of the United States.
Mutual aid might be a useful formula for such contri-
butions. It might, of course, not be practicable for
the Government tgﬂﬁgliﬁﬁ_gglicy fully in these respects
before the Prime Minister's visit.
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CCRET-

A

36th Recommendation of quember 20_ 1946

Approved - U.S. Feb. 4, 1947
Canada Jan. 16, 1947

Discussions which have taken place in the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence, established on August
17th, 1940, have reaffirmed the limportance of continuing
to maintain in peacetime a close relationship between
the armed forces of Canada and the United States. It
is submitted that the obligations of the Governments
of Canada and the United States under the Charter of
the United Nations for the maintenance of international
peace and security would be fulfilled more effectively
through such a relationship. The Board, accordingly,
makes the following Reocommendation:

In order to make more effective provision for
the sécurity of the northern part of the western hemise-
phere, Canada and the United States should provide for
close cooperation between theilr armed forces in all
matters relating thereto, and in particular, through the
following measures:

(a) Interchange of personnel betwmeen the
armed forces of both countries in
such numbers and upon such terms as
may be agreed upon from time to time
by the respective military, naval
and air authorities,

(b) Adoption, as far as practicable, of
common designs and standards in arms,
equipment, organization, methods of -
training'and new developments to be ens
couraged, due recognition being given
by each country to the speclal cir=
cumstances prevailing therein.

(¢) GCooperation and exchange of observers
in connection with exercises and with
the devélopment and tests of material
of common interest to the armed services
to be encouraged.

....2

000406

[




Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur 'accés & l'information

- 2

(d) Reciprocal provision by mutual arrangemént
between the Governments of its military,
naval and air facilities by each country’
to the armed forces of the other country.
Each country shall continue to provide
reciprocally for transit through its
territory and territorial waters of
military alrcraft and public vessels of
the other country.

(e) Subject to any special arrangement which
may be entered into, each country will
be primarily responsible for the mapping =~
of its own territory and for the provision
of maps in:accordance with agreed needs,

(f) In time of peace certain principles should
govern the joint construction or maine
tenance of military projects, the carrying
out of joint tests or exercises and the
use by one country of military facilities
in the other country, when such activie-
ties have been approved by the appropriate
authorities of both governments, and these
principles should be applied on a reciprocal
basis as follows:

(1) Military projects or joint tests
or exercises undertaken w thin the
territory of one country, or the
‘territory leased by one country,
should be under the supervision of
that country.

(ii) Military projects, tests or exercises,
agreed to by both countries, whether
Jointly conducted or not, are without
prejudice to the sovereignty of either
country, confer no permanerit rights or
status upon either country, and give
only such temporary rights or status
as are agreed upon by the appropriate
authorities of the two countries in
authorizing the projects, tests or -
exercisese

@.00'5
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(11ii) Public informsation in regard to
military projects, tests or exercises,
jointly conducted or conducted by
one country in the other country,
or in the territory leased by it,
should be the primary responsibility
of the country whose territory is’
utilized. All public statements on
these subjects shall be made only
after mutual agreement beétween thé
appropriate authorities of the two
countries,
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U.S. Military Opersting Recuirements in Canada

— Alert — Fureks — River Clyde

Air Commodore futledge informed General Foulkes
at this morning's briefing meeting that the United States
want to improve the air strips at Alert, Pureka and River
Clyde as weather alternates, fighter recovery,and emergency
alternates in comnection with air operations at Thule. I believe
this is to come before the PJBD shortly.

I was not able to obtain any more information about
this item as Rutledge left immediately after the briefing
for another meeting.

KsW.M.

K.W.HMachellan

000409
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*(through Mr. MfcKay) /

Current Problems in the Development of Canada=
United States Defence Policys
|

There is much that commends itself to me in the redraft
of your memorandum dated March 20, There is one point with regard
to Canada~United States policy over which I would venture to express
some doubtsse

2e The statement is made in paragraph 19 that

uIf it is correct to assume that it is politically unrealistic
to reject any major proposals which the United States presents
with conviction as essential for North American defenceess™

I, for one, have doubts concerning the validity of this assumption.
I would not feel so unhappy if it were worded somewhat as follows:

"Tf it is correct to assume that it is not politically feasible
to reject any major proposal which the United States affirms is
essential for North American defence (provided Canada and NATO |
are also satisfied it is essential to the NATO strategy)ess" |

On the basis of this second assumption, I wouldnot disagree with the
general conclusions reached in sub-paragraphs 19(a), (b) or (c). There
might be some changes or amendments to this and other paragraphs but
they relate to an emphasis or shading of thought and do not appear

to involve a fundamental principle (v.ge, Canada being "after all" in
the NATO area)e

3e Your paper left with me the following impressionss:

(2) The United States has not told Canada (at our request)
| what are its plans for continental defence;

(b) The United States baving been given certain powers in NATO,
Canada shall inevitably do what the United States says, though
it mey obtain delay by seecking further information. ’

| 92000410
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(e) the United States has within NATO or elsewhere one
strategy and Canada has another,

bo Canada seems to have taken the line that it can manage its
defence problems by direct negotiation with the United States. Canada
and the United States have continued P.J.B.D. activities and carried
out specific military planning through the Military Cooperation Committee.
This compartmentalization, with a resultant mutism in NATO concerning
North American affsirs, may have met United States! and Canadals needs
to date. Let us assume, however, that the United States public opinion
or the United States Administration propose that Canada participate in
the full Lincoln Project involving say $15 billions. Shall it be
accepted by Canada, after a delaying action, as being inevitable?
Surely, as you suggest, it calls for a complete military and political
appraisal in Canada. Apart from the Chiefs of Staff learning the facts,
Cabinet presumably ought to have a thorough -appreciation of what is
likely to be involved and to take a decision. As you imply, Cabinet
ought not to drift about while the civil and military advisers allow
events to lead to then "inevitable!" decisions.

5e I appreciate that your conclusions and recommendations are
consonant, on the whole, with what has been written above. I was
concerned mainly with the wording of the first part of paragraph 19
and from the more general viewpoint of Canado-~American relations.

For, to say, in defence matters, that we must "inevitably" comply with
the United States views without first having thoroughly studied and
appraised them seems to be an invitation to "satelliteism! in the
other fields of Canado=American relations which I do not regard with
equanimity!

—
A Americen Division.
I\ ’I["!-‘ L

W
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CURREHT PROBLEMS IN THE DEVELCPMENT OF CANADA - UNITE
STATES DEPFENCE FOLICY .

HISTORIQAL_B&GEGHQU%B

At the end of the Second World War the Cansdien
Government adopted a policy'aimad 8% the removel from
Canadisn territory of Unlted States militsry personnel
and defence;install&ticns@ The Canadian Army Gtook over
the Ganédiaﬁ section of the Alaskas Highwaey, and the
RCAF and thé Deparitnent of Trenspors took over & number
of air‘fielés, weather stations snd communicetions
fagilities.  This was followed in 1946 by the development
in the P@rmGﬂent Joint Board on Defence of a stebement
of prineiyles to govern the natures and extent of the
cooperation and qallabarmti@ﬂ between the two counidries,
and at% the ;&ma time'presarve the control of sach countiry
over all abthLtiCu 1n i&s tervitory., The successiul
eoneiusion'of-ﬁhsa@ disoussions was evidenced by the
Thirty;faurth and Thirty-sizth Recommendstions of the
PIBD, and by the Joint Sbabements by the Governments of
Cenade and the United Stebes regarding defence cooperation
betwden the two countries, made on February 18, 1947,
{copies &ttaéhe&) , : \ ;
2e Fven while the avrangements for the take-over !
of Uels defence installatiuns in Cansda were still being
carried ouﬁ,:the worgening inbernastional situstion resulted
in V.9. representetions thaib a number of jolnt defence \
messures 1nva1¢iﬂg the establishament of large defence in~-
- stallations in Censda were necessgry for the security of

the two countries. The most importsnt of these mezsures
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were the building of the redar echein known as Project
Finatre@,-%ha gsbeblishment of a U.8. strategic elr base
at Gooss Bay:)enﬂ the setting up of the Jolnt Arctie
Veather Stebions. It was pointsd out by the United Stetes
at the time, that four or flve years would be'réguireﬁ
before these instellations couly be broughit to a state
of full sffectivensss, and this hes proved to‘bé the cese.
Sa Canade met the U.S. proposals by arrangiﬁg to
participete in the establishment and operatlon of the
arctic weather stations, by integreting 1ts own plans forv
radar instellations with the 1&?@63 Uefe plan, cnd by
sgreeing o lemse to the United Stoales an ares of land atb
Goose Bay, Subsequently, in the negoetiatlions for the
Goose Bay lease, the term of tenure provided was 20 years,
subject to r@negbtiati@n by mutual consent. Although the
fooge Bsy Lesse Agreement does notb mantio& the Horth
Atlanblec Treaty, it is not without significsnce that the
term of tenure 18 bo all intents asnd purposes the pame as
that for the North Abtlentic Treaty.
4o In 1949 the confedevabtlion of Canada and Hewfoundland
wag gorried out, and this led o a new ée?iﬁs of problems
arising out of the existence of the 99-year leased buases,
in whie& the U.8. armed forces enjoyed @ number of privi-
lsges not sceorded to them elsewhere in Censdsc, These
bases occupied gn important plsce in V.5, defence planning
both by reason of their location on the Novih-Eastern
approaches to the United States und becsuse of theilr walue
in conneetion with the operations of the Strateglic Air
Command.,
2 During the past three yesrs both Canada and the
Tnited Ststes have been lorgely preneccupiéﬁ with the build~
up of adequate NATO forces in Rurope, snd with UN operstions
s o 8 O
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in Korea. In following this policy, however, there hes
“been en important différenee in the positiocn of the two
countries. Tﬁeae MATO and TN commitmenis, ﬂageﬁnéf‘with
the bagk-up foroes to meintain them, have absorbed the
whole of the Censdien military maenpower resdurces avallable
in peacetime under the exlsbing menpower poliey. Noreover,
it is the view of the Canadian Government thet under existe-
ing c¢ircumstances the defence budget cannot be 1ncréaaed.
In the ssrly stages of the ecold war, thevvﬁitea States was
also'diapna@d b0 give prierity te Zurope and Korea in the
‘deployment of effeetive forces and equipment. Lore and
gore military resources are now becoming availeble in the
United States, and more ettention is beling pald, largely
under civilien pressure, to Horth smericen defence reguire-
ments. The Canadlen Gévernm@nt‘is therefore likely to be
faced by a new series of U.5. proposals for.defenca projeats,

ot of whileh are glated Tor the Csnadisn Horsh,

V.S, VIEGS ON THE NORTH AMCRICAN DEFENCE PROBLI

o " . Before congidering the U.S8. projects in specifie
termﬁ it would ba well to look Eriefly ab the situstion in
the United States which leads to their conception. Since
11945 the beliefl that auy ia%ure'wagwﬁnﬁﬁ be one of atonic
devestation has been scecepted widely in the United States,
especially in the Congress, This beliel has been reflected
in the adopbtion of restrictlive atomic legislation, snd in
the attenpts aflﬁheVC@ggréss to inorease the gize of the
gir force beyond that desired by the executive branch of
the govgrnmen€, in order o ensure ability to deliver atomic
bombs on the one hand, and to protect the eounﬁry'an the

other. Although support for this atomic poliey is qulites

000414
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general and has come from bBobth porties, it 4is siguiflcant

that the element of the Republicen party wniqh has besen

‘most oritical of the forsaign and deleénce policlies of the

Tromen administretion, and which now appears ¢ be in
commend in Congross, hes been 108 most enthusiastic pro-
.Qoﬁent.

74 vhen this situstion is coupled with the U.3.
éyst@& of carrying out militery planning in a pollitieal
vacuum, it i8 sasy $o see how the U,3. Governpent becomes
the sponsor of wilitary projecis which 1t is convinced

are essentlel, snd which it is easler o press on with in
the face of Cmﬁdﬁian.abjee%ioma thsn Lo &ttemﬁt o resist
the domestic political pressures which will surely develop
if they sre not carried oub.

Be : There sre bhree areas of defence activiiy from
whick most U.Z. projects involving Caneds will arise, The
first of these stems from the situation in the U,3. North
Bast Commsnd, -perticulsrly in relation te Thule, The sscond
resulbs from the U.S. conviction thet the early waraing
olement of Lhe continental air delence gystemn must be greatly

improved, The third srisss from the need for improved air

~defence measures slong the Canede - UlS, border, particularly

in aress of industrial development, These measures include
the grenting of e gréatsr freedom of sction for V.8. fighter
aireraft over Censdian territory znd srrangsments for the
anvi-alroerslt defence of vitsl points situsited at or nsar

the border.

HORTH TAST COLBAAND

e The complex of bases on Newfoundland snd Lebrador,

and ot Thule, straddliag es they do & likely invesion route,

either to or from Russia, has crested a special defence

» L] L] 5
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problem whiech has already given trouble to the Censedian
government. Kore difficvulties lie ahead, particula?ly in

connechion with the base at Thule, This bese is inbtended

to pley en imporitent part ip the fuldlilment by the United
P i Sl —————

Stetes of bhe strategic air role amllocated %o it by NATO.

e -

Cenade is thus under some moral obligatiopn not to hinder

ite development by restriotions on encillary activities

on adjecent Cznadism bLerrliory.

10, Effective vperation of Thule requires a number
of alvernate landing strips, and the only:pcssible sites
gre in Canaéa. in addition, 1t will ragﬁire protective
&adar instellstions end a chain of navigstion aids, both

for air snd surface ¢ralt, $tr@tchingvn@rzn from Goose bay.

Unless these requirements are met, Thuls's velue as &

forwerd bese will be severely restricted, and the lives

of V.8, servicemen using the base lmpsrilled,

BARLY VWRNING SYSTEHS

1i. There are many indicabions that Project COUNTERCHANGE

-was Just "early warning” of proposals for a much more

slaborate alr Qdefence system than hes hsreitofore been glven
conslderstion in Censda. The sir defence siudy carrled

out last summer by the Llpcoln Leboratories, and which led
to the initiation of Project COUNTERCHANGE, indicated thatb

U.8v military selentists snticipate attacks on a scale of

~effectivensss beyond what has been envissged by Canadisn

planners. The U.S5. scisntific experts seem convimﬁéd that
the latest types of sbomic bombs sre $o powerful that just
one would be cespable of knocking cut any but the largesh
elties, From this 1t follows tnat‘ﬁne ensny cen afford to
expend a eonsiderable effort to ensure delivery of such

decisive weapons. IT any one of severael bombers sllotted

L] L 0 6
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to 8 glven terget should get bthrough, then the defeonce

hes fajled. Consequently, bthe defence must strengthen

148elf Lo the point whers it can sxect slmost complets
attrition sgainst a very henvy obteck.

12, This concept appesrs o be in the process of

being embodled in U.S. continental defence policy, nob

only for militaery reasens, bul al%ﬁ because it is politlieslly
populer and in aecord with e deep convioticn rooted in the
memory of Pearl Harbour. 45 a corollery, Cansda can ex-

pect bhat the United States will insist on & very larvge

increase in the seale of gir defencé measurss and portice
ularly of eorly warning facllities in this counbry.

1$; “aAlbhough Project COUNTERCHANGE purports to be

no mmré than an experiment, bthe UldS. ALY Torce nag stated
openly that it has b@en_insﬁructed to carry out planning
on the basis that the experiment will be suecessful and
that it will be decided to consbtruct & complete dlstunt
parly warning chein scross the Aretic, %o bé_@yera%icnal
by the end of 1955,

14, At the seme time the U.S. slr Défenee Command is
known to be developing a plan for the phased construsﬁion
of a series of sarly werning lines starting at the northsrn
perimoter of the exlsting radsr chaein, wiﬁn an aretic link
ossigned & low priority (f.e. 1t would be deferred for
four or five years). The sir Defence Command plan appeecls
to Donadisn experts who have sesn it as belng more logical
then COUNTERCHANGE, but it offers even more problems to
the Canadien wﬁvarnmant since 1t would involve many more

radayr instellations on Canadien berritory.

INTERCEPTION ARRANGEMENTS

15, The Csnadian Government has, to date, restricted
UeSeAsTo lnterceptor operations during peacetime ovar
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Censdisn territory, %0 aress aﬁ&&ceat,to-tﬁe Canada -
U.H. border ageinst unidentified siremaflt apparently
intending to oross the boundary. Moreover, U.Seh.H.
aireraft ere not permitted, under sny circumstances, bto
engége sn airecraft over Canedian territory.

16, The United Ststes Alr Force has objected to
this policy on a number of grounds, ineluding the follow~
ing: |

{a) 4t does not meet the needs of the situablon
in Worth East Commend,  perticularly ait Goose

 Bay;

{b) it wouid be possible fox é hostile aircrait
in some sreas to fly & course paraliai 0,
rathoer bthen boward the border, and to bomb
U.S. bargets from Canadien bterritory;

{c) there are large areas of Conada (e.g. the
ﬁrairie provinces and bhe western helf of

Ontario) where U.S. aivoralt operating from

></ beses in the Unlted States provide the only
wﬁ}ww o aveilable Tighter force. The restrietion
'ﬁng%%ﬁﬁg agoinst engagement of hostile sirveraft in
] Eﬁy%fi’ these areas imposes & serious lilmitation on
Pi%‘$§}ﬁ . the effectiveness of bthe intereeptors.
17. | Discussions are now being carried on by the

PIED with a view to evolving srrangements whereby USAP

aireralt might intercept unidentified elrcraft and en-

gage hostile airerelt, in accordancé with Cenedien rules

of intereeption and engegement, anywhere in Canads where
RCAY eircraft are oot availoble. The problem here will

be to evolve prooedures whiech will make possible the
exerclse of effective Canadian counbrol over such operabions.
18, A related question is the anti~aiwéraft defance
of'sgeg points &s Detroit end Nlagera Falls, whére proper
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siting of V.S anti~ai£eraft batberies would reguire that
some be locaited in Csnaeda., The U.S5. Government conslders
that 1t is necessary for these positions Lo be manned now
on & 24-hour basig, and for the guns %o be under U.8. con-
trol. The Canadian @bvernment, vn bhe otheyr hand, doss
not wish to have U.3o ﬁraﬁys stetioned ln Canads for thigs
purpose in peacetime, and in gny cass would not be pre-
pared o have fire control exerciged by the U.S5. eubhori-
ties. The Cansdlan Ar¥my hes no snili-sircralt troops
available for assignment o these sltes, 1% cen be ex-
pectbed that il a solution to thig impesse is not found soon,
the U.S. Government will make vigorous representatlons

through diplomstie chennels,

COURGES OPmI T THY CANADIAN GOVLRNXEHT

19, I€ &% is correct bto gssume that 1t is politically
unrealistic to reject any mejor proposaels which $he United
éggéﬁa-gf@sents with convietion ag essential for North
American defencse, then it would é@em wizse to ecknowledge
thils unpeletable faet at the oubset and bend ocur efforts

t¢ measures which will reduce thelr undesirable Tenbures o
& minlmum, The following measures ave suggested:

{a} Perticipotion in Plenning

For the past two yesrs Canadisn planners heve
not been permitted to participate in planning which
implied e potentisl regquirement Ffor Cenadisn forees
i the plans were sdopted. ‘This interdiction was
defined in the minubtes of a meeting of the Chiefs
of Staff Cormmitbes held 1n September, 1850, in the
following words:

"From now on, military plarﬂiﬁg must be cone
lgidered &3 an indication of what would actually

be done by the individual countries. While

s+ + 9000410
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the r@quireméﬂts indicated in plons could

not be vonsidered commitments from a legal

point of view, these planning requirements would

consbitube & very real commitment. Accordingly,

no indication of forces should heneeforth be

included in plans unless bhe provision of these

forves were within the service prograns

approved by Cabinet Defence Committes. IT

forces were inecluded in plans wlthout having

prior approval of Cubinet Defence Committee,

it might be nevessery labter to moke chengss to

conform to Government policy. Thils would resuld

in & repudiation of Csnadian representatives on

international teams.®

Valid though this positicn may heve been in

19560, it would seem that the events of 1983 have
overtaken 1t. With its peacetime military rescurces
fully commitbed in Korea aund Furope the (Cansdlien
Govermnment, in effecit, is presented by the Unlted
Stetes with o 1list of North Ameriesn defence reguire-
ments and the statement that *if you can’t do 1%,
we'll be glad to," VUnder sueh clrcumstsnces it is

of cardingl Importonce that bhe Canadian Government

be able to setisly itself theit the United States

demands have some basis in fact and that the United

States plans are mppropriste to the needs of the

b A A e,

J— menn,,

2313 ﬁ:?wdywﬁ . situations) It would seem thab the best way of doing |
# Mgt ERD .
4 ol ~
W Ko Aﬁﬁﬁﬁg* this would bz t¢ insist thot before any U.3. pro-
M@é'm @JAJ G‘;{; o . o " a . . A - 3 . o
¢ ¥ poszals involving defence instsllebtiung on Cansdlan

s0il ¢an be considered, they would bove to be
exanined by @ Cansde - Y,S., militery planning group

(e.g. bthe Military Cooperetion Comaittes) prior o

+» +-0 10
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veference o0 Lhe Canadian Shiefs of Suaff and
the Cenadian GﬂVaTnﬂ@ﬁtq{/TQia would give the
Conadian millbary mp@ﬁoriﬁi@s &uﬁ the Cenadian
Goverament the opportunity Lo insist on exacting
criterie of neaeséity and soundness of concept,
snd upen the provision of ade quate information
et an early stege in the éevelmpm&nt of such
prajents. |

{r) Participation in Iaplesentagbion @f Defence Prujects

Tt would seem self-gvident that the nors
Conade contributes, whathew 1t be personnsl, con-
gtruction of facilitiss, supply of equipmsnt, or
otherwise, the stronger will be its bsrgsining
position in negobtiations with bthe United States,
nob only with r@gﬁrd o tha character of joln%
defence projects, but'also with respect to the
measure of de fsoho é@nﬁrél exercigable over U.S.~
peeupied installations on Qenedlan territory.
During the psst &ix.yé@rs meny scehemes bo asccomplish
ﬁhis purpese have bsen ccnsidered but have [loundered
on the rock of an already fully-commitied defence
budget. However *, 1t has been sugmested recently
that ngaﬂa san expect to be subjeeted to conslderable
_-pressure by her NAY¥0 sllies to lneresse the level of

ﬁgyaﬁ . e defence expenditures, If there is eny likelihood

A et ¢ . .that this demand will be met, consideretion aight
ve glven to doing 80 by ceﬁﬁtructing f&@ilihies'end
supplying @q&ig@eaﬁ for joint defence prajeets in

Cenada, wiich, after all, is within the NATO terrie

_....-—---.-...._‘,_,__,_q

M ntting,

“ﬁﬁkd%‘ : | “tory uO ne ﬁ@tended. “dutual aid funds might be
‘ uged for this purpose.
One further device which hes been rejecbed in

the pust bub might be given further considerstion
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would be Ffor Canads b0 construct installetlions
and supply equipment for reatel te the United
States during the period of occupation of the
ingballations by @embers of the U,.,5. armed forces.
This prooaduﬁ@ would be partleuvlerly appropriete
in the cese of the provigicr of sids toc naviga-
tion in the Arebic. |

Lsmertion of Canadlsn Soverelgnity

The li&elihéod that the United Stetes would
‘sver queatlon the Csnadien claim bo even the
most northerly Arotic Islends is very small. DBui
the true exsrclse of'sovaraignty means moye bhan
the uncontested asserbtlon of edministrative con-
trol over an area of lend, - it is a menifestation
of g unity of nationsl purposs, This will most
certalnly be adversely affected by the presence
of numbsrg of American btroeps and large, Or DUMSTOUS
ﬁméll, Uela military.installatimna unless the
Canndlan yeoyie are thoroughly imbued with the
ides that bheix presence in Conada is s part of =
Jointly sgreed plun in which both counitriss are
perbticipeting on an equiteble begls., It 18
suggesbed thét in order to sccompligh this purpose,
the Cansdian CGovernment should as a mabber of

poliecy follow two main courses of ac¢tion:

$ored

}  deke some mabterisl contributiocn to every U.S.

project in Censda..

In some cases 1t will be possible tec do this
by arranging that & project be treated as an
addition to an existing scheme in which Canade
ig wlready & partner., For sxzemple, the nine
radar stations whish the United States wishes

« s s 12
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to econstruct in Onterio end British Columbia

can be btreated os an addition to Pinetree.

Conadu is slready contribubing more then her
' amreed share to this project.

ii) Teke every opporbunity %o siress in public

stutements that U.S8. forces ars in Cuanads as

a part of a joint defence schems bo whnich

both countries are contribubting snd wnien ls

50 their mubtual beneflb.

Itlhaa been suggested thab inis PrOcess

might be Teecilitated il Canads - U.S5. defence
arrangenents, either as & whols or ot i@aat

in the Hortheastern reglon, wore oétansibly

éealt with within a WATO framswork or scmmeﬁd
strgctufe rather than biloterally ws at

oresent, and possibly this ides merits considers-
tion es 8 matier of policy.

Ragar&laéﬂ of the menner of presentgtion, it

would seem desirable that a much more vigorous

W,yﬁ“ effort than heretofore should be nade %o develop
~ ) :
N I . . iy . :
W W the sertiment smong Censdien people that our joint
- A ‘V s .
& . .
YJﬁg ~ defence errangements are o real contritution to

the strength of ths free world, and therefore soma-

thing to be proud of.

CONCLUBIONS AND RICCULENDATIONS

'20,' ' The basic prisciples of defence cooperation, as
expressed 1n She jolni ststament of Februsry 12, 1947, are
69 soupd today as théy were when formulated, although the
languege in which the stutmment was couched refleets the Tood
that 1% wes prepered at the end of ths wer, when presumably
both countries could look forwerd $0 & long period under

peacetime conditions. It may thus be concluded that if

' ‘ s+ o < 000423
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Ceneada yregéaeﬁ sny revision or rephraaslpg of the prineclples,
the United Ohates would expoct that they should teke sccount
of the worsening internstionsl siiusiion which has develap@a
in thﬁ mesnbime. The result would therefore almost cerbainly
ve in the direction of greoater defence cooperation By Lenns
WJ&&F$W$ of increasing infermslity in srrsngements. This, in tura,
: would be bound to lesd to mn impsirmend of Canade's control
ovar its own btevritory.
&l. It would seem desiratle thas pefore baking up with
the United States the.ﬁraﬁﬁ&r implications of future Folntd
defence Messures, ﬁhﬁ Ganadlan Covsranent should re-aspess 148
own policliss in the light of the deﬁa;mping situation. In
. doing so, conslderction might be given to the following:
S

/ {b} perticipition in s materisl way whensvey

) participation im jolnt defence plunning;

o

possible ln inplementation of joind defence
projeeta In Causdlian tﬂrritoﬁy;
~ {e] conscious development of publioc vpiniocn in
favour of jeint defence measures;
{a) rrequent emphesis, when engeged in Joint
defence discussions wibh U.0. wuthoritiss,
on the dAifficuliies reised by ambls lnus

U.&Ge dufence projects in Conadian uwrrivury,

B2 Floally, it is subnitted that there might be much
) A
o » wigdom 1o svolding bilaltorsl discussions % a hlgh level
N I
4 I addtdinn

on general guestlons of joint defence. Insiesd, oll Cansdisn

agéncies which a8 & part of their reguler functlons, will be
the reelplents of V.8, proposals for defencs projects in
Goneda, should be instructed o mnke use of every epportunity
to give informul expreasion tu Cansdlan pulley slong the
following lines:

{a) The Cenedien Government is always Pfully prepored

to eolluborate on messuren for the joint defence

s % %
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of the two caungf{es which are mutually agreed .

-

to be necesaar.: and which are without impairment
of the control of either country over all
activities in its terrvitory.

(h) The Cahadisn Covernment, in developing 1ts
defence pélicy end programme, considers thad

¢2 . for the present its grmed forces can most effect-

-

ively be employed in the delsnce of Caneds snd

gﬁ v the free world by ubtilizing the bulk df_its GOl
( y
W %HJ’§;°W betant formetions in en actlve rols in Kores

& ) |
CMJH\ and Northwest Burope. It also conslders that
? (‘9*‘ , N : _
‘QQNPM W& under the cirsumsbances which now exist, 1t is
| not posgidble for Cenads substantiaslly to increase
aither the forces or resources 1t has sllocsted for

the defence of Horth Ameviocs.

c) ‘The Caﬂaaian Government recognizes that the Uﬂit%d

ot MR

'ﬁ/g | utaues Gsvcrnmanb may deem 1% necesssary for the defence

e S 20 2 Wt b 20 i

i

of Nerth imerica, snd in perticulaxr for the defence

{ of possible btargets in the United States, that

f defence forces snd installotions be- placed in Canada
| ; additional to those already mubtually agreed upon.
\f. | However, it desires to impress upon the United
?'\ Shates &@vernmﬁgt Ehatythe baoing in Cenada of U.5.

N, forces and installotions gives rise 5o serious
problems for the Canadien Gavefnment, both pollbical
and sdeinistrative.

{d) The Cenadiaon Government considers that becaus& of

g em——— ——

these problems, snd because of 1ts responsitility
tc ensure thet any crrangements are without impaire
ment of its control over sll achivities in Cunsda,
1% must reguire thatb: |

(i) the United States Government should keep

} . , the Canedion Goverament fully iaformed.
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of the scope and general naéure of congi-
t :nbel defencs plans, snd of the Tactors
which form the basis of the conclusion of
Lo . the VU.5. Government thst implementation
of.tne‘§lans is necesssryg

($1) =ll propossls for establishing U.S. forces

or defence installations in Censds shall,

| . " before considerstion by the Ganadian Govern-

v

rnent, be referrcd to a Joint milltary plan-

‘ning group {esg. the Hilltery Goopgration

o o | Commitbes), the Cenedisn snd B.S. Sections

’ of which shall report to their Covernments

‘ - | thraugh‘thalr respactive Chiefe of 3tulf.
In its deliberations; the jelnt military
planning group shell be gulded by sgreed lne
belligence ectimateny

{111) orrongements for'tha control of foreces ghell
continue as ot precent egreed;

{1v) ¢he Censdian CGovernpent shall have the right
et any time Lo have 188 forces bteke over
from Usbe forceg the responsibility for man-
aing defence instelletions in Canaday

{v) the arrangenments Tor tenure by bthe United
States of any new defence jastullutions in
Cansdsa shall provide for terminotion whea
required by the Csasdien Government, ofter
review by the Permenent Joinb Board on Delences.

i

~\\\
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Mutual Aid to the Unlted\State

fW} states oo &

o B The attached telegram No. 232 of March 21

*from our NATO Mission indicating that we are likely to .
e under pressure from the Uhlted States for increased 7x

contributions to NATO, confirms the apprelhiension- that //

some of us have had about the external repercussions of

the recent budget. ‘ ,~57;%g%f2£"0

2 You will recall that at a recent Inter~
departmental meetlng on radar, etc., 1t was suggested
that if we had to increase our defence expenditures the
increase should be for defence at home rather than abroad.

Se As you know, we are likely to be under great
pressure over the next few months to accept a substantial
increase in United States defence installations and es~
tablishments in Canada, €+Z., new radar stations or chains,
alternate airstrips for Thule, construction of A.A. sites
for the Detroit-Windsor and the Buffalo-~Niagara Falls
regions. While the defence of Canada might be enhanced

to some extent by these installations, for the most part
they are for the direct benefit of the United States and
are not regarded as defence requirements of Canada by
Canadian defence authorities. The United States is, of
course, willing to pay for construction and operation and i
to man such installations but will probably insist on

some arrangements for long-term tenure. Certalnly we

are not in a position to man many of these installations

at the present time although this should be a long-range
objective. Participation by Canada in the cost of con-
struction should, however, strengthen our bargaining
position with respect to tenure.

4. It occurs to me that, assuming we are under
pressure to increase defence expenditures, and in parti=
cular mutual aid, 1t would be desirable for us to take on
some responsibility for financing United States defence
requirements in Canada and that the formula might be
mutual aids The formula might be applied to maintenance
and operational costs as well as construction costs. That

esoel
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is, if Canada were maintaining or operating a station
required by the United States but not by Canada, main- \
tenance and operational costs should be charged against 1
mutual aide If we use this formula, it would tend to
meet possible criticism from our European allies that
inecreased expenditures were for home defence rather than |
NATO. Such a formula should also be more acceptable
to the Canadian public rather than one which would provide
for direct contribution to installations in Canada -
which we could not seriously justify as military require-
ments of Canada. Perhaps the formula of mubtual ald might
also tend to remind the American people that Canada is
meking some contribution to the defence of the United )
States ~ the assumption that the United States is defend-
%ﬁg Canada is liable to become prevalent in the United
atess,

€ 6 /@W
AW o
ECmmiC— RoA.M,

RB.Bugee (0 hewrrnet loeis )
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® COPY

| Security Classification 1y
.} FROM: THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CARADA TO
| THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL, PARISL CONFIDENTIAL

File No. 1

| TO: THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

A o -

Priority System _
CYPHER-AUTO No. 232 | Pote Mareh 21, 1953.
Departmental é
Circulation B_ej_e_grlc_:_e__:
MINISTER .
UNDER/SEC -
D/UNDER /SEC Subject:  NATO Annual Revlew; Csnadian Position.
AJUNDER/SEC'S . '
POL/CO-ORD!'N
SECTION 1. You may be interested in the following piece of
gosslp. i

2. Yesterday in London oﬁto Clarke, who had recently %
returned from Washington, warned Plumptre that the l
Amaricans, during the current anmnual review, were planning
to bring great pressurs on Canada to Iincrease its

contrlbution, Questions were bsing asked in Washington

Done why Cenada should reduce its taxes while the proportion
Date of its national incoms devoted to defence was 30 much
References less than the American.

[ 2l A

Done

)

Da’ré
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NOTE FOR FILES 50209 and 50216

(1)

9,-1953 which described the conversatlons held
between Mr. Eden and Mr, Dulles in March 1953.

(2)

99 19530
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béfence liaison 1/W.H. Barton/lm

SECRET

(/Fjbiz>\4if§@5 éib?é;;;é;:’,¥30
| rch 12, 1953, {F%? , % .
& .

Use of U.S, Bases in the United Kingdom
Extract from Teiégram WA-598 dated March

ng, Mr, Eden remarked that the statement

in the communique of March 7 (copy attached)
that the use by the United States of bases in

the United Kingdom would be-a matter of joint

decision, was a renewal of the undertaking
given by the previous administration and no

more than this."

Pext of Telegram No., WA-602 dated March

1. In paragraph 8 of my message under reference
T reported Mr. Eden as saying that the communique
of March 7th reaffirmed that the use of the
United States bases in England in an emergency
would be a matter for joint decision., This

was a repetition of the undertaking given to

Mr., Churchill by the previous administrations

the language used in the communique is, indeed,

...2
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identical with that employed in the communique
issued by President Truman and Mr. “hurchill
on January 9th, 1952. )

2. Arneson of the State Department has informed
us that Mr. Eden introduced this subject at the
insistence of Mr, Churchill, In the State De-
partment this caused some concern, on the ground
that there were many similar undertakings given
by the previous administration which remained

in force without any reaffirmation, and that
there was therefore no need to cover this parti-
cular point. Mr. Dulles, however, agreed to

meet Mr., Churchill'!s wishes.

3. A similar undertaking was given by the Truman
administration to the Canadidn CGovernment about
the use of Goose Bay and Canadian air space. I
think we should not seek to have this under-
taking renewed, since its continued validity

is not in doubt.

Defence Liaison (1) Division
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ARTICLE PROM Tl LW YORE TIMES OF 'ARCH 8, 1953

y
WASHINGTON, March 7 = Following is the text of the cormunique
on United States-Britigh political btalks:

Iin addition to the discussions on economic and financial prob--
lems, the Foreign Secretary, Mr. Hden, and Secretary of ftate Qulles
discussed bthe international political developments that have taken
plece since thelr conversations in London early in February.

1)
They exchanged Qiews regarding developments in the Soviet Union.
(2)

With respect to Furepe, nparticular sttention was given to the
subjeet of the proposed treaty for a Buropean Defense Community.
Both the United States and United Kingdom Governments are concerned
that the treaty be ratified as speedily g possible €5 as bo provide
Purther contlnental unity which 1s essential to the mpst effective
operation of the North Atlantie Treaty Organization.

(3)

They also congidered tho situvation in the IMiddle Tast with
particular reference 1o the mejor probleps in the avea, and were in
agreement on the urgeney of furthering constructive solubions in the
interest of all concerned,

()

With respect to Iran, “r. Zden oaid that Wer Vajesty'e Govern-
ment were decided to stand on the prorosals presented to Prine
finlster Mossadesh on Feb, 20, 19853, Thege proposels were the result
of many conversations and careful study of all the factors involved.
In the opinion of the United States Covermnment these propesals are
reasonable and fair. It agreed to: : ;

(A) Iran would retain control of itae own oil ipndustry and of itg\
own oil policies. S\

{B) The problem of compensation would be dispcoscd of in such
a way that there would be no sacrifice of the principles which form
the very basis of international intercourse among Tree nations and
the payment of compensation would be fully compatible with the
rehabilitation of Iran's ccononmy.

(C) Iran would have full opportunity to enter into arranmements
whereby it could sell its oil in subgtantial quantities at conpetitive
commercial prices in world markets. :

(D) There would be placod at Iran's disposal sufficient funds,
t0 be repaid in oil, to meet its immediate financial problems pending
regumpbion of the flow of revenue from its oil industry.

(5)

The two secretaries of Htate nlso congidered the Far TWastern
situation. They reaffirmed the imMportance of prevenbing the shipment
of strateric materials to the mainlend of China, Mr. Fden stabed
that Her !ajesty's Government in the United Kipgdom, in addition to
the system of controls already in force, had decided:

(A) To inbtroduce a new system of licensing vessels reglastered in
the United Kingdom and colonies to that strategic materials fronm
non-British sources could not be carried to China in British ships;

(B) To take additional steps designed to ensure that no ships
of the Soviet bloc or other nationality carrying strategic cargoes to
Chipa should be bunkered in a British port.
| (6)

Under arrangemeats made for the common defense, the United Statbes
has the uge of certain bases in the United Kingdom. The prior under-
sbtanding was confirmed that the use of these bases in an elercency
would be a matter for joint decisioa by ller “ajesty's Governmentogo43s
the United States Goveranment in the lirht of the circumstances n_
vailing at tie tiue, .t
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March 6, 1953, v7 | ]
o 50a12-~40 (boﬂ(aﬂade&Jx\
VEMORANDUM FOR FILE: 0 o o (wiod ¢ )
50-1°q - 4o ( 0 " \

Restrlctions on Canadian Planners

Attached are the following papers dealing -
with the restrictions placed on Canadian planners
when undertaking joint reguirements planning with
the United Statess

(1) CC 1788-2(JPC) =~ A paper prepared by the Joint:
Planning Staff (JPS) for the information of the .
dJoint Planning Committee containing the direc-
tives issued by the Minister and the Deputy
Minister of National Defence in this regard;

(2) Minutes of the 7/53 meeting of the JPC held
on February 19, 1953 at which the above JFS
paper was discussed;

(3) Minutes of the 535th meeting of the Chiefs of
Staff Committee, February 19 and 20, 1953 at
which the question of restrictions wes dig-
cussed.

2 - Mr, Glazebrook suggested at the 7/53 JEC
meeting that the Canadian representatives at the MCC
meeting should enguire informally whether the United
States planners were under similar restrictions.

Ma jor J. P. Brennan today informed me that the United
States planners at the MCC meeting told him that they
were not restricted in any way when planning require=
ments. However, that did not mean that the requirements
recommended would necessarily be accepted by the United
Jtates Joint Chiefs of Staff or st the political level,

000436
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Ottawa, March 2, 1953

/ ? ,VJWW SECRET
fren I+ w File: 50209-40 - M

l =4

1 PG . by/ 59{792/ “He "ﬂ(
MEMORANDUM FOR MR @V Y | / /(f r g MJ

| o |

Subject: Proposed Rev1s1on of U. S”'""ﬁanada‘1947——-~

Joint Statement on Defence Cooperation

I asked Mr. MacLellan to review the files
1eading up to the 1947 J01nt Statement

Annexed 1s the result -- two memoranda

dated February 27 and 28, 1953, summarlzing Parts 2 and 3
of File 52- C(s

Vj’wiﬂﬁJﬂi}} Defe cé'%EﬁEzZEnﬁf§I§Lon (1)
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IM Defence Liaison (1) K,W,MacLellan/ams
g N’\WE SEGCRET | “é”“’-"“‘“('

M{\ PO Sy

Ma. ¢ S

l_g[\'M e o 3 Uﬂ""’ ?ebruary 28, 191‘53; % J

Hee

Horody™ AN T :
Lo g,w:a;” Mﬂ%ﬁNDUM FOR MR, WERSHOF (through W
9"“’&‘6): ‘Q;,O_/WXGanada-United States Defence Co-operation
> T4 foy W Resume of File 52-C(S) '-,-—Pa'_—P_rt 3
r.,.,.aswmu, dated December 1, 1946 to August 1, 1947,
"'f o F H’S:—-/ In preparation for the talks with United
9%%1‘;&%5 officials on Defence Co-operation, a series
2. +%Wof working papers were prepared on the following
AR

>
13
X

12

~~ Subjects:

L.
Wy(l) Background and Purposes,
. e ~" .~ (2) Political appreciation,
"‘W (3) Civilian Operations in Support of Defence
S ) Pro jects,
: TL o

& Publication and Registration,
) Sharing of Defence Costs, :

M«‘;}y A~y (8) Position of the U.K. in Relation to Canada-
. UsS, Defence Planning,
e

Goose Bay,

o~ e The discussions took place in the Chateau

Ml‘/ agurier, Ottawa, on December 16 and 17, 1946.
Minutes were prepared by E,A., Dow of the United States

Embassy, and also by E.W.T, Gill of the Cabinet Secre- _
: ariat, Mr. R,}M, Macdonnell wrote a memorandum, dated
December 23, 1946 for the Prime Minister summarizing
- ZZZ/ ,,{77/’ the discussions.
0'” - .
Q,W e On January 16, 1947 the Cabinet approved the
/,«//V g~ PIBD 35th Recommendation (Principles of Defence ]

Mco-operation) and various amendments to the draft
announcement were proposed by External, Washington

'i; }:,; Wnd the Cabinet Secretariat,
M//}'ﬁ/ 4, On February 5th, the Cabinet agreed that 4

W a joint public statement should be made by the two
T % Governments and that a Supplementary statement be made
in Parlisment by the Prime Minister,

000439
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Se The U.K. High Commissioner was kept informed
of progress in drafting the statements,

6a At the same time as the Prime Minister rose
to speak in the House of Commons, on February 12, 1947,
" to announce the principles of Defence Co-operation,
~a copy of the Joint Statement and &fi an explanatory
letter were handed to the Secretary General of the
United Nations in New York. A copy was also given

to the U.K., High Commissioner, Mr, Garner. The full
text was sent to Canadian missions in London, Paris
and Moscow and a summary was telegraphed to all

other Canadian missions,

74 An exchange of letters took place between
Stone of the Washington Embassy and Hickerson of the
State Department on February 14, 1947 gualifying
Principle No, 4 of the Joint Statement. Stone's letter
stated, in part:

"Reeciprocally each country will continue to
provide, with a minimum of formelity, for the
transit through its territory and its territorial
waters of military aircraft and public vessels of
the other country.

"In the view of the Canadian Government,
this principle in no way infringes on the complete
Jurisdiction which each country meintains over
its territorial and boundary waters, The Canadian
Government would be glad to learn whether the
United States agrees with this interpretation®,

Hickerson's reply accepted this reservation,
8. The UsK. referred a draft statement which

they proposed to make defining the U.,K. Government
attitude on the Joint Statement to Mr. Pearson.

ol
e An interesting problem arose O}éiaihe question
of publishing the Joint Statement., The/Adviser held,

in a memorandum dated June 18, 1946, that the statement

c o » 3 000440
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was not a legally binding treaty in form or intention,
and as it was not thought that it should be registered
with the United Nations, it could not very well be
published in the Treaty Series, On the other hand,
the Exchange of Notes qualifying the 4th principle
could so be published. The problem was not solved

in this volume of the file, although an interesting
solution was proposed by Mr. R.G. Riddell on July 15,

19047,

K, W, lMacLellan,

000441
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TOP_SECRET

-

February 28,

.

152209 w9

MEMORANDUM FOR THE_ACTING MINISTER Gl .—

Pending U.S. = Canadian Joinﬁ Defence
_GQuestions .

You will recell that when I referred
to you telsgram No. WA-485 of Februmry 24,
1953, from Mr. Wrong in Washington, glving
some of his thougihts about eurrent joint defence
problems, I stated in my covering Hemoraundum
that I was sending to Mr. Psarson in Wew York
the text of bobth thé telegram and my Memorandum,

Abtbached for your information is a

" copy of telegram No. 135 from the Psrmanent
Representative of Canada to the United Nations
in New York giving Mr. Pearson's comments on
the telegram and my Memorandum.

(SGD) L. D, WILGRZSS

L. D. W.

) 000442 ‘
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o*°  Defence Liaison (1) K,W.MacLellan/ams

aﬁgﬁéaiﬁ%?ﬁﬁ%ﬁtﬁ

.vsf-*" -
%MW SECRET -
VA

February 28, 1953,

g g

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, WERSHOF (through Mr. Barton)

Canada-United 3tates Defence Co-operation_
Resume of File 703-40C-=~Part 3,
dated January 1, 1944 to February 28, 1947.

I 4o not think that you will find this file
to be of muech interest or use for the project you had
in mind. It is primerily concerned with administra-
tive arrangements for PJBD meetings, but for some
reason contains,in its later sections, editorials and
press comments on the PJBD and on the Joint Statement
on Defence Co-operation,

This subject seems to have been included
on the file following an exchange of correspondence
requesting the Canadian Ambassador to Mexico, Dr,
Keenleyside, to write an article on the wartime role
of the PJBD for publication by the CITA. Dr. Keenley-
side had served, as you are aware, as Acting Canadian
Chairman of the PJBD prior to his "translation" to
Ambassedor, - . '

Ay

K, W. MacLellan‘

000443
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Defence Liaison (1) K.W.MacLellan/ams

e s e
[

PrEY i \l

SECRET

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WERSHOF (through Mr.

Canada~U,S, Defence Co~operation

I have looked through file No. 52-C(s), Part
Two, =~ "Canadian Post-war Defence Relationship with
the United States" -« as you suggested and have made
the following notes for your informetion,

2 This, I think, is one of the most fascina-
ting files I have ever seen, It traces the gradual
development of Canadian thought about the necessity
of post-war co-operdation with the United States fer
the defence of North America, This policy gradually
developed in spite of the strong opposing pulls of
the relations of Canada with the Commonwealth, the

‘ obligations to the United Nations Charter, concern
over Canadian sovereignty and reluctance to abandon
the attempts to continue in the post~war period the
international co-operation which had existed during
the war,

Se The sequence of events which I have flagged
on this file are as follows:

(a) On December 19, 1945 the Canadian Cabinet
decided that a Canadian planning team should meet
with a United States planning team to form a joint
Canada~U.S, Military Co-operation Committee for the
purpose of revising defence plan ABC=22.

(b) The MCC prepared on May 23, 1946, an "appre-
ciation of the requirements for Canada-U.S, security,
No, 1" and on June 18, 1946, submitted a "joint
Canade-U,S, basic security plan", based on this
appreciation, which provided for:

2 000444
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(1) Preparatory measures (such as provision of
facilities and forces required in time of
peace in order that defence tasks may be
carried out in time of war) and

(ii) Joint defence tasks to be undertaken by Canada
and the U.S. in the event of an emergency.

I believe that this is the first combined Canada-U,S,
plan which set out defence measures to be taken in
time of peace,

(c) On January 17, 1946 the PJBD submitted a
memorandum concerning defence eo-operation between
Canada and the United States. This memorandum oubs
lined six measures of co-operation including exchange
of personnel, standardization of equipment, joint
manoeuvres and tests, reciprocal use of military
facilities, provisions for mapping and surveying and
exchange of military information. It was first
thought that this recommendation (to be known as
No. 34 if approved) should be put into effect by an
Exchange of Notes between the two countries, but
this proposal was later abandoned. In addition, the
recommendation was sub-divided into two recommendations
~= No, 34 and No, 35. No., 34 was drafted to contain
the provisions for éxchange of military information,
and was not intended for publication,

These two recommendations came before
Cabinet on May 9, 1946 when it was agreed that recom~
mendation 34 be approved but not published, and that
action upon recommendation 35 be suspended pending
further exemination in relation to defence discussions
with Commonwealth countries.

(d) On the initiative of the United States Section,
the PJBD again took up recommendation 35 during Sept-
ember, 1946 and revisions were suggested by External
Affairs and the Chiefs of Staff.

lrd
® * % 000445




(e) On October 25, 1946 the United States Ambas-
sador, Mr. Atherton, informed Mr. Pearson (then,
U.S.S.E.A.) that Mr. Truman thought that discussions
on military co-operation between the two countries
should be conducted at & high political level, and
suggested that he meet with Mr. King in Washington.
This was agreed to, and the discussions took place
three days later, on October 28, 1946. A prepared
message which was used by Mr, Truman as a basis for
certain of his remarks to Mr. King was later given
to the Department of External Affaeirs by the American
Ambassador., Mr. King agreed that this "oral message"
should be used as a basis for discussion between the.
two Governments on a political and diplomatic level,

(f) The revised 35th recommendation of the PJBD
was approved in principle by Cabinet early in Novem-
ber, 1946 and copies were sent to the U.K. authorities
(one was given by Mr. St. Laurent to Mr., Bevin in
New York and the other was sent to the UK. High
Commissioner in Ottawa by Mr. Pearson), Mr. Bevin
left a memorandum with Mr. St. Laurent which outlined
some U,K. views on Canada-U,S. defence co-operation.

(g) An informel meeting was held on November 21,
1946 in Ottawa with thre United States authorities

to discuss procedure and agenda for the inter-
governmental discussions,

ol

K. W, MacLellan,
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FROM: THE CANADIAN PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE T0 | foy Security Classiiication

THE UNITED NATIONS, NE" X DOP SECRET
c»b”/

+ ,,% >

~ File No.
%A
TO: THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS u A / Y 7 < D
/n I /Z&’V gggy el

Priority System :
CYPHER~AUTO No. JAb- Date F GbI'U.S.'._PY 26 » 1953. |
A - A\ [
Departmental A ‘ ; \/ |
Circulation Reference: Your telegram No. 102, Pebruary 25. |
MINISTER / ~ _ |
D’}’SSE%S/E%C 0 Subject: Joint United Statss-Canadian Defence Question
R/SEC'S > . ' ’
A/UNDER/SECS R” \/' While I agree that the timing of the proposed : f
- i :
D I“ o conference ls important, and we should not ask for 1%
s :
\ prematurely, I feel, st the seme time, that we should not
¢ i
postpone it indefinitely. Therefore, I think the Prime |
l a . |
5 Minister should mention the matter when he sees the |
7 ' . President, and with a date in mind. ;
"1 . ' - . |
B : . |
19 : = DR n &l R o
i — | "GWHERADED TO SECRET

TR A SEREET

B .
— A

(e~ WYJ;Z%\

*'

o

- Done. il
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- Security TOP SECRET....... :

MESSAGE FORM [ -
OUTGOING SI207 2

S| <0

FROM: THE SECBETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

TO ....HE.AD.OE..ROST WASHINGTON ncr .......
> i M LATRAET ﬂﬁa? 73 ‘eﬁﬁPﬁﬂy
J;;J)Q 1% \L—’U\M'Um RS Y S

-.-----....-.---.....---.......-ov.....---.o-‘---------.-.-o..-o..o.--o.oo.-.-oo-.-- ----

£ )
. _ DEDRET A SR
Message To Be Sent . o . Date ‘ . ' For Communications Section Only
IR CYPHER . No. £ -F4| February 25, 1953 _ SENT - FEB 25 195
N CLAIR , ' _ 3 ' = , —
.ODE : ‘ :
E: | - oo
YPHER  _Ju?> | xxx REFERENCE:  Your WA 485‘0f Februar¥§?&"_.
Priority - °

SUBJECT:: Pending Joint defence questions

..... TNRQRTANT M. | T b oo o gwﬁu-v—i.%~?«<,w£i\ :_

ORIGINATOR C Thank you for your telegram, which I have
T SR ..| sent to Mr. Claxton and also to Mr. Pearson in New.
(Signature) : ‘ ’ . .
- ork, ‘It N k i
~M'§ Uyepfhﬂf/élb Yor I have sent my comments to Mr. Claxton in a
1" Nam o
e memorandup, the text of which is being sent in a

NAv.. D.@ ..... L., ( .l) ........
| telegram to Mr. Pearson in New York marked for

repetition to you.

(N ame Typed)

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS?

nternal D1stf;1but.10n . e
S.S.E.A.F~ ms.&E.M”ﬂ

#%7é?‘?3

JNE@e s esensasnsosesnsevsassscssse

Copies Referred To
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MESSAGE FORM  [Fite Ne. |

' OUTGOING

50209 - 490 l
!

s |57

SECRETAﬁY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

. /X - .
... REREAT. WEORTANT 70 WASHINGTON 2%l vvevveerenn. e,

Messa;e — éenc — . | Daté ’ ) For Communications lSe::v'tion‘.%nly
AIR CYPHER e/ [ /2 ‘February 25, 1953 -sENT.- FEB 291353
EN CLAIR , N L P e LR 1 RN - e '
cooe CEFERENCE, TSTERADEY TU SELHEL
CYPHER, XXX —— C DERANT A CELRET
Priority ) 4 R A . . i
. : SUBJECT: Pending Joint Defence Questions with the
.. TMEORTANT oM. ... - Cn - _ -
RS i United States
~ ORIGINATOR S o v
' ' 'Following for Mr. Pearson from Wilgress, Begins:
(Signature) a Following is text of WA-485 of February
M.B wershof/elb | - N . -
......... (.N.a.n.e. .'l:y.p.eé)“”“”. 2)_[_ f“r*om wrong :1 :

Local Telv. ‘e 3402

ooooooooooooooooo

' ‘AppnovED/bY )
Sl AN N
§\;f_,;%ﬁvy

----------------- ‘:\\{:\- -g‘-} “5:.
(Signature) ! ‘ﬁ"g) '
PV A

(Name Typed)

Internal 'Dist{ibution: ‘

S.S.E. AL="0.5.5.E.AL""

Done:

1 Date.

a’“‘} /" N -
oG A (Qé;/ 2.2

Copi'es Referred To: .

--------------------------

Ext. 97 (Rev. 1/52)

(GOMMUNfCATIoNs: ‘Please insert text)
| -.‘ | - Text ends. |
2. I have sent. it to Mr. Claxton with'the following
comments: ‘

- "I am inclined to'agrée with the considerations
which Mr. Wrong has emphasized'wiﬁh,respect to the
"timing ahd agend%/bf‘any U.S. - Canada conference at

the ministerial [level convened to consider the
revision\of~tﬁe'statement of principles of defence _
c6opération'Whicﬁ was médé public in Febrﬁary, 1947,
and to discuss defence activities in the Arctic. I
‘Suggest that for the foll '

c’bw",f) ' : ‘ .
tAto press for a ministerial meeting fiee

owing reasons it would be
deéiréble ﬁo ' |
.. for the time‘beiﬁg:
"(1) The new U.S. administration is both
inexperienﬁed and pre¥occﬁpied.with magny

matters which it regards as more urgent

than Canada - U.S. defence;

000449




(2)

(3)
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There is some advantage in a

situation where the U‘S.'Gevegnment
regardszanada - U.S. deferce as

a matteflof iow br;ority, since

under such circﬁmstances,thgfe.is less

likelihood of ambitious new defence

projects being preésed_on"the Canadian .

Governﬁent;_
More time will be available for the
developmgnt at fﬁé“éfficial level, énd

thé consideration at theﬂministefial

. level, of Canadian views on these important

matters."

* SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.
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N

/ W/ (o be?
WINISTER -y

Subject: Pending U.S.-Canada Joint
pDefence Questions

telegram NO.

VEMORANDUM FOR_THE Aégm

vou will have seeln
WA-485 of February 24, 1953, from Mre Wrong, @& e -
copy ©of which I sent to you this morninge : %f
T attach, however, an extra copy for ready o mea
- reference. g‘g
T an jnclined ®0 agree with the
considerations which Mr. Wrong has emphasized e S
with respect to the timing and agenda of any =] &3
U.8.-Canada conference ot the ministerial P Dl
level convened o congider the revision of ==t
the statement of principles of defence CO- g%% =]
operation which was made public in Februalry, e &
1947, and to discuss defence gctivibies in F5 e
the Arctbic. I sugees that for the following gzg %gg

reasons 1% would be desirable not bto press

isterial meebing Ior the time being: %%%
==]

for a min
(1) The pew U.S. administration is
both inexperienced and pre—occupied
with many natters which it regards
as more urgent then Cenada - U.S.

defence;

", (2) There 1S some advantage 1n &

\ situation where the U.S, Govern~-
ment regards canada = UeSe defence
as a matter of low priority, since

2
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under such circumstances there is
less likelihood of ambitious new
defence projects being pressed on
the Canadian Government;

(3) More time will be available for
. the development at the official level,
and the consideration at the mini-
sterial level, of Canadian views on
these important matters.

I am sending a copy of this memorgndum,
and of the telegram to which it refers, to Mr.
Pearson,

L LA

?

L. D. W.
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s

Date.

References

I
I

i Done

i Date
20M-50-P-704

Defense, mey be in sowe measure an exceptlon.). ,

1. It may be wvorthwhile for me to pass to you,
before Mr. Claxton leaves for Washington, some thoughts
about current joint defence problems. Since I saw you |
In Ottawva Mr. Pearson has wmentiocned to me the proposal
that there should, before very long, be a meeting at -
the wministerial level to. conslder the revision of the
statement of principles of defence cooperation which
was made publie in February, 1947, and to discuss
defence activities in the Arctic. A winisterial confei- .
encé was also mentioned ln a message received from -
Mr, Claxton last week, vhich he and I discussed on the \
telephone° 4 t

I
v

2, If a conference is to produce satisfactory
results its timing, as well as its agenda, requires
careful gonsideration. At present the Defense Department
here, in addition to problems a2rising from the change of -
civiiian commend and the almost complete lack of baek-
ground knowledge on the part of Mr, Wilson, Mr. Kyes, ;
and the three secretaries of the services, "1s preoccupied
with urgent matters of organization and finance wany of
whieh must be presented soon to Congress, on top of the
pressures relating to the E.A.C,, NATO, Korea, Indo- ;
Chine, ete. In this situatlion questions concerning the |
joint defence of North Ameriea have a low priority at :
the wnoment and are unlikely to receive much serious
consideration for several months. (Project counter-
change, vhich, as you know, has been pushed by the Civi‘l
Defense ﬁdmlnistration and not by the Department of

3.

I do not know much about our desired agenda for

a2 ministerial conference, but I think that its arrange-

went is & matter which the Prime Minister might take up
with the President when he visits Washingtéon, so that
an impulse should be given to % from the top. Should
not the P,J.B.D. also be brought intoc the picture for
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preparatory work hefors the conference takes place?

B, You might let Mr, Claxton know before he leaves
that I had a brief talk last night with Frank Pace, former
Secretary of the Army, who has 'been assisting in the
changeover in the Pentagon., I mentloned that Mr. Claxton
might be visiting Washington very soon. He sald that he
thought such & visit was desirable, provided that 1ts
purpose was to establish personal contact with the new
¢ivilian leaders in the Pentagon and not to take up
matters of substance, since Mr., Wilson and his asgsoclates
vere not yet in a position to discuss such watters ussiully.
He rewarked that there was advantage in Mr., Claxton'’s
"getting In early", as he put 1t., I agree with Pace's view,

5. As to project counterchangs, I doubt that thers
would be any point in mentioning it execept in the wmost
general terms durlng Mr. Clexton’s visit. It seems to ne
to be unnegessary that the Canadlan reply (your messages
EX-323 and 32% of Februasry 23) should be delivered before
his arrival. Ends.

@ e £ D D &1 CT T e AN D D OB -
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); A ) Ottawa, February 24, 1953
V S EC
. Mﬁ//’File: 50209-40
MEMORANDUM FOR MR.|JACKAY %wﬂgfzgiil,éiizii———
February 12, 1947 concerning defence
cooperation between Canada and the United

ks
W\
Subject: Proposed revision of Joint Statement of
States (Treaty Series 1947, No. 43)

In the record of Mr. Pearson's recent
meeting with Mr. Dulles, it is suggested that the
revision of the Joint Statement might be discussed
between the President and the Prime Minister when 4
they meet later this spring. I have heard unofficially
that Mr. Pearson has in mind that the President and
the Prime Minister should not discuss substantively
Canada - United States defence problems, but should
pass them for discussion to a later meeting of appropriate
Cabinet Ministers.

2. Annexed for convenlent reference are
coples of the followlng 1951 memoranda:

Your memorandum of June 11, 1951;
my memorandum of June 13, 1951;
my memorandum of June 22, 1951.

The originals of these memoranda are on file 50209-40,
which is the current general file on Canada - United
States defence relations. You.uwill see from the enclo-
sures that Mr. Pearson asked in 1951 whether the Joint
Statement should be revised, but nothing was done about it.

3. The subject file for the negotiations

in 1946-47 was 52~C-(%), which is a dormant file. I

think that all papers from now on relating to the revision
of the Joint Statement should be carried on file 50209-40.

2 . .
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L, As you know, the Joint Statement of
1947 was preceded by a recommendation of the Permanent
Joint Board on Defence, which in fturn was preceded

by Ministerial discussions. You may wish to consider
whether the PJBD should be brought into the proposed
negotiations this spring.

5. I should be grateful for your guidance
as to what 18 at present required from Defence Liaison (1).

Defence Liaison Division ().

‘ cc to American Division (without enclosures)
Mr, Barton (without enclosures)
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G |

{2) BExtengion of Ybhe Continenitnl Rods
befence System, Canada end the United Btaltes -~
agread ig aﬁlﬁxah&ngg of Hotes dsted fugust lgt‘%;f;w”do
and August Toh, 1951, to sn egbension of the e ‘J{ P
eonbinental. radar defence system In Gana@a.;xﬂi:iisfaﬁ"'
These Hotes were tabled in the House of C:%?

Commens on Pebruary 25, 1953. The radar defence

systom in Cansds has been jointly planned by

the Canedian ang U,5, Goveraments as ?&rﬁ‘af a8

coordicoted continental system rather than on

a nationsl basis, This means that the Unived

- Btates has an equal jntergst with CGaneda in the

information provided by these radayr stations.

The Permsnent Joint Board on Defence evolved

the formulsa, one third (Crnada) two-tbirds (U.8.)
es an egquitable division of the costs of é@ﬁsﬁruco
tion, operaticn and maintenance of the stations.
The agreement also provides that Canade may
undertalke to man statiens which are United

States SHir Force respoasibilitys in fact, the

ReCofialy 13 already moanmning scms of the stetions

assigned to the U.8.4.F, in fooada ond more nay

bo taken over at zems future daty il considevesd

desirsble,
5 ¢ s 000459
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: ' There are 33 stetions in the PIUEIREER
Proleet desoribed sbove. Caneda is linencially

rosponsible for 11, the United S%ates for 22. &t

preseat Cansds has underisken to men the 11

- gtationg for which 1% is finsneially responsible

znd 5 stations for which the Unlted Stotes is

financlelly responsiblie. The effective date for

the operaticn of the whole chala ig now July 1,

- 195%. The Unlted Stetes has made an additional

request through the Permanent Joint Board on

Befence in Sepbesber, 1952, for the establishment

ef ¢ additional temporary rader statlons in Canada

{6 in Onterie, 3 in Pritish {olumbla). dpproval

to condust site gurvays hes been glven to the

! United Stotes by Hote Ho. D-BY of Jpril 2, 1953,

{ and although Gabinet Defence Committee has authorized

{ the constructicn and opsration of the stationg, the
United States will pot be so indorued wntil &
reguest is received. S

L Project COUNTERCHANGE, The United States on

- Januery 30, 1933, requented Cansdian concurrence .
in on egperimental early warning project ia the
Aretie,  Canafien persission wag granted by Hote
Ho. 163 of Februery 27, 1953. Cenadian spprovel
was subject to & mumber of conditions, the uosb
importent ol which was thatea Jolnt Hilifary @tudy
Group bhould be set up to consider the whole

B,
R

| question of Caneda-U.5. air defence. (TOP SECRET)
(3) . u;;:_,v ] ) 4; ;¢ %h@fﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁt
Gtates was granted permission by en Hxchauge of

Hotes of Hovesber % end &, 1952, which were
tabled in the House of Commens oa February 25,
l@ﬁ?g'té gonstruct and operate globsl couwmunice~-

tions facilities neur Hermon Leased Base in

6. .
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Hewlcundland. The agrecsent provides for a
-flexiﬁlﬁ form of tenure which, in effect, péfﬂiﬁa
the staﬁﬁaﬁ to continue in operaticn enly asc long
as Canads agroes that there is & continuing need
for it in the mubtusl iatersst of both countries.

gimilar fmcilities are to be constructed

ot Goose Bay wader the terms of the Googe Bay Leuse.

- by the B.C.AF,

{%) iorbay. The right to usé & number of bulldings
and facilitles at Torbay alrport for aﬁmiﬁiatrati#a
purposes has been granted to the Unlted States on

a teorminabloe basis. The airfield iz coentrolled

- bduring the last war, - The U.B8.4.F,. has established|

i1 Probisher Bey to assigt in V.8, operations in the

L _ The United States has been granted a8
renewable oile-yoar leese (terminable on 30 days
notice following considereticn by the P.J2.De)
- to occupy &11 the unused buildings built et Torbay

|6 gemoral depot at Torbay Alrport sand mekes

' extensive use of the zirfisld for administratlve
 {1ights,y since the nearby loessed base at Fort

| Pepperrell has no airficld of its own.

| : ‘
1 {5y Erobisher Bay., I 1981 the United Stautes
was given pernission to station ebout 150 men at

Fer Rorth. The R.C.4.F, prevides the commonding

|officer and operetes the control tower.

v ’ ’ i
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(6) pedioping Tsland Memther Statlon. This
ig the lagg“cf g seriss of weather statiocus
still operated exclusively by the Unlied States.
Tracefer to Usnada has not been pado becausae §
of shortege of Cansdilan tschnicisns, !

(7 Ghurqﬁigl. Yhere is s detachment of U.S.
troops at Churchill working with Csnedian forces
on testing and experiment in eold weather,

(&) Other U3, Activiities. Reciproecal arrange-
menits uader which the Alr Verces of sach of the
two countrles may intercept unidentifiled alrcralt
over ithe territory of the other, in dccordance
with & Hecommendatlon of the Perasnent Joint
Board on Defence, wag announced iu the House of
Comnong on Decepber 1, 1952. Interceptor aire
eraft wust obey the piies of interception
procedure lieid down by the country over which
the interception iz made.

“here are officers of the U,8. forces
in Canadian haad@uarﬁﬂrs and formations and
Ganadian officers in the United States. here
is an exchange of students belween the Staff

Golleges of the two counirles,

a [ ] *
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United States students attend Hational Delence
Gollege but no Cenedian students sre at the
United Btates Natlonal Wer Gollege.

Procedures Ior the movement of ground
forces, military aqmipﬁent, alreraft and ships
betwesn th§¢twﬁ countries have been much
simplified during and since the war. Hany Joint
exercises are gairied out in feneda with a
winimua of fefﬁalitg‘

¥ile Hpe 50209-50
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‘ SECRET Qi/ &M{;j (g%u
February 23, 1953.
CA™ > /svz/ewo

A ]
30;}@”% s ﬁﬁg

1

Subject:s United States Flghter Squaﬂluua\
at Goose Bay.

~ The United States Sectlon of the Military
Co=0Operation Committee has informed the Canadian
Section that it considers that there is a military
requirement for the deployment of four squadrons of
fighter interceptors for the defenee of the Northeast
air approaches to the eritical industrial areas in
Canada and the United States and to protect important
military and civil installations in Newfoundland and
Labrador as follows: .

(a) Two squadrons at Goose Bays
(b) One squadron at Harmon Basej and
(e) oOne squadrohéin the Torbay-Argentia area.

2e As you are aware, one U.S, fighter inter-
ceptor squadron was posted to Goose Bay last fall on

a temporary basis -- this belng taken to mean that the
squadron might remain at Gooseé Bay until Canada was
prepared to undertake the air defence of the base with
Canadian forces. . It now appears that the U.S, are
likely to ask formally for permission to station

‘another squadron at Goose Bay,

3e The Chiefs of Staff Committee discussed
this matter at a meeting on February 19 and agreed that
the Canadian members of the MCC should ask their U.S.
colleagues to drop the proposal to station a second
fighter squadron at Goose Bay at thls time and, as an
alternative, suggest the positioning of a fighter

2 ¢ o
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squadron at Limestone or Thule.

L, , Accordlng to ‘the draft Minutes of the
Chiefs of Staff Committee, the Chalrman, Chiefs of
Staff, said that, although Canada had agreed to
consider the positioning of a second U.S. fighter
squadron at Goose Bay at some future date, the U.S.
should be informed that politically the time was not
right for such a move, If the U.S, continued to press
the matter, the Government might suggest that a
Canadian squadron now scheduled for NATO be stationed
at Goose Bay and the U.S, undertake to provide a
further squadron in Europe.,  He sald that this would
make political sense in some quarters, but inter-
nationally it would be a poor move. Accordingly,

the U.8. should he urged to drop the matter at this
time,

Se The report of the Canadian Section of the
MGC is likely to be discussed at the next meeting of
the JPC and doubtless will come up at the next meeting
of the Chiefs of Staff Committee. Our representative
at the meeting of the JPC will endeavour to obtain
full information on the proposal,

OF
WERSP
M. H.

Defence Liaison (1) Divisions

c.¢., American Division
D.L.(2) Division.
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: -~ EXTRAGT FROM * *© ., ° " _5"’_"
"1 0RMD OF A CONVERSATION BETWERN JORN FOSTER DULLLS, S
¥ SECRETARY OF STATE OF THE UNITED STATES, AND L.B. PEARSON, -
| SECRETARY OF STATE FOR BXTERNAL ATFAIRS, wnsnmerron D.C..
| SUNDAY I‘”BRUARY 15 )

- lf’?}t[ %@E@A@%@ 17@ :Q) e Ri {0@09 ”‘"’Qf@ .,
wm . peniT A SECREY . | o] o |

11. On Mr. Pearson s 1nitiative there was. SOME dlscuss1o of
whether the North Atlantle Treaty powérs could assist in . _
- obtaining ratification of the hDCﬁg;eaty by extending the llfe

" of thé North Atlantic Treaty from fwenty to fifty years. 'In
- the. Treaty signed between the United. Kingdom and the EDC _
eountries on the 87th May, 1962,/the United Kingdom had under-
‘taken to grant. to the European . Defence Community a more auto-
- matie security guarantee than that extended in the nsw- protocol
- to the North Atlantie Treety,/‘Already the -United Kingdom was
coming under some pressure from France to alter this gusrantee,  ~
. 80 that it would run for thé full duration of the EDC Treaty,
. -i.e, for fifty years. Obviously this request confronted the
. United Kingdom with considerable difficulty. Perhaps 1t might-
. be easier for-all the North Atlentic countrles to extend the
. ‘duration of “the North A&lanulc Treaty. Mr. Dulles said ‘that
' “he thought this idea was worth considering.. One disadvantage,_;
‘however, was that 'an emendment to the North Atlantic Treaty -
- .would be ‘réquired and this. would have to be ratified by the
parliaments of all the signatories. Possibly, Mr., Pearson
suggested, an amendment might be avolded by attaching to the
.- Treaty a protocol,ﬁn which all the- 81gnatories would express-
" their intention of not denouncing the Treaty, under Article
» X111, for fifty/yeers." Mr, Dulles was of the opinion,however,
‘ ;that even such a protocol would require Senate ratlfication. .
\ 12. narller fh the conversation, when Mr. Dulles had been
" expressing: hlS desire for close 1nformel ‘consultation with -
the allises of theé United States, Mr. Pearson remarked that he
had always*hoped that this could also be effected in the North
“Atlantic gouncil. ‘For. obvious reasons during the past few
months, t e Council had been in the doldrums. In fact, he
was 1nc/ 1inead’ to think that -its recent activities had- been, if.
9‘enything, less important than those of the Council Deputies.
“Mr. Pedrson hoped that Mr., Dulles would give consideration to
“the pessibvility of strengthening the role of the Worth Atlantic
" Coungil by meking it one of the chief instruments- for consule-:
: tat on between the Unlted States and ‘its princinal allies.

..... N

'tf,Visit of Mr. St Laurent to Washlngton [14 3. -CL9~<;AL;.AZ=K ‘>

‘21, When Mr. St Laurent v1sited Washlngton Mr. Pearson .saild,
he would no doubt want to discuss foreign economic and
‘commercial policy with President Eisenhowsr. It -was also .
possible that he would want to conslder with the President the -
. possibility of making & new agreement.on principles of defence
- co-operation between the United States and Canada.. Within the
‘last few weeks a request had been received from the United
States Government for- permission to. build three experimental
‘eerly-wernlng radar stations in the Canadian far north. If-
they proved successful,  the United States Government hoped. that
an extensive chain of radar stations could be constructed across'
. the continent at the seme.latitudé. The Canadian Government
had received this initial request sympathetically. But it was
felt that the time had perhaps come to examine agein in a come
5prehens1ve way all the problems of joint Canadian-United States
defence of North America, especially Arctic problems. A state~ .
ment Of principle on this subject had been drawn up in 1946,
. but circumstances had chsanged S0 materially that it should be
o rev1ewed pOSSlbly enlarged and brought up 0. date.
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February 1llth, 1953,

MEMORANDUM.FOR DEFENCE LIAISON (1) DIVISION:
' (through Mr. Charle i1tfhie

Mr. Blair PFrager's article in Maclean's Magazine

L(Q

With reference to the attached article
by Mr. Blair Fraser, entitled "Backstage at
Washington", the Minister would like to have as
soon as possible a statement from us indicating any
inaccuracies or misinterpretations in the article
since it is possible that questions relating
to the article may be raised by Opposition Members
in the House of Commons.

A P

L.D.W.
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MACLEAN'S MAGAZINE, FEBRUARY 15, 1953

BLAIR FRASER :

BACKSTAGE

at Washington

Ottawa Looks Pretty Stuffy From Hcre

about it when Washington gets

on our nerves. We don’t hear
about it when we get on American
nerves. But viewed f{rom here,
Ottawn sometimes looks as stufTy and
obstructionist ns  Washington has
looked to us during the long frustra-
tion over the St. Lawrence Seaway.

For instance, a few months ago it
was announced that part of the
RCAF station at Goose Bay had
been leased to the United States Air
Force. This deal had been agreed
upon in principle when the agreement.
on Newfoundland bases was com-
pleted, more than two years ago.
Why did it take so long to get the
lense  signed? Americans  reply:
“Becnuse Ottawa kept stalling inter-
minably for no good reason.”

It. is true, and Americans admit,
that our previous experience with
Newfoundland base administration
had not been uniformly happy. and
that Ottawa had some cause to he
wary about crossing Tsand dotting Is
in any document concerning it. It
is true, and Americans admit, that
they find it hard to understand how
sensitive a smaller country, especially
an ex-colony like Canada, can be
about its own sovereignty. But, even
allowing for all that, it’s hard to
defend some of the examples that
Americans cite.

Ottawa, they say, has an exag-
gerated fear of letting Canadians
know that U. 8. forces are in Canada.
When pay offices were established to
serve U. S. personnel at nearby
radar stations, Ottawa requested that
the Pay Corps men be instructed to
wear civilian clothes at all times and
to occupy oflices as unobtrusively as
possible. When Washington wanted
to put a U. 8. fighter squadron at

CANAD[ANS always hear plenty

’I;érl)éy; near St. John’s,_Nﬂ;l.,Ot,Lawa ‘

...... 1.5 .73 [ TR S § b s Ll

cized this?

Until last. August the RCAF and
USAF both thought a U. S. squadron
could come to Goose Bay anyway.
Just. to make sure, an American
general wrote to a friend in the RCAF
who checked with External Affairs
and wrote back, “*Sure, come ahead.”

But when cabinet heard about it
there was tumult and affright. This
would require a new arrangement
altogether, they said, and the new

“arrangement took months of what
- Washington regards as rather sticky

negotiation in which every comma
had to be cleared with Ottawa.
The U. S. squadron has been at

. Goose all along, but. while the lease
- was being negotiated the U. S. flyers
"weren’t “stationed” there, they were

merely ‘“‘conducting training exer-
cises.”” That meant they couldn’t draw
allowances for service abroad. But it

. protected Canadian sovereignty, ap-

parently.
Funniest. incident of this nature,

and the one Americans most enjoy

telling, concerns a U. 8. Navy chief
petty officer who is in charge of shore
patrol in Vancouver, B.C.

Ottawa was shocked on hearing
about this sinister character. What
was an American shore patrol doing
on Canadian s0il? Who had author-
Why hadn’t External
Affairs heen consulted? Would the
U. S. State Department please send
fullest information immediately?

The U. S. State Department had
never heard of the chief petty oflicer
in Vancouver,

13. C., but they undertook to find out.
They found the U. S. Navy hadn’t
heard of him cither not in Washing-
ton. But cventually they tracked it
down to Seattle.

From Secattle, it seems, hundreds of
U. S. servicemen, mostly sailors, like to

" wrote to the mayor: Were the boys

behaving themselves?  Did the city
need any help keeping them in order?

‘The mayor wrote back that the boys
were well-behaved, the city was de-
lighted to have them and they were no
trouble. However, if the U. S. Navy
wanted to send over a few shore patrol
men to keep an eye on things, they
would be welcome too. So the com-
manding officer sent a chief petty
officer to live in Vancouver, and a
couple of men to help him at week ends.

Canadian officials protest that they
were not. mad at anvbody. They merely
wanted to point out that the chief petty
officer has no legal status in Vancouver
and technically he is committing an
assault. every time he makes an arrest.
They also note that he is still there,
and welcome.  Washington could be
less inclined to sniff at this explanation
if Conada had not been so sensitive
on other occasions.

[ should add that these minor
irritations have not made the slightest

difference 1n the practical everyday

co-operation of the two governments at

the working level. Canadians stationed -

in Washington are continually amazed
at the friendly and helpful treatment
they get from opposite numbers in the
U. S. administration. '

“We have never asked them for any-
thing we didn’t get,” said a man who
works. on  procurcment  of  strategic
materials. “All we have to do is tell a
reasonable story, make a reasonable
case. Then they say okay, you can
have it, and that’s it. We don’t have to

”»

worry about getting things in writing.”____

A reecent case in point was the
Canadian decision to extend the oil
pipeline that supplies Sarnia, Ont.,
through Superior, Wis. "The project
will call for twenty-five thousand tons
of oil pipe, whiclr is one of the out-
standing material shortages all over the
continent. Canada put in the request
rather late; oil pipe for the 000470
quarter of 1953 had alread
allocated. The Canadians came down,
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bt

U.8, - Canada Defence Rtlltiﬂnl
- 31&13‘ Fraser's lﬂﬂ.ﬂl:
's

Mr. m«r mentions five items (not |

in this order):

S5 Z1o -uob)
Ao zat-a-v )
wh

4)
5)
2.

Radar pay offices;

Fosting a USAPF [ighter mamn at Torbvay;

Delay in signing m Gmc Bay lLease;

Posting a USAF fighter squadron at Goose Bay;

U.8. Navy mn patrel in Vancouver,
Foliowing are preliminary comments én

each item:

1 Radar

3.

Gffices
Mr. Fraser says:

"ghen offices were established to
gerve U.3, personnel at nearby radar
stations, Ottawa requested that the Pay
Corps men be instructed to wear civilian
clothes at all times and to ocecu
offices 22 unobgtrusively as possible.”

§,
in August

When the Radar igreement was signed
1951, there was no mention of USAF offices

a . & o
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to be located in cities, In September 1952 the
U.8., Bmbassy told us that the USAF needed the
folliowing:

Small finance offices in Winnipeg and
Vancouver; a FX office in Winnipeg; an
"accountable office” in Ottawa, with
a staff of 28, to look after stock
records and financial accounts,

- We were not happy avout the idea
of new USAF installations in cities. However, we
agree), as did the Department of National Defence,
that the offices were necessary and should be per-
mitted ~-- but that it would be a good thing if the
U.S5. suthorities made them (especially the Ottawa
office) as unobtrusive as possible. Our letter of
October 20, 1952 to the U.Z, Bmbasay gave consent
and said, in part:

*WYe understand that the personnel of
the offices will not normally wear
uniform and that every reasonable
effort will be made to keep the
offices inconspicuous.”

6. #8 the nature of the work of the
offices is classified information, it is difficuit
to say much about them in publie,

7. The existence of U.8. radar stations
in Canade has been made public., The basic Exchange
of Notes is to be tabled in Parilament shortiy.

at Torbaj

8. Mr, Fraser says:

“When washington wanted to put a U.S.
fighter squadron at Torbay, near St.

. B
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| ' John's, Newfoundland, Ottaws wouldn't
hear of it. Too near the city.
People might talk."

9. In actual fact the Canadlan attitude,
as expressed at meetings of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence by the Canadian 3Section of the ;
Board, wes that the Canadian Government did not wish
to have a fighter squadron stationed at Torbay
uniess the United .tates could convince the Canadian
Government of the military necessity for it to
be located there rather than at one of the 90-year
Leased Doases, e.g., Argentia. The Canadian Seetion
A\ therefore requested that the USAF prepare a military
e appreciation of the requirement for consideration
| b7 the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, This appreciatien
was never prepared., Instead, after consulation
ketween the Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Chairman of the Canadian Chiefs of 3taff, an
agrecment was reasched whereby Canada undertook to
improve Torbay airport to jet fighter standards and
i the United “tates egreed to base the sguadron at
Argentia during peacetime, In event of war Torbay
airport would, of course, be avallable to the air
forces of both countries in accordance with the
agreed plan for coordination of the air defence i
forces of the two countries. ‘

in 8 the

10, Mr. Fraser says that the Goose Bay
Lease "had been agreed upon, in principle, when the
agreement on Newfoundland bases was completed more
than two years ago." 1In answer to the guestion, "Why
did it take so long to get the lease signed?", Mr,
Fraser quoted Americans as saying: “Hecause Ottawa
kept stalling interminably for no good reason.”

11, Cablinet agreed to the terms of the
Goose Pay Lease in February 1951. The RCAF and the

‘ . » &
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a letter of August 13 that m had received from
h.}or-ﬂcmnl R.L. ¥Walsh, /l #iller is the
karetm!‘mm i Walsh
was the USAF Member of the PJBD). In his letter,
Ma jor-G.oneral valsh stated that the USAP proposed
sending a fighter sguadron to foose Bay in (ctober
1952, and asked whether any further notification
would be required. In his letter to Mr, Hackay,
the Alr<Chiefl of the Alr Staff said that the RCAF
had no objection. On your instructions, I wrote
to A/V/M Miller on Jeptember 2 agreeing that no
arproval from Canadian authorities was required.
(Our reason was that we considered that, under the
terms of the pending Lease, the United States had
this rignt.) I suggested, however, that, in his
reply to General Waish, the Viee~Chief of the Alr
ftaff might state that no further notification was
required, but that the proposed deployment of the
sguadron should be subjeet to review when or if
discussions were carried on between Canada and the
United States on commend arrangements in the Northe
east grea of Canada, The Vice-Chief of the Alr
Staff wrote to Guneral :glsh in this sense on
September &,

ik, When the Minister of National

Defence heard of this, he was extremely disturbed.

Un Scptember 17, Cabinet decided that the exchange

of notes should be postponed and that further
consideration should be given to the terms of the
Goose Bay Leese, Discussions took place with the
interested Departonents end with the United States
authorities and, in the end, the notes were exchanged
on December 5, 1952. The notes were accompanied by
confidential letters recording the mutual undere
standing of the two Governments that existing arrange-
ments regarding the operational activity or stationing
of tectical or strategic formations should continue

to apply to Goose Bay. p
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i5. If you are to say anything in

farliiament on this subject -~ which might perhaps

more appropriately bve dealt with by the Minister

of National Defence -- I think you might say that

the gquestion of the posting of a fighter squadron |
arose just at the time that it was inte to |
sign the Goose Bay Lease, There was some uncertainty \
in the minds of the Governmwent whether the terms

of the iease lmplied the right of the United States

to station fighter squadrons at Goose Bay. This

matter was examined by the Departments concerned

and discussed with the United States authorities and,

in the end, it was decided to give the United

States permission to station a fighter sguadron at

the base and to proceed with the Exchange of Notes,

Mr, Claxton announced the stationlng of the sguadron

in the House of Commons on November 20, 1952, and

the Lease was tabled on December 16,

16, About the middle of November,
G.0.C. Western Command reported to National Defence
Headguarters on the presence in Vancouver of a
United States Service Police Fatrol. His attention
had been called to it as a result of an incldent in
which the United States Service Police approached
& man in c¢ivilian clothes whom they suspected of |
being a deserter from the U.8 Forces. The man in
uestion denied that he had been a member of the

nited States Forces, but offered to accompany the
U.8, Service Police to & Vancouver Police Station
where he identified himself as a member of the Hoyal
Marines who had deserted H.M,S. "Sheffield" during
the visit of that ship to Vancouver.

i7. As there appeared to be no legal
basis for the presence of a U.%, Service police
patrol in Vancouver and as there was a possibllity
that it was vioclating Canadian law if it attempted
to arrest U.Z, servicemen or civilians suspected of

7..0
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w8 e
"'P fects and to try to regularize the pesition,

Generel Comment

22, Mr, Fraser thinks that the Canadlan
Government has an exaggerated dislike of permitiing

- ¥.8, forces to gperate in Canada and an exaggerated
fear of letting the Canadlian public know what U.2,
forges are in Canada,

23. There 1s room Ilor argument about
the validity of his criticism, IV is probvably fair
to say thet the Canadian dovernment is nol happy
about the increasing muwber of U.5, servicamen in
Canads -~ while an increasing ouamber of Canadian
pervicemen go to Lurepe,

2%, It iz doubifui, however, whether a
public discussion of this theme at present would
be & good thing,

25, Incidentaily, wost of the information
Mr. Praser wae glven Ly scxeone was classified.

Kr. Preser would probably srgue that it should have
been declassified.

™

i~ '}«’ r D

L.E.w .
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EXTRACT FROM SPEECH BY MR. PEARSON IN HOUSE OF
COMMONS, February 11, 1953, page 1850

Re:

U.S. - Canada Defence Relatlons

e -dU©

e

In joint defence, if I may turn to another
field, our partnership with the United States
is also becoming closer and more complex.
Today our common defence requirements
are greater than ever before, so great, for
instance, that it has been necessary for

Canadians and Americans to take their’

places side by side at lonely northern out-
posts in Canada as protection against pos-
sible aggression which, if it occurred, would
not be aggression against 'a nation but
aggression against a continent. It must be
expected, Mr. Speaker, that as the advances
of modern science and technology increase
the speed with which an enemy could strike,
so it willi be necessary to push our con-
tinental defences and our continental devel-
opment farther and farther north.

In this increasing preoccupation with
common defence there is ground for satis-
faction on two counts. First, Canadians
know that the United States government
respects our rights and our natural desire
to retain in our own hands the responsi-
bility for administration over all our terri-
tory, subject of course to the requirements
of collective security. Second, the increasing
need for northern defence arrangements in
turn requires a further development of
transportation, communications and other
facilities which are making a material con-
tribution to opening up the wealth and
resources of our last remaining frontier, the
north.
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In the course of an interview on another subject
which Mr. Bliss had with Mr. Ritchie to-day, he mentioned
the attached article by Blalr Fraser, "Backstage at Washington',.
Mr, Bliss said that he was quite upset by this article which
clearly contained information which the American Embassy here
had reported to Washington. Mr. Bliss said that there must
have been a leak from American sources in Washington and
that he had "a shrewd suspicion" who the person was who hed
given the story. He himself had written to Washington
asking that enquiries should be made. Mr. Bliss remarked that
it would be helpful to him in dealing with his own Govern-
ment if his attention could be drawn to this matbter officially
by the Department of External Affairs. He could then report
this to the State Department in order t;pgpeh/swze the undesir-

t

ablllty of such leaks., The only objecti occurs to us
in such a suggeSulon is that the fact of ouryMaving summoned
Mr. Bliss to t & p@rument for thi wfpose mlght in, itself

leak from WashlnP and then 11 By alr Fragér as
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER

>
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]

-

Item Ho. ( ou Agenda of Cabinet Defence %%%

Committee Meeting, Tuesday, February 10, 1953 28, %25

fég €£3
Control of Ailr Defence Porees ﬁ?ﬁéééﬂ
and the United States Hortheast Command %59

5
S

Operating over Canada. 57
—SDocument D2=53) : : YL ?E%
G

o)

This is a report on arrangements that have @%‘ %%%%
been made with the United States for the eperaticnal gg% '
control of air defence foreces of Canada and the United %%%
States over one another's territory. It gives particular A
attention to United States forces stationed at the
Leased Bases in Newfoundland,

The principles set forth in paragraph 3 of
the memorandum (D2-53) are entirely acceptable; and
the exceptions set forth in paragraph % are reascnable
for the most part. My only caveat relates to the
exception to the exception in paragraph 4(b). I would
suggest that you might wish to seek a clarification of
the phrase "except where the deployment is of a
temporary tactiecal nature', I do not think we would
1ike the United States to deploy a fighter squadron o
Goose Bay for a week or a month, for instance, as a
“temporary tactical measure', without our permisslon.
Unless it is clearly recogniged that deployment of a
"Lemporary tactical nature” means deplozment only for
a very limited period -- perhaps up to 48 hours -- the
first sentence of paragraph 9 of the memorandum is not
accurate,.

I}”D L] %J.
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0@/& w‘?/i‘) TOP SECRET 5
Boaps-gy WNEIDED TO SHRE %,

Sadlb REDUIT A SE’EWET

.tJXTn.fab.L th’l T ELLs 1fI1\DU....u OF THE 535th TLETING/

OF JHE CHISFS OF STAFF COMMITTIRG HeLD ON

@@EL(J? é)

FSPRUARY 19 and 20, 1953.

CHIEFS OF STAFE DIRECTION TO THA é?zLﬁ l é;’/
CANADIAN IIEMBERS OF THE MILITARY

COOPSRATION COMMITTEgﬁE‘w _ “(TOP SECRET)
3. Ihe Chairman said that the purpose of the

meeting was to brlng the officers concerned with Canada-~US
plamning up to date with the Chiefs of Staff views on current
North American defence problems now under discussion between
Canada and the US.

The longer the cold war lasted the greater
would be .the emphasis on planning for North American defence.
The US was determined to aveld a second Pearl Harbour, and
as Russial's ability to atitack uhls continent increased so
would the US effort to provide for its defence. Canada could
expect pressure from the US to increase her efforts for the
defence of the north and it was evident that tq1s pressure
vould bring about strained relatlons between the two countriss.
Canada, although concerned with the defence of the Worth
American Continent, did not share necess.rily the US views
on the extent and methods of defence., It was important,
thercfore, when meeting with the US planning teams to speak
as equals when upholding Canada's views. The US must be
made to reallige that Canada had many political and military
problems. The Canadian Govermment had undertaken a defence
programme which it considersd a maximum effort and which
would not be completed until 1955, This programme included
large NATO commitments. As the Canadian Government did not
intend to increase the defence effort beyond that already
planned up to 1955, any increased commitment on the North
American Continent would decreaso Canada's abillty to fulfil
her NATO commitments.'

There were three problems that the US were
pressing and on which Canadian views should be made clcar
during the forthcoming Military Cooperation Committce meeting.
Thaese weres

(a) the US request to station a second fighter
squadron at Goose Bay;

(b) US anti-aircraft requirements at Windsor,
Niagara and Sault Ste llarie; and

(cj the preparation of a joint Canada-US
requirements plan for the defence of the North
American Continent.

Although Canada had agreed to consider the

positioning of a second US fighter squadron at Goose Bay at
some future date, the US should be informed that politically
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the time was not right for such a move, " If the US continued
to press this matter the Government. mlght suggest that a
Canadian squadron now scheduled for NATO be stationed at
Goose Bay and the US undertake to provide a further
squadron in Burope. This would make political sense in some
guarters but internationally it would be a poor move. The
US should, therexore, be urged to drop the matter at this
time.

: With regard to positioning anti-aircraft unlts
on Canadian soil for the defence of a US industrial complex,
there were strong political reasons why it was not acceptable,
If these units were manned by US forces the presence of US
troops in a conspicuous area of Canada in peace time would
ralse objections. The suggestion that the units be manned
by Canadian troops under the overall command of a US
commander was also unacceptable, for not only was the Army
unable to provide the men but the Canadian Govermment was
determined to keep command of the Canadian air spaces: Some -
compromlse solution to this problem should be sought. -

With regard to requirements plans-for the CUS
reglon, it was pointed out that because of the difficulty
of reconciling requirements with capabilities this type of
planning was being dropped by NATO. It was, therefore,
reasonable to assume that the Standing Group would not press
for a requirements plan for the CUS region., The Canadian
Government had placed restrictions on the Canadian members
of the Military Cooperation Committee as they wished to avoid
joint plans which would c¢ommit Canada to defensive measures
which they could not undertake. There was no point in
producing a Joint requirements plan which would place certain
responsibilities on Canada which could not be undertaken
until after 1955. ' Furthermore, such a plan might receive
US Chiefs of Staff approval ahd be brought up on a government
level thus causing embarrassment to the Canadian Government,

4. The Chairman, Joint Planning Committee said that
there were many advantages to a joint plan which would serve

as a long range guide. It was difficult for Canada and the
US to keep in step with regard to future defence plans if
they could not get together and discuss their various points
of view.

It was the oplnlon of ‘the Joint Planning Committee
that, had it not been.for the restrictions placed on ‘Canadian
plannera ‘many US proposals for the defence of the north could
have - b@en halted before being taken up between the two

_governments at the highest level, Project COUNTERCHANGE and

the defence of northeastern Canada were examples of the
difficulties which would be encountered unless there was
greater consultation at the planning level,

The Deputy Minister sald that the Minister was
anxious that, when discussing future plans jointly, the
Canadian planners did not proceed to the point where the US
was led to believe that Canada was committed to the plan.

It was felt, however, that Canada should be in a position to
anticipate 55 1deas on future planse.
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G Lieutenant-General Foalkeg said that there

openly and obtain the views of the other without maklng any
commitments. .

There did not appear to be a strong enough.case
for asking the govermment to 1ift the restriction on Canadian
planners. The government had agreed to a joint group study
of the air defence problem and it was desirable to await the
results of this study before taking the matter of restrictions
o planning any further. ,

he &ctigg Chief of the. Gegeral Stafg, referrlng

to US anti-aircraft requirements on Canadian lerritory, said
that 1t was unreasonable to expect Canada to man the requlred
sites when she was unable to protect her own vital areas. 4s

- a compromise it was suggested that Canada select the sites

required by the US who could then be permitted to move in
mobile anti-aireraft uniits for exercise purpodses, With
sufficient practice it would not take very long for US anti-

© _alilrcraft units to man the sites with moblle equipment in the

event of an emergency.

8. ' The Chief of the Air Sgaf suggested that a

second alternative would be for the US to install their anti-
aircraft units on permanent sites but that these units should
not be manned until an emergency occurred.

e -Ihe Vice Chief of th@ Air Staff said that, in
regard to the US basing they second fighter squadron at

Goose Bay, the Military Cooperation Committee should 1nqu1re
as to whether there is a real requirement for two squadrons.
It could be suggested to the US that the second squadron could
be based either at Thule or Limestone.

10. _ . The Committec agreed that the Canadian membaers
of the Military Cooperation Committee should, when discussing
the three problems outlined above'w1th~thelr American
counterparts.

(a) ask the US %o drop their propoSal to station
a second fighter squadron at Goose Bay at
this time and as an alternative suggest the
positioning of a Tlghter squadron at Limestone
or Thulej

(b) point out the political and military - ‘
difficulties of agreeilng to the US proposal -
with regard to the anti-aircraft sites at
Windsor, Niagara and Sault Ste. Marie and

. suggest a compromise along the lines suggast-
ed by the Chaipman above* and

(c) avoid entering into any plans that would
commit the Cdnadian Government to undertake = 7
defénce projects that it was unable to carry
out,  The Canadian members of the Military
Cooperatlon Committee should, however, attempt
to obtain US views on future plans in order to
avoid further misunderstanding.
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4

Ottawa, January 14, 1953.

Dsar Mr. Towers,

Scme tlme ago my Minisbter asked 1f we
had any authentic information on United States
defence expenditures, both capital and current,
in Northeastern Cenada. W& have now recelved this
" Information through the courtesy of General Walsh,
USAF Member of the Permanent Joint Board on
-2 Defence. I attach copies of the two tables pre-
pared by General Walsh's office, one on construction
end the other on labour, local procurement, etc.
It was thought that you might be interested in
having these statistiles. It will be appreclated
that they are confidential.

Y¥ours sincerely,

(56D L. D, WILGRESS

L. D, Wilgress.

G. P. Towers, Esquire, C.M.G.,
Governor,
. Bank of Canada,
Wellington Street,
Ot tawa,

Same letter sent to: MNr. Drury, Mr. K.W. Taylor.
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January 14, 1953. — -

50309 Lfd

Dear General Walsh, - éy 2,,] ‘ 5

Thank you very much for your 1etter of January
9 enclosing statistics on USAF expenditures in Northeast
Canada. As the letter indlcates, this completes the
answers to the questions we raised.

My Minister 1s most grateful to you and your
organization for getting these statlstics for us.
They will be very useful to have on file and I ¢an assure
you that they will be treated as confldential infore
matlon. I trust that the work entalled has not been
unduly heavy.

Yours sinecerely,

B. A Mackpy,

R.A. MacKay.

Major General R. L. Walsh, ' -
UseS. Alr Force Member,
Permanent Joint Board on Defence,
- Pentagon Building,
WASHINGTON 25, D.Co
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/ SEEN - 3anuary 14, 1953,

_L.B. PEARSON |

MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER

U.S. Defence Expendituggé\if Northeastern Canada

Sometime ago I sent you a table of statistics
on construction expenditures and indicated that further
information on current expenditures would probably he
forthcoming. We have now received this information from
the office of General Walsh, USAF Member, Permanent
Joint Board on Defence. 1 attacha'copy of this table of
expenditures, together with a copy of the one on con=-
struction which I previously sent you. I think you might
be interested in looking at them together.

2e I am sending copies to Mr. Towers, MNr. K.W.
Taylor and Mr. Drurys.
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. USAF EXPFNDITURES IN NORTHEAST CANADA

AGENCY & ?ER'IOD .- LocAL - . CIVILIAN . PERSONAL
' e PROCUREMENT LABOR . - OFF~BASE - TOTAL _

USAF CDireot)

1 Oot 1950 thru 30 Juns 1951 2, ,025,000° 4, 837,500 © 900,0008 7,762, 50,
1 July 1951 thru 30 June 1952 5,025,004 0,458,291 1,606, ,085% " 16,089, ’ 470
1 July 1952 thru 31 Oct 1952 1,386,496 2,725,0085 *477,348% " 4,586,850
| - Sub Totals - 8,436,580 17,018,799 2,085,455 . 28,438,082

USAF (Thru ngps of Eng;neers) _ _ )

Calendar Year 1951 ' R L oL
By Contractors 2,867,869 - 4,122,120 . - 54,140m  7;047,315
By Government - . - . : ‘.;Ov:, . 3,177 ‘ , o

Calendar Year 1952,;

By Contractors - - . . - 8,781,816 . 16,257,391 316,200% 25,449,267
By Government - L 0 - 93,860 - L "

) 'Sub Totals - . 11,649,685 2o, 476,557 370,540 32,496,582 .
POTALS © - . 20,086,275 37 495, 356 ,.5,355;775 60,935,404

= Estiﬁatedl

NOTE: No informatlon avallable for dates prior to those shown.

000488



J'Other

: . ~ Document disclosed under the Acgess fo Informgtion Acr .
) T T The et DocumentdyﬁgueenveﬂudelaLdl&xlacdesakmﬂxmanon

. CONFIDENT
Security Information o ( >
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USAF CONSTRUCTION IN NORTHEAST CANADA
(All amounts in’ thousands) .

| 5"INSTALLATIOﬁS=ff75COST TO 1949 ’ SUBSEQUENT PLANNED PROGRAMS - TOTAL .
R S ﬂ “PROGRAMS . FY 1083 FY 1052 . .
2 Rt ¢ M

. S
» ¥

. . - - P o
- . ; L T LT

Leased Bases: " .

" BErnest Harmon- . /15842 = . 73413 - 15815 . . 27000 - ' - 132070 -
. /McAndrew T 24075 ‘.. ¢ QL0 00 U o000 .. 24075 -
Pepperrell . ) -=, "25608 - . '4889 . - ... .2049 (2) 5400 . ._37946
- Sub Total o Eﬁiiﬁi-;':a.ieeﬁﬁi . 17864 . 324oo,hu'194091"

' Goose Bay Lo *fi;5§%=3‘-ﬂ5,63505'1€Owf?ébéél”ﬁi“?¥400001’-,Iseéﬁo;

“Misch Small U &2 A T
B Installations : ‘24420 . - 0. a0 1878 0 -..26208
<;1Radar, Globecom Etc.'jvéf 0. . -76223-. -7 11100 " - .- 29000. . 116323
‘ S T -'24420. .. 76223 ' . 11100 . -.30878. 142621

CTotall . 1§gf;e,ﬁ’ébéeei*?;fiﬂelvsso "ueéesej‘ . 108278 aveare -

rr:,--(l)j-FY 1949 to FY 1952 inclusive@ SRR N |
(2) ’Includes $1,424, OOO for warehousing whidh may be deleted or
T reprogrammed.n ::» .
e (3) ;Tentative ‘- not firmg. - .~ EEEA ¥ - .
RN (4)3 Includes Crystal- I, Crystal II Mingan Apt at Which U.Se
A ' construction was purchased by Canada under Note
“Cie. St oogtio 0 Noo 238, 25-27 June 1944..,, , A
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PENTAGON BUILDING

™ 1

File PJB 104-22 500G — GO} 9 Tanuary 1953
f

W

e

Dear Doctor MacKays:

Following up my last letter on' the subject, you-will - -
find attached hereto a summary of USAF expenditures, aside from
| capital expenditures, from 1 October 1950 to and through the
calendar year 1952, '
|
\

I believe this concludes the compilation of information
which you have requested, If there is anything further which we
can contribute please let us know.

Sincerely yours,

1l Incl . /.g F, Whiteley, Colone 4 USAF

Summary, as for R, L, WALSH
above Major General, USAF
— US Air Force Member

ot

==

Doctor R, A, MacKay

Department of External Affairs Member
Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canads-U,S.
Room 276, East Block, Parliament Buildings
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

CONFIDENTIAL
SECURITY INFORMATION N\ 000490
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USAF EXPENDITURES IN NORTHEAST GANADA

AGENCY & PERIOD LOCAL CIVILIAN PERSOBAL
PROCUREMENT LABOR OFF-BASH TOTAL
USAF (Direct)
1 Oct 1950 thru 30 June 1951 2,025,000 4,837,500 900, 000% 7,762,500
1 July 1951 thru 30 June 1952 5,',‘025,094 9,458,291 1,606,085% ~ 16,089,470
1 July 1952 thru 31 Oct 1952 _1,386,496* _2,723,008* 477,348* 4,586,852
Sub Totals 8,436,590 17,018,799 2,983,433 28,438,822
USAF (Thru Corps of Engineers)
Calendar Tear 1951
By Contractors . 2,867,869 4,122,129 5k, 140% 7,047,315
By Government Co 0 3,177 :
Calendar Year 1952 '
By Contractors 8,781,816 16,257,391 316,200% 25,449,267
By Government 0 860 '
Sub Totels 11,649,685 20,476,557 370,340 32,496,582
TOTALS 20,086,275 37,495,356 3,353,773 60,935 . 404
* Eatimated
NOTE: HNo information available for dates prior to those shown.
CORFIDENTIAL
SECURITY INFORMATION
006491
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cory W, O

MEMORANDUM TO THE CABINET DEFENCE comprztms  ~ AN 811573

Control of Air Defence Forces and the United
States Northesst Command Operating over Canada

1. The Committee will recall that at the S0tk meeting on
14 November, 1952, they considered the matter of Canada-United
States military installations in Newfoundlend and Labradory, and
noted that in informel discussions the USAF had indicated thatb
they were prepared to assign squadrons o the US Northeast Command
and place them under Canadian operational control while operating
in Canadian Air Space. The follewing is a report of the arrange-
ments which have been made.

2. The Canade-United States Military Coapsration Committes
have met and drafted a revised command appendix te the Canada-US
Emergency Defence Plan in which the principles governing the cone
trol of air defence forces are outlinsd. This paper hag been
approved by the US Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Canadiasn Chiefs
of Staff. .

3. The revised appendix states that the command of forsces
will be in accordance with the command structure ef Canadian and US
armed forces, except where otherwise specified by the Goverrments
or Chiefs of Staff of Canada and the United States, and subject to
the principles set forth hersunders '

(&) any forces located in Canada will operate under a
Canadian Commanders

(b) any forcss located in the United States or Alaska
will operate under an American Commander;

(¢) regardless of the area in which operating, the
foreces will come under the immediate command of a
commander designated by the country furnishing the
foreces

(d) regardless of the area in which operating, internal
administration shall be the prercogative of the country
furnishing the force; and

(e) commanders who are responsible for operations should
participate in the preparations of plans for such
operations,

ho The following exceptions to the above primnciples were also
agreeds

(2) paragraph 3(a) does not apply %o forces stationed at the
US 99 year leased bases. This exception, however, is
modified in so far as air defence forces are concsrued
in paragraph 4(b);

(b) US air defence forces in Newfoundland operating over
Canadian territory will come under the operabionel
control of a Canadian Commander. Operational conirol,
hewever, excludes re-deployment. The US Commander-in-
Chief, Northeast Command, has the authority to re=deploy
US air defence furces within the avea of his command,
but where possible, mevement of thase forces will be

TOP_SECRET
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co~ordinated with the Canadian Cummander. Befove
depleying US forces to a base in Demeda ocuwbhsids the
leased bases, suthority mast be sought from the Janadlan
Commander, except whers the deployment is of a Lemporary
tactical nature. In any case, the Canadian Commander
is %o be informed of any deployment of U3 air defencs
forces into, within, or out of Canasdian territory;
and }

(¢) any deviation from the principle outlined in paragraph

3(a) applicable to the US forces at Goose Bay are the

subject of special arrangements approved by the Canadian
| . : Chiefs of Staff., ) ‘

forces in Canada in peacetime, it will be noted that. in paragraph 4(b),
above, the US Commander-in-Chief} Northeast Command, is required to re-
quest authority from the Canadianm Commander for any re-deployment in
Canada outside the leased bases. In order that the Government may
exercise control over the number of US ireops -stationed im Canada in
peacetime, the Air Officer Commanding, Air Defence Command is being
instructed to forward any such request for authority feor re-deployment
to National Defence Headquarters for Government approval.

\
l
56 .- - 8ince these. command arrangements may involve depleyment of US

(Brocke Claxton)
Minister.
" Department of National Defence
8 January, 1953
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF
' "OTTAWA

, - —» W-“ﬂ?
@gfmw é”;’w“’g % 7 January, 1953.

for External Affairs,

Under-Secretary of State f/ﬁ /f’!/@ !
East Block, "7{;’-2 1 C? ;

Ottawa, Canada. N n

1 With reference to Letter No. 2451 of. 29 December, 1953,

from the Canadian Ambassador, Washington, regarding conversa-

ions between Dr. Solandt and Mr. Arneson of the State Department

cerning continental defence in which the first sentence of para-

three reads as follows:

' 1Our under standing of the view of the United States
authorities is that the northern line is regarded by
them as having equal priority with the southern line."

In this regard I would draw attention to the paper used by Admiral
Radford during the consultation meeting held on 22 October which
is entitled "Informal Views on and Actions of the United States
relative to continental defence missions', at which time it will be
recalled I obtained a copy. The second paragraph on page two of
this paper states as follows:

"We seek to bring into a high state of readiness over the

next two years:

() stronger fighter interceptor and anti-aircraft
forces;

(b) the northern Canadian early warning line, if
proved feasible by current project CORRODE

g» /R,q"/ and the studies now in process;

(c) an air control system;

(d) gap filler radars for low altitude surveillance;

(e) systems for the distant detection of submarines;
miscellaneous plans for relocation of parts of
the government;

(f) miscellaneous programs in regard to internal
security and civil defence. "

It will be noted that the above paragraph gives the intentions of
the US Chiefs of Staff over the next two years. In the following
paragraph from this paper, which reads as follows:

"It is considered that an early warning system providing
a minimum of at least two hours is an immediate neces-
sity. The Southern Canadian detector line and the Alaska
and Northeast air control and warning systems should be
completed as early as possible. Seaward extensions
should be provided beginning with the Atlantic extension. "

it w'illf.gbe observed that the southern detector line is to be com-
pleted as early as possible,

7Jﬁ2fﬁq
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It will be further observed that in the final paragraph of this paper,
which is quoted below, the only proposal actually put to Canada is
to initiate action on the early warning system as outlined in the
Interim Report of the Study Group. The relative portion of the
final paragraph from the US paper reads as follows:

"On the 20th of October the US Joint Chiefs of Staff for-
warded to the US Section of the Permanent Joint Board

on Defence a request that necessary action be initiated

to obtain agreement with the Canadians on the require-
ment for an early warning system in Canada as outlined

in the interim report submitted by the Canada-US Military
Study Group, and to obtain such other agreements as may
be appropriate and necessary for the early implementation
of the project."

The recommendation of the Study Group reads as follows:

"There be established at the earliest practicable date an
early warning line located generally along the 55th parallel
between Alaska and Newfoundland, The minimum opera-
tional requirements for this early warning line should be:

(a) A high degree of detection capability against all
forms of penetration by hostile aircraft.

(b) Capability of discrimination between incoming
and outgoing aircraft. "

2 It will be recalled that I raised this matter as an observation
on Admiral Radford's statement, which is shown on page 12, para-
graph 24 of the Record of the Meeting of Consultation held on

22 October. Further, I would draw attention to the fact that I
emphasized that the Canadian Chiefs of Staff had certain misgivings
regarding the early warning line and this is shown in the Record of
the Meeting of Consultation held on 6 November on page three,
paragraph five, final sentence, In this discussion I referred to the
previous conversations I had with General Bradley regarding our
worries over the distant early warning line.

3 From .these quotations it will be obvious that the only ques-
tion which was submitted to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff and later to
the Canadian Government for consideration was the implementation
of the recommendation contained in the Interim Report of the Study

Group, i.e. the establishment of the southern line, and there was

no discussion except a passing reference to the northern line, to
which we immediately took exception. Therefore, I cannot agree
with the assumption of Mr. Arneson that the same priority is
attached to the northern line as to the southern line, A careful
examination of Admiral Radford's paper does not bear this out, and
also the establishment of a northern line must be a joint undertaking.

4 As this matter was only casually referred to by the US Joint
Chiefs of Staff and was not contained in their recommendations for
discussion, I feel it should be pointed out to the American authori-
ties that no assumption should be made regarding any other joint
measures for continental defence until they have been put forward
by the US Joint Chiefs of Staff and have received joint consideration.

, 000495
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M I would further suggest that we should not embark on any further
discussions on continental defence outside the joint Study Group
set up for this purpose, or until such time as the US Joint Chiefs
of Staff put forward new proposals as our authorities are fully
engaged in implementing the decision regarding the southern line.

Al

les Foulkes)
Lieutenant-General
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff
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The U.S. Air Force Member reportéd that the problem
of operational control of Air Defence Forces in
Newfoundland and Labrador which had been before the

Board in one form or another on several occasions, »
el e L meeeeS T e i e . e Lt e . [T Wy
had been resolved by a revised Command Appendix

to the Canada - United States Emergency Defence
Plan (Appendix "F" to MCC_300/3). This was
approved by the U.3, Joint Chiefs of Staff on
December 10, 1952 '

The -Canadian Air Member reported that the
Canadian Ghiefs of Staff had recommended approval
of Command Appendix "F" and it was hoped that
approval of the Canadian Government would be
obtained in the near future.

(p) U.8.A.F, Fighter Defense Requirements.

The U.S. Air Force lMember referred to the dis-
cussion reported in Section 11 of the Board's
Journal for September 1952 with respect to the
posting of a U.S.A.F. Fighter Squadron at Torbay, .
— and to the request of the Canadian Chairman for
97 a study to be prepared by the U.S.A.F. supporting
the need for the U.S. proposal. He reported that
subsequent to the September meeting of the Board,
‘'at a RiC.,A.F. - U.B5.A.F. discussion concerning
the.preparation of the study, it was concluded
that the matter could best be handled through
oy MCC channels.: As a result the U.S. Section of
, M )a%he MCC was preparing & paper supporting basing
é 'of U.S.A.F. Air Defence Forces in the NEAC area
/”QJ -at places other than the Leased Bases on the
v, Island of Newfoundland. This paper was to be
‘submitted to the Canadian Authorities through
the Canadian Section of the MCC. Consequently
it was considered that a separate U.S.A.F. study,
as mentioned in the Journal of the meeting for
September, 1952, was not required. :

The Canadian Chairman expressed satisfaction
that the study of this problem had been under-
taken by the MCC. He agreed that under the:
circumstances that the separate study for sub-
mission to the Canadian Section of: the Board
as stated in the Journal of the September, 1952
meeting, was no longer required. '

(c) Status of U.8.A.F. Fighter Squadron at Goose Bay.

The U.S. Air Force Member referred to the dis-
q/d cussions recorded in Section 10 of the Board's
o q//?(( Journal of September, 1952, concerning the
5 4 stationing of a fighter squadron at Goose Bay
_ on:or about October 1, 1952. He reported that
on receiving notification of Canadian views
regarding the U.S. intention, the deployment

of the squadron was deferred until an under-

standing could be reached with the Canadian
\\\x Government. A suitable arrangement was completed
by October 14, 1952 when the Chief of the Air A//
e Staff, R.C.A.F. sent a message, to the Chief of 000497
T o . Btaff, U.3.A.F. informing him that the Canadian
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Government had concurred in the temporary
deployment of the unit with the understanding \
that the move would be made: !

(i) without prejudice‘to the then pending
operational command arrangement;

(ii) without prejudice to a further decision
as to whether Fighter Defence Forces at
Goose Bay would be United States or

Canadian; and that

(1ii) Any interception in the meantime would be
strictly in accord with Canadian regulations.

The U.S.A.F. in turn agreed to this understanding and
the 59th Fighter Squadron, consisting of 12 aircraft, 54
officers, and 194 airmen, was deployed to Goose Bay in

November 1952,

The Board took note of the arrangements which had been t
completed with respect to the deployment of the U.S.A.F.

 Fighter Squadron at Goose Bay. .

~
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UNITED STATES DEFENCE ACTIVITIES @ < |
I CaNiDA ﬂ

e

The priseiple of Jjoint partiecipe-
tion hes governed Censdlen policy with respect
to foreign militery sotivities in Caneds. The
Ogdensburg Deslaration, out of which grew She
Permenent Jolnt Bosrd on Defence (see ssparate
note) emphesized the Jolat responsiblliity of
Cansds and the United States for the aorthcn of
North srmeriocs, ¢ theme whioh has dominuted the
work of the Boerd for the past twelve years.
vhile Ceneds has coopersted fully with the
United Stetes in jolint defence the Censdien Gove
ernment hes been insistent on the yrés&rvatina
end recognition of those Censdien rights whieh
effect the sovereignty of Csnede.

During the last wer there were many
Ue 5. defence sotivities and instellations oa
Cenedisn soll, notebly the ileske Highway, &
series ot‘olrtioldn. end westher stetions, By

QQOS
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the end of 1946 Ceneds had teken over neerly all
of these instellations, The only exclusively
Ue 5o instellstions which heve remsined in Censde
since the hlt war are:
{a) The three asreas in Newfoundlund leased
to the United States for 99 yesrs under an
sgreement of 1941, This sgreenent wes modl-
fied in 1801 in secordsnce with the teras
of a Necommendetion of the Permsnent Jolnt
Bourd on Defence, and morud in an Exohsnge
of Netes in Februsry end Mereh 1952 (tsbled
in the House of Commons on May £, 195&), This
wes followed by the extension t0 Newfoundland
on June 1, 1958, of the Visiting Forees (U.S.4s)
Aot,

Bt 4 i TowprT g L w-'bﬂ'ﬂrm-———-? -

4 separate Ixchange of Notes took pluce
on April 26 end 50, 19568, regurding the spplicoe~
tion to the Leased Bages of the NaTO Forees
sgreeasut, This Zxchenge of lotes has not yet
been tsbled. It will not come lato foree until
both ecuntiries have deposited their retifice-
tions of the NATO Forces .greement.

() Gome lend 6% the B.CeAsF, stetion at
Goose Bay. & ao-n-é lease hes been ooncluded
with the United States for m use of the
UVeliela¥, area at Gecu Boy. The Txchenge of

R

e it i R TR SN T s
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lNotes covering the lLeese %oOk place on
December ©, 1902, The Notes were tabled
in the fHouse of Commons on December 16,
1968, On November 28, 16 wes ennounced
in the House of Commons Shet permission
hed been grented for the deployment of &
UeTeleFe interceptor sguadron st Goose Day.
{e) Three Loren estatlons opersted by
the U, 8. Cosst Guerd in Newfoundland will
be trensferred to the Depertssnt of Transe
port not later then September 1, 1953.
Censdlian policy on defence ecllaborae
ticn in the poste-war period wes olserly set out
in & stetement issued in Ottawe and Yaeshlagton
on February 12, 1947 (atteched as ippendix 2
to separete Note on PIBD). In asccordence with
this policy the following U, &, sctivitles now
take plece on Cansdisn soil:
(1) Aretic Vestber Stations, These are
jointly opersted by Censde cnd the United
“tates, each station being under the
comamend of & Censdian officer. They are
not a defence sctivity.

000501
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(2) Extension of the Continental Radar

Defence System. Canada and the United

States have agfeed to an extension of the

continental redar defence system in Canada.

There was an exchange of notes dated August

1 and August 7, 1951, which has not been made
public; we are now making enquiries to see if
this exchange can be published, Extension
will involve about thirty radar installations
on Canadisn soil, fourteen of which will be
manned by the R.C.A.F. and the remesinder by
the U.S.A.F. There is an average of about
two hundred men at each station. Cenada is
paying one-third of the cost, and the United
States two~thirds of the cost of construction,

| operation and maintenance. Most of the
. extended network should be in operation some

time in 1953,

(2) Global Communications Sites The United
States was granted permission in November,
1951, to construct end operate global com-
munications facilities near Harmen Leased Base
in Newfoundland, Facilities &t Goose Bay

are to be constructed under the terms of the
Coose Bay lease., The United States has agreed
to a flexible form of tenure for the site near
Harmon Air Force Base which, in effect, allows

. the station to continue in operation only ss

- long as Canada agrees to its necessity. This
. arrangement was recorded in e confidential

- EXchange of Notes which took place on November
- 4 and 8, 1952, Ve have requested the United

States Government to agree to declassification
of the Notes so that they may be tabled; but

have received no reply as yet,
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(4) 2!%!!59 The United tetes hes obtained ,
on shor T lesse (one yeer, terminable :
on Siirty deys' notice) sll the unused dulldings
which were bullt et Torbey during the lsast

wer, The Usl.i,7. hos established & Cenersl
Depot at Torbiy Alr port snd uses bthe aire

field very extenslively for sdministrative

flights, since the nesardy leassd base st
Pepperrell hes no sirfleld of its own.

{5) df;g!;.lgstﬂg*@ In 1951 the United Btstes
wag given permission to stetion about 150 men
et Frobisher Bay to sssist 1a U.0, e{or:tianc
in the Var North. 7The R.CeieFe des
commanding officer snd operutes ﬁhn eontrel
tower

.

B Y45

still emam .mu-mu' by sa. United Stetes.
Tranefer to Cenads heas not been made becsuse
of shorsege of Cencdien Sechniclsas,

A B T T WA R Vi it AL TS i vy e 2 BTt e e i

{7) Churebill. There 15 @ detschment of U,o,
troope &b Chureisill working with Cenedisn

forees on testing and experiment in cold
weather,

(&) Other U,Z, ifctivities., Neelprocal errsnge-
ments under which the ilr Worces of eseh of the
two ecuntries msy intercept unidentified sire
eraft over the territory ot the othar, in
sccordence with & Reocommendstion of the Fermenent
Joint Board on Defence, wes snnounced iu the

e« » » & 000503
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House of Commons oun December 1, 1952,
Interceptor sirersft must obey the rules
of iaterception procedure laid down by
the country over which the interception
18 mede.
There sre integrated officers of the
U.se forces in Canedisn headquarters snd
formetions and Integrated Csusdisn mian
in the United /tales, There is en excLonge \
of students bebween the Jtaff Colleges ef
the ﬁwo countriss, U,&, students uttond
Netionsl Defeunce College but no Cenadlan
students are at She U.S, Betionsl Wer College.
FProcedures for the mmn€ of ground |
forees, amllitery eguipment, eircersft end
ships between ULhe Lwo countries have besun
suoh sizplified during and siau the war,
Heny joint exercises sre cerried out in
Censde with & ainimum of formslity.

BOR0Y =40
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CONFIDENTIAL | Ottawa, December 11, 1952.

Dear Colonel Whiteley,

' Thank you very much for your letter of
‘December 4 with the enclosed table on USAF con-
struction expenditures %m northsrn Cansda. My

;  Minister has asked me to éxpress 0 you his per-
sonal thanks for this information.

' I encloge the receipt, as requested.

Yours sincerely,
R. A. MacKAY

R, A. MacKay

Colonel John P, Whiteley,
Permanent Joint Board on Defense
Canada-United States, !
United States Section,
Ofrice of the Mllitary Members, ‘ o
The Pentagon, :
Jashington 25, D.C.
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<; CONFIDENTIAL

ij Ottawa,f,/ ‘December;8, 1952

XJL/“ it o
MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINiST

: .-49
VA {J@-?ﬁ/ "J

U. S. Defence Expenditures 1n1 éézgyfg;f'

Northeast Canada

e TR EIIE

Some time ago you asked for %nfor-
mation about U. S. "investment" in defence
Northeast Canada, and current expenditures on local
procurement and employment there. MacKay has been
endeavouring to get this information through his
opposite number on the PJBD. Attached is a first
instalment covering investment which indicates

a total of over $476 million by the end of 1954,

-

C. S. A. Ritchie.

IR~ P8y

000506
72 250



r - B Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

United States Section Document divulgué en vertudsep-pisgipacgs /information
Offibe of the Military Members C O P Y

» The_ Pentagon

Wask‘;ton 25, D.C.

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENSE
CANADA-UNITED STATES

‘ 4 December 1952
File: PJB 104-22

Dear Doctor MacKay:

' Since my last interim reply to you on
the subject of economic implications of U.S. defence
activities in the Canadian Northeast, certain data
has been received from Headquarters, USAF, relative
to capital investment, prior, current and planned,
as indicated on the attached tabulation,

No information has yet been received
relative to local procurement, employment payrolls
and expenditures by personnel. Action has, however,
been initiated to obtain such information from other
sources and it will be made available to you immediately
upon 1its receipt.

Sincerely yours,
/S/ JOHN F. WHITELEY, Colonel, USAF

Ma jor General, USAF
US Air Force Member

1l Incl
Tabulation

Doctor R. A. MacKay

Department of External Affairs Member
Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-U.S.
Room 276, East Block, Parliament Buildings
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

CONFIDENTIAL
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t . : 13 November 1952

USAF CONSTRUCTION IN NORTHEAST CANADA
(A1l amounts in thousandsy

’ INSTALLATIONS COST TO 1949 SUBSEQUENT PLANNED PROGRAMS TOTAL
' - PROGRAMS FY 1953( ?Y 1954
1 3

Leased Bases

Ernest Harmon 15842 73413 15815 27000 132070
McAndrew 24075 0 0 0 24075
Pepperrell 25608 4889 2049 (2) 5400 37946
Sub Total 65525 78302 1786E 32400 193091
Goose Bay 554 63305 35901 40000 139760
Other
Misc¢. Small ,
Installations 2hhp0 (%) 0 0 1878 26298
Radar, Globecom Etc. 0 76223 11100 29000 116323
24420 76223 11100 30878 158621
Total 90499 217839 64865 103278 476472
Notes:

) FY 1949 to FY 1952, inclusive.
) Includes $1,424,000 for warehousing which may be deleted or
reprogrammed
g Tentative-not firm.
Includes Crystal I, Crystal II, Mingan Apt at which U S.
constructlon was purchsed by Canada under Note

#238, 23-27 June 1944,
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December 8, 19562.

- AN . \ \
MEMORANDUM, @R AEE\MINISTER
VARENN
IR

U.3, Alr Bases in Canada

Attached is a copy of an editorial in the

Toronto Star of December 4 under the above title.

Although quite misleading from theaftandpoint of fact,
it indicates clearly that the Star approves of the

presence of United States forces in Canada for purposes

of joint defence.

C.S.A‘R.
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TORONTO STAR - December 4, 1952

U.S. ATR BASES IN CANADA

Canada stands between Russia and the United
States, the foremost nations of, respectively, the free
and Communist-=slave worlds. To attack the great indus~
trial centres of America, Russian bombers would have to
fly across Northern Canada. It would be unreasonable for
Canada to accept the whole responsibility for protecting
U.S. communities against heavy bombing attacks. The task
would be much too great for this country to undertakes.

The United States and Canada have joint plans
for the defence of this continent which are being developed
and put into effect by a joint defence board. It is imper-
ative that between them these &l 1lied countries should
malntain an effective radar screen across the thousands-
of-miles-wide approaches to bombing targets north and
south of the international boundary lins. With the radar
screen must be associated fighter bases, designed to turn
back or destroy enemy bombers that come across the Arctic
circle. These may save great Canadian snd American centres
of population from devastating bombing attacks and also
serve as a guard for U.S. atomic and other strategic bombers
on the ground.

The Canadian government now has given permission-
for U.S. fighter bases to be located in the Canadian north-
west, hundreds of miles north of the international boundary.
Americean planes there will collaborate with Canadian fighter
planes. U.S. strategic bombers will continue to be lased in
Nebraska, but to shorten the distance that they would have
.to fly on bombing attacks they may use the new F.S. bases
in Canada for final take-off purposes.

This country and the United States have fighter
bases (as well as troops) in Europe. NATO has arranged

that the United States, in the division of fighting responsi-
bilities between member nations, should major on strategic

...’2
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bombing and Britain on tactical bombing and interception.
Now that Britain has the atomic bomb it may be necessary
to review and modify arrangements made a year or two ago.

International boundaries are comparatively unim-
portant in the drawing up of mutual defence plans. Partners
in the preservation of human liberty should not be too
touchy about their sovereignties. The governing consider-
ation should be the building up of sure defences. The
maintenance of peace and the thwarting of aggression are
the prime objectives.

New defence plans call for U.S. fighter bases
to be established in Labrador and Newfoundland as well as
in the Canadian northwest. The United States has large
bomber bases in Britain and many other countries. Britain's
combat planes are by no means confined to her own terri-
tories. In these matters, all arrangement should be put
on a reciprocal basis, whenevser possible, and the utmost
deference be shown for the national sensibilities of a lled
peoples.,

000511
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December 5, 1952.

Dear Hume, |

Attached 1s a very sensible edltorlal
from todey's Montreal Gazette entitled "Northern
Approaches" which supports generally the Govern-
ment's policy of co-operation with the United

States in air defence.

Yours sincerely,

B, A MInotas”
R.A. MacKay.

Hume H. Wrong, Esq.,
Ambassador,
Canadian Embassy,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

000512
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE’/ NISTé;7
14

Attached is a clipping from the editorial
page of the Montreal Gazette of December 5 entitled
'Worthern Approaches", It is a very sensible edi-
torial, generally supporting the Government's policy
of co-operation with the United States in air defence.
You may be interested in reading it.

s

L a6 &) 000513
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7

. What, Communists in Canada say may be of
very considerable importance. It is not important,

ing his own ideas. They speak on orders. As the
orders come from Moscow, What they say becomes
: quite 1nterest1ng

Anyone who follows the off1c1a1 Communist
line” in Canada, especially as expressed in the

pages of The Canadian Tribune, will find .one

theme vibrating above all others. It is the idea of
separating Canada from the United States.

At times this bolicy assumes absurd twists and

turns. In a very recent issue, The Cahadian

~ Tribune had an.article upon William Lyon Mac-

kenzie. a leader of the political rebellion in Upper

'Canada in-183% The article concluded with the

: ~~thought that as Mackenzie had fought for the fiee-

,dom of Canada from the undemocratic rule of the

old days, so a still greater struggle awaits Cana-

dians. It is the fight to free Canada from the

domination of the United States. Would that Can-

ada hdd another Mackenzie!

\ . = o o X3

No doubt there are many reasons why Moscow

= ’would like to see trouble between Canada and the
" United- States. But one reason has Pecome very

iplain. The defence of North America is to be had

only by the closest co-operation. In particular,

the sky of North America has to be considered

as one defensive area or element. Any tendency

to ‘divide the air along national lines would open
promising opportunities for any Communist attack.

defence. The only security ‘is in'co-operation.

The old ﬂat maps that were displayed in school
~—on the prmmple of Mercator’s Projection—gave
..a very poor idea of how close is the peril by air.
= It made the north seem so 1mmense/that a, plane
or drop from sheer exhaustion of fuel.. .

But when the situation is considered on the
newer maps, or upon a' globe, the distarice is
- frighteningly small The barren north is the na-
tural route of mvasmn The question of how the
invaders would ever - get back is not of much im-
portance now If they were able to dehver an

"to be sure, considering who these Communists are-
" in themselves. But no local Communist is express-

The northern air is far too vast for merely national-

‘' from another larnd would alnmiost lose -its- way,

%

NORTHERN APPROACHES

vastly more

- fence has been the relative readiness of the Cana-

‘to take exaggerated views-of Canada’s indepen-,

p—

atomic bomb, the loss of a few planes would be an
insignificant consideration. The freight has become
important than the plane that
carries it. S

One of the best achievements in Canadian de-

dian Government to recognize that there is no
map of the sky, drawn upon concepts of national-
ity. Nor is it enough to allow the Americans to
come in when the invasion from the air actually
begins. ‘ :

Building air defences in the vast/north is a
fatter of years in time and billions in money. It
means radar stations and airfields, and all thel

necessary equipment and staff and alertness and

training. It can be brought into being only by long
years of frank and .friendly and. thorough co-' .,
operation and experiment. !

Too much publicity has not been given to what
is taking place. This, on the whole, is sound
policy. But there is something very heartening[
when lthe Minister of National Defence indicates:
in the House, as he did this week. that solid and' :
progressive action is taking place to strengthen
the far defences.of the north, recognizing that
the job is too big for Canada alone, and too much
Canada’s problem not to need American assistance.

More than this, the defente of the United States
is Canada’s problem, too. The United States is the
final heart of the defence of all free nations that
want to’ stay free.’ Since Canada happens to lie
above the United States, commanding the ap-.
proaches from Russia, the security of the United
States must depend very largely upon Canada’s:
attitude. .

‘There are those in Canada who are quite ready, .

dence, to the practical exclusion of the co-opera-
tion that alone c¢an give that independence secur-
ity. It reflects credit on Hon. Brooke Claxton and
his colleagues that they have taken the larger
view.

No doubf the measure of- co-operation for the
defence of the air will grow as time pasfes.
Any measures that -Mr. Claxton Inay take to en-
large the role of the United States in the defence|
of the northern approaches by air deserve sound
understanding and firm support.
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-domination of the United States. Would that Can-

, to divide the air along national lines would open

‘defence: The only security is in co-operation.

\
Y
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MONTREAL, FRIDAY, DECEMBER 5. g(12/

NORTHERN APPROACHFS

What Commumsts in Canada say may be of
very considerable importance. It is not important,
to be sure, considering who these Communists are
in themselves. But no local Communist is express-
ing his own ideas. They speak on orders. As the
orders come from Moscow, what they say becomes
quite interesting. \

Anyone who follows the offmlal Commumst
line in Canada, especially as ‘expressed in the
pages of The Canadian Tribune, will find one
theme vibrating above all others. It is the idea of
seéparating \Canada from the United States.

At times this.policy assumes absurd twists and |
turns. In a very recent issue, The Canadian |
Tribune had an article upon William Lyon Mac-
kenzie. a leader of the political rebellion. in Upper
Canada in 1837. The article concluded with the
thought that as Mackenzie had fought for the free-
dom of Canada from-the undemocratic rule, of the
old ‘days, so a still greater struggle awaits Cana-
dians. It is the fight'to free Canada from the

ada had another Mackenzie!

P - e %4
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:No doubt there dre many reasons why Moscow
would like to see trouble between Canada and the
United States. But one reason has become very
plain. The defence of North America is t6 be had
only by the closest co-operation. In particular,
the sky of North America has to be considered
as one defensive area or element. Any tendency

promising opportunities for any Communist attack.
The northern air is far too vast for merely national

The old flat maps that were displayed in school
—on the principlé of Mercator’s Projection—gave
a very poor idea of how close is the peril by air.
It made the north seem so immense thai a plane
from another.land would almost lose its way,
or drop from sheer exhaustion of fuel.,

But when the sitidation is considered -on the '
newer maps, or upon a globe ‘the distance is
frighteningly small. The barren north is the na-
tural route of invasion. The question of how the
invaders would ever get back is not of much im-
portance now. If they were able to deliver .an

atomlc bomb, the loss of a few :planes would be an‘(
insignificant consideration. The freight has becomef
vastly more important than the plane that
carries it. |

One of the best achievements in Canadian de-;
fence hag been the relative readihess of the Cana-f
dian Government to recognize that there is noj
map of the sky, drawn upon concepts of national-|
ity. Nor is it enough to allow the Americans to
come in when the invasion from the air actually
begins. -

Bu1ldmg air defences in the vast north is a
matter of years in time and bllhpns in money, It
means radar stations and airfields, and all the
' iecessary equipmient and staff and alertness and
Araining. It can be brought into being only by long
years of frank and friendly and 'ﬂ'mlough co-
operation and experiment. 4
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Too much publicity has not been given to what$ls
is. taking- place. This, on the whole, is sound[}
policy. But there is something very hearteningy
‘when the Minister of Natignal Defence indicates
in the House, as he did this week. that solid and|;
progressive action is taking place to strengthen
the far deferices of the.north, recognizing that
the job is too big for Canada alone, and too much
Canada’s problem not to need American assistance.

- More than this, the defence of the United States!li
is Canada’s problem, too. The United States. is' the|
final heart of the defence of all free nations that
want to stay free. Since Canada happens to lie
above the United Statés, commanding the ap-
prodches from Russia, the security of the United
States must depend very, largely upon Canada’s
attitude. *

There are those in Canada who are quite ready
to take exaggerated views of Canada’s indepen-
dence, to the practical exclusion of the co-opera-
tion that alone can give that independence secur-
ity. It reflects credit on Hon.- Brooke Claxton and
his . colleagues that they have taken the larger
view.

No doubt the measure of co-operation for the
defence of the air will grow as time passes.
Any measures that Mr. Claxton may take to en-
large the role of the United States in the defence
of the northern approaches by air deserve sound
‘understanding and firm support.
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File PJB 104=-22 J / 4 December 1952

Dear Doctor MacKay:

Since my last interim reply to you on the subject of
economic implications of U, S, defense sctivities in the Canadian
Northeast, certain date has been received from Headquarters, USAF,
relative to capital investment, prior, current and planned, as in-
dicated on the attached tabulation

No information has yet been received relative to local
procurement, employment payrolls and expenditures by personnel,
Action has, however, been initiated to obtain such information
from other sources and it will be made available to you immediately
upon its receipt,

Sincerely yours,

”_.
1 Incl John ¥, Whiteley, Colopel, USAF
Tabulation for R. L. WALSH

Major General, USAF
US Air Force Member

Doctor R. A, MacKay , _
Department of External Affairs Member
Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-U,S,
Room 276, East Block, Parliament Buildings
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

o '-r\'l‘y\\"
(Jun\xtu [ i
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‘ p SECURITY IKFORMATION 2 ¥ovesber 1952

* USAF CONSTRUCTION IN NORTHELST CANIDA
(A1l Amounts in Thousands)

3o

INSTALLATIONS COST TO 1949 SUESLIURIT PLAINED PROGRANMS TOTAL
PROORAL FY 1953 Y 195

OO (3)

Leased Bases

Ernest Harmon 15842 73h13 15815 27000
Yecpndrew 2Lo75 0 7 0 ! 0 lgﬁg$g
Pepperrell 25608 1889 2049 (2) 5400 37945
Sub Total eT525 ‘ TEIOZ. . 17861 325,00 ISL09L
Géose Bay 554 63305 35901 110000 139760
Qther
iisc, Small
1stallations 24420 (L) 0 0 1878 26298
Radar, Glo?ecom Ete. 0 76223 - 11100 29000 116333
Sub Total 2LL 20 75??3 11100 ‘30878 142621
Total 90L99 217830 61,865 103278 ;76172
Notes:

(1) FY 1949 to FY 1952, inclusive,

(2) Includes $1,L2l, 000 for warehousing which may be deleted or reprogrammed.

(?) Tentative- rot flrm.

(L) Includes Crystal I, Crystal II, Mingan Apt at which U. S. construction
was purchased by Cenada under Note #238, 23-27 June 19Lk.

CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAL
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Extract from the
Bouse of Commons Debates
Monday, December 1, 19352,

~—— EXTERNAL AFFAIRS \\\

e
' INVESTIGATION OF PLANES OVER CANADIAN
TERRITORY BY UNITED STATES AIRCRAFT

On the orders of the day:

Mr. M. J. Coldwell (Rosetown-Biggar): I
should like to direct a question to the acting
Secretary of State for External Affairs, the
Minister of National Defence. Under “what .
authority do United States planes cross into
Canada for the purpose of investigating planes
flying over Canadian territory?

Hon. Brooke Claxton (Acting Secretary of
State for External Affairs): As hon. members
know, the defence of North America must be
regarded as a single operation, and in con-
sequence of recommendations of the per-
manent joint board an arrangement has been
worked out related to the defence of North
America against air attack. The important
element in .this arrangement is that air
defence identification zones have been set up
along both sides of the international border .
and along both coasts. Civil aeronautical i
regulations require that any aircrait operating. |
_in tlipse zones should file flight plans. |

{ . A‘1y unidentified aircraft flying in a{n air '
' defefice zone near. the international korder
and japparently heading toward the box%er is.
, liable to interception for purposes of ilenti- i
ﬁcatlon by military aircraft of the country
! towards which the unidentified aircraft is
believed to be headed. For this purpose United
States air force aircraft may cross the border
inté Canada and R.C.A.F. dircraft may. cross
into the United States. Interceptor aircraft
must obey the rules of interception pro-
‘cedure laid down by the country over which
the inferception is made. United States air-
+ craft when flying over Canada are not per-
| mitted to order any aircraft to land.

( With respect to the press report which gives .
" rise to this matter, I think I should say that
., the Globe and Mml refers to three specific
i incidents. The information made available to
me by officers of the R.C.A.F. and by the
Department of Transport would indicate that
one incident referred to as taking place
recently and involving a Leavens Brothers
aircraft actually took place in 1950- long
before this arrangement was in effect. An-
other incident referred to concerned an |
Austin Airways plane. This, I am informed,
" related to an incident that occurred well on
the United States side of the border. I am
informed that no report regarding the inter- |
ception of the Ed Thomas-piloted photo- |
graphic plane has been received by either .
air force headquarters or the Department of

Transport, but from their own information s

they bel;gg it occurred in March.Mﬂ
rof 1952, /'

~ v e
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ESTABLISHMENT OF UNITED STATES FIGHTER
e SOUADRONS IN NEWFQUNDLAND =

On the orders of the day:

Mr. G. F. Higgins (St. John's E‘as'i): Mr.i
Speaker, I should like to ask the Minister pf
National Defence whether he has seen a dis~

' i including
patch in several newspapers today, includ;

. the Gazette and the Globe and Mail to the
. effect that United States fighter squadrons

are to be -established in Newfoundland at
various points, and whether he is prepared
to make comment.

Hon. Brooke Claxton (Minister of National
Defence): Yes, I have seen these references,
and I would be glad to make a statement
in view of them. It had been intended t‘hrat.
s statement would be made on the sp.b}ecf. ‘
before this, but it was mnecessary, 1 the
practice of international courtesy, to clear. t.he
statement with the United States authorities
befpre it was made. That statement was |
cledred on November 25 and I am inforryed |
thalt it was issued that day by Exter al J

v
Affairs to the Canadian Press. ‘I do not|
think however that it has appeared in the|
press, except in the form to which the hon.
member referred. )

The statement is as follows:

In the agreement between the Canadian and
Newfoundland governments at the time of the con-
struction of Goose Bay air basé, it was agreed that
the base should be -available to the USAF for the -
duration of the war and for such-time thereafter |
as the governments agreed was necessary in the
interests of common defence. The USAF have
remained at Goose Bay with the consent of the
Canadian government since the war. !

In view of the increased international tension

. during the last three years the USAF and RCAF
facilities at Goose Bay have been considerably '
fexpanded. The base is, in effect, a joint defence
installation and is being used by both air forces in ,
accordance with their agreed requirements.

As a result of this situation there have been
USAF squadrons at Goose Bay from time to time.

I should add despite the fact that this has
not been cleared with the United States:
authorities, I think the house is entitled to the
information, and newspaper reports make it
necessary—that this is part of the Canadian-,
United States regional security arrangements
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
Under these arrangements we have hadi con- .
siderable formations training in the United
States; and they have had considerable forma-
tions training in Canada.

I recall for example the 25th brigade train-
ing at Fort Lewis, and almost all amphibious
training of Canadian forces has been done in .
the United States. This is an arrangement
of exactly the same kind, and it should not be
regarded as anything else. It will involve
from time ,to time United States squadrons
visiting Canadian stations and being stationed
there for limited periods of time, subject of.
course to our preliminary agreement in each
case—except with respect to the leased bases
—all in accordance with the, arrangements we
have worked out. In every case—except in
the leased bases—the station will continue
‘under Canadian command.

4 A N\

;7M. Pearkes: Is it intended to extend this |
Iprinciple to other parts, of Canada? The minis-
‘ter made reference to the temporary stationing
of units in Canada. But, so far as. Goose Bay
is concerned, is it not on a ‘more permanent
basis? : )

Mr. Claxton: No, there is no intention of
stationing any squadron in Canada at the
present time. Goose is the only place con-
templated within the territory of Canada,
except the leased bases.

. Mr. Higgins: Not the squadron personnel
ateTarhav? ’ ——
Mr, Claxton: No.

ports to be increased to take care of this
additional use? :

] Mr. Claxton: Torbay is to be expanded to
' take care of increased supply requirements
of the United States air force, particularly
pointing toward the ‘northeast, to Greenland.
But it is not intended at the present time to
ificTease the operational activities 4T Lorbay.

f //‘\

four i
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PERMANENT JO!NT BOARD ON DEFENSE
CANADA-UNITED STATES

File PJB 104-22 25 November 1952

Dear Doctor MacKeys:

Following upon my letter dated 7 November regarding the
{rnformation which you have requested on the economic implications

would like to advise that the Air Staff has not yet completed its
Mf)mpilation of 211 the figures involved, I talked to the Project

Officer yesterday and he informed me that he has substantially all
}gf the information except from the Corps of Engineers, He expected
" to have that before the end of another week,

/ of United States defense activities in the Canadian Northeast, I

o I regret that it is taking so long to get this informa-

tion, and want to assure you that the Air Staff is working on it.

Incidentally, General Welsh went into Walter Reed
Hospitel for a checkup after his return from South America, I
imagine he will be there for several weeks as they are generally
pretty thorough in their examinations incident to retirement,

Sincerely yours,

~

/ﬁ‘. Whiteley, Colonel, USHF
or R, L. WALSH

Major General, USAF
US Air Force NMember

Doctor R, A, MacKay

Department of External Affairs Member
Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-U,S,
Room 276, East Block, Parliament Builldings
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
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Memorandum of & Discussion with N —
Mr, Hayden Raynor of the - g
State Department, PO 3.07 - o

held on November 20, 1952,

mé’?ﬁm f?’?ﬂ»g

P T L

. Mr. Hayden Raynor, of the U.S. State
Department, and Mr. Don Bliss, Minister at the U.S.
Embassy, called this morning on Mr. MacKay. Also
present for the discussions were Mr. Rogers, Mr.
Eberts, Mr. Cox, and Mr. Barton. The following
topics were discussed: ‘ “

Goose Bay Lease

Ze Mr. MacKay referred briefly to the
current status in the negotiations concerning the
Goose Bay lease and explained the attitude of the
Canadian Government that the position of the U.S.
forces there was that of joint occupancy of a Canadian
base and thus differed from their position at the
99-year lease bases. In order to maeke this clear,

it was proposed to send to the U.S. Ambassador at the
game time the lease was signed, a collateral letter,

a draft of which was given to Mr. Raynor and Mr., Bliss
for consideration. It was intended that the letter
should be acknowledged by the Ambassador. There was
some discussion of the contents of the letter, and

Mr. Bliss undertook to obtain the views of the State
Department as soon as possible., Mr. Raynor and Mr.
Bliss felt that the draft should be acceptable. Nr.
Rogers pointed out the desirability of obtaining
agreement on the letter as soon as possible in the
hope that it would be possible to sign the letter
before Mr. Claxton went to Burope early in December.
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Canada - United States Defence Relations Génerally

3. There was some discussion of the difficulties
which Canada had in dealing with U.S. requests con-
cerning proposed U.S. defence installations in Canada.
The principal of these was the fact that Canada was

not consulted at a sufficiently early stage in the
development of plans., This resulted in delay in ob-
taining Canadian consideration of TU.S. proposals. As
an example, the situation concerning the Haines -
Fairbanks pipeline was cited. Canada first learned

of this project at the June, 1952 meeting of the PJBD,
when Canadian approval was requested as a matter of
urgency. The proposal required negotiations with the
B.C. Government which have proven complicated and time-
consuming, and thus have delayed Canadian approval.
However, the concern of Canadian offiecials over this
delay is tempered by the knowledge that a complete
account of the project was published in a U.S. journal
as early as December, 1951.

4, Another example of a case where lack of

early consultation had delayed consideration by Canads
of a U.S. defence project was that of the six additional
radar stations which it was proposed should be located
in Ontario. This proposal had first been advanced by
the U.8. Section of the PIBD in June, 1952, but the
information which Canada reguired prior %o consideration
of the proposal was not furnished until the September
meeting of the Board. This project raises another prob-
lem of concern to the Canadian Government, i.,e., the
stationing of numbers of U.Si troops in populated areas
of Canada, which is politically undesirable for a
variety of reasons, and causes difficulty whenever it
arises.

o. There was some discussion of the situation
with respect to U.S. activities and installations in
Newfoundland. It was agreed that the recent modification
of U.S. proposals concerning Torbay, coupled with the
current meetings of the M.C.C. on the qguestion of command
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in the Northeastern area of Canada, had done much %o
ease the concern of the Canadian Government over the
position there. In the discussion on this item, Mr.
MacKay again drew attention to the firm Canadian
policy that a Canadian commander must control air
defence operations over Canadian Territory. He also
reiterated the concern of the Canadian Government to
keep the numbers of U.S. forces situated in populated
areas of Canada to a minimum.

6. Mr. MacKay then raised the question of U.S.
defence activities in the Arctic. He referred to
Project "Lincoln® and expressed concern that it might

be considered necessary to superimpose such an expensive
scheme on the existing radar network. There followed

a general discussion on the implications of Project
?Lincoln", during the course of which it was made clear
that it was recognized that the proposals involved had
not, as yet, been accepted by the U.S. defence authori-
ties, and might never be.

7. Mr. Raynor stated that he appreciated the
Canadian position on these matters, and said that the
State Department was endeavouring to improve arrange-
ments for consultation with the Canadian authorities

on joint defence arrangements. He expressed the view
that the tradition of friendly relations between Canada
and the United States was built upon frank discussion
of difficulties as they arose.

St. Lawrence Seaway and Power Project

8. Mr. Eberts asked for the advice of Mr. Raynor
as to whether it would be wise for Canada to intervene

in the hearings to be conducted shortly before the U.S.
Federal Power Commission. There was some discussion of
the pros and cons of this action, and Mr. Raynor stated
that he would consult his colleagues in Washington and

obtain their advice.
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R.A. MacKay/gmd

[ I S

four Pile No. PJB 104-22 : Noverber 14, 1652,

Dear Gélonal Whiveley,

I thank you for your letter of November 7
regarding wy enquiry about Inforumtion on capital
expenditures onjU,Sw bases in Newloundland. Your
suggestion of a reply afbter the 17th of theo monkh
wlll be quite satisfactory to us since there is
no ﬁhrticular urgency in the matter,

Yours sincersly,

7 A, MackAY

Re A, M&GK&}T, .
Bxternal Affairs Member, P.J.B.D.

Colonel John F. Whiteley, USAYF,
United States Ssction,
O0:fice of the Milltary Members
of the Pentagon,
WASHINGTON 25, D.C,
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MEMORANDUM TO THE CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE L‘?_O"Z’/O
= S02/6
Canada-United States Military Installations in S0 A
Newfoundland and Labrador ' ) 22
Che %LW
1 The Committee will recall the discussion at the 89th meeting of

the Cabinet Defence Committee held on October 9, 1952, at which the
Committee discussed the question of United States requirements at Goose
Bay and Torbay arising out of the Journal of the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence for September, 1952, in which the United States had submitted
plans for. placing fighter 8quadrons at Goose Bay and Torbay and for
subsequent development of facilities at Torbay to provide a logistical
organization to support the United States bases in Newfoundland, Labrador
and Greenland.

2 Since this meeting the Chiefs of Staff have had this matter under
review and have had certain informal talks with senior United States
officials. The Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the United States request for
the extension of the Canada-United States air defence scheme to cover the
Northeast area, which includes the United States bases and United States
installations at Goose Bay. It will be recalled that the present Canada-
United States integrated air defence scheme includes radar and control
units being set up in St. John's and Gander and the addition of fighter
squadrons in Newfoundland and Labrador is the next logical step after
providing the radar and control units. The Chiefs of Staff have reviewed
the roles of the various United States installations and have come to the
conclusion that these bases are of such importance to the implementation
of the United States strategical plans that fighter defence of this area is
now essential.

3 It is considered that the provision of the additional fighter squadrons
for the defence of this area of Canada should ultimately be carried out by
the RCAF but owing to other commitments and the unavailability of suitable
types of aircraft the RCAF will not be able to carry out these additional

air defence tasks until after 1954. 1t is, therefore, suggested that the
USAF should be allowed to carry out these air defence:tasks on.the condition
that as and when the Canadian Government so desires these air defence -
tasks in Canada will be taken over by the RCAF, and further, that the
stationing.of air defence squadrons in Newioundland be restricted at
present to the United States leased bases, and that any such air defence
squadrons provided by the USAF should form part of the integrated Canada-
United States air defence scheme, and come under Canadian operational .
commmand while operating in Canadian air space.

4 As aresult of a series of informal discussions with United States

officials it has now been learned that the United States authorities are
prepared to agree to the following proposals:

(a) that owing to the strong position taken by Canada in regard

to Torbay the United States authorities will withdraw their
request for the establishment of a logistical base at Torbay;
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(b) tha,i-'the USAF will withdraw their request for the stationing
of an air defénce squadron at Torbay if satisfactory arrange-
ments can be made for:

i) stationing a USAF air defence squadron at Goose Bay
with the possibility that it-may be extended to two at
a later date,

T

ii). one squadron at Harmon Field, and . SR
iii) one squadron at Argentia;

provided that the Canadian Government will give consideration
to the lengthening of the runways at Torbay which would allow
for the use of Torbay for air defence operations in time of war,
or at such time as the RCAF -undertakes the air defence role.
in Newfoundland; o :

(c) qg; USAF have also indicated that they are prepared to place
these squadrons under the operational control of the Canada- L \
United States integrated air defence commmander, and under
Ca.nadi;an. operational control while operating in Canadian air
space.

(d) The United States authorities have further indicated that they
are prepared to withdraw their squadrons as and when the
Canadian Government desires to take over these roles.

5 It is expected that the Canadian officials will be meeting in the
near future to discuss these proposals with the United States authorities..
It'is suggested that these proposals are much more acceptable than those
previously put forward by the USAF and it is recommended that consider~
ation be given to them in order that instructions can be given the Canadian
| officials who will be discussing this matter within the next ten days.

"MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

DEPARTMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENCE ‘
13 November, 1952.
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JOINT PLANNING COMMITTRE '

MINUTES OF THE 41/52 MERTTNG
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12 Hovem‘ger > 1952
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W»Zé ’/M:i

Held in Roem 4813, Joint Staff Conference Room,

at 1400 hours Monda 10 November. 1952

PRESENT

 Air Commodore W.I. Clements (Chairman}

Brigadier T.G. Gibson

Gaptain A.H.G. Storrs

Group Captain S.W. Coleman
Commander H.A. Stowell
Mr. G. de. T. Glagzebrook

G Plans I
poGs -
DNPO

.DAFS

DNPO/S(S)
Chairman JIC and

External Affairs Rep.
AISO PRESENT

| Commodore H.S. Rayner ) - GJ8
Captain D. King ' " DNPO
Lt. Col. R.E. Nourse Lo - DMO &P _ |
Gommander J.G. Smyth ‘ Joint Staff )
SECRETARY'
M " Major J.P. Brenman Joint Staff

OPERATING FROM BASES WITHIN CANADA.

L): CSC 1796-1 (JPC) 8 Nov 52 refers)

Q}ﬁ)( "~ .1ls  The Committee considered a message, GIJS(W) 906 of 7 Nov 52,
¥ ° which quoted the contents of MCM=237 to the effect that the.US Section

\g{f \?J\ ~ MGC had been directed by the US Joint Chisfs of Staff to enter into

\@6524 CANADIAN OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF US DEFENCE FORCES: (Top Secret)

‘negotiations with the Canadian Section MUC for the purpose of obtaining
|  a military agreement providing for Canadian operational control of US
) defence forces operating from bases within Canada. The MCC memorandum
\Fﬁ contained the U8 Section's suggestions as to what this military agree-
" ment should containe The US Section MIC requested that this matter be
, discussed at a meeting in Ottaws on 14 Nov 52, or on such date as would

be convenient to the Canadian Section. ,

~ L
V\ 2 The Chairmap reported that the US' proposals had been the
‘ sybject of discussion betwsen the VCAS and the 0CO0S; and it was con-
. gidered that the Canadian Section MCC should discuss ths problem with
UQ‘ the US Section. However, it should be made clear to the U Section

procedure for carrying out operationmal comtrol of US forces if and when
they were deployed within Canada. Policy matters concerning such a

C,WW\‘&M&_ M@MK Y  evesnns/2

%i\ that the discussions at this time' would concern only the mechanics and
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deployment were now being considered by higher Canadian au’choritias,’ ;
-and it. was considered that the Canadian Section MCG would not be
competent to make them the subject of MG negotiations at this time.
The_Chairman noted that the US paper, although it began as a discuse
sion of Canadian operational control of all I8 forces operating from
bd,ses within Canada, it was, in fact, limited to-air defence forces

of the US-Northeast Command (para 3 - M3CM-237)s Since it would be
appropriate to consult with our Air Defence Gommand on this problem,
the meeting with the (B Section should be, postpdned until the
following weeks ,

3. It was the general feeling of ﬂ@_ﬁ_gmmg that TS authori-
ties were now.seeking to meet Canadian wishes in respect to control of
U8 air defence forces operating over Canadian territory. The detailed
discussion that followed revolved around the following pointss

(a) whether the JPC should seek Ohiefs of Staff endorsemsnt
of certain principles for the guidance of the Canadian
Section MGy

(b) whether the Canadian Section should at this time seek
t0 enlarge the scope of the proposed agreement to in-
clude nasval and army forcesy -

(¢) the distinction to be mads between poln.cy matters not

' within the competence of thé JFC at this time and the
‘mechanics and procedure for operational control if amd
when such deployment of US forces was agreed tog

(d) the distinction between the three "]eased bases" and
other locations in Canadaj

(e) - the main points of the US proposa'lo

bo The Coordina.tor Joint Staff notéd that the Chiefs of Staff
Committee were considering this question on Wednesday, 12 Nov 52, and
that there was also the likelihood that. a decision affecting it would
be made at the Cabinet Defence Committee meeting to be held Friday,
14 Nov 52.

t

5¢ The Committee, after considerable discussion, agreeds

(a} that the Secretary should seek agreemsnt of the S Section
MG to postponing the meeting until 21 Nov 52 or there-
aboutsg

(b) that a JPC commentary om the US' froposals should bs sub-
mitted for consideration of the Chiefs of Staff Committee
at its meeting on 12 Nov 52. Owing to the difficulty of
clearing a drafit report in the time available, the senior
members of the Commititee agreed to make their comments on
the JEC report direct to their respective Chiefs prior
to the Chiefs of Staff Committes meetingz.
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(SECRETARY 'S NOTES:

(a) Subaequent to the meeting, a JFC report containing
the main points discussed by the Committee was cir-
""""culated to all concerned under CSC 1796-1 (JPC)
o - . 12 Now 52.

(b) The US Section MCC have agieed t¢ come to Ottawa
for meetings on Friday, 21 Hov 52. BEstimated tims
of arrival via Colonial Airlines, 2005 hours,
Thursday, 20 Nov 52. Reservations have been made. at
the Lord Elgin Hotel for US personnel attendings vizs
Captain T.P. Wilson; USN, Colonel D. Parker, 1571
Golénel J.A. Gunningham, USAF, Lieutendtit-Colonel
R.M. Cram, SAF.)

(J.Pi, Bre:i‘ii%n), Major ™

_ o Secretary,
JPB/4972/NR . ‘ Joint Planning Committee.

DISTRIBUTION

Copy Noo 1 « G Plans L
2 - DCGS: '
3 & 4 - DNPO
.5 - DAPS
6&7-DMO& P
8 - DNPO/S(S)
9 = Chairman JIC and
External Affairs Rep.
10 - Secretary JIC
11 to 13 - Coordinator Joint Staff

14 - JP8 (X4)
15 - JBS
16 - File
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IN REPLY PLEASE QUOTE

wo.. GSG 1796-1 (IR}

Bepartnent of Mational Belenee £OP & ECRET
eanana JOINT STAFF
AL

ADDRESS REPLY TO JOINT PLANNING ‘CO}MITI'EET;

CHAIRMAN,

e orrawa ﬂ %g,/ /% @ﬁ |
\' 64 “‘J '

12 November, 1952

Secretary,
Chiefs of Staff Committee

Canadian Operatignal Control of US Defence Forces
Operating from Bases within Canada.

1. Reference your CSC 1796-1 of 10 Nov 52 which dis-

tributed copies of CJS (W) 906 on the above subject for con- //) //e" god

sideration of CSC on Wednesday, 12 Nov 52. {d Q//‘.? - Ma
2. Attached is a JFC report on this subject for CSC
N consideration..

Secretary, |
JPB/4972/NR Joint Planning Gommittee

DISTRIBUTION

Copy Nos. 1 - 11 - Secretary, CSC
12 - C Plans I

13 - ICGS
1/ - DNPO
15 - DAPS
16& 17 -DHMO & P
18 - DNPO/S(S).
19 = Chairman JIC and:

External Affairs Rep
20 - Secretary JFC




1. A copy of GJS(W) 906 of 7 Novenber- 52 was circulated to the

Chiefs of Staff on 10 November 52 and céhtdin% suggasted propesals for

. PROPOSALS OF THE US SECTION MSC FOR A MILITARIAGREEPENT_
ON THE GANADIAN MTIONAL GOR’TROL OF IB DEFENCE F(RGES

Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

COPY WO.___ =&
0SC 1796-1 (JFC)

12 November 52

[ T i . 3

Report by the Joimt Plannmg Comittes. -
to the -
Ghiefs of Staff. Gommittee.

K . . a military agreement which would provide Tor tHé Canedian operatiopal

control of United States defence forces épétating from bases within

Canada.

_2, In examining this proposal, the Joint Planning: Committee con=-

siders that the following should be borne in mind

(=)

()

- (&)

(@)

The command principles as laid dewn in the-Command
Appendix to MCG 300/3 as revised at the:recent .
meeting of the MCC in Halifax.. A relevalit extract
from this revised Appendix is 'at’fpaahed as. Appendix "A",

Responsibility for the defence of Canadianm: territory
outside the leased bases, imcluding Canadiam adr- space.
and Canadian territorial waters,; belongs to. Ganadao
However, the "Leased Based Agreement® clearly: autherizes
the United States to defend its base areas and in tine.

of war or eiergency to condiet military operatim ‘deemed
desirable by the United States: This authority involves
rights and powers eutside the leased aress as will'be =
geen in the extracts from thé "Isased Bages Agreemsnt®

of* March 27, 1941, which sre attached as &ppendix "R,

The-deployment of United States forces inbdo baaea in Canada
axcept-as set out in the "lLessed Bases Agreement"’ is sub;ect
to approval by the Government .of Canada in every €888

Deployment of ferces resulting from plans fer the defence.

of the leased bases insefar as they relate to operations
outside these bases (see para 2(b} above}, will énly be
approved by the Government of Canade after receiving the
military advice of the Ganad,ian Chiefs of S‘baﬁ'. :

LA 0070 0/2
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3. The Joint Planning Committes has revicwsd in detail the proposals

of the United States Section as contained in MOCM-237 which is quoted in
CIS(W) 906, and desire to make the following cemments$

(a) In para 2 of MOGM-237 it is statéd that according te
present plens, US air defénce foirgeg arse scheduled for
deployment commencing this fall to certain US bases
within Canada. In para 3 'it is also stated that as
these foreces will bs deployed imitially for the purpose
of defending S bases within Canada, decision for deploy-
ment to and from the TS Northeast Command or redeployment
within the U8 Northeast Commsnrd would be reserved to the
- S military authorities. In connection with these twe
statements, the JFC has observed: that the Caradian
Section M3C is not competént at this time to discuss
the policy matters involved in this deployment of US
forees in Canada, but considers that the Canadian Section
MCC should preceed with negotiations concerning the
machinery and procedure which would be required for
Canadian operational control of such US foerces if and
when such a deployment should be agreed to. In this
connection the JPC noted that U8 ferces could not be
moved into bases in Canads’ (eogo{Goose Bay) other tham
the 99-year leased bases, ‘withéut the express permis-
sion of the Canadian Governmento,

(b) Para 3 of MOCM-237 after stating that the Canadian

' Commander exercising operational centrol would have
final authority in regard t6 prescribing the conditions
and circumstances under whieh firing would be commenced
over Canadian terri%oryg states that this clause is in no
vay to be comstrued as changing the principles that 1S
forces operating from a 99-year leased base, and not
‘operating over Canadien territery, are and will remain
under US operational cemtrol. The JFC interprets this
as applying to I8 air forces .which, although £lying over
Canadian territory, are bound for operations outside
Ganadia.n territerysy eogo Greenlando

{c) It is noted that, although initielly the paper begins
: as a discussion of Canedian operational centrol of US
forces operating from bases within Cenada, it is, im
fact, limited to air defence forces of the US Northeast
Command {first sentence of para 3 ~ MOGM-237}. The JPC

considers that the agreement which the US Section M3C
now wishes to negotiate will, when it is epproved, con-
stitute an smplification ef the Command Appendix of the
Canada-US BEmergency Defence Plan (MCC} which at %

present time does not deal with the command relationshlp
bhetween CINCNE and &0C Ailr Defence Command for the
operational control of air defence forces. The JFG
further considers that any problems specificaily re-

- lated %o the operational control of US naval and army
forces operating from bases within Canade will be dealt
with separately when the revision of the Command Appendix
fég lé?-,c 300/3 is brought to the attention of the Chiefs

aff.
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(@) The J®C considers that the paper under consideration |
sheuld deal with all air defense forces of tis 1S ' |
Northeast Command includinmg anti-airveraft umits.

do The Chiefs of Staff are invited tos

(2} enderse the principled set forth in para 2 of
this reportg

(b) note the comments of the JFG on the HS proposal in
( ’ pa.!'a- 30

B >
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EPPENDIX SA¥ TO GSG |
i} : 1769=1 i’m) d/12 Nov 52
GANADA=-UNITED STATES EBERGENCY DEFENSEPLAN

3 . QCommand hv'inciEleSe

Except where otherwise épecified in accordsnce with,interngovermr

mental agreement or agreements of the Chiefs of “Staff of Canads and the

3+

United Statess

i
!
|
i
|
i

8o _A_ny force located in Canada and eﬁxpleyed' in execution of the
tasks set forth in this plan will opéréte under & commander

N . : |

designated ‘by Canadag; »

b. any force located in the United States or Alaska and employed
in execution of the tasks set f’orth in this plan will operate
under a commander designated by the Unit;d Statessg

.8o forces of either country ser’ving in the territory of the other
will be under the immedia‘l';e command of & ceﬁmandér designated
by the country furnishing the foft}e; :

o regardles-s of the area in wﬁieh operating, the internal admini-
stration of the foreces furnished by either country shall be the

prerogative of the country furnishing th§ forceg

€. commanders who are to be responsi‘%ie‘ ‘for' operations should

participate to the maximum extent feasible in the preparation

of detailed operational plans for such operations.

i
i

4o Exceptions to_the above Command Prindiples.’

8. US’C"Ieased Bases. There are three areas in Canada known as the
S leased bases: Argentia, Pepperreil9 and Harmom. The leased
base area of Argentia includes McAndrew Air Force Base. The
principles outlined in para 3a absve-do’ hot apply to forces
within the US leased bases.

000536
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b. DS Air Defence Forces. There are US air defence forces lecated
in Canada under the Q_?mmnder-innahiéf,' B Northeast Command.
At the present time these do not come within the prmrisio:a of
para 3 above. Howsver, the command zf‘;e._la‘.‘!_;ionship.‘ betwsen CINCKE
and the AOC ADC for the opsrational comtrol of air defence forces
is at the present time under review and ?.ppropr’iate changes

will be made to this eppendix when the rew command arrangements
\
are firm.

So RCAF Station, Goose Bay. iny dé‘?*ie.ti,on‘ frem the principles
outlined in para 3a above applicable to EB foreces at the RCAF
Station at Goose Bay are the subject of sbecial arranggmenta
approved by the Camadian Chiefs of Staff.

l
|
|
l

N >
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APPENDIX *B" TO 0SG 1769-1
(IR} dated 12 Nov 52

THE “IEASED BASES AGREFMENT® OF MARCH 27, 1941

(Canads Treaty Series, 1941 - Koo 2}

(fourth clause) coco.o TAnd whereas it is desired that this
agreement shall be fulfilled in & spirit of good neighbourli-
; ness between the Government of the United ngdom and the
i Gevernment of the United States of America, and that details
of its practical application shg.ll be arranged by f’fie,u,dly
coopsration®.

(
1

#rticle 1, General Description of Rights.

(1) The United States shall have all the rights, powers and

authority within the Leased Areas which are necessary for the
establishment, use, operation and defence thereof, or appropriate

for their control, and the rights, powers and authority withinm

the limits of territorial waters and air spaceg adjacent to, or e
in the vieinity of, the leased areas,:which are necessary te ?
provide access to and defence of the leased areas, or appropriate

for control thersof.

Qo0o0000000

(3) In the exercise of the above mentioned rights, the United
States agrees that the powers granted to ‘it outside the leased

l areas will not be used unreasonably or, uniess required by

! military necessity, so as to interféré. with the necessary rights
of navigation, aviation or commmication %0 or frem or withim-

) the territories but that they shall be used in the spirit of

1 the fourth clause of the preamble. .

|

(4} In the practical application cutside the leased areas of
the foregoing paragraph there shall be, as eccasion requires,
. consultation between the Government of the United States and
the Government of the United Kingdom.:

eceooo0oo0s0oo0

Article II - Special Emergency Powers.

When the United States is engaged in war or in time of other
emergency, the Govermnment of the United Kingdom agree tha$
the United States may exercise in the territories and sur-
rounding waters or air spaces all such rights, powers and

; aubhority as may be necessary for conducting any nilitary

; operations deemed desirable by the United States, Wit these
rights will be exercised with all possible regard "to the
spirit of the fourth clause of the Preamble. *

N *°** [
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| Eﬁemﬁmmé of Rational Melehice T smer

CHIEFS OF staps COMMITTEE

Aonqig_lll_tu ve.

10 No,vambe'r, 1952,
cMiEhN oF $rave counimvin, ' AT —
OTTAWA, . ) } h fl
{, L9407 -|¢, *
] .y R ; " e
Iy’ 7[ I ’ /c/S()
"/2 ’ C.Aos- . .
3 C.G 7.
4 “'C.N, d ef:)/ 577 /§(
5 c.D
: B N L=y EE V4
| 7 _ A Canadian_:Opera.tional Control of Us Defence -
LN Forces Operating from Bases within Canadas %
wl _ e le Attached is a Message from the US Section s
i L - MGC to the Canadian Section concerning the commencement % &)
12 NOV 1952 of negotiations for the purpose of obtaining g militayy &= ?;‘73
wr opnaary. for the Canadian operational rorel of Us | == S22
'”défélié"e‘"‘fb’i'ée‘b-’f"d‘}':éf*éﬁ"_iﬁ’g"“‘“fi‘ﬁﬁi ‘bases’ within Canada, =~ © A
2. his matter is being discussed at a meeti & ]
of the Joint Planning Committee on 10 November, 1952, i &=
The signal is forwarded to you at the request of the €D
Chairman, Chiefs of Stafs i order that a prelimi =2 &7
discussion may be held at the 531gt neeting of the Chisfe '] 2
of Staff Committee Wednesday, 12 November, 1952, =g
=}
" : S E A ~ (R.G, Kingstone) - :
" o . R . Ligut.enaz;t-colonel,__
L coe Ce Secretary,
" RGK/3729/s3p . T
Ene, ' o
cc: Chairman, Chiefs of Stagf . v ' ,
“Deputy Minister ~ - N -/
. -+ Secretary to the Cabinet o '
, ;,,.Under-Secretary of State for External affairg
o e Coord:lnator, Joint Stafr g
| .  IOP SEGRET
S

- . ) -l S e cas
s Lo ) :

2 e
G }1’\ o |
RA
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L L T rp— CYBEEZ.
PRICRITY. ‘ | - GJSH 966 - 7 Nov 52

FROM: CJS Washington 0721052

SRR PFr‘ 11k E@‘@E(J
T0: 0GOS Ottawa mglﬁﬁg}éﬁ@@gﬂjﬂ@ \T}?@ g??a&w‘d\)[b

‘INPO: 6JS London . k\{@@%&‘ @ @E@%ET .
SPECTRA -~ TOP SECRET. B

- Subject: ‘Canadian Operationsl Gontrol of U8 Defence Forces operating
from bases within Canada.

The U.S. Section MG have directed followidg MGM-237 to the Canadien
~ Section: ™1. The United States Joint Ghlefs of Staff have directed

2/5/’4 the U.S. Section, Canada-United states Military Cooperation Gommittee

Pk

to enter into negotiations with the Gansdian Section, Ganada-United
States Military Cooperation Committee, for the purpose of obtaining a
military agreement lroviding for the Gana.dian operational control of U.S.
defence forces operating from bases within Canada. The U.S. Seetion
considers that the agreement. should be substdntially as noted in
4 paras 2 and 3 below: 4
2. kccording to present plans, U.S. Air Porce defence forges
are scheduled for deployment commencing this fall to certa.in U.S. bases.
within Canada. Fighter aircraft of these forces should be employed over
Canadian territory in the initial task of base defence to maximum extent
of their range. In order that these defence forces may be employed in.
the best interests of Canada and the United States, it is desired that
while operating within Canadian territ tory they coms under the over-all
operational control of the appropriate Cansdian military commander. This
arrangement would be in general sccord with the command principles set
| forth in the Canada-United States Euergency Defenée Plan vhich are as |
follows: 'Except where otherwise spacified iIn zsccordanse with inter-
g'éverm:ent agreement or agreemsnfs of the Chiefs of Staff of Gamada
and the United States: ’
R ¢
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(2)

(b)

(e) -

e @

(e) “
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-

.Any fores locefed im Canads end cuployed. in execution

of the tasks set ferth im this plan will opsrate under

a Gomandér designated by Canads.

Any force located in the United States or Alaska and
eﬁplo'yed- in execution of' the tasks set forth in tﬁia
plan will operate under a Gommapder designated by the
United States.

Forces of either country serving in ’the territory of
the &bﬁer will be under the immediate command of a
Commemder designated by the country furnishing the farce.
Regardless of thoe area in which operating, the intornmal
administration of forces furnished by either country
shall be the prerogative of the country furnishing the
force. |

Commanders who are to be respoﬁsible for: operations

- should participate to the maximum extent feasible in

the preparation of detailed operational plans for such

operations.?

3. Pighter and aircraft control and warning units of the U.S.

Northeast Command would be the: only forces included in the category of

} /\/ 'détence forces at this time. As these forces will be deployed initially .

é 0 2 - for the purpose of defending U.S. bases within Ganada, decision for

- deployment to and from the U.S. Northeast Command or. redeployment withim -

. the U.8. Northeast Command would be reserved to the U.S. Military

authorities.

Movement of these:forces, however, would be coordinated

‘with the Ganadian military authorities insofar as possible. The Camdian:

'Commander exercising operational control would, of course, have final

authority in regard to prescribing the conditions end circumstances

' ‘to commence firing for the purpose of destroying imtercepted a;rgraft _

by U.S. air defence forces operating over Canadian territory. This in

' no way is to be construed as changing the principle that -U.S; farces

coee o/3
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- Y o=

_operating from é. 99~year leased buse, and not opsrating over Canadian

territery, are and will remain wnder U.S. opém*&;i@ﬁal cmﬁrél.

4. When an agreement has been reachsd by the Camada-US MG,
it is considered that it would be desirable to forward the agreement to
the Canadian Ghiefs of Staff Committoe and teo the United States Joint
Chiefs of Staff for approval. N |

5. Inasmch as an early méemnt is considered desirable,
the U.S. Section suggests a meeting of the Canada-U.S. MG in Ottawa
on 14 Nov 52 or on such other date as may be gonvenient to the Canadian
Section. For the purpose of th;is_ meeting the U.S. members will not be
accanpanieﬂ by their assistants. 'Datails as to itinerary will be for- |
véfded by the Secretary IS Section upon receipt of your respomse.” |

PARA TVO. Please advise.

000542 |
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NOTE FOR FILE 50209-40 | O }g/ — Y0 /

i

A copy of a memor andum from General Foulkes

Command Arrangements PwNewf;undland

, N /8, 19572 L@

%

to Mp. Claxton which discusses command arrangements

in Newfoundland was senﬁ to Mr. Wilgress in connection
with the memorandum from Mr. Wilgress suggesting that

the Chiefs éf Staff should initiate arrangemehts to

have the appropriate military agencies of Canada and

the U.S3.A. carry out a study of the anticipated forms

and scales of attack in the area of Newfoundland and
forces which will be needed to meet military requirements.
This copy is filled on file 50221-40 -~ U.S. North

Bast Command = Command Relations re Newfouhdland area.
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\ . PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENSE I
CANADA-UNITED STATES - :

i e S " - 3

i ) ﬁ{ 7 - “(;“’,‘{Z, \2

1 /Zjﬁz % L

UNITED STATES SECTION ! g * ,,..’7»-—-’"‘ ‘

OFFICE OF THE MILITARY MEMBERS

¥ J

Pl - r

THE PENTAGON . S O b
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. . N e M"‘"""‘W

PRI,

File PJB 104-22 ' 7 November 1952

v

In the absence of General Walsh, who has been in South
America for the past ten days, I will answer your letter of

24 October to give you an interim reply on the subject of the
economic aspects covered therein,

Because part of the information must be obtained from
the Corps of Engineers and certain parts from the U, S, Northeast
Command, a period of ten days will probably be required to get all
the data, The project officer in Headquarters, USAF to whom this
matter has been referred, called me this morning to indicate that
he would have a reply for me around the 17th of the month, I hope,

therefore, to be able to have a reply in your hends by the end of
that week,

Sincerely yours,

| ’__J
i A :
‘ ohn F, Whiteley, Colone); USAF
fet R, L, WALSH /l
| Major General, USAF
USAF &Stesting Member

Dr, R, 4. MacKay
Department of External Affairs Member
| Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-U.S,
| Room 276, Bast Block, Parliament Buildings
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
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i
. ] ° PERMANENT JOINT BOARD oN DEimnes 7, J
o o P 8 ' L;gwujz;,‘ V/i~*‘

CANADIAN SECTION

AT
(/2 w}ﬁ“{a}/é 2’?@ TOP_SEGRET
/ / /

y ;fﬂ o Ottava, November 1, 1952,
phet Ay 3B
W "’Q’\Z}/ f/-"%ear M, Berton: (iﬁ_’ %’%
| o :210 Herewith, in compliance with your . =) %%%
| o820 telephone request, is a 8opy of AFHG letter | & T
o to A0C ADC delegating authority to the Us = &
Commending Genersl NEAC to intercept and epe T [y
gage hostile aircraft in accordance with &=
Appendix "B g Cabinet Document D320, g%% =]
)
Copies of the following papers are gg% o5
8150 attached: ' Fra %gﬁ
= £
(1) Signal from Gen Vandenberg to Aip =13
Marshal Curtis £

(2) Memorandum for the CAS from Mrp, Wershof

(3) sigpal from C4AS to ¢Js Washington,

Yours truly,

(L.G. Virr)
Wing Commandexr,
Tor RCAF Member PJBD,

Mr.,Barton,

Secretary, Can Section, PJBD,
- Department of External Affa

irs,
Ot tawa » Ont, '
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“coPY " s TOP 'SEGRET

Ottawa October 18 1952.

|  DOWNERADED D SeeRey
Alr Officer Commanding, . - - RE@U F A gE@RET .

Air Defence Command, o
RCAF Station, St. Hubert P.Q, , e

Deployment - 59 Flghter Interceptor Squadron. USAF
GOOSE BAY

1o . Reference our AP 463 dated 17 October,

1952, herewith ampliflcatlon of para (6).

2 _ ‘The operations of ‘59th Flghter Interceptor
Squadron USAF are to be conducted under Canadian
- authority to intercept and engage hostile aircraft
when the aircraft are operating from bases, leased

" or other wise within Canadian territory. In visew of

the fact that. command and control of Air Defence
Forces in the NEAC area has not as yét been resolved
and .in view of the temporary nature of the deployment,
you are hereby authorized to delegate the necessary
authority to the Commanding General NEAC to intercept . = .
and engege hostile aircraft, in accordance with
Appendix "B" to Cabinet Document D320 in which the
powers of the Canadian Air Defence Commander for the
interception and engagement of hostlile aircraft ars.
defined. Since this.unit is operating under the
local direction of GG -NEAC, ADC will have no control
of its deployment by us authoritles..

(Sgd) F.R., Miller
Alr Vice Marshal
Acting Chief of the Alr Staff.

copy to AOC ATC and
. G0, Goose Bay - 6 copies
of authority to intercept
and engage hostlle a/c)

CDC Dec. 12/52 '
- ' 000546
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COPY  TOP SECRET"

- CANAIRHED
 CANAIRWASH

CAS 158 Bennett from CAS. Request you forward

‘following message to General Vandenberg,

Quote: I am authorized to concur in the tempe
orary deploymeht of the 59th Squadron to Goose
Bay at this time on the understanding set forth

‘in your telegram and, .in addition, on the followé

ing understandlngSV

(1) That it should be without prejudice to a
decision on commaend of forces for the
defence of Newfoundland - Northeast area;

(2) That it should be without prejudice to. a
Decision as to whether fighter defence
forces at the base should be Canedian or
U.D. H ;

(3) That in the meantime interception by .
fighter forces stationed at Qoose Bay
should bé conducted strictly in accordance
with. Canadian regulations. Uhquote.

000547
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.C 0P Y- ‘
TOP _SEGRET
October 11, 1952, .

‘MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF THE AIR STAFF

. Posting of U.S. Fighter Squadron to
Gocse Bay - Reply to General Vendsnberg's telegrem

-Confirming our conversation, Mr. Peargon agrees,
. subject to My, Claxton's agreement, that you should
" not concur in the temporary deployment of the squadron.
. We suggest that the reply might include something on
the following lines, which we discussed over the phone:

(draft reply)

"I am authorized to concur in the temporary deploy-
ment of the 59th Squadron to Goose Bay at this time
on the understandings set forth in your telegran
and in addltion, oh the followlng understandlngs-

(lj that it should be without prejudice to a
decislion on commend of forces for the
defence of Newfoundland - northeast area;

{(2) that it should be without prejudice to &

. decigion as to whether fighter defence
forces at the bage should be Canadian or
U.So 9

(3) that in the meantime interception by

‘ fighter forcés stabtioned at Goose Bay
ghould bLe conducted strictly in aceordance
with Canadian regulations,"

" M.H. WERSHOF
- for the

Under-Secretary of
State for External Affairs,
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corPy’' .. ' T0P SECRET MESSAGE

" ..C,I. No, 317"
Ree'd: 10 Oct 52
Dated: 9 Oct 52 .

. From: Headquarters, USAF, Washington
To: " ' RCAF, Ottawa A

C———— . b

Northeast Air Command, Pepperrell AFB
Nf14, for Gen Myers
Info: Personal -to Alr Marshal Curtis from General
Vagdenberg A : { LA
AFCQSbTS 8505f

ﬁd@Jd& T4 Seem e;j -

In light of the obgectlons revealed at the 25 Sep meetlng
of the Perm Joint Board on Defense, Canada-United States,
‘b0 the deployment of the 59th Ftr-Interceptor Sq to Goose
Bay movement of the unit has been suspended, Notice .of
‘modification of the initial service to service authori-
zation was received after final preparation for the move-
ment had been made and elements of the Sq were in various
stages of transit between stations, - I am_extremely desirw
ous of continuing this movement and therefore request your
concurrence with the temporary deployment of the 59th Sq

L.J

" EQEQQ@J@ 7 @FQ "DIF
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_[TI

iy

to Goose Bay at this time. It is understood that an agree=

ment on the deployment of this unit on a temporary basis
will not be considered to imply a resolution of problems
presented by the Canadian Sec at the recent PJIBD mesting.
Operations of this unit would be conducted under local
direction of United States Northeast Air Commend. I am
sure you will agree that this area is.of such importance
as to warrant this temporary deployment now to achieve a-
measure of defense capabilitya

(Gopy 1 of 3 copies)

PARAPHRASE NOT REQUIRED -
'NOTIFY CRYPTO GENTER

' TOP SECRET SECURITY INFORMATION

000549




. -~ . - REFERRED TO: (zen. MceN aughton, ’

-~ T e AVM Miller .. . S
e T et . RAAa. ‘DeWolf I
“(0cts 27/gmd) Maj<Gen. Spariing .-

- CONFEDENTIAL - .- - - = . = October 24, 1962

Deax' Peter. :

" The Mlnister wants ua to prepare a. renort

d under the Access to Information Acf |

LT - °A° % cumeAt lvmeﬁg vertu de la Loi surlaccesallnformat/on

on the economic impiications of the leased bases and

-. - other United States sctivities in the Newfoundland
- arene I thought perhaps the best way would be to
approach General Walsh directly and on a personal -
" basise I have, therefore, writien him today and

be gaoa enough to have delivered._

Yburs sincerely, o

s e 2

‘ - R ‘WTaeW
-€>0Ao &aeﬁgy:ft

;EnM. Tbﬂe, Esq.,'
‘Second- Secretary, _ o
The Canadian Embassy, . '
17@6 Massaahusettslﬂva., N w.,
B iASHIHGTGN 6, D o

. am enclosing a copy of the leitter for your files. fii -
- - I also enclese the letter to him which you pleaseA’{-
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AL L. - . ‘ ' R°%sc§%ﬁ%1m%?%e|a LOI surlaccesallnformat/on

- PERSONAL AND CONFIDENITAL _October 24, 1952

_ Dear General Walshs ‘
IR A My Minister has reqaested that we prepare
R fer hﬁm a ‘memorandum on the economic implications of
"+ United States Defence acotivitles in the northeastern
region @f Canadas The purpese is simply to obtain a =
-realistlic appreclation of what UlS. actlvities in. nis
region mean 0 tae Ganaaian econamy. (
L e P My pﬂoblem,is, ncweve&, tnat I am somewhat at
e a’ loss g8 ‘%o how to go abous- preparing this study. We
P have obtained from your paogle ab various stimes figures A
L o of appropristions for construction,.and get through.our
s . 0 . Joint Steff in Washington guarterly figurses of civilian -
employees at the various bases ag well as military
personnel stationed there, During the last meeting of
- the P.deB.De, your people in Newfoundland zave us some
. further figures including estimates of lecal progure=
- mente A% best, however, the total flgures we have are
S0 ineamplete that we eau't praduae a very aceurate
estimate *

: T have been wonaering whether you. could help
ug . cu‘c, _ artieularly with respect to capital investment
in defenee facllities of a reasonably permencnt nature. -
I have been wondering further whether the best course -

. would be to procesd through our Embassy and the State

- Department or whether it would be appropriate to approach
you directly and whether you could obtain~the iaformation
for -us without toe nuch éiffiaulty or too much worke I -
have finally come around t0 the view that the best course
© would be to appreach you directly, hence this letter, If,
“howsver, you feel that 1t would be inappropriate for you -

to give us the information or that it would involve too

» much work for you personally or for your organization,

MajcrnGeneral R.L, Walsh, - ‘ SR T eaeed/8
UeSedoFs and Steering Member, : ' '
UeSe Section, :
 Permanent Joint Board on Dafenee,
2 A 878, Pentazon Building,

| . WAS HIHGTOH 25, DeCo " . 000551
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or if for one reason or anether you are. unable to give
us the information, please do not nasztate to 80y 80.

" I attech a list of queations on whlch W wauld
11&9 information. The answers need only be .in round
flgures since we are not interested in ﬁetails but in
_the g@neral lituation.

-1 ean asgsure you ‘that any figures you give us
will rot be relegsed to the public and will, if you wish
1t, ‘be treated es claasified 1nformation. :

. ‘am sending this letier by Diplomatic Bag to

%ash*ngten with the request that the Embassy deliver ite
If you wish to use’ this channel far reply, iu will be-
aval lables

Yburs sincerely,

ReAe MacKay - :
External Affairs Member, P J.B.D.
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| GAPITAL INVESTMENT

Tl f» hat was the apprcximate eabital investmgnt

-'fl. .
‘ are nlanned for the fisoal yaar, 1953~54.

in each of the leased bases as at the. time .of Union R
(Yarch 3lat, 1949)% : R

Be .f‘i_.dhat was the appueximate U.S. eaﬁibal 1nvest—
ment at Goose Bay as of March 3lat, 1949%

%, ' What has been the approximate’ U.S. capitnl

investment since Mareh olst, 19é9°"

‘f(a) each of the 1@&59& basesg
= {b) av Goosa Bay,

o), elsewhere in the” northeast &rea (8ege Tadar -
U stations)?- . o o , o

What apprepriatiens far eapital cdnét:uetien :

{aahveagp of . the 16&36& bases;
“..ib)' at Goose Bay; . ' "'.’

() elsewhere &n the area? SRS

| ' nogaL TROGURRMENT .

1. e What nas been the approximate U.u. expenditura

by years since March 3lst, 1949, for local procurement

" (supplies, materiasls and services, obther thaa labeur)

in the area since Mareh Elst, 1949?
EWLOYENT P;{YRO‘LLS S

Le : What has b@en’ahe approxinate . yearly expenditure -

 for oivillan employment of Canadians by the U.S. Govern- '

ment in the area since Hﬂrch 5lst, 19497

2o o what has besn th@ approximate yearly expendi-'

ture by oontractors for oivilian employment of Canadians
in the area® (It is appreciated this queation may be

very d€fficult to angwer and if so please disregard).

' ....../3
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A

o mmmz‘ms EY._PERSONNEL

- If any estima‘ces of yearly expenﬂioaras by
U.S5. per sonne1 for personal supplies .or services oute
side the bases have been Jeade, we would greatly ap- ‘
preeiane thm ini‘ormation as well.
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October 24, 1952,

PERSONAL AND CO#FIDENTIATL

Dear Goneral Walgh,

. My HMinlstey has rsquested that we prepave
for him a momorandum on the sconomic implications of
United SBtates Defence acltivitles in the northemstsyn
region of Garada. The purpess is =2imply to obbtain a
realistic appreciatlon of what U.S. nctivities in this
reglon wean o the Canudiaon econowuy.

Hy problem ims, however, that I am sowmewhat at
& loss as to how to go aboubt prepsring thls study. We
have obtalned from your people at various times flgures

of appropriations for sonstruction, and get through our

Joint Starf in Washington quertsrly flgures of c¢ivilian
employees at the various bases as well as military
personnel gtatlioned thers. During the last meeting of
the PedsBsD., your peopls in Newfoundland zave us sowme
further figures including estimates of local procurew
ment. AL best, however, the Lobtal fipures we have are
80 Incomplete that we ocan't produce a very accurais
ostimate.

I have been wondering whether you sould help
us out, partloularly with respect to cmpltal investment
in defence facilitles of a reasonably permanent nature.

Ma jor-Genoral R,L. Walsh,
UsS.AsFe and Steering ﬁember, ces el
UeS. Seetion, o

Permanent Joint Board on Defence,

2 A 878, Pentagon Bullding,
WASHINGTON 85, D.C,
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I have been wondering further whether the best course
would be to proceed through our Embassy and the State
Department or whether it woll be appropriate to approach
. you direstly aend whether you could obbzin the Information
Por us without too much difficulty or ¥oo much work. I
‘have finally come around to the visw thal the beet course
would be to gproach you direetly, hencs this letter. I,
however; yeu feel that 1t would be Iinappropriabe for you
to glve. us the informetion or that 1t would involvs too
mueh work for you personally or for your organization,

or 1f f'or one reason or another you are unable to give
‘us the informetion, pleass do not hesitabe Lo say . .ao.

, I attach o 1ist of guesbtions on which we would
like information. The answers need only be in round
figures sinee we ars not interested in detalls but in
the general situastion.

I can agsure you that any figures you give us
will not be relessed to the public and will, if you wish
1%, be treated as classifled informatlona

I am sending this letter by Diplomatie Bag so
-Washington wlth the request that the Embassy deliver it.

If you wish to use thls channel for reply, it will be
avallsble. :

Yours sinecerely,

R4, MRGK&Y.
External Affalrs. Member,P.J.B.Ds

1
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CONFIDENTIAL
CAPITAL INVESTHMENT
1. , What was the epproximate capibtal investment

in each of the loased bases ag at the tiwe of Union
(March Blsh, 1949)°7

2o . What was the g proximete U.S. cepltal invest~
mant at Gooss Bay as of March 351sb, 1949° :

3 What as been the approxivate U.S. capital
investment sincs March 31lst, 1949:

(a) easeh of the leased bases;
(b) at Gooas Bays

(e) elsewhere in the northeast area(e.z. radar
stationg)?

4, ¥hat appropriationa for capltal construction
arve plammed for the fiscal year, 1253-54:

(a) each of thse legssd bases;
(b) st CGoose Bayy

{(c) elsewhere in the area?

I0CAL PROCUREEENT

1. What has been the approximate U,S. expendlture
by years since Harch 3lst, 1948, for local procurement
(supplies, materials and services, other than labour) in
the area since HMarch 3lst, 19497

EMPLOYMENT PAYROLLS

1. What has been the approximate yearly expenditure
for clvillan employment of Canadians by the U.S. Goverm-
ment In the area slnce Mareh 3lst, 19497

0'0002
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- command. Combined command would, of course, be practicable

. ' t
+ . 18. The Secretary submitted the Journal of the ( (-4
Permanent Joint Board on Defence for September, 1952. Sov\

19{ The Secretary of State for External Affairs
said that he had shared with the Minister of National
Defence serious concern over the problems arising from the
deve lopment of plans of the U.3. forces in Newfoundland.,
It appeared that the U.S. Navy wished to take over from the
UeSe Alr Force McAndrew Air Force Base and that the U.S.AF..
wished to develop substantial new airhead facilities at
Torbay. The U.S.A.F. had also referred to plans for the
stationing of four squadrons in the Newfoundland area, two
at Goose Bay, one at Harmon Air Force Base and one at Torbays .
In particular substantial development of facilities at Torbay
in the area of St. John's would have far-reaching consequences.
It would be necessary to consider whether it would be desir-
able to station more Canadians in the area of these U.S.
activities and possibly to establish some form of combined

only if the present Canadian forces in Newfoundland were
increased. He had also suggested that consideration might

be given to a third course, the creation of a NATO command.
He thought that the public might find it difficult to under-
stand why Canada was sending 12 squadrons to Europe while the
United States was sending four into Canada.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister's memorandum, Oct. 3, 1952 - "U.S.
military activities in the Newfoundland area" - Cab. Doce.
D-363).

20, The Minister of National Defence said that the
Canadian Section of the P.J.B.D. was now awalbing information
from the U.5. Section which was to be submitted in justifica-
Tion of the U.S. desire to build and maintain an airhead at
Torbay and to station an interceptor squadron there.

2€l. The Prime Minister said that it. was important:
that we should maintain. in Canada only those forces which
the Chiefs of Staff considered necessary. Once the necessity
of maintaining any military facilities in Canada had been
established, it would then be necessary for us to decide by
whom and in what manner those facilities should be provided.
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22. Mr. Pearson recalled that a lease of part - i
of the R.C.A.F. station at Goose Bay had been approved by
Cabinet on February 21lst, 1951, Signature had been post-
poned in order that it might be considered whether the
proposed agreement by 1mplication would give to the United
States the right to station fighter squadrons for the air
defence of the base. Since there was some doubt about the
meaning of the proposed lease in this connection, he thought
that it would be desirable to record the understanding of
the Canadlan government that the lease agreement did not
make any provision for the defence of Goose Bay and that
arrangements for defence should be the subject of digcussion
and agreement between the two governments.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Secretary's memorandum, Oct. 8, 1952 - "Back-
“ground note: Goose Bay lease"™ - Cabi Doc. D-364).

He sald that it had always been the Canadilan
view that there should be joint agreement on the defence of
Goose Bay. Our views could be clarified either by an amend-
ment to the lease or by a separate exchange of notes; the |
second course seemed more satisfactory.

23. The Committee, after further discussion:

(a) noted the Journal of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence of September, 1952;

(b) noted the report of the Secretary of State
for External Affairs on U.S. military
activities In the Newfoundland area;

(c) agreed that the Secretary of State for
External Affairs be authorized to conclude
an exchange of notes with the United States
constituting a lease of part of the R.C.A.F.
station at Goose Bay: the exchange of notes
to be accompanied by a separate note stating
that 1t is the understanding of the Canadian
government that the lease agreement does not
apply to any arrangements for the defence of
Goose Bay or other new developments which
~would continue to be dealt with by the T
appropriate agencies of the two governments.
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18. The Secretary submitted the Journal of the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence for September, 1952.

19. The Secretary of State for External Affairs
said that he had shared with the Minister of National

Defence serious concern over the problems arising from the
development of plans of the U.S. forces in Newfoundland.
It appeared that the U.S. Navy wished to teke over from the
U.S. Air Force McAndrew Air Force Base and that the U.S.A.F.
wished to develop substantial new airhead facilities at
Torbay. The U.S.A.F. had also referred to plans for the
stationing of four squadrons in the Newfoundland area, two--
at Goose Bay, one at Harmon Air Force Base and one at Torbay.
In particular substantial development of facilities at Torbay
in the area of St. John's would have far-reaching conseguences.
It would be necessary to consider whether it would be desir-
able to station more Canadisns in the area of these U.S.
activities and possibly to establish some form of combined
command. Combined command would, of course, be practicable
_only if the present Canadian forces in Newfoundland were
increased. He had also suggested that consideration might
be given to a third course, the creation of a NATO command.
He thought that the public might find it difficult to under- .
stand why Canada was sending 12 squadrons to Europe while the
United States was sending four into Canada.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Minister's memorandum, Oct. 3, 1952 - "y.S.
military activities in the Newfoundland area"™ - Cab. Doc.

D-363).

20, The Minister of National Defence said that the
Canadian Section of the P.J.B.D. was now awalting information
from the U.S. Section which was to be submitted in justifica-
tion of the U.S. desire to build and maintain an airhead at
Torbay and to station an interceptor squadron there.

21. The Prime Minister said that it was important
that we should maintain in Canada only those forces which
the Chiefs of Staff considered necessary. Once the necessity
of maintaining any military facilities in €anada had been
established, it would then be necessary for us to decide by—~_
whom and in what manner those facilities should be provided.

22, Mr., Pearson recalled that a lease of part
of the R.C.A.F. station at Goose Bay had been approved by
Cabinet on February 21st, 1951. Signature had been post-
poned in order that it might be considered whether the
proposed agreement by implication would give to the United
States the right to station fighter squadrons for the air
defence of the base. §Since there was some doubt about The
meaning of the proposed lease in this connection, he thought
that it would be desirable t6 record the understanding of
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the Canadian govermment that the lease sgreement did not
make any provision for the defence of Goose Bay and that
arrangenents f{or defence should be the subject of discussion
and agreement between the two governments.,

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Secretaryts memorandum, Oct. 8, 1952 - "Back-
ground notes Goose Bay lease" ~ Cab. Doc. «3 %) :

He sald that it had always been thé Canadian
view that there should be joint agreement on the defence of
Goose Bay. Our views could be clarified elither by an amend-
ment te the lease or by a Separate exchange of notesy the
second course seemed more satisfactory.

23. The Commitfee, after further discussion:

(a) noted the Journal of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence of September, 1952; ‘

(b) noted the report of the Secrctary of state
“for Dxternal Affairs on V.S: military
activities in the Newfoundland area;

(c) agreed that the Secretary of Statsz for
External Affairs be authorized te conclude
an exchange of notes with the United States
constituting a lease of part of the R.C.A.F. -
station at Goose Bay: the exchange of notes
to be accompanied by a separste note stating
that it is the understanding of the Canadian
government that the lease agreement does not
apply to any arrangements for the defence of

© Goose Bay or other new developments which
- would countinue to be dealt with by the
appropriate agencies of the two governments.

\_ﬁ/’/ﬁ\"
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N \ . JUNR— .,"g!; |
\{ ' leki' sov 1 b-vo Ot%aua, October 8, 1952.

¥ SO v 1 - A0

. The Deputy Minister,
Departument of Trausport,
‘0 b tawa.

U.S. Military Activities in Newfoundland

: At the September 1952 meeting of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence there was considerable discussion of the ‘
problems arising out of U.S. military activities in the Newfound-
land area, particularly with respect to Goose Bay and Torbay.
Attached for your information is a copy of sections 10 and 11

of the Board's Journal dealing with these items.

BENJAMIN ROGERS

Under-Secretary of State
for External Affairs
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MEMORANDUM FOR TEE MINISTER ) o s e
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Item No.Aléz on Cablnet Defence’ Committee s
for October 9,.1952. o sev b

e . . ' v \\,“oy/é’f{}“f@
Permanent Joint -Board on Defence 955 Las
Journal of September 21-26,1952 A?

You already have a copy of your own memorandum
to Cabinet Defence Committee on U.S. military activitles
in the Newfoundland area (Cabinet Document No. D363),
and a copy of the FJBD Journal.

The agenda calls for consideratibn of two
subjects: - , A :

(a). U.S. Forces in Wewfoundland

I attach coples pf the following documents;

(i) my memorandum of Septewber 27
on postingof U.S. fighter squaarons
to Goose Bay, with your underlining,
(fnnex A); and

{11) your letter of October 3 to Mr.

' Claxton suggesting that Command
arrangements in the Newfoundland
area might be discussed at this
meeting. (Annex B).

(b) Goose Bay Lease

Under this heading there are two matters

which may be discussed, namely, defence of the base
and, if you or Mr. Claxton so deslre, the question
whether we should requlre the Unlted States to consult
us regarding proposals substantlally to increase the
¢ numbers of its forces at the base or to station units
Ap§:$a0¢éf¢0 whose presence would alter the character of the base.

sovibr ¥ We have learned indirectly that Mr. Claxton discussed
et Tas B . LEc  the question of the Lease with the U,.S. authorities
Ao*;/iwi?ZQt&;i; in Washington last week but we do not know what he said.

« o e 2
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I attach 2 copy of my memorandum of Qectober 3, whilch
deals with the two questions (Annex C) and a copy of the
draft Exchange of Notes (Annex D). 4

TORBAY

The memorandum for Cabinet Defence Committee
summarized the discussions in. the PJED on Torbay. As
we are awalting further information on U.S. require-
ments at Torbay, I suggest that it would be undesirable
to come to any declslon at this time, ' ‘ o

L.D.W.
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" September 27, 1952,

Q[MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER

Postlng of U S° Fighter Squadrons to Goose ng

"~ You will recall that durlng your absence the USAF,

‘~through the U, S° Air Member. of PJIBD, notified the Canadian Alrldj'_

Membér that they ‘proposed to station an interceptor squadron.
‘at Goose Bay- as-of October 1 and -that.they assumed that no

. further notification of the Canadian Government- wds required.

The Canadisn Air Member of PJBD advised this Department that

' National-Defence agreed with this assumption. Officials of the’

Department were 1ncllned to agree that on the basis of the

. draft Goose ‘Bay lease we could hot obaect However; Mr. Claxton
felt strongly otherwise, ' His interpretation of :the lease

agreement was that it merely provided for the lease of land -
within the RCAF air base to the U,S, for the constructlon of .
their facilities and permitted -the U.3. use of joint facilities

. such as the runways. The USAF were so.advised although after

a considerable lapse of time. In the meantime: they had been
given to understand through Serv1ce channels that there would .
be -no ‘objection .and .they..had" accordingly gone ahead to advise
the squadron. of. tlie posting .and ‘make necesSsary arrangements

-ineluding shipping arrangem.ents° MacKay informs me that- the

Canadian Section of the PJBD, .at its recént- meeting, held flrmly
to ~the interpretatlon of .the lease .agreement in accordance with :

.~ Mr. Claxton's views and.as instructed. by lhim, The American

Section, however, .did _not.fully -agree. with this 1nterpretation;
The - conclusion of the" meeting was' that the draft lease. should

»be clarified elther by.-amendment .or by exchange of. correspondence

80 -as t0 make more precise .the U.S. rights at Goose -Bay., MacKay"

- feels strongly that there was.:no.intention on. the: part of the

USAT to "puat -anything over. us" about posting a squadron there -
and that-they quite. 81ncerely felt that they were- entltled to
‘do so without special approval from us -and. that notlce through

'Serv1ce channels was all that was requlred

2,‘ ' MacKay also feels strongly that, on- military grounds

;there is a strong case for statiening-a fighter squadron at
*.Goose Bay. Although there may be no immediate threat to the
: base, 1t night be dlfflcult to get a squadron there in time

. 0
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should a threat develop° Further, the. strategic concept on
which SAC operations are planned. is .that SAGC should be in'a
state of instant readiness to strike should occasion require.
- SAC operations over. the. northeast would be. staged through -or

_over Harmon and Goose:and.should an operation be decided on,

.fighter protection as far outward as possible. would be a

- requirement. On these assumptions, there would: appear to be.

.a strong case for having a fighter squadron based. at Goose,‘
both for defence and for the protection’ of SAC 0perations

" There is reason to believe the U.S. would be qulte prepared to

.accept a Canadisan squadron but it is quite clear that no .- . .
Ganadian squadron is available at present or will:be for some -
-time unless we reduce our NATO commitments in Europe,- ' .

‘71-5, o A U,S. fighter squadron stationed at Goose. would, of

.
AN

‘course, -raise for us. certain complications., It would be of "
~little value for defence purposes if it could “not intercept

,_1ncoming planes., Under the present agreement with:- the U.S.,"

Tt

1 »."\ '

interception by.U.S. planes over- Canddian territory can only ‘be. .
‘carried out under 'Ganadian rules and, when over Canadian: terrl-.c
tory, U 'S. -interceptor.planes. come. under Canadian command. -

" There are no facilities .at. Goose. for.: establishing a Canadian

- operational command.,. .Communications with.Goosé are uncertain
-and sometimes there.are blackouts of..as much as ‘twenty=-four
hours® duration. In. practise, interception could only.be .
carried out under U.S.. command . although we might- in81st on a.
~U.S, squadron there following. Canadian rules. However, there :
-,are not a great many commercial flights~-into Goose. - TCA is the
only comhercial line- scheduled for stop=overs; other lines 'use -
it only as a weather alternate to .Gander. . Further,. trahs- -
Atlantic commercial flights are .always carefully flight-planned

- and- there would be little occasion for.interception of

commercial planes. Under these circumstances, the danger of
1ncidents would appear to be slight

4} L In view.of. .all.the eircumstances MacKay feels that °
wWe ‘cannot very well refuse.the stationing of a U.S, fighter

" squadron at Goose at an early date. It is suggested, however,

- that.our consent. mlght be made on..the following basis- o
(a).'that it should be w1thout prejudice to a-
- decision on requirements to be taken follow1ng

.. & re-examination of the needs by the Chiefs :
- of Staff of each country, : S

T -'o‘.oo‘o“Ast'
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(b) - that it should be without prejudice to a
decision on command of forces for the defence
‘of Newfoundland - northeast area;

" (¢) ' that.it should be without prejudice to a
.. decision as to whether fighter defence forces .
at the base should be Canadian or U.S.;

(d) that in the meantime interception by fighter

- forces stationed at Goose Bay should be
conducted ‘strictly in accordance with Canadian
regulatlons°

(Sed.) L.D. Wilgress

~s

ce. to: General MacNaughton
- American Division
Defence ILiaison (1) Division -

000568



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

Document dlvulgue en vertu de la Loi sur l'accés § l'information
. Annex B

DEPARTMENT QF EXTEBNAL AFEAIRS
"SECRE T

ottawa;,october 53,1952,

.Q-My-dear Colleague,

' In recent correspondence you expressed~y0ur concern. .
.about the expanding U.S, defence activities in Northeastern .
" Candda, - I fully share your concern  and think the- situation

‘Awhlch is developlng there is one whlch requlres urgent attentiono,

- ‘ I do not suggest that the U.S, authorlties ‘have gone
beyond their rights under the Leased Bases Agreement of 1941 or
"~ other arrangements which we have made; or that their activities
in the northeastern area of Canada are unwarranted in the light -
of the current international situation. I recognize alsb that ,
the U.S, has special responsibilities under NATO for the strateglc
" air arm and that Canada, along with other NATO ‘members, is under
obligation  to facilitate the fulfilment-of these re5ponsibllit1es.‘
‘T think you will agree with me; however, that we should not be
‘oblivious ‘to the serious political 1mpllcations ariS1ng from the
" - extent and character of U S defence actlvities in- Northeastern S
‘ Canadao : ,

. Perhaps the questlons or most ‘immediate concern are
those of defence of. the area and command of defence forces = -
deployed there, Under the. Leased Bases Agreement, the U.S, has .
clearly broad powers .of. Jlocal.defénce of the bases including
emergency powers t0 take action outside the léased areas. The.

- 'recent proposal of the U.S. to station an interceptor squadron at
- Goose Bay has raised the,question of defence of the complex of-
defence facilities. located :in .that area. 'Under conditions of
~modern warfare, it would seem impracticable to restrict the
exercise of defence rights. to-a leased area’ or base,  In any event -
‘I doubt if the U.S. would be prepared to confine its defence .
4 1act1v1t1es in the northeast t0 areas under its exclusive control,.
- It would seem therefore that in fact U,S. defence forces’ deployed
'in the area will,- indirectly, ‘participate in the defence of -
fCanadlan terrltory out81de .areas exclus1vely under U.S. control.

The Honourable Brooke Glaxton9
Mlnlster of Natlonal Defence,
Ottawa Ontarlo° '
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This situation seems to me to pose two important
questions: first, whether we should not consider stationing
more Canadian forces in the area; secondly, whether we should
not consider proposing to the U,S. the establishment of a-
combined command for the defence of the area, possibly with a
Canadian commander, We could scarcely expect the U.S. to agree
to 'a combined command, and much less a Canadian commander, .
unless we were prepared to contribute substantially to the total
forces asslgned to the defenee of the area.

A third question might also be worth con31deration -
whether, assuming a combined command were established, it should
not be a NATO command. Such an arrangement would have the obvious
advantages -that we could probably more easily justify U.S.
activities in the area to the Canadian people -and we could get
credit .in NATO for forces allocated to such-a command. There
would no doubt be disadvantages to establishing a NATO command,
and .these may well outweigh the advantages. Nevertneless, the
question would appear to be worth eXamination.

_ I understand that the Journal -of the last meetlng of
the PJBD is on the agenda for the next meeting of the Cabinet
Defence Committee, It occurs to me that this might be a convenient
occasion to raise in a. general way questions about the northeast
such as I have suggested .above., . If you have no objection, I
therefore propose to raise them at the forthcoming meeting., It
would, of course, be premature for the Cabinet Defence Committee
o o) reach any decision at this time on such questions but if the

» Committee feels they are worth further examination, the Chiefs of
Staff Committee might be asked to study them and report back at -
_‘an early meeting of the Defence Committes.

Yours sincerely,

' (Sgdo) L°B5>Peafson
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HodORARLUS PUR Fus AINISiEs

Goope Day Leage

vefaence of ths base

The Canadlan Section of the PJuD dlscussed
the matier of the propossd Gocse Bay lease with the
Ved» Bectlon during the meeuings of the Doard in
Hewfoundland last weeiks The U.8., Hectlom had anpsprently
assused Lhat the leass did not restrict the right to
statlon forces, and were suvprised when the poinbt was
ralsed, but 4id not coltesnt the Umadian view thait the
propossd lsase does not confer on the U.8. the right
to statlion a {ighter sguadron at the base. The U.S.
mmoassy hag not contested our interpretetion? lLr.
Hliso by Implicablion acceplted our view when he told
«I*e Worashoal that he hoped we would be satislied with a
collateral letier rather than an amendmsnt to the lease
legelsfs

2. The questloinn now arises whethsr we should ask

the V.0, authorities to accept en amendunent to the pro=-

possd leoage or merely a collateral letter. An ameandment
might read sawmewhat as follows:

“liotwlthsbanding say rights granted to the lessse
by tlils agreement, arraﬂgeﬂeata for thes sea, alr
and land defence of Jooge bLay shall be the subjaect
of alscugaioa and agreement betwsen tlhie two
Goveramernta’

A collateral lsatter would record tha understanding of

the Canwdlan Uovernwmonb that the lease doas not make
any proevision for the sea, air oy land defence of Goose
“ay and that arrangements for the defence of the base
should be the subject of discussion and agresment between
the two Uovernmenis.

S There are several objsctions to an ame;dm@nb
o the lease itself:
(a) 2t would éraw public atbtsation both in Canede snd
in the United Buates to the problem of the Lefence
of Vsl installations in Canada. 000571

LR R 2Q

L




Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur 'accés & l'information

2

(b} It would cerbtalnly lnvolve a conslderable delay
in the sipgning of the agresment and wight lead to
an effort on the part of the United States Go open
up otwer provisions of the agrsement.

4 i do not think thab, 1T the Unilted Statlss
autiiorities are willing to accept a collateral lelisr,
the abgence ©f a saleguarding clause in the agreaeusnt
itselil would prejudiecs our rights undar the agrestsnt.
in the implemontation of Lanade=-U.5. defeunce arrange-
manba 20 much depends on the good-wlill of the parties
that Lt is aot necessery Lo gpell oub everyithing In
formal agreementa,

Sa . in bhe clroumstances i recommend thas the
Vepariment be aubhorlized to tags up witih the United
Liates aubthorities & proposal thaet we sign the leage
and accompany 1t with a collateral le tier slong e
lisies set orih above {(in pavazsaph 2). ‘

Statiaﬁiﬁg of forces

6 L understand thabt dr, Glaxton conslders that
the United Btales should be under sn obligation to
notifly us Iron btiams to tine ol substantial changes in
the character or nunbers of U.S. forces bto be statloned
at Uoose Hay. Under paragrapir § of the propossad agres-
ment,

Ythe Lesses snall nave e.. such rights as are
necensary to support the operatiocn of Unlted
States milltary alreralt at Goose Day, including
the vight (a) bto stavion perscnnel withiln the
Lensed LHPGSS see

The Lsase also gives the Unlted States the righit to
construct various kinds of facliltilss, iancluding communie-
cation and navligation facillsies, atora ;e {facilities,
gtc, It ls therelore clear that the United Stabes will
have the right under ths agreemsnt o station perscnnel
In yuite large mumbers. It is reasonabls, nowever, Lo
interprot the agreemsnt as pob conferring on the Uaitsd
States unlinmited rishts to station troops ab the base,

Lt would not e proper, for instence, fur the V.0. Lo use
its leased areas as a place inm whilch o train lacd forces
in Aretic warfars.
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7. The U.5s haz at our reguaest supplled quarberly
reporbts cn the nuabera of 148 foprces at U.8. installations
in Vanada, including the lLeased dases, although 1t is
under no obligation to 4o so in so {ar as the Leassd

iJgges are concsrned.

8. Lt woulda e technically airficult to wplite
inte bthe Goose bay bLease a provision rew iring the Unlted
States to comsult us bsi'ors making substantlal changes
in the characier and numbers of forces sbtatloned - -in the
ieagsed arcas: It would lavolve recasting some of the
priaaigal provislons. What we wish, as I understand 1%,
igs Yo be ccusult&d befors the U.SH. make guchh substantial
increases In the numbers of its forces, or astations such
oporational units, as would change the character of the
alr bass. Ln the cliroumstances, if the matter is to be
mentioned at all, 1t should be sufficlent to say in a
collateral lutt@? that the lanadian Government expects
. to preecelve yuarterly reports on the numbers of its forces
X}sﬁaticneﬁ at Goose Bay (as at other U.S. imstallations),
and o be consuited with regard Lo proposals Lo make such
subatantial increases in the numbers of its forcss, or to
station suchh operational &nitd, as would albe” the
character of the air base. Uo you agreo, and if so, way
we inlform the U.D. Bmbassy accordingly?

- Em e M o WA W e e e e AR Em

g, doth the matters breaisd in this memorandunm
micht be coversd in a YDsar M%. “woodward” letter to the
Ueda Ambassador.,. '

10. ”0 you think 1% necsasary to obtaln the
approval ol Cabinel Defence Commltivee or, in view of the

recent diacuss;an in CUabinebt, of full Cabinet? 4As you
knaw, Cabinst uaiance Gommi thee willprobably maet on
Cetobsr 8 (poussibly, October 7).

1l, I am sending a copy of the forebcinw to Mp.
Llaxton, who lg in #dqﬁidbbaﬂ, and am asking him to let
us nave his views

12 snnexsd fopr raference .-ls the wmemorandum which
L aenb you o deop tsubar 235,

i .
Lieilotie
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Defence Liaison 1/WHBarton/prec

[N

Ext. goB FILE CoPy , SR 2 gy
{_" ‘ OTTAWA FILE
| : ‘ No ' A.. .4(
'Despatch No... /. S35, e SECURITY ghas§1F{OATION
- . (75 &Y
Dagotober.6.,. L9568 .......... IN8) SEééﬁ? e
FROM: THE SECBETARY,OF STATE FOR EXTEBNAL'AFFAIES, CANADA
TO: THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINGTON,
Reference....... e
Subject: .. 3eptember. 1668 meeting. of the Pormanent Joint Board on Defence

-------------------------------------------------

SHINGRADED 0 SeoRsy
- - REDUIT A SECRET

Enclosed for your information is copy No. 1l
of the Journal of the September 1952 meebtings of the
PIBD. I would draw your abtention particularly to Sections
10 and 11 which deal with the problenms arising from
, U.S, military activitles in Newfoundland., No doubt
C the Minister of National Defence dlscussed these with
j you during his recent visit to.Washingbon. . They are

to be further considered ab a meeting of the Cabinet

Copies Referred Defence Committee to be held later this week. Also en~
TOwaseeun e, closed for your records is a set of the bitefs used
................. by the Canadian Section at the meetings.

i e g
BEEIARRS 71

Secrabary of State
for External Affairs

Post File
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Defence lLiaison (1) /H.H. Barton /pre
SECRET

October 6 , 1952. r,ﬁuéﬂ_w,¢“m»

- S0ro4.

Heads of Divisions Meeting, October 6, 1952‘ ?Q V’/
' N 1

i
\a

erene e e

ﬁ“

September 1952 meetings of the Permanent Joint Board on

Defence, }('/6"7- Yovib- o

;u',m,w’w

' _ Svy16H - "/6&{
Mr, W The Permanent Joint Board on Defenece/0%>° "

after visiting Pepperrell Air Force Base, Torbay Airpors,

Argentia Naval Base, McAndrew Alr Force Base and Ernest

Harmon Air Force Base from September 21 to 234, 1952, met
at the RCAF station, Goose Bay, on September 24, 25, and

26, 1952. There were bhree principal suﬁjects for dis-

cussion:

1. U.S. Military Activities in Newfoundland

This subject was dealt with under
two headings:

(a) Goose Bay

AP General McNaughton, the Ganadian_
Chairman, explained that the recent statement
of intention by the U.S. Air Foree t0 locate an
interceptor squadron at Goose Bay for local
defence of the Base had indicated that the Cana-

dian interpretation of the proposed Goose Bay

2 000575
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Leasé did not accord with the apparenﬁ U.Se
interpretation as indicated by the USAF action.
For this reason Canada had deferred slgning the

agreement. The External Affairs member suggésted

that in order to remove doubbts as o the meaning

of the Goose Bay Lease, an interpretation might
be recorded through an appropriate procedurs
which would make it Ql@ér that notwithstanding
rights granted to the United States under the
Lease agreement, arrangements for the sea, air:
and land defence of the Goose Bay area should
be the subject of discussion and agreenent between
thé two Governments. The U.S. Seetion noted the
Canadian position and stated that it would re-
fer the matter to the appropriate U.S. authori-
ties Tor their consideration.
(v} Torbay

There was considerable discussion of
the U.S3. proposals for the expansion of facilities
at Torbay to provide for:

(L) a fighter interceptor squadron;

(2) an airhead for depobt and basé

support;

S
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{3) military air transport service
lines of communicabion (peace and
war;

(4) airways and air communications

gservice and weather detachments.

The CanadianASection made it clear thatb
the briefings given to the PJBD by officers of
the U.S. Northeast Command did not glve ﬁhe in=-
formation which the Canadian Governmeﬁﬁ required
if 1t were to héve a.full'understanding ef the
reasons which precluded putting the facilities
proposed for Torbay on one of the legsed bases.
The Canadian Ghairmén emphasiéed the desirabilisbty
of planning being carried out on a joint basis
between the U.S. and Canadian ar@ed férces for
all activities in northeastern Canada. He urged
that as a preliminary the appropriate military
planning agencies should make a study of the forms
and scélés of attack expected in the area and the
military measures reguired to meet the estimated
threat., In dealing with the question of the locae
tlon of an intercepiro squadron at Torbay, he

L N L] L] 4
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considered that the approval of the Canadian
Government was dependent upon prior agreemént

by the U.S. and Canadisn Chiefs of Staff that
this was necessary to meet the defensive re-
quirements of the area. When or if such an
agreement was rgached by the Chlefs of Stafrf,
Canada would be in a position Go deltermine
whether 1t would prefer to provide the necessary
forces itself or to permit the ﬁnited States to
do so.

At the requeét of the Canadian Chair-
man it was decided that the essential information
With respect to Torbay would be prepared by the
U.S. Northeast Command in two memoranda, one
dealing with the airhead and the other dealing
with the interceptor squadron. The U.S: Section
of the PJIBD would submit this infqrmation in
about three weeks to the Canadian Section for its
uge in presenting the U.S. case for consideration

by the Canadlan authorities.
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2. Proposed Esbablishment of Six Additional

Temporary Radar Stabions in Canada

The U.S. Section at the June meeting

~ had proposed the establishment of gix additional

temporary radar stations in Canada %o be located
at Trentén, Wiarton, Sultan, Matbawa, Peninsula
and Fire River Ontario. These stations wefe to
form part of a double perimeter chain, the other

links of which were to be in the United States,

~and were intended to improve radar coverage

primarily against aircrarft flying at low altitude.
At the time the U.3. proposal was presenied, bhe
Canadian Chalirman requested certain additional
;nformationa This was gsupplied at the Sepiember
meeting. The Canadian Chairman sald that with
the information provided it would now be possible
for the Canadian Governmenf %o study the U.S.
proposal and in due course to reach a decisionj

on it,

Se Intercepbtor Flichts

At the June meeting of the Board the

U.S. Seetion had proposed certain modifications
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t0 PJBD Recommendation 5L/4 which gave the exist-
ing procedures with respeet to the interception

of unidentified aircraft by USAF aircraft over
Canada or RCAF aircraft over the United States.

The USAF considered the existing procedures to | '
be too restrictive éinge it'would be’possible

under these pr&cedures‘@or an;obviéusly hostile
.aireraft‘tp aéproacn ana even'té bomb U.S. bargets
from Canaqiéh territory without the U.S. Air prce
aixgraftlbéihg able to engage 1t. At the September
meeting of the PJIBD the RCAF subnritted a counter |
proposal which, while it did nob go as far as bhat
proposed by thé USAT, éhould nevertheless meeb

its requireﬁents. The Canadlan Chairmpan indicated
thatvapyioval of any modification to Récommendation
51/4 by the Canadian Governﬁent would most likely

be conditilonal upon a requirement bthat all inbidenﬁs
inbolving breaches of intercepbion pr;cedureé should
be repbrted periodically to the PJBD together with
an account of the disciplinary action taken in sach,
case, This‘subjectmis to be comsidered further at
the next meeting of the PJIBD. (s E'C RET).

BENJAMIN BDGLAS
O E AR 000580
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SECRET

® m\x&ﬁ/

Ottawa, /October 4, 1952.

SERAS
- ,‘_:‘ :\ .."“‘DQUT\
YEMORANDUM FOR THE MINXSTER }'_ T s
. VAR gofz’/,,?ﬂ}’! R4
U.S. Military Activities in the T e !
N Newfoundland Area BT E{*ﬁ—“ J

In a letter to Mr., Claxton which

was sent to you for signature yesterday, you
proposed that the question of U.S. military
getivities in the Newfoundland area should be /fy , w
discussed when considering the Journal of the é
September meetings of the Permanent Joint

Board on Defence at the meeting of Cabinet . St
Defence Committee to be held on October 9. ﬂ v”"

- Attached hereto for your signature, if you Ly /y
approve, is a memorandum for Cabinet Defence /

Committee referring to the discussions on

this subject in the PIBD Journal and summariz- déz/gff&;
ing them for the convenience of those who 45/

will be attending the meeting. Also attached
is your copy of the PJBD Journal (copy No. 7)

v

L. D. W. ) —

—t0- £ (5D | | 000581
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October 3, 1952.

MEMORANDUM TO CABINET DEFENCE COMMITIEE

UeS. Military Activities in the
Newfoundland Area

T wish to draw to the attention of
the members of the Committee the discussion
reported in Sections 10 and 11 of the Journal
of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence of
September, 1952 (copies of which have been
airculated) with respect to Goose Bay and
Torbay, which have a bearing on the general
problem of U.S. military operations in.the
Newfoundland area. The discussions at the
September meeting of the PIBD are suamarized as
follows:

(a) Goose Bay

The Canadian Chairman drew attention
to the necessity of planning on a joint
basis at all stages in the development of
Canadian - U.S. defence arrangements. He
then pointed .out that the recent state-
ment of intention by the U.S. 4lr Force to
base an interceptor squadron at Goose Bay
for the local defence of the base indlcated
that the Canadian interpretation of the
proposed Goose Bay lease did not accord
with that of the United States. He
thought that the difficulty had arisen
primarily through the lack of any joint
study on the forms and scéale of attack
to which Goose Bay might be subjected and to
the absence of any agreement on the defen-
sive measures required. He pointed out
that there was at present no authority for
the stationing of USAF interceptor aircraft
in Canada other than at the 99-year leased
bases., He suggested that even in the case
of the leased bases it would be advantageous
if the U.S. Government were to inform the
Canadian Government through dipiomatic
channels of important changes which might
be contemplated in the numbers, types and
roles of units located there. He reiterated
his view that Canada found it difficult to
approve U.3. proposals because of lack of
knowledge of the specific requirements and
what these requirements were based upon.
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He proposed that the appropriate joint
planning agencies make a detalled study
of the military needs in the Northeast |
area of Canada and how they might be met.

The External Affairs member suggests
that, in order to remove doubt as to the
meaning of the Goose Bay lease, an inter-
pretation might be recorded through an
appropriate procedure which would make it
clear that, notwwithstanding rights granted
to the United States,under the lease,
arrangements for the sea, air and land
defence of the Goose Bay area should be
the subject of separate discussion and
agreement between the two Governments.

The U.S. Chairman said that the U.S.
Section would refer the Canadian position
to the appropriate U.S. authorities for
their consideration. He urged that the
External Affairs member's suggestion of an
interpretation regarding defence should
be broadened to define more precisely the
authority of the United States to station
operational units at Goose Bay eilither for
local defence or for other purposes.

(b) Torbay

The United States has proposed the
expansion of facilities at Torbay to pro-
vide for

(a) a fighter squadron

(b) an airhead for depot and base
support

(c) MATS LOC (Military Air Transport
System Line of Communication) -
(peace and war)

(d) Airways and Air Communications
Service (AACS) and weather
detachments.

The Canadian Chalrman stated that while
the briefings presented at U.S. Northeast
Command Headquarters had been useful, Canada
would have been in a much better position to
consider the U.S. proposal if Canadian mili- .-
tary planners had participated in the staff '
studies leading to the proposal and as a
consequence. were familiar with the considera-
tions which had led to the stated conclusions.
He pointed out that the U.S. had been energeti-
cally developing facilities at Torbay although
the lease for the buildings which they were
occupying was for one year only and subject
to termination on 30 days notice, and although

000583
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the Canadian Government had previcusly
indicated that it was most reluctant %o in-
crease the. scale of U.S. activities in the
St. John's area with respect to the location
of an interceptor squadron at Torbay. He
considered that the approval of the Canadian
Government was dependent upon the prior agree-
ment by the U.S. and Canadian Chiefs of
Staff that this was necessary to meet the
defensive requirements of the area., When

or if such an agreement was reached by the
Chiefs of Staff Canada would be in a
position to determine whether 1t would pre-
fer to provide the necessary forces itself
or to permit the United States to do s0.

The U.S., Chairman emphasized the
attitude of the United States that all
nilitary agencies should as far as possible
be in a state of readiness. In short, the
United States was endeavouring to be in a
position whereby it was ready for "action at
the drop of a hat", This meant that esseatial
defence forces must be "on station" now, rather
than brought in after the outbreak of
hostilities.

At the request of the Canadian Chairman
it was decided that the essential information,
upon which the United States based the view
that 1t was not feasible to locate the
facilities proposed for Torbay at one of the -
leased bases, should be provided by the U.S.
Section in the form of two memoranda, one
dealing with the airhead and the other with
the interceptor squadron.

7

Secretary of State
for Externasl Affairs
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Reie HMacKay/PVW/ Defence Lisison {1)/H.H. Wershof/elb

L2 4,

Vil fj

mti‘i'ﬁﬁ‘, fotober _‘}' 1952

'.
B
T

Hy desr Colledgue, - ﬂT!’

In recent gorruspondencs you ¢
expressed yousr cencevn about the expanding ﬁ.u.\501/}//
dafence sctivities in Yortheastern Cansda. I
fully share your concers end think the situation
which iz developing thers is one which regquirss
urgent sttentlion.

I do not sugpest that the H.0,
pethorities have pone beyond thelr rights wnder
the Leaned Pasas icresuent of 1641 or other
arraipemenis which we have &aéa; or that their
activities in thoe aortbessturn ares of Canade are
unwarranted in the 1ight of the current inter-
nationnl situweticn. I recognize elsc that the
Guliy has spucisl rogponsibilities under HATY for
the stratogic alr arm and that Cenadsa, along with

ther HLZO megbors, iz undey obligation to facili-
tata the iulfilmmnﬁ of thess rﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂaiaiajﬂiﬁﬁn
X th-ﬂk ycu will agree with me, however, that we
should nolt Le @b*iviﬁus 1o ahﬁ gerious political
imn&i%ﬁtiﬂﬂa ar;siag frew the axtont an@ charaetar
of U,i. defence sotivities in lorthesstern Censda.

Perhaps the questious of woat
lmmadlate concera are those of defence of the
ares endl comiind of defence forces deploved there,

2 a oo
The Hoaourabls Drogke Cleston,
Hindater of Hatlional Delénce,
Gttewa , mbario,
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Under the Lessed Poses LHgreement, the Y.G.

has clearly broed powers of locsl defence of
the boses fncluding emorpency. powsrs to iteke
action curaide thoe lessed arsas, Ths recent
proposal of the U.o. to stellion oan intercaplor
sqguidron at Gooze Uay hus reized the guostion
of Cefence pf the cumplex of delenca facilities
located i that eres. Under conditiony of
medera warfare, it would sees lupracticadble to
restriet the exercise of defence pighitc e 2
Jeased aress or bess. Ta any event I deoubd

1Y the U.l. would be propared to confine Iis.

© defence activitice in the northebst LW avesds

uader iis exclusive eoulrol. IV vould seem
vherelors that In fach U.l. defence forces
deployed la the apss will, indirectly, pearti-

- cipate in the defence of Cansdisn verritory
“mteide areas exelusively wider Ueo. conltrel.

: Trieg sitwaticn seems to ag
te pose twe Lgportant questions: JLirst, whother
wa should not conslder stationicg more Canadisg
forees in the aroe; sevoudly, whether wo should
nol conglider propealyas to the U.5, the eztablishe
@mant ol & coublngd comcand for the defsnce of
the area, possibly wilh & Cansdisn oomesnder.
Ve could searcely éxpect the L.u. to agres to
a combined commend, and ouch less & Cansdian
commander, waless ve wers preparad to cantribute
substsnlially to the totel Lorces sssipned to
the defence of tho area.

A : 4 thirg guestlon wight elisgo
be worth consideration -- whother, essumlag &
combined command wero established, 1t should aot

v & JLTU compAnd.  Juch an arrsugomcat would

3\5 % #
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have the obvious advantages t&&% Wi Could
peebatly more sasily 3uSu$£y U.Ce ackivities
in the sred to the Csoadizn people and we
eould gat credit In ﬂg*u for forces alloecated
to guch a ceomand. Zhore would no donbt be
d&sadvaaysga@ Lo e&tmai¢aﬁ*a a B84Y0 commangd,
and those pay weill oulweiph %ﬁw advantapey,
Hevertheless, the guecation u@alﬂ appear Lo be
warth exaningtion.

-7 underszand that the Journal
of the last meeting of the PJOD 4s on the
apaﬁda for the next ueeting of the Jgbimet
-pefence Cozmittes. It occurs to e that this
mieght be & convenisnt coessicon to ralige in 8
ﬁenarﬁl way gusstloans aboul the northeast such
a8 i hmv@ Sugﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁ gbove, If you have no
chleciion, I therelors propoge to raise them
at the forthcoming ueetisng. it woupld, of
coursae, be pro wature for tue Cablinst sefence
Ceaowlites o resch oy declaicn af this time
o1 such guestions Bub 14 the Comnities fools
they are worth further szeninsticn, the Chiels
of Lialf Committes might e asked to study thea
and repert back st & carly meetinn of the
befonce Commitiee,

Zours slncerely,
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MEMORANDUM, FOR THE MINISTER = | Son 09 =2
' g, |

2

. UsBe Air Operstions in ~ . .
Newfoundland = _Command Relations Pty e

_ Bs you suggested on Oetober 1, we have o vt

prepared for your signature a letter to Mre Claxton,

If Defence Committee decides to ask
Chiefs of Staff to report on the idea of a combined
command in this area (perhaps under NATO), no
doﬁbt Chiefs could at the same ﬁime.be asked to
" explain why the U.8, and Canada have, in the past,
kept away from ﬁhe idea of any NATO command in
North America. You asked this question at% the

meeting in your office on October 1.

(SGD) L. D. WIEGETSY

LeDeWe
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File No. 50209-40
5> 5’;7/ October 3, 1952.

VMEMORANDUM FOR FILE LB%%%R@E@E@ Tﬁ S?«gﬁEl
REDUIT A SECRET

U.8. Military Operating Requirements in
Canada.

4 At a meeting of the M.C.C. in May 1952 the
Chairman of the U.8. section reported that the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff had authorized the U.S.
section to forward to the Canadian section, for
information only, a list of all U.S. Military
Operating Requirements in Canada, not as yet
approved by Canada, and in the futUIe to forward any
additional requlrements that might arise. It was
noted that the recognition of the M.C.C. as an
information channel did not in any way supersede the
channels recommended by the P.J.B.D. and approved by
the two governments for processing military operating
requirements through diplomatic channels.

2. Copies of the following telegrams from CJIS(W)
which give the first list of U.S. Military Operating
Requirements in Canada, as yet not approved by Canada,
are attached:
(1) ©Js(W)31l7 - Aug. 1, 1952 - U.S. Army Requirements.
(2) CJs(W)509 - Aug.28, 1952 -~ USAF Requirements.
(3) CJ8(W)623 - Sept.l7, 1952 - U.S. Navy Requirements.
3. The original of these telegrams, received

under cover of memoranda from the Secretary, JPC, are
filed on file 50212-40 (M.C.C. file).
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Encs. (J.M. Cook)
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/fl/\octover 1, 1952.

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING IN MINISTER‘S OFFICE
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 1

The following were presents.

Mr, Pearson

Mr, Wilgress

Mr. Ce¢S.As Ritchie
Mr, MCKay

My, Wershof

‘ Mre Davis - 4? gyﬁr fg";p

ca Kt 2 /jﬁ @

»Lnada-.U. Se 'Defence ,gg S&Z A{ / ,D f";
The Minister raised the Question of. 1:1!3.9‘5zé éﬁ 4?

defence of bases in Eestern Canada by the United

States and whether this should not be considered
a NATO responsibility.

25 The Minister concluded that we should
study seriously and speedlly:

(L) The total extent of the United States
effort in the Canadlian Northeastern area;

(2) Apguments for and against taking up at
the next NATO Ministerial Council (or
through the Standing Group or Military
Committee), the establishment of & North-
eastern Command under NATO., We should trace
the history of the Canadian-lUeS. Regional
Planning Group and the reason it has been
‘kept apart from other NATO plens,
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36 Mr, MacKay expressed the view that the
United States would not be seriously opposed. They
would welcome a Canadian contribution to defence,
but would expeet to hold the overall command.

be The Minister favoured a letter from him
to Mr, Claxton %o suggest that Chiefs of Staff
examine the question of Eastern defence, and to ine
form Mr, Claxton that Mr. Pearson would mention %the .
question at cabinet Defence under the P.J¢BeDe 1item,

The Minister agreed to Mr, Ritchie's
proposal that we should examine whether this was an
opportune time to issue another general statement on
Canada~UeSe. defence arrangements.

6e ' The Minister, in referring to UsSe

establishments in Canada, mentioned specifically the

offices opened in three Canadlan cities to handle
aocounting questions arising out of the radar stations,
He expressed the view that these could very well have
been made special sections of existing Consulates,
and thus have been less conspicuous and less liable
to attract press eomment.

NATO

The Minister referred to the serious re-
action of both the Schumans to hils Toronto speech.
He explained that he was stressing the defencs angle
for 1ts Canadlan effect, not for its effect abroad,

2e Mre Bitohie attributed the interest of
the French Government in this spsech to the report
sent by Mr, de Laboulayee The Europeans are watching
closely for the development of this sort of line which
they would interpret as an indication that we are
falling 1nto the American campe
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3e ~ The Minister referrgd.enthus;ééﬁibéily
"to the leadling artlcle in the ECONOMIST H#farewell
to Arms¥, He thought the time was ripe for NATO to

~gonsider the part it could play in polltiéyl warfare(

He suspected that the Forelign Office would react
unfavou?ably. Lo _the suggestlon that the fourteen
NATO powers act together ln this sphere. However,
he might write person2lly %o ¥, Eden from whom he
would expect more supports

b, Mr, Heeney might bring up the dquestion
at an informal Councll meeting, and preparations
might be begun on something which could be conslw
dered at the December Ministerlal meetingse

000595



