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DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL ot dL. oF - YO

MEMORANDUM

(no
COMMONWEALTH CONSULAR DEFRNOTM =

TO: RGONOMZG.... EUROPEAN DEFENCE LIAISON. SEGRE?PAR BAST EVPORMATEON “Laat | Security te

.... UNERED, MATIONS. POLTRICAL. CO . August 84, 1955

FROM: ... Am@vdcan. Diniaien/e ee :: JL ed 4900=i~%—40
EFERENCE: ... gfrce..ssssypes: Sf.

Foes: eee vyqo os ahs ete eeee ite |

SUBJECT: .... Lather. of .Inatwickion for Mrs. AsDaPa. HRONGY......................00..5.

le For the purpose of preparing a Letter of Inatruction for
Mr. Heeney, it seomed useful to prepare an annotated list of recent
questions in the relations between Canada and the United States.

Such a list would be helpful in the preparation of the Letter iteelf
whieh might take the form of a short 'Survey of Relations 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

Be Attached is the first draft of an enlarged edition of the

list that was made in 1951 but it does not contain annetations

except those now drafted by the American Division, The order of

the itena follows fairly closely the order of the 1951 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 convenience, 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,

matters affecting foreign policy more than bilaterally -- should

underline the Canada-l.5, aspect of the problem,

fre annotations should be brief and «= in

AMERICAN DIVISION
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Auguet 24, 1953

SECKRE Z

RECENT AND CURMENT PROBLENS IN THE RELATIONS BETWEEN

CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES

(This is an annotated list of the more important
problems dealt with during the past year.)

le Stratecic Air Operations

2. ladar cereen

3 Continental Defence

5 Command in the Newfoundland Area

id Newfoundland Bases
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7. Military Procurement

8. The St, Laurence 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 Power

Commission approved the State of New York Power

Authority's application to develop the U.S. portion

of the power project. Though the Canadian and U.S.

governments (including the present administration),

the International Joint Commission and the Permanent

Joint Board of Defence favour the power and seaway

developments, sectional U.S. interests (railway, coal,

labour and port interests) are fighting a rear-guard

action to upset the Federal Power Commission's decision,

The prospective legal delays will, unfortunately for

Canada, delay the construction of the power and seaway

projects at least until mid-1954, The Ontario Hydro has

diselosed it was prepared to cet on with the power pro- |

ject the moment it is finally approved; the construction

of the dependent seaway project would follow immediately.

This is one of the government's major projects,

oaeek
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9. NMiscare Falis

By virtue of the Niagara 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, lemedial works recommended by the

International Joint Commission, approved by both govern-

ments and costing about $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 80, part of the re-

medial works must be in place, These are indications that

individuals in the lower echelons of the U.S. Administration

may seek to delay the power diversions by Ontario,

10. Haterton and Belly Rivers Reference

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.G. because the enginecring beard (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

—~———-__-___An_the Detroit River area

The International Joint Commission, following the

Gevernment's approval, established an Advisory Board in

each country to develop methods for controlling the quality

of the boundary waters of the St, Clair River, Lake St, Clair,

the Detroit River, the St. Mary's River and the Niagara River.

Similarly, the Commission, at the request of both Governments,

comaenced a study of air pollution due to navigation in the

Detroit Rivers; it has found that air pollution is much

greater from industrial causes and has recommended that

its terms of reference be broadened,

al: 000371
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12, Libby Dem

In 1951, the United States applied to the Inter- :

national Joint Commission for permission toe construct and

operate a dam on the Kootenay River near Libby, Montana,

which would flood part of the Kootenay River Valley in

British Columbia, Canada agreed provided compensation

was paid for the flood damage gng 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 reasonable

after British Columbia will have considered the matter.

After the International Joint Commission had reported

that an investigation of this huge project (dear to the

hearts of the inhebitants of New Brunswick and Maine)

would cost almost $4 millions, the Canadian Government

lost interest for the time being though Senator Margaret

Chase Smith and other U.S. Congressmen from the area

still pursue their advocacy of the project,

4. St. John Hiver

The International Joint Commission, 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 build a

$25 million project (capacity of 102,000 kw) at

Beechwood,

ee aed
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15. Gut Dam

U.S. citizens have started court actions against

Canada (with claims potentially above $100 millions)

claiming damage caused by Gut Dam, They base their

claims on an alleged agreement made in 1903 by Canada

to compensate any U.S. citiszen damaged by Gut Dam, In

fact, the ‘agreement’ related to one U.5. citizen who

was bought off and no damaze 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 acreed to a reference being made to

the I.d.C. on the levels of Lake Ontario (including

Gut Dam) and to the removal of the Dam. Claimants are

actively opposing New York State Authority's permit

from the EP.C. to develop the St. Lawrence Power Project

and are being used by the St, Lawrenee ‘opposition’

lobbies,

16. Yukon-Lewes~TaiyaProject

Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA) asked Canada

in 1952 for authority te build a 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.

sty 4 %

The Canadian Section is working effectively under

General ‘icNsughton but the same is not true of the U.°.

Section. Senator Stanley (in his 80's) is not very

effective and relations -~ at the official level both

in the I.d.C. and diplomatically -- are often strained

by Vallance, the U.5. Section's counsel. The Commission's

nea
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overall work is less effective because of political

pressures in the U.S.A. and, conversely, because the

U.S. authorities fear the effectiveness of General

McNaughton's strong personality as opposed to their

weak team. The U.S. Section is expected to be

strengthened and minor issues such as the Lake-of-the-

Woods reference and the possible Long-Lae and Ogeoki

references may be cleared away. The Comuission is doing

much good work, It hae before it items such as the Leake

Superior Levels (a permanent responsibility), the

Richelieu River - Lake Champlain Waterway and the other

items mentioned above,

PART LIL = PI SHe TES

18. Morthwest Pacific Fisheries

In 1952, Canada joined the United States in nege-

tiating a treaty with Japan for the conservation of

these fisheries, The object was that the Asians should

restrict themselves to fisheries whose origin are in

Asia and that North Americans should limit themselves

to fisheries originating in America, This trea was

ratified by all parties in 1953,

Canadian representatives alone on March 2, 1923 was signed

on the thirtieth anniversary of this event and is (7?)

now in force, More flexibility of conservation action

and increased regulatory powers resulted from it,

20. Orsat lakes Fisheries

For years Canada has sought to have the conservation

and management of all the Creat Lakes fisheries reguited

jointly with the U.S.A. A regulatory treaty was signed

on April 2, 1946 but was never ratified largely because

ceael
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of Ohio's opposition in Congress, A less ‘regulatory’

treaty wae negotiated and on the point of being agreed

when basic differences of interpretation were revealed.

in Canadian eyes, the treaty would have merely controlled

lamprey on the Great Lakes (including Lake Ontario) and

would not have allowed basic research and conservation

stndias and recomsendations to have been made fully on

the five lakes, As a weal, Canada broke off negotiations,
These are likely to resume late in 1953,

= OHO:

21. Ihe International Monetary Fund

22. Tariffs and Trade

23

24. Pxico of Newsprint

25e sericultural Produsts berislation
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/ i J Ottawa, August 13, 1953."
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Canadian 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 Canadian observers to United States

parties operating in 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

soil with the permission of the Canadian

Government and that Canada is interested

in what is being done. and how it is being

one$

(b) To provide liaison between United States and
any Canadian local officials or residents

and to show to such local officials and resi«-

dents that the Canadian Government is involved;

Air Vice Marshal F.R. Miller, CBE, CD,
Vice Chief of the Air Staff,

Department of National Defence,

Ottawa.
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(ec) To attempt to prevent the members of the
" United States party from doing anything

- contrary. to Canadian interests and to |

.. report. to Headquarters: it any incidents
-OCCUrS

(a): To! ‘provide, a report on the conduct ‘of. the
- _ operation: and the results.

Qe th’ the particular 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 such officers are not available, the next
best in our opinion-would, be officers who, though not

- engineers, would havée'‘a good. appreciation - 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 duties that a have suggested abOVEs . ee

{

“Yours: sineerely,

‘BENJAMIN ROGERS »

Be Benjamin Rogerss.- Ce
“Defence Liaison (1) Divisions _

- 000379
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Your memorandum of June 15 -

Reference: Notes on Current R-lations with the U.S.

Subject: ' Notes on Current Canadian - U.S. Relations for use of H.E.
the Governor-General on the occasion of presentation of
credentials of the new U.S. Ambassador

Defence

The Minister of National Defence stated early
in 1953 that the objectives of Canada's defence policy are:

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

"(2) Implementation of any undertakings by Canada
under the Charter of the United Nations, or
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organization

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 considered separately, but —

must be planned and prepared jointly. During the Second World
War and in the period since 1945, Canada and the United States
have been steadily moving towards the close collaboration which

the defence of this Continent requires. In addition to the /

exchange of diplomatic and military representatives, and innumer-

able joint meetings convened to study special problems, the

2 e ° «
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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 either Government.

3. During the past few years, there have been .
many examples of success in defence projects which required

_ close co-operation and sympathetic understanding. The

‘ Alaska Highway, the maintenance and operation of joint
weather stations in the Arctic, the operation of an experi-
mental station at Fort Churchill, and of a series of co

airfields; combined military, air, and civil defence exercises;

attendance of U.S. students at the National Defence College;
construction of an integrated 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
ef problems on which there is still no satisfactory solution.

‘The most obvious examples are the St. Lawrence Seaway and

Power Development,’ and the standardization of military equipment. -

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 collective

forces for the defence of the North Atlantic area, and, in the

Canada - United States Regional Planning Group of NATO, for

the defence of North America.

wasssOrM. H-

‘Defence Liaison (1) Division.
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DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

° 7 oe MEMORANDUM Ae B
: eo ,

to: (/ Defence Liaison (1). beceeeeseeseseeeess Security ..cccsesseseeessseees eeeaed

si lsctclaitssseateventenceenste ceeeees becceuecueeueceeaeeees “Date ooo. 20S, 252, 2953, on
FROM: ...aterican Division: J.D, Footer et... File No.

REFERENCE: wccccccccvcscccccaccccnssasesssscecsvsssasesevssseenee . 7

{9 Y

susyecr: ...Notes.on Gurrent, Relations with the United States seers

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 Genera] during the first week in July. As is customary,

the Department is expécted to prepare brief notes on current relatio
ns.

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. 
.

a ..
American Division

000382
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Ottawa, June 19, 1950

Notes on Gurrent Relations with the United States ..

Trade. Canada is by fer the best customer of the United States, and the United

States has lately become Canada's best customer, supplanting the United Kingdom
in that role. Canadian purchases from the United States in 1949 amounted to

$2 billion (Canadian), Canadien 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

European countries have been unable to balance their accounts with the United
States and permit Canadian earnings of their currencies to be converted into

United States fundgs The level of the United States tariff and the administrative

methods which the United States Customs authorities are required by law to

follow have contributed to the difficulties faced by countries wishing to

export to the United States. Attempts ‘are being made to alleviate these

difficulties. The United States will participate again this year with Canada
and other countries in a conference under the aegis of the General Agreement

on Tariffs and Trade to negotiate another set of tariff reductions. In addition,

the Administration has introduced a bill in Congress designed to simplify

United States Customs procedures.

Economic Cooperation with Buropee Canada and the United States have hoth made

heavy financial contributions since the war to the recovery of Europe, Canada

through loans to the United Kingdom, France and other countries, and the United

States through the European Recovery Programme. Although the Canadian and

United States contributions have taken the form of separate programmes, there

has been continuous informal cooperation between the tyvo countries with regard

to European recoverys in addition to making direct assistance to Europe, Canada

has produced for shipment to Europe many million tons of the comnodities necessary

for European recoverye As a result of a decision taken at the recent meeting of

the North Atlantic Council, Canada and the United States have been invited to

participate informally in the work of the Organization for European Economic

Cooperation, and have expressed their willingness to do sO.

eee/2
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S...... As a result of the intimate defence collaboration between Canada
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

been moving steadily since the war in the direction of mich closer cooperation

in defence mtters, including joint plaming, than has ever before existed in

peacetime. The Permanent Joint Board on Defenco has provided an admirable
means of consultation and, so far, none of its recommendations have been

rejected by either Government. In the broader framework of the North Atlantic

Treaty, Canada and the United States arc engaged in plaming the development

of balanced collective forces for the defence of the North Atlantic area and,
in the CGanada-U.S. Regional Planning Group, for the defence of North America.
During the past few years, many examples might be clted of the success with

which Ganada and tha United Stetes are together meeting their common problems
of continental defence. Among these aret (a) the maintenance by Canada of the
Alaska Highway and the Northwest Air Staging Route = very largely for U.S. uses

(b) the maintenance of a network of joint weather stations in the Arctic;
(ec) the operation of an experimental and training station at Fort Churchill;
(4) exercises in Arctic warfare, such as “Sweetbriac" in the Yukon and Alaska
in February, 1950, and "Noramex I" on the coast of labrador dm October, 1949.

There are, of course, outstanding problems requiring a solution. Among these

may be listed? (a) the St.lawrence Seaway projects (b) the modification of
certain of the U.S. rights at the bases in Newfoundland leased from the U.K.

Government before Newfoundland entered Confederation; (c) industrial
mobilization planning for the most effective use of the industrial plant

of both countries in time of wars (4) stendardization of military equipment,
if possible on a North Atlantic basis, as a condition of successful industrial

mobilization; (co) arrangements to facilitate the flow of military equipment

and supplies between the two countries in peacetine.

Boundary Waters. Ganada and the United States have a long record of cooperation

in the use of boundary waters. A recent example was the conclusion of the.

Niagara Diversion Treaty, designed to regulate the use of the waters of the

Niagara River for hydro-electric power without detriment to the beauty of

Niagara Falls. This Treaty was recently approved by the Canadien Parlinmers

and is awaiting the approval of the United States Senate. An Agreement for the

development of the Great Lakes » St.lawrence Basin for power and deep water

navigation was signed by oux two coutries in 1941, but has so far failed to

obtain the approval of the United States Congress. The power that could be

developed in the St.Lavrenee system is urgently needed in both countries,

while the deep waterway 1s expected to be of great value to the economy and

defence potential of the North American continent. If, however, the United

States Congress does not give early approval to the combined power and

oe e/3
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and navigation scheme; the Canadian Government has indicated that it mst give

serious consideration to the development of the power alone. A great varicty

of boundary waters questions are continually being dealt with by the International

Joint Commission. 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 submitted to 14 by the two Governments. It has pleyed a

useful role in bringing about settlement of disputes arising along the border

and preventing these from becoming matters of sexious controversy between the

tte countries. | .

TSH SE
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Dear Mr. Claxton, Le x Ihar Mt by, | del A

Stetus of Canada + U.5 |

As you may have noted in your study of the Journal

of the April 1955 meeting of the Permenent Joint Board on
Defence, the Chairman of the U.S. Section of the Board presented

@ peper on the status of Canade «- U.S. militery planning with
paerticuler reference to the preperation by the Militery Coopera-

tion Committee of «a Future Defence Analysis. A copy of the U.S.
Chairman's paper is attached for convenient reference. This

paper wes discussed in the Journal as Item 16.

As I understend the situation, Canadien Military planners

ei not, since 1950, been permitted to include in any combined
Canada - U.S. papers, force requirements which have not already

been provided for in approved defence progremmes. ‘Ther reason for

this restriction hee been, of course, thet while the requirements

indicated in the plens could not be considered comiitments from

@ legal peint of view, in actual practice they might be held to

be an affirmation of a militery necessity end so to constitute a
very real commitment.

Se It seems to me, however, that although this position was@ valid one in 1950, the events *s 1955 heve overteken it. As
the matter now stands the Canedien Government with its peacetime

mllitery resources lergely committed in Koree ond Zurope, is in

effect presented by the United States with o long list of North
American defence requirements and the stetuent that “these require-

ments must be met for our sutueal security, and if you esanot do

it, we will be glad to." Under such circumstances, it seems to
me to be of cardinal importance that the Canadian Government should

be able to setisfy itself that the U.S. demands are in fact

based on sound military and technical considerations and thet

the plans put forward by the United States are appropriate to the

needs of the situation.

he In the discussion st the PYBD meeting, the Chairman of
the U.S. Section meade it clear thet the U.S. Government neither

could nor would concede thet plans for the defence of North Americe

in future years should be based on present capabilities rather

than on estimated military requirements. He said:

“to produce a productive programme for the future

defence of Canada and the United States, the military
planners must be given the authority to develop plans

which are produced in eccordence with sound military

plenning prineiples. It is reeognized that the fulfill-

ment of requirements in any plans so drawn would of course

be subject to review by the respective Chiefs of Steff and

further review on the besis of politicel and economic

considerations prior te their epprovel by the United
States and Cenada st the governmental level. Such reviews
should be conducted et levels above the MCC and the
militery plans in that Committee mena hot be circum-

scribed by these factors."

2s ¢ @ 2
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5S. In the light of the above presentation of U.S. views,
I ean but conclude that if Canadian militery planners ere not

permitted to work with their U.S. counterperts, then plans in
which we are vitelly concerned will be developed by U.S. officers
and firmed up without regerd to Canadien interests. Ag a con-
sequence, the Canadien Government will continue to be confronted
piecemeal with ea series of U.S. military opereting requirements
on Canadian territory which it will be difficult if not impossible
to deny.

Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act
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6. I eh aewere that in requiring as a condition of Canadisn
approvel of Project COUNTERCHANG® the establishment of a joint
militery study group to consider sir defence requirements with
perticuler reference to early warning, we have in this one impor-
tent aspect of our joint defence interests met the views which
the United States Staffs hold generally. T may say that in this
particuler matter where the real requirements of the situation

had been obscured by the way in which the U.S. Chiefs of Staff had
been by-passed IT felt that it was imperative thet by a proper
objective investigation to be carried out by responsible technical

personnel, we should be safeguerded from being stampeded inte a
vest undertekine, the costs of whieh we would have had to share

in, However, I should like te suggest that we consider meking it
@ generel practice to require similer sefeguerds in future, and

having first stated clearly our understanding of the circumstances
of any such plans, insist on full participation by Cenadian planners

in joint planning activities. ‘%e would then be in e position
te require thet before any U.S. proposals involving defence in-

stellations on Canadien territery could be considered they would

have to be exemined by the appropriete Oanada-l).3. militery planning

group (e.g., the Militery Cooperation Committee) prior to formel
consideration by the Canedian Chiefs of Staff and the Canadian
Government. Uhis would give the Canadian military authorities and

- the Canadian Government the opportunity to insist on exacting

criterie of necessity and soundness of concept, and upon the pro-

vision of adequate information at an early stage in the develop-
ment of such projects while they ere still malleable.

7e I presume that this important matter will come up for

discussion when the Journal of the April 1953 meeting of the PIED

is consicGered at the next meeting of Cabinet Defence Committee.
In the meantime, I would very much appreciate the opportunity of

discussing the question with you and Mr. Pearson at your conven-

fence and in order to facilitate this I propose to send copies of

tris letter both to Mr. Pearson and to General Foulkes so thet they

may be fully informed of the enxieties which have developed in

my ae aS ea result of the experience I heve hed in the PIBD dis-

CUSSLONS.

Yours sincere y,

{(s) ieGelse MoNaughton.
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“ TOP SECRET GECURITY INFORM TION

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD O8 DEPERSE

CAWADA-UBITED STATES

Pile PIB 195-13 5 April 1953

MEMORANDUM FOR THE MEMBERS:

SUBJECT: Status of Canada-U.8, Military Planning

le At the January 1955 meet , it wae poiated
out to the Board that there was ao ~U.8. plan on
whiehte base future security requirements. The
Board wae further advised that the Canade-U.9. Military
Cooperation Commitiee was Ghout to preceedwith the

preparation of @ Future Befense Analysis.

as “Ss the Caneda-United Stetes Basic
Security saa woe 19 00/9) was revised, ‘Tais plen is
composed of two » the Canade-United States

Setenes Pia Pies, Gud the Caneda-United States
Puture Defense Aneiysis. In — Pret deo of the Basic
Security Plan, the previously ine ludedpart "Security
Requirenents- 1957" wae omitted and the *Canada~-United
States Puture lefense Anslysis” vas substituted in
jieu theresft. The reasons
because the Minutes of the

discussion ae to the reseons for the change but only
vecoré the decision.

+ The Caneéa-United States Emergency Defence

Plan current. Hovever, the Puture Defense Analysis
ie 6t11) in the initial stage of preparation even
though the subject bas been on the agenda of a1i

hG@s experienoed considerable Gifficulty in arriving
et @ Guiteble format for the An@lysic and agreeing to

its scope. The following extract from the Minutes of

ucc mooseee 3 ig 55, held im February 1953, reveals
the @ifference in theCansdian end U.S, attitude toward
the Future Defense Analysis:

“. « « + Phe Cansdien Cheireaa stated that
the Canadian Section felt the format shouldbe

elestic and the York Team should have as much
latitude a6 they needed as long a6 the following
Camadian position is understoed: fhe Canediana
weubers of the Working Teem may only indicate in
the conclusicon of the paper in what spheres
presentiy pleaned defense systems should be

Se te anasstlenen sams ter aaneinn oiee aay ons +6
pisening will be advanced on & national basis.

a2:Ez§ :
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“the 0.8. Section noted the Canadian proposal,
but expressed the feeling that the Cansadies
Position would restrict the objective developuent
ef the problem and the detract from the value
ef the Future befense oe *

it appears that inherently the Analysis must develop
pray ses ene gp nln Hinghh g — Mele Bo Beary

ieulty in arriving 6t on withia the
MCC as to the Geepe and format of Puture Befeace
fuelyeie lies Glimest entirely ia the Canedienpleaners'
jeek of authority to develop requirements.

the iilimeat of @ in any plans s¢ drevn
ef course, be subject toe reviscw the respective

Chiefs of Staff a2 . review on the basis of
polities) and economic considerations prier te their
approval by the Waited States and Canada a+ -
governmental level. Such reviews should be
@t levels Gbeve the MCC ané the military plane ia
Comittee should not be cirewnserited by thesefactors.

;
:

GUE ¥. Remax
Major General, U.S. Aray {Ret'a)
Chairman, U.5. Section

|

| TOP GRCREY SECURITY INFORMATION
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q s lee Weterbs{ TOP SECRET
April 25,1953

e

Aly Werte { fw dio _ ,

“ e309 9-¢e
MEMORANDUM FOR FILE

Defence Relations with the United Stat
es

h Mr. Ritchie and Mr. MacKayIn conversations witited States Minister, ref erred
on April 23, Mr. Bl

to conversations he

General, North East Command, an

jointly.

With respect tBe

3 + poth officers had expresse
stant EW stations as envisaged

 in
pility of di

Lincoln". He saia that both of

loser=in radar

iss, the Uni

had had with General Myers, Command ing
d the C.A.S., AsV/M. Slemon

o "Project Lincoln" he said that
ad grave doubts about the desira-

"Pro ject

ficers expressed a strong

defences and agreed that
nvitation to Russian

FW stations in order to keep

defence under a constant state of turmoil

e Arctic, Mr. Bliss

be invitations to an

Apparently,
raed

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, Mr. Bliss

na preference for ¢

ee distant stations might be simply an i
3 planes to make forays nearer

Ih North American air
EID and excitement.

5, With re
[oa said both officers

=p aggressor rather t

eS however, the alter

oa as of a somewhat different character.

a 4. With regard to rad

Tsland.

said General Myers had indica

only one gap, namely tha
ted that there was at present

+ around the top end of Elsmere

fost '

5. Air Defence Coordination

Mr. Bliss said that General Myers t

me from a conference with A./V./M.had just co

Canadian Air Defence

old him that he

games at

Command and that they had "signed" an

ir defence arrangements for the North Hastagreement covering 4
f U.S. North East Air Defence Forces would

whereby command o

be vested in C.A.D.C. which in turn wou
Mr. Bliss regarded this as @ very great stepCommanders.

forward in defenc

2. af, Jb (a

1d delegate to local

e relations. When it was hinted to him that

eee &
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= 2-

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 East

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 a

he

R.A.M.
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Defence Liaison (1)/M.H. Wershof/elb

Ottawa, April 16, 1953

S0Zog -

S4\ v :
MEMORANDUM FOR FILES: 50209-4O~-~ zk

Nu

Lo POP SECRET
¢

59216-40 (Goose)
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 will require some action prior to D-day to bring

them to a suitable state of readiness:

s Goose Bay

>
ess ‘Harmon
ene FYes

a &y ” Gander (alternate)

‘at a Defence Liaison Division (1).
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L
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‘In the attached memorandum of Mardh 25, Dr. Mackay has

suggested that Canadian participation :in the financing of the

construction, maintenance and operational costs of future U.S.
defence installations in Cariada might be charged against our

mutual aid programme. Dr. Mackay's arguments for Canadian
financial participation are weighty and, in general, I wovld
not dissent from them. However, I am inclined to be ratner less.
worried than he about letting the U.S. finance the whole or

most of these costs if, in fact, the proposed installaticns are

‘not of direct benefit to Canada, or in the ordinary way would
not be undertaken as part of Canadian domestic defence. iy
feeling is that the possibility of our withholding permission |.
for the U.S. to go ahead with the installations would probably

give us whatever bargaining power we need with respect to

length of tenure.

On thé assumption that. some financial participation
would be desirable, I am not too happy about the suggestion

that our share should be chalked un against NATO mutual aid.

Wy own reaction is that such a use of limited mutual aid funds

mignt be even less acceptable to our Huropean allies than
direct expenditure on Canadian domestic 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 soil might be carried would not be a matter of

great concern. But it may be that Canadians would find it

are 000393
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Oe oosount 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 the U.S. that Cariada is making some
contribution to their defence, it might be worthwhile to

recall the psychological reaction tO the offer of the late
Eva Peron to send relief to allegedly “starving people in
the Wid West".

If it were considered necessary, perhaps Dr.

Mackayv's noint could be met Dy Sstapiisning a special vote

. Which wovid resemble Mutual Aid but would not merge sid to

e pn sountries needins, assistance and aia to a country which
Financially could well foot the bill itself. The vote might

be called “Detence Aid” (since the “mutual” element dis-

appeared when wedecided not to seek any offsets from the
recipients). Such a vote might be divided into three
Categories;

(a) contributions towards the common costs of

| NATO e.g. military and civilian budgets,

commonly: financed infrastructure programmes,
etc.

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

North America. . i ‘

(c) contributions towards defence projects re-
quired for the joint défence of the United

States and Canada.

In the best possible of possible worlds, funds

for (c) would be in addition to those normally provided
for (a) and (b). This, of course, might not entirely

work out in practice. co

One advantage of the above proposal-is that it

‘ight yield a fairly substantial figure for our defence
aid which could be used in the NATO negotiations and also

in public discussions in Canada. It might, of course,
be difficult to seek appropriation on the basis sug ggested
28s

‘ 2

wend
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above.;" ‘espécdally «s ‘since - ‘the tern ‘of ‘the, 1986. ‘Act ‘ma tit
“eM have to be’ altered.’ An: linme di ate. practical difficulty «

nesupepeted thats the: SXpense involved . in “expanding . productions

oe that shstead ”

at

is ithe ‘improbability.. “of: more ‘funds: ‘being appropriated.
for mutual aid at’ the present. session ‘Of. parliament...
This possipillty might , however “be. ‘borne in mind ’ for
-next years:

a "So ‘far: as: “next: year “aS scongerrled;. “nyt ‘guess’ ‘is ‘that.
‘the: ‘presgsitre’ from:other goverment. departments is” going. ‘to:

" be. “incréSsingly- on Spending. ‘mutual aid Tums to'tnaintain::
_Cartadian: Spreduet ton | Vines. You: will be aware ofthe.
“proposal di's aéussed-by DsD,P. with: General“ Foulkes: and D.N. Dy
| Lor ‘che’ cpr pduction. in. Canada of. comp Ss Ee production

“4 Eis .désirdbke “to mmainita vic oPporated
Ln. titid tary: end-items -bées duced in Europe
Pr shore. procurement. Thy ‘idea. Us. “now being a

Eppes vasnks eoncerned ye ee

fom fm
oft trying. “Wo. Buia: up: ‘one Jean's amman=

ition. ‘stock - “pile: present ‘prodiction: facilities: for am-
munition might, bée- expandediand. képt in being<-t.o ‘produce

2 Lt‘four monhs* ‘supply: “Of * samunition 5. three . months. stockpiled,
Sand | one. months - “supply in the. “pipe: .Lline.* With’ ‘such facil-" m

el ities ‘in. ‘-being* at would. ony, ‘take. three. rlonths ‘vO ureach’,
“full, produ tion during an emergency, “which: ‘périod.. would be *

y: hie > “Stockpile... ~The’. General has apparetitly.:

ae- neoaPtwee eee be. paid. for. Prom mutual aid. rand, : that

“used. ‘for: incu. aid. “andthe; ‘production. Line\
Penn gn es uses Tn’ view of. “the: ammunition shortage”-in \ ,
Burope j. this’ Looks | ike. 2 very promising BROPOSE) s cos whine

4h

“Bo. cone», ab: Least ‘at “thé: ‘official’ ‘tevels. ‘eolsoms oneeting -
of: uminds ° about. “the: compost odon “of: any’: “Buture: mutual’ ‘aid.
- programmes. Perhaps. Dr Kackay ts. suggestion: for. using
“mutual aid. fonds | te WOUL Sugeest. unde som mew’ vate)
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INCOMING. MESSAGE
Dw
PYoO}

FROM:

THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR to wf oir

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

Security Classification

as

mane mrsy | gO RET
a ‘ ~ ¥ ae Cae Non

OY 6S aM af te He 5 |

A/UNDER/SEC’S -

POL/GO-ORDIN -
SECTION

‘Dane... een ee

7 Date enna eum he ae cases gs Soma ti

“Fate renees |

PNxDOR

Date...meee eer ee eee eee

«Ext. 230 teev. 352)

Lh . er

Priority Systenm fo . Pm ‘ "

CYPHER~AUTO No. wa-856 Date Apri 8, cs

Departmental — . |
Circulation Reference: My wWa-827 of April 3rd.

MINISTER L |

UNDER/SEC Subject: , oo tos
. D/UNBDER/SEC oubleci: = Ppime Minister's Visit to Washington. |

Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins: |

1. We have been giving some further. consideration
to what the agenda for the Prine Minister's discussions
wight be, especially in view of the memorandum enclosed
with your letter of March 30th on the reviston of the —
“1947 sta tenant of principles of defence co- operation.

2, On this sudject I have not a clear idea of what
new matter we would wish to introduce if thse. statement
were revised, The principal changes since 1947 arise
from, first, the union of Newfoundland with Canada,’ with
the consequence that the three leased hases there- are
now in Canadian territory; secondly, the creation of

the North Atlantic Alliance, 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 special responsibility for strategic air
operations; and thirdly, the Increased risk of air

|. attacic on North America due mainly to the Soviet:
. development of an atomic veapon. I think it would be
yary difficult to work out 6 joint statement which would
suitably take account of these very important changes.

I woulé prefer to rest om the statement of 1947 and-to
regard that statement as being still valid, except in

.such cases of later occurrence in which poth governmmants
have agreed on modifications in particular circumstances,

3. From the Canadian point of view, I take it that
‘tha purpose of any revision vould be to produce a new

ang strong public affirmation of Canadian control over

defence activities within Canadian territory. .

tO me not to bs a propitious ti politically to attempt

this, im visw of the inereasing concern, as the

momorandum points out, over the risk of atomic attack

on this continent.

4%, -In place of an attempt to produce a nov joint
document, I suggest that the Prime Minister in his

discussion with the Praaident and Me, Dulles should draw
__ attention to the statemens of 1947 and should orally make

some or all of the following points, ‘which are not
explicitly covered in Lt:

oy

* 8 000396
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1. The Canadian Government dees net contemplate
any Purcher Long-term leaisss of Canadian territory to

the United States Por defence purposes, but user rights

Willi bo granted so lone as their necessity is agreed on

by botm sides.

2, The influx of United States personnel to man
redar stations and cbhes facilities in Canadian aAretic

territories, whether joint or operated only by the

United States, does not affect in any way Canadian
. severelenty oor these territories

3, As far as possibis, the Canadian Goverment
Wishes to avoid the stationing of United States personnel
in pullt-up areas in Canada.

4, he Gariadian Government desires consultation
at as oarly @ stage as possible before naw defance projects

involving the use of Canadien territory are launched,

and, of course, consultation pefore any action in oY.
over Ganadian Sarelbory is taken by United States forces
wen wight involve Ganade in var.

5, The purpose of taking the line suggested in the
pravicus paragraph vould not ne GO propose ney arrangemonits ,
but to impress om the leaders cf the now administration

the Canadien positicn as it has already beon accepted
and applied im numercus cases in detail. The background,

of course, is the Likolineed that the United States will

continue to propose inereased defence facilities in Caneda
for their own use or joint use or for Canadian operation,

unless the ney themes coming from Moscow prove to be more
siicerea and fer-reaching than wo heve as yet any right to

Szueet bs

6. We have also been considering how the suggested
itom for the agendas "international economic polieles"

might be more fully defined. Nothing definite can be

expected to oxerge Prom such a discussion, but 1% might

islp to hesten the formulation of yolicy hero. Furthermore,

Lf we can scon put In a fuller proposal, the process of

briefing the President end &r, Dulles for their meoting
with tho Prins Hinistar ought 7 to advance matters somewhat.
You migns consider inserting | the following sub-heads under

the main ters

(aj the joint interest of the United States and
Canada in promoting expansive selutions to world economic

difficulties in view of

(I) The continuing needs of defence,

(IE) Ths mew problems raised by the recent shift in|
seviet policy, and

gov
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{Z2TI) Pho vealization in many deficit countries
‘that restrictive measures are sapping their econorie
sorength.

(B} To proposals of the Commonvealth Economic
Conference and Canada's attitude towards thom.

(c} Ge need fer liberal trade and tariff policies
on the part of surplus countries, particularly in North
Arerica, and the attendant political problems which this

necessity wadses, botk In Canada and im the United States.

J. ‘Im your letter of March 2th you mentioned that
® paper on economic questions was being prepared. De

you think it would be a good idea to fram this papor so

that it might be left with United Stakes officials for

further study after tho Prima Minister leaves Washington?

S, I assuce that the report for public consumption
on the talks betwoen the Prime Minister and the President

WLLL take the form of a pather full joint ccmaunique,
to be issued on the dey of his departure. It seems to me
thas it would be well for a start to be made on our side
at drafting what we would considar to be a suitable
communique. It is unlikely that the visit will: result
in new agrsenents; but 1t may, and T hope will, give an

impulsion to megotiationa leadinys to later agreements, on
which tho language of tha communique might have an importans
Doaving .

.9, ‘The State Departuent has been asking us for som
jJnadieation of the size and composition of the Prime Minister's
party. We have told them that the minimum will consist.
of Me. Pickersgill and a private secretary, but that one

om wore Cabinet Ministers might accompany him. I mentionod
this to Mr, Pearson when In New Fork last night and he

said that he heyed that he would be able to be present.

Ne eth ots EA 3? Go obsEM IID Oe es
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e TOP SECRET

Dear Hume,

Attached is a departmental memorandum

prepared for Mr. Pearson on the proposed revision

of the United States-Canada joint defence state-~

ment of 1947. I shoulda greatly appreciate your

comments.

Yours sincerely,

sRwwy Li WO tee.ad den Hh, Ag u LER gs *

Le. D. Wilgress.

HH. Wrong, Esquire,

Canadian Ambassador,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

000399
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| TO Wane 7 | TOP SECRET fe? ed.
Repare ? 10 gen~ mf. 4 Sop. “T Waren 30, 1955.

Ney

Wry

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CLAXTON

Attached is a copy of a memorandum on the

proposed revision of the United States=-Canada joint

Gefence statement of 1947 which was prepared for —
Mr. Pearson last week. I thought you might wish to
here a copy. _

I am sending a copy to General Foulkes ani
' Me. Pickeregili. . ,

(SGD) LD. WILGRESS

LeD.We
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; ytMEMORANDUM FO NISTER =
iT

nevistol’ of Joint Defence Statement of 1947
|

Y
!

y

The Department has under preparation a back= y
ground paper on defence arrangements with the United

States in general and is working on a draft text which OR S.
might be a starting point for a revised statement of |
principles of joint defence arrangements. NY i

ee As you will recall, there were two statements ssa)

in 1947: the public statement made by the Prime Minister ed
in Parliament and released in Washington; and (2) the oy wanes
recommendation of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence rl es
which is still classified as Top Secret. The public ia
statement is based on the PJBD recommendation but is ae oo
less detailed and specific. You may wish to look at the mej Ey
texts of these statements which are annexede Ferj

Se It is suggested that in substance these state= GF 4

ments, and particularly the PJBD recommendation, are RAD gs

still sound. A revised statement might be in the form oo j
of a reaffirmation of the statement or statements of at =A
1947. Alternatively we might try for a new text. It mc OH

. Seis suggested, however, that before an approach is made -

to the United States Administration for a revision of 7 a

the statement of 1947 or a new statement the possible °* 3

advantages and disadvantages should be carefully weighede

4. Possible advantages would appear to be:

1) that if a satisfactory joint statement could

pe achieved it might tend to allay possible

apprehensions of the Canadian public about

increased United States defence activities in

Canada 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

ga0er

te ~fl (ss) ; . 000402
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United States installations in Canada and es= —

pecially the stationing of United States person~»

nel in Canada. However, it can scarcely be ~

expected that the Administration 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, have rendered obsolete parts of -

the 1947 statement, to our disadvantage. Para-=

evaph (f) (1) of the PJBD recommendation reads:

"Military 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 es=

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 essential

to SAC operations. Although the United States

has agreed to certain limitations with respect

asen0d
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to overflight by SAC or SAC operations from

bases in Canada, such restrictions 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-

‘range bombing; and the United States itself

had not achieved technical improvements in

atomic weapons which have greatly increased

¥ had not yet produced aircraft capable of long=#

A

J

Say their destructive power. In 1947, moreover,
the cold war had scarcely begun. Today United

* States opinion is quite jittery about the -

"V\ possibility of atomic attack and tends to re-
egBard the northern part of the continent as an

J ge’ “Mopen frontier for attackers.

yy “yh |
wy ft cate in a joint statement that it had assurance

vw Gre from Canada_of more freedom of action in or
v an

4, unlikely it would now accept in rull a state-

( ment as explicit as the PJBD récommendation of

I947. Indeed, it might feel impelled to indie

c“ A aIn sum, although the United States might accept
AN the public statement of 1947, it would seem ~

over Canada than is indicated by either of the

1947 statements.

2) If the Prime Minister were to take the initiative

in proposing defence as a subject of discussion

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

soeet
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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 Canadian 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 is virtually

certain to press for greatly increased installations

in the older part of Canada, as well as in Newfoundland,

(e.g., new radar chains, anti-aircraft defences for
border cities, and alternate landing strips for Thule).
In the present temper of United States opinion, I do

not think that we can refuse these installations although

we might delay them for a time. If we are to retain

effective control of United States defence activities

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-

aircraft 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 bé a useful formula for such contri-~

butions. It might, of course, not be practicable for

the Government to review policy fully in these respects

before the Prime Minister's visit.

LPNS ~
LeDeW.
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. TEIN -@ JOHNGR anen ie OR DePERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON paneheal ip A Ske SoORET
_ - i36th Recommendation of November 20, 1946. — RET - al

Approved ~ UeS. 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 importance 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 Recommendation:

| 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 their armed forces in all

matters relating thereto, and in particular, through the

following measures ¢ :

(a) Interchange of personnel between 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.

(bo) Adoption, as far as practicable, of
common designs and standards in arms,

equipment, organization, methods of -

training and new developments to be en»

couraged, due recognition being given

by each country to the special cire

cumstances prevailing therein.

(c) Gooperation 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.

evceoe
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(4) 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.

Hach country shall continue to provide

reciprocally for transit through its

territory and territorial waters of

military aircraft 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 TM
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 activi~
ties have been approved by the appropriate
authorities of both governments, and these

principles should be applied on a reciprocal
basis as follows:

(i) Military projects or joint tests
or exercises undertaken wi thin the

territory of one country, or thé

‘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 permanent 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 -
exercises.

aeeed
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Public information in regard to

military projects, tests or exercises,

jointly conducted or conducted by

one country in the other coutry,

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 between thé

appropriate authorities of the two
countries.
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U.S. Military Operating Recuirements in Canada

— Alert — Eureka — River Clyde

Air Commodore 2utledge informed General Foulkes
at this morning's briefing meeting that the United States

want to improve the air strips at Alert, Bureka and River
Clyde as weather alternates, fighter recovery,and emergency

alternates in comection 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.MacLellan
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‘(through Mr. McKay) f

Current Problems in the Development of Canada=

United States Defence Policy.

There is mich 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 doubts.

26e The statement is made in paragraph 19 that

"'Tf 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 defence..."

I, for one, have doubts concerning the validity of this assumption.

I would not feel so unhappy if it were worded somewhat as follows:

"If 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) ese" |

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 (vege, Canada being "after all" in

the NATO area).

Be Your paper left with me the following impressions:

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

(b) The United States having been given certain powers in NATO,

Canada shall inevitably do what the United States says, though

it may obtain delay by seeking further informations ,

*°%000410
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(c) the United States has within NATO or elsewhere one

strategy and Canada has another.

ho 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 affairs, may have met United States' and Canada's 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 calis 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 decisione As you imply, Cabinet

ought not to drift about while the civil and military advisers allow

events to lead to then "inevitable" decisions.

be 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 "satelliteisn! in the

other fields of Canado~American relations which I do not regard with

equanimity?

_—

As American Divisione
aN A “bas
Lf
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V ee . Defence Liaison 1/WHBarton/pre
re .

° aq CEODET rOP SECRE
*y al WIMERAD Her B10 Seok BL oO ZOE _SECnET

f ~ rat A 5 SEOREL ao, 1955.
CURRENT PROBLEMS IN THE DEVELCPMENT OF CANADA - UNITE.

STATES DEFENCE FOLICY .

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

At the end of the Second World War the Canesdian

Government adopted a policy aimed at the removel from

Canadian territory of United States militery personnel

and defence ‘instellaticas. fhe Ganadian Army took over

the Canadian section of the Alaska Highway, and the

ROAP and the Departaent of Transport took over a number

of air fields, weather stations and communications

facilities. This was followed in 1946 by the development

in the Permanent Joint Board on Defence of a stetement

of principles to govern the neture and extent of the

cooperation and colleboration bebween the two countries,

and et the Same ‘ime preserve the control of each country

over all uctivities in its territory. The successful

conclusion of these disoussions was evidenced by the

Thirty -fourth end Thirty-sixth Recommendations of the

PIBD, and by. the Joint Statements by the Governments of

Cenuada and the United States regarding defence cooperation

betwéen the two countries, made on February 12, 1947.

(copies attached } ‘

Be Even while tha arrengements for the take-over . |

of Use defence instellotions in Cansda were still being

carried out, the worsening international situation resulted

in U.S. representetions that a number of joint defence | \

mee sures involving the establishment of lerge defence in-

_ Stallations in Censda were necesssry for the security of

the two countries. The most important of these megsures
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were the buliding of the radar chain known as Project

Pinetree, the establishment of a U.S. strategic air base

at Goose Bay, end the setting up of the Jolnt Arctic

Weather Stations. It was pointed out by the United States

at the time, that four or five years would be required

before these installations could be brought te a state

of full effectiveness, and this has proved bo be the case.

So Canada met the U.S. proposals by arranging to

participate in the establishsent and operation of the

aretic weether stations, by integrating its own plans for

rader instellations with the Lorger UeSe Plan, and by

agreeing to lease to the United States an area of land at

Goose Bay. Subsequentiy, in the negotiations for the

Goose Bay lease, the term of tenure provided was £0 years,

subjects to renegotiation by mutual consent. Although the

Goose Bay Lease Agreement does not mention the North

Atlantic Treaty, it is not without significance that the

term of tenure is to all intents end purposes the same as

that for the North Atlentic Treaty.

te In 1949 the confederation of Canada and Newfoundland

was garried out, and this led to a new series of problems

arising out of the existence of the 99-year leased bases,

in whieh the 0.5. ermed forces enjoyed a number of privi-

leges not sceorded to them elsewhere in Canads,. These

bases occupied en important place in U.S. defence planning

both by reason of their location on the North-Eastern

approaches to the United States and because of their value

im connection with the operations of the Strategic Air

Cormand »

Do During the past three years both Canada and the

United States have been largely pre-cocupied with the build-

up of adequate NATO forces in Hurope, and with UN operations

oe e GS
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in Korea. In following this policy, however, there has

been an importent aifference in the position of the two

countrices. these NATO and UN coumltments, together with

the badk-up forces to maintain them, have absorbed the

whole of the Canadien military manpower resources available

fn peacetime under the existing menpower policy. Moreover,

it is the view of the Canadian Government thet under existe

ing circumstances the defence budget cannot be inereased.

Tn the sarly stages of the cold war, the United States was

alo disposed to give priority te Europe and Korea in the

‘deployment of effective forees and equipment. More and

gore military resourees are now becoming availeble in the

United States, and more ettention ils being pald, largely

under civilian pressure, to North American defence require-

ments. The Canadion Government is bherefore likely to be

faced by a new series of U.S. proposals for defence projects,

most of whieh ere slated fer the Canadian North.

U.S. VIEGS ON TER NoRTH AMERICAN DEPUNGE PROBL EE

Se ' . Refore considering the U.S. projects in specifics

tere it would be well to Look briefly at the situation in

the United States whieh leads to their conception. Since

YO 1945 the belief that eny future weg would be one of atomis

devestation has been eccepted widely in the United States,

especially in the Congress, ‘This belief has been reflected

in the adoption of restrictive atomic legislotion, and in

the attenpts of the Congross to ingreass the gine of the

eir force beyond that desired by the executive branch of

the governsent, in order to ensure ability to deliver atomic

bombs on the one hand, and to protect the gountry on the

other. Although support for this atomic policy is quite

000414



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur l’accés a l'information

general and hes come from both parties, 41t is significant

that the element of the Republican party whieh hes been

‘most critical of the foreign and defence policies of the

Truman administration, and whieh now appears to be in

comtend in Congress, hes been its most enthusiastic pro-

ponent.

%o Khen this eitustion is coupled with the U.S.~

systen of carrying out militery planning in a political

vacuum, it is easy to see how the 0.9. Government becomes

the sponsor of military projects which it is convinced

are essential, and which it is easier toe press on with in

the face of Canadian objections than to attempt to resist

the domestic political pressures which will surely develop

if they ere not carried owt.

Be There sre three areas of defence activity Prom

which most U.S. projects involving Caneads will arise, The

first of these stems from the situation in the U.S. North

Hest Commend,-particularly in relation te Thule. The second

results fron the U.S. conviction that the early warning

element of the continental air defenee system must be greatly

jmproved, The third arises Prom the need for improved air

defence measures slong the Cgnada - U.S, border, particularly

in afteas of Industrial development. These measures include

the grenting of « gréater freedom of setion for U.S. fighter

aivreresft over Cenedian territory and arrangements For the

anti-aireraft defence of vitsl points situated at or near

the border,

NORTS EAST GCOUMAND

De The complex of bases on Newfoundland and Lebrador,

and at Thule, straddliag es they do a Likely invasion route,

either to or from Russia, has ereated a special defence

o ° e 2
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problem whieh hes already given trouble to the Canadian

Government. Kore difficulties Lie ahead, particularly in

eonnection with the base at Thule, This bese ig intended

to pley on importent part in the fulfilment by the United
eee

Stetes of the strategic air role allocated te 1t by NATO.
ere 2

Canada is thus under some moral obligation not to hinder

its development by restrictions on ancillary activities

on adjecent Canadian territory.

LO. 7 Effective cperation of Thule requires a number

of alternate landing strips, and the only possible sites

are in Caneda, In addition, 16 wiil require protective

radar instelletions end a chain of navigation aids, both

for air and surface eraft, stretching north from Goose Day.

Unless these requirements are met, Thulets value as @

forward bese will be severely restricted, and the lives

of U.S. servicemen using the base Imperilled,

EARLY WARNING SYSTRES

ii. There arg many indications that Projeet COUNTERCHANGE

‘Wes just “early warning” of proposals for a much more

elaborate air defence system than has heretofore been given

considerstion in Ganeda, The sir defence study carried

out last summer by the Lincoln Laboratories, and which Led

to the initiation of Projeet COUNTERCHANGE, indicated that

U.Ss military selentists anticipate attacks on a seale of

effectiveness beyond what has been envisaged by Canadian

planners, The U.S. scientific experts seem convinced that

the latest types of atomic bombs sre so powerful that just

one would be capable of knocking out any but the Largest

cities, From thie 1b follows thet the enemy can afford to

expend @ considerable effort to ensure delivery of such

decisive weapons. If any one of several bombers sllotied

a 2 ° &
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to a given terget should get through, then the defence

hes failed. Consequently, the defence must strengthen

iuself to the point where it can exact almost conplete

attrition egainst a very hesvy obteck.

1B. This concept appears to be in the process of

being embodied in U.S. continental defence policy, not

only for military reasons, but alse because it is politicslly

populer and in accord with e deep convicticn rooted in the

memory of Pearl Harbour. 45 a corollery, Canada can ex-

pect that the United States will insist on a very large

increase In the seale of air defencs measures and partice

ularly of eorly warning facilities in this country.

1S. ‘Although Project COUNTERCHANGE purports to be

no more than an experiment, the U.S. Air Poree has stated

openly that it has been instructed Go Garry out planning

on the basis that the experiment will be successful: and

that it will be decided to construct a complete distant

early warning chain across the Aretic, to be operational

by the end of 1955,

Ld. Ab the seme time the U.S. Air Defence Command is

known to be developing.a plen for the phased construction

of a series of carly warning lines starting at the northern

perimeter of the existing rader chain, with an aretia link

assigned e low priority (4.¢. 1% would be deferred for

four or five years). the Air Defence Command plan appeals

to Csnadian experts who have seen it as being more logical

then COUNTERCHANGE, but it offers even more problems to

the Canadian Government since Lt would involve many more

radar instellations on Canadian territory. —

INTERCEPTION ARRANGEMENTS

LS. The Canadian Government has, to date, restricted

U.S.A.T. Interceptor operations during peacetime over

* 900417
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Cenedian territory, to areas ndjecent. to- the Ganada ~«

U.S. border agoinst unidentified aimemafrt apparently

intending to cross the boundary. Moreover, U.d.A.e.

aireraft are not permitted, under aay circumstances, to

engege an aircraft over Canedian territory.

16. The United Stetes Alr Force has objected to

this policy on a number of grounds, including the follow~

ing: |

{a} 4t does not mest the needs of the situabion

in North East Commend, particularly at Goose

Bay;

(b) it would be possible for a hostile alreratt

in some sreas to fly a course parallel bO,

ratner than toward the border, and to bomb

U.S. targets from Canadien territory;

(oc) there ave large areas of Canada (e.g. the

prairie provinces and the western helf of

Ontario) where U.S. aircraft operating from

x bases in the United States provide the only

pet — available fighter force. The restriction

whey os agolnst engagement of hostile sireraft in

; A these areas imposes a serious limitation on

nr yen _ the effectiveness of the interceptors.

L?. | Discussions are how being earried on by the

PFED with a view to evolving arrangements whereby USAF

aircraft might intercept unidentified alreraft and en-

gage hostile alrerert, in aecordence with Ganedien rules

of intereeption and engagement, anywhere in Canada where

RGAY aircraft are not available. The problem here will

be to evolve procedures which will make possible the

exerclae of effective Canadian control over such operations.

is, A related question is the anti-aircraft defence

of such points as Detroit and Niagara Fells, where proper

000418
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siting of U.S. antiealreroft betberies would require that

some be Loceted in Canada. The U.S. Government considers

that it is necessary for these positions to ba manned now,

on a 24-hour basis, and for the. guns to be under U.8. con-

rol, The Canadian Government, on the other hand, does

not wish to have U.S. troops stetioned In Canada for this

purpose in peacetime, and in any case would not be pre-

pared to have fire control exercised by the U.S. euthori-

ties. The Cansdlan Army has no anti-airerart troops

available for assignment to these sites, Jt can be ex-

pected that if a solution to this impasse is not found soon,

the U.S. Government will make vigorous representations

through diplomatie ehaennels.

COURSES OPEN TO Tas CANADTAN GOVERNMENT

19. If 4% is eorrect to assume that it is politically

unrealistic to reject any majer proposals which the United

states presents with conviction as essential for North

American defense, then it would seen wise to acknowledge

this unpeslatable fact at the outset and. bend our efforts

6G. measures which will reduce their undesirable Pentures to

& Minloum, The following measures are suggested:

{a} Perticipation in Planning

For the past two years Canadian planners heve

nol been permitted to participate in planning which

implied a potential requirement for Canadien forces

if the plans were adopted. This interdiction wag

defined in the minutes of a meeting of the Chiefs

of Staff Committes held in September, L950, in the

following words:

"Prom now on, military planning must be con~=

sidered a8 an indication of what would actually

be done by the individual countries, hile

° * © 9 oo0419



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

. Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l’'accés a l'information

the requirements indieated in plans could

not be vonsidered commitments from a legal

point of view, these planning requirements would

constitute 9 very real commitment. Accordingly,

no indication of forces should neneeforth be

included in plans unless the provision of these

forces were within the service programs

approved by Cabines Defence Committee. If

forces were ineluded in plans without having

prior approval of Cubinet Defence Committee,

4% might be necessery later to make changes to

ecnform to Government poliey. This would result

in a repudiation of Canedian representatives on

international teams."

Valid though this position may have been in

1950, 1% would seem that the events of 1955 have

evertaken 4%. With ite peacetime military resources

fully committed in Korea end HMurope the Canadian

Government, in effect, is presented by the United

States with a list of North American defence reguire-

ments and the statement that "if you can’t do it,

we'll be glad to," Under such circumstances it is

of eardinal importonce that the Canadian Government

be able to satisfy itself that the United States

demands have some basis in fact and that the United

States plans are appropriste to the needs of thepenne Nr SOA

ase Sty,

ve he cot 2 ei tuotion.; Tb would seem that the best way of doing |
Jf myyeh

ar 
:

Hike Kota. Oei ATO. this would be to insist that before any U.S. pro-=

aacgimy Cad Of | ,6G ¥ ‘possls involving defence instelletiuns on Cansdian

soil can be considered, they would have to be

examined by a Canede - U.S. military planning group

(e.g. the Military Cooperetion Committee) prior te

» are LO
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reference to the Canadien Shiefs of Staff and

the Canadian Government. This would give the

Canadian military authorities end the Cenadian

Goveronent the opportunity to insist on exacting

criteria of necessity and soundness of concept,

and upon the provision of sdeguate {afore tion

at an early stage in the development of such

projects. |

{v) Participation in laplenesntation of Defence Projects

"th would seem self-evident that the more

Canada contributes, whether 1% be personnel, con-

gtruction of facilities, supply of equipment, or

otherwise, the stronger will be ite bargeining

position in negotiations with the United States,

not only with regard to bie character of joint

Gefence projects, but also with respect to the

weasure of de facto contrat exercisable over U.5.-

ectupied installations on Ganadien territory.

During tae pest six yeers many schemes to accomplish

this purpose have been considered but have foundered

on the reck of an already fully-committed defence

budget. However, it has been Suggested recently

thet Canada Gan expect to be subjected to considerable

_wbressure by her NAYO ellles to Inerease the Level of
ar “

eh a defence expenditures. If there is any likelihood

ie ig ie € 2chet € that this demand will be met, consideration might

be given to doing so by conbtructing facilities and

supplying equi paient for joint defence projects in

Canada, which, after all, is within the NATO terri-
a

 ctcncccens,

\ : the og ft oa neg : : saco” | tory to be defended. Mutual aid funds might be

used for this purpose.

One further devica which hes been rejected in

the past bub might be wiven further consideration

000421
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would be for Canade to construct installetions

and supply equipment for rentel to the Ynited

States during the period of occupation of the

instellations by members of the U.S. armod forces.

This procedure would be particularly appropriate

in the case of the provision of esids to neviga-

tion in the Aretbic. |

Assertion of Canadian Soverelenty

The Likelihood that the United States would

‘ever queation the Canadien claim to even the

most northerly Arctic Islends is very small. Bus

the true exercise of soverelgnty means more than

the uncontested assertion of administrative con-

trol over an area of lend, - it is a manifestation

of a unity of national purpose. This will most

certainly be adversely affectsd by the presence

of numbers of American troops and large, or numerous

small, WeSe military installations unless the

Canadian people are thoroughly imbued with the

idea that their presence in Canada is «6 part of «a

jointly agreed plun in which both countries are

perticipsting on an equitable besis. It is

suggested thet in order to accomplish this purpose,

the Canadian Government should as a matter of

policy follow two main courses of action:

foal } Make some material contribution to every U.S.

project in Canada..

in some cases 16 will be possible to do this

by arranging thet a project be treated as an

addition to an existing scheme in which Canada

is already a partner. For exemple, the nine

radar stations which the United States wishes

so » 12
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t



Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur l'accés a l'information

to construct in Onterio and British Columbia

can be treated as on addition to Pinetree.

Conada is olready contributing more then her

“agreed share to this project.

ii) Take every opportunity to stress in public

statements that U.S. forces sre in Canade as

a part of 4 joint defence sehcmse to which

both countries are contributing and which is

to shair mutual benefit.

Té hes been suggested that this proeeess

might be facilitated if Canads - U.S. defence

arrangenents, either as a whole or at least

in the Northeastern region, wore ostensibly

dealt with within a NATO framework or commend

structure rather than bilaterally as at

present, and possibly this ides merits considers-

tion es a matter of policy.

Regardless of the manner of presentation, it

would seem desirable that a much more. vigorous

race effort than heretofore should be made to develop
on .

\ ie * a « -
wey a the settiment smong Canadien people that our joint

~ { yy , tok

i . .

ve | defence arransements are a real contribution to

the strength of the free world, and therefore some~

thing to be proud of, -

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

20. The basic principles of defence cooperation, as

expressed in the joint ststanent of February 12, 1947, are

a9 sound today as they were when formulated, although the

languege in which the statament was. couched refleets the fat

that it wes prepered at the end of the wer, when presumably

both countries could look forward to 6 long period under

peacetine conditions. It may thus be coneluded that if

. ' 
se e 000423
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Canada proposed any revision or repiraaing of the principles,

the United States would expect that they should take account

of the worsening international situation which hes developed

in the meontime, The result would therefore almost certainly

be in the direction of greater defence cooperation by means

ae ® % of inereasing informality in arrangements. ‘This, in turn,

would be bound to lead to an impolraent of Canada's eontrel

over its own territory. |

| a &l. Tt would seem desirable that before taking up with
the United States the broader implications of future folnt

defences measures, the Genadlan Government should re-assess 163

, own policies in the Light of the developing situation. In

doing so, considerction might be given to the following:

-{e) participation in joint defence planning;

{b}) perticipetion in a materisl wey whenever

possible in implementation of joint defence

projeete in Canadian torritery;

_ {ec} eonsecious development of public opinion in

faveur of joint defence measures;

(a) frequent emphasis, when engaged in Joint

defence discussions with U.S. enthorities,

on the difficulties raised by amblilous

U.5. dutence projests in Cenadian territory.

Bee Finally, 16 1s submitted that there might be much

” 2 2 “e a a 7 .
wpa * wisdom in avoiding bilaters] discussions et a high level

ney Sn addetin
on general questions of joint defence. Instead, ell Canedian

agencies which as @ pert of their reguler functions, will be

the reelpients of U.S, propesals for defence projects in

Cenada, should be instructed to make use of every opportunity

to give informal expreasion to Canadian policy along the

following lines:

(a) The Cenedien Government is always fully prepered

to collaborate on messures for the joint defence

+ * &
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of the two countries whieh are mutually agreed .

.

to be necessary, and which are without impairment

of the control of either country over all

activities In its territory.

(3) The Canadian Government, in developing its

defences polioy and programme, considers that

“l for the present its armed forces can most effect-
.

ively be employed in the defence of Caneda and

were the free world by ubilizing the bulk of its com-
,& a 

.

ws Ova betant formations in an active role in Korea.
Clay age
FU ye | wrap , .
\ i under the circumstances which now exist, it is

and Northwest Hurope. It also considers that |

not possible for Gamada substantially to increase

either the forces or resources it hes sllocated for

the defence of North Americas.

c) ‘The Canadian Government recognizes that the United
pron eR,

Wo | States Government may deem 1% necessary for the defence
cnn ere ES a He RN Be

eons

of North émerica, and in particular for the defence

of possible targets in the United States, that.

defence forces end installations be- placed in Canada

| additional to those already mutuolly agreed upon.

f | However, it desires to impress upon the United
Po states Gavernnent shat the basing in Canada of U.5.

\. forees and installations gives rise to serious

problems. for the Canadion Government, voth political

and administrative.

(d) The Canadian Governuent considers that because ofee
these problems, end because of its responsibility

te ensure that any urrangements are without lmpair-

ment of its control over sll activities in Canada,

it must reguire that: |

(2) the United States Governuent should keep

: the Canedisn Government fully informed.



(434)

(iv)

{vy}

“Adina group {(@s@. the Military Cooperation

committees), the Canedisn shd B.S. Sections
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of the scope and general nabure of congi~

fhontel defence plans, and of the factors

which form the basis of the conclusion of

the U.5« Government thet implementation

of the plans is necessary;

all proposels for establishing U.S. forees

ox defence instellations in Canada shall,

before considerution by the Canadian Govern-
‘

nent, be referred to a joint militery plan-

of which shall report to their Governments

through thelr respective Chiefs of Stuff.

fn its deliberations, the joint military

planning group shell be guided by agreed in-

telligence eatinatens.

atrengenents for the control of forces gnell

continue as at precent agreed;

the Canadian Governient shail have the right

et any time to bave i188 forces take over

frou U.S. forces the responsibility for man-

ning defences installations in Ganada;

the arrangements for tenure by the United

Stetes of any new defence installutions in

Cansda shall provide for termination when

required by the Cunadian Government, efter

review by the Pormenent Joint Board on Defence.

¥
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Mutual Aid to the United \States éare States leg A
The attached telegram No. 232 of March 21

e under pressure from the United States for increased
contributions to NATO, confirms the apprehension. that f
some of us have had about the external repercussions of

a You will recall that at a recent Inter~
departmental meeting on radar, etc., it 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, Gefo, 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

to man such installations but will probably insist on

some arrangements for long-term tenure. Certainly 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, it 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 aid. The formula might be applied to maintenance

and operational costs as well as construction costs. That

egeec
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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 |
mutual aid. If we use this formula, it would tend to

meet possible criticism from our European allies that
increased 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 Canadae Perhaps the formula of mutual aid might

also tend to remind the American people that Canada is

making some contribution to the defence of the United -

States ~ the assumption that the United States is defend

ang Canada is liable to become prevalent in the United
ates,

Cha (fu
DAO oe

Eecenorm Cu RAM.

RB, Prager (0m heer mel baers)
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INCOMING MESSAGE

= COPY
: Security Classification ay
|.) FROM: THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CAKADA TO

| THE NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL, PARISL CONFIDENTIAL

File No. Ha

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

A ow ee
Priority System

CYPHER-AUTO No. 232 _ | Bote March 21, 1953.

Deparimental ;

Circulation Reference:

MINISTER .
UNDER/SEC —

D/UNDER/SEC Subject: WATO Annual Review; Csnadian Position,
A/UNDER/SEC'S
POL/CO-ORD!N

SECTION L. You may be interested in the following piece of

gossip. |

2. Yesterday in London otte Clarke, who had recently :

returned from Washington, warned Plumptre that the |

Americans, during the current annual review, were planning

to bring great pressure on Canada to increase its

contribution. Questions were being asked in Washington

Done.._.___..-____..-_..| Why Canada should reduce its taxes while the proportion

Date... of its national income devoted to defence was 80 much

References less than the American,

ms |
|

{

i

!

Date ence

000432,
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NOTE FOR FILES 50209 and 50216

(1)
9, -1953 which descrifed the conversations held
between Mr. Eden and Mr. Dulles in Mareh 1953.

(2)

D9 1953.
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Defence Liaison 1/W.H. Barton/1m

SECRET.

Ad ye 50a 09-\to
| rch 12, 1953. £4 | Y

Vy "

Use of U.S. Bases in the United Kingdom

Extract from Telegram WA-598 dated March

"8, 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."

Text of Telegram No. WA-602 dated March

1. In paragraph 8 of my message under reference

I 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 administration;

the language used in the communique is, indeed,

eevee
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identical with that employed in the communique
issued by President Truman and Mr. “purchill
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

py 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.

36 A similar undertaking was given by the Truman

administration to the Canadidn Government 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 FROM ‘TH NUW YORE TIMGS oP ARCH 8, 1953f

WASHINGTON, March 7 - Following is the text of the covmunique

on United States-British political talks:

In addition to the discussions on esonomic and financial prob--

lems, the Foreign Secretary, Mr. Eden, and Secretary of State Dulles
a@iscussed the international political developments that have taken

place since their conversations in London early in February.

(1)

They exchanged views regarding developments in the Soviet Union.

(2)

With vespect to Lurone, particular sttention was given to the

subject 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 sneedily as possible so as to provide

further continental unity which is essential to the most effective

operation of the North Atlantie Treaty Organization.

(3)

They also considered tho situation in the Middle Fast with
particular reference to the major problems in the avea, and were ia
agreement on the urgeney of furthering constructive solutions in the
interest of all concerned,

(4)

With respect to Iran, “Vir. ‘den said that Fer “Majesty's Govern-
ment were decided to stand on the proposals presented to Prine
inister Mossaderh on Feb. 20, 1953. These proposels were the result

of many conversations and careful study of all the factors involved.

In the opinion of the United States Covernment these proposals are
reasonable and fair. It agreed to:

(A) Iran would retain control of its own oil industry and of TOR

own oil policies. oN

{B) The problem of compensation would be disposed of in such
a way that there would be no sacrifice of the principles which form

the very basis of international intercourse among free netions and

the payment of compensation would be fully compatible with the

rehabilitation of Iran's economy.

(G) Iran would have full opportunity to enter into arranrements
whereby it could sell its oil in substantial quantities at competitive

commercial prices in world markets.

(D) There would be placed at Iran's disvosal sufficient funds,

to be repaid in oil, to meet its immediate financial problems pending

resumption of the flow of revenue fron its oil industry.

(5)

The two secretaries of State also considered the Far Vastern

situation. They reaffirmed the importance of prevenbing the shipment

of strateric materials to the mainland of China, Mr. Eden stated

that Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, in addition to

the system of controls already in forec, had decided:

(A) To introduce a new system of Licensing vessels registered in

the United Kingdom and colonies to that stratetic materiale from

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 strategie cargoes to
China should be bunkered in a British port.

: (6)
Under arrangements made for the common defense, the United States

has the use of certain bases in the United Kingdom. Vhe prior under-

standing was confirmed that the use of these bases in an evercency
would be a matter for joint decision by Mer “ajesty's Govername nt900435

the United States Government in the licht of the circustances p_.
vailing at the time.
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Defence Liaison (1) K.W.MacLellan/ams

TOP SECRET ~ |
SOL0G=| #0

March 6, 1953. SF be
| SOAI2~Y4O (wild otHaduots )

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE: 50020-6-4o (wMant « \

50204 - 40 C a eA \

Restrictions on Canadian Planners

Attached are the following papers dealing .

with the restrictions placed on Canadian planners

when undertaking joint requirements planning with

the United States;

(1) cco 1788-2(dPC) -- A paper prepared by the Joint.
Planning Staff (dPS) for the information of the .
Joint 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 discusseds

(3) Minutes of the 535th meeting of the Chiefs of
Staff Committee, February 19 and 20, 1953 at

which the question of restrictions was dis-=

cussed.

26 - Mr. Glazebrook suggested at the 7/53 JPG

meeting that the Canadian representatives at the MCC

meeting should enquire informally whether the United

States planners were under similar restrictions.

Major Jd, 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=

ment. However, that did not mean that the requirements

recommended would necessarily be accepted by the United

States Joint Chiefs of Staff or at the political level,



in
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Ottawa, March .2, 1953

? le SECRET

ket “ File: 50209-40 ei
a,

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. raphe Wig ae - -, Le
i aS iSubject: Proposed Revision of U. done ho

Joint Statement on Defence Cooperation

I asked Mr. MacLellan to review the files

leading’ Up to the 1947 Joint Statement.

Annexed is. the result -- two memoranda

dated February 27 and 28, 1953, summarizing Parts 2 and 3
of File 52- van

ew Defe rent (1)
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we Defence Liaison (1) K.W,MacLellan/ams

Ww 7 oySECRET

OG. evita 2pb ° February 28, robs, CSE |
HoeHarvey say ep

th m ay 5s Sonannun FOR MR. WERSHOF (through ue. -BeFton)
9 sunset \~1_ Pa Canada~United States Defence Co-operation
wo fay I ame ~~ Regume of File 5e-G(s) Spee >
pom one dated December 1, 1946 to August 1, 1947,

d fe ps Me In preparation for the talks with United
1, Se oS

ei

tates officials on Defence Co-operation, a series
pre Of working papers were prepared on the followingwt ee pe subjects:

bow.

pet pee (1) Background and Purposes,
. he peor (2) Political appreciation,
4 he a (3) Civilian Operations in Support of Defence

S ° Pro jects,L ——> Publication and Registration,
) Sharing of Defence Costs,

ee wx (6) Position of the U.K. in Relation to Canada~
: U.S. Defence Planning,ee ietin Goose Bays

o~ + The discussions took place in the Chateau
med aurier, Ottawa, on December 16 and 17, 1946.“Ke (Gi nates were prepared by E.A. Dow of the United Statesbo (§ Embassy, and also by E.W.T. Gill of the Cabinet Secre-

ariat. Mr. R.M, Maedonnell wrote a memorandum, dated
. - December 23, 1946 for the Prime Minister summarizingPo fier foe the discussions,

ot . .

ae et De On January 16, 1947 the Cabinet approved the
ye PJBD S5th Recommendation (Principles of Defence -_ok de Co-operation) and various amendments to the draft

announcement were proposed by External, Washington3 ber po rond the Cabinet Secretariat,

bh Ape 45 On February 5th, the Cabinet agreed that qpy. wn) a joint public statement should be made by the two
ee Governments and that: a Supplementary statement be made

, in Parliament by the Prime Minister,

000439
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5e The U.K. High Commissioner was kept informed

of progress in drafting the statements,

6s 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 Off 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 qualifying

Principle No, 4 of the Joint Statement. Stone's letter

stated, in part:

"Reciprocally each country will continue to

provide, with a minimum of formality, 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 maintains 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 U.K. referred a draft statement which
they proposed to make defining the U.K. Government
attitude on the Joint Statement to Mr. Pearson.

pak

Ve An interesting problem arose oyd the question
of publishing the Joint Statement. The’Adviser held,
in a memorandum dated June 18, 1946, that the statement
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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,

1947,

K. W. MacLellan,
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Defence Liaison 1/WHBarton/pre

TOP_ SECRET

en

February 28, °

[S02 09 — Yd
MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING MINTSTER Glel 2

Pending U.S. =- Canadian Joint Defence
_ Questions .

You will recall that when I referred
to you telegram No. WA-485 of Februnry 24,

1953, from Mr. Wrong in Washington, giving

some of his thoughts about current joint defence

problems, I stated in my covering lemorandun

that I was sending to Mr. Pearson in New York

the text of both the telegram and my Memorandum,

Attached for your information is a

‘eopy of telegram No. 135 from the Permanent

Representative of Canada to the United Nations

in New York giving Mr. Pearson's comments on

the telegram and my Memorandum.

(SGD) L. D, WILGRESS

L. D. W.

|
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o>” Defence Liaison (1) K,W,MacLellan/amsth a

er SECRET -
J | SBBDG GC

February 28, 1953,

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WERSHOF (through Mr. Barton)

Canada-United States Defence Co-operation
Resume of File 705-40C-—Part dy

dated January 1, 1944 to February 28, 1947,

I do not think that you will find this file

to be of much interest or use for the project you had

in mind. It is primarily 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

Ambassador, -

“uy
Kk, W. MacLellan,
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February 27, 19535%

cats psenrenmamnameemcensaies thee Atma

SECRET

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WERSHOF (through Mr. Barton)

Canada-U,.S, Defence Co~operation

I have looked through file No. 52-0(s), Part
Two, -- "Canadian Post-war Defence Relationship with
the United States" ~«- as you suggested and have made
the following notes for your information,

2s 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-operation with the United States for

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 ware

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 forma 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

Canada-U.S. basic security plan", based on this

appreciation, which provided for:

o 2 000444
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(i) 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,5S,

plan which set out defence measures to be taken in

time of peace,

(c) On January 17, 1946 the PJBD submitted a
memorandum concerning defenee co-operation between

Canada and the United States. This memorandum out~

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, 54 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 54 be approved but not published, and that

action upon recommendation 35 be suspended pending

further examination 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.

m

o * * “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 thet discussions

on military co-operation between the two countries

should be conducted at a 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 Affairs 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 Novenm-

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 U.K. 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 informal meeting was held on November 21,
1946 in Ottawa with time United States authorities

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

role
K. W. MacLellan.
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INCOMING MESSAGE

».OF 20 COPIES O R I G IN A L

| [SSecurity Classificati |
FROM: THE CANADIAN PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE SLE Security Classification :

{HE UNITED NATIONS, NEW |; ie C- POP SECRET
File No.

WA g20 9: Cc :
TO: THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANAL

“ Lo S iM
La s

be To
a

Pte on
Priority System

CYPHER -AUTO No. J45- Date February 26, 1953. . |

Departmental A ; VV |
Circulation Reference: Your telegram No. 102, February 25. .

rsMINISTER / > ,
UNDER/SEC ©"
D/UNDER/SEC |

A/UNDER/SEC'S “|
aed

;

Subject: Joint United States-Canadian Defence Question

While I agree that the timing of the. proposed

conference 1s important, and we should not ask for it :

prematurely, I feel, at the same time, that we should not |

postpone it indefinitely. Therefore, I think the Prime

Minister should mention the matter when he sees the

President, and with a date in mind.

wy

| Bone

| 1

| i

(Date.

ioe
pepe )

Wo

1

I

; 000447
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. 4 a. PG a» 8 : . .
‘ Security FOR, SECRET. WW... ,

MESSAGE FORM [a =

OUTGOING an Ma
Sa-| SO

FROM: THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

TO _.. HBAD,.OR, Rost WASHINGTON, DG racdase Nietean fais” SERRE Leeeeee
" oO AUOR AnH Tq SeptetUne CHAN GRABER ceadehettslnesttieinnesetintnnieen UE RDRDER UE DAN was ee

FN m7

, _ RETAT A SECRET
Message To Be Sent. an ~ Date ‘ . For Conmunications Section Only

IR CYPHER No EX SA/| February 25, 1953 . SENT -~- FEB 25 495
'N CLAIR = oT
{ODE :

E: - woe

‘YPHER) 20 [xxx REFERENCE: Your WA 485 of February, 24
Priority -—~

SUBJECT:: Pending joint defence questions
see Twrortawtt....[ peo ee a ae

ORIGINATOR oO Thank you for your telegram, which I have

Leet bees egeeeeaeees eae tees ..| sent to Mr. Claxton and also to Mr. Pearson in New-
(Signature) : : . .

- ork. It “7 iME. _lignghot/ele.. Yor I have sent’ my comments to Mr. Claxton in a

Nom e

eye memorandum, the text of which is being sent in a

Jiv.. Def aL teJie ( : 1.) ance cene
telegram to Mr. Pearson in New York marked for

repetition to you.

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.
aternal Distpibution: . ee

S.S.E.A.0% U.S.S.E.AMTM

nan,
INS}Se weer nae nsesresrav,ecsecsesse
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MESSAGE FORM [rite ne. :

- OUTGOING
50209 - 40 |

|

sx |S
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA
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AIR CYPHER 41D 2 ‘February 25, 1953 -SENT.- FEB 29 1958

EN CLAIR : Mei Tih Se
con REFERENCE, TOWNGRABED 10 Scbhe:
CYPHER, xx) ee Breaauyr A CERRER

Priority / . . ; 3

SUBJECT: Pending Joint Defence Questions with the

. TMPORTANT NM. cco SS : So :
eeeeaceceeeeraa United States

_ ORIGINATOR to a .

“Following for Mr. Pearson from Wilgress, Begins:

(Signature) 7 Following is text of WA-485 of February .
M.H Wershof/elb : . L -ee eesence (Name ELSE... 24 from Wrong :! .

Local Tel. aes 3402Teo ccrerereverns

"APPROVED /BY ‘
a tid OU tk,

il
Cee eescevecvece viele ole ts £Y A we.

(Signature)'s! NS

AE

(Name Typed)

Internal ‘Distribution: ,

S.8.E.AL-<"U.S,8.E. Age

Done:

Date.

my Zt . ow

We iI Bf. Dat...
Copies Referred To: .

Ce Oe ee eo

Ext. 97 (Rev. 1/52)

(COMMUNICATIONS : “Please insert text)

| 7 | Text ends. |

\ 2, I have sent. it to Mr. Claxton with’the following

comments: .

- "I. am inclined to agree with the considerations

which Mr. Wrong has emphasized with respect to the

timing and agendafot any U.S. - Canada conference at

the ministerial ]level convened to consider the

revision of. the statement of principles of defence .

cooperation which was made public in February, 1947,

and to discuss defence activities in the Arctic. I

‘suggest that for the foll :
tnt) , . , .
t to press for a ministerial meeting fez

owing reasons it would be

desirable no , |

.. for the time being:

“(1) Ghe new U.S. administration is both

inexperienced and pre-occupied with many

matters which it regards as. more urgent

than Canada - U.S. defence;

000449
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(2) There is some advantage in a

situation where the U.S. Government

regards ‘Canada - U.S. deferice as

a matter of low priority, since

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

thé consideration at the ministerial

_ level, of- Canadian views on these important

matters,"

* SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.

jo23 LEB Se be ac3s

Day pel Veh
. ae ith

a ve AGN As
v ACYMED

>we o> yw ¢ myr
a
xC2

~

000450

if



Document Vv rw A Alm

Document divulgue en vgtvuala oS

yaw Ww ° / SH - As,
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February 29, 1953071 aie ARO}
\ue

Lom Ww wo ee!
WENISTER an

WEMORANDUM FOR THE agro

1
2

5

Subject: pending U.s. -Canada Joint
Defence Que stions

telegram No.
You will have se

en

wa-485 of February 24, 1955, from
 Mr. Wrong, 8 - _

copy of which I sent to you this morning. 
ee

T attach, however, an extra copy for
 ready A me

— yeference. 
sts

irr] ES

+ am inclined to agree w
ith the

considerations which Mr. Wrong has 
emphasized cae Se

with respect to the timing and agenda 
of any =] EF

U.S.-canada conference a} the minister
ial Sp OT

leval convened to consider the revisio
n of ot

the statement of principles of defence C
O~ a a=]

operation which was made public in Febr
uary » ES =

1947, and to aAiscuss defence gotiv
ities in Bo ef)

the Arctic. 1 _sugses that for the following a cm
reasons it would be aesirable

 not to press
isterial meeting for the time being: 

eae
==]

for a min

(1) The new U.S. administra
tion is

poth inexperienced and pre-o
coupied

with many matters which it
 regards

as more urgent than Canada
 - U.S.

defence;

°, (2) There 15 some advantage in 
@

situation where the U.S.
 Govern~

ment regards Ganada - UeS
. defence

as a matter of low priorit
y, 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 memorandun,

and of the telegram to which it refers, to Mr.

Pearson,

x D1/ ~
¢

L. D. W.

000452
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a -. ORIGINAL
1 MSA FORM File No

ou INCOMING ale f-&¢
NO. » J... oF 20 corres Security Cassfation :

carne 8 SER —
rom: raz SARE Boake CAGE G0 ome —— STATES :

— \p
JO: THE SECRETARY OF STATE. FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA <

25 FEBS .

System ° |

CYPHER -AUTO No. ¥7a-885 | Date: February 24, 1953. |
~ Priori

rorsty Reference:

Departmental Subject: Pending Joint Defence Questions.
Circulation _ —

MINISTER - QD Following for the Under-Secretary, Begins:
‘UNDER /¢EC * - oo,
D/UNDER /s BCA 1. It may be vorthwhile for me to pass to you,
A /UNDER /SEC'S? before Mr. Claxton leaves for Washington, some thoughts

[Ge about current joint defence problems. Since I saw you’ |,
Cle in Ottawa Mr. Pearson has mentioned to me the proposal

x beri that there should, before very long, be a meeting at -
Fee o/ the ministerial level to consider 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 ministerial confer~ -

encé was also mentioned in & message received from

Mr, Claxton last week, which he and I discussed on the
i
‘

telephone. |

| é@. ifa conference is to produce satisfactory
Done______.__...._| results its timing, as well as its agenda, requires

careful sonsideration. At present the Defense Department
Date. __—.___-______... here, in addition to problems erising from the change of .

civilian command and the almost complete lack of back- |

References ground knowledge on the part of Mr. Wilson, Mr. Kyes, ;
and the three secretaries of the services, "4s preoccupied

ZIM? with urgent matters of organization and finance many of
| ex which must be presented soon:to Congress, on top of the
| Ow) pressures relating to the E.A.C., NATO, Korea, Indo=-

Nn ) China, ete. In this situation questions concerning the ,
pe joint "defence of North America have a low priority at

N- ~ the moment and are unlikely to receive much serious
(ea? consideration for several months. (Project counter-

Ne 7M change, which, as you know, has been pushed by the Civil
| Defense Administration and not by the Department of — |.

< Defense, may be in some measure an exception.)

Pelow® . ° Be IF do not know much about our desired agenda for
; & ministerial conference, but I think that its arrange-

WW ment is @ matter which the Prime Minister might take up

with the President when he visits Washington, so that

an impulse should be given to ** from the top. Should
not the P,J;B.D, also be brought into the picture for

| Done...

000453
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8. - ” 7 "
preparatory work before the conference takes place?

kh, 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 hasbeen assisting in the

changeover in the Pentagon. I mentioned that Mr. Claxton
might be visiting Washington very soon. He said that he

| thought such a visit was desirable, provided that its

purpose was to establish personal contact with the nev

@ivilian leaders in the Pentagon and not to take up

matters of substance, since Mr. Wilson and his associates

were not yet im a position to discuss such matters usefully.

He rewarked that there was advantage in Mr. Claxton's

"getting in early", as he put it. JI agree with Pace'’s view.

&, As to project counterchangs, I doubt that there
would be any point in mentioning it except in the most

general terms during Mr. Glaxton's visit. It seems to me

to be unnecessary that the Canadian reply (your messages
EX-323 and 32% of February 23) should be delivered before
his arrival. Ends.

Ser SmMeOMOean wt oo

000454
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oo Defence Liaison (1)/1.H. Wershof/elb

/ BY . Ottawa, February 24, 1953
. SEC

. hen 50209-40

MEMORANDUM FOR _MR.|YACKAY oolse

February 12, 1947 concerning defence
cooperation between Canada and the United

LXs02D Ff TLE

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

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 convenient reference are

copies of the following 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 590209-40,
which is the current general file on Canada - United

States defence relations. You.iwill 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 50209-4090.

e..
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. a -o-

he, As you know, the Joint Statement of
1947 was preceded by a recommendation of the Permanent
Joint Board on Defence, which in turn 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 is at present required from Defence Liaison (1).

Defence Liaison Division (il).

ce to American Division (without enclosures)

Mr, Barton (without enclosures)

000456
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“ 50207 0 |
Ge-\ 2 |

(2) Extengion of the Continental Red

Defence System. Canada end the United States —

agreed in an Exchange ok Hotes dated August ee

and August 7th, 1951, to an extension of the pe “f -

conbinental radar defence systen Im canada ge iF
These Notes were tabled in the House of cH
Commons on February 25, 1993. The radar defence

systom in Canada has been jointly planned by

the Canedian and U.S, Governments as part of &

ccoordiaated continental system rather than on

® national basis.. This means that the United

States has an equal interest with CGaneda in the

information provided by these radar stations.

Che Permanent Joint Board on Defence evolved

the formula, one thiré (Canade) twoetbirds (U.G.},

af an equitable division of the costs of construc-

tion, operation and maintenance of the stations.

The agreement else provides that Canada may

undertake to maa stations which are United

States Air Feree respeasibilitys in fact, the

RCA, 4g already manning seme of the stations .

assigned to the U.5.A.%. in Sanada and more may

be taken over at seme future date if considered

Gesiradle,

5s » 900459
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ofa

There ara 33 stations in the PIGETREE
Project deseribed above. Canada is Finenelally
responsible for 11, the United States fer 22, st

present Canada has undertaken to man the LL
| stations for which it is financially responsible
aod § stations for which thé United States is
financleliy responsibie. The effective date for
the eperation of the whole chala Ig now July 1,

| 2954, Zhe Ualted States has made an additional
request. through the Perminent Joint Board on
Pefenes in September, 1952, for the establishment
ef 9 ad@itional temporary rader stations in Canada

| (6 in Onterde, 3 in British Columbia). Approval .
to conduet site curvays has been given to the

| United Stetes by Note Ho. DeB9 of April 2, 19534

j and although Cabinet Defence Committee has authorized
| the conatruction and operation ef the stations, the
United States will not be so informed until 4

request is received.

| Project COGNTERCHANGE, The United States on
| danuery 305 L953, requested Canadian concurrence. .

in an experimental early warning project in the
Apotic. Canadian permission was granted by Nete

Go. 163 of February 27, 1953. Canadian approval
was subject to a mumber ef conditions, the most
importent of vhich was thatcea Joint, Hilitary etudy
Group should be set up te consider the whole |

| question of Ganada-U.5, adr defence. (TOP SECRET)

(3) tes. The United

States was. granted permission by an Exchange of

b

eatin

Notes ef Noverber 4 end 8, 1952, which were

tabled 4n the House of Commons on February 25,

1993, ‘to soustruct and operate global cowsunica-

tions facilities newr Harmon Leased Base in

Ga.

000460
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abe

Newfeundiend. The agreezent provides for a

flexible form of tenure which, in effect, permits

the station to continue in operation only so Lorig

ag Canada agrees that there is a continuing need

for it in the mutual interest of beth countries.

Similar facilities are to be construeted
at Goose Bay under the terms of the Goose Bey Lease.

(%} #orbay, The right to use a number of bulldings

and facilities at Torbay airpert for administrative

purposes has been granted to the United States on

a terainable basis. The airfield is centrollad

-tduring the last war. -The U.5.A.F. nas established)

iProbisher Bey to asslet in U.S. operations in the

po The United States has been granted a
renewable one-year lease (terminable on 30 days
notice following consideration by the P.d.2,De)
-to oceupy all the unused buildings built at Torbay

l& gemoral depot at Torbay Airport and mekes

lextensive use of the zirfield for administrative
Liights, since the nearby leased base at Fort

| Pepperrel}. has no airfield of its own.

Le
((5) Erobisner Bay. In 1961 the United States
wae given permission to station ebout 150 men at

‘Fer North, The R.C.4.F, prevides the commonding
lofficer aid operates the control tower.
i | .
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(6) Padloping Island Werther Station. This

is the iast of a seriss of weather stations
still operated exclusively by the United States,
Transfet to Canada has not been made because i
of shortage of Censdian technicians.

(7) Churchtli. There is a detachment of 0,5.
troops at Churchill working with Canadian forces

on testing and experiment in cold weather.

(8) Other U.S, Activities. Reelprocal arrange-

ments uader which the Air Yorees of each of the

two countries may intercept unidentified aircraft

over the territery of the other, in accordance

with a Recommendation of the Peraanent Joint

Board on Defence, was announced in the House of

Gonmons on December 1, 1952. iIntereepter aire

evaft must obey the ries of interception

procedure Laid down by the country over which

the faterseption is made.

there ate offieers of the 0.8. forces

in Canadian headquarters and formations and

Ganadian officers in the United States. “here

is oa exchange of students between the Staff

Golleges of the two countries,

& s @
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United States students attend National Hefence

College but no Canedian students sre at the
United States National, Ver College, _ 7

Procedures for the movement of ground

forces, military equipment, aiveraft and ships

between the’ two countries have bean much

simplified during end since the war. Many Joint

exercises are carried out in Genada with a

minimum of formality.

Vile do. JO209~40
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4Subject: United States Fighter Squadrons”
at Goose Bay.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER-SECREPARY

The United States Seation of the Military
Co-Operation 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 An Newfoundland and

Labrador as follows: oy

(a) Two squadrons at Goose Bay;

(b) One squadron at Harmon Base3 and

(e) One squadron in the Torbay-Argentia area.

Le As you are aware, one U.S. fighter inter~

ceptor squadron was posted to Goose Bay last fall on

a temporary basis -- this being taken to mean that the

squadron might remain at Goosé 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.

Be 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 this time and, as an

alternative, suggest the positioning of a fighter

2 ee
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squadron at Limestone or > Thule.

Le . According to the draft Minutes of the
Chiefs. of Staff Committee, the ‘Chairman, 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 seheduled for NATO be stationed

at Goose Bay and the U.S. undertake to provide a
further squadron in Europe. He said that this would

make political sense in some quarters, but inter-
nationally it would be a poor move, Accordingly,
the U.S. should be urged to drop the matter at this
time,

De The report of the Canadian Section of the
MCC is likely to be diseussed at the next meeting of
the JPG 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

WESMM. H.

Defence Liaison (1) Divisions

c.c. American Division

D.L.(2) Division.
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. . EXTRACT FROM 2, gor?"GQ ucconavpun oF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN JOHN FOSTER suites! AY
SECRETARY OF STATE OF THE UNITED STATES, AND L.B.. PEARSON,

_ SECRETARY OF STATE FOR BXVERNAL AFFAIRS, WHASHINGTON D.C es
| SUNDAY, TEAR, ae 1

, Ten RERAVED Ws a bL (rs A “5 0ROF =f) /
Ta REDUNT-A SECREL able |
lle (on Mr. Péarson' s “initiative there was..some = TALSCUSSLO of
whether the North Atlantic Treaty powérs could assist in .

- obtaining ratification of. the son foeney by extending the life
-.: of the North Atlantie Treaty from ¢wenty to fifty years. In_

- the Treaty signed between the United. Kingdom and the EDC.
ountries on the 87th May, 1952,/the United Kingdom had under-
‘taken to grant. to the Huropean . ‘Defence Community a more auto-

' matie security guarantee than that extended in the new: protocol.
. to the North Atlantic Treaty./ Already the United Kingdom was
coming under some pressure from France to alter this guarantee,”

'. g0 that it would run for thé. full duration of the EDC Treaty,
. -4.e,.for fifty years.’ Obviously this request confronted the —
“United Kingdom with considerable difficulty. Perhaps it might -
- be easier for-all the North Atlantic countries to extend the —
‘duration of ‘the North Atlantic Treaty. Mr. Dulles said ‘that.

“-he thought this idea-was worth considering. . One disadvantage, |
‘however, was that. ‘an Amendment to the North Atlantic Treaty -

' would be ‘required ang this.would have ‘to be ratified by the
parliaments. of all the signatories. ‘Possibly, Mr. Pearson |
suggested, an amendment might be avoided by attaching to the ©

. Treaty a protocol /in. which all the- signatories. would express’
their intention of not denouncing the Treaty, under Article

~ XIII, for fifty fears. Mr, Dulles was of the opinion,however,
| that even such j2 protocol would require Senate. ratification. -

12. Barlier da the conversation, when Mr. Dulies had been |
': expressing: his desire for close informal ‘sonsultation with -

the allies of the United States, Mr.Pearson remarked that he
had always /hoped that this could also be effected in the North
“Atlantic gounci, ‘For. obvious reasons during the past few
months, ul @ Council. had been in the doldrums. In fact, he
was inel liried’ to think that its recent activities had- “pean, if.

“anything , less important than those. of the Gouncil Deputies,
‘Mr.-Pedrson hoped that Mr.’ Dulles would give consideration to
“the péssibility of strengthening the role of the North Atlantic ©

“. Goungil by making it-one of the chief instruments: for consul~-

: tat yon between the. United: States ‘and ‘its. ‘prineipal allies.

eens %

aren of Mrs ‘St. Laurent. ‘to Washingtor Cu. 8. plo nde Bef “)
‘Bl. “When ir. St. Laurent Visited Washington, Mr. Pearson said,
he would ‘no doubt want to discuss foreign economic and
commercial policy with President Eisenhower. It-was also — .
possible that he would want to consider with the President the -

_. possibility of makings 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
" @arly-warning: 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 aerosa °
-the continent at the same. latitude. The Canadian Government

had received this initial request sympathetically. But it was

felt that the time had perhaps come to examine again in a con-

prehensive way all the problems of joint Canadian-United ‘States
defence of North America, especially Arctic problens, A state~ .-

ment of principle on this subject had been drawn up in (1946,

_ but circumstances had changed 80 materially. “that it should be.

i reviewed, possibly’ enlarged, and brought up tO. date. od

; ; 000468
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SANE. See wy
February llth, 1953.

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

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

“ed

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 PU
L.D.W-.
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MACLEAN'S MAGAZINE,

BLAIR FRASER

BACKSTAGE

at Washington

FEBRUARY 15, 1953

Ottawa Looks Pretty Stuffy From Here

about it when Washington gets

on our nerves. We don’t hear

about it when we get. on American

nerves. But viewed from here,

Ottawa sometimes looks as stully and

obstructionist as 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

lease signed? Americans — reply:

“Because 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 be

wary about crossing ‘Ts and 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-

perated fear of letting Canadians

know that. U.S. 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 offices as unobtrusively as

possible. When Washington wanted

to put. a U. S. fighter squadron at

Crier always hear plenty

Torbay, near St. John’s, Nfld., Ottawa '
ee Ty. te Lene Unf 4 tnnmn mannan than

-ized 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 toa friend in the RCAF

who checked with External Affairs

and wrote hack, “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. S. 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 soil? Who had author-

Why hadn’t External

Affairs been consulted’? Would the

U. S. State Department please send

fullest. information immediately?

The U. S. State Department had

never heard of the chief petty officer

in Vancouver,

B. C., but they undertook to find out.

They found the U. S. Navy hadwt

heard of him either not. in Washing-

ton. But eventually they tracked it

down to Seattle.

From Seattle, 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 belp him at. week ends.
Canadian officials protest that: they

were not mad at anybody. ‘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

tess inclined to sniff at. this explanation

if Canada had not been so sensitive

on other occasions.

I should add that) these minor

irritations have not made the slightest

difference in 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 procurement 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 petting things in writing.”

A recent 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, whicly is one of the out-

standing material shortages all over the

continent. Canada put in the request

rather late; oil pipe for the QQ0470

quarter of 1953 had alread

allocated, ‘The Canadians came down,

fesdlel dhain clara te tha TT @ waienlaiwrs
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ir. Praser mentions five items (not |
in this order):

‘% Do -Lok) ReaGar pay offices;

(o 2)(-4-y2) Posting a USAF fighter squadron at Torbay;

be eee 3) Delay in signing the Goose Bay Lease;

4) Posting a USAF fighter squadron at Goose Bay;

S) U.S. Navy shore patre) in Vancouver,

2. Following are preliminary comments on
each item:

1) Rader Pay Offices

3. Mr. Fraser says:

"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 oceu
offices as unobgtrusively as possible."

4, When the Radar Agreement was signed
in August 1951, there was no mention of USAF offices
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to be located in cities. In September 1952 the
U.S. Embassy told us that the USAF needed the

following:

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

5. We were not happy about the idee

of new USAF installations in cities. However, we
agree, ae 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.S. authorities made them (especially the Ottawa
office) ae unobtrusive as possible. Gur letter of
Getober 20, 1952 to the U.S. BEmbasay gave consent
and said, in part:

"We understand that the personnel of
the offices will not normally wear
uniform and that every reasonable

effort will be made to keep the
effices inconspicuous."

6. os the nature of the work of the
offices is classified information, it ie difficvit
to say much about them in public.

Ts The existence of U.S. radar stations
in Canada has been made public. The basic Exchange
of Notes is to be tabied in Parliament shertiy.

ting a Pighter Squadron at Tor

8. Mc. Fraser says:

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

Bee
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& Jonn's, Newfoundland, Ottawa wouldn't
hear of it. Too near the city.

People might telk."

9. In actual fact the Canadian attitude,

as expressed at meetings of the Permanent Joint

Board on Defence by the Canadian Section of the
| Board, wes that the Canadian devernment did not wish
te have a fighter squadron stationed at Torbay

unless the United states could convince the Canadian
Government of the military necessity for it to

be located there rather than at one of the 99-year

Leased Bases, ¢.¢., Argentia. The Canadian Seetion
nah therefore requested that the USAF prepare a military

Aen appreciation of the requirement for consideration
= i by the Canadian Chiefs of Staff. This appreciation

was never prepared. Instead, efter consulation

between the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Chairman of the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, an

agreement was reached whereby Canada undertook to

improve Torbay airport to jet fighter standards and

the United States agreed to base the squadron at
Argentia during peacetime. In event of war Torbay

airport would, of course, be avallabie to the air

forces of both countries in accordance with the
agreed plan for coordination of the air defence
forces of the two countries.

10. Me. Praser 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.“ In answer to the question,
did it take so long to get the lease signed?", Mr.
Fraser quoted Americans as saying: ‘Because Ottawa
kept stalling interminably for no good reason."

ii. Cebinet agreed to the terma of the

Goose Bay Lease in February 1951. The RCAF and the

4 « » #
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@ ietter of August 13 that th had received from
Bajor-General &.L. Waish. fa Milier is theRCAF Member of the PJED aa" i Walah
was the USAF Member of the PJBD). In his letter,
Major-Goneral vaish stated that the USAF proposed
sending a fighter squadron to Goose Bay in Cctober
1952, and asked whether any further sotification
would be required. In hie letter to Mr, MacKay,

the Air-Chief of the Air Staff said that the RcAP

had no ebjection. On your instructions, I wrote
to A/V/M Miller on September 2 agreeing that no
approval from Canadian autheritiecs was required.
(Our reason was that we considered that, under the
terms of the pending Lease, the United States had
this right.) I eo tag however, that, in hie
reply te General Waish, the Viee-Chief of the Air
Staff might state thet sno further notification was
required, but that the prepesed deployment of the

squadron should be subject to review when or if
discussions were carried on between Canada and the
United States on command arrangements in the North-
east eres of Canada. The Vice-thief of the Air
Staff wrote to General <gleh in this sense on
September 4.

14, When the Minister of National
Defence heard of this, he was extremely disturbed.
(m Soptember 17, Cabinet decided that the exchange
of notes shovld be postponed and that further

eonsideration should be given toe the terme of the
Goose Bay Lease. Discussions took place with the
interested Departments and with the United States

authorities and, in the end, the notes were exchanged
on December 5, 1952. The notes were accompanied by
confidential ietters recording the mutual under-

standing of the two Governments that existing errange-
ments regarding the operational activity or stationing

of tactical or strategie formations sheuld continue
to apply to Goose Bay. ;
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35. If you are to say anything in
Parliament on thie subject -- which might perhaps
more appropriately be dealt with by the Minister
of National Defence -- I think you might say that
the question of the posting of a fighter n |
arose just at the time that it was inte te |
sign the Googe Bay Lease. There was some uncertainty
in the minds of the Government whether the terms
of the Lease implied 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 sauadron at
the base and to proceed with the Exchange of Notes.
lis, Claxton announced the stationing the squadron
in the House of Commons on November 20, 1952, and

the Lease was tabled on December 16.

16, About the middle of November,
G.6.C. Yestern Command reported to National Defence
Headquarters on the presence in Vancouver of a
United States Service Police Patrol. His attention
had been calied to it as a result of an incident in
whieh the United Stetes Service Police approached

@ man in civilian clothes whom they suspected of
being a deserter from the U.S Forces. The man in

tion denied that he had been a member of the
nited States Forces, but offered to ac the

U.S. Service Police to @ Vancouver Police Station

where he identified himself as a member of the Royal
Marines who had deserted H.M,S. "Sheffield" during
the visit of that ehip to Vancouver.

if. AS there appeared to be no legal

basis for the presence of a U.S. Service police
patrol in Vancouver and as there was a possibility
that it was violating Canadian law if it attempted

to arrest U.©. servicemen or civilians suspected of

7 eo «
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@ fects and to try to reguiarize the position.
Generel Comment

22, Mr. Prager thinks that the Canadian
Gevernment has an exaggerated dislixe of permitting

- U.S. forces to operate in Canada and an exaggerated
fear of letting the Canadian public know what 0.5.
forces are in Canada,

23. There is room for argument about

the validity of his eriticiam, It is probably fair
to say thet the Canadian Government is not happy
about the increasing number of U.S. servicesen in
Canadas -- while an increasing cumber of Canadian
servicemen go to Lurepe,.

a4. It ie doubtful, however, whether a
public discussion of this theme at present would
be @ good thing.

26. incidentally, sost of the information
Mr. Fraser wee given by semeone was classified.
Kr. Praser would probably argue that it should have
been declassified.

or 7 m
(AOR) rh

Cw RI) hte AM

L.D.W °
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EXTRACT FROM SPEECH BY MR. PEARSON IN HOUSE OF /V
COMMONS, February 11, 1953, page 1850

Re: U.S. - Canada Defence Relations

Jo 70 Y J \bo |i
i

In joint defence, if I may turn’to another | a a | - {
field, our partnership with the United States Beg
is also becoming closer and more complex. a aN SR a a aa ER

Today our common defence requirements

are greater than ever before, so great, for

instance, that it has been necessary for

Canadians and Arhericans 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 will’ 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 Blair 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 matter officially
by the Department of External Affairs. He could then report

this to the State Department in order to emp ize the undesir-

ability of such leaks. The only OS occurs to us
in such a suggestion is that the fact of our,Waving summoned

Mr. Bliss to th ‘So ober tment for thi UipOSse might in, itself
ee rrow Vashink and then sm by ee Pragér asay i “4, a e
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER ZB

Item Nos on Agenda of Cabinet Defence eZ

AyCommittee Meeting, Tuesday, February 10,1953. @,%

SeControl of Air Defence Porces BP,
and the United States Northeast Command Sea)

Operating over Canada. 5s
(Document D2-53) ep a

E2 oP
This is a report on arrangements that have SS

peen made with the United States for the operational cy 3
control of air defence forces of Canada and the United Zr
States over one another's territory. It gives particular ®
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 4 are reasonable
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 tactieal nature", I do not think we would

Like the United States to deploy a fighter squadron to

Goose Bay for a week or a month, for instanee, as a

"temporary tactical measure", without our permission.
Unless it is clearly recognized that deployment of a
"temporary tactical nature” means deployment only for
a very limited period -- perhaps up to 48 hours -- the

first sentence of paragraph 5 of the memorandum is not

accurate.

LD ° We
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OF 2H CurarSs OF STAPF COMMITTOR HELD ON

S009 oyFeBRUARY 19 and 20, 1953.

CHIEFS OF STAFF DIRECTION TO THE G p= | a
CANADIAN TIRMBERS OF THE MILITARY

COOPERATION COMMITTAR “(TOP SECRET)

Be The Chairman said that the purpose of the

meeting was to bring the officers conesrned with Canadsa-Us

planning up to date with the Chiefs of Staff views on eurrent

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 peeing for North American defence.

fhe US was determined to avoid a second Pearl Harbour, and
as Russia's ability to attack this continent inereased 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 this pressure
would bring about strained relations between the two countries.
Canada, although concerned with the defence of the North

American Continent, did not share necess:rily the US views
on the extent and methods of defence. It was important,
therefore, when meeting with the US planning teams to speak

as equals when upholding Canada's views. The US must be

made to realize that Canada had many political and military
problems. The Canadian Government had undertaken a defence
programme which it considered a maximum effort and which
vould 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 decrease Canada's ability to fulfil

her NATO commitments.’

There were three problems that the US were
pressing and on which Canadian views should be made clear
during the forthcoming Military Cooperation Committce meeting.
these were:

(a) the US request to station a second fighter

squadron at Goose Bays;

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

(ce) 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. might 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

quarters but internationally it would be a poor move. The

US should, therefore y be urged to drop the matter at this

time.

With regard to positioning anti-aircraft units
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
raise 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 Government was
determined to keep command of the Canadian air space. Some-
compromise solution to this problem should be sought. _

With regard to requirements plans :for the CUS
region, 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 commit 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 Committees 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 end discuss their various points
of view.

It was the opinion of the Joint Planning Committee
that, had it not been. for the restrictions placed on ‘Ganadian
planners, many US proposals for the defence of the north could
have - been 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
diffieulties which would be encountered unless there was

greater consultation at the planning level.

The Deputy Minister said that the Minister was
anxious that, when discussing future plans jointiy, 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 is ideas on future plans.
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6. Liecutenant-General Foulkes said that there

was no reason why one country should not put up its ideas
openly and obtain the views of the other without making any
commitments.

There did not appear to be a strong enough case
for asking the government to lift 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
to planning any further. ,

The Acting Chief of the - General Staff, referring
+O US anti-aircraft requirements on Canadian iprritory, said
that it was unreasonable to expect Canada to man the required
sites when she was unable to protect her own vital areas. As

-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 units for exercise purposes. With
sufficient practice it would not take very long for US anti-

' aireraft units to man the sites with mobile equipment in the
event of an emergency.

8. Phe Chief of the Air Start 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.

90 ‘The Vice Chief of ‘the Air start said that, in
regard 0 the US basing the, second fighter squadron at
Goose Bay, the Military Cooperation Committee should inquire
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. . . Phe Committee agreed that the Canadian members

of the Military Cooperation Committee should, when discussing

the three problems outlined above with their American

counterparts:

(a) ask the US to drop their proposal to station
a second fighter squadron at Goose Bay at
this time and as an alternative suggest the

positioning of a fighter squadron at Limestone
or Thule;

(b) point out the political and military 5
difficulties of agreeing 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 suggest=
ed by the Chaimman above 5 and

(c) avoid entering into any plans that would
commit the Cdnadian Government to undertake —

defence projects that it was unable to carry

out, The Canadian members of the Military

Cooperation Committee should, however, attempt
to obtain US views on future plans in order to
avoid further misunderstanding.
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pear Mr. Wilgress, 0
D-l | i have to acknowledge with

Ks your letter of January 
14th en-

ing copies of tables respe
cting .
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ted States defence expendit
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+m capital and current, in 
North—

¢<ern Canada.

Yours sinceYely,

Ww. D. Wilgress, ESQ.;
Department of External Affa

irs,

Ottawa.
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Ottawa, January 14, 1953.

Dear Mr. Towers,

Some time ago my Minister asked if we
had any authentic information on United States
defence expenditures, both capital and current,

in Northeastern Canada. Wé have now received 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 statistics. It will be appreciated
that they are confidential.

Yours sincerely,

(SGD) L. D, WILGRESS

Le. D. Wilgress,.

G. F. Towers, Esquire, C.M.Ge,;
Governor,

. Bank of Canada,
Wellington Street,.

Ottawa.

Same letter sent to: Mr. Drury, Mr. K.W. Taylor.
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Ottawa,
January 14, 2985

502094 ¢d
Dear General Walsh, | - q L-|

Thank you very much for your ‘letter of January
9 enclosing statistics on USAF expenditures in Northeast

Canada. As the letter indicates, this completes the

answers to the questions woe raised.

My Minister 1s most grateful to you and your
organization for getting these statistics for us.

They will be very useful to have on file and I can assure
you that they will be treated as confidential infor-

mation. I trust that the work entailed has not been

unduly heavy.

Yours sincerely,

R.A. MackaX,

R.A. MacKay.

Major General R. L. Walsh, , -
UsS. Air Force Member,

Permanent Joint Board on Defence,
- Pentagon Building,

WASHINGTON 25, DC.
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/6.1:3la9) | 4



ee eTTTTeeeeEeEeEeEeEe
EeFeEeEeee TT

Document disclosed under the ACceSS 10 INTOMMagON Aer

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur laccés a l'information

Ads he 502 097- Ko
uk | | GL) CL-

. SEEN : January 14, 19535.
_L.B. PEARSON:

MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER

U.S. Defence agp onditburosth Northeastern Canada
Sometime ago I sent you a table of statistics

on construction expenditures and indicated that further

information on current expenditures would probably be

forthcoming. We have now received this information from

the office of General Walsh, USAF Member, Permanent

Joint Board on Defence. I attachacopy 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.

Ce I am sending copies to Mr. Towers, Mre KeW.

Taylor and Mr. Drury.
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- USAF EXPENDITURES IN NORTHEAST. CANADA :

a

AGENCY & PERIOD LOCAL" ~. CIVILIAN. “PERSONAL ;
PROCUREMENT LABOR __.OFF<BASE TOTAL _

‘USAR Direct) me | .

“1 Oct 1950 thru 30 June 1951-2, 5025,000°. ~ 4,837,500 900,000, 7,762, ‘500.

1 duly 1951 thru 30° June 1952 5,025,094 ~93458,291 1,606,085% 16,089,470
| 1 July 1952 thru 51 Oct 1952 “1,386,496n 21723, 008% * 477, 348%. 4,586,852
| _ Sub Totals 8,456,590 17,018,799. 5,965,406. -B8,468, 82!

USAF. (Thru Corps of Enginesrs) . /
Calendar Year 1951 ae a Pe

By Contractors 2,867,869 4,122,129 54,140n 7;047,315

By Government . 7 . : . PO . S177. . ; oo

Calendar Year 1952 - fe Jot he
By Contractors’ - | §8,781,816 '. 16,257,391 316,200% 25,449,267

By Government Oe 0 -: 95,860, a

/ ‘Sub Totals "11,649,685 20, 476,557 570,540 $2,496, 582 .

‘TOTALS | 20,086,275 © 37, 495, 556, 8,355,775 60,935,404: |

a Estimated |

NOTE : No information available for dates prior to those shown.
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13 November 1962.

USAR ConsrRuCRION IN NORTHEAST. CANADA
AAtL amount 8. in thousands): a oe

: - qustkiamrgis "gost: 70"1949 “SUBSEQUENT PLANNED PROGRAMS “MORAL |
——_—_——_ PROGRAMS; .FY 1953. FY 1954.0 0

| Messed Bases we oo

* Brnest Harmon: ©. 215842 = s78413. - = «15815) °.. . 27000. - 132070. - -

_/MeAndrew 9 0 RAOTE Oe OO BAOTE
Pepperrell. “ies “25608 |. (4889. >... {2049 (2) » 5400 --_37946~ Sub Total - aes Be co. W664. : 32400, 194097

Goose’ Bay ” fy oe Poe en Sea Samson» soon seen

* Mises. Small * (AY OT Se
Se “Tnatallations 24420 ° Fe OO 1878) +. 26298 ©

Radar, Giobecom, Ete, 0. ©. + 76223. -." 12100." ...29000. . 116323
. ae ‘B4420. °°... T6225 | TITOO =... BOBS... «= 42621

“Mobak Fo ee ee 108278 avea72

ay ee 1949, to FY iose, “inelisive.: ae SS |
(2) ‘Includes $1,424, 000 for warehousing | which may “be asioted or.

Pe reprogrammed. - a ;
on (8) “Pentative * = not firme. 9° oat 2 oa
ae (4) -; Includes. Crystal I, Crystal II; ‘Mingan apy at Which UeSe-

eg construction was purchased by Canada under. Note.
Peay SRL as Noe 288, 25027. June | 19446) . .
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CANADA CONFIDE GAL UNITED STATES

| SECURITY INFORMATION
a PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENSE

& WASHINGTON 25, D. C.
AMERICAN SECTION

ROOMamMa 2AS75

PENTAGON BUILDING

we nero enna 4

File PJB 104-22 SOROF — FO} 9 January 1953
{

FEDLane:

Dear Doctor Mackay:

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
ean contribute please let us know,

Sincerely yours,

AGA Zoe1 Inel AGE Whiteley, Colone. 4 USAF
Summary, as for R. L, WALSH

above Major General, USAF
_ US Air Force Member

a afoal Doctor R, A, MacKay

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

CONFIDENTIAL

SECURITY INFORMATION \ 000490
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SECURITY INFORMATION

USAF EXPENDITURES IN NORTTRAST GANADA

AGENCY & PERIOD LocaL CIVILIAN PERSONAL

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 Year 1951

By Contractors 2,867,869 4,122,129 54,140* 7,047,315,
By Government oe 0 3,177

Calendar Year 1952 .

By Contractors 8,781,816 16,257,391 316, 200* 25 449 , 267

By Government 0 860

Sub Totals 11,649,685 20,476,557 370,340 32,496, 582

TOPALS 20,086,275 37,495,356 3,353,773 60,935,404

* Estimated

NOTE: No information available for dates prior to those shown.

CONFIDENTIAL

SECURITY INFORMATION
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MEMORANDUM 70 ‘THE CABINET pEerancs commer, JAN: 8), 1953

Control of Air Defence Forces and the United

States Northeast Commend Operating over Canada

1. The Committee will recall that at the 90th meeting on
14 November, 1952, they considered the matter of Canada-United

States military installations in Newfoundlend and Labrador, and

noted that in informal discussions the USAF had indicated that

they were prepared to assign squadrons toe the US Northeast Command

and place them undex Canadian operational control while operating

in Canadian Air Space. The follewing is a report of the arrange=

ments which have been made.

20 The Canade-United States Military Cooperation Committes

have met and drafted a revised command appendix to the Canada-US

Emergency Defence Plan in which the principles governing the con=

trol of air defence forces are outlined. This paper has been

approved by the US Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Canadian Chiefs

ef Staff. — ;

3» The revised appendix states that the command of forces

will be in accordance with the command structure of Canadian and US

armed forces, except where otherwise specified by the Governments

er Chiefs of Staff of Canada and the United States, and subject te

the principles. set forth hereunder:

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

(>) any forces located in the United States or Aleska

will operate under an American Commander:

(c) regardless of the area in which operating, the
forces will come under the immediate command of a

commander designated by the country furnishing the

forces

(d) wegardless of the area in which operating, internal

administration shall be the prerogative of the country

furnishing the force; and

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

operations o

Lo The following exceptions to the above principles were also

agreed:

POP olocee
CC A TCL rha

athesos

(a) paragraph 3(a) does not apply to forces stationed at the

US 99 year leased bases. This exception, however, is

modified in so far as air defence forces are concerned

in paragraph 4(b)3

(b) US air defence forces in Newfoundland operating over
Canadian territory will come under the operational.

control of a Canadian Commander, Operational control,

hewever, excludes re-deployment. The US Commander-in-

Ghief, Northeast Command, has the authority to re-deploy
US air defence forces within the area ef his command,
but where possible, movement of these forces will be

TOP _SECRET
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comordinated with the Canadian Commander. Before

deploying US forces to a base in Canada ovbside the

leased bases, authovity mast be sought from the Canadian
Commander, except where the deployment is of a temporary

tactical nature. In any case, the Canadian Commander

is to be informed of any deployment of US air defence

forces into, within, or out of Canadian territory;

and |

(c) any deviation from the principle outlined in paragraph

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

subject of special arrangements approved by the Canadian

| . Chiefs of Staff. : .

forces in ‘Canada in peacetime, it will be noted that.im paragraph 4(b),
above, the US Commander-in-Chiefj Northeast Command, is required to re=
quest authority from the Canadian Commander for any re-deployment in
Canada outside the leased bases. In order that the Government may
exercise control over the number of US treops stationed in Canada in

peacetime, the Air Officer Commanding, Air Defence Command is being

instructed to forward any such request for authority for re-depLloyment
to National Defence Headquarters for Government approval.

be --- Since these. command arrangements may involve deployment of US

(Brocke Claxton)

Minister.

' Department of National Defence

8 January, 1953
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, CHIEFS OF STAFF

“OTTAWA

“ 2 ae

Ce ei bret! 7 January, 1953. :
hen be ¥

Under-Secretary of State

for External Affairs, 2IL OL -\ fe
East Block, |
Ottawa, Canada. od | CB |
1 With reference to Letter No. 2451 of 29 December, 1953, ; \ Vv
from the Canadian Ambassador, Washington, regarding conversa-

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

cerning continental defence in which the first sentence of para-

three reads as follows:

oO

"Our understanding 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:

(a) stronger fighter interceptor and anti-aircraft

forces;

(b) the northern Canadian early warning line, if

proved feasible by current project CORRODE

ey Ae and the studies now in process;
. \A (c) an air control system;

air (d) gap filler radars for low altitude surveillance;
| i Va (e) systems for the distant detection of submarines;

\o } miscellaneous plans for relocation of parts of
/ the government;

i (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 will be observed that the southern detector line is to be com-

pleted as early as possible,

000494
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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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~ 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.

WU.
les Foulkes)

Lieutenant-General

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff
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8. (SECRET). Air Defence Forces in Newfoundland and Labrador.

(a) Operational Control. MS GE
OH aE | Kkks

a1 Gm A-&fUGr

The U.S. Air Force Member reported eis the problem
of operational control of Air Defence Forces in

(p)

i
iI"

(c)

ple

ee cee

Newfoundland and Labrador which had been before the

Board in one form or another on several occasions,
- ste P ttn a

had been resolved by a a ‘pevised Command Appendix
to the Canada - United States Emergency Defence

Plan (Appendix "F" to MCC_300/3). This was
approved by the U.S. JointTM Chiefs of Staff on
December 10, 1952.

The Canadian Air Member reported that the
Canadian Chiefs 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.

U.S.A.F. Fighter Defense Requirements.

The U.S. Air Force Member 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

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 R.C.A.F. - U.S.A.F. discussion concerning

the-preparation of the study, it was concluded

that the matter could best be handled through
MCC channels. As a result the U.S. Section of

4she MCG was preparing a paper supporting basing
of U.S.A.F. Air Defence Forces in the NEAG area
-at places other than the Leased Bases on the
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 ofthe Board

aS stated in the Journal of the September, 1952

meeting, was no longer required.

Status of U.S.A.F. Fighter Squadron at Goose Bay.

The U.S. Air Force Member referred to the dis-

cussions recorded in Section 10 of the Board's

Journal of September, 1952, concerning the

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

Government. <A suitable arrangement was completed

by October 14, 1952 when the Chief of the Air

Staff, R.C.A.F. sent a message,to the Chief of

_Staff, U.S.A.F. informing him that the Canadian
Se rene,

8B
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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

(iii) 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 |
completed with respect to the deployment of the U.S.A.F.

| Fighter Squadron at Goose Bay. |

rd
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The principle of joint participa-

tion hee governed Canadien policy with respect

to foreign militery activities in Cenede. The

Ogdensburg Decleration, out of which grew the

Permenent Joint Bosrd on befence (see seperate

note) emphasized the jolat responsibility of

Camede end the United Stetes for the defence of

North Aeeriea, @ theme which has dominated the

work of the Board for the pest twelve years.

While Canede has eoopersted fully with the

United Stetes in joint defence the Cenedian Gove

erament hes been insistent on the preservetion

and recognition of those Cenedien rights whieh

effect the sovereignty of Canede.

During the last wer there were meny

Ue Se defence ectivities and installations on

Cenedien soil, notebly the Aleske Highwey, «

series of cirfields, end weather stations, By
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the end of 1946 Cenede hed teken over neerly all

of these instellations, The only exclusively

Ue Se instelletions which heve reseined in Canede

since the lest war sre:

{a) The three ereas hn Newfoundland leased

to the United Stetes for 99 yeers under an

eereement of 1941, This agreenent wos modi-

fied in 1961 in accordance with the terns

of a Recommendation of the Pormenent Joint

Bourd on Defence, end recorded in en Exohenge

of Notes in Februsry end. Meroh 1952 (tebled

in the House of Commons on May 2, 1952). This

wes followed by the extension to Newfoundland

on June 1, 1952, of the Visiting Forces (U.5.4.)

5@te
eS paneer on oar Me ee Ls aaa a aint shee seme iene Paes OME or ema 7. oe

seperate ‘Rxohenge or Notes took. place
ss aaah 26 and SO, 1952, regurding the applice-
cin to the Leased Bases of the NaToO Forces
sgreesent. This tachenge of Notes has not yet —
been tabled. It will not come lato foree until
voth countries have deposited their retificae —
tions of the NATO Forces Agreement.

(b) Some lend et the B.c.A.¥, stetion st

Goose Bey. A 20-year lease hes been concluded

with the United States for the use of the

Uehehe”s Orea ot Goose Bay. The “xchenge of

eee & 000500

Le ee ee as



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loj sur l’accés a l'information

- 3 «

Notes covering the Lease took plece on

December &, 1952. The Notes were tabled

in the House of Commons on December 16,

1952. On November 86, it wes ennounced

in the House of Commons thet permission

hed been granted for the deployment of «

UseteAeFe interceptor squadron et Goose Say.

{e) Three Loren etetions opersted by

the U. 6. Coast Guard in Newfoundland will

be trensferred to the Depertaent of Transe

port not later then September 1, 1955.

Conedien policy on defence collabora-

tion in the post-war period wes eleerly set out

in a stetement issued in Ottawe and Yashingtona

on February 12, 1047 (attached as Appendix A

to seperate Note on PIBD). Im eaccordence with

this policy the following U. S. activities now

take place on Canedian soil:

(1)

jointly operated by Canede aad the United

States, exch station being under the

commend of « Cenadian officer. They are

These are

not a defence activity.
‘ 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 radar 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 Canadian soil, fourteen of which will be

/ manned by the R.C.A.F. and the remainder by

the U.S.A.F. There is an average of about

two hundred men at each station. Canada 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.

(3) Global Coihmunications Sites The United

States was granted permission in November,

1951, to construct and operate global com-

munications facilities near Harmen Leased Base

in Newfoundland, Facilities at Goose Bay

are to be constructed under the terms of the

Goose 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 as

- long as Canada agrees to its necessity. This

' arrangement was recorded in a confidential

. EXchange of Notes which took place on November

4 and 8, 1952. We 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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:
3(4) « The United Stetes hes ebdteined

on shor ra leose (one yeer, terminabdle i
on thirty days’ notice) all the unused buildings —
which were bullt et Torbey during the last
wer, The UsleAc?. has establiched « Generel
Depot at TorbSy Air pert end uses the air-
field very extensively for edministrative

flights, since the nearby leased base at
Pepperrell hes no sirfield of ite own,

still seemwead sculusivaly br the United stetes,
Trenefer to Cenada has not been made because
or =a of Cenedien techaicienss,

RIN eh tPA WAG TiS en EY RITE ns rey, i EO aindthinas uo at sa

(7) Churebill. There ise detechment of 0.5.

troops at Churchill working with Caenedien

forces on teatiag and experiment in cold

weather.

(6) Other U.S. sctivities. Neciproeal srrenge-

ments under which the Air forces of eseh of the

two eountries asy intercept unidentified aire

oreft over the territory of the other, in

eceordence with 6 Recommendetion of the Permanent

Joint Board on Defence, wes announced fa the

« »« « © 000503
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House of Comnons on December 1, 1952.

Interceptor eircreft must obey the rules

of interception procedure leid down by

the country over which the interception

‘ts made.

There are integrated officers of the

U.%. forees in Canedion headquarters and |

formetions and integrated Cansdien officers

in the United States, There is on eachonge

of students between the Steff Colleges of

the two countries. U.&. students attend

Netionsl Defence College but no Cenedian

students are et the U.S. Netionel Yer College.

Precedures for the movement of ground

forees, mllitery equipment, eiroreft ené

ehips between the two countries heve been

much simplified during and pines the war.

Meany joint exercises ere cerried out in

Ceneéde with « ainimum of formelity.
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" CONFIDENSTAL | 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 in northern Canada. My

/ Minister has asked me to express to you his per-

sonal thanks for this information.

. I enclose the receipt, as requested.

Yours sincerely,

R.A. MackKAY

R, A. MacKay

Colonel John F, Whiteley,
Permanent Joint Board on Defense

Canada-United States,

United States Section,
Office of the Military Members, °

The Pentagon,

Vashington 25, D.C.

000505
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pi“ wae “December/8, 1952

jee a a
MEMORANDUM FOR THE ontcer

Vo | 120 /U. S. Defence Expenditures tay oases
Northeast Canada

ante eS

Some time ago you asked for jofor-
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.

F2-~ PISS
000506
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r The. Pentagon

Wasig@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,

peen initiated to obtain such information from other
sources and it will be made available to you immediately

upon its receipt.

Sincerely yours,

/{3/ JOHN F,. WHITELEY, Colonel, USAF

Major General, USAF

US Air Force Member

1 Inel

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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fe. Security Information

Fo ° : . 4 ,
t & 13 November 1952

USAF CONSTRUCTION IN NORTHEAST CANADA

(Ail amounts in thousands}

INSTALLATIONS COST TO 1949 SUBSEQUENT PLANNED PROGRAMS TOTAL
PROGRAMS PY £993 ( y 1954

IT 3

Leased Bases

Ernest Harmon 15842 73413 15815 27000 132070
McAndrew 24075 0 0 O 24075
Pepperrell 25608 4889 2049 (2) 5400 37946

Sub Total 65525 70302 1/004 32400 I94091

Goose Bay 554 63305 35901 49000 139760

Other

Mise. Smail ,

Installations ahhoo (4) 9 07 1878 26298
Radar, Globecom Etc. 0 76223 11100 29000 116323

24420 o223 11100 30878 14862 1

Total g0499 2178390 64865 103278 476472

Notes:

) FY 1949 to FY 1952, inclusive.

) Includes $1,424,000 for warehousing which may be deleted or
reprogrammed.

Tentative-not firm.

Includes Crystal I, Crystal II, Mingan Apt at which U S.

construction was purchsed by Canada under Note
#238, 23-27 June 1944.
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December 8, 1952.

“ fy . \ \
MEMORANDUM oR mum \ MINISTER
UNS

Vv
U.S. Air 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 the, standpoint 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.

000509
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TORONTO STAR - December 4, 1952

U.S. AIR 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 undertake.

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 allied countries should

maintain an effective radar screen across the thousands-

of-miles-wide approaches to bombing targets north and

south of the international boundary lines. 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 md 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 northe
west, hundreds of miles north of the international boundary.

American planes there will collaborate with Canadian fighter

planes. U.S. strategic bombers will continue to be msed in

Nebraska, but to shorten the distance that they would have

_to fly on bombing attacks they may use the new B.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

weosn
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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 unin-

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, whenever possible, and the utmost

deference be shown for the national sensibilities of al lied

peoples.

000511
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December 5, 1952.

Dear Hume, |

Attached is a very sensible editorial

from today'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,

A, Raneea"

R.A. Mackay.

Hume H. Wrong, Esqe,

Ambassador,

Canadian Embassy,

WASHINGTON, D.C.

000512
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MEMORANDUM FOR cas {1 Jf
v

Attached is a clipping from the editorial

page of the Montreal Gazette of December 5 entitled
‘Northern 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.

=
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. 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 interesting.

Anyone’ who follows the official 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 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

domination of the United States. Would that Can-
ada had another Mackenzie!

‘ : + Ge & ox

No doubt there are many reasons why Moscow

~ | would like to see tFouble between Canada and the
“United- States. But one reason has become very
!plain. The defence of North America is to be had

only by the closést 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 principle. of Mercator’s Projection—gave

.a very poor idea of how close is the peril by air.

err It made the north seem so immense’ 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 inyasion. The question of how the
invaders would ever get back is not of much im-
portance - now. Tf they ° were able to deliver an

Publication

vay . reto be sure, consideriig who these Communists are- vastly mo
"in themselves. But no Iocal. Communist is express-,

The northern air is far too vast for merely national-

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

‘from another larid would almiost lose ‘its- way,

MONTREAL. GAZETTE

NORTHERN | “APPROACHES -
atomic bomb, the loss of a few planes would be an!
insignificant consideration. The freight has become;

important than the plane that!
carries it. 4

One of the best achievements in Canadian de-

fence has been the relative readiness of the Cana-

dian Government to recognize that there is no

map of the sky, drawn upon concept 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 al

Mnatter of years in time and billions in money. It:
means radar stations and airfields, and all the!
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. !

oe oe 0
ee & Se

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 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 pasées,
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.

000514
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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.

Founnm June 3, 1778
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NORTHERN APPROACHES
What Communists 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 official 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-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 frpm-the undemocratic rule, of the

old ‘days, so a still greater struggle awaits Cana-

dians. It is the fight'ta free Canada from the

ada had another Mackenzie!

. am - % "2“a %, ge -

-No doubt there are 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 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

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 principle of Mercator’s Projection—gave

a very poor idea of how close is the peril by air.

It made the north seém so immense that a plane

from another. land would almost lose its way,
or drop from sheer exhaustion of fuel.

But when the situation is considered -on the ‘

newer maps, or upon a globe,. ‘the distance is
frighteningly small. The barren north is the na-

fural 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

.$36.00 per year.
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atomic bomb, the loss of a few ‘planes would be oak
insignificant consideration, The freight has become!
vastly more important than the plane that
carries it. ;

One of the best achievements in Canadian de-;

fence hag been the relative readiness of the Cana-}

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
matter of years in time and billions in money, It
means radar stations and airfields, and all the

| 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. a

Ae oe

a ened ay
% & ae

a

Too much publicity has not been given to what¥is

is. taking. place. This, on. the whole, is sound|*

policy. But there is something very heartening}
‘when the Minister of Natignal Defence indicates

in the House, as he did this week. that solid andl;

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 problent not to need American assistance.

- More than this, the defence of the United States!

is Canada’s problem, too. The United States. is thé!

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-

proaches from Russia, the security of the United

States must depend very, largely upon Canada’s

attitude. s

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.

ee ae ee
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¢

File PJB 104-22 /“ 4 December 1952.

Dear Doctor MacKay:

Since my last interim reply to you on the subject of

economic implications of U, S, defense activities in the Canadian

Northeast, certain data 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 F, Whiteley, Colonel, 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,§,

Room 276, East Block, Parliament Buildings

Ottawa, Ontario, Canada

e apy

Conti ie bids

SECURITY INFOR i! Eo *
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CONFIDENTIAL
CONFIDENEIAL-~ nt 2 te DB a

‘ ® SECURITY INFORMATION 22 Sovesber 2950
* USAF CONSTRUCTION IN NORTHEAST CANADA

CALL Amounts in Thousands)

toe

INSTALLATIONS COST TO 19h9 SUESECUENT PLANNED PROGRAMS TOTAL
PROGRAM FY 1953 FY 195.

~Tly (3)

Leased Bases

Ernest Harmon 1582 73113 15615 27000 132070
Mosndrew 2ho7s fe) 0 0 2,075
Pepperrell 25608 889 2019 (2) 5),00 37946

Sub Total E525, FBI02. ... T7B6k {00 T9UOST

Goose Bay 55h 63305 35901 LoC00 139760

Other

rise, Small

istallations 2hh20 (h) 0 0 1878 26298
Radar, Globecom Etec. 0 76223 - 11200 29000 116323

Sub Total 2nh20 76023 T1100 30878 Th2621

Total 9099 21.7830 61,865 103278 76.72

Notes:

(1) FY 1949 to FY 1952, inclusive,
(2) Includes $1,h2h, 000 for warehousing which may be deleted or reprogrammed.
(3) Tentative- not firm.
(4) Includes Crystal I, Crystal II, Mingan Apt at which U. S. construction

was purchased by Caneda under Note #238, 23-27 dune 19h).

CONFIDENTIAL
CONFIDENTIAL

tue& SECURITY INFORMATION s00817
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Extract from the SOLO FT _~ YO

House of Commons Debates

Monday, December 1, 1952. DY

<-_ZXTERNAL AFFAIRS “| ‘
———

' 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 |

regulations require that any aircraft operating. ;

_in tliese zones should file flight plans. |

. Aby unidentified aircraft flying in gn air |
' defece zone near. the international Korder

and japparently heading toward the boner is.
, liable to interception for purposes of iflenti- \

| fication 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
into Canada and R.C.A.F. aircraft may. cross

into the United States. Interceptor aircraft

must obey the rules of interception pro- ,

‘cedure laid down by the country over which
the interception 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 Mail refers to three specific
‘ 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,

‘yelated 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 -
they believs it occurred in March_onApil‘of 7952. iy

~ » ae
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_ -OsdZ og7-*Extract from the

" House of Commons Debates cd) tS
> Friday, November 28, 1952. ~

ESTABLISHMENT OF UNITED STATES FIGHTE
R

qe SAV ADRONS IN NEWFOUNDLAND >

On the orders of the day:

Mr. G. F. Higgins (Sit. John’s East): Mr. |
Speaker, I should like to ask the Minister of

National Defence whether he has seen a dis-

| ’

j Mr Hig. 2 . ayege . ,
: : gins: Are the facilities of these air-

| ports to be increased to take care of this
additional use? :

I

Mr. Claxton: Torbay is to be expanded to

take care of increased supply requirements

‘patch in several newspapers today, including of the United States air force, particularly
-the Gazette and the Globe and Mail to the pointing toward the ‘northeast, to Greenland.
‘effect that United States fighter squadrons But it is not intended at the present time to
are to be established in Newfoundland at iticréase the operational activities 4f Torbay.
various points, and whether he is prepared | . ren :

to make comment. 
‘

Hon. Brooke Claxton (Minister of National
Defence): Yes, I have seen these references, 

em

and I would be glad to make a statement 
Tot

in view of them. It had been intended tar es

tement would be made on the subject , g , :

* ates this, but it was necessary, in the } aA ¥O fe
practice of international courtesy, to clear the

statement with the United States authorities
before it was made. That statement was |

cledred on November 25 and I am informed |

in it was issued that day by Exter al |

foe . a

voG

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

. Quring 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.
toe“
i7' Mr. Pearkes: Is it intended to extend this |

'principle 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
at.Tarhay? . =—» |

Mr, Claxton: No. 000519
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File PJB 104-22

Dear Doctor Mackay:

f Following upon my letter dated 7 November regarding the

Anformation which you have requested on the economic implications

would like to advise that the Air Staff has not yet completed its

repmpilation of all the figures involved, I talked to the Project
Officer yesterday and he informed me that he has substantially all

‘df the information except from the Corps of Engineers, He expected
‘ to have that before the end of another week,

- A of United States defense activities in the Canadian Northeast, I

oT 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 Walsh 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,

~

ier, Whiteley, Colonel, USAF
or 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
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Memorandum of a Discussion with 7 a

Me, Hayden Raynor of the - ,

State Department, sO 3-0f - to
held on November 20, 1952.

oa 7 7 si. Tit

_ 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: NN

Goose Bay Lease

Be 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 make this clear,

it was proposed to send to the U.S. Ambassador at the

same 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. Mr.

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 Europe early in December.

000522
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Canada - United States Defence Relations Generally

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 U.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 officials 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 Canada
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.S. Section of the PIBD in June, 1952, but the

information which Canada required prior to 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.S. troops in populated areas

of Canada, which is politically undesirable for a

variety of reasons, and causes difficulty whenever it

arises,

De 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 question of command
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in the Northeastern area of Canada, had done much to

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

"thincoln", 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

. remap wturacuar an ae. ea, A re reter ran ugg

H
| SOAGS - Key
; i § 2) _

a 5 Zn. fo 4
r Era en armrenns oo come!

Noverber 14, 1952,

i thank you for your letter of November 7

regarding wy enquiry about information on capital

expenditures on U.S, bases in Newfoundland. Your

suggestion of a reply after the i7th of the month

will bo quite satisfactory to us since there is

no particular urgency in the matter.

Yours sincerely,

@ A. MackAY

Re Ae MacKay, .
External Affairg Member, P.edsB.D-~

Colonel John F. Whiteley, USAF,
United States Section,
O'fice of the Military Members

of the Pentagon,
WASHINGTON 25, D.C.
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THIS DOCUMENT IS THE PROPERTY OF THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA

Di ifsv Cepits Abre on/
MEMORANDUM TO THE CABINET DEFENCE COMMITTEE 20210

SO2/6

Canada-United States Military Installations in S02/6 A
Newfoundland and Labrador , SO |

Che Bn bed Sy
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 Squadrons 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. Itis, 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 Newfoundland 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 .

command while operating in Canadian air space.

4° As a result 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) that-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,

wit

ii). one squadron at Harmon Field, and . SE

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; — oo

(c) (ne 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 commander, and under

Canadian 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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Held in Room 4813, Joint Staff Conference Roomy
at 1400 hours Monda 10 November, 1952 _

PRESENT

- Aie Commodore. W.I. Glements (CShairman}
Brigadier T.G. Gibson
Captain AJH.G. Storrs

Group Captain S.W. Coleman

Gommander H.A. Stowell

Mr. G de. T. Glazebrook

AISO PRESENT

6 Plans I

DOGS
DNPO

. DAPS

DNPO/S(S)
Chairman JIC and -

External Affairs Repo

| Gommodore H.S. Rayner GJS ©
Captain D. King _DNPO

Lt. Gol. R.E. Nourse DMO & P |

Commander J.C. Smyth Joint Staff °

SECRETARY

y Major J.P. Brennan Joint Staff

2-1. CANADIAN OPERATIONAL CONTROL OF US DEFENCE FORCES: (Top Secret)
OPERATING FROM BASES WITHIN CANADA.9 CSC: 1796-1 (JPC) 8 Nov 52 refers)

iS Hy "16 s- Bhe Committee considered a message, CJS(W) 906 of 7 Nov 52, _
° - which quoted the contents of MICM-237 to the effect that the US Section

_ MOO had been directed by the US Joint Chiefs of Staff to enter into

y\ ; “négotiations with the Canadian Section MOG for the purpose of obtaining
Nd h | a military agreement providing for Canadian operational control of US

? defence forces operating from bases within Canada. The MCC memorandum

\er contained the 0S Section's suggestions as to what this military agree=
' ment should contains The US Section MOC requested that this matter be

discussed at a meeting in Ottawa on 14 Now 52, or on such date as would

be convenient to the Canadian Section.
a a

\ BS The Chairman reported that the US proposals had been ‘the
subject of discussion between the VCAS and the OCOS, and it was con-

. gidered that the Canadian Section MOC should discuss the problem with .

y the US Section. However, it should be made clear to the 1S Section

procedure for carrying out operational control of U8 forces if and when

they were deployed within Canada. Policy matters concerning such a

Coynmeed L aryipeel | w/ — eaegonef2

ei that the discussions at this time: would concern only the mechanics and
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deployment were now being wunsidered by higher Canadian author ities, -

-and it.was considered that the Canadian Section MOG would not be

competent to make them the subject of MIG negotiations at this time.

The Chairman noted that the US paper, although it began as a discus~

sion of Canadian operational control of all US forces operating from

bdses within Canada, it was, in fact, limited“to-air defence forces
of the US.Northeast Command (para 3 - MOOM-237}s Since it would be

appropriate to consult with our Air Defence Command on this problem,
the meeting with the US Section should be. postponed until the
following weeks

3e It was the general feeling of theComittee that US authori-
ties were now.seeking to meet Canadian wishes in respect to control of

US air defence forces operating over Canadian territory. The detailed

discussion that followed revolved around the following pointss

(a) whether the JPC should seek Chiefs of Steff endorsement
of certain principles for ‘the guidance of the Canadian

Section MOGs

(b) whether the Canadian Section should at this time seek

to enlarge the scope of the proposed agreement to in-
clude naval and army forces;:

(c) the distinction to be made between policy matters not
. within the competence of thé JFC at this time and the

‘mechanics and procedure for operational control if and -
‘when such deployment of US forces was agreed tos

(d} the distinction between the three ‘leased bases" and
other locations in Canadag

(e). the main points of the IS proposal.

ho The Coordinator Joint Staff noted that the Chiefs of Staff
Committee were considering this question on Wedriesday, 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,

i Nov 52.

t

5e The Gommittee, after considerable discussion, agreeds

(a} that the Secretary should seek agreement of the US Section
MOC to postponing the nesting until 21 Nov 32 or there-

abouts s

(b) that a JPC commentary on the US’ Hroposals should be sub-
mitted for consideration of the Chiefs of Staff Committee
at its meeting on 12 Nov 52.. Owing to the difficulty of
clearing a draft report in the time available, the senior

members of the Committee agreed to make their conments on

the JFC report direct to their respective Chiefs prior
to the Chiefs of Staff Committees meeting.



TOP SECRET

(SECRETARY'S NOTES:

(a) Subsequent . to the meeting, a JEU report containing
the main points discussed by the Committee was cir-

~“ eulated to all concerned under CSC 1796-1 (SPC)
‘ 12 Nov 52.

(b) The US Section MC have agtced te coms to Ottawa

for meetings on Friday, 21 Nov 52. Estimated tims

of arrival vie Colonial Airlines, 2005 hours,
Thursday, 20 Nov 52. Reservations have been made. at

the Tord Elgin Hotel for US personnel attending; vize

Captain T.P. Wilson, USN, Colonel D. Parker, WA,

Golénel J.A. Cunningham, USAF, Lieutendtit-Colonel
R.M. Cram, USAF.)

Ga eel A Major TM
Secretary,

JPB/L972/NR . Joint Planning Committee.

DISTRIBUTION

Copy No. 1 ~ G Plans T

2 - NGS.

3&4 =~ DNPO

5 = DAPS

6&7 - DMO& P
8 = DNPO/S(S) ©

9 = Chairman JIC and

External Affairs Rep.

10 - Secretary JPC

11 to 13 = Coordinator Joint Staff

14 - SPS (XA)
15 - PS

16 - File

EE
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sBeparinient of Mational Defence

JOINT STAFF

JOINE PLANNING COMMITTEE,

12 November, 1952

Secretary, .
Chiefs of Staff Committee |

Canadian Operational Gontrol of US Defence Forces . |
Operating from Bases within Canada. |

1. Reference your CSC 1796-1 of (10 Nov 52 which dis-

tributed copies of CS (W) 906 on the above subject for con= 4 oo Caf

sideration of CSC on Wednesday, 12 Mov 52. ge Ala - Ke

2e Attached is a JPC report on this subject for CSC

consideration..

DISTRIBUTION

Copy Nos. 1 - 11 - Secretary, CSC

2-C Plans [

13 - pecs

14 - DNPO

15 - DAPS

16& 17 - DMO& P

18 - DNPO/S(S).
19 - Ghairman JIC and

External Affairs Rep

20 - Secretary JFC



1. A copy of GJS(W) 906 of 7 November. 52! was circulated to the

Chiefs of Staff on 10 November 52 and contains: suggested propesals for

. FROPOSAIS OF i US SECTION MOG FOR A _MILETARY AGREEMENT.

ON THE CANADIAN, ence CONTROL OF US_DE DEFENCE FORGES

COPY NO.

GSC 1796-1 (SFC)

12 November 52

Le : ie . -

| -Repert by the Joint Planning Gomnittee:...

tothe =

Chiefs of Staff. Comittee.

. _ @ military agreeitent which would provide! ‘for tHé Canadian operational

control of United States defence forces opePating-from bases within

Canada.

26 In examining this proposal, the Joint, Planning: Committee con-.

siders that the following should be borne in minds

(a)

(b)

~ (ec)

(a)

The command principles as laid down an. the:--Gommand.
Appendix to MCG 300/3 as revised: at the: recent. .
meeting of the MOC in Halifex.. A relevatit extract.

from this revised Appendix is attached as, Appendix "A",

Responsibility for the defence of Canadian: territory —
outside the leased bases, including Canedisay; air. space.

and Canadian territorial waters, belongs te. Ganadac,
However, the "Leased Based Agreenent* clearly: authorizes
the United States to defend its base areas and in, tine.
of war or eergency to condie?t military” operations “deoned
desirable by the United States. This authority involves
rights and powers eutside the leased areas ag willbe

seen in the extracts from thé "Leased Bases Agreement®

of March 27, 1941, which are attached as Appendix, PBF

The: deployment of United States forces intobased in Canada
except-2s set out in the "Leased Bases AgreementTM | is -eubject
to approval by the Governnent .of Canada in every Case.

Deployment of ferces resulting from plans for. “the defence.
of the leased bases insofar as they relate to. operations

outside these bases (see para 2(b} above}, will only be —
approved by the Government of Canada after receiving the
military advice of the Canadian, Chiefs of: Staff.
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3. The Joint Planning Gommittes has reviewsd im 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‘couments$

(a) In para 2 of MOCGM-237 it is stated that according te
present plens, IS air defénce forées are scheduled: for

deployment commencing this fall to certain US bases
within Canada. In para 3 it is also stated that as
these forces will bs deployed initially for the purpose

of defending US bases within Canada, decision for deploy-

ment to and from the US Northeast Gommand or redeployment

within the US Nertheast Command would be reserved to the
- US military authorities. In connection with these twe

statements, the JRC has observed: that the Camdian

Section MOC is not competent at this time to discuss

the policy matters involved in this deployment of US

forces in Canada, but considers that the Canadian Section

MOG should preseed with negotiations concerning the

machinery and procedure which would be required for

Ganadian operational control of such US forces if and

when such a deployment should be agreed to. In this

connection the JPC noted that US ferces could not be

moved into bases in Canada (6-g.| Goose Bay} other tham
the 99-year leased bases, ‘without the express permis-

sion of the Canadian Government.|

(b) Para 3 of MOCM-237 after stating’ that the Canadian
. Commander exercising operational control would have

final authority in regard to prescribing the conditions
and circumstances under hich firing would be commenced

over Canadian territory, states that this clause is in no
way to be construed as changing the principle that US

forces operating from a 99-year leased base, and not

‘operating over Canadian territery, are and will remain

under US operational centrol. The Jf interprets this

as applying to US air forces Which, although flying over

Canadian territory, are bound for operations cutside
Canadian territery3 OoBoy Greenland.

{c) It is noted that, although initially the paper begiris
, as a discussion of Canadian operational control of IS

forces operating from bases within Cenada, it is, in

fact, limited to air defence forces of the US Northeast

‘Command (first sentence of pira 3 - MOGM-237}. The JPC

considers that the agreement which the US Section MOC

now wishes to negetiate will, when itis approved, con-

stitute an aaplification ef the Command Appendix of the

Canada-US Emergency Defence Plen (MOC} which at +t

present time does net deal with the command relationship
hetween CINCNE and AOC Air Defence Command for the

operational control of air defence forces. The JPG

further considers that any problems specifically re-

- lated to the operational control of US naval and army
forces operating from bases within Canada will be dealt

with separately when the revision of the Command Appendix

te ate 300/3 is brought to the attention of the Chiefs
aff.

oqescoof
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(@}) The J® considers that the paper under consideration |
should deal with all air defense forces of the , |
Northeast Command including anti-airereft units.

he The Chiefs of Staff are invited tor —

{a} enderse the principled set forth in para 2 of

this reports

°°
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APPENDIX "A" TO GSC |
; ; LPEI=1 (3F0) a/12 Nov 52

GANADA~UNTTED STATES EMERGENCY. =pEEEISE ELAN

3 e Gommand Principles.

Except where otherwise specified in accordance with inter-govern-

mental agreement or agreements of the Chiefs of “Staff of Canada and the

#

United States:

Gio Any force located in Canada and employed in execution ef the

( tasks set forth in this plan will’ operate under a commander

_ designated by Canada; ‘ co

bo any force located in the United States or Alaska and employed

in execution of the tasks set forth in this plan will operate

under a commander designated by the United States;

-Go forces of either country setving in the territory of the other

will be under the immediate command of a coumander designated

by the country furnishing the forées

do regardless of the area in which operating, the internal admini-

stration of the forces furnished by either country shall be the

prerogative of the country furnishing the forces

@» commanders who are to be responsibile ‘for’ operations should

participate to the maximum extent feasible in the preparation

of detailed operational plans for such operations.

Be US leased Bases. There are three areas in Canada known as the

US leased bases: Argentia, Pepperrell, and Harmon. The leased

base area of Argentia includes McAndrew Air Force Base. The

principles outlined in para 3a above do’ hot apply te forces

within the US leased bases.

000536
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be US Air Defence Forces. ‘There are US air defence forces located

in Canada under the Commander~in-Ghief , 4B Northeast Command.

At the present time these do not come within the provision of

para 3a above. However, the command relationship between CINCHE

and the AOC ADC for the opsrational control of air defence forces

is at the present time under review and appropriate changes

will be made to this appendix when the new command arrangements
\

are firme

Se RCAF Station, Goose Bay. Any devietion from the principles

outlined in para 3a above applicable to B forces at the RCAF

Station at Goose Bay are the subject of special arrangements

approved by the Caradian Chiefs of Staff.

a °° 37
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ASPENDIX *BY TO CSG 1769-1
{JPG} dated 12 Nov 52. .

THE "IKASED BASES AGREEMENT” Cy MARCH 27, 1941

(Canada Treaty Series, 1941 - Wo. 2}

(fourth clause) eooeoo And whereas ‘it is desired that this

agreement shall be fulfilled in a spirit of good neighbourli-

; ness between the Government of the United Kingdom and the
Government of the United States of America, and that details
of its practical application shall § be arranged by triepaly
coopération® . ;

1

‘article 1, Geriéral 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 within
the limits of territorial waters and air spaceg*adjacent to, or 8

in the vicinity of, the leased areas, :which are necessary to a

provide access to and defence of the leased areas, or appropriate

for control thereof.

Soo00ere0000e

(3): In the exercise of the above méntioned rights, the United
States agrees that the powers granted to ‘44 outside the leased

| areas will not be used umreasonably or, unless required by
military necessity, so as to interféré. with the necessary rights

of navigation, aviation or commmication to or from or withis

the territories but that they shall.be used in the spirit of
| the fourth clause of the preamble. _ .

|
(4) In the practical application outside: 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 Kingdon. :

epe@ooevecen

Brticle II = / Special Emergency Powers.

When the United States is engaged in war or in time of other
emergency, the Government of the United Kingdom agree that

the United States may exercise in the territories and sur-

rounding waters or air spaces all stich rights, powers and

authority as may be necessary for conducting any bilitary

operations deemed desirable by the United States, tut these

rights will be exercised with all possible regard “to the

spirit of the fourth clause of the Preamble. -*

°°
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COPY

Dooce res escuce eee yi ere CYPHER.

PRIORITY. . | - GIST 906 - 7 Nov 52

FROM: CJS Washington 0721052

“Wb eA 8 VG. RWER yh Ping
TO: GOS Ottawa AGWMGRADED Te See
‘INPOr GJS London . - REDE A SECRET ”

SPECTRA: TOP SECRET. —— sows

- Subjects Canadian Operational Control of US Defence Forces operating
from bases. within Canada.

The U.S. Section MSC have directed following MCCM-237 to the Canadian

_ Section: "1. The United States Joint Ghiefs of Staff have directed —

wa" the U.S. Section, Canada-United States Military Cooperation Committee
soe? to enter into negotiations with the Canadian Section, Canada-United

States Military Cooperation Committee, for the purpose of obtaining a

military agreement providing for the Canadian operational control of U.S.

defence forces operating from bases within Canada. The U.S. Section

considers that the agreement. should be substantially as noted in

. paras 2 and 3 below: .

2. According to present plans, U.S. Air Porce defence forees

are scheduled for deployment commencing this fall to certain U.S. bases.

within Ganada. 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 Ganada and the United States, it is desired that

while operating within Ganadian terri sory they coms under the over-all

operational control of the appropriate Canadian military commander. This

arrangement would be in general accord with the command principles set —

| forth in the Ganada-United States Emergency Defence Plan which are as |

follows: ‘Except where otherwise specified in accordance with inter-

goverment agreement or agreenents of the Chiefs of Staff of Camda

and the United States: .

voces e /2
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(a) “hay forces leeated in Camada and employed. in execution

of the tasks set ferth im this plan will operate under

‘a Commander designated by Cannas.

(b) Any force located in the United States or Alaska and

employed in execution of the tasks set forth in this

plan will operate under a Gommander designated by the

United States.

(c) Forces of either country serving in the territory of

the other will be under the immediate command of a

Commander designated by the country furnishing the force.

hp (d) Regardless of the area in which operating, the internal

| administration of forces furnished by either country

shall be the prerogative of the country furnishing the

force. |

(e) Gommanders who are to be responsible for’ operations

_ should participate to the maximum extent feasible in .

the preparation of detailed operational plans for such

operations. *

3. Fighter and aircraft control and warning units of the U.S. _

Northeast Command would be the: only forces included in the category of .

9] “4 ‘defence forces at this time. As these forces will be deployed initially
4 ( d | - for the purpose of defending U.S. bases within Ganada, decision for

| | deployment to and from the U.S. Northeast Gommand or redeployment within ~

. the U.S. 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 and circumstances

‘to commence firing for the purpose of destroying intercepted aircraft

by U.S.. air defence forces operating over Canadian territory. thie in

' no way is to be construed as changing the principle that U.S. forces

sees 3
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a

operating from a 99~year leased base, and not operating over Canadian

territery, are and will remain umier U.S. operational controls

4. When an agreement has been reached by the Canada-US MOC,

it is considered that it would be desirable to forward the agreement to

the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee and to the United States Joint

Chiefs of Staff for approval. 7 |

5. Inasmuch as an earlyagreement is considered desirable,

the U.S. Section suggests a meeting of the Canada-U.S. MOC in Ottawa

on 14 Nov 52 or on such other date as may be convenient to the Canadian

Section. For the purpose of this meoting the U.S. members will not be

accompanied by their assistants. ‘Details as to itinerary wil be for- |

varded by the Secretary US Section upon receipt of your response.” |

PARA TiO. Please advise,

000542
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NOTE FOR FILE 50209-40 i So poe - £0

4
A copy of a memorandum from General Foulkes

Command ), wrangements tou nema..oo fv 10, 1@5e- i
“ip

to Mr. Claxton which discusses command arrangements

in Newfoundland was sent to Mr. Wilgress in connection

with the memorandum from Mr. Wilgress suggesting that

the Chiefs of Staff should initiate arrangements to

have the appropriate military agencies of Canada and

the U.S.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 filed on file 50221-40 -- U.S. North

Bast Command =- Command Relations re Newfoundland area.
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@ PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENSE oe aber ROT

CANADA-UNITED STATES ‘ 'eh ey hammer PE . - 4
i ; Z i iy 4
vo a A. a

UNITED STATES SECTION ‘ a . ce 4
OFFICE OF THE MILITARY MEMBERS " a

2 - rTHE PENTAGON ‘ S$ O at
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. . * a el a

anecanl

File PJB 104-22 , 7 November 1952

ye
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 fron
the Gorps 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 hands by the end of
that week,

Sincerely yours,

| 

————m

EE :: ohn F, Whiteley, Colonel, USAF

fer R, L. WALSH ”
| Major General, USAF

USAF &-Stesrine Member

Dr, 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
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wl yd: 
o L a - 6 / 

+ 2

yr Pro, 4 2OP sRoRET

“| J gOS! 
4

4

fd Ottava, November Ll, 1952,

plo py
Cop Je {boar Mr. Berton: 

= ss| om "gb Herewith, in COmpliance with your . eeOBZ telephone request, is a Copy of AFHQ letter | GS 55
wt to AOC ADC delegating authority to the US =eCommanding General NEAC to intercept and ene 5 Paye8ge hostile aireraft in accordance with 

=)
Appendix "Bt to Cabinet Document D320, ee my

>Copies of the following papers are Se 2aalso attached: 
fare Pay

c=] ¢D
(1) Signal fron Gen Vandenberg to Air a)Marshal Curtis 

er
(2) Memorandum for the CAS from Mr, Wershof
(3) Signal from CAS to CJS Washington,

Yours truly,

(L.G. Virr)
Wing Commander,

for RCAF Member ~ PJBD,

Mr. Barton,
Secretary, Can Section, PJBD,‘Department of External Affairs,Ottawa » Ont,
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“COPY : TOP SECRET

ottawa, “October 18, 1952.

| DOWNGRADED re SECRET
Air Officer Commanding,. - - REDUE dT A adAir Defence Command,

RCAF Station, St. "Hubert, P.Q. an

Deployment - 59 Fighter interceptor Squadron, USAF |
GOOSE ‘BAY.

ll. Reference our AP.463 dated 17 october,
' 1958, herewith amplification of para (5),

Ze ‘The operations of 59th Fighter ‘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 view of

the fact that. command and control of Air Defence -

Forces in the NEAC area has not as yet 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 engage 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 hostile aircraft are.

defined. Since this-unit. is operating under the

local direction of GG NEAC, ADC will have no control

of its deployment by US authorities,

(Sed) F.R. Miller
Air Vice Marshal

Acting Chief of the Air. Staff,

copy to AOC ATC and
. GO, Goose Bay - 6 copies

of authority to intercept |

and engage hostile a/c)

CDC. Dec. 12/52
- ‘ 000546



Document disclosed under the Access to Information

Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l’accés a | ‘information

COPY TOP SECRET

CANA IRHED

CANATRWASH

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 follow-

ing understandings:

(1). That it should be without prejudice to a
decision on commend of forces for the

defence of Newfoundland - Northeast areas

(2) That it should be without prejudice to.a
Decision as to whether fighter defence

forces at the base should be Canadian or

U.S: a

(3) That in the meantime interception by .
fighter forces stationed at Goose Bay

should be conducted strictly’ in accordance
with. Canadian’ regulations, Unquote.

|
|

000547



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

G6 O-P Y--

TOP SECRET

October 11, 1952. .

‘MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF THE AIR STAFF

' Posting of U.S. Fighter Squadron to
Goose Bay - Reply to General Vandenberg's telegram

". Gonfirming our conversation, Mr, Pearson agrees,
, subject to Mr. Glaxton'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 telegram

and, “in addition, on the following understandings:

qq) that it should be without prejudice to a
decision on command of forces for the

defence of Newfoundland - northeast area; .

(8) that it should be without prejudice to a

. Gecigion as to whether fighter defence

forces at the base should be Canadian or

Ue Se 5 9

(3) that in the meantime interception by
, fighter forcés stationed at Goose Bay

should be conducted strictly in accordance

with Canadian regulations,"

MH. WERSHOP

' for the

Under-Secretary of

State for External Affairs.
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at

COPY’ .. "TOP SECRET MESSAGE

~.0,I.-No. 317-
Ree'd: 10 Oct 52

Dated: 9 Oct 52 .

. From: Headquarters, USAF, Washington

To: " ROAF, Ottawa .een . >

Northeast Air Command, Pepperrell AFB,

Nfld, for Gen Myers

Info: Personal to Air Marshal Gurtis from General

Vandenberg . . 2g! BAI

a HORADED | ro Say oppAPogams 8305.| is
PMG

ECU TA See CaEy. -
In light of the objections revealed at the 25 Sep ae
of the Perm Joint Board on Defense, Canada-United States,

‘to the deployment of the 59th Ftr-Interceptor Sq to Goose a

Bay movement of the unit has been suspended, Notice of - § — i

‘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 desir~
ous’ of continuing this movement and therefore request your

concurrence with the temporary deployment of the “59th Sq

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 PJBD mesting,
Operations of this unit would be conducted under local

direction of United States Northeast Air Command. 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 capability.

- (Copy 1 of 3 copies)
PARAPHRASE NOT REQUIRED -

NOTIFY CRYPTO CENTER

“TOP SECRET SECURITY INFORMATION
. 000549
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/ FITEO | .

.- . . «*,REFERRED TO: Gen. McN auetiton, °
ne ne AVM Miller =. . Soe

TT _ RfAa. “‘DeWolf ee
(Oct. :27/emd) Maj.Gen. Sparjing .-

os QOMPIDENTTAL. 0 - . Oabober 24, 1952

Dear Peter!
. |

os he Minister wate ‘us to prepare a. report .
on the -economie implications of the leased bases and — oe

-. Other United States activities in the Newfoundland

aréae I thought perhaps the-best way would be to
approach General Walsh directly and -on a personal -

' basiSe I have, thereforé, written him today and ..-

am enclosing a copy of the letter for your files. -.

-- Z also enolose the lester to him whioh you please ae
be good enough to have delivered, — Le

Yours:sincerely, a

Te 8 i“Came oe 0h

UReAe MacKay

“Pas TOWE y Baqes
‘Second: Seeretary, nS So OO Ce a

The Canadian umbassy;. a ee
(1746 Massachusetts AVG s., “Hee, pe *
a WASHINGTON, oe D Ge Ce
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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTTAL October 24, 1952

Dear ‘Gonotal Walsh:
me ; -. My Minister has” requested that we prepare
pe for bim ie. Memorandum on the economic implications of
- United States Defence activities in the northeastern _

region of Canadas ‘The purpese is simply to obtain a =~
‘realistic appreciation of what'U.S. activities in this
region agen $90 the Canadian SCOnOny +

— oa mY My problem is). however, that I am. somewhat at
po a “loss” a8 to how to go about: preparing this study. We
eee have obtained from your people at various tines figures
no an of appropriations for construction,. and get through.our —
~ °°. f{oint Staff in. washington quarterly fleures of civilian -

employees at the various bases aga well as military |.
personnel stationed there, During the last meeting of

_ the P.d.B.D., your people in Newfoundland. gave us some

_ farther figures including estimates of local procure=
' mente At best, however, the total figures we have are

so incomplete that we can't produce a very accurate
estimate. e

T have been wondering whether you. could help
ug . out, partioularly. with respect to capital: investment
in defence facilities of a reasonably permanent nature. ©
I have been wondering further whether the best course —

-. would be. to proceed through our Embassy and the State

' Department or whether 1% would be appropriate to approach

you directly and whether you could obtain-the information

for us without. too much difficulty or too much work, I -

have finally come around.to the view that the best course

- would be to approach you directly, hence this letter. If,

‘however, you feel that 1% 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,

Major-General Rel. Walsh, - pe eae f/B
UeS Ae’. and Steering Member ,

U.S, Section,
' Permanent Joint Board on, Defence, |

2 A 878, Pentagon “Building,
| . WAS SHENG LON 25, De *. 900551
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or 4f for one reason or another you are. ‘unable to ‘give
us the information, please do not hesitate to. BAY SOe.

- -° € attech a list of | questions on which 2B would
Like information. The answers’ need only be .in round
figures since we are not interested in Setalls but in

_ the general: situation.

.I Gan assure you that any figures you give ug
wih: Rot be relessed to the public and will, it Fou wish
it, 7 ‘be treated as classified informations

- am sending this Lotter by Diplomatic: Bag to
Washington’ with the request that the Embassy deliver ite
If you wish to ase’ this: channel tor reply, te will be:
avallablee

Yours sincerely,

-ReAe Mackay ~

External Affairs Member, Pe oT eBsDe-

~ an 000552
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“QARTTAL INVES TENT

“de. . What was the approximate capital investment |
in each of the leased bases as at the. Gime : Of Union

(March Slat, 1949)? : .

Be oo het was the approximate. U.S. capital invest-
ment at Goose Bay as of March Sist, 19497 |

3. °° What has been the approximate UeSe capital
investment since March Sist, 19693

a each of the. leased bases;

= (bd) at Goose Bay 3.

“(o), elsewhere in theTM ‘northeast area (6ege radar oe
- ' stabions)?-.. > _ a

he hat. appropriations: for ‘capital construction -
are planned for the Piscal year, 1995-54: ee oo.

la) each of the Leased bases;
te) at Goose Bay; . _

(c) elsewhere an the’ area? nD

7 pociar. PRoouRiENT | Stee Ss

le _ What has. been the ‘approximate UeSe expendi ture
. by years since March Sist, 1949, for local procurement

(supplies, materials and services, other than’ Labour) —
in the aren. since: March. Bist, 19497 7 .

BELoienr: PAYROLES a

. he : What. has een she approximate . yearly. ‘expenditure .
‘for givilian employment of Canadians by the U.S. Govern~

ment in the area sinee March Slat, 19497 _

Be Se “What has been the approximate “yearly sxpendte
ture by aontractors for civilian employment of Canadians
in the area? (It is appreciated this queation may be

_ vary difficult to answer and Lf- so please disregard)

5000 0/8
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“fr

a EXPENDITURES BY PERSONNEL

- Tf any estimates of yearly expenditures by
U.S. per vsonnel f for personal supplies or services out-
side the bases have been Wade, we would greatly ap :
prociate - ‘this information as wells
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fs FIIE
fTM :

October 24, 1952.

PERSONAL AND GOPIDENTIAL

Dear Gensral Walgh,

My Minister has requested that we prepare

for him a memerandum on the sconomis implications of

United States Defence activities in the northeastern

region of Canada. The purpese is gimply to obtain a

renlistie appreciation of what U.S. activities in this

region wean to the Cansdian economy.

iy problem is, however, thet I am somewhat at

& loss as to how to go about preparing this study. We

have obtained from your people at various times figures

of appropriations for construction, and get through our .

Joint Starf in Washington querterly figures of civilian
employees at the various bases as well as military
personnel stationed there. During the last meeting of

the P.dJ.B.D., your people in Newfoundland gave us sone
further figures including estimates of local procure-~
monte At best, however, the total fieures wa have are

ao incomplete that we can't produca a very accurate
ostimate «

i have been wondering whether you sould help
us out, particularly with raspeect to capital investment
in defence facilities of a reasonably permanent natures

Major-Gonoral R.L. Walsh, .
U.S.A, and Steering Member, eeoen
UeS. Soetion, -

Permanent Joint Board on Defence,
2 A 878, Pentagon Building, —

WASHINGTON 85, D.C.
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f have been wondering further whether the best course
would be to proceed through our Embasay and the State

Department or whether it. wo be appropriate to approach |

- you direstly and whether you could obtsii the Information

for us withon’ teo much difficulty or tea much work. I
have Pinally come around to the vier that the best course
would be to mpreach you directly, henes this letter If,
however, you feel that it would be inappropriate for you
to give.us the information or that 1b would involve too
much work for you personally or for your organization,
or if for one reason or another you are unable to give
us the information, please do not hesitate to say..a0.

. I attach a list of queations on which wa would
iike information. The answers need only be in round
figures sinee wea ars not interested in details but in.
the general situatilone

ican assure you that any figures you give us
will not be released to tha publics and will, if you wish
it, ba treated as classified informations.

I am sending this letter by Diplomatie Bag to
“Washington with the request that the Embassy deliver it.
if you wish to use this channel for reply, it will. be
available.

Youre sincerely,

R.A, MacKay ».
External Affairs. Member, P.J B.D.

4
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CONFIDENTIAL

CAPITAL INVESTMENT

le What was the approximate capital investment
in each of the loased bases as at the time of Union
(March Slst, 1949)?

Be . What was the m proximate U.S. capital invest-
ment at Goose Bay as of March Slst, 1949?

Sp What as beer the approximate U.S. capital
investment ginea March Slst, 19493

(a) each of the leased bases;

{b) at Gooss Bays

(e) elsewhere in the northaast area(o.g. radar
stations)?

4. What appropriations for capital construction

are planned for the fiscal year, 1953-54:

(a) each of the leassd bases;

(ob) at Goose Bays

(ce) elsewhere in the area?

TOGAL PROCUREHENT

Le What has been the approximate U.S. expenditure
by years since March Slst, 1949, for local procurement

(supplies, materials and services, other than labour) in
the area since March Slst, 19497.

EMPLOYMENT PAYROLLS

le What has been the approximate yearly expenditure
for civilian employment of Canadians by the U.S. Govern=
ment in the area since Mareh 3lst, 1949?

eeose
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1952; U.S. FORCES IN NEWFOUNDLAND; GOOSE BAY DBASE

- | (
28. The Secretary submitted the Journal of the (

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

development of plans of the U.S. forces in Newfoundland.,

It appeared that the U.S. Navy wished to take over from the

UeSe 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 Torbaye .

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

- 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 coursé, 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 awaiting 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.

el. 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.

wo
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Cabinet Defence Committee ~
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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 2lst, 1951. Signature had been post- "“Sr=

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 sotie doubt about the

meaning of the proposed lease in this connection, he thought

that it would be desirable to record the understanding of

the Canadian 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” - Cabs Doc. D-364).

He said that it had always been the Canadian

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.

25. 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 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 continue to be dealt with by the SRS
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 take 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 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 seme 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- ae

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. Doc.
D-363).

20. The Minister of National Defence said that the

Canadian Section of the P.J.B.D. was now awaiting 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 Canada 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

ef the R.C.A.F. station at Goose Bay had been approved by

Cabinet on February 2ist, 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 to record the understanding of
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the Canadian 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 discussion

and agreement between the two governments.

An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(Seeretary's memorandum, Oct. 8, 1952 - "Back-
ground note: Goose Bay lease” ~ Cab. Doc. D-3 64)»

He said that it had always been the Canadian

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

secend course seemed more satisfactory.

23. The Gommittee, after further discussions:

(a) noted the Journal of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence of September, 19523

(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 te conelude

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 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 continue to be dealt with by the

appropriate agencies of the two governments.

we
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\ . Defence Liaison / WHBarton/pre
FILE COPY :

JI POf - 2L # 
om SECRET

Vot 6 SA “A

Lf os Kh I Sov pb-W0 Obvawa, October 8, 1952.
x . SO ¥lo- A-+8

*\ The Deputy Minister,
Department of Transport,

‘Ottawa.

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 ll
of the Board's Journal dealing with these items,

BENJAMIN ROGERS

Under-Secretary of State

for External Affairs

000563
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: i WG Lo
MEMORANDUM POR THE MINISTER * __—— J

— Bary ol Soo f-t/a
Item No. & on Cabinet Defence’ Committee 3

for October 9, 1952. em srov ibe
i “ : no Sorbo A> ve

Permanent Joint -Board on Defence PEE fags
Journal of September 21-26,1952 5,

elon

You already have a copy of your own memorandum

to Cabinet Defence Committee on U.S, military activities
in the Newfoundland area (Cabinet Document No. D363),
and a copy of the FJBD Journal.

The agenda calls for consideration of two
subjects: :

(a), U.S. Porces in Newfoundland

I attach copies of the following documents;

(i) my memorandum of Septeuber 27

on postingof U.S. fighter squaarons

to Goose Bay, with your underlining,

(Annex A); and

{ii) 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 desire, the question

whether we should require the United States to consult
us regarding proposals substantially to increase the

¢ numbers of its forces at the base or to station units

Ab: svogbe whose presence would alter the character of the base.
gpviG- ¥o We have learned indirectly that Me. Claxton discussed

bor Bex bps ,L¢¢__ the question of the Lease with the U.S, authorities

sed babrseka in Washington last week but we do not know what he said.

0+ 2 @
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I attach a copy of my memorandum of October 3, which
deals with the two questions (Annex C) and a copy of the
draft Exchange of Notes (Annex D). .

TORBAY

The memorandum for Cabinet Defence Committee

summarized the discussions in. the PJED on Torbay. As

we are awaiting further information on U.S. require-

ments at Torbay, I suggest that it would be undesirable

to come to any decision at this time. So

L.D.W.
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* sd fre oe oS mo . ae . “Annex. A

QD sperm

September. 27, 1952.

toa FOR m8. MINISTER :

' Posting of Us 3. Fighter Squadrons to. goose Bay

‘ You will recail ‘thet. ‘during your absence ‘the usar, :
. through ‘the. U. Se Air Member.of.PJBD, notified the Canadian Air «.
Member that they ‘proposed to station an interceptor squadron ~~
‘at Goose Bay: as:of October'] and that. they assumed that no

further notification of the Canadian Government: Was required.
The Canadian Air Member of PJBD advised this Department that

' National. Defence agreed with this assumption, Officials of the
Department were inclined’ to agree that on the basis of the’

. Graft. Goose ‘Bay lease we could not object. 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 construction of |
their. facilities and permitted the U.S. 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 Service channels that there would |

be -no objection..and .they. had” accordingly gone ahead to. advise
the squadron. of. the posting .and make neceSsary arrangements
-ineluding shipping arrangements. MacKay informs me that: the
Canadian Section of the PJBD, at its recent: meeting, held firmly
tothe interpretation of the lease agreement in accordance with :

" Mr. Claxton's views-and.as instructed. by him. The American’ |
Section, however, did _not..fully agree. with this interpretation.
The ° conclusion of the” meeting was‘that the draft lease. should
be’ clarified either: -by..amendment ‘or by exchange of. correspondence
‘gso-as to make more precise the U.S. rights at Goose Bay, “MacKay-

. feels strongly that there Was.:no.intention on. the: part. of the
USAF to put anything over. us” about. posting ‘@ ‘Squadron’ there.
and that-they quite. ‘Sincerely felt that they were: entitled to
‘do:'so without special approval from us and. that: notice . “through
‘Service channels was ali that was required.

2 MacKay ‘also feels strongly that, on: military grounds ,
there is a strong case for Stationing-a fighter squadron at

' Goose Bay. Although there May be no immediate threat to the
base, it might be difficult to. get a Squadron there. ‘in | time

. o
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should. a: threat develop... yurther, the. strategic ‘concept: on
which SAC operations are planned. is that SAG 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, oo
both for defence and for the protection of SAC. operations,

' There is-reason to, believe the U.S. would be. quite prepared - 60"
accept a Canadian squadron but it is quite clear that no... . “
Canadian Squadron is available at present or willibe for some. al

. time unless we reduce -‘Our NATO commitments in ‘Burope. - .

Ss, no “A U.S. fighter squadron stationed. at Goose. would, : of
“course, raise for us.certain complications. It would be of:

' Little value for. defence purposes if it could ‘not intercept |

_ incoming planes. Under the present agreement with- the.U.S.,°

interception by.U.S. planes over: Canadian territory ‘can only ‘be
‘carried out under.\Ganadian rules and, when over Canadian: terri-. *
‘tory, U. S. interceptor..planes..come. under. Canadian command, -
‘There are no: facilities at. Goose. for: establishing. a Canadian
operational command... Communications with.Goose 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 - insist.’ on 4.

“U.S. squadron there following. Canadian rules. However, there. :
-are not a great many commercial flights“into Goose. - TCA is the
“only- commercial line scheduled for stop-overs; other lines ‘use -
it only as a weather alternate. to Gander.. Further, .trans- -
Atlantic commercial flights are always. carefully tiignt-planned
“and there would be little occasion for.interception ‘of .
commercial planes. Under these. circumstances, the danger of
incidents would appear to be slight.

4, oy In view.of..all..the ciroumstances, ‘MacKay feels that -
We ‘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. might -be made. :on the following basis: .

(a). that it should be without prejudice. to a
os decision on requirements to be taken following
- . @ re-examination of the needs by the Ghiefs “
- of Start of each countrys : Be

vO eee BS
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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;

' (c) that.it should be without prejudice to a
.. decision as to whether fighter defence forces .

at the base should be Canadian or U.S.;

(ad) that in the meantime interception by fighter
7 forces stationed at Goose Bay should be

conducted ‘strictly in accordance with Canadian

regulations.

(Sgd.) L.D. Wilgress

se

ee. to: General MacNaughton
a American Division

Defence Liaison (1) Division -
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DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL, ARRATRS |
SHORE t

Ottawa, October 3, 1952.

i My dear Colleague, - a - Coe _ Se

, In recent correspondence you expressed your concern. .
about the expanding U.S, defence activities in Northeastern .

Canada. I fully share your concern and think the-.situation
| -which is ‘developing there: is one which requires: urgent attention. |

- L do not suggest that the U.S. authorities 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 also that

the U.S, has special responsibilities under NATO for the strategic.

air arm and that Canada, along with other NATO ‘members, is under

obligation: to facilitate. the fulfilment-of these responsibilities,

‘I think you will agree with me, however, that we should not be ,
‘oblivious ‘to the serious political implications arising from the

~~ extent and character of Ue Be _ defence activities in. Northeastern psy
Canada.

. ‘Perhaps. the: questions of. most. dmmediate 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. local.defence of the ‘bases including
emergency powers to take action outside the leased areas, The.

- pecent 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

_-todern 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 .
activities in the northeast to 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 -
Canadian territory outside | -areas exclusively under U.S. control.

The | ‘Honourable Brooke Claxton,
Minister of National Defence,
Ottawa, Ontario.
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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 assigned to the defence of the area.

A third question might also be worth consideration -
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. Nevertheless, the
question would appear to be worth examination.

I understand that the Journal of the last meeting 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

- to 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 Committee.

Yours sincerely,

. (Sega.) LB. Pearson
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BiCRst
RTNAS SCR ERENT

HAaOWARDUG PUR Tus JENTSTER s

Goove Lay Lease

Befence of the Daae

the Canadian Section of the PJUD discussed

the matter of the proposed Goose Bay Lease with the
Vad, Section during the meetings of the Board in

Hewfonndland last week. The U.&. Section had acparently:

assumed that the lease did nob reatrict the right to

station fortes, and were surprised when the point was

Praised, but 4140 not sontest the Cmadian view that the

proposed lease dees not confer on the U.S. the right

to station a fighter squadron at the base. The U.S.

Embassy has not contested our interpretation? lire

Slias by implication accepted our view when he told
“Ee Werpshol’ that he hoped we would tbe satisfied with a

collateral letter rather than an amendment to the lease

Lisell.,

Ze the yuestion now arises whether we should ask
the U.S. authorities to accept an amendaent to the pro-«
pesed lease or merely a collateral letter. An amoendrient
Gight read somewhat as follows:

“Totwithstanding aay rights granted to the leasse
by this agreement, arrangenon ts Yor the sea, air

and land defence of Yoose Lay shall be the subject

of oe ge and agreezent betwaen the two
Governments”

4& collateral letter would pracord the understanding of
the Canadian Gevernnont that the lease doas not make
any provision for the sea, air or land defence of Goose
“ay and that arrangements for the defence of the base
should be the subject of discussion and asreement between
the two Governments.

Be There are several objections to an enendwent
bo the lease itself:

(a) 26 would Graw public attention both in Ganade and
in the United States to the problem of the defence
of U.S. installations in Canada, 000571
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{o) It would certainly involve a considerable delay
in the sienin,; of the agreement an® might lead te

an effort on the part of the United States to open

up Other provisions of the agreement.

be i do not think that, if the United States

auluorities are willing to accept a collateral Letter,

vhe absence Of 4 safecuarding clause in the agreement

itsel?’ woulda prejudice our rights undar the agresment.

in the implementation of Canada-U.S. defence arrange=

ments so much depends on the good-will of the parties

that it is aot necessary to spell out everything in

formal agreements.

Be in the elreumstances i racommend thas the
Deparimegt be authorized to taxe up with the United

States authorities @ proposal that we sign the Leage

and accompany lt with ea collateral letter along die

lises set forth above (in paragraph 2}.

stationing of forces

Ge iounderstand tiat dr, Claxton conslders that

the United States should be under an obligation to

nobify us from tiase te tine of substantial changes in

the character or numbers of U.S. forees to be statloned

at Voose Say. Under paracranh 6 of the proposed agrea-

ment,

“the Lessee siall have es. such rights as are
necessary to support the operation of United

States military alrereart at Goose bay, incl uding

the Plight (a) to station sersennel within the

Leased Areas eee es

The igase also gives the Unlted States the right to

construct various Kinds of facllities, including commini-

cation and navigation facilities, satora:e facilities,

ete, Lt ig therefore clear that the United States will
have the right under ths agreement to station personnel

in quite large numbers. It is reasonable, nowever, to

interprat the agreement as not conferring on the United

States unllinited plohts to station troops at the base.
iG Would net be proper, for instance, for the U.5. to use

its leased argas as a slace in which to train land forces

in Aretic warfare.

000572
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rar The U.S. has at our request supplied quarterly

reporta cn the numbers of its forees at U.8&. installations

in Vanada, including the Leased vases, although Lt is

under no obligation to do so in so far as. the Leasad
ages are conceried »

Bo Lt would be technically difficult to write

inte the Goose bay Lease a provision rewiring the United

States to consult us belera making substantial changes

in the character and numbers of forces utatloned-in the

leased aroag: IG would involve recasting some of the

prinoipad provisions. What we wish, as 1 understand it,

L8 to be consulted before the U.a. malas guch substantial
increases in the numbers cf its forces, op stations such

operational units, as would change the character of the
air bass. Jn tho clroumstances, if the matter Is to be

mentioned at all, 1t should be sufficient to say ina

collateral letber that the Ganadian Governnent expects
. te receive quarterly reports on the numbers of its forces

\) stationed at Goose Bay (as at other U.S. installations),
and to be consuited with regard to proposals to make such

substantial increases in the numbera of its forces, or to

station such operational units, as would alter tne

character of the air base. bo you agreo, and Lf so, may

we inform the U.S. Embassy accordingly?
CL a ee}

9. Both the matters treated in this memorandun

micht be coversd in a “Dear Be 6 Woodward" letter to the

U.Se Ambassador.

20. De Fou think 2% necessary to obtain the
approval of Cabinel befence Committee or, in view of the
recent discussion in Cabinet, of full Cabinet? As you
Inow Cabinet Defence Soni thee willprobably meat on
October 8 (pussibly, Uctober 7),

ll. Lf am sending a copy of the foregoing to tir,
Claxton, who ia in + wasblugbon, and am asking him to let
us nave his views

Ls annexed for raference-is the semorandum whieh

L sont you on Yep tecbar 23.

wy ”

Lied! eve
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Defence Liaison 1/WHBarton/pre

: o?¢ ZO Py

OTTAWA FILE

FILE Copy

SECURITY ohasét PTO TION

iaTOP SECE:

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINGTON,

a

‘

“NRERADED To seeneT
KeOUIT A SECRET .

Enclosed for your information is copy No. ll
of the Journal of the September 1952 meetings of the
PSBD. I would draw your attention particularly to Sections
10 and 11 which deal with the problems avising from
U.S. military activities in Newfoundland. No doubt
the Minister of National Defence discussed these with
you during his recent visit to. Washington. . They are
to be further considered at a meeting of the Cabinet
Defence Committee to be held later: this week. Also en-
closed for your records is a set of the bktefs used
by the Canadian Section at the meetings. —

. : : eryearns
BERIARI F

Secretary of State

for External Affairs
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Defence Liaison (1) /W.H. Barton /pre

SECRET

semrereaainy

October 6 , 1952. aan

Heads of Divisions Meeting, October 6, 1952, 4 a
-

September 1952 meetines of the Permanent Joint Board on

Berens. Mf elas
suvie- A - CU

Mv of The Permanent Joint Board on Defence/?% 7°

after visiting Pepperreil Air Force Base, Torbay Airport,

Argentia Naval Base, McAndrew Air Force Base and Ernest

Harmon Air Force Base from September 21 to 24, 1952, met

at the RCAF station, Goose Bay,on September 24, 25, and

26, 1952. There were three principal subjects for dis-

cussion;

1. U.S. Militery Activities in Newfoundland

This subject was dealt with under

two headings;

(a) Goose Bay

a General McNaughton, the Canadian

Ghairman, explained that the recent statement

of intention by the U.S. Air Force to 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
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Lease did not accord with the apparent U.S.

interpretation as indicated by the USAF action.

For this reason Canada had deferred signing the

agreement. The External Affairs member suggested

that in order to remove doubts as to the meaning

of the Goose Bay Lease, an interpretation might

be recorded through an appropriate procedure

which would make it clear 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 agreement between

the two Governments. The U.S. Section noted the

Canadian position and stated that it would re-

fer the matter to the appropriate U.S. authori-

ties for their consideration.

(bo) Torbay

There was considerable discussion of

the U.S. proposals for the expansion of facilities

at Torbay to provide for:

(1) a fighter interceptor squadron;

(2) an airhead for depot and base

supports;

se 0 O 000576
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(3) military air transport service

lines of communication (peace and

war;

(4) airways and air communications

service and weather detachments.

The Canadian Section made it clear that

the briefings given to the PJBD by officers of

the U.S. Northeast Command did not give the ing

formation which the Canadian Government required

if it were to have 4. full understanding of the

reasons which precluded putting the facilities

proposed for Torbay on one of the leased bases.

The Canadian Chairman émphasized the desirability

of planning being carried out on a joint basis

between the U.S. and Canadian arned forces for

all activities in northeastern Canada. He urged

that asa preliminary the appropriate military

planning agencies should make a study of the forms

and seales of attack expected in the area and the

military measures required to meet the estimated

threat. In dealing with the question of the loca-

tion of an interceptro squadron at Torbay, he

6 e s 4
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considered that the approval of the Canadian

Government was dependent upon prior agreement

by the U.S. and Canadian Chiefs of Staff that

this was necessary to meet the defensive re-

quirements 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 it would prefer to provide the necessary

forces itself or to permit the United States to

do s0.

At the request 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 PIBD would submit this information in

about three weeks to the Canadian Section for its

use in presenting the U.S. case for consideration

by the Canadian authorities,
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2. Proposed Establishment of Six Additional

Temporary Radar Stations in Canada ©

The U.S. Section at the June meeting

_ bad proposed the establishment of six additional

temporary radar stations in Canada to be located

at Trenton, Wiarton, Sultan, Mattawa, Peninsula

and Fire River Ontario. These stations were 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 aircraft flying at low altitude.

At the time the U.S. proposal was presented, the

Canadian Chairman requested certain additional

information. This was supplied at the September

meeting. The Canadian Chairman said that with

the information provided it would now be possible

for the Ganadian Government to study the U.S.

proposal and in due course to reach a decision

on it,

Oe interceptor Flights

At the June meeting of the Board the

U.S. Section had proposed certain modifications

6 000579
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to PIBD Recommendation 51/4 which gave the exist-

ing procedures with respect 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 | 1

be too restrictive sinee 4% would be possible

under these procedures ‘for an obviously hostile

-aircraft to approach and even to bomb U.S. bargets
from Canadian territory without the U.S. Air Force

aircraft being able to engage 1t. At the September

meeting of the PJBD the RCAF submitted a counter |

proposal which, while it dia not go as far as that

proposed by the usAT, should nevertheless meet

its requirements. The Canadian Chairman indicated

that approval of any modification to Recommendation

51/4 by the Canadian Government would most Likely

be conditional upon a requirement that all incidents

involving breaches of interception procedures should

be reported periodically to the PJBD together with

an account of the disciplinary action taken in each,

cases This subject.is to be considered further at

the next meeting of the PJBD. (Ss BO RET).

BENJANUN' ROGERSOG Fy bs 000580a |



\ / o/ Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
r Ub ee eet ment divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l'accés a l'information

a - 4 OS bP
@ . ey SECRET

Ottawa, /October 4, 1952.

Ss io ty ey
wo onyE es RSON

vein se igen alas ead eke

MEMORSNDUM FOR THE MIN\STHRVv £2 L224 efba
U.S. Military Activities in the '

K Newfoundland Area so bse |

In a letter to Mr. Claxton which

was sent to you for signature yesterday, you

proposed that the question of U.S. militaryactivities in the Newfoundland area should be Gi: ’ Ke
discussed when considering the Journal of the ,
September meetings of the Permanent Joint

Board on Defence at the meeting of Cabinet. eee"Defence Committee to be held on October 9. a hose
“ Attached hereto for your signature, if you IW “Ty

approve, is a memorandum for Cabinet Defence

Committee referring to the discussions onthis subject in the PJBD Journal and summariz- ahs
ing them for the convenience of those who Dé
will be attending the meeting. Also attached

is your copy of the PJBD Journal (copy No. 7)

PAL
L. D. W. : TM

4 -10o-6 (ss) | 900581
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October 3, 1952.

MEMORANDUM TO CABINET DEFANCE COMMITTEE

U.S. 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 PJBD are summarized 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

Ganadian - U.S. defence arrangements. He

then pointed .out that the recent state-

ment of intention by the U.S. Air Force to

base an interceptor squadron at Goose Bay

for the local defence of the base indicated

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 s@ale 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
pases. 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 diplomatic

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.S. 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 detailed 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, notwithstanding 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 either 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 Chairman 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 previously

indicated that it was most reluctant to 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 it would pre-

fer to provide the necessary forces itself

or to permit the United States to do so.

The U.S. Chairman emphasized the

attitude of the United States that all

military agencies should as far as possible

be in qa 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 essential

defence forces must be "ton 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 it 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.

CO”
Secretary of State

for External Affairs
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iy dene Colleague e |

In recent cerrespendence you °°
expressed your concern about the expanding WeGe Sov /
defence activities inNortheastern Cansda. 2
fully share your concern end think the situation
which is developing thera is one which requires

urgent attention.

< do not emgrpest that the 0.5.
netheritiies bsve fone beyond their rights uncer

the Leased Cases beresnent of 1941 or other

arpangements which we have made y or that their
activities La the sortheasturn area of Canade are

unwarranted in the light of the current inter~-
nations? situation. i recagnize else that the

G.i, has special responsibilities under Haro for

the gtrategic air ara snd that Canada, alone with

ther HAtO gembers, is uncer obligation to faciii-
tata the fulfilment of thess. Tesponsibiiit Les.
Ez think ot, WLLL arree with se, however, that we
should got he oblivious te the gerious political
implicetiona arising from the axtent and charecter
of U,c. defence activities in NortheasternCenerle.

Perhaps the questions of most

imsediiate concern are those of defence of the
area anil comeind of defence forces deployed there,

2a es

The Honourable Srooke Claxton,
Hiniater of Gation@l Defence,

OtLtewa , G@taria.
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Under the Leased Poses Agraeuent, the U.o.
has clearly broad powers oF local defence of
the bages including emorrency. powers to take
action citeide the laisse! arcas, ‘the recent

propesai oF the d.u. 6 eteilaon an interceptor

squndron at Goose Vay us Teised the question

of Gelence of the comilex of defence facilities
Located is that area. Under comiitiongs of

muciern warfare, it would seem iapracticabla to
restrict the exercise of defence rights te a
Leased area or bees. Ta any event I denbs
3Y the Ua. would be propared to confine its-

' defence activities ia the northeast to arets
under dis exolhusive coutrol. It vould seam

therefore that ia fact U.c. defence forces
decieyed in the area wlll, indirectly, parti-

' ¢ipate in the defence of Canadien territory
‘Onteide areas exclusively under U.., control,

fnis situation seems to aa
tc pose two topertant questions: Yirst, whether
wG Shouls not consider stationiog more Canadian
forces in the araa; secoudiy, whether wa should

Rol congider propesiag te the Uc, the eetablish-

meant of @ coubined command for the defseace of
the a@Pea, possibly with & Censdien commander.
We Gould scarcely expect. the U.ty to agree to

a combined commend, and ouch less 6 Canadian

comianiear, wiless we were preparsd to cantribute

substentieliy to the tote Lorces assigned to

the defence of the arca.

_ & third question wight also
be worth consideration -- whether, sgauulag &

combined command were eatablished, it should not

be & UATO commend. such an arraggcment vould

3 s Ss #
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pave the obvious advantages that we could
probetiy more aasily fustity U0. activities
in the area to the Cenadien people end we
eould gat oredit in. NENG ior forces aliqcated
to such @ ¢coomand. There would no dowkt be
disadvantages Lo astablishiag a GEC0 command,
and these may well outweich the advantarag,
Nevertheless, the queatioa would appear to be
worih exaainetion,

| i underatandé that the. Journal
of the last meeting er the PYDD is on the
spenda fer the next meeting of the Cabinet

-Lefence Coemittes. kt occurs tome that this
mdght be 4 convenient occasion te teise in a
general way questions about the northeast such
ag = have suggested above, @F you have no
objection, I therefore propose to reise ther

at the forthcoming meeting. it woold, of

Course, be pro mature for the Cabinet cefence

Committee te reach aay decision @t this tine

“1 such questions bub if the Committees Peels
they Gre worth rurtner szeninstiion, the Chiefs
of Ctarf Committees aight be eeked to study thez

and report back et ai c@riy meetiac of the
befence Commitice.

SORPS Sincerely »
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i
2MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER =~ Seas } aan

_ U8. Air Operations in ~~ | ;

Newfoundiand. = Gommand Relations Preys

Ae you suggested on October 1, we have Sovvte4

prepared for your signature a letter to Mr. 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

doubt Chiefs could at the same time be asked to

' explain why the U.S. and Canada have, in the past,

kept away from the idea of any NATO command in.

North America, You asked this question at the

meeting in your office on October 1s

(SGD) L. BD. WIEERFS

Tia Dele
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i
i Lz. LZ___|Cetoves 3, 1952.

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE SWRGRADED 13 CE ORET
REDUIT A SECRET

U.S. Military Operating Requirements in
Canada.

At a meeting of the M.C.C. in May 1952 the

Chairman of the U.S. 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 future to forward any
additional requirements that might arise. It was
noted that the recognition of the M.C.C. as an

y/ 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 CJS(W)
which give the first list of U.S. Military Operating
Requirements in Canada, as yet not approved by Canada,

are attached:

(1) CJS(W)317 - Aug. 1, 1952 - U.S. Army Requirements.

(2) CJIS(W)509 - Aug.28, 1952 ~ USAF Requirements.

(3) CJS(W)623 - Sept.17, 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).

Se, Cook
ue Yer WY

Enes. (J.M. Cook)
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[fy octover 1, 19526

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING IN MINISTER'S OFFICE
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 1

The following were presents.

Mr, Pearson _
Mr, Wilgress

Mr. C.S.Ae Ritchie
Mr. MacKay
Mr. Wershof. Mre Davis bik Lgy. i

Ca x: 7 Lipy ? SpCanadaels Se _Defence Mf | Sey je: > ob Ps

The Minister raised the question of. woGP ap a
defence of bases in Eastern Canada by the United

States and whether this should not be considered

a NATO responsibility.

26 The Minister concluded that we should
study seriously and speedily:

(1) The total extent of the United States
effort in the Canadian Northeastern area;

(2) Arguments 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-UeS, Regional

Planning Group and the reason it has been
‘kept apart from other NATO plans,

ooeeesd
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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.

h. The Minister favoured a letter from him
to Mr. Claxton to 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 PedJeBeDe iteme

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 arrangementse

be . The Minister, in referring to UseSe
establishments in Canada, mentioned specifically the
offices opened in three Canadian cities to handle
accounting questions apising 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 commente

NATO

The Minister referred to the serious re-

action of both the Schumans to his Toronto speech.
He explained that he was stressing the defence angle

for its Canadian effect, not for its effect abroad,

Ze Mre Ritohte attributed the interest of |
the French Government in this spsech to the report

sent by Mre de Laboulaye. ‘The Europeans are watching

Closely for the development of this sort of line which

they would interpret as an indication that we are

falling into the American campe

eecee3
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36 _ The Minister referred. enthusidstically
‘to the leading article in the ECONOMIST "farewell
to Arms", He thought the time was ripe for NATO to
gonsider the part it could play in political warfare,
He suspected that the Foreign Office would react

unfavourably.to the suggestion that the-fourteen
NATO powers act togetner. in this sphere. However,
he might write person@lly te Yc Eden from whom he
would expect more support.

h Mr, Heeney might bring up the question

at an informal Council meeting, and preparations
might be begun on something which could be consie

dered at the December Ministerial meetings
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