PM Gives |
Hard Facts
On Defense

By ED MAHONEY
Telegram Staff Reporter

OTTAWA—Prime Minis-
ter Diefenbaker laid the
hard truth before the Com-
mons yesterday — Canada
can’t afford to defend her-
self alone in the nuclear
age. . £

" He spoke near the windup
of the Arrow-defense ‘policy
debate — to “emphasize that
simwle fact,” to call for a non-
partisan approach to defense
problems, and to admit frank-
Iv that he himself didn’t have
the answers, to all the prub-‘.
'lemq. i

As to natmnal sovere;gnty.‘
of the main Opposition|
talking points in the two-day|

one

debate, he scorned suggestions
that Canada lost it through joint
defense ar:_'angements with the
u.s. Cam .

“There is no ~overeignty with-
out. survwal ” he added.

Mr Diefenbaker pledged a
continuing hattle to win for
Canada a higger share of joint
defense- spending, but at the
same time he produced figures
to show that the U.S. is actually!
spending ‘more defense money
in Canada than Canada-is in
the U.S.

“In 1957 and 1958, United
States expenditures in Canada
exceeded Canadian expenditures
in that country by $20,600,000
and $16,800,000 respectively,”
the Prime Minister said.

“But he stressed that the Gov-
ernment had made it clear to
the U.S. “that sharing in pro-
duction is mandatory, and that
Canada will not be satisfied with
crumbs.”

“We shall insist on our fair
share of production and cost-
sharing in production . . . be-
cause a partnership will not
work if one has the loaf and
the other has the crumb.”

Mr. Diefenbaker said Canadal
will have a full and equal parti-
cipation in all decisions of com-

mon defense, but he admitted,

that U.S. assurances on produe-
tion sharing “we have not
achieved—not in their entirety.”

; The_Guvernment crushed two
Opposition . no-confidence mo-

tions by votes of 176 to 42 and|

175 to 42.

The Liberal one condemned|

the Government for failing to
provide for “the effective use

; LOHSCIVBUVCS and a short run-

oI Canadas defense prm'lucuon1
{facilities and manpower” and|
the CCF one added the observa-
{ion that this was causing the
‘erosion of national sovereignty.
The theme of the Prime Min-
1}isters speech was that there
‘ean be no defense of Canada
wﬁhout c&operauon with the
S.

- The Government's purpose |
“was “to ensure that Canada |
swill have that defense which
“her financial situation will |
“permif, her international re-
~sponsibilitics demand and
“ which co-operation an(l part-
nerslnp should ensure

% The Prime Minister was in a
‘conciliatory mood thlough most
of the speech, urging all-parly /
‘agreement on general defense /
pohcy

“ In the argumenis over, the

Avro Arrow cancellation andi
the question of sovereignty,
however, he poured scorn and
sarcasm on the opposition.

EAGERLY AWAITED

The Prime Minister’s appear-
#nce in the debate had been
‘pagerly awaited by MPs, and
‘he chamber was filled right
«thmugh ‘his speech.

< There were frequent long in-
ferruptions by desk-thumping.

ning’ argument between Mr.
Diefenbaker and Liberal Leader
Pearson over the Liberal record
in dealings with the U.S.

% Some of his ammunition

|side pressure,

e =

The charge that canccllatimz[l'
\nf the production contract for!

Arrow aircraft involves any de-
‘gree of sur render of Canadian
ereignty is wholly wrong.

Tt is far-fetched beyond the
niits of common sense, for the
rrow decision is, in fact, an
cercise  of independence by
anada wathout precedent in
he history of our military
‘glliance’ with the United States.
‘w}wch dates from 1940.

anadian  secuiity dewmpds
ied-operation with the Umteg

| States, and Canada co-operates
in continental defense for its

|own benefit, and it is wise to

'recognize that the same motives
| ‘apply in Washington.

| The only_ﬁressure upon the
Canadian Government in decid-
mg to abandon the Arrow was.
fo serve the best iﬂferests of
Canada and its defense needs.

There is no suggestion of out-

argue thqt Canadian sovereignty
has been'in any way prejudiced.
If Canada needs U.S. help, the
U.S. also needs Canada’s help,
said the Prime Minister.
“There must be co-opera-
tion. Wlthout co-operation
there is no survival, either

for the people of Canada or
of the U.5.”

1gamst the Liberals came from
& speech made last summer by _
‘Mr Pearson.

In‘il, Mr, Pearson predicled
ihat the Conservatives would
find it as impossible to sell

= tlle Arrow to the U.S. as the

# The Prime Minister said that
Tiberal and CCF claims that
defense links with the U.8. were
Jeading to a loss of sovereignly |
‘were an- attempt tlo creale
¥frenzied fear” in the hearts of
‘Canadians that - “‘co-operalion
-wzlh the U.S. means subordina-

Doubt dogs the fooisteps. oI

the West's defense planners be-
ealise Russia's— intenti
achievements are mll-mowa‘l, the
House was told.

Recent expendifures on ex-
pense “may prove to have been
made on weapons that are obso-
lete or thal have become obso-
lete during the intervening
years.”

The weapons of offense have
developed faster than those of
defense. ;

MUST GIVE AID

‘It means nnthmg of the|
kind™ he said. His party stood!
For “the necessity for Canadian |
‘§overeignty within Canada and
rpartxcularly maintaining a sense
“of international responsibility.”
k NO TALK THEN

“" Phe Liberals, said Mr. Diclen-
malker, had never talked of loss
of sovereignty when they were
.allowing the U.S. to build the
Pew Line and Pine Tree Line
radar defense.

Z-The Arrow decision had-no
Pearing on  sovereignly. “Is
sthere any loss of sovereignly by
reason of the fact that we fail
1o continue, to produce an air-
‘eralt whosé outermost range atl
‘subsonic speed is not more than
500 miles and at supersonic
speed is about lbree-quarters of
ﬁlat amount?” he asked.

+To hammer home his point,
the Prime Minister quoted three
-extracts from what he descr ibed
‘as “one of the better edxtouals
-on this question of sovereignty.”
¥ Crediting The Toronto Tele-
gram of Feb. 24, he read the
House the following:

Besides defense spending,

Canada must be prepared to aidl

countries of the uncommitted
world ‘and “have - the spiritual |

things properly brought to the

attention -of the uncommﬂted

world.”

Liberal Paul Hellyer, who fol-

lowed the Prime Minister as

the debate neared its end, said|
that the Bomarc stations being!!
built in Canada to take the
place 01‘1g1nally intended for
the Arrow were “not desagncd\
for the defense of Canada” but
for U.S. defense. \

The rest of the Bomarc line
is in the northwestern U.S. If[
it had been moved 300 or 400
miles father north “it mig‘ht
' play some part in the protection
of Canada,” he said.

“We are leiting our armor
down,” he charged. “We have
decided for the moment at least

fense at all.”

Canada’s Joining with the
7U.S. in defense was “not the

joining together of a mar-
| riage as partners but rather

thabit,” he said.

no reason to

ons. amd!-

| ereignty would be wonderful,

to pursue a course of no de-|

a jolning together In the way
Jonah joined the whale.”

Mr. Hellyer accused the Gov-
ernment of shifting responsi-

"|bility for the Arrow decision
' |to the chiefs of staff, the deficit

on the Liberals, the unemploy-
ment on the international situa-
tions, and mass Avro layoffs on
the company.

‘A MABIT

is

" “This gelting to be a

Mr. Hellyer said Government
statements in the defense de-

bate had given the {m-pres:sion]
that “whereas the CF-100 inter-
ceptor is not obsolete, the CI'-
105 is, and that is the reason

it is not being put into squad-
ron service.”

MWz D \ASG

L1 .
Ottawa—Prime Minister Diefenbaker gave
by far the best Government speech in the
two-day defense debate that ended Tuesday
night. Except toward the end, when he lapsed
into the familiar pot-shooting at the Liberal
record in office, the Prime Minisier gave a

' clear and reasoned presentalion of the Gov-

ernment posilion, Which is not to say that
all the questions hanging over Canadian de-
{ense policy have been answered.

In the cireumstances of this debale — a
formal, set-piece exchange of speeches on a
motion of non-confidence—Mr. Diefenbaker,
Defense Minister Pearkes and Defense Pro-
duction Minister O’Hurley could nol be
examined closely and in detail on their state-
ments and judgments, That will come laler,
when the House is in committee considering
departmental estimates, The rules then permit
the brief queslion-and-answer exchange, and
point-by-point argument which is the real
test of policy. And in the meantime the Gov-
ernment will have produced the promised
‘White Paper on defense policy,

The basis of the Opposition attack in this
debate was the charge that the Government
has been limping breathlessly after circum-
stances in defense planning. The Arrow
decision was 1oo long delayed, and its replace-
ment was a hasty, makeshift expedient, Having
been outelassed in weapons technology, Canada
under this Government had drifted into the
obvious alternative of integration with the
United States, without considering whether
this was the only alternative, without suf-
ficiently weighing the consequences, and
without adequate safeguards {for sovereign
independence.

Having accepled the irend tfoward integra-
tion, Mr. Diefenbaker defended it. Canada

' did not have the population to look after its

own defense on a separate national basis. The
only possibility, therefore, was co-operation
with the U.S. Complete, ungualified sov-
but “there is
no sovereignty without survival,” and the
present course of accepling direct U.S. aid
was the only one possible.

On the practical question of defense pro-

| duction sharing, the Prime Minister made the

strongest Government statements so far heard.
Sharing is “mandatory”, he said; “we shall
insist on our fair share . . . a partnership
will not work if one has the loal and the
other has the crumb.”

The Cxford Dictionary definition of man-
datory is “of, conveying 2 command,” so
perhaps the choice of word was not quite
exact, Canada has not recently been able to
command the U.S. to do anything. If the
Prime Minister meant that production sharing
is a basic condition for defense integration,
the Opposition is entitled to ask (and probabiy

*?{L—’?actmﬂ

Y
wlln ‘how this has been - fu anteed. The
NORAD agreement is forma :ﬁ iairly ‘pre-
cise; there is definite agreemenf .,,wabout who ~|
shall do the paying for the-‘ arc hases
being established in Canada.® " zm

Where, then, is the precise assi jrance sbnu: f
production sharing, and whatfd Canada’,

have to insist with? If, becaiise’ of U.Si
domestic pnlmcal pressures ox;,d;;formal mi
understanding in the joint eomxiittees, Can:
ada does not get more than a cﬁnE"b ‘from the!
loaf, what recourse has the. :
ernment got?
This question should be |
the work on Bomarc bases’
installations is begun. Sim
questions about the whole
integration. Integration certainiyig
but not necessarily with the Ufiteid Sta
this modern One World, Canada!sj bis
gation is not merely to help the1
this continent, It is to help defendgl’:
free world community represented by,
We have the responsibility to devof.e
part of our national resources to*th%;
defense of the West against the
Communist power; Canadian forceg. er
purpose just as well in Europe
on Canadian territory. ;
Militarily, the air defense of N”q:
ca has to be a unified operahun*
it has to be primarily a U.S. operat
not follow that Canada can only
by accepting a subordinate and
in the North American defense syqt n
We might quite reasonably® lea,ure
American defense entirely fo the 178
is going to plan it the way it wants f a
and make our contribution to v

"’ﬁI

Lwhlch

line with a policy of real integratio: ofgW@aﬁ-:,

fense in some other way. That wglﬂ ‘be'in |

ern defense capacity, not merely?a' N
American integration in which, n,o?gcn{a
what anyone says, Canada will b-eco %
and less a consulting partner, and mm‘%-
more a subordinate taking orders. -

1f, for instance, Canada were to‘ide
2 highly specialized force demgnedﬁtn
with the small, nibbling threats fé;a.@
Communist world, it might be a more:s

factory role than helping to defend.%the“re- W

taliatory capacity of the U.S, Stra
Command, the ultimate defense. M'er?“ch
a force, we would make & more indefendent
contribution to Western security—
a distinct. place and an independent’yolceiin
the world—and at the same time help?Teduc
the danger of all-out nuclear warfa
cause the less the West is equipped@t }
with small threats in a small way lndﬂucnlb' ¥
the greater is the temptation (even'’ thgsmgces-
sity) to use ‘the ultimate weapon asithe
ter-threat. l’*eg

Ny, & l‘?b‘i
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