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INTRODUCTION

The baslic similarity of the general outlook and pol-
.icies of the Canadian Liberal and Conservatlve parties is
often stressed by students of politics.l Various factors are
thought to be responsible for thls similarity, and may con-
venlently be isolated by comparing the Canadian party system
with that of Britain.

The British party system is often (and perhaps mis-
takenly) regarded as a model of how political parties should
mobilise support. In that counﬁry-“there are relatively
marked differences between parties /althoush/ . . . none is
so deep as to threaten the maintenance of the system."?
Generally, the Conservative and ILabour parties may be lden-
tified with the "right" and "left", respectively, and the
Incidence of class voting remains an important feature in.--
the systemn.

It must be noted, hoWever, that certain other chér—
acteristics make this "right-left" orientation a workable
feature. Politics, in Britain, is characterised by the ab-
sence of major cleavages along the lines of race, ethnic
groups, language or religion. Furthermore, geography and

1



immigration are relatively unimportant influences in the
political system.3

In Canada, however, all these factors are.signifi—
cant; indeed some of them have o crucial influence upon the
political system,

Canada 1s composed of five major regions. . . .

Bach of these reglons possesses different political
traditions and each contends with rather different
soclal and economlic problems. OQur heterogeneous
population is divided not only into segments of rur-
al and urpban, rich end poor, United Empire Loyallsts
and recent ilmmigrants, but also and most important
into a dualistic pattern of English and French.
These cleavages make Canada an exceedingly difficult
nation to govern. . . . Further political polariza-
tion into radical and conservative camps seems 1to be
a luxury which Canadians heve been unable to afford.
+ « « The parties compete not for the political right
or left but for the centre.

Even those scholars who do emphaslze the presence of
a significant "right-left" ideological division within Can-
adlan politics conclude that the major parties endeavour to
present themselves as '"centre" parties, stressing concilia-
tion. Professor Gad Horowitz, in a recent study of Conserva-

tism, Liberalism, and Soclalism, has suggested that there 1is

a '"touch" of toryism within the Cansdian Conservative party,
which in turn has led to the growth of a "touch" of socialism
" within the C.C.F.-N.D.P, movement. He does not deny, however,
that regional and religious-ethnic factors predominate over
class aspects of Canadlan politics, although he suggests that
it is not entirely because these factors are "objectively"

stronger, but alsb that MacKenzle King Liberalism, in em=-



phasizing such factors and avoiding class symbols, has made
reglonal-religious~ethhic symbols stronger. Horowltz be-
lieves that the enormous success of the Liberal party during
the King era has led the other partles to emulate the Liberals
by presenting imeges of themselves as centre parties.5

Commentators may differ in their explanations as to
why both the Conservstives and Liberals avoild class 1mages
and present themselves as centre parties, but they do not
differ in thelr conclusions that the partles do in fact find
it expedient to present themselves in this light. Consequent-
ly, a similarity in the policles and pronouncements of these
two parties, may be expected.

If similarity is regarded, by observers, as the rele-
vant word in describine the Conservative and Liberal parties,
the parties themselves, and thelr apologists, are careful to
distinsuish themselves from each other on certain attitudes
and policies. One attitude upon which they regard themselves
as differing is 1in their attitude towards the role of the
"British connection" in Cenadian éolitics. This 1is the sub-
Jeet of this study. |

Conservative ideologist George Hogan stresses the
Conservative verslion of this difference. Hogan states that
the Conservatives have had, historically, a "natural affec-~
tion for the British connection and British heritage" and

have further valued the connection to reinforce Canaéa's in-



dependence from the United States.6 He contrasts this at-
titude with that of the Libserals, who, he belleves,have tra-
ditionally "troubled themselves about symbols of sovereignty"
without being "aware of the realitles of independence." The
Liberal party ﬁad, at the'same time, always tried to weaken
tiee with Britain and the Commonwealth and had exhibited such
strong anti-British tendencles, particularly during WOrid War
II, that Hogan considers that MacKenzie King may have been
more frightened of Churchill than Hitler!? The Conservative
version of Canada, and the role of the Britlsh connectlion, has
been developed further, and derided, by Professor Underhill.8

John W. Pickersgill offers the Liberal summary of
the historical attitudes of the two parties towards the British
connection. The Liberal party, he belleves, has made a speclal
contribution towards gaining full Canadlan independence from
Britain, often in the face of fierce opposition from Canadian
Conservatives.9 The Liberal party, in fact, credits itself
with the origin of the notion of the Commonwealth consisting
of equal and. free nations. L0 Prdfessor Donald Creighton has
termed this attitude Ythe great fable of nationality versus
tmperialism."1l —

The whole history of the attitudes of the Conservative
and Liberal partiés, towards the British connection, is not
under review in this study;. The period selected is relatively

brief and relatively recent. The study begins in 1956 and



ends in 1963. The limits of the inquiry have not been drawn
arbltrarily. The period encompasses three important issues
which brought Canadian relations with Britain into sharp
focus. In 1956, British involvement in thg Suez Canal Zone
provided the Conservatives and Liberals with an opportunity
to assess their notions of what form Canada's.relations with
Britain should take. The debate continued in the next years
because of important pronouncements by the new Conservative
Government with regard to Anglo-Canadlian trade. Later,
Britain's decision to seek entry into the European Economic
Community again provided the two Canadlan parties with an op-
portunity to discuss the role and relevance of the British
connection for Canada. The study ends, in 1963, when the
question of British entry into Europe was placed temporarlly
into abeyance.

A detalled introduction to the particular issues in-
volved, within the period, 1s unnecessary here,as all the
backeround, which is relevant to the issues, is provided in
the text. ' |

Although the study 1ls concerned with Canada and Britain,
the policles and attitudes of the United States occupy an im-
portant place. The very existence of such a vast power within
the English-~speaking community may be thought a sufficlent
Justification for its inclusion. The particular approaches

taken by the Conservative and Liberal parties, particularly



the former, render a discussion of United States volicles
and attitudes crucial, as we shall see.

At the beginning of the period under review, in. 1956,
Professor Eayrs stated that many Canadians view the essential
history of the modern Commonwealth as an Angld-canadian con-
flict "wherein the forces of darkness in Downing Street are
vanqulshed by the forces of light in the East Block during
its Liberal tenancies."l2 1In a later edition of the same
Journal, A. Vixen thought that the reflex actions of the Con-
servative party were "automatically British," and that the
tragedy of that party was "{ts inherent Anglo-Saxon person-

21ity."13 We may conveniently begin our study at this point.



IT
THE SUEZ CRISIS

The Suez Crisis of 1956 was responsible for one of
the most serious post-war divisions in the Canadian Parlia-
ment, and 1in the country ét large. An historian observed
at the time, that not for fifty years had Canada been so bit-
terly divided-about a matter that was so completely exter-
nal.t This division was largely a result of the conflicting
positions adopted by the Liberal and Frogressive Conserva-
tive partlies with respect to British colicy during the cri-
sis.

Before describinz and analysingz those positions, it
1s necessary to review the policles of Britain and the United
States. BSince Canada's Liberal Government played a major
diplomatic role in the settlement of the dispute, that role
will also be recounted.

With much encouragement from the Unilted States,2
Britain decided to withdraw its garrison from Egypt in 1954.
Two years leter this task was completed. Britlish interests
in the Suez Canal, the important route for oll supplies and
an importent trade link with the FEast, were protected by the
terms of the withdrawal treaty, at least until 1968.

Colonel Abdul Gamel Nasser, the Egyptian leader and

; .



the embodiment of nationalism in Egypt, was promised ald by
Britain and the Unlted States to finance the construction of
a High Dam at Aswan. Thils was conditional on his retaining
the confidence of the West. By the middle of 1956, however,
Nasser had apparently forfelted this confidence because John
Foster Dulles, the United States Secretary of State, decided
that the aid would be wilthdrawn. During the previous twelve
months, Nasser had negotlated purchase of arms from Czecho-
slovakia and had also wldely advertised a counter offer, by
the Soviet Union, to build the Dam. Dulles had decided, at
this stage, to '"call the bluff" of the Soviet Unilon and chas-
tise Nasser. The United States withdrawal was followed by a
similar decision by Britain. According to Sir Anthony Eden,
the decision to withdraw the ald was essentially an American
one, although Eden indicated no disagreement with the decision.3

The decision must have been a profound shock to Colo-
nel Nasser. The psychological and economic importance of the
Dam project to the Egyptians 1s well illustrated by Erskine
Childers.* Within one week, on Jﬁly 26, Nasser had made his
reply to the West: +the Suez Canal Company would be nation-
alised; the Company assets and the Canal tolls would help
finance the Aswan Dam construction.

Nasser's decision mobiliseé all the usual parapher-
nalia of crisis in Britaln: a Cablnet meeting was called;

a telegram was dispatched to the United BStates President;



Commonwealth representatives were informed; and the Prime
Minister informed the House of Commons. From all this there
emerged a declision, by the Cablnet, to authorize the military
to prepare a plan, In collaboration with the French, to oc-
cupy the Canal Zone. Testimony that such a plan was initi-
ated at thils stage is glven by Eden himself.>

Discusslons took place among Ministers of Britain,
France and thé United States and, acting on United States
initiative, a meeting of twenty-four principal users of the
Canal was organised. Egypt was invited but declined to send
representations. This larger body met and a maj)ority en-
dorsed yet another United States proposal to draw up a new
Convention to ensure the international control of the Canal.
The Soviet Unlon, India, Indonesia and Ceylon dissented.

On September 4, Dulles informed the British Ambassador
in Washington that the new Convention proposed by the elght-
‘een Powers was unnecessary and he outlined his new plan which
became known as the Users' Club. The "Club" would operate
the Canal and tolls would be paid to it. Against French ad-
vice the British decided to accept the scheme, to retain
harmony with the United States.O

The fact that Eden believed that force would be.
the ultimate weapon 1ls made clear in his speech to the House
of Commons on September 12.7 That Dulles did not share this

view became equally obvious a day later, when he informed
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press correspondents that the United States did not intend to
use force and that United BStates vessels would sail round the‘
Cape, 1if Nasser would not comply.8 The rift between British
and United States pollioy, forecast by some politicians9 as
early as August 8, was now apparent to all. Dulles' latest
stand, according to Eden, left the British with "a choice of

parting, or a master and ‘vassal relatlionship in foreign poli-
cy."10

On October 30, the British and French Governments, in
response to an invasion of Egypt by Israell forces, lssued
an ultimatum to both countries, demanding that hostilities
cease. If the demand was not complied with, the British and
French would occupy the Canal Zone'temporarily, ostensibly to
ensure that the Canal remained open for shipping. The dead-
line came and went, so the British and French operation com-
menced. There was much speculatlion of collusion between the
European powers and Israel. A powerful argument suggesting
such collusion has been marshalled by Erskine Childers.td

Following Soviet;threats,~United States pressure, and

United Nations condemnation, the British and&French forces
ceased hostilities on November 6. A United Nations Emergency
Force was to replace the British and French to stablilise the
area:, and the European powers would wlthdraw.

The whole purpose of the British-French operation,

ostensibly, had been to safeguard the Canal route. 1In this
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they were not successful; the Canal had been blocked by the
Egyptians. As the weeks went by, the British Government be-
zan to defend 1ts intervention on broader grounds. The large
quantities of arms found in Egypt, wh;ch had been manufactured
behind the Iron Curtain, provided Britain with a new explana-
‘tion, after the events. On December 3, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd told
the House, "By our timely action, we . . . forstalled the
development of a general war /and/ . . . the Russian-designs
have been exposed and dislocated."l2
American pressure on Britain did not terminate with
the cease~fire. At the end of November, the United States
supported an Afro-Asian resdlution urging Britain and France
to wlthdraw completely, although, in fact, withdrawals had
already begun. Thls hostility was only the latest of a ser-
ies of United States actlons which had caused, since the be-
ginning of the crisis, consideraonle perplexity to the states-
men of Britaln and France. :
After Nasser had seized the Canal, Dulles apparently
‘told Eden that tne Egyptian Presiéent must be made to "dis-
gorge" the Cenal.l? From this time, Eden felt fairly confident
that the ultimate sanctions of the various Amerlican proposals
would be force. Yet the Aherican view of the Canal was very
different from that of the British and French. The Canal

meant relatively less to the United States in terms of trade.

Furthermore, Dulles, in sympathy with a considerable body of



Congressional and public opinion, played the role of anti-
colonialist., This explained American pressure on Britain to
leave Egypt in 1954. Within weeks, the Republicans would be
offering their "President of Peace" for a further term in
the Whlte House. Although Dulles had no high regard for
Nasser and his neutralism, supporters of a "President of
Peace" could hardly risk a conflagration over a Canal identi-
fied with European coloniaslism.

Finally, although Dulles had been prepared for an
economic showdown with the Soviet Unlon 1n the Middle East,
the region was only then becoming a primary theatre in the
Cold War. It is interesting to note, however, that American
policy rapidly changed within two months after the Suez Cri-
sis ended, with the promulgation of the Elsenhower Doctrine.

For a combination of reasons, then, Britain and
France did not obtain American support, although the vacil-
lations of Mr. Dulles concealed this until September 13, as
we have already seen. After this time there could be little
doubt. Here, Dulles' insistence that Britaln and France
should not appeal to the Security Council fits into context.
If Britain and France went there and were met by a Soviet
veto, (as subsequently occurred) force might be justified by
the two countries in the light of United Nations impotence .14
| Whether or not the United States policy was clear,

or 1ts motives noble, what emerged most starkly from the



13

venture was the reality of its power in the Western Alliance
and the impotence of unilateral action by other natilons with-
in that Alliance, unless the United States tacltly approved
of such action. Furthermore, the behaviour of the United
States at the United Nations and the pressure exerted by
American bankers against Sterlingl5 indicated the kind of
treatment which Jjunior partners might expect, if they acted
without American consent on such a serious issue as this.

Notwithstanding this conclusion, however, Mr. Dulles"
vacillations and his confusing tactics invite agreement with
Lester Pearson, that Britain and France endured the "frus-
trating sequels to what undoubtedly comprised the worst chap-
ter in Dulles' diplomatic career,"16

The c¢risis provided the context for what has béen
generally regzarded as Canada's most svccessful diplomatic
contribution, at least since the Second World War, and, al-
thouvgh it reflected, in part, the attitude of the Liberal
party towards Britain, it will be described here because it
was an essential part of the crisis.

During the crisis, the United Nations employed the
Uniting for Peace procedure, a move which met with Canada's
support. A resolution was passed by the General Assémbly de-
manding cessation of hostilities and withdrawal of British,
French and Israell troops. The Canadian delegation, led by

Lester Pearson, abstained on this resolutibn. Pearson then
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proposed a further resolution, to set up "with the consent
of the natlions concerned, . . . an emergency international
United Nations force to secure and supervise the cessatlon
of hostilities."17 |

After intense diplomatic activity, the necessary
support was mustered and the resolution was passed. -Later,
Canada voted in favour of a resolution, proposed by the Afro-
Asian group, which démanded a cease~-fire. This resolution
represented even more pressure upon Britaln and France than
the first resolution on which Canada hed abstained. Two
weeks later, Canada abstained on an Indian resolution demand-
ing immedlate withdrdwal of United Kingdom and French troops
from Suez, and instead supported a Belglan amendment worded
in a manner less offensive to Britain.

The concept of the Unlited Natlions Emergency Force
captured the imaginations of many who were bpeginning to doubt
the effectiveness of the United Nations Organisation. Fur-
ther testimony that the concept was popular is suggested by
the fact that pride of 1ts authoréhip was claimed on behalfl
of Mr. St. Laurent, Mr. Diefenbaker and Sir Anthony Eden 18

In 1957, Lester Pearson was awarded the Nobel Peace
Prize chiefly for hls efforts 1n regard to the United Na-
tlions Emergency Force and for his successful diplomacy in
organising the necessary support for 1t during ﬁhe Suez Cri-

sis.

g o
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The Liberal Government's policy came under vigorous
attaciy from the Conservative Opposition which claimed that
the Government hgd pursued an anti-British policy. The
pollcles and positlions of both parties will now be examined
and since the lssue was of some substance in the General
"Election campaign of 1957, the relevant parts of that cam-

paign will also be discussed.

The Liberal Position Towards Britain

When the Suez Canal Company was nationalised, Sir
Anthony Eden requested the Liberal Government's support for
the position wnich Britain had adopted. In his reply, Mr.
S5t. Laurent omitted any mention of support.l9

Initially, a public statement was issued by Mr. Pearson,
indicating that any interference with "the efficient and non-
discriminatory operation'" of the Canal would be regretted by
Canada.2o On August 1, Pearson informed tane House that, if
possible, the disoute should be "settled under the aegils of
the United Natioms."2l On the same day, Pearson, referring
to one of the.Asian countries of the Commonwealth, stated,
“The feeling in that country on this matter /is/ quite dif-
ferent indeed from that which exists in Canéda or in certain
other parts of the Commonwealth."22 Interest and cauﬁion at
Ottawa were matched by ministerial disinterest at Vancouver.
There, on August 3, Mr. Campney, the Minister of Defence, an-

nounced, "This is primarily a European matter. It -is not a
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matter which particularly concerns Canada. We have no oill
there. We don't use the Canal for shipping."23
In September, at the N,A.T.0. Councll meeting which
had been called to discuss the crisis, Pearson outlined the
position of the Liberal Government. Although recognising
~the importance of the Canal to European nations, he warned:
We must rule out the usge of force except as a last
resort and use it only in accordance with the prin-
clples we have accepted in the N.A.T.0. pact and in
the United Nations charter,?2
He indicated further that, even if the matter were vetoed in
the Security Council, (by the Soviet Union) a majority of
favourable opinion "might be an important and valuable support
for subsequent negotiations or action. "D
When the Anglo-French interventlion began, Eden again
urged the Liberel Government to support the British position
and St. laurent replied that no such support would be forth-
coming.26 On Noveuwber 4, the Liberal Prime Minlister stated
that the Canadian Government "could not but regret . . .
that at 2 time when the Unilted thions Security Council Wa.s
selzed of the matter, the United Kingdom and France felt it
necessary to intervene with force."27
Three weeks later, the Canadian Parllament was called
into special session to authorize the necessary expenditures
for the Canadian contingent of the Emergency Force. During

the session, St. Laurent was more explicit than he had been

earlier in his position towards Britain. Referring to one
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of the United Natlons resolutions, he steted that 1t had "been
construed, . . . and rightly so, as placing some blame on
« « » the British for having taken the law into thelr own
hands when what had to be dealt with was already before the
Security Council of the United Netions." He continued:
I have been scandalised moré than once by

the attitude of the larger powers . . . who have all

too frequently treated the charter of the United

Nations as an instrument with wnich to regiment the

smaller nations and as an instrument wnich did not

have to be considered when thelr own so called vital

interests were at stake.

. . . . . - . . . . ) . . . ° . . . L] . . L] .

The e;a wﬁen the supermen of Europe could
govern the whole world has and 1s coming pretty
close to an end.28

Mr. Pearson had the full responsibility of explain-
ing the Liberal party's position towards British policy. In
more moderate tones than those of his superlor, he explained
that the Government had not been able to supporﬂ Britain and
France all the time although they had tried, "as Canadians
should and as & Canadian delegation should, to give the most
friendly consideration to the United Kingdom and French posi-
tion."e9 .

As Pearson explained the Goverrment's position, it
became clear he believed that to have glven even a qualified
support to Britain's position would have prejudiced the suc-
cess of three vital aspects of Liberal policy during the

cerisis. These were, settlement through United Nations, the

necessity of maintaining the Western Alllance (particularly
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the Anglo-American aspects) and the responsibility to act as
a "bridge" between the "Wnite" and Asian parts of the Common-
wealth. Althoupgh these precluded full support of Britain's
position, Pearson believed that-successful execution of these
policies had been helpful to Britain.
The Liberals had urged settlement through the United
Nations from the outset of the crisis and, during the Special
Session, Pearson reminded the House of this:
Our attitude was that thls question should
be brought as quickly as possible to the United Na-
tions and a solution attempted there, e « +» and

that there should be no action by anybody which
could not be Justified by the United Nations Charter.

. . . (2 . . * [ ° ° ° ° . L] L] ®

Our DOliCJ .« . o Was to get the United Na-

tions into the matter at once; to seek . . . a_solu-

tion which would be satisfactory to all sides.
According to Pearson, an indication of support for Britain
would have lost the Canadian Government "any influence which
/it/ . . . had at. the time and which ... . 1t may have hoped
to use later on for constructive purposes,'Il

The "constructive purposes" to which Pearson referred

were, the proposal of the resolution to form the Emergency
Force, the mustering of support to ensure passage of the
resolution, and asslisting the Secretary General to form the
Force without delay. To ensure support for his resolution,
Pearson made an agreement with the Indian delegate by the

terms of which the Canadian delegation and 1its assoclates

agreed to support an Afro-Aslan resolution whicin was hostile
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to Britzin and France.’2

Had the Liberals supported the British position ear-
lier, they would not have been in a position to make such an
agreement with the Afro-Asian group. Because the agreement
was made, Pearson was not only able to obtain the necessary
votes for his resolution, but he and the Secretary General
were also able to secure Afro;Asian cooperation in establish-
ing the Force without delay. Pearson stressed, to the House,
thet the resolutions and provisions for the formation of the
Emergency Force "helped the United Kingdom énd France in ac-
cepting the cease—fire,”53 and that these (Canadian policles
at the United Nations had been appreclated by Britain. %4

The second aspect of Liberal policy was the desire to
maintain cooperatibn within the Western Alliance and particu-
larly between Britain and the United States. The Liberals
bellieved that the succees of this policy depended on their
withholding support for Britain's position.

The aim of the Government throughout the crisis, ac-
" cording to Mr. Pearson, was "that there should be no division
of opinion, no division of policy, between Washington and
London and Paris."55 Once such a division had occurred then
the purpose of the Liberal Government's policy was to. restore
cooperation.

It appears that the Canadian Government acted as a

"pbridge'" between London and Washington at various stages
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during the crisis. At the outset, according to Terence
Robertson, Canadian officlals were asked by Mr. Dulles to
approacn the British Government and urge caution upon them.

It was the first time /Robertson commented/ that |

the diplomatic bridge Pearson had strivenfor some

ten years to pulld between North America and Europe

as the key structure of Canadian foreign policy

was formally used_hy the United States for a

specific purpose.

After the Anglo—French invasion began, there was a
complete severence of communication between Britain and the
United States. Ottawa then became the only meansiof communi-~
cation between the two countries. At this time, Mr. 5t. Laurent
and Mr. Pearson acted as a link betweeh the two capitals, sug-
gesting to both zovernments the concept of the Emergency Force,
andvconveying impressions from one side to the other. A
Canadian official was used to convey Mr. Dulles' conditions
to the British Government.)7 After the cease~-flire, Pearson
again attempted to accelerate reconciliation when the United
States was applylng economic pressures on Britain.>8

In the House, the Liberals claimed that the very na-
ture of thelr policy, at the United Nations, in assisting in
the cessation of hostilities, had helped reconciliation between
the United States and Britain. Since they believed that the
success of the United Nations' policy had depended upon their
decision not to support the British position, then 1t is not
surprising that the Lilberals belleved that theilr independent

position had proved essential in promoting normal relations
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between 3ritain and the United States. Pearson argued in
this vein:

If we had not taken the position we did take on

these matters /towards Britain/ at the United Na-

tions we would not have been in a positlion where

we would have performed what I think to be a con-

structive role . . . /of/ bringing the United States,

the British and the French closer together again.’9

The Liberals defended themselves against Conservative
accusations that they had followed the policles of the Unlted
States. Pearson denied these accusations and criticised some
aspects of United States policy. He criticised them for
their hasty proposal of the cease-fire resolution at the
United Nations and‘for their support of the Afro-Asian res-
olution, two weeks later, which urged immediate withdrawal
of British and French troops, when in fact withdrawal had al-~
ready begun.4o The Liberals, it 1s recalled, abstalned on
both of these resolutions. The Liberals also pointed out
that when they had voted with the Unlted States, two-thirds
of the asseuwbly had voted in like manner .41
At the outset of the Anglo-French operation, Pearson

had informed Dulles that tne Canadlan delegation was '"inter-
ested in helping Britain and France', that they would like
to make it possible for them to withdraw "with as little loss
of face as posslble, and bring them back into realignment
with the United States."#2 Pearson's explanations to the

House regarding the Western Alllance, indicated that he be-~

lieved that those objectives had been accomplished.
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The third aspect of Liberal policy which precluded
support for Britain was the desire to act as a '"bridge" be-
tween the "White" and Asian Commonwealth. During the crisis, ;
India, Pakistan and Ceylon had been particularly hostlle to
sritain and there was some speculation as to whether or not
the three countries would remein in the Commonwealth.%3 Ve
noted earlier that the Liberal Government had been aware of
the position of the Aslan members from the outset of the
crisis.

The Liberals again argued that their decislion not to
support Britain had enabled them to pursue policles which had
helped "to heal divisions . . . within the Commonwealth. 44

The Liberals olaiméd then, that each of their policies
had hélped Britalin although they had not pneen able to support
the British position. They believed that thelr position had

been based on "a Canadian and independent attitude. 4D

The Conservatlive Poslitlion Towards Britain

In sharp contrast to the Llberal Government, the Conj
servatives indicated full support for Britain's stand at the
time of Nasser's action in natlonalising the Canal. On
July 28, the Opposition spokesman for Foreign Affairs, John
Diefenbaker, éuggested, "In view of the unprecedented and
shocking behaviour of the Nasser Government . . . , Canada
should join in with Britain in condemnation of what has téken

place.”46
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During the next féw days, Diefenbaker continually
urged the Government 1to support Britain, and sensing that the
Tripartite meetings in London were not producing unanimity,
he esked the Minister for External Affalrs 1f Canada would
follow Britein and France or the Unlted States. Undeterred
by the reply that no such division existed, Dlefenbaker later
stated:

Canada should not be a mere talil on the American kite
but should, as a senior nation of the Commonwealth,
glve to the government of the United Kingdom moral
support and encouragement. . . . Canada's relation-
ship with Britain at this time should be one of the

. closest cooperation.

The Conservatives maintained their support of Britain's
actions throughout the Anglo-French intervention and defended
their position at the Special Session of Perliament. The
Conserveatives were led, during this period, by Earl Rowe, and
his most vocal colleagues were Donald Fleming, Howard Green
and John Diefenbaker,

The party indicated 1ts general approval of Canadian
participation in the United Natlons Emergency Force and did
not divide the House on the Throne speech. Instead they added
an amendment in four parts, two of which are relevant here.
Earl Rowe moved that the following be added to the address:

That this house regrets that Your Excellency's ad-
vigers (1) have followed a course of gratuitous con-
demnation of the action of the United Kingdom and
France which was designed to prevent a major war in

the Suez area; (2) have meekly followed the unrial—
istic policies of the United States of America.™d
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In discussing these two parts of thelr amendment, the Con-
servatives explained thelir reasons for supporting Britain.
The first of these was based on princlple and tradition.
Outside the House; Arthur Meighen had already responded in
thls vein. Meighen urged Canada, as a part of the Common-
wealth, to support Eden wno was endeavouring, he said, to
"maintain Britain's honour and . . . place in world affairs,"49
While not so forthrisght as Meighen, the Conservatives
in Parliament emphasized tradition and sentiment in their
support of Britain's position. Replying to the Address,
Earl Rowe stated:
For many years the most intimate alliance as far as
" we are concerned has been that of Great Britain and
the British Commonwealth. That more or less recognlized
unwritten unity has . . . often prevented trouble.
Such alllances have peen based on mutual trust. . . .
It would have been unheard of in years past for one
ally to make a public statement aceinst the action
taken by another for its own security. It would in-
deed have been unheard of for a Caradlian Prime Ninister
or a Canadlian cabpinet minister to repudiate the British
in public for action taken which in this instance has
now been generally justified.5
Many Conservatives made appeals to the House which
were obviously desligned to foster sentiment and loyalty to-
wards Britain. This was particularly in evidence when the
party was chastising Mr. St. Laurent for his '"supermen" refer-
ence. Mr. Diefenbaker reminded the Liberals that Britain and
France were the '"motherlands" of Canada and that those two

countries "have for generations preserved freedom."Dl In

like manner, Mr. Green recalled that "at the Somme the very
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flower of the United Kingdom was wiped out in order to pre-
serve the democratic way of life."52
For those who remained unimpressed by these tradi-
tional and sentimental calls to the Mother Country, the Con-
servatlves offered more pragmatic reasons for supporting the
British position. It was argued that Britain, in fact, head
been rigat iIn its Jolint action with the French in the Middle
East. Mr. Rowe argued this in the House:
The'Prime Minister of Great Britain, has sald that
the British-French invesion of Egypt, has blocked a
communist plot in tne Middle Fast, a plot which would-
have led to 'the loss of countlese lives and more
other evils than we can even estimate.' The record
of the last few years truly gilves us more reason to
trust the Prime Minister of Britaln than President
Nasser of Egypt.53
He went on to state that the armaments which were discovered
in Egypt were "really serving Russia's devious plan', and
that the mistakes of the United States Government "finally
left the United Kingdom and French governments with no alter-
native but to bring force to bear in the Middle East."5%
These views were. reiterated by Howard Green who added,
"The United Kingdom and French by their action . . . prevented
s major war. The United Nations could never have done it."2D
The prompt action of the British and French was also
appreciated by another Conservative member, who used Sir
Anthony Eden's analogy between Nasser and Hitler. Mr. Hamilton

suggested that had such prompt action, as that of the British

and French, been taken twenly years before, then the Second
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Vorld Wer misht heve been4preVented.56

Tne Conservatives laid much emphasis on the factthat
Anglo-French action was designed to meel Soviet infiltration
In the Middle E=2st. Mr. Donald Fleming summed upn the position
well for the Conservatives., He thoughtvthat British inter-
vention had nroduced three positive results. He stated, "It
(id head off . . . any Soviet Russien actlion. . . . It may well
have avoided & third world war. . . . The United Nations As-
sembly has been moved to establish a police force."97

The Conservatives were extremely critical of the
Liperal Government's role as a "bridge" between Britain -and
the United States. They orgued that the Liberals had pre-
Judiced their ability to play that role beceause they had
followed thne policies of the Unlted States. Mr. Rowe argued
that tae Coverrment had "been influenced almost exclusively
Dy the adminicetration in Washington, both in itsicomments and
in 1ts actions."58

Howard Green criticised both the sims and the conduct
of the American Government.?? He then went on to attack the
Liberals who, he believed, had followed ths United States
noliciee towarde Britain. He steoted that the Government's
rolicy  on the Suez issue was "in line with the stand [that
tﬁey had/ been taking for the lost ten years."60 Green at-
tackad the Government's voting record a2t the ﬁnited Netions

in like menner. He alleped, "In the last ten years this
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wovernment /has/ been currying favour with the United States,"
Therefore even when they did not vote with the United States,
"they carefully did not vote against them. "61

Donald Fleming also attacked the Government for fall-
ing to discharge its responsibility to act as a "bridge" be-
tween Britain and the United States. It had falled, according
to Fleming, because 1t had '"taken sides . . . and must bear
the responsibility for widening the breach between Great
Britain and the United States.' Accusing the Liberal Govern-
ment of following United States policles, he added:

It has not come about suddenly. This is something
that has been developing for a long time, and we are
now seelng the fruits of a policy on the part of this
government opposite of assocliating itself too closely
with the political and economic policies of the
United States.

Thus the Conservatives' wholehearted support of
Britain's position, in the Suez Crisis, was accompanied by
condemnation of the Liberals whom, they alleged, followed too
readily, the position of the United States.

The Conservatives also attacked the Commonwealth
policies of the Liberals during the crisis. They interpreted
the Liberals' policies as being of an anti-Commonwealth nature.
Conservative spokesmen informed the members of the House that
they were not surprised at this because the Liberals had been
neglecting the Commonwealth for many years. Mr. Fleming al-

leged that the Prime Minister '"never was an enthusiast for

the commonwealth."63 Mr. Hamllton was more explicit. He
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saild, "I cannot help but think that over the last twenty years
the planned proaram of this government has cut us off com-
pletely from the Commonwealth,"6%

Mr. Churchill criticised the Government's voting
record at the United Nations, indicating that he would have
‘Voted against the cease-fire resolution "along with the mem-
bers of the Commonwealthu”65 Another member, Mr. Dinsdale,
criticised the Government for following the United States,
but believed that the Government was now "swinging back to-
wards the cormonwealth viewpoint."66

Bven after the Speclal Session of Parliament had
ended,; the Buez Crisis remained an lssue between the parties
especlally during the General Election campaign, six months
later. Let Qs review, therefore, the positions of the parties

during thet campalgn.

Aftermath - The EKlectlon Campalen of 1957

Before the general election of 1948, a prominent

Ontario newspaper prefaced its support for Mr. St. Laurent
with the front page headlines:

KEEP CANADA BRITISH

GOD SAVE THE KINGOT

The purpose of this, of course, was to draw attention to the
alliance between Mr. Drew and Mr. Duplessis. It was ironlcal
that in tae 1957 election campaign, the Liberals had to face

a charge of being anti-British during the Suez Crisis.
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The Conservatives concentrated almost exclusively on
this theme in thelr discussion of the Suez (Crisis duvrine the
camnalrm, and made awmple use of Mr. St. Laurent’s "supermen"
reference to Britain, In a major campalsn address, Mr.
Diefenbaker said, "In the tradition of this Party, we did
and do resent the British people beling castigated and deri-
sively condemned as those fsupermen' whose days are about
over."68 He reminded another audience that the Conservative
party believed "that those 'supermen' still /had/ . . . a
great contribution to meke if freedom /[was/ . . . to be main-
tained."69 On another occasion, he informed his listeners
that althouzh the Liberals had been cquick to criticise the
British position at Suez, they did not display a similar vigour
in condemning United States wheat policies!7o During the cam-
paien, the Concervatlves also reaffirmed thelr belief that
the Liberals had neglected the Commonwealth dvring their
years of office and particularly dﬁring the Suez Crisis.

The Liberals defended their Middle East prolicles us-
ing simllar arsuments io'those which they hed used during the
Special Session. They also vigorously defeﬁded themselves
against the accusation that they had weakened the Common-
wealth. Replying to these accusations, Mr. S5t. Laurent stat-
ed, "It was because Canada values the Commonwealth, because
the world needed the Commonwealth, and because we wanted

no nation to leave this association that Canada was so con-
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cerned last November at the time of the Suez Crisis."(l

Assegssment and Summary

There has been a tendency to regard the pollicy of the

Liberal Government, on thne suez issue, as the hilghpoint in
Canadian forelign policy during the post-war era, and a reci-
procal tendency to view the Conservative position as rancor-
ous and irresponsible. James Eayrs, commenting on the Conserv-
ative position, sald:

Twenty-two years in opoosition, its rank and file

dwindlinz, a succession of leaders cast aside, a

wo=sful lack of expertise, all had combined to pro-

duce an outlook upon the world full of quirks and

danrerous distortions.72

It is true that many of the positions that the Conserv-

atives adopted in suvporting Britain appreared to be irrespon-
sible, and by comparison, Liberal pollicies appeared much more
sophisticated. The Conservatives, it 1s recalled, based much
of their arzument for supporting Britain on the fact that the
intervention had uncovered and postponed Soviet plans for
domination of the whole region. When this explanation is
compared with the original reason with which the British
Justified thelr intervention, it is clear that Canadian Con-
servatives felt that more secure grounds were advisable to
give support to Britain than they originally put forward.
In fact, they used the broader grounds which Eden's Govern-

ment pleaded . after the cease-fire.

Furthermore, the Conservative contention that the
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Liberals had weakened the Commonwealth was absurd. The Com~
"monwealth was already divided witn Australia and New Zealand
supporting Britain, and the three Asian Commonwealth countries
vehemently opposing her. The Liberals could claim, with some
justification, that theilr policies in urging anc¢ assisting
the cease-fire proposals had permitted dialozue between
"White" and Asian Commonwealth countries to resume.

WYhat emerges clearly, 1s that when the Conservatives
referred to Commonwealth relations, they often meant relations
with Britain. James Eayrs had noticed this tendency in 1955,
with reference to the Commonwealth and trade.’2 A close ex-
amination of the Conservative references to the Commonwealth
during the Suez Crisis, which were outlined earlier, justi-
fies the beiief that this notion was stlll current. The
Liberals, on the other hand, were partioularly eager to ac-
cept the Commonwealth in its full imolications since they
believed that through this wider association they could act
as a''bridge' between East and West.

It 1s easy, theﬁ, to conélude tnat the Conservatlve
position was a rationalifation of sentiment and traditional
loyalty to Britain plus, perhaps, an acute discomfort at see-
ing the Liberal. Government performing on a world stage and
recelivins almost vniversal pralse. BSuch conclusions, though,
conceal an important difference between the two parties; a

differing.interpretation of the role of the British connec-
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tion in contemporary Ganadian politics.

It is obvious that a traditional fondness for the
British comnection existed in the Conservative party. . After
all, an essential part of conservatism 1is to preserve and con-
serve sentiments whicn are thought no less valuable because
they are rooted in history, or because tney do not conform to
current notlions of progress, Yet, as we nave already seen,
the Conservatives believed that the connection with Britain
nad & more practical silgznificance. They pelieved that a close
relationship with Britain was still necessary, 1f a signifi-
cant dégree of independence was to be preserved for Canada,
in a continent dominated by the United States.

The iiberals, on the other hand, interpreted the role
of Canada as a "bridge or connection'" between the Atlantic
cartners (within the Western Alliancé) urging  maximum co-
operation within the Alllance. When this aspect of Liberal
nolicy during the Suez Crisis is recalled, and the Conserva-
tive reaction to 1it, thelr respective positlions emerge.

Durinz the periods_when communication between London
and Washinzton broke down, the Lipberals, as was shown, tried
to repair the relationship. They aleo defended their Unilted
Ne.tions policy by clalming that because of tnese policiles,
communication was eventually restored. They claimed that they
had maintained an independent position and that thils independ-

ence had been essential when endeavouring to repailr Anglo-
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American relations.

Tihe Conservatives, we recall, had allezed that the
Government's policy was not independent and that the Govern-
ment was "eurrying favour" with the United States. Mr. Fleming
stated that the Government had prejudiced its role as a medl-
ator in the dispute, because it had not remained independent.
When Fleming's plea for independence is placed alongside the
Conservatives' (and his own) Qholehearted support for the
British position, 1t becomes clear that there 1is a serious
inconsistency in the Conservative approach. It is equally
clear that what the Conservatives meant by independence was,
in fact, independence from United States influence in foreign
policy when a conflict existed between Britain and the United
States.

Althouzh it 1s not claimed here that tne Liberals
"o1lindly" followed the United States, it 1s necessary to ex-
amine ‘the limits of thelr independence during the crisis.

The Livberals, it 1is recalled, claimed that their role of
medlator had been made pbssible by thelr independent approach
at the United Nations. When this is examined, however, it
becomes clear that what made any approach at the United Na-
tions possible was the Liberals' success in assoclating them-
selves with the positién of the Unlited States. The faillure
of the British venture was due to the fact that 1t was not

A}
supported by tne United States, which, on this occasion,
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vas willing to let the United Nations take up the lssue.

The action of the British and French bore some re-
coenisable resemblance to that of the United States in
Guatemala in 1954, In thet casz, however, effective steps
were taken to stop discussion of the matter at the Unlted
Nations.74 Furthermore, in 1957 the joint actions by the
United States and the United Kinedom, in Jordan and the
Levanon, did not werit any undue concern on the part of the
Liberals. It apwneared then, even within the Western Alllance,
that the Liberals knew the limits of international action,
as Geofge Grant has polnted out.l>

Pearson obviously realised the limits uvpon British
international activity. His comments at the N.A.T.O. Council
meetin~s, before the intervehtion, indicated that he saw the
necessity of obtaiﬁing American consent (eilther through N.A.T.O.;
or through tne Security Council at the United Nations) for any
unilateral action by Western Nations.

Pearson's role was not so much that of a mediator.

He was, it 1s recalled, ”interestéd in bringing Britain back

into alignment with the United States of .merica." Mediation
implies mutual concessions. The Americans set the conditions
and made no concessions to their wayward allies.

The good»offices of the Canadian Government soon be-
came unnecessary. By March 1957, Mr. Macmillan had repaired

the Alliance on American térms. As Coral Bell points out,
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"The ohilosophical acceptance of conflict and defeat within
an alliance 1is atleast a way of establishing its non-frangible
quality, if a somewhat painful one for British sensibilities.“75

The Liberals regarded Britain and the United States
as essential partners in the Western Allisnce. This Alliance
formed only a basis of what the Liberals hoped would develop
into a full Atlantic community. Anglo-American cooperation
would be even wmore important in this type of organisation,

28 we shall see latef. The Liberals pnelieved that Canada had
the escential gualities to act as a'bridegd between these two
countries. For nearly twenty years Anglo~American relations
had been such thet there were no oropblems. When tne Suez
issues led to a conflict between Britain and the United States,
it produced what lLester Pearsoﬁ has termed, "a great dilemma
in Canadian foreign policy."77 A Canadian Government which
wished to puresue a policy in reconciling the two could take
only one course having resard to the preponderance of United
States power within the Alliance. This course presented no
problems to the Liberals; they hed von their battle for in-
dependence at Whitehall ysars earlier.

The Conservatives, on the other hand, vwere convinced
that, during the post-war years, freedom of actlon 1in the
political and eqonomic spheres was being unnecessarily limited
by the Government's overattention to Washington. The Suez

debate did not take place in a vacuum, in Canada. The period
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was one 1in which Conser&atives were concerned about the in-
creasing economic and political reliance by Canada upon the
United States. We noted that Mr. Fleming indicated this in
his speech. The policies carried out by the Government, dur-
ing the Suvez Crisis, were seen as another manifestation of
this.

The Party's sentimental.attachment to the British
connection could be expected to be a factér of sufficilent
magnitude to ensure Conservative support for Britain in an
international crisis. Wwnere the United States and Britain
were ranged on opposite sices in such a crisis, then the
Conservatives helieved that they had an addec¢ jJusti-
fication for supporting Britain; that of demonstrating their
indepnendence from the United States.

In subsequent cnapters the way in which the Conserva-
tives tried to use the British connection to reduce Canada's -
srowing economic dependence on the United States, and the

Liberalsfreaction to that attempt, are examined.



III
CBRITAIN AND TEADE

Ag o result of the “Feneral Hlzsction on June 10, 1957,
John DizTenaaxer was =ple to form Canado's first Conservative
gGovernment ir twenty—two'yeqrs. Imyediately on attaining of-
fice, ths Conservatives indicated that one of thelr objlectives
was to etrensthen Anglo—091 adizan trading relations. During
their first vear of office, the Conservstives made pronounce-
mente ara indicated nolicies to thet end.

Althouen the issves were onperently concerned with
trade =2nd economics, we shall éee thet the Cons=srvatives, in
advocatine tnzir objizctives, were aleo infTlu=ncad by nolitical
congiderstions. This also 2nplisd to the Libsral perty in

ite criticisms of Corcervative trande nolicies,

seceribing and discussins the position of the

jall

3=forea
TwWwo e ritize on trading relotlons with 3ritain, it is neces-
sary tn outline zome relevant asrects of the Canadian economy
and 2lso to review the oronouncements and noliciles of the
Conservatives 1in 1957 and 1958 with regard to Anglo-Canadilan
trade.

During the twenty-two vesrs th=t the Conservatiﬁes
had been in opnosition, thers hed been sipnificant changes in

~
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the Cancdian economy, and even thosgse trends which had been
apparent in 1935 had gained enormously in importance. His~
torically, Britain had been a counterpoise to the United

States in the Canadian economy. By 1957 though, it»was no

longer useful to describe Canada's pattern of trade as tri-
angular in this respect. In 1957, R. Craig McIvor wrote:

Canada's familiar pre World War II triangular pat-
tern of trace 1s well known. . . . Beginning during
World VWar II, a basic meographlc reorientation of
Cenadian trade has continued during the past decade
until today the United States provides markets for
mora tnan three-fifths of Canada's exports and the
source of three-cuarters of her imoports.

In 1956, Britain bought less than one-fifth of Canada's ex-

vorts and provided her with less then one-tenth of her im-

ports.2

Cenada's reliance uoon the United States was not con-
fined to trade. American investmenté in Canade héd increased
enormously in postwar years. An adequate summary of American
investment in (and ownersnip of) Cenadien industry was pro-
vided by Richard A. Preston. Writinz in 1959, he stated:

The amount of American investmant in Canada in 1945
was $5 nillion. By 1959 it had grown to 16 billion.
Some 76 ver cent of the total foreign investment in
Canada was owned in the United States. . . . Well
over a oquarter of Canadian industry was controlled
by Americans; half of all Canadian manufacturing
Tirms were owned in the United States; more than
half of the mining and processing and three-quarters
of the o0ll 2nd natural sas industries were American
owned. And these pronortions were growing. Never
before in history had the industry of one independent
country been ownad and controlled to such an extent
by the citizens of another.”
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In the same period, British investments in Canada were about
one-eirhth the size of American investments there.4

Britain's declining influence in the economy of Canada
was but a part of a general decline in ner economic influence
in the world a2t large. Particularly since the end of World
War II, Britain hes been constantly faced with serious ecox
nomic proovlems. Amonz the most serious of these was 1ts dol-
lar shortage. This dollar problem waé of particular signifi-
cance to the Canadian Government. Andrew Shonfleld has ob-
served, "The hard core of Britain'é dollar oroblem is the
unbalanced trade and payments with Canada rather than with
the U.5."2 1In 1956, Ceneda sold to Britain neerly twice as
much, in dollesr value, as she bought from Britain. The British
Government was concerned about this imbalance. The British
Prime Minister commented in this vein in 1956°6

An imporitant aspect of trading relations between
Canade and Britaln has been the system of Commonwealth Prefer-
ence, set up in 1932 at the Ottawa Conference, when the Con-
servatives were in powef in Canadé. Britain permitted duty
free entry of primary produce from Canada and also gave to
Canada margzins of Preference over other foreign producers.
Tahrougzh the years, Commonwealth FPFreference was reduced in
importance as both countries agreed to modifications. Only
five years zafter the Ottawa Conference, Canada, wishing to

facilitate trade with the United States, modified 1ts 1932
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asreemsnt with Britain to serve this end.’

Another important factor which tended to limit the
effectiveness of Commonwealth Preference was the General
Azreements on Tariffs and Trade. The original impetus for
the formetion of G,A.,T.T. was orovided by the United States,8
and the agreements made within G.A.T.T. went a considerable
way towards the United States goal in regard to Commdnwealth
Preference. "It was apreed that no new preferences should
be granted and none increased, "9 .Both Britain and Canada
were participants in G.,A.T.T.

The ascendency of the United States influence in the K
Canadian economy, the relative decline of Britain's influence
in that economy and the changing patterns of trading relations
in Canada during the post-war years, provide the important
backgrovnd to the activities of the Conservative Government
with regard to Anmlo-Canadian trede in 1957 and 1958. We can
now review the pronouncements and nolicies of the Government
duringz those years.

Three weeks aftef tne 1957 General Election, Mr.
Diefenbaker attended his first Commonwealth Prime Ministers'
Conference. Al an airport press conference on his return, he
announced that he would like to see a diversion, to Britain,
of about fifteen per -cent of the purchases which Canada was
making in the Urnited States.

During the meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers,
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Mr., Diefenvaker invited Commonweslth Finance Ministers to
meet, in Canada, to discuss matters of general economiec in-
terest to Commonwealth members., The Conference took place
in Sentembar 1957, a2t Mount Tremblant. At a press confer~
ance tanere, Mr. Peter Thorneycroft, the British Chancellor
of the XZxcheogver, announced that he intended to propose the
2stablishment of a free trade area betvween Canada and Britain,
to be brought abovt within a period of fifteen to twenty
vears. Mr. Fleming, the Canadian Minlster of Finance, was
present at tne »ress conference put refused to comment .10
The free trade nroposal was formally made at a meeting in
Ottawa after the Mount Tremblant meeting nad ended. Mr.
Fleming informed the Houce of Commons lzter thzat both govern-
ments had decided that, in view of the long range nature of
the proposal, the matter should rest in its ovresent form for
the time veing. Tals was the only public resly made by the
Canadian Governument concerning the British proposal.

Two gestures ware madé by the Canadian Government
to attract British expofts to Caﬁada. The Government pro-
mised to increase the amount of goods which tourists could
bring beskx from Britien. The second gesture was more impor-
tant. A trade mission was sent to Britain on Névember 21,
1957. The mission was sponsored by the Canadian Government
and included representatives of business, industry, labour

and agriculture. The misslion wae perhaps the most impressive
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ever sent from Careda. Its main purpose was "to provide a
favourable climate and to ceek specific opportunity for the
expension of British exports to Canada. "1

Canadlian ministers were involved in another impor-
tant conference in Sepiember, 1957. This was held in Wash-
ington and was the third of a series of meetings (the first
had been held in 1954) between the members of the United
States and Canadian Governments. In general, the agenda of
the conference was to consider matters affecting the harmon-
ious economic reletions of the two countries. Of particular
importance to the Canadian delegatlon was the adverse effect
of the 4dmerican wheat disposal programmes on Canadian wheat
sales abroad. According to Mr. Fleming, the Canadian minis-
ters had put forward their case vigorously.12

Altnough this confzrence was not directly concerned
with Anglo-Cenadlian trede, it was often discussed in that
context, as we shall see. Mr. Fleming insisted that the di-
version objeciives of Mr. Diefenbaker had been reaffirmed in
Washington. The Liberalé had reférred to press reports that
the diversion objectives had been minimised by Canadian repre-
seﬂtati es during the conference.t?

Three months after the Washington Conference had
ended, the American Government reduced, by fifteen per cent,

Canadian oll imvorts. Previously, Canadian oil imports had

been exempted when the United States had restricted imports.
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This act provoked criticism of the Conservatives by the Liber-
al Onnosition. They argued that the Government had not repre-
sented Canada strongly enough at the Washington Conference
and, further, that Mr. Diefenbaker's statement about divert-
ing Canadian imports from the United States to Britain hed
influenced tne United States. VWe shall refer to this later
waen the Liberal position on Anglo-Canadian trade 1s describped.

In 1958, a Commonwealth Trade and Economic Conference
was held in Montreal. ©Plans to hold the conference had been
made at the Mount Tremblant Conference and the Conservatives
believed that they had bgen an important influence in initi-
ating the conference. There was no reference to the diver-
sion schemes of Mr. Dlefenbaker or to the British free trade
pronocsels in the communicue issued a2Tter the conference.

Discussion of the statements and nolicies of the
Government provided both the Liberals and Conservatives with'
many opportunities to indicate their general position on

Anglo-Canadian trade.

The Conservative Posgition Towards Anzlo-Cenadian Trade

The trends already referred to 1in the Canadian econ-
omy »nresented a disquieting pilcture to the Conservative Op-
position before 1957. Conservatives frequently critiéised
the Government because of the increasing influence of the
United States in trade and investment in Canada. In 1956,

Mr. Fulton informed the House of Commons "that economic



domination, 1f not resisted, if not altered, inevitably leads
by a vrocess of absorption to ultimate political domination
as well."1* Wr. Diefenbaker was more forthright in his com~
ments. He said, "If the St. Laurent Government is re-elected,
Canada will become a virtual forty-ninth economic state in
the American Union."1D

The Conservatives believed that the increasing de-
nendence on trade with the United States had led to a neglect
of trade with Britain. It is recalled that Mr. Fleming, in
criticising the Livberal Government's Suez policy, asserted
that Canada's increasing economic dependence upon the United
States was a cause of the Government's refusal to support
Britain.

A Tew months later, the Conservative party, during its
National Convention, promised té call a Commonwealth trade
conference "in order to re-establish Canada's traditional
Commonwesalth makets for agricultural, primary products and
manufactured goods.”}6 During the election campaign, the Con-
servatives, in a pamphlei ooncerning trade, criticised the
Liberals for having allowed "trade with the United Kingdom
. « » to decline while Cenada's dependence on the United
States /hed/ increased alarmingly and out of all propor-
tions. "7

Once elected, the Conservatives ap?eared to move

quickly to restore Anglo-Canadian trade and divert Canadian
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imports from the United States to Britalin. We recall that
Mr., Diefenbaker made a statement to thig effect soon after

he becewme Prime Minlister wihen he indicated thet he would wel-
come a Tifteen pér cent diversion in Canadian imports. This
weneral proposal became accepted Government policy.l8 Twelve
months later, the Conservatives denied that their diversion
orogosal was.a specific policy, or that fifteen per cent was
a Tisure mentioned.l9 During those twelve months, repeated
references had been made to a "fifteen per cent provosal' in
reovutaile journals and by members of the Goverunment in Canada
and Britain,go but the Government did nothing for many months
to éorrect this apparent misconception.

The Conservative restatement on the matter put the
orovosition more generally; They argued that they had no
precise {igure in mind but only a generzl aim to divert some
imports to the United Kingdom vawa.y from the United States.2l

In Ocitobher 1957, the Conservaetives outlined their
position on Glversion. The nurgsose of such diversion, ac-
cordinz to HMr. Fleming,'was to rédress a trade situation
which seriously concerned many Canadiens.22 The diversion
nroposal had been made, he stated, because of the deficit in
Canedian trade with the United States®’ and also because of
the "extent to which Canadian trading eggs /were/ . . . be-
n24

ing leid in one basket.

Some months later, the Minister of Trade and Com-
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merce, Mr. Churciill, in stating the Conservative position
on Anglo-Conadlan trade, indlcated the long range asplra-
tions of the Government. He said:

- Our trade with the United States of America
Li§7 . « o Oof paramount importance - 1t has been so
for zenerations and will continue to be so - but on
the otner hand over the last fifteen years we have
felt that trade has gzot out of balance. ie are
buying from tne United States over $1 billion more
each year than we sell to then.

° v . - < . ° o ° v © ° ° “ » » v . . ° @ » ° 2

That 1s the sitwation. Fifteen ysars =2go
Britain's share 1n the Canadiasn markst was much
higher than 1t is today and we su;rested to them

that here was zn osvortunity for them to re-establish
their cosition in Canada's imnort market and gpet back
to what was considered years 200 to bs 2 good pattern
of trade -~ the tris “Ulcr trade of QGanada, the United
Kingdom and tne United States. . . . That 1s our
policy.25

The British nroposal, in 1957, for an Anglo-Canadian
free trade area, was not met with any enthusiasm by the
Canadian 3Jovernment. The Conservatives apnpeared concerned
at the way in which the proposal had been announced. We re-

21l that, althouzh the »roposal was formally made in Ottawa
after the Wount Tremblant weeting, Mr. Thorneycroft's first
sublic reference to 1t was at a press conference at which Mr.
Flemingz was present. Mr. Fleming offered no comment to the
press at this time. He explained in tne House later:

I was 1nvited to state the attitude of the Canadian
government with respect to that proposal. Obviously
it would heve been iuproper of me . . . under the
circumstances. The proposal had not yet been sub-
mitted. Ooviously i1t hed not been before the Can-

adlan szoverrment.

Mr. Fleming's concern for diplomatic prooriety appeared a-:less



47

than adeouate motive for his reticence, however, when he ad-
mitted that Canadlan minlisters already knew, before the Mount
Tremblant Conference, that thelr British éounterparts were
concgidering the proposal of a free trade area. The British
Minister of Food, visiting Canzda in early Sesptember, had

"touched very lizhtly on the possibility that the United

B

Kinzdom ministers, whzn they came here later on, might be
forward some suggestion of a free trade area.'" (Mr.
Fleming's own words )eTl

The Canadian Government gave no indication that 1t had
resoonded in any positive way to the British proposal. The
Conservstives were criticised becauvuse of this by the Liberals, ;
who asserted that such an attitude made the Conservatives'
supposed aims (to promote Anglo-Canadian trade) seem hypo-
critical.

The Conservatives stated thelir zosition on this. Mr.
Fleming reminded the House that Mr. Diefenbaker's proposal
was to divert, to Britain, purchases which the Canadian Govern-
ment was makine, from the United—Statesa A free trade provnosal
"introduced 2 new dimension" into the issue: A free trade
éreamight involve the buyina of British goods by Canadians,
instead of those produced by Canadians .28

In general, the Conservatives conoratulated them-

selves on the initiatives they had taken towards stimulating

interest in the economic and trading aspects of the Common-
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wealtnh. They were narticuvlarly enthusiastic asbout the mea-
sures they had initlisted in rersard to closer Anglo-Canadian
relations. They belileved that their enthuslasm provided a
marked contrast to the apnathy of the Liberal Government to-
wards sfimulating trade with Britain and other Commonwealth
countries.

The trade mission to Britain, in November 1957, was
niphly prailsed by Conservatives and they regarded 1t as evi-
dence of their interest in stimulating Anglo-Cansdlan trade.
Mr. Flemingz described the mission as, "the most important
whican /had/ , . . ever zone out of the country."29 Mr,
Diefenbaker described it as "the first of its kind, /and/

.+ . imasinative in its conéepto"BO Mr. Churchill also des-
cribed it ir =lowing terms when renorting itse progress duvring
'L\Tover.nber.5l

The Conservatives were very enthusliastic about the
Montreal Conference which was held in 1958. They believed
thaet the conference was called because of tne initiative of

the Prime Minister. Vr. Green claimed 1;‘(13‘.89a and Mr. Diefen-

baker himself had previously stated, "

e have already laid
the Tfourndations for the Montreal Conference."lD

As we_have alreaay stated, the Conservatives were
convinced of thelr own enthusiasm for promoting Commonwealth

trade ard increasing imports from Britein. They contrasted

their own attitude with that of the Liberals who (Conserva-
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tives believed ) nad been antagonistic to these ideals when
in office. Remindin: the House of this, Mr. Fleming stated:

The hon. gentlemen opposite have cought at every
onportunity to Jjeer at this decislon to hold a com-
monwealth trade and economlc conference. It is not
merely th=2t we nave done egomsthing that they could
not do, it i¢ becavse we have done somethinz that
they mode no effort to do and in which they do not
belisve. . . . They dao not like the commonwvealth.

. « . How tney Jeer at the declared golicy of this
eovernment to seek, by reasonable meane, to divert
to tha Unilted Kinydom and commonwealth sources pur-
chases now made in the United States.’%

After the budget of 1958, the Conservatives pelieved

that their policy with re=zard to diversion was showing signs

of suceczss. On July 17, Mr. Churchill informsd the House:

our pattern of trade has undergone some chanees,

in the more recent oeriod we have been selling more

to the United Tinsdom and the commonwealth countries
and scemewna2t less to the Urited States. .o . . In the
same »period imnorts frem Great 3ritain rose . . . by
two ner cent, end imports frow the United States . . .
fell by seventeen ver cent. A certain measure of di-
versification and expanslion has taken place leading
to a hetter balance in our trade pattern.)5

The Liberals, of course, interpnreted the trade figures
differently and also had some commentis to make about another
Canadian policy announced during ﬁhe Budget speech. This was
2 measure to reduce imporits of British woollen goods, into

Canada, by tariff manipulations.

The Liberel Position Towards Anglo-Canadian Trade

The Liberals wzre pleased with thelr post-war economic
policies. 1In general, they did not shars tnz concern felt by

the Conservatlves about American investment. During the



Generel Xlection campalrn, Mr. 3t. Laurent arwsued that for-
elern investment had assisted the development of the Canadian
gconenmy and enabled Canade to buy more from the United States.
Mr. St. Iavrent =2lso argued that the twelve per cent rise in
Conedian exports, durins 156, had been a long term result
~f Americen investment.o0

During their last few years in office, the Liberals
had been concerned to imnrove Anglo-Canadian trade but their
efforts there-had been in the direction of stimulating Can-
adian exports to Britain. To thils end they had tried to per-
suade the Britilsh Government to reduce its cquota:restrictions
on dollar imnorts. CGoine were made in 1955 when Britain eased

37

°

restrictions on imoorts frowm Canad

jA¥]

Commenting upon the increase of zoods coming from the

tates to Cansada, Mr. Pesrson stated that the increase

w

United

in the

@

xport of zoods hed inevitably followed the increasing
United States investment in Canada. He =2lso stated that with-
out such imuorts from the Unlted States, Canadian economic
Gevelooment would not have Deen so suocessfulnBS

In 1957 and 1¢58, the Liverals criticised the new
Governmant's Anglo~Canadien trade position on a number of
zrounds. fne Liberals sugeested that Conservative decisions
were pelny made without recourse to expert advice and serious
planning., W¥r. St. Laurent imnlied that this was a.reason why

the British free trade proposals had been lightly dismissed.’9
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Mr. Martin f21t that he was justifisd in belleving that Mr.
Diefenbaler's diversion nrowvosal had the 'guality of the
snectocular” but was not 2 result of careful planning.4o
The Liberal l=zaders indicated approval, in »rincinle,
with the Government's diversion policy but were always fear-
ful of retaliations by the United States. Mr. Pearson demon-
strated this in his first comments on the Government's ob-
Jectives.
I think /he said/ this is one of the most careless
assertions ever made by any head of a Canadien
zovernment. In saylng thet I do not for one minute
suvzest that iT 1t could be done oy th=2 rizht way,
and withovt doinz this country any harm in_other
wayvs, it would not be a good thinc to do.%l
rointing to some of the difficulties involved in the
oropocsals, Mr, Pepcwvson reminded the House of the activities
of interest grouns in the United States. He said that such
grouns misht svecesed in forcins the United States Government
to retalists by ovrotective measures 1f Canada gave any indi-

. PR . . . 4
cation of diescriminatory measures agalnst Amarican goods.'2

&

By December 1857, the Liovsrals thougnht that theilr
fears had been Justified. We recall that the United States
took discriminatory action azainst Canazdisr oll. Referring
to the Conservative policles to divert imports from the United
States, Mr., Mertin said, "Such 2 deliberate policy on the part
of one friendly zovernment with regard to another wiy be con-
sidered as cne of the reasons why the United States has de-

liberatzsly resorted, at this time to a fifteen per cent cut
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in oil imvorts from this country§”45

As time went by, the Liberals beceme more convinced
that imbalances of trade with the United States and with
Britein should be corrected by expansion of trade rather
than by diversion vpolicles. They also became moré emphatic
about the desirability of maintaining the status quo.in rela-
tion to American economic influence. Mr. Pearson made this
clear when,on Januerv 7, 1958, he caid, "I think that we
should be very Toolish and very short-sighted 1f we 1in any
way brougnt about zan atmosnshere which would discourage the
participation of Amsrican investment in the Tuture develop-
ment of this countr‘yq“44 Four months later, he warned that
"diversion of trade /was/ . . . nelther a wise nor a benefi-

cial nrincinal to introduce into . . . forelgn economilc polioy”

and went on to warn the House of the possibility of further
erioes v F = 45
American retalistion.

The Liberals accused the Conservatives of disturbing
Canadien-American economic relations put at the same time they
ware not indisvosed (when it suited their ourrose) to accusing
them of apozaring weak vhen negotiating with the United States.
The Liberals, seizing upon newspaner reports and & chance re-
mark by one of the Americaen delsgstion, accused the Conserva-
tives of tellingz the Americans to ignore Mr. Diefenbaker's di-

. o 46 . . N
version proposals. According to the Libersls, then, the

Conservatives had minimised their diversion objectives when
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meeting with the United Statesg officials at Weshington, and
yet had provoked that country into retalliatory measures be-
f their nolicies.

The Liberals believed tnat the Conservatives had 1lg-

nored tne only constructive possibility for lmproving trade

(@]

between 3Sritain and Cerada, namely the British free trade pro-
cosal., WFr, Pearson believed that the proposals made by .the .-
Conservatilve Governmant - te imoprove tourists'! allowances

and cend a trade mission to Britalin - were insufficient to
divert the necessary 3600 million worth of trade from the
United States to the United Kinzgdom. Another way of achilev-
ing the diversion would be by tariffs amainst American goods
but Mr. rearson vslieved that thls was unthinkasble and, in
any case, would contravene G,A,T.T. The only possioility for
the increase in trade with Britain was by the Thorneycroft
nroposal which, accordins to Mr. resrsor, the Conservatives
had isnored. The free trade area could pne set up within the

N o 7
Tramework of u.A°T°T~4‘

The Libsrals' attitude towards lr. Thorneycroft's pro-
poesal was of crucial importance. Here, the Liberals declared
thelr reneral views on ¥Western economic and volitlical cooper-
ation. Referring to the free trade proposal, the Liberals
stated theot thev would nsve taken the vroposal much more ser-

lously then hed the Conservatives and would have started dis-

cussions with the Britiesh Governwant. They would have done
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this for a Car more important reason than merely promoting
Anglo-Conadian trade. Mr. Pearson made this clear.

Wrile it is very important indeed /he said/ to work
out biloteral relationshions of that kind which in-
creas2 trade between countries . . . 1t is of =z2ven
greater importance to exnand this area of freer trade

beyvond two countries. I would heve surgested that
vern2ns the British oronoessl could have been dis-
cussed within the context of Atlentic freer trade

go thet all this talk about economic 1Interdependence
in N,A,T.0. mizht eventually result in some action
towards economic interdependcnoe,4

This aspect of the frees trade area »nrovosal had al-
ready bpbeen mentioned by Mr. Martino49 In the next few months,
¥r, Pearson frecusently reminded tne Housz of the imvortance

of the develooment of an Atlantic community. He streesed that
such a devzlonmert was of narsmount importance "bota for po-
1litical and 2conomic reasons."20O Pearson reminded the House

thet Britain, 2t that time, was interested in free

trade rossipilities in Eurove. I Canada could becomeassoci-

<

ated with vhe Europeen free trade movement through 3Britain,
then oerhere taoe Carsdisn Goverrwmenrt could helv to bring about
"freer trade in the whole Atlantic area, including the U.3.a."

The alternstive for (Consda would be isolation, which he thought

impogsible, or Horth American continentallsm, which he thought

in the Bu»osly Debate, in July 1958, Mr. Pearson rec-
osnised the difficulties of bringing 2bowt Treer trade within

an Atlantic framework which included Britain, zurope, Canada

{ :)
[T

and the Urited 3Stztes. Y=t he stiress the imsortance of such a

)
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"vision'., H2 concluded:

I do vot krow of any more imsortant or any greater
viglon, epgert from vuillding up our own country, than
tryins to bulld up the Atlantic area as a iree trade,
wollitically cooperating and defence area. Surely
thee: conld be no more important Canadiesn policy at
tiile time, volitlcal or ecowomic, than to take the
initiative in thet regard.b2

The Liberal interpretation of tae trade figures which
wzre lgsued in 1958, was.not tas same as that of the Conserva-

recalled that tne Conservatives believed that

c-l.
e
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the esuccess of their diversion objective was reflected in the
fisures which chowed a seventeen per cent reduvction in imports
from the Ualted States and a2 two per cent rise in imports from
Britain, Trz Liberals believed thzot the recession in the
Cenadian cconory had bzen responsible for reduced imsorts from
the witzad Stotes, and that'the recession had odeen of such a
nature Lot imuorits from Britain were not affected.?”? Some

Liberale =zlsc referred to the 2:parent contradiction between

imports from Britain

and the rolicy of restrictingz tne volume of British textiles

o

Ul
4=

comins into Cansesda.

Asgessment and Summary

Te wnositlons adopted by the Conservetive and Liberal
sarties, during the discussion of Anglo-Canadian trade and

related matters, have a twofold imoortance. In addition to

TR

[42]
[

vievwing the zeartie ositions on the snecific issues, we are

able to waln some insights into their respective attitudes
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r2l economic 22¢ nolitical trends in the post-war

it

W

towards g

0

worléd., Both of tnese aswnects are consldered nere.

-

It is.reca led thzt the Conservative Government hoped
fTor o diversion of Canadian imzorts from the United States to
the mited Xinesdom, for economic ard gpolitical reasons. There
were mood €conomic reasons vay such a diversion should take
rlece. If it were successful, the massive lmbalance with the
United States would ve adiuvsted, and st the same tlme, those

in Briteir who ware concermnad abovt the Anglo-Canadian +trade
situation would be saticsfied. Correction of the lmbalance with
Britain mi nt have snabled Cansdian exnorters to the British

rarizet to incrzass thelr business. The Concervatives, as we

O3]

observed, ware 2lso concerned about the political implications

of the trading deficit 2nd Americen investment, althouzh they
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this after they had obtained office in

The Conservatives mede Tew »2roposals to correct the
imbalance. The concésslions made to Canedian tourists making

vieits to Hritain may ve summarily dismissed. The "Hich

Level' Trede Mission was only o larzer varsion of previous
apnedian tradin: miselions, althoush 1ts purvoses were some-

o)
4]

we observed above. Wnile such missions
undoubtadly heve thelr uses, they are cvite unsatisfactory as
g means of producing or even initiating: such a drastic re-

orientation of Canadian foreign economic policy as was re-
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onired to recetify the auge imbealance.

Th= Concervatives did not apnzar to conelder the

go

2ritish free trade »reooosal with any grest care. Although

-

the Ooneervatives did not pubnlicly criticise the »ronosal,

w
o
o
®
b=y
3
5

tnelr recervaotions asosared to 20 rth mere concern
abhout the mavner in which the o2roonosal wase delivered. The

Conservatives, we recall, explained thet free trade between

=
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Coy. 0 2nd Britaln mie ad tn ~ cituztion whereby quvdian
oroduced xoodse would be repnlaced by British imports. Clearly,
the Conservatives were determined to avold any potential dis-
rupticon in tihe domestic econowmy. The extent to which they
were concernad by the poseipbility of such disruption is indi-
cated »v tne fact that after proclaiming thelr interest in
lmprovins Cenadiesr imoorte from Britain, the Conservatlives
csuccumtsd to the pleas of the textile industry and reduced

imports of British woollen goods.

T

T2

ne Conservatives stated that, in the future, they
would liks to restore the triangular patitern of trade which
2d existed in the »nre-war years.. Theyv believed that such a
gsituation would reduce Canada's denendence upon the United
Stetes. It 1s imvortant here to notice tnat when the Con-
gservegtives interpreted economic conditions in Canada as a
tnreat to solitical and economic irdependence, theyv made ges-
turee to the traditional =conomic connection witn Britain.
Ta2 Qonservatives, however, offered no effective

nolicies to achieve this trianszular pattern of trade (even



if sveh a reversal of Conedian trading patterns were possgiple).
¥easures desirned to reduce Amcrican influence in the Canadian
eaconomy would pnrowovably arffect standards of livino drasticelly.
Tne supersensitivity of the Conservetlives to the electorate,

ne demonetrated by the tariff chanres for woollen goods, showed
that tne Conservatives would not pursue volicles which might
nroduce economic difficulties for the public, and electoral
difficulties Tor themselves.

The enthusiasm for the trade mission and the Montreal
Conference may be viewed similarly. Although these were of
1ittle practicel value in increasing British imports into
Cenada, tne Conservatives lost no onportunity to demonstrate

their entnusizsm for Britocin and the (Commonweszith. We recall

that they

contracted thils enthusiasm with the apathy of the
Liberals towerds British and Commonvealih trade.

These enthusisstic zesturss towards 3ritain and the
Commoriwealth were not sufificlent to produce any long term
chanres in »natterns of Canedian trade during 1957 and 1958.
Nevertheless,  durin: Lheée years,'Conservative anneals to
whe British connectlion, vased on tradition and the desire to

crescrve national identity on the Northn Amsrican continent,

remeined a eizniflicent feature of taz 2arty.
The Liberals did not indicate any great degree of
concern zoout American influence on the Canadian economy.

de recall that they valued this influence greatly. In fact,
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one of their moin criticricms of the Conservative nolicles vas
due to their fear that those policies mirsht disrupt American
trede with (end investment in) Conada.

Wr, Thorneyeroft'e onronosal nad a preater appeal to
thz Liberals, They belleved tihat such e provosal migsht help
to correct the imbalarnce of treode between Canadae and Britain
witheout affectins trade with the Unlilted Stotes. Such a view
of tihe Sritish free trade nronoss)l conflicte with that of Andrew
Shoniield, He nelleved that the valuz of the proposal, for

Coneode, lav in the Tact thet svccessfvl implementation of the

[o})

~ronocs] necassitat=2d the roigins of hish tariff berriers against

0

¥

the United 2t=tes. He ctatzd thet these measurss would be ne-
cesserv pacance, otherwice, Conade would be merely an entrepot

r Am=rican zoods wnlch would snter Britain, throush Canedsz,

=y
9]

without teriff =nd would ovold the hich British duties.2?

Had the Liber2ls interpreted the proposal in this way
they would not navae been interested in it as 2 measure to re-
duce the imbalabce of trade between (anada and BPitain; Sub-
stantial diccrimination é@ainst trede with the United States
was unthinkable to them, 2¢ we hove already seen.

The Liberale were alsco intsrested in Mr. Thorneycroft's
nroposnle for o more imnortant reason than 2s 2 measure to
balance Anplo-Canadi=sn trade. Oreof the most ilmbortant ob-

Jectives of the Liberel party was, and still is, to broaden

the besie of the Weetern Allience. They holed that on the
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nilitary fremeworlt of N.A.T.O., an Atlantic community mizht
e estanlished within whlcn there would be a wood deal 6f
economic and rolitlical coomeration. Tne Liberais frequently
referred to this, 28 we saw earlien.

we recall tnot tas Liberals were aware thet Britain

vas interested In the »nossivility of a free trade area with
some Auropesn countries.. Tazy urzed that Cenadisns should
be doins 211 that they couiu o associate Canada with the

thay believed tnst coms kind of free trad

LJ.

N ag-
gociation betwesn Cancda =2nd Britaln mizsht be a2 way in which
to the

Cenade could wm=intaln 2n interest. Canada, according
Liverals, misnt then malze & sisnificant contributlon towards
2n Atlantic free trade aren by encourasing the United States

to become 28sociated.  Thus Cenada'e sonecizl relationshin

both with Sritaln and the United States could be of great

"J

2. Lu

(D

in any wmovement towsrds an ALtlartle community.
Accordinw to tae Liperals, it wern of tremendous im-
sorterce for {arsda to meintain closs economic and »nolitical
ties with the United States. It v s ecually important for
imited States and Britein 1o have a-maximum of
cooperation =ni soreement with each other. A desree of closer-
Ween Cenzda and Britain which furthered the
above ernds wae welcomed py the Liberszls.
Thus the discussions on Anrlo-Canadian trade rela-

tlone indicates thet there was 2 eisnificant difference in
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soy o An waieh Liperale snd Conservatives viewed the British

comaecitlon,  This 1s foriher 1llustrsoted by the attitude of

tne two pavitize towerds dritain's orocosed entry into the

-,

wuronean Sconomlc Community.
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Td® EUROrEAN ECONOWIC COI

T 1960 =ard 1061, the Aiccvssion of Anzlo-Canadian
relations was ravived pv Consservatives and Liberals., The
impetve wos ~rovided by Sritain's decision to consider entry
into the YWuronsan Teonomic Cormumlity. The nositlion adooted
by the Conservetlve CGovarnment in Canadz was sisniflicantly
different from the nee°ifion adovted by the Libsrals. Before
thase »oeitions rre deccribed o2nd 2ssessed, 1let us consider
gvents whien h=d peen taziny mlsce in Hurere in tre nost-war

@ W

veprs We <chell =leo review the Dort rlerved by the C2nadisan
Government ir official oigcussions with other Commonwealth
membzrs, comcerning Hritieh entry.

Fronceals for rromoting urity 2mons Western Euroreay
n=tione nove oeen me0e vy reformers gsirce thne fourteenth cen-
tury.l After 194%, the notion wa2g siven considerable momentum-
oy 2 numhzr of »neonlas. Thzry were ~robesbly influenced, in Part,
oy thz Fect toet = divided Turoce n»d twice torn 1te=lf erart
in the ~reaviove thirty yveere. Addrecsing a C2nadi n auvdilence
in 1962, Lord ifm=ry 2ittribuicd the trend towards Buropesn
Sir Winston Chursnill's influence.2 In fact, dur-
he noct-wor vears, Tne lnsolration to develol Huronean

cocnerstion 2=4 ~2ome, not fror Eritein, but from Continental

62



surose - from sveh men as Jean donnet.

After 1045, some ambitiove gcaemes to effect cooner-
ation arony Turopean statse were attempted, out failled, tine
aost notanle of these deinr the Zuropean Defence Community.
Attewsts 2t coonzration in tne =conomic sphere proved more
suecessiul,.  Yoen attzmsts were nBenelux, the Orsanisation for
Zuronean Scononic Cooperation, the Buropean rayments Union
2nd tne Euronsan Cosl end Steel Community. Tre latter was
the prototynz for the Huropean wconomwlc Community.5

fhe HWuropean weonomic Community (or Common Mmrket)

in Janusry, 1878, It wes an economic associrtion of elx na-
tions, dGermany, France, [taly, Belgium, tne ketherlands and
f the main aime of the Communlity wase grad-

inxensour>,  Orsg of

nglly o =2limincte 211 teriife smonz 1te meroers and to es-

]

. It 1
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tablier & commorn externsl taril ¢, however, more than

-

[¢6

a cusgtoms vnion. Article Two of tne Treaty strseses the

allenmsnt of <eneral econowic wolilcies to promote economic

D

L

srowth and stanility, ard tae strencsinering of relations a-

mpers. Furthermore, althou’h tne Cormunity 1ls ecsen-~

Q]

noNH m
tl=21ly an =conomic assocl=tionr, its broader objectives should
not be overlooked. Emile Benoit states, "In the minds of the

Treatv's moct

vizorous provonents the vltimate objectlve is

ndk

undoudtealy tnz attainment of political unification.

i'me Community is almosi as ponulous asg the United



6

]

Statee ~na keae nzorly = n2lf of thz 2roductive output of thet

country. To irzorters 1t offers the largest market in the

world.

o

uronean cooneration, if it 1s to be euccessful, must

have o¢ ite pose, "o preversesl of tas thousand year feud pe-
tween Tevton =i G20l (to recall Sir Wineton Churchill's
resoundine nhrsea). e Tect th-t Franco-Gsrman cooperation
is ta= basis of *h=a Covmon Market, i¢ etressed LY Walter
Lirrmonn who comments. "It /The Common Merket/ is e bargein
between Frepcn sgriconlture =nd Cervman industey. . . . At bot-

tom the Common Mariat enenlss france to csell the bulk of the

pasic food., . . . orotected ppainst Capzdes, Australis, New

Lﬂ

Zz221land' sud otoncrs ™Mie, of course, 1s of crucial im-
portarae vaan Hritich entrr inte the Commor Merket, 2nd the
subgecuent fote of Commonwealth Prefersnce, ~re considered.
in ths decede alfter World “ar II, both Lobour and
Jone=ry=tive Covernmenrnts ir 3ritain remoined zloof from the
ainstresm or the "Turorsen Movemant'". Ac the European Eco-
nomic Sommunity Tecene =) rezglity; nowever, Britain became more

znd more copcerna2d 21t ths economic 2nd »oliticel consequences

of cutting nereslif off fror such imnortant develouments on

“ - ~ y . ~ Y s -
the Contirent.® Therefore, while ¢till rejectins member-
ghip, = tein pronoced a "looss link with the Common Market

in the Torm of 2 free trsde prer vhich could be jolned by
ntaer Toronesn countrizss thet nrafzrred to cteyv out of the

1 PN 2

Commor: ii=rket but neverihelecs iched to rarticinzte to some
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extent ir the Common WMarket's orosram for the liberalization
end exsansion of Huropsan trade."! After orotracted and dif- i
Ticult n@jotietiéns? attemnte to forgse the link between the
mCSELC. countelias and those countries interecested in tne free
treds =rea, brcke down.

Those countrizs of liks mind with Britain formed a
Iurogsan rree Trade Associatlion (3.F.T.A.). Thie association
comprissd the United Ldrnw-dow, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Swit-
zerland, Austriz and rortuxal. One important difference be-
tween the Surosean meononmic Community and the BEuropean Free
Trade Asgocletlion wag thot while the Tormer was oprotected by
a common =2xternsl tariff, the latter permitted its members

to retain thelr own tariif structursese for imporits originating
outeide the sssoclation. 3ritain could thus mazintain its

systsm o

T Commonwealth Preference. It was renersglly thousht
thet tone formatlion of the Buroovzazn Free Trade Ascoclation was
an attempt, v nsrticinztine countries, to enhence future

parzeinins pover with the Eurogsan iconomic Community, in any

e

future negotizations.
3y July 1661, the sritish Jovernment nad decided to

oven negsotiations with the wmuroprean Zconomic Community to

1

establish conditions under wnicn Britain misht Join i1t. The

3ritish Prime Minister, »r. Mecwmillan, announcin” the pro-

[

nosed measures o the House of Cormons, stressed the economic

and political imnlications.
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Althnouh the Treaty of Rome /he =2id/ is concerned
vith economic matters it nes ern important nolitical
ofzcetive, namely to promote unityv and stabllity in
Surone ich is g0 essential o Tactonr in the strug-
o1le for freedon d nro-sress throushout the world,
« + .« I believe it ig both our duty and our inter-
eet to contribute towsrds thet strengtn og securing
tae closset possible unity within Iurooe.

'JU‘Q

He enmvhacizad that he did not believe that British

)

2ntry into the Common Marist would adversely affect the Com-
monwealin. In f=2c¢t, he étrepsad that Britaln's contribution
to the Commonweszltn would De sreater if Britein entered the
Sommunity. 10 savernment steakers emphasized that d primary
alm of ith2 orogosed nepotiatlions was to make satisfactory ar-

te for tae Cowmonwezlth countri particularly in

12
b

ranpmemesn

-

the =conoric field. Both F¥r. Mac and Mr. Sandys

the Commonwezlih Secretary, stres
{t was sieniiicant, however, thnet tne Government did
ITer to the House any sueranicee thnst Commnonwealth Prefer-

2nce would remain un G, in f2ct, VMr. Macmillan stated

(@]
\3

that whils tie svetem of free entry and Preference had been
off rre=t imnortance in the past to all the members of the
Commonwealtn, netterns of trade hsd chnanced in recent years.
A2 Turther steted thet the difficulties aricing from those
chanzees would have to oe dealt with whether or not Britain
Jjoined tine Common Market,t2

¥hen we recall the nature of the Zuropean Economic
Community and tne important position of French szriculture

within thet Community, 1t aspears obvious that the system of
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:Terzree wonld heve to pe changed radically,

Commonversitr &I
if Briteiv beceme a mewmoer. Vhen the 3ritish Government
oromised to orotect "Commonwenlth interests', they presumably
meart nerotintin: new arrangsements, on pehall of the Common-

Ty

»

altih, which would recover logies sufTzred by the z2oolition

“rererenc

D

or modifiecrtion of Cormonwealih .
It is alegn intzrestinz to note, In this connection,
thot economiste who Tavoured Sritish entry into the Common

r

Marzet often ainimised tne valuz of Ceommonwealtn Preference,

poth to Sritain =nd to the otlnesr Commonwealth countries, and

)]

maximised ths imdortance of increaszd trading opportunities

in the rotzrzislliy exaendinr market of the HKuropean Commun-

LhouTn tne Leoour Ovooeliftion reserved its oninion

gl
¥

zntry into the Common Market (the whole

&)
]
ct
)
W
I
.
o
-
o]
)

of tne osartyv apstainsd on thae motion to seel entry), the
Leader of tinz Qooosition,; duzh Gaitezell, stressed that. the

Joverpment nust not do anytains vwhicn would damagze the Com-

1

monweslih. -

"~

Bome individual embers on voth sides of the House
were Tar more critical of fGovernmanrt policy. Fears were ex-
vressed thet British entry into the Common Market micht mean
the loes of soverelenty, the end of British institutions and
tne prezkine un of the Commonwealth. HFurtnermore, Members

did not overlook the interest of the United States in Euro-

O
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sean uniity or a racent meeting between Fresldert XHernedy and
Mecemillan,  Members of the Lapour "Left" and the Conserv-
in thie vein. Jennie ILee (Mrs.
thet the Government apparently
adom of Dr. Adenauer and
tnen anvthine thet Britain
nost-wer q1tuation.l6 Viscount
Torthrisht. He descrinhed 3ritish

. - « with BEurope, ordered by

ird out by . . . thz Prime Winister."17

pmd

hl

ted States
sroovavly stemzea from tae fact tost successlve post-war Admin-

istretiors in “meninston had intermittently attempted "to

P,

[}

ersuzce a nuwosr of wuropsan countrise of the advantages to
thern of = cloge onolitical and =2conomic inte: rat:on.“lB The
ee which the United Statss thournt would emanate from

an intesreted furooe ware sxoressed by rresident Kennedy, in

ve /as e2id/ tnst e unitaed Roroose will pe
58 of playvinz a ] in the common de-
fense; of resnonding 1v to the nzeds
nf noorer nations, oo - the nited States
¥ thers 1n lowerl rizrs, resolving

on
[STN¢))

izs and currency,
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The United SBtates Govermment ne,d veen unsympathetic

to Sritish attempts to broeoaden tne Covmon Market into a free

trade ares, and to suos=cuent attemnte by Britain to "bulld



S WWTT T cmts e g g o s - —

69

Muricet and the Buropean Free

Trade associctlion. The reason for this wvas that tne regional
arrancenents oroovoeed py Sritain did not provide a

sas8is for solitlcal unity whereas tne Common Market did.. It

,4
v}
n
C}.
s 2
[de}
[
O
2
b
]
o
2
b
;

zzect whlenh most attracted the United
states, and tacverlore taey wWire unlikely to support any sub-
etitute erroncements wanieh lacked this feature.20

S =

Ae we n=ve already chsarved, there were some who felt

that sritain's svuhseouent annlicetion Tor entry into the Com-

et could e exnlained in terme of direct American pres-

gure. rroif
cument ¢z S5z ocorrled very Tar. ds does state, however, that
the Sritisa government moy nove peen Influenced oy the fact
thet tns United States weos unsymoztnztlc to any other arranpe-
rente wihich n7a p2er oroposed py Britailn, and tist the new

-

fennedy admiristration wes g8 deeoly commlttsd to thne success

of tae Compon Murkst 28 nreviouvs administrations had been.zl
Tnz {nited 3States Govermmsnt was very rmucn in favour

of British erntry into the Cormor Yarket, =zs lonzx as the basic

Teaturss of thet orranisation rcmaingd vnaltered. The rea-

cons for tnle snthvelsen z2re well eowmmerised oy Professor

who wrote:

it

d wt;t“é JOVA%QmAﬂL woe oo

the

necerned to em~ha-
n~dom to nrovide
in Hnrﬂ anv nolitice, esne-
period rhie: it wae thoucht
v from tnes ccene ol Chancellor
waulle, . . . It was aleo
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et ete

than the
andg tnat

to urge the
xHTleHC—

[ o AL S
)

{4

100
ain in
wne

d,
eavors

ket would have

inevitaly =mece tast Cormurity etroncer Dota economlically and

voliticaliv, but 7= United Stetes did cgem unduly con-

cerrned =7 ite ontentiesl 2o a competlitor. Any sacrifices which

cee meyv orve nsd to mawe iIn tne economic sohere

Furthermore,

avothe terreg ol 1as Yrede Mxpanslion sct of 1662, itnhe President
wes civen toz oowsyr to neotlate o mutusl reduction of tariffs

witn the (Oouwmon Xarzelt couvnirlies, T sueca & policy proved
to e succeesful, ther tne stren-thened Aurovean Economic Com-

manity misht not nave sucn an adverce eifect on United States

United States nolicy makers did not avoear to view a
ctronz=2r Zurounszan Weonomic Cormimity as a potential political
it

rival eitasr, and so Teare tihst a "Third Force' mizht emerge

n Hurore were discounted.d4 Kfter all, Aurope and the

[

United Stztes Tac2d a common enemy, =ra, 1T was generally

oglisvzd, tasy sheared thz came nusic valuszs. PFurtaermore,
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sritoinia srzeznce in tone Gompmion Markst was desired orecisely
DReanse 1T was Thovsnt, in tne Unlted States, that such an

i

addition o the S5ix would nesete any "Third Force" tendencies.

Therafors, wo2 lnitsd Stotes was well disoosed voth towards
Aounited wurooz ana to Sritaln pelns part of that unity.

Tre resional @covorlic dovelocments in Burope were
wizved with inisrsst in Jansda sven pelforeBritaln appiied to
join the OQovwon Merizt.  any reor anication of trading net-

terns i» “oernsse wonld inevitably affect Cenada, especially 1if

sritain modliiied tae syeiem of Oommonwesltn rrefzrence in any

tne Montreal Jonferesnce of 1953, the (anadian

felt assured tnaet Prefer-

—
Na
¥

2nce =0old pot os modiiizd in cuen a wey =g to alfect Canada

sdverssly. "  The communicue issved 2fter thet Conference,

Commonwealtn
el evetst nes prov:-z(] t
i o

soverrnmant confirms  its
an irsortant element in
, . e and unrecstricted

ods 1-worted from thre Common-

P)\T"/\r n‘ T\.’—'-\zjr-

weelth.20
sritieh provosals to form a2 Tree trading area in

murops, and sunsecuvent particioa n in the Zuropean Free

,_
<

p’
o]

Trode &ssoclistion, did not a.-peer to contradict tne state-

ments made at tne ¥Wontreal Co ~ce pecause, Dy the terms
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of the HW.F.T.4. azreement, sritain was Dermitited to retain
Commonwselin rreterence. Althowzn the terms of that azree-
ment may heve vcen sufficlent to allay any fears which the
Gomadiar Sovermtment, wav have nad about the future of pPrefer-
ence, tae poesiblliity of = "trade war' between the Buropean

Zeonomic Community ond tas rade Associztlion

@

sUuronean ree

T
oresented = new uroblem to Cenade. Wr. Fleming expressed the

"itrade war' micht lead to restrictions on

fear thsat sueh =

o
1

imports oif Cenadian zoods into Europsan markets.ol

The United States evidently shared thesse fears in re-
zard to their own exports to Eurove, and so initiated discus-

sione wrhich lz2d to the formetion of the Orranlsation for Eco-

nomic Cooveretion and Develovment. Most of tne weset European

countries Jjoined thls orsanisation alonz with the United States

and Caneda. Ore ol itn2 general alms of the Orgsanisation was

o "contribute to to

vl
®

nondiscriminatory onesls in accordance witn international ob-
lizations."28

Durine 1LH1 and 1962, tﬁe-uﬁﬂmul&D Government oecame
concernsed =snd anprenensive at the increased nossipility of
seitish entry into the Common Merket, and durins taese two.
veare playad an importent ozrt in coneultaetions with Britain
and with othsr memiers of the Commonwealth. In April 1961,

Mr. Macmillan visited Ottewa ana ¥Mr. Diefenbsker informed nim

]

of this concern. Later, Diefenbzsker told the House of Commons

2xpansion of world trade on a multilateral,



75

that ths 2ritlien Prime Finieter had left him with a firm im-

oression thet esvery elffort would be mode to saleguard Canad-~

Tne Commonwealth Teonowle Consunltatlive Councll con-
in Sentember 1461, and tne pronosed entry of
Sritaein irto the Common Mrrxet was one of the tonics discussed.

Commonwaal®n countries "exorevsed prave anprenension and con-

cern ra wrd’ tnz sossiple resultes of tne initlztive taken
0y tne Crited Jivedowm., . . . Moot commonwealth countries gues-
tioned whoitnzr tas (nited Kinzdon . . . counld possinly secure
in the osronosgad wnzsotistliors an ggreement wnlen would nrotect
. . : . = o “30
commonweeltn irntersste zGeguately and effectively.

tn frire ¥Ministers, in

=z stronz pDlea on
pehnedl? of tane Commeonweslita., He zlso cugrested, to Britain,

an aiternative to 2ntry Into tne Common Marzet. Thie will

o}
[}]
-
(!
<
e
D
o
@
O
’__l
3
~
[$)]
=
.

in Jervuary 19635, General de Saulls's diktat prevented

any furtner negotlatlions vetwsen opritaln and the Zuropean

on

sd thezt if Britaein en-

L
ct
W

seounomic Community. Thas Jeneral et

2

t2red, "z colossgal Atlentic Oﬂ“ﬁﬂﬂluv vouls emersze under

\

American densndence ard control, which would soon swallow up
vems o, U1
ULV -

<zd and disanpointed,

Lord Besaverbrook, tne Canadizsan born nawvepaoer ownsar, and a



and Cox alth suvonortzr, prssented a dif-

ferert -“ritisn viawscoint., #Hle Drlilyv wyoress srescted General

e Goullets veto with tne headlire, "GLORY GLORY HALLELU-
drad". 75 Phare were no fuch punlic rejoicinss by Consexrva-
but 1t is cuite poseivie tnat Lord

G thelr sentiments ade-

vnaer Lae Conservative gposition is

tiva o

atli
concerned »t the sossinle effects of scononmlic reorzanisation
in Eurofe even veiore Sritaln wade apglication to enter the

Common Harliat. Mis conceri weg basged on the Tear that Can-
edian rocda wi nt sulfer restrictiors on entry into Continen-

srouplings misht soméhow

, Iin tne same

in Aoril 1¢61, he

l2ft the imoression to2t, altnourh 2ritein was seeking entry
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into the Cormon Merkel, Canadien interasts would be carefully
considersd. Reviewinz the nilateral consultations in the
Fous=, ir. Diefenbalter seid:
Tha Prime VWinister of the United Kingsdom left me with
2 clear imnression tnst the United Kinsdom government
intends to maks every effort to work out o gaticfac-
tory means of particinating in the ecoromic organisa-
tion of =Earone without detriment to Canadian or Com-
monwealth interests,”?d
These reassurances may h=2ve fortified the Conserva-
tives because in the next weeks they anpeared lass concerned
sbout the »noseioilities of British entry into =urone. Mr,

Gordon Churcnill thousht that the noscibility of British entry
wvas only tentstive and alco surpgecsted that 3Britain was not
nrepsred to Join the Common Market on the basls of the Treaty
5T Rome.25 wr. Flamine, presentine his budeet, stated that
the system of rreference was the "kevstone of the Common-
wealth trading system" and that evsry effort would pbe made

wo protect Canadian interests.57 Farlier in hls speech,; how-

N

ever, e

in

=tated thet "for the orecent, the situation [Was/
. « . much too unsettled to consider seriously a sharo reor-

ientation" ir wvolicies concerned with regional trade group-

After the British officilzl =2nvlication for entry into
the Common Merkaet had been lodred, tne oositlion of Cenadian
Conservativee solidifled considerably. Throughout the period
o1 negotistlons between Sritein and the Community, the Can—

aGlan Government took every oguortunity to impress uson the

w
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novwever, tihe Ceradilan Government of-

Tieia iy modinteinad the view et tae cuestion of entry into
themselves to decide.

We nrve always recog-

nplsed thatv Briteirn itszli mant 1ts ~tm o declision on vital
s b T e e S o s o g o o 4 A R e aTal 4} "—59
mattere and wa o2id co oloiriy at Acers «nc on other occaslons.

. Dlefenovelsry realficmzd tnle 23 thoe magetins of Frime Min-~

imnlicatiors, Tor Joveoas »onag e Cowmmonweslth, wnich British

seeeesion Lo tne Turonean Zconomic Community could entail., "4l

N

ointed out

Ve o > oo 1 REIE ) T 2 =T o SN PSR S g
fha zZesl With whicn ths Consservatives

entry, orten led to criticisms

7

t Acera, wers reported in

orogramme. The reports of

these s-aseches wers read, 1n the Housge, by members of the

the Unlited Press service, had
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of 3ritish entry was s nroblem

e Cowmonves2ldt Hees denied

¢t choose petween

D

(This was the way

{)

ct
D
+
©
D
1
t
L
N

Soutinam lews s=2rvice,
“"Sritoir conld not have
» Teoot in zren Jroun =nd reieln tnz Trezdom of cctlion which
nhl

Jus</ necesszry to the lendershin of the commorweslth.

iz the staetern=nt. He also took

vhe ouportunity te dismiss ollezatione that ¥r. Hees and him-

Q2T0 A nenes

i

!

He wzen =llared
skl SnowWn hos-—

S
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s Werse expressed

his snezch at
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the un@vm“ﬂt etlc

o amavarssyries. T
(Rete for,dogwn and th .
L iriends Lnat Great Britain has

2 aosition, =28 vwe asve already stated,

restad on both Tz econoxic =and noliticel iwpliceotions of
Britich it Turone,. In the eccnomic shnsre, the Con-

szrvetive Goverrnvent wse chicefly concerned about the Tate of
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that SBritedin vould nrotsct Canadiarn intzresitie, 1t 1s cuite

th= Conservetives were seriously ceorcernzd about

o
B
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the Tvture oF Comnornweelin

it Britain jolined the

avrregeast Lole concern to the House

to the
million
affected
L 2cea on merket
Lo would in our viow Le s2riously
i S with nlsher
with not
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We reca il thet Mr, Flemine referred to Preference as
Tae ?sttnn?” of the Cormonwszz2lin traz2din~ svstem. ILatsr in
the waer, he reeifirmed his nartw'e beliefl in its value. He

tne Conservative party was

in Turons, must not interfere
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with Comoonverlin Frefcrence, =2t lazast in so far os foodstuff

WrS CAneaErnad., -

’)‘

Flemine 414 not corsiser thot Sritain could maintain
ond enter a2 Haronesn mconomic Community. In
thie velin h2 esid, "I do not think sanyone well informed on
this subdject tainks 1t 1s soseizie to nepotiate with the six
such terme of adnerence of the United XKinsdom to the European
economic commurity ss will oreserve the osreferred nosition of

Canscdisn foodrtuly in the nmarlkst of the United Kingdoma”51

Tne Consevrvative garty bilieved that pritish entry

3 P o PSRRI By ey e PR 3 A I T T e S -
into the Corron Verihet, snd the subssou=snt ouLoilition of Com-

nonves L o , would weslien whe fOommponwsalith. Trading
bonde szowaesn Jormonvealtn mewmbecrs would pbe relesced, and of

gven srestsr Lvoortzrnce, it wes T2lt thot Britain would lose
2rt 0of n2r soverelianly wnen sne erntsrec tne wurorean Hconomic

T N s

Sommunity, Tils woula saversely aflect Britein's role as

leader of the Commonweslitn end tnic, sccordinz to Mr. Fleming,

would De rarretied by most fommonwesalin countries including
Janode. o2

Coneservativse in defending thelilr nosition, emphnasized
their neriv'e devotion to thes British cornectlon and to the

Sommonveslth, Wr. Dieferbalzr often exnressed tnls very
forcefully, steting on oxe occesion, "The foundatlon of the

Conservative wovly is the close relotioneni

Comnonwves_un. Th=t was our Toundatiorn wnzr 11 wes an emplre
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iroeeme dilemra.  After an eloquent

den on bercli o tas Commonweslih, ne 1s rezorted to have

sEnt oo hundred yesre reslsting the magnetic

so i, Tuyz huve s
sull o7 the United Stetes. o o . Wow, this éthe British ap~

heins suckad into their

- RARVIREE y A - ! E A S L

Che 2eriod when Britaln was involved in negfo-
tistions, som= onservers suczested thet Canads should join
the Comimon Moriet, or seek a2s8socinte membersnins,  Mr. Diefen-

bakar nointzd out thot Canadlen particliation would nrobably

Qe £2106

~

to EInveracsy peTiscve srd asegociate shotus would be zcecorded
only o T togeegelane v tnsetrly stares of

develo Lont. g grohocolian=2d, howevar, tart the Government was
ible courses ~vra thot 1t would
telre =vy cometructive setlion to serve Coreaale interests.59
2, 2t tre Jrime Ministers'! Conference, Diefen-

1

baker uniolded 2 nolicy wmich ne tnon At micht be an alterma-~

J

Pive to British entry into tne Conmon eriatw, He did state,

however, the2t nilsg policy would oe zopliconliz, wasther or not
Britain Joined tne Cowmon ilorket., His nlan vwes thet ths Con-
fersnce shovld Ffollow tre 2xamnle of Precident Yennedy's

5

i nd an invitotion to all member

Trade Txonansion Act »nd "ext

D

Eal

the Commenwenlth, of tre W.%.C., the E.F.T.A.,

the U.9.A. ~rd Jrpen end other 1llke minded nzations. . .



to maet 0t the errliest sreoceticoble date to give consideration
of how to dasl with tniz tradinz problems . . ., 1in a way which

o

/would/ pe to the mutuel advartope to all'. He felt that this
would orossre the way for toe onrosvective nondiscriminatory
Larifi nepotistions on 2 "most favoured-n=tion" baslis. He

21lso crowvoced & world wide tredins conference.6o

ATter ©ne termination of nezotliati-ns between the

odom ond ths Ruropesn Keonomie Community, Mr. Diefen-
paker m-ode o snort formal stotement., He indicated no feelings

pe to wretasr the brackaown of negotiations pleaced or veXxed

nis Y. oo reon, on the other nand, voiced inls re-
o) . . N .
cret. s His o=y hal syetcmatlicelly surperted Sritish entry

nrousnouy Loe eriod.,

e Liveral rosltilion Towards Britisn mntry

e Liberal neriv, since tae end of World War II, had
=lwaye svroerted Suronesn inte-rrition. Furithermore, 1t - did
rot nelizsve that Sritish particli zition in such integration
would »rejudice Commonweslth Intersste. In 1956, Mr. Pearson
steted thet he did not "sez anythin? necesearily inconsistent
bztween th=2 closest nossible egssociation of the United King-

dom with BEurcnecan development, and the maintenonce and even

0]

4 of tne Commonwealth.,'"63

5]

strengthening of 1ts ties with the re
Wnen Britain, in 1956, decided to see some kind of

agssoclation with the »roposed Common ¥arket, the Liberal
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Goverrment's remcitlon was somewnet less enthusiastic.64 This
reticence, 1t z=»rrzared, was due to ths fact that the Canadian
Government was concerned, lest the »nroposed efforts at co-

overstion in wrone 12d to the emergence of "Third Force

tendencies. Such » result would frustrate the Liberals' long
ranee @oz2ls of an Atlontic community°65 Therefore, when Mr.
St. Laurent officially welcomed the British policies, his
statement echoed these fenrs, |

It would be 2 matter of concern to us /eaild Mr. St.
is nwa117 if the nuresuit of this Turopean objective
worthy as 1t is, were to resulit in ep incresse in
TrriiTs avalret non-iwuronean covntries or in lsss
effort or willinzneee to reduce th2 other barriers
to tn=z dev=looment of competitive multilateral trade,
wihilch is ths over-ridirns objective of the Conadian
GovarnTarnt. . . . Shovld the »nroposals be adonted
end successiuvlly carried torousn by 3ritain and na-
ti0u° of Western Rurope they should increase the
economlce strensgth 2nd orosverity of the neonles of
thet whole greatl area and =2lso their sense of soli-
deyity ond common purpose even beyond the economic :
field. Such =2 result could not fail to be welcomed
by GComaGisng, 6

The2 Liberals, in o»position; continued to advocate an
"outward-looking"! integrated Eurone. We recall that the Lib-
egrale criticised the Conéervative‘Goverpment in 1957 because
they did not »ursue Mr. Thorpneycroft's free trade nroposal
pbetween Britein and Cenada. Such on initiative, the Liberals

believed, osrovided the opoortunity for Canada to become as-

[l

soclatsd, in some way, With the events taking nlace in Europe,

l[)

ond mint be the Tirst chsse in the develonment of an Atlantic

community.
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The ILiberal onarty beceme increasingly enthusiastic in
its suwrort of Britain's entry into the Common Markst as the
gritlisn Government displbyéd an incresacing interest in that
ventore. Liberals deferded their nosition on both economic
and »nolitical grounds, and throughout the three years before
negoitiztions vetween Britain end the Common Mzrket countries
broke down, they attacked the Conservative Govermnment for
oursvine "anti-British! policies.

In 1960, Mr, Pearson warned the Conservatives against
eiving "irritated lsctures to Britain.07 Dur’i - the next
three yesrs, Livcrals wleefully expnloited newso=oner reports
which criticised the Conservative Government's attitude to-
wards Britien entry. 68 They belleved that the Government's
attitnde towerds Britein wos "nerstive, obstrucitionist and
unyieldins".09 e heve already referred to the fact that
Libersals bellszsved th~1 Mr. Hees =nd ¥r, Flewming had told the
sritiash tnat entry into the Common Morket mernt the end of

the Commonwezlth. Hevins irteruvreted tae Conservative posi-

tlon in suchh & wayw, the Liberals ©£=21% justified in believing
that the Gover-mert was 'cons 1tly anti-British'. 70

In advoceting British entry into the Common Market,
tne Libverals indicated that they did not volue the system of
Commonwealth rreference so hichly as did the Conservatives.

Mr, Ps2earson acknowledped the velu=s

o
O

T the system in nast years,

but went on to c=v, "Commonwealth Preferences esre a very dif-
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ferent tiilng now from what they were 15, 20 or 25 years
ago.TL

The Liberale vers limorecssed by the potential of the
sxXpandins Wuropean Common Merket, Theyv were encouraced by
ite hi-h eroductive canacity, ite hish growth rate and 1ts
potential =8 » market for Cenedlan gOods.72 They believed
that 3ritish entry wouvld. enhnonce this growth and strengthen
the Common Market.T? These ercouraging develovments in Bur-
ove, the Linersls thousght, demanded 1nitatives from the Cen-
adlen Government, such as those which Fregident Jennedy had
made with nis Trede Dxpansion oro razrme. Tae Lioerals thought
that the Conservetive Government heoG been tardy in foliowing
these Kennedy initiativesj4

Ve observed that, during the early stages of Buropean

&

gconomic reorgonisation, the Livercls believed that British
inclusion in such develovpments wowld egtabilise zurope polit-
ically, ond mleht 2rhence the prosoects of an Atlantic com-
runity emzrgirg in tas futvre. The Liberel vielon of the
Atlentic community wae uncoubteoTy the moet important reason
for thelr support of British entry into the Common Market.

1

Mr. Peorson provided a summzry of his party's nosition when

ne se2id:

N

()]
[¢3]

We on this side /of the House/ felt thot the United
Kin:dom =28 a mner of the Europesn common mfluet
worrld n2ln to ensurs that the comins together of
Buross both economically and colitlcaliyv would not
be wroursht ebout in e way which would Dz inwsrd
lookin> or exclusive. . . . We also sunzorted the

¢

B
M



be a further step
ic community.(5

- T - vy o~ v L1 =~} 5
move pecoucs we thounht it
3 ¢

would
teveloomaent of the Atlan

f—)'

The Libernale pelicved thai thelr supoort of British
catry into the Common Market, -nd their edvocacy of an
Atlentic economic community, world not iLrcreasge Canada's
devendence u-on the Unitad States. "Indeed," e2id Mr. Perrson,
"our denendence on the United strtes wanld he lessened rather
thon increnged 11 we covld fasnion = nswver =nd wider econom-
le¢ e2ssoncistion on an 4tlantic basic of which the Urited States
would becom2 on indispensable ;3rt.”76

Cenerally ther, ths Lioerals bslieved thot British
nregence in tns uronoar feonomic Community would help stabi-
lize thst community both ~2litically end economically, and
would hel» in the prodonl estabplisnmert of v Atlartic eco-
nomie community, which wag, according to o Liberal policy ad-
visor, "the orly haonpy solution for a country like Cznada.
Such 2 solntion /wag/ certainly compstinle with a closer
Turoeesn integration snd with the leadine role played by the

United States in the free world."((

Asseesment =nd Summary

Th= Concervative =2nd Liberal »nartise ware at one in
stating that Britain's entry into the Common Market was a
matter for the British Government slonz to decide. At this
point, however, anyv acreement batween the two parties ended,

bzcauce it 1s cuite clear that thz Jornservatives used gll

the arcumente th=t they could nmuster to

b

yareuade pritain to
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wuronz. The Liberals, on the other hand, felt

“

remain ocuteilde

it their duty to encovrege British »narticipation in the Com-
mon Mariet.

The Liberals enent 2 pood deal of FParllamentary time
and effort emphasizing that the Conservatives were "bullying"
th2 British CGovernment and ggnerally actine improperly within
the sopaere of~Gomm0ﬂwealth concultations. Judging from Can-~

adian 2nd Briticsh newsnerer rerorts, it eppears trus that.

Concervative Minlsters were overzealous, at times, in point-
ing cut to Britein tha-imolications of joining the Common

Market. Wnaile correct eticuette in Commonwealth relations

may be importort, it need not concern us undvly here., What

is importent ior us 1le thot the desree of Conservative oppo-
sitiorn to sritish entry is emphesiz2d by the incidents report-
ed in those newsnaoner articles. _ i

The Conservativac were justifi=d in believing that

{

British 2ntry into ®urope would necessarlly lead to a radical
modification of Commonwealth Preference. Recalling thé fig-
ures which Mr. Hees »resentad to fsrliament, it is not sur-
wrising that, Conservatives vere dismayved at the prospects of
esuch modifications. Any dislocetion in trading errangements
would hove ceured difficulties in the Caradlesn econonmy, at
least inr the short term. Tais poesibility could hsrdly com-
fort o Jovernment which n2d been Teced with a siognificent

degre= of unemplovment snd 2 slowing down of economic growth
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from the begirning of its tenure of office.

Furthermore, as we noted when we reviewed thelr po-
sition, the Conservativege belleved that the system of Prefer-
ence wae a significant aspect of the connection between Britain
and Cen=de., They viewed any significant reduction in Prefer-
ential advantages as an attack upon the very existence of the
Commonwzalth itself. |

Throughout this period the Conservatives agaln empha-
sized their sentimentel attachment for the British connectlon.
It is not surprising, therefore, that they regretted any.
measures which they believed would weaken that connection.

The Liberalg, of course, (and most economists who
volced their opinions.in'Cﬂnada) did not accept the validity
of Mr. Hees' interpretation. Thev f2lt that Preference was
of decreascing importance ond that, in eny case, the modifi-

ce.tlons necessary for 3ritish erntry wovrld not have such an

esdverce effect unon the Canadian econonmy as Mr., Hees had in-
dicated. Furthermore, they were impressed, predictably, by

the roseipbilities of freér.expanding trade in the new, larger
reslonal srouvings.

As vz have already seen, the Liberals, ovser the past
twenty yeare, have hoped that an Atlantic economic community
would pe built upon the Western military alliarce. British
membershio of the new economic rezions in Zurope would en-

hance possinilities of such an Atlantic community since



3ritain would be a "bridcoe" between Xurope and North America. ™
We recall that Mr. Pearcon emphasiz2d Canada's role as a
"boridee" betwsen Britein ond the United States in effecting
the Atlertic community. Even if.such pr-nd desisns vere not
realised, then British wmembershlp of tne Common Mesrket might
at least nrevent Xurops from becoming inward looking, and
counteract any "Third Force' tendenrcies.

If such o concent of an Atlsantic economlic community
was 2 cherished dream of the ILiberzl narty, 1t was anathema
to the Conservatives. I Britain jolned a2 Common Market,
then two strone tradiry entities wowld emerwze in the Weet, en
enlarg=d Buroosan Economic Communlty and the United States.
Conecervotives pelieved, we opserved, thot such a realigcnment
would draw Cemnada nearer to the United States economically.
We recall also, theyw velieved thst the reduction of trade
parriers within the Atlantic aresa would inevitably lead to
freer trade with the United Stetes. Tris zccounte for Con-
servetive commentes thet the Liperel perty wee merely follow-
ine Unlted Stat=e in trade polioiés, av¢ that such policies
would irevitobly lead to sreater Americoen influence in the
Canszdlen =2conomy. TFor Conservetivas, then, thne British con-
necticr, in tns economic sphers, wee etill of agreet signifil-
cence =22 » counterpoise to the influence of the United States.

)

~e Linerals fa2lt that Sritish particinsation in the

Buropean zconomic Community would increass ithe possibllities
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of the TSurorez2n movement develowuinz into 2n Atlantic venture.
They believed thsat Coarads might benefit freom trading with
~n economicaliy exoanding Buropean Cormurity end thet freer
trade within the Atleantlic area would incrense trede generally,
thus increccin: the volume of Cenada's share. Furthermore,
they belisved thnt Cevede's increasing trede with durope
viould oifset her densndence upon the nited States.

The concent of tnz Atlentic cormunity, to which the
Liberrls were deepnly committed, wees propounded vigorously by
many in Borope and the United States. Althoush most of its

)

net its

0y

nrroporente reslise th=t 1t 1g 2 long range goal, ond t
path 1s littered with many obstacles, they belleve that the
exigtence of N,A,7,0, if =lready embryonic evideunce of the
The Liberels advocated British entry into BEurone as
a steppinsg stone towards en Atlentic community. Had Britaein
jolned the Common Ma2rket then =ny kind of Atlantic partner-

a4

shin would have been fornaed on whe-% Livinsston Hartley

- ~—

1

termed, "The Dumbell Theory". Thors wio sdvocsted this kind
of partnership visualiced two "rlobes of sower", tne United
Statee, and 2 united Bourope which included Britain. Theo-
retically, the "globes of power" would be roughly equal in

N -

strength and would be united by mutual interests. Hartley
pelieves that this concent of Atlentic nertnershiov "had a

considersble vogue'" within the Unitsd States Government un-



til Jenusry ¢963.78

In nilg discussion of the arrsngements wlthin the
Atlentic community, Hertlsy referred to the question of Can-
nda.  Hde welizved that Canada did not easily £it into such
arrar-enente cince 1t wonrld not be reason=ble to expect Can-

ada to cede to the nited States Goverrment tne power to

Tha Jongsrvatives alpearszoc -aiare of thie. They indl-

n

coted that Diloterel relotionsnlos batwsen = united HWuropne

.

o

States, wowla draw Can-

[N

wnich incluoed Britain and the Units

ada ciosa2r to the tnited Steates sirn

ce Cenada could not hone

»
[§F

vo comtmie or cowmoete alonme with two massive plocs such as

)

these. Tne Liberale offared no indleation tnot this presented

{

a nroblem for Canada. In fact they did not dlscuss thils as-

nect ot Al

The Cownon Market Debate in‘Cmnqda was terminated by
events in #urope in Jenuzry 1963. Conservatives covld con-
tinue to exalt tne 3ritish connection: Llverals could regret
that Brit=in was not ablé to enter iurooce and thersby acsist

in the furtherinz of the notion of th2 Atlantic community.



CONCILUSIONS

The events wnlch asve peen under consideration took
nlace over a period of seven years and snanned four minis-
tries in Canadn. Attention has pzer focussed unon three is-
sues, each of them concerned with sBritein. The rnosition of
the two nartles, with recerd to Britain, has besen described
in detall. Some peneral conclusions meay now be drawn about
the attitudes o7 the narties towerds Britain and some assess-
ment made of the sisnificsnce of thece attitudes.

We observed thet, at the time of tne Suez Crisis,
Conservatives displeyed 2 deen loyelty towards Britain. Al
that time, they insisted thet th=2 Cenadien Government should
neve supportzsd tne Commonweslth - by wanilch theyvmeant Britain.
Tne efforts wvhich they mesde to jJustify British actions were
merely rationalizations of 2 position they had ﬁlready adopted.

As the Conservative partvy was not in office 2t the
time of the crisis, and indeed, haod vot so been for over
twenty veers, some commentators believed thet this lack of
responsinllity of office accounted for the position which

thav werd

3 able to adopt. This may be a partizl explanation

il

for the »nro-British position of the Conservatives but it is not

92



wholly convincinx.

In 1961 and 14962, after five years in

orfice, the Conservatives' intuitive reactinns to the entry

of 3ritain into tae Cormon Market we=re not dissimil=ar to

thelr reactlons a2t the time of
insisted that they thougsnt the
Haramount imgortarnce, and that
rooted in the foundations both

the Canadian nation itself.

Suszz, in 1956. Conservetives
pritish connection to pe of
this connection was deeply

of the Conservative party and

At this stage,we may dilsmlss the chorge that the Con-

servatives digplayed antil-British sentiments at thes time of

Britainte nrovosed entry into Europe.

Without digressing

into gsermartices, it 1= clear that Canadian Conservatives could

not he deescrined as anti-sritish excent in the sense that

tney disaszreed with Britain's onronosed »nolicy to enter Europe.

The =z2pneals made by the Conservatives, vwe recall, suzregsted

a stelvart defanrce of all tnat
»ro~3ritisn sentiment.

to Brit=in, 7¢ the cerntre of a

.

vas traditionally regerded as

Some would arcue that thelr appeals

Commonwealth and Empire trad-

ing syetem, =zre in conflict with the dominant economic doc-

trines of tine day, and others mirht adoot the attitude that

o

the anpes2l to Britain as Mother Country of 2 family of na-

tions is "efter dinner' rhetoric rather than ~art of serious

nolitical dialoszve.

Such criticism

62}
O
—b
ct
a3
D

2ppeals made by

the Conservative nerty may nove some validliy but these ap-

neals caprot Ce eeld to be antl-3riitish in any real sense.



Historically, however, Conservatives had 2 more im-
cortant, vollitlie=l nursose in preserving tne British connec-
tion than mere sentiment and tradition. Conservatives be-
lieved, thnt Cornndisn efforts to Lwild =2n alternative soclety
to Amarican rensublicernism would only be successful if they
could »reserve the cornectlon with Britain. The -~otential
ncower of tae Unlted Stztes, it was thought, could only be
successfully withstood by Cnnada 1f Britaln covld zct a8 a
counterbalance in the economic and nollitical spheres. As we
have szen, thzre 1l 2 good deal of eviderce to indicate that
Conservatives had thie very.much in mird durins the perilod
under review.

YWe recall that, at the time of the Suez Crisis, Con-

L

aervativee aassrted that the Libersal Government nad been fol-

G

lowin<s, too closely, the policliess of the United States during
the previous vears. Moch of the Conservative criticism of

the Goverrmert, in the election ecampai.n of the following year,
rested uvon thelr allesmations that the Liberels had increased
both tradins and politicél relati5n9 witn the Unlted States

2t the exgense of =such reletions with sritain.

Once in »ower, Conservatives 2nnounced thelr desires
and intentions to redress Canadé‘s overdependence unon the
United States. Thelr nronouncements indicated that they
hogped to do this by restoring Canadian-3British trade to its

classical »oslition as countervoise to United States economic
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influence. The rprosaoect of Britisnh entry into the Common
Forket was net with urgent copeals, by Conservetives, for o
revercesrl of Britieh volicy. Conservative minleters expressed
rrave forepodings concernine the likelihood of increased
United Statee inTluence in Cap=ds 1T tne Preference system
were oonndonat or gre?tly modifi=d by ZBritaln.

we shell arsue eter thet the angzsls and pronounce-

e

ments Ly otz Corserv;tivew} in rerard to economic oollcey,
were not mrteasd by colicies 1o incresve gritisn trade at
the exgsenss of Armerican trade arnd tnet, in fact, anv such
~olicies could not wve successful. This 1s not to deny, how-
aver, that trne Conservatives' instinctive responses, during
our perica, indicated 2 sirong sentimental and trsdltional
loy2lty towards the British cornection and & continuance of
the belizsf th=t cuch =2 cornectlon was an essentlel ingredient
in Cencdison inderendence. These appear 1o ve continving
trends from 1955 throu~h 1863,

We recoll that not only dild Conservatives emplhasize

thelir loyalty to the 3ritlsh comnscition, »ut they rezarded

themselves as tne sole repository, in Carode, of such senti-
ments. During ths geriod under review, tihev frecuently al-
leced thot the Liberals had ilegnored the British connection
and worse, trat they pursued enti-3ritish solicies. This
criticism wore usu2lly 2ccomnenied by o recinrocal criticism,

that Litercsl 2olicies were too closely identified with the
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vollicies of the United 3t-tss.

22 criticlsme were 2a2rticulary strona 2t the time
of the Susz Crisis. Ve owossrved that, at this time, the
Liborsl Governmart insl:two tnet 1ts motivae, at 211 times,
w2re to hel> Britaln snd to restore Commonwezlth unity. They
“leced fer grezter emrhusis 2t tn2t time on the role of the
taree Asian countries within the Cowmmonweslin. In fact, it

annegarad {hot the multi-reclal nature of the Commonweslth

)

woge tnz zerect of Commonwealth relotlions wahich zppealed to
the Lineral party rather thsn the Sritish conpection. This
ulti-roeisl sosmect of the Commonwe=lth 18 frecuently emphao-

gized in J. %W. rPickerecill'e, Linernl Porty.t

In general,; the Libzral narty 41d not emshesize loy-
alty to the B3Briticsh comnection 28 did th= Concervatives, but
thers sr2oeared to be litile evidence thst the Liberal party

2urent, thet the

t—i

wes anti-3Britiehr. The rem=rk by Mr. St.
"Suropesn supermen - conld no longer zovern the whole world,"
we s an unhaopy oxception to this, of course; but thevstate—
ment woe retracted slmost os hastily as 1t was delivered.

In #=2neral, the Livberals did not nlace the great de-
cree of emphesis tnast we saw in the Congervative position,
upon those thinss traditionally assccisted with the British
commzction. The sentimental loyelty wnlch we obeerved in the
Conservative position wv2e not anpasrsnt within the Liberal

L

nerty. The Liberals vere escger to emshasize the Tact that

o
[
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ther zures=d colicles independertly of Britain. We observed

Tracvently 2t the tiwe of the Suen Crisis. They lacked

this 2y
the stizchment of the Conservatives to the system of Prefer-
ence and welcomzd ~lternetives eaczrly. They were hajpy to

smrhansize the pulti-racicl cevzets of the Commonwealth in

vlace of the concept of tae British conrection. In thils they

appesred morzs sensitive ithen Concervetives to reminders of

the davs when (onada wae not fully =zutonowous.

Althouh the Liberals did not shrre the enthusiasm of
the Conservatives Tor the pritish connection, they were not
adveree tc forrnistin- ~olieciles, whap in oiffice, ard stating

=3

objectives wrhen out of offiece, wnich took for mranted the
close relstiors talch undountedly existed wvaetweer Britain and
Canzdo. This was particelarly in evidence whern Liberals
formul=ted rolilcizss with regard to the weétern Alliance.

e raczll thet, at the timz of the Susz Crisis, the
Liberal Goveranwmanrt recavded 1itself 2s the intermediary be-
tween Britain and the United States when relationg between

these two countries hed broken down. ain, during the per-

lod genrerally, and particulerly after Srivalin had applied for
entry into the Common Market, the Lioerals odvocated that the
Cznadien Government showld support sucn Britlen nolicles since
the Liberals believed that thls sten by Britein was ¢n im-
nortent preliminery to the development of an Atlantic economic

community.
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Trnay ursoed that Carads Decoms sscocli=ztad with the
muronenn venture, in some way, throurn Britailn,aend a2t the
same time urged the United States to do likewise. Althouch
Liberals generally ~dmlt that an Atlantic economic community
is 1liw=sly to e o lon: term acnicvermant, 1t is undoubtedly
one ot tne most cherished of thelr woale. They were obviouely
imnatiz=nt with 2 Covnservative Government which did not welcome
Sritish entry into Xuropsz and endesvour to zct as a "bridge"
between Zurone ond North Americe 1o acgsist irn thz liberalil-
zetion of trade.

i zerticulrrly interesting asnect of the Liberal posi-
tion towsrds =n Atlantic cormunity, wes thet they belleved,
in dirceet corntradiction to the Conservatives, thet such o com-
runit:r would provide = more sstisfactory weans than the Prefer-
2nce gyster, of increasiny Cenade's economic indenendence from
the Unitad Stetes.

Th2 Liverals' anprrent leck of concern 2hout the fate

R

f
S
®

of the Preference system nrovided the Conservsitives with

opvortunity to eccuse ’mem of n@glectinw British treding con-

fav}
=
(o3

nection in favour of cloezr tles with the United States,
of gererally followings United States rpolicles. It is true,
as we observed, thet the Liberal party's esnirations to

liberalize trade within the Atlenrntic =rez, bore a marked re-

(U
(o3

semblance to the hopeg of meny Unit: States prolicy makers,

narticulerly after 1260. On the other neond, such esriretions
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had bear volced within the Libesrel perty sirce 1945 and €0
they could not be lezitimatsly criticiced Tor imitating the
Mmited Statee in this ressect. The Concervaltive criticism

thet suveh nollicies vwonlo not decrenrce the United Stetes in-

-

The Cone=2rvatives, in =2zza2rting tnot 3ritain could be
»m adecuate counterbalance to the noliticel and economic
povwer of th= United States, muclt neve ~resumred the existence
of a 2ritisn nation vwhorce economic, political and military
strength was in some way comparable to that Of the United
States. Furtherwmore, the Conservativze must have nresumed

thet Britain rossecsed =2 simificent degree of independence

P

wn
(D

)

ne Uhit

ot

W
OJ
w
“—\,

from crtes in dmecortant Holitlicel 2rd economic

mattere it the "counterbslonce theory!" wos to be a relevant
factor in Canedian nolitics.

Sueh views have no basis in reslitv. Developments
over the last £ifty vears neve incresginsly indicated this,
28 We have obeserved esbove., Since th2 end of tne Hecond World
War, particul-rly, the Uinited Stafes nee pzen the dominant
nower in tre Weest., I, dorinz tre decede after tne War, any-
one douptesd thls, ther the Suez Crisis clearly emshasized the
osower relstiornshipe within the Western Alliarce.

Recallins Mr. Mecmillan's nnste to repnir Anglo-
Americen frisrdshin in 1957, and the general events since,

there 1s 2o00d reason to su2pose thet the British themselves

luence, nowaver, nas 2 etronser basis, as we shell cee below.



nave recosgnised this, 21t leczet 21 officlel levels, In the
militory suvhere, Britain's claim to Grest rower stetus rests
cartially on thot nebulous "specizal relrotionshis" with the
nited SBteotes, =~nd partly on the vossession of ﬁﬁ independent
nuclesr det

Lerrert., In tae n2xt few years, 2g pombzr alrcraft

become obesolete, Britein will have no indenendent means of

&

deliverin- her dsterrent to » tarzet. Furtnhermore, Britain's
future »r= = convertional nover becomse more srecarious as that
country's economic illes Secome a2lmost chronic.

13

VR

YWith tne ran

W

s
[

e« of the Britich nocition in mind,
*hen, w2 moy conclude thet tne Conssrvetive rosition, in view-
ing Britein ns 2 counterroise to the Urnlted States,is totaelly
unres Listic. After thelr fifteen per cent rropoesal of 1957,
tasy mey nnve realised this, ac srofeccor Gront SUﬁfests.g
T thie ware trvoe it would 2ccount for thes laock of eff
molicies 1rn thic reerect, durirg the Conservative period 1in
office. On itn2 other hand, novever, o€ we heve ohserved,
Consgervativas continued te 22y nomroe ir rnetoric, -t least,
to the notior of British'irfluence a¢ 2 countercolse to thst
Tr2 Libsrals, we ovegervasd, did not velizve th»t Can-
~da'e aconomric relstinrshin with Brit~in was of much sisnifi-
conce =g o meeng Lo rracezrve thelr country from economic dom-
inetion by the Unlited SHtotes. Thic ~:-2z2nre to ve 2 more

realistic =sttitude thnan that of the Conservetives. Wnen we
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congider their pellefl thea Atlontic economic community

g3
(]
g
<l
[
.7
©

would =vivord e =1 wree of economic independence than
did the Britiseh connz2ctien, however, the Liberal rvosition

i less secvure. e recell thet ~filer the Kennady Addministras-
tion come to cower, in 1960, there wae incre=cing interest,
in the Urited Stotes, in the liberslivins of trade within the
Atlantic ~res, ~nd its ~ollcy wes, ir many resepects, cimllar
tn the ~nelition of the Libersl pertv Ir Cersdn., That Darty
viewed President Xerredy's trade solticies with edwiration.

ize trede, within the Atlentic

j—t
P

Gradual maasuress to libero 5

=r2a, the Liperale bpelieved, conestituted an im»ortart steon,

21belt =2 emell one, towerds 2n Atlontic economic community.

Aritein's relstionshin with Gancde, 1t was tnoveht, would
facilitete sueh 2n Atlentic merpsr,

The Liberal porty never mede c¢lear exectily how such
= commurity would ~fiford Cs=n=da more economlc indenendence
from the United Ststes. Obviously, they vslieved thetlt the
wider ond frear wmarxet of tne Atlertic arsa would assist in
incressin: tne srowth retes of ths member stetes. This would
cresumably sive Canada greater opnortmities Tor increasing

ner ovn evrorts. By thilig means, =nv =dverss gffects, Tor

I~

Oenada, of Sritish medificetlons to the rreference systenm,

would be sxchen~ed for advantores elsownezr

0]

. Therefore, in
the lons term, (Crrrodiesn exports mi~-nt ircrease in such a com-

munity. Tis, howzver, doss not necessryily reduce Unlted
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States imnorts to Crvada or increase Conadizn exrsorts to that
country. Indeed, ¢om2 onscrvers, ag wve gav, thought that a
result of sn Atlrutic economlc community would be to increase

United Stotee influsnce In the Canrdi»n economy.

AV

Soma Liberals aonparently believed that BEurope, as an
economic unit, misnt renlace Britaln as a countsrpolse to the
United State%'eoonomic influence. Profesgsor Underhill also
thourht that suvuch 2 solutlion was feacinhle.” When considering
this, however, we must remember thet in the united ZEvrope en-
visaved by some Anericens end Cencdisn Liherals, Europe would
still be absclutely dependent upon the United States for its
defence. Furthermore, 2lthovrh economic union in Europe would
»robebly aceelerate economic growth znd raise stendards of
Livire within Evronean countries, 1t does not seem reallstic
to assure that Eurepe could seriously match the United States '
&8 en economic power in the foreseesble future. Therefore,
there ie 1itt1e reason to sunnoge thset svech an Atlantic com-
munity would heve the effect of reorganising Cansdilian trading
natterne as the Liberals‘hoped. '

Surmmarieinz, then, we have chown thnat the Coneerva-
tive and Liberal »arties were each consistent in thelir aporoach
to 2vents in which Britaln was concerned. |

he Conservatives, while retalnine a substantial
lovalty to "things British', furthsr emphasized the British

connectlion == a means of oreservin® a Cenedien ldentity.
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lie nrve indicated, bowever, thot thie 2720rosch ig of doubtful
value, nevins resard to tne economic, political =2nd military
situztion in the Veet.

The Liveral o rity viewed tho Cormonw=e2alth ns a much
broader conce >t then did the Conservatives, emshesizing the
multi-recicl f2etures of thet bodyv. The Livzrals eagerly
rromoted anclo-Americen coorerstion and 2t thz ezms time en-
couragsd Britrin in her eiTorts itn snter the Duronenn Common
Murkat. The Liberele pvellesved th~t such ooliclse vwere neces-
eary »re-conditions for the echisvement of tnelr notlon of an

RN

Atlantilc ecoromic community.
The Linersls did not share tne Conservatives' fear
taat thz oherzins rel-tlorshlio with Britein would affect Can-

adalts sovereicenty, sdvercely. Irn frct, we =aw thet when the

Liberale discussed natlonzl sovereirnty =t 211, their inestinct-

ive resoonse was to emphacsize Carade's indensendence from Bri-
tain. Herce the Concervatives' cccusations thnot the Liberal
party was anti-3ritisa and pro-American,

We onsarved thvt’the Lioefals were very much aware of
the limitetions nlsced usnon =2 Canrdian Government which chose
to 2ct independently of the Urited States. Furthermore, the
Liberals appeared less concerned than the Conservatives at
the extent of American influence in tne Conadlion economy.
Pinally, Liberal proposales for a2n Atlantic economlic community

were very simil»r to thosge of the United States. ‘thatever
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4
glnister interpretations the Conservative party may have

placed upon these positions adopted by the Liberal party, the
positions could not he regarded as anti-Britlish as the Conserv-
ative p=rty inferred.

Receuntly, and outside the scope of the period dis-
cussed here, the British Government has been maklng renewed
efforts to join the European #conomlc Community. The whole

gquestion may agaln provide a context for debate in Canada.
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