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I do not think that we should be asked, in the United Natioy
or elsewhere, to support automatically policies which are
proposed by others if we have serious doubts about their
wisdom. We must reserve the right, for instance, to criticy
even the policy of our great friend, the United States, if
feel it necessary to do so. There are, however, two reserva.
tions to this. First, we must recognize and pay tribute to
the leadership being given and the efforts being made by the
United States in the conflict against Communist imperialism,
and realize that if this leadership were not given we would
have little chance of success in the common struggle. Secon]
we must never forget that our enemy gleefully welcomes every
division in the free democratic ranks and that, therefore,
there will be times when we should abandon our position if i
is more important to maintain unity in the face of the commo
foe. This reconciliation of our right to differ and the
necessity for unity, is going to be a tough problem for
anyone charged with responsibility for foreign policy decisig
in this, or indeed in any free country.

This brings me squarely up against a matter which is
very much in my mind, as I know it is in yours, the question
of Canadian-American relations in this two-power world of
conflict. It is, I think, one of the most difficult and
delicate problems of foreign policy that has yet faced the
Canadian people, their Parliament and their Government, and
it will require those qualities of good sense, restraint, and
self-reliance which the Canadian people have shown in the
past. It was not so long ago that Canada's foreign relations
were of importance only within the Commonwealth, more particu
larly in our relations with the United Kingdom. These forme:
Canadian-Commorwealth problems seem to me to have been now
pretty well solved. At least the right principles have been
established and accepted which makes their solution fairly
easy. We have in the Commonwealth reached independence
without sacrificing co-operation. We stand on our own feet,
but we try to walk together. There is none or at least littl
of the touchiness on our part, which once must have complicai
relations with Downing Street, and there is now certainly nox
of the desire to dominate which we used to detect in Whit ehal
We have got beyond this in Canada-U.K. relations, and we deal
with each other now, on a basis of confidence and friendship,
as junior and senior partners in a joint and going concern.
In our relations with the United Kingdom we have come of age
and have abandoned the sensitiveness of the debutante. This
has been made easier because any worry we once may have had,
and we had it, that British imperialism or continentalism
might pull us into far away wars not of our own making or
choosing, has passed. -We now accept wholeheartedly the
Commonwealth of Nations as a valuable and proven instrument
for international co-tperation; as a great agency for social
and economic progress, and possibly, at the present time,
most important of all, as a vital and almost the only bridge
between the free West and the free East. I think also that
in the post-war years we have come to appreciate, as possibly
never before, the wisdom, tolerance, and far-sighted steadine
of vision of the British people. As their material power has
decreased, at least temporarily, because of the unparallellei
sacrifices they have made in two world wars, 1 think that ow
need for these other British qualities has increased in the
solution of international difficulties. This, in my mind,
has never been shown more clearly than in the events of the
last six months at the United Nations or in the far East.

With the United States our relations grow steadily
closer as we recognize that our destinies, economic and
political, are inseparable in the Western hemisphere, and




