Paradoxically, the people among whom
he American Loyalists were condemned to
:ve were much stranger to them from an
deolcgical point of view than those they
ad just left behind. But a stranglehold
n government, the opportunity they were
o have to shape the economic develop-
ent of Canada almost single-handedly
since the French Canadians had neither
otiv:s for nor any interest in joining in
he lit eral undertaking) and, finally, immi-
ratic 1, slow at the outset but more pro-
ounczd towards. the middle of the nine-
eent! century, were to enable the British
Nceth America to establish gradually
heir own type of liberal society, which
iffercd from- that of the United States

ise. Thy aini - in that it was smaller and slower

nd vidu de>2lop. It was to be a full century after

rea ly iy e exodus of the Loyalists before the new
hid f ¢ount'y was created by an act of the
ucs anif Britis : Parliament.
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n almegf Cont nuity of spirit
evclutinf Tmmi: ration and the historical experience

‘of th: link with Britain were to.have a
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g t 10 tis§ 5ignif :ant positive influence on the de-
¢ loniglf yelop: :ent of this culture that sprang from

e loyalist spirit of the end of the
ghte :nth century. But I believe that the
igin..l ethos, the liberal mentality, has
way guided Canada’s development. In
ite f the fact that American develop-
ent has been unique, the cultural
mm nity  between Canada and the
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e Wel|
n o tefg Unite. States is based in large part on
p; acticd 'gcheir ommon origins. Without a doubt,
‘he inter ogr: shy and the enormous power of the

he 7 tok height our to the south serve to explain the
ca se the gultun [ osmosis between the two countries
ware irf a0d C madian vulnerability to the Amer-
0! cies -f{Can ¢ onomy and American values. But
lu ionary uld “here be this same vulnerability if a
mm: 1 American background had not
inade ‘nglish-speaking Canadians cousins
10 the umericans? :
pu - then T e French Canadians do not share
2ff or any these < smmon origins. However, they also
fe o that piurnec? their backs on Europe at one point;
he ators’ and.er ‘he French regime, they also ex-
-t em IE Perien: »d a sort of American adventure,
It «ir de §Vhich} though not liberal, gave them
o0 ety ol ,%Zertain characteristics that were some-
sy scially fhat milar to those of the Americans.
a ertal f UNce ¢t of their psychological isolation,
ne # polt ;hey vre also to be quite susceptible
- rithout g(a}lthox. sh to a lesser degree among the
tlite) 1 invasion by the American way of
st 5, how- life, .
bR Thus, as, little by little, Canada

t: in bl e‘ “?Hy w:eveloped its own foreign policy, it
-~ hose ! Auite naturally tended to rely on the

’ ixjEmted States. When Mackenzie King ex-
%reSSEd Canada’s reluctance to follow
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Britain along the tortuous paths of
European politics, it was an essentially
North American reaction, and the tempta-
tion was that of American isolationism.
In fact, even after it became more inde-
pendent, Canada was to align itself volun-
tarily with the United States and — during
the Cold War period, at least — share the
same major objectives.

I should even go so far as to say that
the primary characteristic of Canada’s
foreign policy is that it is North American
and reflects a certain very American
idealism — a world vision from which the
traditional conception of European diplo-
macy, often based on Realpolitik, is notice-
ably absent.

There are, however, significant differ-
ences between the Canadian an‘d American
styles of diplomacy. A number of these
differences stem from the fact that the
United States is a great power and Canada
is a middle power with no leadership
pretensions. Others are the result of the
two separate historical experiences since
the American Revolution. Let us now turn
to some of these divergent characteristics.

National pride

As an immediate consequence of the
American Declaration of Independence,
the United States experienced a great na-
tional pride. It was some time before the
13 newly-independent states truly united
to form one nation. But, even by 1776,
an original collective identity bound
all Americans together. The wars against
England had given rise to an authentic
American patriotism that was to become
more and more pronounced throughout the
history of the United States. The Amer-
icans do not like to define themselves as
nationalists because this smacks of the
European nationalism they reject. Never-
theless all of the criteria for nationalism
are quite evident in the United States: the
pride of belonging, the emotion aroused by
national symbols, the feeling of experienc-
ing something unique in the world, the
desire to bring others under their flag, and
even a certain more or less conscious feeling
of superiority. Of course, the United States
has not become involved in a racist type
of nationalism (With the exception — and
it is a notable one — of the difficulties in
granting equality to blacks). On the con-
trary, it has welcomed so many immi-
grants that it is now the most racially
heterogeneous nation in the world. But
we should note that the immigrants are the
ones who have quite naturally been assim-
ilated by the original ideology. In spite of
the contributions they have made to
American culture, it is the culture that
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