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By James Langley

The ambivalence of our ancestors towards
Europe, compounded of nostalgia and
resentments which may still be fresh in
the memories of those who recall the
inter-war years, has given way in more
recent times to a ¢ooler calculation of the
Canadian interest — which has, however,
not yet provided the key to the riddle of
our relations with Europe. The two poles
of public opinion, represented by the
catchwords of current debate, “continen-
talism” and “diversification”, are both
sustained by respectable doctrine but lead
to dramatically different prescriptions for
the conduct of our foreign relations. Even
if the consensus has moved decisively in
favour of “diversification”, the implica-
tions for foreign policy towards particular
areas, such as Europe, are not at all self-
evident. With limited resources for all
those activities through which a nation
manifests itself abroad, governmental and

private, from commerce to culture, the .
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