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We can..go, on describflg antd di.scussiflg variations, onlt~sthm nI arn sure. it would be enlex'taii.g iwould like to 0f fer (his t1y and ti
prvo0fý) MY, own viewpoint. But bef ore I do, let us, have a quLick look at the.empirical evidence - such as we have - because mine is a rather more pragrnatic
,epproach than a Sntter of doctr'ine or' ph.5.1sophy,

ha'ç What are the facts? Th~e fact 1$ we don't hale many facts. 'if we try,r w an corne up wi.th examples of interventions by orx on hehaif of foreigncorporations wj.th businiess interests in Can~ada, hhhaetedt-sotie
sucesu1l - ~l~~n aQ~LQ inCandaContrarY to declaredl Cýanadian policy.Ihere are cases of strorig representations by the United States Governiment. agalnstCanadian measu'es or' impending rneasures on behalf of U.$S. Copoainw.t

inteest inanada; cases of Canadian corporations Gontorin Uited
States who have resised Canadian policyt sayo in trad Winth Cheina theUiedthey were concrne1 about possible aPlcadn0fUS lwst Chr a U.S. uiç

opnon ases of action by Canadian CoIJpanies whos awsos hav Ueen ptublic
i5Ifluenced by United States anti-trust law, even teug lCanain hae ee wongYIav
j.ermtted quite different decisions; cases ofug Canadian laerw~s s wou have te

baytheîr parentpO$ com iÇie I pin Cndai vrtuaîîy the saie terms, formulatedby teir aren popanis aMopp si mîîar POlicies in the United~ States whelcircunistances in Canada were quite different;caewheprnt opnisav
dire~ tbeievdi tan in suidie t epfollow a Pa-rticular line Of policy becausethey~ i.eçi t t. be Unewith eseed irterests of the United StatesGovrnment withput regardi for' a diffex',nt Canadian intx'est, A he'

al thBt e casessa this; wekoilot d these cases taîen togethe, at ].e#t
~ ~. ~ we kn~w abou, do rOtlOM very large i.n thie total coiilIx

of Ou peo •c and polUt4cal l'e It cafl hax'dly be argued on empir4cal m
that, up to now at least, the large fact Of large foreigi c0ntrol 1ve gonasf
enterprîses has signîficantly lind.ted Canada's freedom in domestic or internatiOfiapol4t4cs.

been ucky Ove mos t u fct~ But i's it a' Conclusive fact? We Inay, have
b ~ a ~ L ç k , ~ ~ f Q $ 1 Q o u F c e n h s t r y .«t l e s s i n c e t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s

~smer baet w5oeen Ie Canacian U iedtatstr theze has been a remarkable
t betes. wehaenCadp anV d re te St "eOnomict political and strategic

~~ Wehe hove made Posesitblet fO Wr objectives that we haveheld~ ~~~~~~~~~ er o ~ q , T i a a i t p s i î ~nterpris .5  in Canada p contx'#J.Udin the United State, tp gidie themselves by cOlideration of maximizing roturnwithout worrzying about IlLxed POlitial loyalti.8 , or mixd POltj.cal attitudes Or

Some May say that this phenoinenon sisî h esr n vd*Of our lack of independence. I dontt belîv is sebeus the aueanren a
good evidenco to show that we forinueve. th, i sbots, qecut ne.ne tl
an in Ou own national interests a te hs betvs ut needn

But Our POlicz*s have~ vari.d rz ti.totm-onraeWh
~ Cba an ~ nu~,r~f mallr issues« ln some Of thes. inatan#aqsome frustration~. £rs9  Bl OC;l .ft the heat and have expein9

smo rtratidore What would the Situation b. if thee ere to occur moreimprtat ad mrefrequent conflîcts Of PolicY? This could happen - and this


