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ANTOUNCER ¢ ) Thieris’ou% Foreiénléoiicy; On toie>oroadcaet we oting
yoﬁ ErQVHume W?ong; Caﬁedian Ambaésaéor to tge ﬁnited Stetes,
’in'his fifét oroadcaet to the oeoole of the ﬁnited States eince
his arrlval last nonth as Canada s off1c1al representatlve in
Washlngton, Lr. Ray Atherton, Unlted States Arbassador at

Ottawa; and lr. Sterling Fisher, Dlreotor of the PBC Unlver81ty

i of'the Alr. They w111 dlSCUSS relatlonshlps between two countrlee
| whlch.are entlrely 1ndependent yet are closer together, economlcally
and splrltually, than any other two 1mportant natlons in the
world today. Lr. Flsher. o '
FISHER ¢ Tith two promlnent dlplomats on thls program, I suppose that
our dlscu551on thls evenlng will reach new helghts of pollteness.>
ATHERTON: That shovs, Lr. Flsher, that you have not been follow1ng
the newspaper accounts of dlploxntlc dlscuss1ons doelng the past
year or so." » R — | o h
WRONG = Yee,il an afraid that politenese is eoeetimes-regerded es a horse-
andfbuggy‘ettribute of diplomacy these deys. I think, however,

that you won't be faced with the problem of seeing that we are polite

enough for radio standards. . Atherton and I are old friends;
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cend vie are noct ot en-internetional conferonce tonight,.
PISHER: Howover thab may be, I hope that, dospitc boing diplomats,
both of you will $alk very frankly on this progrem, so that at
the ¢nd of it we shall have a better understanding of cach:
other. ILanguage, diplomatic orﬂqthc‘wise,vcan'bo o tricky
thing. Starting;ﬁith-dleammdn languoge h wévcr, it scems to

mz wie ought to be able to arrive semcwherc by the cnd of +this

TROLIG: Tou havgvgsksd,fq:‘fr&nknesgs
to picl: you up right thefegr fou h&#e férgotten'that Ire-
present a cohntry that‘ié'bilihgualc_:Piease remember 30%
of’ our populat;on is of French origin. . In the Province of
Quebec alone the}é’&ré‘sévéral hundréd thousand Canadicns vho
can spezk only Erenqh. Both English and French are s poken ipv

.vdf‘Canada; officiél documents ore pr;ntedlin
bot“l&ngu&ges; end on‘ou;>natiqn&l_systam programs are broa@-
cost in both Fréﬁch ;nd Engiish.

ATHERTON: And thénAI ém in‘Canad;, I Tind myself specking both

your longucges.

-1

CRONG:/ bfing fhié up, 3r.‘Fi§her;-5ecause it is o point which
isroftén‘dveripoked whenrour‘relgtions coms up for discussion,
:3{8 overlooked jﬁéﬁ'és ngéurglly gé you @id\jusﬁ_ngv.rhen you
said we had 2 9§mmon‘lgﬁguaéea It's true. ﬁe do. DBut our
other languoge, French?:is importent o all of us who cre
Canadiané, &nd‘p;rtiéui&rly tp the Ccnadians vho specl i%.

I gee that thepe afe unsu;pected hurdles pnrthat‘k
ﬁﬁdefqndéd Baunda#yﬂlineyﬁatﬁeén us. I would lilke, before

we get really underway, to marl ouv with you the ereacs w

wvould lile to try to cover in the time we have. Tor in-
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of seeing that we are polite enough for radio standards.
Mr. Atherton and I are old friends; and we are not at an
international conference tonight.

FISHER: However, that Qay be, I hope that, despite being diplo-

‘ mats, both of you wiil talk very frankly on this program,
so that at the end of it we shall have a better understanding
of each other. Language, diplomatic or otherwise, can be a
tricky thing. Starting with a common language however, it
seems to me we ought to be able to arrive somewhere by
the end of this program.

WRONG: You have asked for frankness, Mr., Fisher, and I am
going to pick you up right there. You have forgotten
that I represent a country that is bi-lingual. Please
remember 30% of our population is of French origin. In
the Province of Quebec alone there are several hundred
thousand Canadians who can speak only French. Both Eng-
lish and French are spoken in the Parliament of Canada;
official documents are printed in both languages; and on
our national system programs are broadcast in both French
and English,

ATHERTON: And when I am in Canada, I find myself speaking
both your languages.

WRONG: I bring this up, kr, Fisher, because it is a point
which is often overlooked when our relations come up for
discussion. 1It's overlooked just as naturally as you did
Just now when you said we had a common language. It's
true. We do. But our other language, French, is important
to all of us who are Canadians, and particularly to the
Canadians who speak it,

FISHER: Well, I see that there are unsuspected hurdles on that
undefended boundary line betwsen us, I would like, before

we get really underway, to mark out with you the areas we

would like to try to cover in the time we have. For in-
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stance, joint defense, We, in this country, are intensely
interested in this problem, Mr. Wrong. wWe would like to
hear what you and Mr. Atherton have to say about it,

ATHERTON: All right - but joint defense is only one of the many
mutual interests the United States shares with Canada,

WRONG: Yes, for instance economic ties between us are very im-
portant and contribute very materially to our understanding
and sometimes our misunderstanding of each other. I think
we should discuss then,

FISHER: First, returning to our famous boundary line, I should
like to hear what both of you have to say about the fdow of
Canadians and imericans back and forth across the border.

WRONG: Now, Mr. Fisher, you are making me captious again. You
said Canadians and Americans. But, of course, we Canadians
are Americans too - North Americans. Some misguided people
here still seem to think that our membership in the British
Commonwealth makes us somehow not an American nation.

ATHERTON: May I add that, in the same way, your position in
the British Commonwealth does not make you any less an
independent nation.

WRONG: I°'m glad you mentioned that., I actually still encounter
occasionglly in this country the absurd idea that Canada
is really governed from London, pays taxes to London, and
obediently does what it*s told by London. ije are cer-
tainly very good friends with the pesople of the United
Kingdom. We share the King with them and the rest of the
Commonwealth, But they no more dictate our decisions
thah we dictate theirs - or yours, for that matter. e
declared war on Germany in 1939, a week after Great
Britain. e even declared var on Japan a little ahead
of either Great Britain or the United States., And we

don't have to declure war on anybody if we don't wish to.




-4 =

ATHERTON: Canada certainly is a major power, agriculturally
and industrially, in her own right. She proved that during
the war when her contribution to United Nations victory placed
her very high among the democratic countries. No jAmerican who
gets to know Canada at all well can possibly think of our north-
ern neighbors as anything save a strong, friendly, sovereign state.
If we take anything for granted about Canada - and I confess
that Americans do take things for granted about Canada - we
take that fact for granted,

FISHER: 1 think that is one reason why many people feel that
Canadian-American relations are so difficult to get excited
about,

WRONG: If that is so, why did you suggest a broadcast on them,

Mr. Fisher? After all, we all know that there is a solid tie
between us. When one thinks of the headlines we've been
reading for years, one might say: happy the two countries
whose relations keep off the front pages. Yet I imagine

you'd like to have this subject on the front pages 1f you could,

FISHER: Of course., It would be a good model for an unhappy worlad
to copy.

ATHERTON: It won't get on the front pages for the very reason you
just gave, Nr. Wrong. Our relationship with Canada is so
good it isn't news.

FISHER: If I remember correctly, however, there have been instances
in our history when that was not true,

ATHFRTON: It has taken more than a hundred yYears to reach our present
sympathetic understanding, Mr. Fisher. But that doesn't mean we
can afford to sit back and take that relationship too much for
granted,

FISHER: Of course there are certain pretty deep economic reasons
for that relationship, aren't there? It seems to me there are

some striking facts about our inter-dependence economically,

e




-5 -

ATHERTON: There are. The bread and butter of a lot of us on both
sides of the border depend on our trade. Oui trade with Canada
is greater than that with any other nation. It is the greatest
volume of international trade carried on between any two countries
in the world.

FiSHER: 1 should be inclined to think that we would go a long way to
keep that position, especially after we've seen what happens when
you fight about that sort of question. -

WRONG: You'd think that now. We all think it and believe it. But
not so long ago, we didn't,

ATHERTON: We haven't always made the most intelligent use of our
common border, kr. Fisher. I think it would be true to say that
for many years trade and investment between the United States and
Canada flourished in spite of - not because of - support. We
raised tariffs on each other. We devised restrictions on the move-
ment of persons. We did the best we could to deny the facts of
geography., In 1911, for insténce, we were willing to enter into
a reciprocal t}ade agreement with Canada. Canada at that time
was unwilling.

WRONG: 4And several times since then thesghd>c.has been on the other foot,

ATHZRTON: It has. and yet Canada sells to us, and buys from us, more
than anybody else. 7 have about five billion dollars invested
in Canada. How much have you got invested in the United States,

Mr. Wrong?

WRONG: Personally, I have very little invested anywhere, worse luck;
but if you mean what Canadians have invested in the United States,
the total is somewhere between a billion and a billion and a half,
Relatively, that is larger than your investment in Canada, as
there are over eleven times more people in the United States
than in Canada,

ATHERTON: That figure includes direct plant equipment and securities.

In fact, when you look at corporations you find they're as

complicated as Delaware and New York. Canadians and .mericans
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8it on each other's boards.....

WRONG: A fact which made it a good deal easier for the two §ountries
to utilize jointly their resources in the war.

FISHER: That, I think, brings us directly to the question of joint t
defense. During the war, Mr, wrong, as you have just pointed
out, we came to act pretty much as a unit., The Permanent
Joint Board on Defense, I take it, is one instance of where
we are continuing to work together intimately. I think it would I

be of interest if you and Mr. Atherton would discuss that Board

for a few moments,

ATHERTON: It stems, I think, from 1940. In that year, President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Mackenzie King said publicly what
a great many Canadians and Americans had realized for a long time
but had left unsaid., That was that if any foreign aggressor
lodged on Canadian soil the defense of the United States would
be much more difficult, .

WRONG: And Canada recognized, as kr. King said, that if there wus
any lerge ecale attack on Canada; it would be impossible for
Canada to handle it without outside assistance.

ATHERTON: Obviously it ought to be our assistance - in our own
interest, So we set up, with Canada, the Permanent Joint Defence
Board,

FISHER: Does that Board have final authority over military questions
between the two countries?

WRONG: On the contrary, it has no authority at all, Mr. Fisher,

ATHERTON: 1It‘'s duty is to study and advise the Canadian and United
States governments on the proper measures for the defense of
North America,

FISHER: 1 have noticed that the word "permanent" is in the title of
the Board,

ATHERTON: Yes, For a very good reason; Mr. Fisher., The facts of
goography don't change. The Board is an interesting illustration

of our joint relationship.,
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WRONG: Membership on the Board is equal. The status of the two
countries is exactly the same,

ATHERTON: There's a very interesting point about the Board, Mr.
Fisher, that I doubt is known. As I said, it was constituted
back in 1940. 8o far nothing has ever come to a vote,

FISHER: Just what does that mean?

ATHERTON: .1l questions with which the Board has dealt so far have
been talked out around the table until a unanimous viewboint
was finally reached.

WRONG: You don't mean, Atherton, that we've never disagreed, of
course?

ATHERTON: Naturally, there have been many initial disagreements and
differences of opinion, but they are always ironed out in
friendly fashion.

FISHER: I should think the Board wouldn't be of much value if there
had not been disagreements to reconcile.

ATHERTON: My point is that therze differences have been talked out
so that, as I said, a vote has never had to be taken. And,
it's also interesting I think to note that when these differences
have cropped up, it hasn't always been Canadian members divided
against American., Quite often the split has been with the Canadian
and American military members on one side and the American and
Canadian naval members on the other.

WRONG: I think it ought to be pointed out that there is nothing myster-
{ous about the Board, Mr. Fisher. And it cannot commit either
government to any course of action.

ATHERTON: No. All it can do is recommend. And its name is strictly
accurate. It is a defense board. It is not in any way concerned
with offensive action. The questions it considers and on which
it makes recommendations are questions that deal with the defense
of North America.

WRONG: 4And it 1s not set up as an agency which tells people what to do.

It is much more correctly thought of as a committee which talks
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things over and makes suggestions. It is not a gathering of brass
hats. It has, for instance, civilian chairmen of each section,

FISHER: wWhile we're on this guestion, I should like to introduce a
point that I have seen discussed in the press from time to time, i
It's this: there seems to be a movement on foot for the standard-
ization of weapons between us,

ATHERTON: That has been discussed from time to time. Naturally,

WRONG: I should like to point out that there is a good deal of loose l
thinking about what that means. In its broadest sense, a good
deal of standardization already exists,

FISHER: You mean we have already detided to produce weapons that are

interchangeable? Or that have parts that are interchangeable?

WRONG: Ohnno, nothing as specific as that, Mr. Fisher. I said in the

broadest sense. Take aircraft equipment. ¥e use American engines
in our planes. There hasn't been any formal agreement to standard-
ize; but common sense requires that when the security of two countries
is bound up together, the forces concerned should be able to
operate together without difficulty.

ATHERTON: I think that overall standardization would take quite a long
time, Standardization began during the war by force of cir-

curmstance rather than by design. The United States became "the

arsenal of democracy”. Canada, too, on a smaller scale was sending
arms and equipment to the Allies without cost. We called it Lend
Lease, you called it Mutual Aid. All the allied forces in every
theater had some American and some Canddian equipment. And

back home we developed comprehensive machinery for determining

what each would produce,

FISHER: Can you give an exampls or two?

WRONG: Well, here's one. Nearly everyone knows that Canada as well
as the United Kingdom was a partner with you in the development
of atomic energy. Here's another. Ve were pioneers in the
manufacture of radar sets on this continent. Right after Pearl

Harbor, we diverted post haste a number of radar sets to be used
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for the defense of the Panama Canal, although they were badly
needed elsewhere.

ATHERTON: We did not have the equipment at that time, Mr. Fisher,

WRONG: I'd like to point out that standardization is a question
of using resources economically and efficiently. After all,
it was only in June of last year that the Charter of the United
Nations was signed. 1Its basic principle is the pooling of
resources against a breaker of the peace. e may all have been
dissatisfied in the way it has worked so far, but we haven't
given up that hope. And whatever méy be accomplished in the way
of develaping commom weapons and equipment won't be exclus~
ively a matter for our two countrics. Nor would it mean that
Canada would merely adopt your models, although most people
naturally think of it that way.

ATHERTON: 1'd like to underline what you just said about the United
Nations., But let's not be pessimistic. It was a terrific war
and the problems of peace are correspondingly terrific. We are
making progress and ve are determined to make more.

FISHER: We all know that we must make more. Now---I have amother
question. It seems to me that the other day I saw figures which
showed‘that over 20,000,000 visits to Camada have been paid by
Americans this year.

WRONG: If you include all the cpossings of the border by everybody,
it would reach that figure.

ATHERTON: I don't suppose you could, strictly speaking, prove this,
¥r. Fisher, but it's substantially correct: almost every other
family in Canada has relatives én this side of the border. And,
in the northern tier of our states, the same holds true for our
people.

FISHER: Well, even if it's a standard reference in any luncheon or
dinner speech, that doesn't alter the fact that it's a good
point ~- I'm thinking of the famous "undefended border"™ between
us. The ease with which we can cross that border is ome of the

main reasons for the fow back and forth between us.

»
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WRONG: I can say this: although I don't know why, we always seem
to look for superlatives°' It's a North American habit, I
suppose. The border is crossed by more goods, by more travellers,
and by more trains, cars, newpapers, films (good and bad ), and +
radio programs (good and bad) than any other international
boundary. Neverthless, a lot of people think there's still too much
red tape along that border,
ATHERTON: By the way, isn't there some place where a man can get his l
hair cut in Canada and his shoes shined in the United States at

the same time?

WRONG: 1I've heard that that interesting feat can be performed at
Rock Island. Even if it's mythical, that barber's chair
could exist. More important than that particular instance is the
sort of thing that happened out west this fall. From Saskatchewan

alone, 375 grain combines crossed the border to help reap the

harvests from Texas north. They harvested in Oklahoma, Kansas

and the Dakotas., Then, when the harvest moved north across the
border into Canada, Uﬁited States combines came up to help ours
harvest our own grain,

FISHER: I would call that a very tangible expression of the good
neighbor policy, Mr. Wrong.

ATHERTON: At the same time there's a danger in regarding this border
too carelessly, Mr. Fisher. Because of the movement back and
forth, and beecause we find that so many of the same products and
ideas are cormmon to both of us, we sometimes tend to forget that

after all our neighbors to the north are, as ] have said citizens

of a different nation. And that can lead us into pitfalls.
That fact was brought out, rather as a surprise to us I think,
Tecently when, for instance, we learned that Canada has agreed
to sell the bulk of her export surplus of wheat for the next
five years to the United Kingdom.

WRONG: I'm glad you brought that up. It gives me a chance to correct

what seems to be a fairly widely held misconception. We always
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have sold the bulk of our export wheat to the United Kingdom. The
agreement is for four years, not five. But that's not important.
What we agreed is simply this: e undertook to provide a stated
amount of wheat for the United Kingdom at a price below the
present world price. The price specified for next year may
also be below the world price, although no one can be quite sure
of that. The price is still to be fixed for the last two years
of the agreement but the agreement set minimum figures below
which we will not go. ©For the first two years the United Kingdom
will get the bulk, but not all, of the wheat it needs fvom us for
fewer dollars than they would otherwise have had to spend. That's
their advantage. For the last two years, when there may well
be a large supplus of wheat again in the world, our producers
are assured that the price will not fall, for part of their
exports at least, to catastrophic levels, Thats the Canadian
advantage,

ATHERTON: Yes, well the point is that to us that looks like bilateral
trading whereas we were of the opinion that Canada, with us, regarded
multilateral trading as the best insurance of prosperity. 1In other
words, if two members of a family, let us say, living in a small
community, agree to do all their business with each other:: there
is not going to be a gfeat volume of peneral trade for the
community &8 a whole, Whereas if they buy their shoes, for
instance, from »ne source, their clothes from another, and conddct
their own business relations in terms of the products they spec-
ialize in, it will be better all around.

WRONG: Of course we agree with you on that, Mr. Atherton.

ATHERTON: Some Americans point to the wheat agreement and say that
looks like an exception,

WHONG: You forget that there is an "escape clause™ in the agreement.
Both parties are obligated to amend it if it comes into conflict
with any multilateral arrangements that may be agréed upon. We

have been trying for years to get a multilatersl agreement on wheat,
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and we have been working with the United States and other ma jor
exporting and importing countries to that end, in the International
Wheat Council. We are not now very far apart; and we in Canada
are very strongly in favor of the establishment of the International
Trade Qrganization.

ATHERTON: I know well that Canada strongly supports the International
Trade Organization, and indeed every aspect of the work of the
United Nations. I'm sure also that Canada fundamentally goes along
with the American idea of multilateral world trade, because that
is the germ of the whole International Trade Organization, and
the essence of the spirit of all economic cooperation among the
United Nations.,

WRONG : You are entirely right. As in so many of the basic things
in 1life, Canada and the United States see eye to eye on the
fundamentals of world peace,

FISHER: Gentlemen, in the few minutes we have left I wish you'd
both say what you believe to be the most important factors
that concern us in our mutual relationsinip. kr. atherton,
may I ask you to say what you think about that?

ATHERTON: I have been studying Canadian-,merican relations for quite
a few years now, and, if I were asked to single out one factor more
important than any other in the record of our uniquely friendly
relations, I should unhesitatingly lay stress on the free
circulation of knowledge and ideas between the two peoples of
North America., It is more than speaking the same language.
Literally, as Nr. Wrong has pointed out, we do not all speak the
same language, since almost a third of all Canadians speak Frepch.
But, in a wider sense, we all speak the same language of ideas,
the same spiritual langu.ge, and in this wider sense it is true
that French Canadians are quite as truly North Americans as we
are or as Fnglish-speaking Canadians are. This intellectual
and social harmony has been br-ught about by the slow but inevit-

able process of friendly intercourse over nrany generations, It
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was not part of any master plan; it has not been directed
either by governments or by special organizations; it has
been a mass phenomenon invelving millions and millions of
people. We are not unique neighbors in the world because of f
unigue qualities or because of a unigue éeographical situation,
We have become theclosest of friends simply because millions

of ordinary Americans and Canadians have become the closest of

friends over the years, the deczdes and the generations. If
there is here a moral for the United Nations, for all countries
of the world, the moral is that the common people are the only
sound base for national policies, the only true base for inter-
national relationships. The plain people have built and have
preserved North American unity. The plain people alone can
build and maintain world unity.

FISHER: Mr. Wrong, it's your turn, é

WRONG: I wholly agree with wﬁat Nr. Atherﬁon has just said. There
are, however, two or three points I should like to make which,
I hasten to say, are not intended to qualify your general
statement. In the first place, you have referred to the free
circulation of knowledge and ideas between our two nations.
It exists, but inevitably the Canadian people know a great deal
more abeout what goes on in the United States than the American

people know about Canadian affairs. That is because of the

disparity between our countries in population and importance. On

the one hand, you, Mr. Atherton, can follow in Ottawa the course

of events in the United States by reading the Canadian papers which
report fully the affairs of this country. On the other, I, in
Washington, may be able to learn from the american press the

high spots of Canadian affairs, such as the results of a general
electio;, the feats of the Mounties, or the fortunes of quintuplets,
but not very much more than that. 1 am not complaining about this.

I am merely stating it as a necessary fact which balps to keep 5

alive the misconceptions about Canada to which we have already §

referred,
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Secondly - and I know you agree - we must not over-emphasize
the similarities between Canada and the United States for fear
that we shall forget the differences. ¥e have referred already
to some of these. There are, however, other differences which
we may have éassed over too lightly. If it were not for the
differences; there might not be very much purpose in having an

international boundary at all., To illustrate, our nations are

alike in that both are profoundly wedded to a democratic system

re——

of government based on adult suffrage, and in having a federal
structure of government. But we have organized our democracy in
gquite a different way from yours, Except in municipal politics,
our only public elections are elections to provincial or federal
legislatures, Our administrations, both federal and provincial, '
are headed by ministers coming from the dominant party in the
legislatures and sitting in them, we cannot have a situation in
which the executive government is controlled by one part and the
legislature by another, because the legislature cun then vote the
executive government out of office, and oromptly does so. All F
this may sound a little involved and abstract, but it has important

practical results since it means that a deadlock between Cabinet

and Parliament - between, that is, administration and Legislature -
- is impossible. In the conduct of government, and in the attitude
of the public toward it, this results in prifound and subtle
differences between the politics of our two countries.
Nevertheless, we come back to the essential thing. Even it
it may seem at times to the people of one country that the other
country is acting selfishly or short-sightedly, we do not distrust
each other. e know full well that our international problems wiill
be stettled peacefully, that each country will be ready sooner or
later to arrive at a just compromise through negotiation, and
that never in any circumstances will there be a resort to force.
That, as you have said, Lr. Ahterton, is the achievement of the
common peopnle of our two countries, and we are, one and all, con-

vinced that it is an uachievement of enduring worth.
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FISHER: Thank you Mr. Wrong, and you too Mr. Atherton for coming -
. o E
on this broadcast. I see that our time is about up. We have - ?2
been broadcasting this series for very nearly two years now and g
%
this is the first time that I have had the pleasure of having two ’A
C

Ambassadors on a program at the same time. 1 think that among
the things you have done in discussing relationships bePween our
two countries there is this point: --- you have shown that the
language of diplomacy does not always have to be used to veil.,

Thank you both for being in our studios for this broadcast.

(15.1.46 n.p.)




