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"hat solutions do vou thinlk the Government will orovoss
to this question of econonic dominance by outside
countries?

"lell, we've been working on this prcblem, of ceurse, for
quite a long tine and we've been exanining a nunber of
approaches to it and the Government has a policy -- it
doesn't lack a policy at the present time. e have
established certain sectors of our activitv in which
Canadians must domirate. For example, we don't rermit,
foreigners to own newspapers, or radio stations or tele-
vision stations or banks and so on. These are lley sectors.
Now we're looking at the problem in a more general way
dealing with the industrial sector, and this is extrenelr
difficult because there's a case on both sices. Foreign
ownership has undoubtedly greatly strengthened Canacdian
independence because it has brought the technolocy and
the industry to Canada without which we'd be a very wea'
country. So it isn't a problem that has only onc dimension
and this has been realized by the people who have looled
at this nroblem over a period of vears. “le've been
conducting a series o studies and I exvect within a verw
short time we'll make a staterent of policy. It -rill be,
I think, another step in the process of dealing with the
problem but there is no final answer.

Might this step be screening of Toreign investors ard
maybe requiring that so much of the investnent rorev be
Canadian?

I thin): these are over-simplified solutions. I con't
think there is any single answer. I cdon't accent, Tor
example, the idea that there shoulcd be majorityv Canacien
ownershin of all Canadian industry. I thin% that that
would be a self-defeating sort of ovrocess. lo it has to
be rmuch nore selective, it has to be... I thin': we have
to approach the problen very carefully because "'z -ant ta
continue to have access to foreign techrology, not
particularly capital. It isn't nearlwv important as Iro'r-
how and techrology, and initiative in fields in +rthich o
are not yet fully cxpert or have the necessary exneriencs.
So our approach will be a very selective onc and it is

not an approach that will be cirected against anvbody.

Our main problem in this field, I should make cuite clear
is a domestic problem. It isn't a problem in foreign
policy. 1It's a problem in domestic policy. How co e
get a greater degree of control over our econoriic activi-
ties without depriving ourselves of the advantacc of
having access to the world? Because ‘e are, vou lnow, of
all countries in the world, probablv the one rost
dependent upon foreign tracde, upon freedon of riovement o

goods and of people ard so on. That's how our country
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has been built up.

Fore specifically, without trying to get vou to divulre
wvhat the Goverrment might have on its mind, what are
some of the possible steps that could be taken?

Oh, they're very well known. There have been a whole
series o proposals. One of them is that we shoulcd
stipulate a certain proportion of Canadian ownership,

or that all subsidiaries should be able to sell stoc!: in
Canada; others have proposed a screening mechanism; others
have proposed, a "Buy Back Canada" proposal, and sc on.
llone of these is a complete answer in itself. The Covern-
nent has found over the years that it has been approaching
the problem very tentatively and very carefully with the
result, in my view, that we are a much stronger country
today than if we'd resorted to Draconian measures in the
past that would have deprivecd us of the access to capital,
of the access to techrology without which we would not
have been able to be the second most wealthy country in
the world in terms of income.

Well, is it the Government's position that the amount of
outside ownership of vour manufacturing, for example,
which is about 587 is not a bad situation?

No, it concerns us greatly, but the other side of it is
that we have a strong industrial structure today because
we did have access to capital and to technolosy. This
is the historical fact. lNow, as the Prime liinister has
said, we can be more selective in our approach. ™'e are
novw rmch more self-sufficient in capital. Now e can
begin to lay down concitions in relation to new lincs
of foreign investment of take-overs anc things of this
lddind.

Some Canadians are saying the problem has become sc bad,
so critical, that Canadians no longer control their own
destiny.

"lell, this is obviously nonsense! I'm the liinister of
External Affairs ancd I detect no effect upon the conduct
of foreign policy arising from the fact that we have
foreign capital in Canada. Absolutely none whatever!

“lell, how about the U.S. unemployment rate anrd how that
affects you?

That would affect us vhether we had foreign ownership

or not. You know, even if all the industrics in Canaca
were owned by Canadians we would still have to co a
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trenendous ariount of trade with the United States. This
is one of the problems, and this is really the kev to

the problem. It is the growing interdependence of the
countries of the world and the best example is the inter-
dependence between Canada and the United States. Cur two
countries do $20 billion worth of trade.

“Jould you like to see more independence between the two
countries? ‘Jould this Government like to?

Yes, we would, and we have been following a more
independent policy. As you probably know, we movecd aheacd
of the United States. They followed us, but we rovec
ahead of them in foreign policy. ™e were the first country
in recent times to move to a rapprochement with the People's
Republic of China. “Je had exchanges writh the Dussians and
so on. 'e were vervy happv to see President llixon follow
our exarple. So, we do show some independence. “le have
relations with Cuba. 'Je have pursued our own nolicies
Just as the United States has and what is interesting
about this is how parallel these policies are. The

Nixon Doctrine is paralleled in Canada by the Trudeau
Doctrine which is that we should move in foreign policy
to advance our national interests ané to limit our
cormitments to our ability to discharge them. That is

not the Nixon Doctrine. It is our doctrine ané that is
why our foreign policy roves so closely and paralle). 3o
I don't accept the view that there is any anti-American
policy in Canada. ‘That we are following is the policy
that appeals to us as advancing the interests of Canaca
and very often it coes advance the interests of the United
States and vice versa.

Very good. Thanlk you.
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