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In this address, Mr. Stanfield draws on his personal
experience in political leadership to argue the importance
of having at least two truly national political parties,
both of which strive for and obtain the trust of each
region. What he says about the conditions for meeting
this goal will be of interest to every Canadian who is
concerned about his country.

Peter M. Leslie
May 1885




My views about the Canadian political system may not
be orthodox, but it will not sur‘prlse you to learn that |
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it was supposed to be. That is clear encugh. Canada
is still evolving and will continue to evolve as long as
we do not agree on what Canada is. Fortunately that
is likely to be a long time hence. | consider our recent
constitutional exercise to have been a serious mistake,
but not a fatal one. | hope that we will resist future
temptations to fasten our notions of our country .upon
our children.

Of course, as Canadians we must face the problems
of our country in our time and try to meet them. That
will keep us busy enough. | assure you that | will not
try to solve all our problems tonight. I will be
discussing the nature of tensions peculiar to Canada and
how we should cope with them.

For me the basic problem in Canadian politics is that
Canadians boast about the diversity of Canada but do
not accept this diversity or respect it. For me,
statesmanship in Canada consists not of being tough and
imposing on regions national policies which violate their
profound aspirations and convictions, as in the case of
the National Energy Program.. For me, leadership con-
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Some may ask why the will of the majority would not
prevail in a democracy Even in a small unitary state a

majority must exercise restraint in imposing its views.
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On the other. hand the policy: of official b:lmguallsm
adopted in the late 'sixties. was bold . and imaginative.
It was not popular in most of the country and probably
not the first choice of any region, but it was believed
to be capable of building support in all reglons That
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ments can do to individuals. We need to find a sensible
_way to limit what we do to Canadians who live in other

, regions.




struggle was not just between the western provinces and
Ottawa. The eastern regions and their governments were
very much on Ottawa's side, although their governments
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constitutional settlement was not just a contrivance of its
provincial government.

Even if we could eliminate all the egotism, posturing
and verbosity of provincial premiers and Canadian prime
ministers, we would still be confronted by a fundamental
characteristic of our country. Canada contains a great
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the difficulty in achieving a consensus, they have a
point, but they are obscuring the problem by suggesting
that Ottawa would perform better for the country if it
had more power.

Many Canadians seem to believe that we need a
stronger federal government to strengthen our economy.
They suggest that the way things are Ottawa is unable

to implement a national economic strategy. lLet us be
honest. If we are today in financial and economic diffi-
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about Ottawa's involvement, an involvement that Ottawa
eagerly sought, admirers of central power in Canada
should be thankfu! that Ottawa does not have to pay the
whole cost of these programs

1t is high time we put asnde mythology that has grown
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heipful, is not likely to be a strong force in helping the
country reach consensus on our problems.

But suppose we had at least two national political
parties strongly committed to representing the whole
country. This would mean at least two parties committed
to retaining substantial support in each region of the
country. What a world of difference this would make in
our respect for diversity! Each such party would he
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national party could establish a workable consensus.
We are, | believe, a long way from that in Canada.
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