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ABSTRACT

v

Canadian policy towards Central America represents one

facet of the broader topic of Canada's role and intergsts in,

" the heﬁisphe:e. This study entails an analysis of anddian
relations toward a'region\whege American hegemony ié’h@ing
challenged. | ‘ -

A central argument here is that while Canada generally
shares the United States' hegemonic 1intesests in the
Americas, Ottawa dis;grees with Wasbfngton regarding the
means to secure thoée interests.‘ Particularly, Canada
objects rather strongly to unilateral military attempts by
the Reagan Administration to reassert US dominaﬁCe'in the
“hemisphere. Hence;ﬁ we do not _oBserye cdmplicity between
Canadian and American relations towa;d the ;sth;us.
Parameters of Canadian foreign policy which are apparent in
this analysis consist Lgréély of pro-Western values and
anEi-communismh " the advancement: of bChnadian"economic
interes£s abroad, as well as a commitﬁent . towards 4
multilateralism and the culﬁiva&ion of glebal stability;'r

This dissertation entails an examihation of‘Caﬂédé's
relqtions with El Salvador, Guatemala, Hondﬁras,rNicaragua
and Costa Rica,‘ prinecipally, during the period 199-1986.
Eméhasrs is placed .upon. Canada's relations with‘Nicarqgua,”

since -in many ways that country is at the heart of the
. . _\7
turmoil which plagues the region. The fairst two chapters

ey,

are theoretical }}n nature. Chapter One explores the
domestic and international determinants of Canadian foreign

- policy towards the isthmus. Dominant class theory and an

] . | iv
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international political economy approach serve as the
analytical framework for this study. Chapter Two is devoted
to an analysis of American strategic interests in Central
America, since this regresents a salient influence upon
Canadian relationsﬁwi;h the region. i

Chapter Three offers a brief overview of Canada's
sparse historical ties with the isthmus states. Canada's
econoﬁic and 'politico—diplomatic relations with Central
America are explore? at length #in Chapters Four ;nd Five.
"While conclusions are drawn throughout’ the analysis, the
final chapter integrates the major points reached in the

¢
dissertation.
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Canédian foreign policy towards Central America wiil be
examined here by utilizing Cranford Pratt's dominant cfass
theory. Pratt's theoretical perspective focuses exclusively
upon dbmestic determinants of Canada's foreign relat;ons,
and therefdée it 1is necessary to cemplement this approach
with a model that probes international determinants of
Ottawa's policj on the obal stage. Fred Hallidayﬁs‘
marxian international polgggcél economy framework is useful
for this pdrpose. I shall begin with a presentation of
Pratt's and Halliday's analytical frameworks, and will then
shift to a discussion of Canada's rank in the global
political economy as a factor in Canadian foreign policy.

{ o
’ xRk
By prpbing the relationship between state and society,

r the analysis of

t

dominant class theory o?fers a framework fo
Canadian foreign policy. Whiié it is clear that Cranford

Pratt's versioh of this theory is indebted to Marxist

thought in many ways, significant components of Pratt's mode
of anq.is remain distinct from classic Marxist philosophy.
Pratt argues that a "non-doctrinaire" -interpretation of

‘dominant class theory, which™distinguishes his theory from

Marxist ones, can be utilized to avoid what he perceives to

v <
be the stringencies which limit the explanatory power of
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doctrinaire renditions of the theory.l The similarities and

distinctions Dbetween Pratt's analytical framework and
traditional Marxist thought will b, made clear as we
consider elements of Pratt's model.

To begin, I shall borrrow Nicos: Poulantzas' definition
of 'sociatr class', since 1t 1s compatible wit@ Pratt's

theory. 'Social Classes' can be defined\

principally but not exclusively by
their place in the production
process, by their place 1in the
economic sphere.

1

...We can thus say that a social
class is defined by its place in
the ensembls of the division of
labour which® includes leitical and

ideological relations.
t

Pratt's dominant class theory begins with the proposit™on
that "the capital-owning class in any capitalist society 1is
7 .

the dominant class and that the policies of the state

reflect and . perpetuate that dominance."3 The Canadian
[N
state, then, tends to formulate a foreign policy that 1is

fundameytally characterized by a "...single-minded
4

predisposition to advance Canadian economic interests,

.

l. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy: The Case of the Counter-Consénsus,"”
International Journal, Vol. 39, #1, Winter 1983-84, p. 1l15.

2. Nicos Poulantzas, "On Social Classes," New Left Review,
$78, March/April 1973, p. 27.

3. Cranford Pr&tt, op. cit., p. 105. —

¥ ‘ - | It - //}
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narrowly defined..."4 While Pratt offered this observation
in reference to the Trudeau era of the 1970s and early
1980s, the economi¢ focus of Ottawa's foreign policy has
been  accentuated even further under the Mulroney
Administration, whose 1985 greeh paper on Canadian foreign

policy "..emphasizes that economic issues are assuming an
increasingly prominent role in our~ international
telations."5 The central point here is that dominant class
theory offers the hypothesis that, as far as domestic
determinants are concerned, the formulation of Canadian
foreign policy is dominat;d by a desire to advance Canada's
ecorromic interests around the globe.

Closely related to the proposition regarding Ottawa's
quest to bolster Canadian commercial relations on the
international stage, dominant class theory suggests thag
there 1is a tenaency by foreign policy makers to overlook
etﬁicql values and equity considerations vis-a-vis North-
South issues.6 Quite importantly, Pratt argues that

dominant c¢lass theory ...would expect foreign policy to

reflect the central preoccupation with stability and the

4. Cranford Pratt, "Canadian Policy Towards the Third
World: Basis for an Explanation,” Studies in Political
Economy, #13, Spring, 1984, p. 27.

‘8. Canada, Secretary of State for External Affairs Joe

lark,)Competitiveness and Security: Directions for Canada's
Intermational Relations (Ottawa: Minister of Supplies and
Services Canada, 1985), p. 1i. A

6. Cranford Pratt, "Canadian Policy Towards the Third
World," op. cit., p.'47.



preservation and advancement of capitalism... Generally,
stability represents a necessary precondition for profitable
economic relations.  Thus, dominant class theory suggests
that Canada's preference for international stability is
motivated largely by economic concerns, rather than by
virtuous ethical considerations. This observation 1is
particularly relevant to Canada's economic relations with
Third World countries, where stability is often jeopardized
by the proxies of the United States and the Soviet Union in
their Great Contest to dominate developing states. Also
significant here 1is the importance attached by dominant
class theory to ideological motivations of foreign policy
makers, especially Eegarding the advancement of
international capitalism - a point to which I shall return.
Also incorporated into Pratt's dominant class theory
are elements of strﬁqturalism which appeer to be borrewed
.

from Marxist political economists.8 Pratt suggests that his

theory

. ..assumes significant state
autonomy but sees the state as

7. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy," op. cit., p. 105.

8. Karl Marx seemed to appreciate the “relative autonomy'
of the state in his discussion of Bonapartism, as both the
Canadian marxist Phillip Resnick and the French .
structuralist Nicos Poulantzas have noted.

See, for example, Phillip Resnick, "Democracy, Socialism
and the State," paper presented at the Canadian Political’
Science Association Session in Honour of C.B. McPherson,
Universite de Quebec, June 1980, p. 19; and Nicos
Poulantzas, "The Problem-ef -the Capitalist State," New Left
Review, #58, November/December, 1969, p. 74.
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heavily influenced by structural
and class factors ingways that will
favour capitalism... v

Only a strong government enjoying a
relative autonomy will be able to
control the 1intra and inter-class
struggles and thereby to manage the
politics and economy of a modern
capitalist state to the permanent
long-term 10 advantage of
capitalism.

This structuralist position was integrated into Marxist
thought by Nicos Poulantzas in the late 1960s and 19705.ll
The notion of a relatively a?tonomous state which acts

in the long-term interests of the dominant class as a whole

was discussed almost a century earlier by Friedrich Engels.

But in order that these
antagonisms, classes with
conflicting economic interest,

might not ‘consume themselves and
society in sterile struggle, a
power seemingly above society
became necessary for the purpose of

moderating the conflict, and
. ‘ keeping it within the bounds of
- ‘order', and this power, arisen out
- of society, but placing itself
above it, and increasingly
alienai%ng itself from it, is thet

State.

9. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Fogeign Policy,” op. cit., p. 100. .

10. Ibid., p. 104.

11. sSee, for exymple, Nicos Poulantzas, Classes in
Contemporary .Gapitalism (London:Verso, 1978); "On Social

Classgs," New Left Review, #78, March-April 1973, pp. 25-55;
and' "The Problem of the Capitalist State,™ New Left Review
#58, November-December 1969, pp. 67-78. '

12. Friedrich Engels, "The Origins of Family, Private

« Propgrty and the State," in R. Tucker, ed., Marx Engels
Reader (New-York: Norton, 1978), p. 752.
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In this

theory

respect, and 1in others, Pratt's dominant class

is

rooted in classic marxian structuralism.

Proponents of the concept of relative state autonomy focus

Pratt's

In a superb analysis of Canada's dominant class,

suggests that

The state's relative autonomy
derives partly from the mundane
fact that state officials want to
keep their jobs.

Thus, thq) occupational (if not
class) interests of state officials
demand that they not offend any
class or group to such a degree
that their re-election or re-
appointment is jeopardized.

It is thus a matter of survival for
the political elite to remain
somewhat removed froq3the will of
the capitalist class.

policy formulation. ' o

7.

N

analysis of the Canadian state

13.

Robert Brym,

\\upon the domestic political economy when they suggest that
such an arrangement between state and society is necessary

to ensure the healthy operation of the capitalist‘society.

Robert Brym

. .S .
I will argue later that notions of relative state autonomy
are also helpful to analyze the balance the state must seek

between domestic and international influences upon foreign

vis-a-vis

oreign policy formulation also includes components largely

-~

s

. "The Canadian Capitalist Class, 1965-
1985," in Robert Brym, ed., The Structure of the Canadian

- Capitalist Class (Toronto; Garamond, 1985), p. 14.



associated with marxian instrumentalists.14 This aspect of
Pratt's theoretical framework appears murky in some

respects, as we shall see.

There is a very SLganxcant
interpenetration, between senlor
ranks of our corporate 1 dershlp
and our political leadersh

This must be counted as further
reason to presuppose that
government policy-making, even in’
regard to foreign policy, Will be
particularly reﬁgpnsxve to the
corporate sector.

..recruits to the Canadian foreign
service have tended to come from
the wupper social brackets to an

even dJgreater extent than thﬁsrest
of the senior public service.

While Pratt seems to suggest that in some ways foreign
policy makers are the instruments of capital, he couchés
this qpncéption of instrumentalism in the view adopted by
Poulantzas that such éfrangements are the result - not the
cause - of capitalist structures. That is, while foreign

policy makers are sympathetic to the needs of capital

14. See, for example, Ralph Miliband, Marxism and Politics
(London: Oxford UnlverSLty Press, 1977), "Poulantzas and the
Capitalist State," New Left Review, November-December 1982,
pp. 83-93; and The State in Capitalist Society (New York:
Basic Books, 1969). -

Instrumentalism is indebted to Marx's oft- -quoted
contention that the executive of the modern state is but a
committee for managing the affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.

15.  Cranford Pratt, "Canadian Policy Towards the Thxrd
World," op. cit., p. 30.

16. Ibid., p. 29.
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partially as a result of their predominantly dominant class
background, they nevertheless remain capable of’ aéhievfng
relative autonomy érom societal ¢ interests through an
imperative to act in the long—terﬁ inﬁe}ests of capital as a

whole. On balance, Pratt' and other structuralists could be

\

a bit clearer on this issue. One is reminded here of Ralph

Miliband's critique of Poulantzas' views on relative state
(

R
’ 7
autonomy, when he asked: "How relative’is relativ’e?"l :

Another significant element of dominant class theory is

the "...important role it provides for‘.ideology..."18
) . .

Domestically, the dominant ideology of capitalism offers a

rationale for the unquestioned existence of private property
/ "=S

19

and concomitant systemic inequities. This aspect of

"Pratt's theory seems to be rooted in Marx's contention that

the ideology of the dominant class represents the dominant

ideology 1in the country.20 The acceptance of capitalist

. ’ :
ideology on the home-front, according to Pratt, 1is closely

related to a pro-capitalist orientation in the international

arena. © "It is trug_fthat a strong hostility towards

- »

ot

17, Ralph Miliband, "Poulantzas and the Capitalist State,"”
New Left Review, November-December, 1982, p. 85.

18. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Clasé_Theofy and Canadian
-Foreign Poligy," op. cit., p. 10S.

19. 1Ibid,, p. 105.

S

20. See, for example, Karl Marx, "The German Ideology," in
Robert Tucker, ed., Marx Engels Redder (New-York: Norton,
1978), p. 187. . : '

‘In this passage, Marx discusses the dominant ideology
of capitalism which permeates the state and society in North
America. : : :




@lasses are fought out among one another.

/ ’
communism is a major feature of the ideology of the dominant

class."2l The anti-communist 1leanings of the Canadian
dominant <class refult in a natural allengpce to many
components of the foreign policy of the United States, .which
possesses hegemonic interests in retarding the gains of
international socialism. Pratt's» theory hypothesizes,
therefore, that the anti-communist predisposition of the
dominant class contributes to Canada's predominantly anti-
communist foreign policy. .

In what appears to be loosely analogous to the struggle

observed by Marxists between the dominant and subordinate

. classes, Pratt's model points to the virtually perpetual

conflic£ between the concerns of the dominant class and

those of counter-consensus interest groups on matters of.

Canadian foreign policy. Regarding the counter consensus
groups, Pratt asserts that "...class is noﬁh directly
relevant to the positions they advocate."22 To this extent,
Pratt seems to veer away from the classic Marxist posgition
that "...all struggles within the State... are merely the
illusory forms in which the feal struggles of the different

"?3 " Such

distinctions from traditional marxian. obsgervations .

14

21. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy," op. cit., p. 133.
’

22. 1Ibid., p. 100. - /

23. Karl Marx, ”The~Germad Ideology," in Robert Tucker,
ed., Marx Engels Reader (New York: Norton, 1978), pp. 160-
161. 5’




pregumably have led Pratt to declare his theory to be "non-
doctrinaire," as noted eaflier. <

Pratt points to two fundamental characteristics of
counter-consensus groups 1in Can;da. The first -and most
significant of these is their "belief that the’ éthical
obligations of Canadians extend beyond Canada's borders."24

The ethical obligations embraced by the counter-consensus

often take the form of attempts to alleviate the disparity

between the developed and developing countries, as .well as a

respect for ideolégical diversity in the Third World. The
counter-consensus takes exception to military solutions for
what they vieQ as socio-economic problems in developing
countries. .

Closely related to this, Pratt identifies the second
distinguishing characteristic of counter-consensus grdups
as "...the conv%ctiqp that something is profoyndly remiss in
the ways in which the supérpdwerS<seek té maintain their
security and thereby to ensure pbace."zs
the counter-consensus for'superpowervpolitics seems to be a
logical extension of their concern Qith material .equity
between phe North’aﬁd Sout?'and of their abhorancehté the
military policies éf the §uperpqwers. Hence, ' Pratt argues
that the concern by the counter-consensus for morality and
ethics in' international relations places them in conflict

with. the policy preferences of the dominant class, -whose

‘34, -Ibid., p. 127.
25, 1Ibid., p. l28. S

The distaste by
&



chief_ interests in global politics are economic gain and the

containment of communism. -~

Canadian foreign policy makers, according to dominant
‘

class theory, are likely to regard the positions adopted by
the c¢ounter-consensus to be "
and unrealistic."26 Further, their access to senior policy

yakers is generally liqited sinée they do not "...represent
’anxaimportant fraction of the dominant class."27 Despite
thi;, the Government “is likely to appreciate the
considerable expertise ‘and detailed knowledge possessed by
counter-consensus groups.,z8 Rratt suggests that Canadian
foreign bolichmake}s génerally attempt to "manipulate" the
counter-consensus during audiences with the Governemnt.29

This is "...part of & careful effort by the government to

win acceptance of its (the goxs;nmentfs) viewpoint, and to

diffuse and 1limit the impact of informed and domestic

cri.i:icism."30 Overall, Pratt's theory hypothesizes that the

lobbying effé}ts of such groups are "likely to have little
31

effect” upon actual government policies. y; still, the ,

26. Cranford Pratt, "Canadian Policy Towardé the Third
World," op. cit., p. 34.

L4

27. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign_Policy," op. cit., p. 130.
[ ]

28. Ibid., p. 119. _ . .
29. Ibid., p. 131.

30. Cranford Pratt, "Canadian Policy Towards the Third
Wérld," op. cit., p. 35.

31. Cranfoerd Pratt, "Domihant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy," op. cit., p. 120. o :

l

...self-indulgent, intemperate 3



counter consensus dgroups occasionally may prevail with

respect to Ottawa's foreign relations. As Paul Sweezy and

Harry Magdoff declared recently, "Bourgeois democracy is not

altogether a sham."32

Therefore, although Pratt's dominant class theory does

-

not reduce the moti{ation of the counter—conéensus to be
strictly «class interests, it nevertheles;"analyzes the
effect of the caunter—copéensus against the backdrop of a
state which is partial to the dominant class. In this way,
Pratt's theory differs radically from pluralismf which sees
the state as a neutral clearing house ready to reflect
majority will, and from statism, which generally does not
place the policy preferences‘of government>officials solidly
within the context of societa; influences. Dominant class
theory assigns a signficant role to the counter consensus in
its dynamic struggle with a state that owes 1its primary
allegiance to the dominant class. Even if the policy
preferences of the counter-consensus are unlikely to be
‘ translated into government policy, these groups are
important due to the expertise they possess Iand; their
potential fof educating botﬁ the public and state officials

on certain matters of foreign policy.
Hence, the application of dominant class theory

. ~

necessitates an analysis of both the dominant class and

counter-consensus groups on matters of foreign policy. It

—

32. Paul Sweezy and Harry Magdoff, "What is Marxism?"
Monthly. Review, vol. 36, #10, March, 1985, p. 6.




predicts that the Government treats the counteg consensus as
a force to be reckoned with, but that the interests of the
dominant class will generally prevail 1in actual foreign
policy.

As I emphasized earlier, dominant class theory focuses
upon domestic determinants qf Canadian foreign policy.
Prétt suggests that "It cannot explain without strain and
convoluted argument the full range of foreign policies.
Thus, for example, strategic policies are better analyzed in

w33

international realist terms. .In an article which

provides an eloquent defence of ‘'realist' intergretations
of international relations, Robert Gilpin discusses the
major componments of this approach. Let us briefly consider
the realist view of global politics, thep, and ponder 1its
compatibility with Pr;tt's dominant class theory.

Gilpin asserts that "all realist writers" share three

assumptions.34 The first of these 1is the "essentially

n35

conflictual nature of international affairs. Patterns of

harmony among actors on thé international stage receive
short shrift from this approach. Nevertheless, since the

purpose here is to provide a theoretical framework from

which to analyze Canadan policy towards Central America, a

33. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Cléss Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy," op. cit., p. 1l15. .

'34. Robert Gilpin, "The Richness of the Tradition of
Political Realism," International Organization, 38, 2/
Spring 1984, p. 290.

35. 1Ibid., p. 290.



perspective which affords prominence to political conflict

is Qquite appropriate given the pronounced disharmony of
) <>
interest on the isthmus.

The second fundamental assumption of realism, according

to Gilpin, is that "the essence of social reality is the

36

group." Thus, while'Gilpiq suggests that the state in

general represents the most important actor on the
international stage, hi; assertion of the 5significance of
the 'group' is an attempt to downplay the narrowly state-
centric framework often associated with reali thinkers.37
Classes, international orgﬁhizations and multinational

corporations, as well as the state, can be viewed as
. b

significant political actors from such a perspective.
A third principal assumption of political realism,

Gilpin argues, 1is "the primacy in all political 1life of

w38

power and security in human motivation. - Closely related

to this assumption is the neo-realist view concerning the

T~

interplay between the international economy and the global

political system.

The essential argqument of most
realists with respect to the nature

and functioning - of the
international economy, I would
venture ..to. say, _is that the
international ¢+t political system

provides the necessary framework
for economic activities.

36. 1bid., p. 290.

37. 1Ibid., p. 298.

K

38. 1Ibid., p. 290.
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The international economy 1is not
regarded as an autonomous sphere,
as the liberals argue, nor 1is it
the driving force behind polis&ics,
as the Marxists would have us
believe.

When the distribution of power and
- international political relations
" change, corresponding changes may
be expected to takeBQIace in global
economic relations.

Therefore, this perspective contends that economic
structures on the global stage are largely determined by the
international political gystem.

Finally, Gilpin's neo-realist approach asserts that
states pursue their national interest in foreign relations,

and not just the "...selfish interests of the ruling

n 40 This idea seems to conflict in some importént

elite.
ways with dominant class theory, which suggests that the
interests of the national bourgeoisie are generélly favoured
in a state's foreign policy.

Overall, one can see why Pratt would be enamoured to

N
aspects of this approach. Gilpin's rather non-doctrinaire
b .

version of realism - with its emphasis upon global conflict, -

group politics, and to some extent upon economic forces -

>

may be helpful in some ways for an analysis of Canadian

39, 1bid., p. 295. e

40. 1Ibid., p. 303.
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§§ some important respects, however, realism and 1its
more mdﬁern variants seem to be rooted in assumptions which

€ SR ‘
may noéﬂb@ncompatible with a dominant class perspective.

This ig-particularly true regarding the relationship that
realists view between politics and economics. Pratt's
dominant class theory seems to suggest that, in many ways,
economic and class interests are the driv;ng force behind a
state's political beHaviour. This assumption, which is
based on elements of Marxist political economy, appears
incompatible with the realists' assertion regarding the
brimacy *of political forces over economic Eorcg; in
international relations. Pratt's dominant class perspective
also seems to contradict the realist conception of 'national
interest' which is distinct from class interests.

It is q;gcial to keep in mind that Pratt suggested that

A

the neo—réziist abproach ought to be utilized p“rf!klarly
) ; "
vis-a-vis strategic concerns embodied in Canadiaﬁfforeiqn
policy, and that dominant class theory should be emﬁloyed to
analyze gother ;spect's of Canada's foreign relations. But
this eclectic formula has the potential to result in some
troublespme ideological contradictions, as noted above.
Such contradictionsWare generated ®because economic and
strategic aspects of a ate's foreign policy may be closely

related and theféby share a coherent set of determinants,

hence precluding the necessity to utilize ¢two separate
‘ A)""-f;u .

gt
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theories of foreign policy which are based upon differing
philisophical assumptions. wgile the neo-realists' emphasis
upon power and securtity 1s instructive when one is examining
a state's strategic-military concerns, it 1is important to
consider that a marxian 1international political economy
perspective.on foreign policy formulation also incorpo}ates
matters of global perr and security 1into its analytical
framework without contradicting the fundamentals 6f dominant
class theory.

Perhaps more compatible with Pratt's dominant class

theory is the marxian analytical framework utilized by Fred

Halliday in The Making of the Second Cold Wwar. Although
LN

Pratt's model is not marxian, his version of dominant class
. theory 1is clearly indebted to Marxist thought, as we have
observed earlier. Thus, Pratt's dominant class theory seems
closer to the assumptions entailed in a marxian
. N

international political economy approach to the study of
international relations than frameworks 1in the realist
tradition.

In his analysis of intermational relations and foreign
policy, Halliday argues that his. "class éonflict theory has

—

the spé@cial merit, of seeKing to relate state and class
]

politics within one approach."4l

'Therefore, a state's
'national interest' 1is, in many ways, conditioned by

domestic and international class relations. This component

41. Fred Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold:.War
(London: Verso, 1983), p, 29.




of Halliday's framework complements elements of Pratt's
dominant class theory, which concentrates exclusively upon
domestic <class relations as a determinant of Canadian
foreign policy. Regarding the relationship between domestic

and international class forces, Halliday observes that

Class conflict theorists see
international politics as
determined by the ebb and flow of
social revolution, and by the
conflict between capitalism and
communism, on a world sgcale.

...This conflict may at times be
expressed primarily in rivalry
between the major states of each \\\

bloc.

But this is not necessarily so. At \s
other times class conflict is ;
reflected in the spread of

revolutionary activity in the Third
World, at others stills at least
potentially, in the level of class

conflict wit:hin.42 the major

capitalist states.
Thi; perspective bears particular relevance to an analysis
of the Central American imbroglio, as well as to an
examination of the foreign policies of outside states toward
the region; It views the crisis on the isthmus,’and the
policy of other countries towards Central America, primarily

in terms of the international conflict between capitalism

and socialism. R
[ 4

~

Halliday points to three fundamental aspects of the
'Great Contest' between capitalism and socialism on the

~
global stage. First, the two superpowers and members of

42. 1bid., p. 28. - .



their respective blocs are “"organized on the basis of
contrasting social principles: private ownership of the
means of production in one, collective or state ownership in
the other."43 Second, Halliday's perspective incorporates
the significance of ideology as a factor in international
relations. "...Both systems stake an ideological claim to
be world systems, ideal societies which others should aspire

nd4

to follow. Third, he argues that the conflict between

the USSR and the US‘?S aggravated by outbreaks of conflicts
between their respecéive satellite states.

The Great Contest - with 1its -economic, military and
ideological dimensions - serves to maintain order within
" the bloc of each superpower. This Contest, a term coined by
Isaac Deutscher,46 has been amplified recently by what
Halliday deems to be the second cold war - a condition
inspired ‘largely by the United States since 1979 in -an
attempt to reassert its global hegemony.47 "Cold War 1II
involved a concerted and sustained attempt by the USA to
subordinate the various dimensions of its foreign policy,

.and that of its allies, to confrontation with the USSR."48

43. 1Ibid., p. 32.
"44. 1Ibid., pp. 32-33.
45. 1Ibid., p. 33

46. 1Isaac Deutscher, The Gfé;t Contest - Russia and the
West (New York: Ballantine, 1960).

47. Fred Halliday, op. cit., see Chapter One for a
dicussion of the components of the Great Contest.

48._ Ibid., p. 17. / ' 5
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Key components of Halliday's framework can be utilized
for an analysis of the international determinants of
Canadian foreign policy. First, it places the study of
Canadian foreign relations within the context of éanada'§
subordination to US hegemony - a hegemony based upon
Aﬁerica's role as the world leader of capitalist forces.
From this perspective, we would éxpect Canada to remain
generally loyal to the interests of‘ the United States in

maintaining and bolstering its hegemony. But in order for

this relationship to operate smoothly, the subordinate state

must also perceive benefits from the relationship. 1In other

wordé, Canada theoretically must perceive it to be in\EEE\
national interest to provide general support for American
economic, strategic and ideological policies on the global
stage. Otherwise,. we would expect. aspects of Ottawa's
foreign policy to be distinct from Washington's.

\
Secondly, as I noted earlier, Halliday's perspective is

helpful for our purposes of analyzing Canadian foreign
policy towards Central. America 1in that it provides the
relevant context, of attempting to probe the dynamic behind
third wérld conflicts. Essentially, the Central American
imbroglio can be viewed as one component of the Great

Contest between the capitalist and socialist blocs in their

efforts to win a favourable balance of class forces and

superior strategic position in the Third World. Hence, this .

study will offer ‘an examination of Canada's role in a

particular facet of the Great Contest. | 3

\
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Thirdly, Halliday's mode of analysis ig compatible with
Pratt's dominant class theory in that it aims to relate
class and state politics within one approach, as we observed
earlier. Like the realists; this particular marxian
perspective views the state as an important actor on the
international stage. However, this approach differs f;om
the realist one in that points to the material basis upon
which a state's national interest is defined.

It will be recalled that Pratt's dominant class theory
emphasizes the significance of ideology, and partiéuLarly of
the anti-communist sentiment which is characteristic of the

dominant class. This is quite compatible with the marxian

international political economy (IPE) model which

underscores the salience of ideological forces in the Great
Contest.

While dominant class theory suggests that many aépects

Ottawa's foreign policy will be designed to advance the

general interests of Canada's capitalist class, Halliday's"

IPE model predicts that the US will attempt to reassert its
hegemonic position whereby narrowly defined American
economic gnd security interests will be served on the global
stage. Taken together, then, these frameworks point to a
pofential contradiction: that the interests of the Canadian
dominant class do not coincide with US strategic interests.
This potential conflict is relateé to the notion discussed

earlier ,that a subordinate state must perceiyg_it to be in

its «national interest to remain loyal to the hegemon's

<
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foreign policy. The interests of Canada's dominant class in
a stable environment, for example, may «conflict with
perceived American strategic interests to employ military
force in 1its perpetual quest to retard the growth of
socfalism in the Third World. Thus, we may expect instances
where Ottawa's foreign policy is distinct&from_Washington's.

Finally, we observed that Pratt's doﬁinant class theqQry
borrowed the marxian conception of the relative autonomy of
the capitalist state. This relative autonomy is nécessary,
it is argued, to balance domestic inter- and intra-class
riJ&lry ?nd thereby to act in the general interests of the
capitalist class as a whole. This conception of relatiye
state autonomy is usefﬁl to analyze the state's ability to
balance domestic versus international interests.

Once again it should be underscored that, considered
together, these perspectives do not suggest that -Canada wiil
necessarily follow the American lead in global politics.
Canada's distinct political economy dictates that Canada
will define a national interest which may not ‘always be
compatible with that of the US. 1In other words, while this
perspective argues that Canada's subordinate role to the Uus
in £he Great Contest represents an-important determinant of
Canadian foreign policy, it does not prépdse that Canada
will blindi} follow the American lead. Rather, it maintains

that the US is engaged in a perpetualistate of conflict even

23

with its capitalist allies éuqh as Canada, and that it 'has .



attempted to subdue this conflict through the stimulation of

a second cold war.

Another s{gnificant consideration 1is the notion of
Canada's relationship to what some analysts have agterpreted
as a declining American hegemony.49 Aside from the obvious
debate over whether US hegemony 1is actually declining,
questions arise such as: Will Canada distance itself from US
policies to avoid sinking with the American ship and perhaps-
even metamorphasize into a principal power? Or will Canada
support the United States in the hope that the US will
reassert its global position? Thus, Ottawa's foreign policy
vis-a-vis Central America ought to be analyzed within the
context of Canada's relationship to America's hegemonic
position. This entails two fundamental issueéi The first

is whether or not Canada is supportive of America's

hegemonic position. Secondly, if Ottawa is generally
supportive of American hegemony, the question arises as to

whether Canada supports the policies Washingtqn formulates

¢

49. The subject of a declining American hegemony has been
dealt with by a number of authors with varying ldeologlcal

' perspectives. A short list of these include: Robert Gilpin,
War and Change in World Politics (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 198l); Fred Halliday, The Making the
‘Second Cold War, op. citsy Jeff McMahan, Reagan and the World
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1985); David Dewitt and
John Kirton, Capada as a Principal Power (Toronto: Wiley and
Sons, 1983); Eagle Defiant (Toronto: Little Brown, 1981);
Robert Keohane, After Hegemony (Princeton:.Princeton
University Press, 1984); W. Avery, America in a Changing
World Economy (New York: Lohgman, 1982); and John Kirton, -
"America's Hegemonic Decline and the Reagan Revival," in D.
Flaherty and W. McKercher, eds., Southern Exposure: Canadian
Pergpectives on the United States (Toronto: McGraw-Hlll
Ryerson, 1986), pp. 42-62.
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., to perpetuate or reassert that hegemony. The answer to the
first question is most assuredly a resounding yes, at least
"in the eyes of the Mulroney Administration.sq Tom Keating,
in a review of Canadian foreign policy in the post-war era,
observes that Joe Clark's 1985 green paper on Ottawa's

foreign relations "...suggests a Canadian foreign policy in

support of the reassertion of American hegemony in, the

interest of seriously threatened and narrbwly conceived

uSl

national security and economic interests. While Canada

would prefer to ride on the coat tails.K of a recharged
American global hegemony, it is not at all clear that Canada
is supportive of the means the US chooses to reach that end.
Let us explore this further.

Events in the 1980s indicate that the Reagan
Administration has embarked on a unilateralist approach to
f;assert American hegemony. America's rf&fusal to heed the
judgment of the World Court regarding its role in Nicaragqua,
the curtailment of US funding for the United Nations, -and

-

episodes of US adventurism such as the boﬁbing of Libya and

the invasion of Grenada are clearly indicative of the Reagan

50. For example, Joe Clark's green paper on Canadian
foreign policy, released in 1985, stresses the, increasing
econopic and political strength of the United States, and of
Canada's national interest in forgingcloser ties with the
US. Canada, Right Honourable Joe Clark, Competitiveness and

Security: Directions for Canada's International Relations
Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1985), pp.

6a, 29. . [.\

51. Tom Keating, "Making Virtue of Necessity: ?érsbéct#Vés
on Canada's Defence and Foreign Policies," p. ll. Prepared
at the University of Alberta, October, 1986.

-
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Administration's pattern of unilateral attempts to restore
America's global position to that of the golden years of the

52
post-war era.

-

This .represents an important «c¢lash with Ottawa's
historically entrenched inclination towards multilateralism
on the global stage.53 As’a middle or small power, Canada's
voice 1in international affairs can be more powerful and
effective when voiced 1in <concert with other states of
similar mind. International orgénizations provide a forum
which serves as a buffer to protect Canada from instances of-
being trounced by the unilateral measures of stronger
powers. Further, some have argued that multilateral
orgahizations prqvide a buffer of stability for the

international sytem as US hegemony declines.54

LY

52. For a discussion related to Washington's unilateral
attempts to reassert its global hegemony, see Los Angeles
Times, Opinion Section, 14 December 1986; and Larry Pratt,
"The Reagan Doctrine and the Third World," Socialist

Regirster, 1987.

53. Canada's strong commitment to multilateralism in
international affairs began immediately after World War Two.
For example, Secretary of State for External Affairs Louis
St. Laurent observed in 1947, "I feel sure...that we in this
country are agreed that the freedom of nations depends upon
the rule of law amongst states. We have shown this
concretely in our willingness to accept the decision of the
international tribunals, courts of arbitration and other’
bodies of a judicial nature in which we have participated." g
Quoted in J.L. Granatstein, ed., Canadian Foreign Policy -
Historical Readings (Toronto: Copp-Clark-Pitmam, 1986), p.
28. k

' 54. See Robert Keohane, After Hegemony, op. cit.; and David
Dewitt and John Kirton, Canada as a Principal Power, op.
cit.




At any rate, Canada's historical propensity toward
multilateral approaches to international conflict appears to
contradict Washington's "withdrawal from the complex network

of international institutions that it had helped to create

w35

and that served Canada's national interest. Thus,

Washington and Ottaw& may disagree on the means to achieve
their. shared interest in bolstering América's hegemonic
position. This disagreement .is reflected in Prime Minisger
Brian Mulroney's asserﬁioA in 1985 that "History shows the

solitary pursuit of self-interest outside the framework of

broader international <cooperation is never enough to

increase our freedom, safeqguard our security, or improve our

>6 We shall examine more fully the

standard of 1living."
relationship between American strategic interests in Central

America and Canadian foreign policy in the next chapter.

CANADA'S RANK IN THE GLOBAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

(4

While Halliday's framework may be helpful for analyzing
important eléments of the international context of Canada's
relations with Central America, it may also be useful to
examife Canada's distinct position 1in thé international

political economy. One factor worthy of consideration when

55. Stephen Clarkson, Canada and the Reagan Challenge
(Toronto: Lorimer, 1985), pp. 366-367.

56. Prime_Minfster Brian Mulroney, "Prindiples of United
Nations Charter Signposts to Peace," Canadian Department of
External Affairs, Statements and Speeches, 85/14.

3
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probing the determinants of Canadian foreign policy is
Canada's powefﬂgase in the international arena. It seems
~clear enough that the choice of empirical characteristics
one chooses to measure a country's power base can be

subjective, I will focus here upon economic and military

statistics to compare Canada's rank in the global political

économy with other advanced capitalist sQ?tes. By and
large, these empirical indicators are quite sim#lar to the
ones utilized in SSEA Joe Clark's 1986 green paper on
Canadian foreign policy.

Perhaps ‘thel most common empirical measurement of a
country's economic size is GDP. We can observe from Chart |

that Canada ranks seventh in this category among the seven

advanced capitalist countries. In this sense, it seems

clear tflat Canada must be viewed-as the junior partner vis-
a-vis other summit states. There are other indicators
associaEgd. with GDP, however, where Cana%a fares somewhat
better. In GDP per:capité, far example, Canada ranks fifth
behind Sweden, quway, Gg;many and the United States (see
Chart II). In terms of growth oé GNP between 1982 and 1985,
Canada ranks third behipd the United States and Japan (see
Chart III). The growth rate of Canada's GNP is. rather
healthy, but the similarity of this rate with thesﬁgerican
one may reflect Canada's dependency upon the United States

economically, as well as its tendency to ride on the coat

4

28



.

Chart f
ESTIMATES OF TOTAL GDP IN PURCHASERS VALUE - 1980

(millions, $US)

United StateSe.......... e et 2,587,000
JApPaN®, ittt ccencccocencsncacanes eveeal, 161,389
West Germany....... crseanen ceeesacssses 818,977
France........ . “esessecseseceans . 651,893
United Kingdom..... Ceectecsccenanna ceee 523,256
Tlalyeeeeerieeineneennscanecneananns eee 393,954
Canada. . iieieenteccesconcencnacnnas cees 253,379

Netherlands.....ooeiueeeenisnanenananes 167,656
Austfalia.............. ..... ceecsessess 148,064
SWedeN..eieeeeocaceceaeecessaanaannsnns 123,664
Belgium,seueueeoioreeeennnacennceocanns 119,10%
SWitzerland............................ 101,493

DeNmark.e..eeeeeaneeecananiannnnnonsees 66,377

Sources: Statistical Yearkbook, United Nations, New
York, 1981, pp. 151-155; and World Book Encyclapedia,
1980.

*Reépresents GNP,
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Chart II

GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT PER CAPITA OF TEN OECD COUNTRIES

(8Us, 1980)

Swedenoo.o...-’ ooooooooooo .....]Q,OOO

NOrwWay..ieiqeeeeanans cesceas «.. 13,000
GermMANY . s veeeeneencoceoansnnn 11,500

United StatesSieeeeeiaennnseeaa 1,500
Canada........................11,500
France..:.....................10,500
Australidecieeceseecsvecancass 9,500
JAPANl.eiseteeeesanannnasanaaaas 8,500
United Kingdome eoeeoeuweeeeen. 7,000 -

Italy.o.oocoooiooo-Coooooool.n 6,000 ’

SOURCE: Canada Among Nations, B. Tomlin and M. Molt;‘eds.,

Toronto, 1985, p. 199; and Statistical _Yearbook,

United Nations, New York, 1981,
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N Chart 111
&
GROWTH- OF REAL GNP IN THE OECD AREA ~ % ANNUAL CHANGE
United States 304 6.0 2.5
Japan 3.0 L.8 3.8
Germany 1.3 3.0 2.8
France .7 1.3 1.8
United Kingdom 3.1 - 2.5 2.3
Italy -1.2 2.3 2.3
Canada 3.0 4.5 3.0
v f
Source: Sanada Among Natioms, B. Tomlin and M. Molot,
eds,, Toronto, Lorimér, P. 76; and Statistical Yearbook,
_ United Nations, New York, 1985. ‘
" .-
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When conside;ing Canada's trading patterns, it is
significant to noté that Canada has the Secong highest
percen;age of exports in relatioﬁs to GDP among the seven
summit countries (see ChartlV). Neariy 75% of those exports
are directed toward one countfy - the United States. This
wouid seem only natural given the éeographic relationship
between the two countries and also due to the enormoug and
lucrative character of the American market.

Nevertheless, the point 1s that Canada is
overwhelmingly dependent upon the US in terms of trade, and

-thus, Canada 1is quite vulnerable to the American market.
This strong Canadian bondage to the leading‘hegemoqic power
may afford Canada scant réom to manoeuver and blossom into a
strong economic power in its own right. Further, Canada's
dependency upon trade with the United States may place
Canada in a vulnerable position 1in seemingly unrelated
foreign policy matters. It seems plausible, for example,
that the Mulroney Administation's relentless efforts to
establish a free trade agreement with the United States may
colour other aséects of Canada's foreign policy. One can
imagine a scenario whereby Ottawa would not wish to
criticize aspects of American foreign policy in fear that
this may Jjeopardize a free trade agreement if such an

agreement seemed near. Of course, it appears virtually

impossible to provide tangible proof for such an argument,

S
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Chart 1v

EXPORTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP - SUMMIT COUNTRIES, 1983

Germany......... vecsecsncscees 30%
Canada..eieeeeecensnececnnane 27%
United Kingdom......ocevuee.. 25%
Ttaly.eeiiieieienennnnennnnes 23%
France....ccieiiiiieneneena.. 21% j
JApPAN. . i.ivieeiennncnecnnnnnes 17%

United States.,...ivvennenees 12%

Source: compiled from statistics listed in Competitiveness

and Security, Dept. of External Affairs, Ottawa, 1985,

A

P. 18.



though there are thoge who have offered educated speculation
on this mattér.57

Of the seven summit countries, Canada's growth rate in
productivity of total manufacturing betwen 1970 and 1981
ranked fifth below Japan, France, Italy and Germany (see
Chart V). On é somewhat brighter note, manufactured
products as a percentage of total Canadian exports grew by
“about 10% between 1972 and 1982 (see Chart VI, In this
sense, Canada is relying to a lesser extent upon exports of
staple products and is assimilating to the industrial
characteristics associated witq other summit countries. But
Canadian ‘economists such as Bruce Wilkinson argue that
Canada's comparative ad&antage remains in resource-based
products, although this advantage has been eroding due to
Canada's inability to keep pace with technological
developments occurring in other countries.58

Canada's international position regarding the level of
investment capital abroad has dropped considerably over the
last 40 years. Immediately following the Second World War,
Canada stood in third place in this regard. Since then,

Ccanadals position has gradually slipped to its current rank

of seventh place, behind the United States, United Kingdom,

57. Tim Draimin and Julie Leonard, "Regional Qverview -
Implications for ‘Canadian Policy," Canada-Caribbean-Central
America Policy Alternatives, March 1986, p. 3.

58. . Bruce Wilkimson, "Commercial Pblicy and Free Trade with
the United Stated," in Brian Tomlin and M. Molot, eds.,
Canada Among Nations (Toronto: Lorimer, 1985), pp. 164-184.
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Chart V

GROWTH IN PRODUCTIVITY OF TOTAL MANUFACTURING, 1970+100
Value in 198! ,

JapaN.ieeeoee.. S eesccscsannscasesasoensas 212
FrancCes .. .ieieeeeesceeas ssesssencsasa-s 1950
ItalyQ ® © & ¢ 0 % 0 00 0 00 0000 ® @ ® & & 0 0 0 0O 8 e e 9o ]l+7

Federal Repnublic of Germanj.......... 140
Canada... ..... ® & & 00 00 9 s 0 0 ® & ¢ & 00 0 o ]35
United States...............'........ 13]

t
United KingdomOUOGOQOQQOQCOQOQOo-..oo 125

Source: Competitiveness and Security, Dept. of External

Affairs, Ottawa, 1985, p. 21; and Statistical Yearbook,

United Nations, New York, 1985,



Chart VI . \
INDUSTRY SHARES (%) IN TOTAL CANADIAN EXPORTS, 1972/1982

1972 1982
Manufacturing Industries,....... creana L2 51
Resource Processing Industries,...... . 38 28
Resource Industriese..e..eeeee.. ceeenen 19 15
Fuels (0il, Gas ang Coal)eesennaraanns 5 13

Source: Competitiveness and Secdrity, Dept. of External (
Affairs, Ottawa, 1985, p. 19; M, Molot and B. Tomlin,

Canada Among Nations, Totonto, Lorimer, 1985.




Germany, Japan, Switzerland and France.59 Of the summit

countries, only Italy ranked behind Canada in this realm.
Not only does Canada trail significantly behind other
advanced capitalist countries in terms of investment capital
abroad, Canada is extensively penetrated by American
investment capital.60 Nearly 80% of all foreign investment
in Canada is American, while 15% of all fioreign investment

in the United Statee is Canadian.

William Carroll's observations regarding Canadian-

American economic linkages are worth quoting at length.

On balance, Canada seems to present
the example of a middle-range
imperiali8t power in an era of
thoroughly internationalized
monopoly capitalism.

The post-Second World War pattern
of accumulation makes it clear that
a focus on Canadian dependency
ascribes increasing significance to
a phenomenon that has been in
decline.

This decline 1is “both relative to

° : " other - advanced capitalist
economies, as monopoly capital has
° further internationalized, and

absolute, as the proportion of
Canadian industrial capital under
US control has dropped  while

59. Jorge Niosi, Canadian Multinationals (Toronto:
Garamund, 1985), pp. 40-44.

60. RelaBed to this, it is important,to bear in mind that
"At present, about three- -quarters of world foreign direct
investment is concentrated in the advanced capltallst
countries, compared to two-thirds in the 1960's," William
Carrol, "Dependency, Imperialism and the Capitalist Class in
Canada," in Robert Brym, ed., The Structure of the Canadian
~Capitalist Class, op. c1t., p. 36.
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indigenous capital exports have
continued to expand.

The resilience and recent
consolidation of Canadian finance
capital 1is further underscored by
findings from studies of corporate
interlocking that the network of

large Canadian companies is
increasingly focused ‘around
predominang}y indigenous
interests. :

Thus, dependency theory may be of quite limited utility to

explain the Canadian-American economic relationship, as
Carroll convincingly argues, and there appéars to be a
rising potency of indigenous Canadian’ capital.
Nevertheless, it would also appear to be the case that
Canada remains vulner;ble to US economic forces which wields
the potenﬁial to translate into political pressure *regarding
matters_of foreign policy.

Regarding technological innovation, Canada ranks
signficantly beQind other advanced capitalist countries. As
Glen Williams has observed, "it is now well-recognized that
Canada is amonq the technologically weakest @f the

industrialized countries.“62

Further, Joe Clark's green
paper on Canada's role in .international affairs indicates
that Canada ranks eighth among developed capitalist

countries in terms of gross expenditure on research, and

6l. William Carroll, "Dependency, Imperialism and the
Capitalist Class in Canada," in Robert Brym, ed., The
Structure of the Canadian Capitalist Class (Toronto:
Garamond, 1985), p. 45. " \ - -

62. Glen Williams, Not Fo} Export (Toronto: McClelland and
‘Stewart, 1983), p. 1lll. ‘ .

"N
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Chart VII
POPULATION FOR SELECTED COUNTRIES
(1980 estimates, thousands)

USSRevevennennnnahnn. Ceeeeeeaeaan, ceu. 265,542 ,
United Sfates, .. eeeeeeoennn eveescesess 227,658
® 9 00 408000000000 tee00 0000000 ]]6’782

Japan.,....
WesSt Germany.e.eeeeeeseereeoneaecenanns 61,561
Italyeeeieeii it iiieientnenanacenennes 57,042
\ France............................;.... 53,713
CaNad@seeeeereecsececennnnescnoecnnnses 23,941
AUStralide.eeeeeeieeeeeocenncceoncenones 14,616
Beligiume .o eiesneneeenonnoaececannnanns 9,857
SWEAeN et euuueeeoeeeeeacncesococosennosens 8,311
Denmark. e iieittteeeenneenncncaneenns 5,123

Finland....'ﬂﬁ..................'.‘..‘. l+’779

Source: Figures compiled from Statistical Yearbook, y

United Nations, New York, 1981, pp. 61-66.



evelopment as a percentage of GDP, and also ranks eighth in

terms of industrial research and developmeni/as a percentage
of Domestic Product of Industry. The/ United States,
Germany, Japan, UK, Sweden, France and thé Netherlands all
surpass Canada in this category.63 In terms of the *number
of research and development scientists jand engineers pér
million population, Canada ranks behind Jépan, USA, Germany,
Netherlands, UK and France.64 Clearly, then, Canada 1is
technologically weak compared to other advanced capitalist
countries.

Militarily, Canada ranks even further behind other
industrialized powers than it does economically. As shown
in Chart H, Canada rank eleveqth in terms of number of
armed forces compared to other NATO countries - behind the
US, Turkey, Germany, France, UK, Italy, Spain, Greece, the
Netherlandé and Belgium. In terms of defence expenditures
as a percentage of GNP, Canada ranks fourteenth among the 16
NATO countries. It is worth noting, howevgr, that Japan -
which is perhaps the rising challenger to American economic
hegemony - spent even 1léss thahh Canada militarily as a

percentage of GDP (whereas Canada spent about 2% of its GDP

militarily, Japan spent about l%).65 Clearly, 6%Efda is

63. Canada, SSEA Jog Clark, Competitiveness and Security
(Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1985), pp.
23-24.

64. 1Ibid.

65. Claire Turenne Sjolander, "1984: Chronology and
Statistical Profile," in Brian Tomlin and M. Molot, eds.,
Canada Among Nations, op. cit., p. 203. i .
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| militarily weak and so this contributes to its relatively
weak power base when compared to other advanced capitalist
countries. Despite this, however, the fact that Canada does
not spend much militarily leaves Ottawa f;ee to éevote its
resources to other areas, such as domestic programmes.
Overall, then, these 1indicators seemchto demonstrate
‘Eﬂ;t Canada possesses a relatively weak power base when
compared to other advanced c?pitalist countries. Moreover,
Joe Clark's 1985 green paper?";..protrays a situation where

Canada's milita{x and” economic capabilities have declined
PRI
¥

relative to owmhe ftates in the system."66 Canada's
position as a middle power, or perhaps even a small power,

on the international stage seems to generate at least two

major implications for Canadian foreign policy.
First, as Kim Richard Nossal observes, "...Canada has
been, and will likely always be, vulnerable to the natural

n67 That is, Canada's role

f rivalries of the great powers...
| as a state which 1is subordinate to and dependent upon ‘a
b'hegemon ieads Canada to be drawn into hegemonic rivalries.
fIt is in Canada's interest, therefore, to attempt to-foster
systemicvstability in the face of such rivalry. Syétemic
stability is particularly significant for a country such as

Canada which is so dependent upon international trade for

its economic survival. Since hegemonic rivalry may result

66. Tom Keating, op. cit., p. 3.

67. Kim Richard Nossal, The Politics of Canadian Foreign
‘Policy (Scarborough: Prentice-Hall, 1985), p. 217. '
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Chart VIII

DEFENCE FORCES AND EXPENDITURES AMONG NATO COUNTRIES

Country
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
France

West Germany
Greece
Iceland
Italy

-Luxembourg

Netherlands -

Norway
Portugal
Spain
Turkey

Unité&d Kingdom
United States

Source: Statistics compiled from figures listed in

Competitiveness and Security, Government of Canada,
Ottawa, 1985, p, 26.

Armed Forces 8Million, US  %GNP gggita
(thousands) 1984 1982 1984
93.6 2,892 3.4 260
82.9 6,182 2.1 282
3.4 . 1,400 2.5 237
4714 22,522 4.2 37
495.0 28,453 hol 436
178.0 2,639 7.0 237
0 0 0 0
3751 9,090 2.6 177
.7 4 1.2 117
101.9 b, 464 3.3 293
36.8 1,698 3.0 345
63.5 803 - 3.4 70
330.0 4,529 2.5 87
602.0 2,755 5.2 59
395.0 2L, 296 5.3 436
2,135.9 196,345 6.5 1011
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\\\ .
in military conflict, we may expect Canada to act as a

mediator to promote conflict resolution. .
Second, Canada's foreign policy 1is constrained by the
limits of its power in tge international arena. SSEA Joe
Clark, however, presumably would take issue with this
assertion. Clark was asked by Macleans magazine in late
1986: "Is it frustrating to be a-&ore¢§n minister, with a
very intelligent diplomatic corps in a middle power, with
obvifas li%itations to ydur clout?"” ng résgonded, "Quite

. \
. the contrary. What's frustrating is to have people think we

are more limited than we are..."68
CONCLUSION .

I shall employ Cranford Pratt's dominant. class ;heorx

to analyze domestic determinants of Canadian fo;eign pglicy.
This "non-doctrinaire" approach borrows substangi&lly from

) :
Marxist thought. Pratt's model stresses the followihg

domestic factors for an examination of Canada's foreign'

relations: 1) the capital owning class dominates the state

apparatus; 2) international stability and the preservation

of capiﬁalism are key considerations of Canadian policy

makers; 3) the state is relatively autonomous; 4):

ideological forces, and particularly anti-communist
sentiment, condition Canadian policy; '5) etRical
considerations will be largely overlooked in actual foreign

policy; and 6) Canadian policy must be analyzed against the

68. Quoted in Central America Update, vol. 8, #3,

November/December 1986, p.1l. . «

.
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backdrop of conflict between the dominaﬁt class and counter-
consensus interest groups on many foreign policy matters:

Pratt suggests that a neo-realist approach would be
helpful to analyze strategic aspects of Canada's foreign
relations. I have argued that a marxian international
political economy framework, as-outliﬁed by Fred Halliday,
is more consistent philosdphically with Pratt's approach
than is a model based wupon the realist‘ tradition.
Halliday's marxian IPE model focuses upon the Great Contest
between capitalism and socialism in many aspects of
international relations, and also stresses the significance
of 1ideological forces. This framework emphasizes the
intergrity of class and stage politics on the internatiohal
stage; \

I have further ‘attempted to demonsémate\ that Canada
appears weak compared to the other. advanced capitalist
states, and that this would appear to pose some important
constraints upon Ottawa's foreigﬁ policy. -

v Finally, I have argued :that Ottawa 1is predominantly

>

loyal tovAmericaﬁ hegemonic ihﬁerests in the international
.arena. -However, this ﬁoes riot- mean ;haawCanadian'foreign
policy will blihdly‘follow the American lead. Factors-which
may serve to distinguish Ottawa's foreign relations from

Washington's include Canada's overQriding interest in peace

and 'stability internationally and Canada's historical

suppért for multilateral institutions - determinants wﬁich:

clash with the unilateralist measures adopted by the -Reagan

by



Administration in an attempt to reasser® American global

-

hegemony.
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CHAPTER TWO:

AMERICAN STRATEGIC INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AMERICA
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American foreign policy towards Central America
represents an intriguing topic, one which 1s pertinent to
both students of Canédian foreigp policy and international
political economy. Those of us concerned with Canadian
relations with Central America must necessarily come to
grips with the dynamic behind American intervention in the
isthmus since Ottawa's policy towards the region is, in many
ways, reactive to US policy. At a more universal level, an
examigation of US strategic interests in Central America
fgom a Canadian perspective represents a case' study of
whether the objectives of a middle power such as Canada are
compatible with the foreign policy goals of a hegemon such
as the United States with respect to the developing
countries of this hemisphere. For students of international

political economy, the Central American imbroglio is
siéaﬁficant since it exempiiéles the phenomenon of Third
World challenges to the United States' position as hegemonic
leader of the capitalist world.

A key argument here is that Central America is quite

significant for US strategic interests, as the Reagan

Administration claims. ___ However, Washington's policies

L7

toward the region appear unlikely to accomplish its’

objective of ridding the hemisphere of socialism and thus
reasserting US hegemony in the Americas. While the Canadian
Government shares an interest 1in bolstering America's

hegemonic position globally, and also shares with the U.S.



A
the vague goal of stability in the hemisphere, Ottawa and
Washington disagree on the means $o achie?é those ends.

I will trace briefly the history of America's effort to
establish hegemony in the hemisphere during the nineteenth
century to the recent attempts by Washington to reassert
its international hegemonic position. An analytical review
of American strategic thinking vis-a-vis Central America

will be presented, followed by a brief discussion of US

policy toward the isthmus from gﬁe Canadian perspective.

HISfORICAL ASPECTS OF US INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AMERICA

American interests and intervention in Central America

L8

are almost as'old‘as the United States itself. Mere?i/g/ﬂﬁ\\

decade after the birth of the US Constitution, the. Americans

began to gaze southward "in a fashion that foreshadowed
o )
United States dominance in the hemisphere. In a letter to

James Monroe in 1801, President Thomas Jefferson wrote:

However our present intereésts may
restrain us within our own limits,
it is 1impossible not to look
forward to distant times when our ~
rapid multiplication will expand
itself beyond those 1limits, and
cover the whole northern, if not
the southern continent, with a

~ people speaking the same language,
governed in alsimilar form, and by
similar laws. .

1. Quoted in Carlos Fuentes, Latin America: At War with the

Past, (Toronto:CBC Enterprises, 1985), p. 44.
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Shortly afterward, President Jefferson propounded upon a
Manifest Destiny which "“required the booming new nation to
swoop down over Mexico and Central America, (a view that)
was .shared by most of the other Founders, including
Jefferson's great p;litical rival, Alexander Hamilton."2 In
1823 the establishment of the Monroe Doctrine served as a
warning to European powers that the United States intended
to exert exclusive domain over thé Western Hemisphere.

By 1850, the United States and Great Britain signed the‘
Clayton-Bulwer Treaty, which stipulated that Britain and
America would cooperate in the event of construction of a
canal across the Central American isthmus. At that timé,
the most likely site for a canal was Nicaragua. Thus, while
the US had not yet reachgd the capability to achieve its
objective of hegemony over the Western Hemisphere as
expressed in the Monroe Doctrine, the Clayton—Bglwer Treaty
seemed to indicate that Britain was at least willing to
recognize the US as an equal power in the Americas.

By the turn of the century it became clear that the
economic, military and political power exercised by the
United States in Central America rendered the region to be
within the US sphere of influencej Britain had backed down

Erom a potential conflict with the US in 1895-1896 over a

disputed boundary in Venezuela, during a crucial episode

_ b
2. Walter LaFeber, Inevitable Revolutions, (New York:
Norton and Co., 1983), p. 19.

3.  Ibid., pp. 31-35.



[

interpreted to re{::;ent British recognition of US hegemony

A

in the Western hemisphere.4 Still, the British maintained
considerable interests in the Caribbean Basin. US economic
penetration of the isthmus grew sgeadily during this period,
as did American military intervention. "The United States
landed troops in the region somé 20 times between 1898 and
1920 alone."5 This set the tone for what the 20th century
had in store for Central America and the United States.
in 1903 the US began construction of the Panama Caﬁal,
a feat made possible by American instigation of 5 political
uprislng in Panama to pry the area away from Coloﬁbian rule.
As of result of the strategic significance of the Canal,
President Roosevelt in 1904 presented his Corollary to the
Monroe Doctrine, which was to lay the basis for a legacy of
US intervention in the Americas.
. If a nation shows that it knows how
- to act with reasonable efficiency
and decency in social and political
matters; if it keeps order and pays
its obligations, it need fear no

interference from the United
States.

*
Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence
which results - in a general
loosening of the ties of civilized
society, may in Amer'ica, as

elsewhere, ultimately require
intervention Dby ome civilized,
nation, and in the Westerd'

Hemisphere the adherence of the

4. 1Ibid., p. 3L.

5. Walter LaFeber, "The Burdens of thé‘Past," in Robert
Leiken, ed., Central America: Anatomy of Crisis, (Toronto:
Pergamon, 1984), p. 49. ~ | ;




‘United States to the Monroe
Doctrine may force the United

i States, however reluctantly, in
flagrant cases of such wrongdoing
or impotence, to exerCése an

international police power.
Thus, early 1in the century, the US declafed itself the
official international police force in the Americas. The
Canal was completed in 1914.
It did not take long for Roosevelt's Corollary to find

practical application in Central America. The US intervened

in Honduras between 1911 and 1912 to establish a government

in that country which was sympathetic to Washington's
interests during what appeared to be a contest between
British and American influence on the isthx'nus.7

Nicaragua also found itself on a collision course with
Washington during this time. Nicaraguan President Zelaya's

nationalist policies clashed with American interests.

Zelaya apparentlyA had not grasped the gravity of the US

intent of military, political and economic supremacy in the

region. Zelaya was ousted in 1909, and chaos ensued. In an
attempt to restore an atmosphere of order in which
Washington could exert it; hegemony, US Marine; landed in
Nicaragua in 1912. bThey occupied the cbuntry almost

continually until 1933 when they had at last trained the

6. Quoted in James Petras, Michael Erisman and Charles
Mills, "The Monroe Doctrine and US Hegemony in Latin
America;" in James Petras, ed., Latin America: From
Dependence to Revolution, (New York: Wiley and Sons, 1973),
. p. 242. ‘ . .

7. Walter LeFeber, Inevitable Revolutions, op. cit., p. 44.
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Nicaraguan National Guafd ~ an indigenous military force
which would defend Washington's interesté for almost half a
century under the brutal helmsmanship of the Somoza dynasty.

Prior to the establishment of the National Guard,
American troops in Nicaragua during the 1920s and 1930s were
engaged in warfare with the guerrilla forces of Augusto
Sandino, a nationalist who fought to rid his country of
Yankee occupation and hegemony.- Though Sandino was not a
Marxist, it was during these years that the United States
began to perceive a Communist Fhreat in the hemisphere. US

Secretary of State Frank Kellogg noted in Y927 that

The Bolshevik leaders have had very
definite ideas with respect to the
role which Mexico and Latin America
are to play in their (general
program of world revolution.

They have set ‘up as one of their
- fyndamental tasks the destruction

og what they term’ American
imperialism as a necessary
prerequisite to the successful
development of the international
revolutionary movement in the New

World.

...Thus Latin America and Mexico
ar conceived as a base for
activitg against the United
States.

The .Great Contest between the capitalist forces of the US
and socialist forces aligned with the USSR would become more

pronounced as the century wore on.

8. Quoted in Philip Brenner, "Waging Ideological War: Anti-
Communism and US Foreign Policy in Central Amerioca," in
Ralph Miliband, ed., The Socialist Register, (London:
Merlin Press, 1984), p. 230. .

v - ) ~
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As the.conservative American historian Thomas Leonard

points out, "after World War Two, Central America became a
ﬁicrocosm of US Cold War responses to communism."9 The
United States orchestrated the overthrow of Guatem!&a's
President Jacobd Arbenz in 1954. In an analysis which
parallels the Reagah Administration's perception of

Nicaragua in the 1980s, former US Secretary of State John

Foster Dulles observed in 1954 that "

In Guatemala, international
communism had an initial success.
It began ten years ago, when a
revolution occurred in Guatemala.

The revolution was not without
justification, but the Commpunists
seized on it, not as an opportunity
for real reforms, but as a chance
to gain political power.

...1f world. communism captures any

American State, however small, a

new and perilous front is

established which will increase the &

danger to the entire free world and

require ‘even greater fﬁcrifices

from the American people.
This explanation, however, is 1less than convincing. It
appears that the US overthrew Arbenz ' largely due to his
policy of land reform which contradicted the interests of
American-owned\ banana plantations in the country. Arbenz’

policy include the redistribution of 2%4,000 acres of

9. Thomas Léonard, Central America and United States
Policies: 1820s to 1980s (Claremont, Calif.: Regina Books,
1985) p. 81. ’ , '

10. John Foster Dulles, "The Kremlin out to Destory the
Inter-American System," in Jonathan Fried, ed., Guatemala in

Rebg}lion: Unfinished History (New-York: Grove Press, 1983),
p. 8. ) ! . . -

L
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. 11. Thomas Leonard, op. cit., p. 57.

unused ].andsll owned by the United Fruit Company to landless
peasants in Guaterr,}ala.12 The United Fruit Company was to be
compensated for the confiscated land. While Marxist
instrumentalist theory may be of dubious merit for the task
of foreign policy analysis of the major powers in the 1980s,
the CIA - directed overthrow of the Arbenz regime represents

a textbook case of the theory. As historian Walter LeFeber

\
notes,

United Fruit launched a massive
lobbying campaign for us
intervention (in Guatemala). It
began with enviable connections to
the Eisenhower Administration.

Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles and his former New York law
firm, Sullivan and Cromwell, had
long represented the company
{United Fruit).

Allen Dulles, head of the CIA, had
served on UFCO's board of trustees.
Ed Whltman, the company's top
public relations officer, was the
husband of Ann Whitman, President
Eisenhower's private secretary.

Ed Whitman produced a film, V‘Why
the Kremlin Hates Bananas', that

12. It is 1ntere§t1ng that this significant episode in the
history of American relations with Guatemala goes '\
unmentioned in the Kissinger Commission's historical account

———— of US policy to Central Americal See The President's

1}

-~

National Bipartisan Commission on Central America, (New
York: MacMillan, 1984), Chapter 3, pp. 18 - 46.

For other accounts of the US-directed overthrow of the
Arbenz Government, see Milton Jamail and Norma Chlnchllla,
Garrison Guatemala, (London: Zed Books, 1984), pp. 65 - 78;

and Jenny Pearce, Under the Eagle, (London: Latin American,

Bureau, 1982), -pp. 28 - 31.
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pictured UFCO fighting in Ege front
trenches of the Cold Wwar."

Hence, the democratically elected government of Arbenz was
replaced by a dictatorship loyal to US interests.

There have been numerous other venues in the Americas
which have witnessed Washington's war against socialism.
The US has on more than one occasion unsuccessfufly
attempted to topple the Castro regime in Cuba, but has found
more success with invasions of the Dominican Republic in

1965 and Grenada in 1983.

o

13. Walter LeFeber, Inevitable Revolutions, op. cit., pp.
118 - 119, . S
{

T

P .
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Recent US Policy Toward Central America14

The strategic security of Central America did not
evolve into a prominent issue iﬁ the United States until the
Nicaraguan Revolution in 1979. Indeed, the fact that the
Panama Canal treaties in 1977-78 "were able to gain support
in Congress was one measure of confidence that security (in
the region) was not threatened."lS

From the beginning, the United States Government
adopted an adversarial position toward the Sandinistas. When
the FSLN (Sandinista Natignal Liberation Front) came to

power in June, 1979, the Carter Administration called for

the establishment of an interim governmeht in Nicaragua

14. While the central purpose of this chapter is to offer
an analysis of American strategic interests in Central
America, it may be helpful to note that there has been a
proliferation of books and articles in the 1980s which )
describe American policy to the region in great detail. A
very short list of these include: Richard Feinberg, ed.,

Central America: International Dimensions of the . Crisis (New

York: Holmes and Meier, 1982); Donald Schulz and 1glas
Graham, eds., Revolution and Counterrevolution in Central
America and the Caribbean (Boulder: Westview, 1984); -Jeff
McMahan, Reagan and the World (New York: Monthly Review,
1985); Tom Barry, ed. et. al., Dollars and Dictators (New
York: Grgve Press, 1983); Kenneth Coleman and George C.
Herr@j;& ed., The Central America .Crisis: Sources of
Conflict and The Failure of US Policy (Wilmington, Del.:.
Schélarly Resources, 1985); Jenny Pearce, Under the Eagle
(London: Latin America Bureau, 1982); Robert S. Leiken,
ed., Central America: Anatomy of Conflict (Toronto: :
Pergamon, 1984); Tom Barry and Deb Preusch, The Central
America Fact Book (New York: Grove Press, 1986); Noam -
Chomsky, Turning the Tide (Montreal: Black Rose, 1986); Stan
Persky, The Last Domino (Vancouver: New Star, 1984).

15. Margaret Daly Hayes, "US Security Interests\in Central
America in Global Perspective," in Richard Feinberg, ed.,
Central America, op. cit:, pp. 86-87. '

e ' ' Ca
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which would_ exclude the F‘SLN.16 No other country 1in the

Organization of American States supported Carter's proposal,
except Canada, which has/p@rmanent observer status in the
orgam‘.zat:ion.v17 President Cartér grudgingly came to accept
Managua's leftist government. . He initiated a $150 million
aid package to the war-ravaged country, while applying a
stipulation that more thah half of the assistance go the tAe
Nicaraguan private sector.18 He"would later be criticized

for his position toward Nicaragua by the architect of the

Reagan Administration's policy to the region.  Jeane.

Kirkpatrick charged Carter with "ignoring th force of
ideology” and indicted him for his "flaweé belief that
change per se in such autocracies is inevitable, desireable,
and in the American intérest."l9

The aid package to Nicaragua initiated by the Cérter
Administration was terminated in January, 1981} just After
Ronald Reagan was inaugurated as the Péesident of the Qnited
States. Also during this period, President Reagan "approved

CIA covert support for the Nicaraguan'Contras. Some 150 CIA

agents were réportedly training ‘and supplying these

16. Thomas ﬁeonard, op. cit., p. 68.
'17. This point will be developed in Chapter Five.

18. Interview, David Rahdolf, Political Analyst, US Embassy

57

in Managua, Nicaragua, 5 .July 1984. See also ‘Noam Chomsky, ,'

hd .

op. cit., p. 128.

k:. Jeane Kirkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double Standards
ey York: Simon and Schuster, 1982), pp. 64, 34.
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Honduran-ba'sed forces."2 The Contras began as a 500-man
army,21 »and its staff of commanders have been dominated by
ex-members of deposed dictator Mastasito Somoza‘d Natlonal
Guard.22

The Reagan Administration's funding-of cerrt warfare
agginst the Sandinistas continued at least until Octobar,

_1984.23 At that point the US Congress°insistéd that such

funding be terminated in the wake of the public disclosure
"of the CIA's handbook of psychological,warfare against the

Sandinistas, and when Congress was confronted with the World

»
Court's decislon that Washington breached international law

‘ by the CIA-directed mining of Nicaraguan harbours earlier in

©

24

the year. "The Reagan Administtation announced that it
) L

would ignore the Court's Central “America rulings for two

-
‘

years,"2> —presumably beoause‘ they would conflict with.

Washington's definition of American national interests in

the isthmus. !

20. Thomas Leonard, op. cit., p. 72. ey

21. Viron Vaky, "Reagan's Central AmericaoPolicy," in
Richard Feinberg, ed., Centralmﬁmerica, bp cit., p. 251.

22. By mid-1984, 46 out of 48 of the Contra Commandantes
were former Natlonal Guardsmen. JSee Noam Chomsky, op cit.,
p. 13. ; SR S

23. The episode regarding Nilaragua's captiire of American
mercenary Eugéhe Hasenfus in October, 1986, has raised
-doubts concerning whether American covert funding for the
Contras was actually terminated in October, 1984. “See, for
example, Globe and Mallv~15 October 1986 '

24. ‘The Internat¥onal Court aof Justice made its rullng on -~

10 May 1984 _Globe and Mall, 11 May 1984

2543 Thomas Leonard, op. cit., p. 77.

,58



The US decision not to abide by the ruling of
international courts on matters concerning Central America
is not a new phenomenon. Washington, for example, initiated
the establishment in 1907 of the Central American Court of
Justice, which had as its primary purpose the adjudication
of conflicts between Latin states. "A fewd®years later, the

Court was destroyed by US refusal to recognize its decision

n26

with regard to US ifntervention 1in Nicaragqua. Most

recently, the World Court once again found the US to be in
violation of international léw. days after Congress voted
in favour of $100 million aid pacRage for Contra forces and
officially unleashed, the CIA to undermine the Nicaraguan

Government. On June 27, 1986, the Court stated that

The United States of America, by
training, arming, equipping,
financing and supplying the Contra
forces or otherwise encouraging,
supporting and aiding the military
and paramilitary activities in and
against  Nicaragua, has acted
against the Republic of Nicaragua,
in breach of its obligations under !
customary international’ law not to
interv59e in the affairs of another
state.

L

Further, members of the ngeral Agreément on Trade and

Tariffs (GATT) have criticized Washington's economic warfa£§

against Nicaragua, which has included an economic embargo of

L .

July/August 1986, p.l.

26. Noam Chomsky, op. cit., p. 91.

27. Quoted in Central America Update, Vol. 8, #1,
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. . 8 .
the country imposed in 1985.2 Nevertheless,p American

support for the Contras, and for the overthrow of the
Sandinista Government in Nicaragua,29 continues to escalate.

There does, however, appear to be some disag:eement
among American policy makers regarding the means to achieve
the eradication of the Sandinista regime. William
LeoGrande, a member of the Senate Democratic Policy
Committee and the author of several works on US policy to
Latin America, observes that "there's a faction that wants
to invade (Nicaragua) and another that thinks invasion is
unwise."30 The current American strategy of low intensity
conflict in Central America will be addressed later.

The civil war in El1 Salvador hasAalso been of concern
for American §olicy makers who wish to rid the isthmus of
soaialist forces. American attempts to quash leftist
guerrillas 1in the «country commenced under the. Carter
Administration. When Salvadoran Government forces murdered
four US nuns, Washington temporarily terminated its aid to
the country against the backdrop of the President's
publicized campaign to improve the record ofuLuman rights in
American client states. But Washington resumed economic

'

assistance to El Salvador four days before Carter left

Y
28. Noam Chomsky, op. cit., p. 91,

29. The Reagan Administration's wish to overthrow the
Sandinistas has become quite clear through a number of
remarks made by President Reagan, such as "The cancer that
has to be excised-is Nicaragua," Time, 16 March 1986,

e 30. The Progressive, December, 198S.
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the resumption of aid by stating that

We must support the Salvadorean
government 1in its struggle against
left wing terrorism supported
covertly with arms, ammunition,
training, and political military
advice by, Cuba and other Communist
nations. -
Hence, to this extent, there was continuity between the
Carter. and Reagan Administrations regarding policy to EIl
Salvador. "The Reagan Administration shared Carter's view
that a ~ leftist victory in El Salvador had to be
prevented."32
American policy under the Reagan Administration
3
included an insistence upon elections in El Salvador and
other US cliént states in the region. Such a strategy would
allow Washington to claim that its authoritarian Third World
allies possess the propensity to evolve into democracies, as
propounded by Jeane Kirkpatrick,33 and that the United
stateg supports an ideology of democracy in the Americas.
Thus, the Reagan Administration has argued that the
structures of ‘'democracy' in El Salvador, Guatemala and
Honduras stand in sharp contrast to the 'totalitarian'
Sandinista regime which gained power illegitimately through
|

B /
31. Quoted in Philip Brenner, op. cit., p. 250.

32. Thomas Leonard, op. cik., p. 70.

33. See Jeane Kifkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double
Standards (New York: American Enterprise Institute, 1982),
pp. 23 - 53.
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“popular{frontf’ tactics.34 Moreover, the election of
President\{ose Napolean Duarte 1in El Salvador in 1984 has
perz}tted the US to 1insist that it 1is providing military
support to a democratically elected civilian gerrnment, not
a military regime.

The Kissingef Commission has argued that "the United

States has not provided enough military aid to support the

methods of counter-insurgency we have urged (in El
Salvador)."35 Washington has taken the advice of the
Commission on this matter.36 The US has adopted a

strategy of 1low intensi conflict to combat leftist

guerrillas in El Salvador, which has included tactics such
J [ 4

as aerial bombardment o peasant villagesC/Mﬁich are

’

suspected to be sympathetic to the socialist g&g££}11a3.37

Further, American military assistance to its Central

A

34. The Report of the President's National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America, op. cit., pp. 105, 107.

The United States has refused to recognize the
legitimacy of Nicaraguan elections in 1984, and therefore
does not consider the Sandinista Government to be
democratic. ’

3 .
35. Ibid., p. 120.

36. For a discussion of the Reagan Administration's steady
increase of aid to El Salvador, see Thomas Leonard, op.
cit., p. 71. '

37. Central America Update, Vol. 7, #6, May/June, 1986, p.
2’20
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American client states increased 20-fold between 1978 and

1985,38.\ reaching $1433.7 million in 1985.°°

Waéhington's policy toward Honduras, Central America's
poorest country, is coloured b¥ its role as landlord to the
Contra forces. As the geopoMktical significance of Honduras
has increased commensurately with Washington's resolve to
topgle the Sandinistas, so too has American military aid to
Tegucigalpa escalated. US military assistance to the
country rose from $4 million in 1980 to $79 million 1in
1984.40 American miliﬁary and economic assistance to
Honduras reached $200 million in 1986, and the Reagan
Administration has requested $300 million for 1987.41

In a widely publicized event, about 1,500 Nicaraguan
troops crossed the Honduran border in Magch, 1986, to strike
at a'Contra camp.42 The episode represgnte omething of an
embarrassment to both the United States &nd Honduras, since

Tegucigalpa at ‘that point still refused officially to

acknowledge the presence of Contra bases on 1its soil.

During the summer of 1986, the Honduran Government indicated

38. Central America Udpate, Vol. 7, #5, March/April, 1986,
p. 25. - - '
39. Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers, Inequity and

Intervention: The Federal Budget and Central America,
(Boston: South End Press, 1986), p. 43. '

40. Central America Update, Vol. 6, #2, Septémber/October,
1984, p. 15.

41. Central America Update, Vol. 8, #2, September/October,
1986, p. 9.

4

42. Central America Update, Vol. 7, #6, May/June, 1986, p.
350 ', - - ’

63



~ .

that it would no longer allow the training of Contras/in the
country. It was observed that ?CiA traihing (of the
Contras)...is likely to be conducted quietly on Honduran
territory despite public vows by\ Honduran officials -that
they will not permit it."43

US policy toward Guatemala, "a country where 80% of the
arable land ié owned by 2§ of the population...",44 has not
received considerable a}tention by the North American media
though a civil war continues there'. The Carter
Administration officially severed military aid -to Guatem%}a
in 1977 due.to that-country's abysmal record of human rights
violations. NeQertheless, American strategists have
succeeded in ‘ensuring that éhe Guatemalan Government is
equipped with ample military supplies for its brutal” war
with leftist qguerrillas. This has been accomplished through
the shipment of military supplies to the country_ from US
allies, especialllesiael.45 Israeli ﬁilitary assistance to
Guatemala was estimated at $90 million in 1982.%% wWith the
electiaon qf President Vinicio Cerezo in 1985, Gugtemala

officially has adopted a position of neutrality vis-a-vis

the US war with Nicaragua.

43.» Los Angeles Times, 6 September 1986.

44. Central America Update, Vol} 8, #2, September/October,
1986, p. 10. '

45, See, for exampie: Edgar Dosman, Latin America and the
Caribbean (Ottawa: Department of National Defence, 1984),
pp. 83-84; The Progressxve, May, 1986; and Central America

Update, May, 1986.
46. Noam Chomsky, op. cit., p. 35.
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United States policy. toward Costa Rica in the 1980s
has been characterized by repeated American attempts to
militafize this rather peacefill country which officially has
had no armed forces since 1948. Observers have pointed to
"unprecedented military assistance from the United States"
;imed at a "reorganization of (Costa Rican) éolice
forcés.”47 Since Tosta Rica shares a border wiﬁh Nicaragqua,
Washington has urged the\country to arm itself as the US-

. PR

Nicaraguan battle escalates. Recently elected Costa Rican

President Oscar Arias appears to concur with the Reagan

65

Administration's views of both Nicaragua's internal polittg}L

and the perception of the Sandinistas as a threat to the
security of other states on the isthmus. Arias stated in
October, 1986, that Nicaragua ?as a "totalitarian

government"” and that the Sandinistas "will try to subvert
48

Costa Rican democracy." .

While I have discussed above some highlights' of US
politico-military policy to individual Central American
states, it may’pe helpﬁul at this point to discuss briefly
some general Axi\erican policies to the region as a whole.
The Reagan Administration has recognized that\ economic

problems in Central America have contributed to the

political crises i:here.49

47. Central American Update, Vol. 6, #4, January/February,
1986, p. 18. :

€

48. Los Angeles Times, 12 October 1986, Par£ vV, p. 6.

49. The Report of the President's National Blpartlsan
Commigsion on Central America, op. cit., p. 47. :

In an attempt to offset such



difficulties, the Reagan Administration launched the
Caribbean B;sin Initiative in February, 1982. It was
finally passed by Congress at the end of the 1983 session.50
The Initiative consisted of two major components. First, ‘it
entailed a system of dismantling tariffs with respect to
certain goods produced in the region and destined for export
to the US. Congress, growing increasinglf protectionist at
the eime7/'was réluctant to accept this aspect of the
Initiative. This accounted for the lengthy period it took
the US legislature to pass the CBI. Setond, the Initiative
offered grants and tax incentives to American businesses
wishing to inves; in . the region. To  be elegible for the
programme, regional states would also have to adopt a firm
commitment to less government intervention in the economy.
}hus, Washington believed that elevated leyeis of foreign
inyestment and a freer.trading)climate would stimulate the
economy and thus ‘help eliminéte the escalating'\pglitical
turmoil in the Caribbean Basin.

The CBi has not appeared to alleviate in any
significant way the .economic crises in Central America.

While the economic prédicament of each Central American

Acountry will be discussed in Chgpter'Four, suffice it to say

50. Thomas Leonard, op. cit., p. 75.

51. This stipulation is also a component of US Treasury
Secretary Baker's current plan to alleviate Third World debt
problems. Debtor nations jin Latin America, for example, are
eligible for additional loans through the International.
Monetary Fund and the World Bank only if they "take steps to
make their economy more market oriented," Globe and Mail, 4
October 1986.

51
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here that the political turmoil on thé isthmus.coupled with
low world pricgs for regional -staple products have resulted
in protracted economic woes. The civil wars in El Salvador
and Guatemala have generated widespread destrygtion df
infrastructure and capital in those countries. The war 1in

)its troublesome financial

Nicaragua has contributed to
situation, '}while Costa Rica suffers enormous burdens of
foreign debt and domestic economic stagnatiwon.

Finally with respect to US policy vis-a-vis Central
America, Washington's reaction to the Contadora process is
worthy of consideration. In general, "The Reagan

-

Administration ...ignored the Contadora process,"53 which
was estab;ished by four of Central America's neighbours -
Mekico, Venzuela, Panama and Colombia. The death knell of
the Contadora Initiative came 1in Septembef, 1984, when the
US and its allies in Central America initially backed a
draft of ;he Contadora Treaty which would have established
demilitarization of the region. In a surprise move, Managua
indicated that it would sign the Treatyt Suddenly, the US
found fault® with the Contadora initiative and shortly

"

afterwards its client states in the'region refused to become

52. Liisa North, ed., Negotiations for Peace in Central
America (Ottawa: Canadian Institute for International Peace
and Security, 1985), p. 1ll; and Central America Update, Vol.
7, #6, May/June, 1986, p. 40. o

53. Thomas Leonard, op. cit., p. 77.
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signatories to the Treaty.54 Since then, deadline after
deadline has passed for Contadora, the most recent of which
occurred in June, 1986. Shortly after Washington dismissed
John Ferch as US Ambassador to Honduras, he observed that "I
always thought we meant what we said. We wanted pressures

so we could negotiate. I'm beginning to think I accepted

i

something that wasn't true...Our goal is something

w35

different. It's a military goal. It would seem quite

plausible, then, that the Contadora process has been

undermined by Washington's adoption of a military solution
c

to the Central American crisis, in lieu of diplomatic remedy

such as the Contadora Treaty which would Lleave tHe

Sandinista leadership intact.56

\

In general, US policy toward Central America in the
1980s las been characterized by an increasingly potent
resolve to eradicate socialist forces on the isthmus. While
- ‘

the pr1nc1pal conflict in the region is between Nlcaragua

and the US, Washlngton is also engaged in redoubled efforts

54. For a detailed discussion of the Contadora Initiative,
see John Foster, "Contadora Crunch: A Politico-culinary
Quandary, Toward a Recipe File for Creative Engagement in
Central America," paper presented at the International
Confernce on Liberation Theology, Simon Fraser University,
Burnaby, B.C., Canada, 8 February 1986. .

55. Quoted in Central Agerica Update, vol. 8, #2,
September/October, 1986, p-9.

56. Similar views ha_ve been presented by former us@ %
ambassador to Costa Rica, Colombia and Venezuela, Viron
Vaky, "Reagan's CentralppAmerica Policy," in Robert Leiken,
ed., tral America: Anatomy of Conflict (Toronto:
Pergamon, 1984), pp. 243-244; and Sara Miles, "The Real War:
Low Intensity Conflict in Central AmMerica," NACLA Report on
the Americas, vol. 20, #2, Apri“May, 1986, p. 32.
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to quash leftist forces 1involved in the civil wars of ElL
Salvador and Guatemala: Honduras, and to a lesser extent
Costa Rica, have become significant to US strategy due to
their geographical position as neighbours to Nicaragua.

US STRATEGIC INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AMERICA

-
As historian Walter LaFeber has observed,

...no region
in the world is more tightly integrated into the US economic
and security system than Central America."57 While Canada
may represent an obvious exception to LaFeber's observation,
the point here is that American hegemony vis-a-vis Central
America was accomplished in no small measure by the legacy
of US military and economic intervention in the ;ggion, as
we saw earlier. The isthmus remained unquestionably secure
for US strategic interests/until the late 1970s. |

At that time the politicalublimate changed in Central
Americd and in other Third World regions; and relations
chilled ' between Washington and Mé®cow. In 1979, a
nationalist‘ revolution swept through Iranﬁ-which‘ rebuked
decades of American hegemony there, the Soviet Union boldly
invaded Afghanistan in an attempi" to retain the country

within Moscow's sphere of influence, and the Sandinista

introduced sociallsm to a region

Revolution in Nicarag
previously considered /to be  America's backyard.. _-These
events, con$idered “against the backdrop of prior socialist

victories in Third World states such as Viet Nam, Ethiopia,

a .
57. Walter LaFeber, Inevitable Revolutions, op. cit., p. 18

N é
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Angola @and elsewhere, led to  a perception among some

analysts that America was weakening as a global power. Ae
the current . (S Secretary -of Defense Caspar Weinberéer
observed, "ff movement from Cold War to~ detente was
progress,. then let me <ay that we can't ~afford more
progress.”

It was during this scenario tnat some American anaf&sts
criticized the Carter Administration ‘for being soft en
cemmuniem in the Thi;d World.si The &eagan Administration
swept into offlce’in 1981 with a clear commitment tooreverse
any real or perceived deeiing in American hegemony. ;One

-

facet of this commitment entailed President Reagan's

campaign to safequard the A@egicas‘_froh Soviet-Cuban .

penetration. Reagan emphasiied"that "we Have been slow to-

understand that the defense of the Carlbbean and Central

America agalnst Marxist Leninist takeover is v1ta¥ tg’our

60

national securlty. This point was expanded upgn“by the

Presadent in a speech in 1983.
i . -\»
The national security of all the

" Americas is at stake in Central
America...We have a vital interest,

o
i

|
|
! . .
58. Quoted in . Jeff McMahan, Reagan and the World: Imperial

Policy in the New Cold War (New York: Monthly Review Press,
1985), p. 1ll.

_591- See Jeane Kirkpatrick's'"Dietatorships'and Double
- Standards7‘“Cogmentarx, November, 1979.

60. Quoted in Wayne ss Smith, "Reagan's Central America .
Policy,” in Donald Schulz and D. Graham; eds., Revolution
and Counterrévolution in Central America and the Carxbbean,
op. c1t., p. 493.

20



a moral duty and a solemn
responsibility (in the region).

If Central America were to fall,
what would the consequences be for
our position in Asia, Europe, and
for alliances such as NATO?

If the US cannot respond to a
threat near our own borders, why
shQuld the Europeans or Asians
believe that we are, ser;ousé¥
concerned about threats to them?

Clearly, then, the Reagan Administration regards Central

America as a vital interest.  Let us probe more deeply the
N

issue of why Washington considers the region to be so

crucial to US security.

President Reagan's remarks above indicate that one

reason why Central America is considered to be significant

L

for the Unlted States is that the region tradltlonally has
been within the US sphere - of 1nfluence, and that' ny
perception of rupture of this influence may'erode American
credibility elsewhere on the élobe.62 In other words,

"Washiggton's ability to control eventsﬁin Central America,

by»,fo' e and/or by other means, is still perceived as
C)F w63

crucial to the projectién of US power worldwide...

— “

61l. Quoted in Viron Vaky, "keagan's Central America.
Pollcy, op. cit.,’'p. 237

62. This- conclusion also has been reached by the Kissinger
Commission. See The Report of the President's National
Bipartisan Commission on Central America, .op. cit., p. Lll.

63. Sara Miles, "The Real War: Low Intensity Conflict in
- Central Amerlca,“ NACLA Report on the Amerlcas, vol. 20, #2,
. April/May, 1986, p. 18. : ‘

71
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observer has suggested that the hard-line American policies

toward the region have succeeded in creating the perceptioh

72

-

of a renewed US credibility. ‘"Reagan has indeed frightened .

Castro and the sSandinistas; hence his Credlblllty is very
\‘}éh. ,.64

A significant implication of Nicaragua's® location

within the US sphere of influence, according to the logic of .

the argument outlined above, 1is that the country must not

challenge the political and economic orthodoxy established

by the US in the region. The perceived restrictions upon .

Nicaragua's freedom to opt for a'” political economy

incompatible with American interests is well understood by
Arturo Cruz Segueira, an ex—Sandinistg official as well as
an ex-leader of the Contras. Cruix>has observed that
"Nicaragua's eventual walk down a socialist path would have
to accommodate the geopolitical constraﬁii‘ of existence
within the Americaégsphere of ir}fluence."65 As a former
leader of President Reagan's fﬁ%éedom fighters', Cruz was
apparently wiiliﬁg to work within such contraints. ~

While the notion of lnternatlonal credibility appears

to be one factor behind current Us 1nvolvement in Central

America, another prominent motive seems to be the é;BTessed

64. Donald Schulz, "Postscript: Toward a New Central
America Policy,' in Donald Schulz ‘and D..Graham, eds.,
Revolution . anGTCoanterrevolutlon in- Central Amerlca and the
Caribbean, op: “eit., p. 511. :

65. Arturo Cruz Segueira, "The Origins of Sandinista
Foreign Policy," in Robert Leiken, ed., Central America:
Anatomy of Conflict, op. cit., p. 96. :

‘.
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concern for the proliferation of Sovieg influence 1in the
hemisphere: A diplomat at the Ameficgn Embéssy in Ottawa
who is familiar with Central American politics suggests that
the Soviet Union has tried to subvert the Caribbean Basin

through "its surrogates in Central America. - Almost

: o N ) -
hy”&immgﬂiat'ly after the Sandinistas took power, the USSR was

g -t

o

.

fggf Interview, William Harbin, Counsellor, United States '

n66

‘there. Similarly, the Kissinger Commissi%p argues .that

o

The useé of Nicaragua as a base for

‘Soviet and Cuban efforts to,

penetrate the rest of the Central

American isthmus, with El Salvador

. the target of, first opportunity,

e gives. the congigt there a major
stragegic dime

The : direct involvement, of
'~iqgressive external forces makes 1t

s~ a ~ghallenge to the system of
hemispheric sqgurity, and, Qquite
specifically, to dﬁhe . secdrity-

interests of the ited States.

’ This is a challenge t¢ which the

United States must redpond.:

4 - ’ Iy 5
»

; ;
-This argument suggests that the existence of socialist

regimes in Central Americ&, such as the Sandinista
’ T, .

L]

Government in Nicaragua, is naturally inimical to. US

¥ ' !

interests since ‘such regimgs are prone to alignment with the
USSR ..and hence lead to the establishment of Sovigt military

installations. Such a scenario, the Reagan Administration

‘ ‘
- claims, wields the potential to weaken American, military

.‘l‘

v

fmbassy, Ottawa, 29 May l9§§. S\
67. They Report of the President's National Bipartisan | ‘
Commission on Central America, op. cit., p. ISl. ‘

/— .

ion. .
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power. That 1is, not only do socialist states in Central
America erode the intangible US <credibility on the
international stage, such countries aiso erode the real
military power capability of the United Etates. Let wus
explore this further.

The Kissinger Commission claims that Sandinista
Nicaragua threatens actua American military power by
imposing "a potentially serious threat to our shipping lanes
tHrough the Caribbean.”68 Further, the unchecked power of

the Sandinistas p;esumably would 1lead to a series of
déveIOpments which might require us to devote large
resources éo defend the southern approaches to the United
States, thus reducing our capacity to defend our interests

elsewhere."69 Concern regarding the security of the

<

'southern approaches' is particularly pronounced among

policy makers from the sunbelt region of the United®sStates,

who have become politically ascendent during the Reagan

Adminij!ration and whose international orientation is more

toward Latin America in contrast to the Northeasterners'

70

preoccupation with Europe. Implicit in the major points

,68. 1bid., p. IIL.
63. Ibid.

70. See, for example, Barry Rubin, "Reagan Administration
Policy Making in Central America,” in Robert Leiken, ed.,
Central America: Anatomy of Conflict, op. cit., p. 301. 1In
addition to a stra%ngc concern regarding the Central o
American conflict, /some policy makers from the southwestern
- United States also fear the influx of refugees that a
reglonal war may create.

4



above is the view that the United States must represent the
uncontested external influence in the hemisphere.71

In addition to the strategic-military arguments
advanced by the Reagan Administration and its supporters for
intervention in Central America, there may also be other
motives behind Washington's policy toward the region.
Analysts “such as Fred Halliday view the Reagan
Administration's Central American policy as one facet of a
'Great Contest:'-/:2 between the Soviet Union and thé United
States in the Third World. Seen from this perspective,
American intervention in Nicaragua and elsewhere on the
isthmus is one component of a "...conflict between two rival
social systems, capitalist and communist...both (of which)
stake an ideological claim to be world systems, ideal
societies which others should aspire to fol}_gw."73 Radical
ahalysts such as James Petras have argued that Washington's
policy toward Central America exemplifies an attempt to
create a favourable balance of power of class forces in the

Third World.74 Hence, US policy toward Central America may

be motivated by ecoqomic and ideological forces as well as

71. For a discussion of this contention, see Viron Vaky,
"Reagan's Cehtral America Policy," op. cit., p. 240.

72. This term was coined by Isaac Deutscher in his book The
Great Contest: Russia ang the West (New York: Ballantine,
1969). >

o ¢

' 73 .. Fred Halliday, The Makﬁngﬁof ﬁhe Second Cold Wwar,
(London: Verso, 1983), pp. 30, 32-33.. S

74. James Petras, Capitalist and Socialist Crises in the
Late Twentieth Century (Totawa: Rowman and Allanhead 1984),

p. 8. .
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76

by the military-strategic considerations voiced S0
frequently by the Reagan Administration. The merging of
these sorts of foreign policy determinants is what Bernard
Baruch referred to as "the essential one-ness of (US)
Lconomic, political and strategic interests."75
Let us explore a bit more closely some issues
v
concerning US ideological and economic interests in Central
America. Certainly Nicaragua in particular, and Central
America in general, are not crucial in an eco;omic sense to
the United States.76 But, as Jeane Kirkpatrick points out,
Latin America "accounted for one-sixth of all US exports and
80 percent of US private investment in the developing
world."77 While Central America may not be particulariy
significant for US busihess interests, theiffore,_ Latin
. America as a whole is considerably more important.
‘' The point here is that if Washington were to permit a
socialist state such as Nicaragua to flourish, pofﬁions of
the population in other parts of the Americas may wish to

establish a similar political economy. Thig argument rests

on the proﬁosition that indigenous factors are at the root

75. Quoted in S. Miller, ng Bennet and Cyril Alapatt, "Is
Imperialism Really Necessary?", in Harry Magdoff, ed.,

Imperialism: From the Colonial Age to the Present (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1978), p. 239.

7

76. US direct investment in Central America (including’
Belize and Panama) was $3,140 million ,in 1977, see Tom
Barry and Beth Wood, eds., Dollars and Dictators’ op. cit.,
p. 250. This work also discusses other aspects of Central
America's economic relationship with the "8s. -

-

77.  Jeane Kirkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double Standards,
op. cit., p. 62. Figures are for 1979.

® : g




of revolutionary sentiment in Latin America. Hence, it is
unlikely that Soviet or <Cuban intervention will spark
revolution in the hemisphere, though they might wish to
exploit indigenous revolutiotary tensions for strategic
purposes once these arise. ~2

It is true that the American business community has
been capable Qf enjoying profitable economic relationé in

socialist states, as exemplifiled in the rather bizarre case

of Cuban troops guarding Gylf's oil refinery from US-
directed guerilla.forces in sodialist Angola. It is appears

to be the case, however, that)\ socialist regimes in Latin
America have tended to exact higher rents from mulfinational
corporations and have expropriatpd them in some cases. To

alist political economies to

s

this extent; MNCs may find capj

be more accommddating to thefr interests.

. As we have seen _ahfve, the Reggén Admihistration's
\ribbean Basin Iniﬁia ve certainly has encouraged a ftee

Y,

enterprise system ntailing a minimum of government

intqfvention in the/economy, as is the case with respect to
Washington's receént programme of . assistance to Latin

America's debtor'nations.78

for a‘ﬁree enterprise economic orthodoxy in Latin America is’

not & snew phenomenon. As Jeff McMahan observes, US
} . . ‘
iptervi’tions
. e !
78. a discussidn of U$ Tréasufy Secretary James Baker's
plan t lleviate debt problems in the Third World, see the
Globe

Hail, 4 October 1986..

The strong American preference
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...1in Guatemala in 1954, in Cuba in
1961, in the Dominican Republic in
. 1965, and in Chile both prior to
and throughout the tenure of
Salvador Allende can all be
explained to a considerable extent
in terms of the. US Govermment's
determigation to protect or restore
the privileged positions 099 us
businesses in those countries.

While some analysts may not accept the view that American

economic interests represented the chief motivation behind

those US adventures, it would nevertheless appear to be the

A

case that economic interests were at least one significédﬂ
factor behind such interventions. ~ ‘ ‘

Currently, there are- indicatiops that prominent
American business organizations are less than enthused with
Nicar%éua's socialist experiment.” Standard Fruit Cg@ pulled
out of the country in 1980. The Nicaraguan Government
recently has filed a $35.5 million suit against ﬁhe~company
and its parent, Castle and Cook Inc., alleging that the
corporation illegally cancelled agreements to purchase its
bananas.80 Another example of the sour attitude améng the

American business community toward Nicaragua includes an

incident whereby the President of the American Chambeér of
' :

Commerce in Nicaragua was declared 'persona non ‘drata' -by.

Managua due to anti-Sandinista testimony given before - US

\

N

-

/59. Jeff Méﬁéhan,'Reagan and ‘the ‘World, op. cit., p; 13.
; N N ! ’

80. Globe and Majl, 23 October 1986. . o

o
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Congress.81 Finally, a political economist who specializes

in the study of American business relations in Latin America

¢
concludes that

f 4

Industries that have direct
investments in Central America and
that fear nationalization have an
obvious interest in prevenfing

revolutionary , regimes in the
region.
By .themselves, these firms would
\35 . not be. a significant political
: force.

But they can be joined by the more
numerous and more substantial firms
with large direct investments in
South America and Mexico that may
come to fear a domino effect om
revolutions in Central America. \

-

Hence, it would seem that significant elements of the

]

American business community -would prefer to arrest the
proliferation of . socialismt in Central America, in
particular, and in Latin America, in general. Importantly,
however, it is not at all clear that tﬁe poiicies of the
Reagan. Administration in Central America are working in

favour of US business interests, at least in -the short term.

I shall return to this point later.

©
.

o [
N L 4

8. John Purcell,, wThe Peroeptlons and Interests of US
Business in-Relation to the Political Crisis in Central
Amer}ca," in Richard Feinberg, ed., ‘Central America:
Internationalvpimensionsuof.the ¢crisis, op. cit., p. 118.

Y

82, James Kurth, "The Uniteé scates.aad Central America,"
in Richard Fexnberg, ed., Centyal Americad: International
Dlmens;ons of the Crlsxs,bop clt., b 5%. .
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While our primary purpose here is to explore American
strategic interests in Central America as an international
determinant behind Canadian policy towards the region, it
seems worth noting that Amer;can.strategic interests in the
isthmus are in many ways a product of the United States'
domestic political economy. °, Thus, elements of Cranford
Pratt's dominant clasé theory might be quite helpful in ‘an

analysis of the domestic determinants ,of American foreign

policy toward the isthmus. The discussion above pdinted to

80

the interests of the US business class in and around Central

America, both historically and currently. The anti-
communist sentiment of the American business class was also

noted, and this appears congruent with Pratt's dominant

s

class theory. One facet of Pratt's model that does not seem

compatible with the Reagan Administration's policy toward

Central America concerns the Government's theoretical
interest in stability. I will. argue that Washington appears

to be generéting "instability. in the region through its
. ' . )
militarization of the ~isthmus. = Perhaps the Reagan

-

Administation is willing to risk short-term instability, in.

the hopes of restoring, *in the long term, economic and
ideological orthodoxy in the Americas. But, -~as I will
atfdmpt to show later, it is not clear that Washington's

policy will produce this possible long-term goal.

In sum, there appear to be military-strategic, economic
! , y _ ‘

and ideological motivations which lead the heaq;n
& Ty

'Administr#%ion to insist that Central America is vital to US

~N



inﬁerests. Through its public pronouncements, Washington
has focused on what it perceives to be the military threats
posed by the Sandinistas in a region historically considered
to be America's strategic backyard. These perceived threats
include an erosion- of US credibility globally as well as a
"curtailment of real American military power in the
hemisphere through the creation of Soviet military bases‘in
Nicaragua. As we have seen above;, many éf Reagan
Administration®s stateménts regarding Central America are
heavily .laced with ideological sentiment, 1inciting one
qbserver to comhént that "...the confusion between ideology
‘and inﬁeresg 'has transformed the 'nature of ‘superpower
rivalg:y."83 )

While President Reagan has argued that America‘~is
militarily threatened by the Sandinistas and is
ideologically loppbsed to what he views as - Nicaragua's
commmuist ;nd totalitarian government, Washington ﬁas
refrainéd from suggesting any- economic ﬁotivations behind

‘o ‘

its fd}eign policy to Central.America. I have.argued above
that. while Cenﬁral America itself is not particu&arly
significéat to the economic interests of the United States,
the unchecked proliferation of socia}ism throughout Latin
America would be vigwed as quite An unwelcome érq.eeét by

sectors of the American business community. It would also

'shift the' balance of class forces in the Third World in

£ ) i : - ’ .
o v ’.l '».! ) .
83. "Alan Wolfe, "The Irony of Anticommunism," Socialist
Register (London: Merlin, 1984}, p. 216. - .

s’
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favour of Moscow. Hencé; this may be another reason why the
Reagan Administration seems unwilling to establish the
precedent of allo‘ing a socialist state such as Nicaragua to
flourish in the hemispbere;

Jeane Kirkpatrick would seem to be correct with‘respeét

to her observation that Nicaragua's "...location gives. it

strategic importance ou of proportion to its size or

strength.."84 Indeed, the US war agalinst Nicaragua is one

facet of the Great Contest between the two rival éystems Re)

- .

capitalism and socialism -~ a contest which links military

power, economic and class interests, as well -as the forces
3 . *

~

of idéology. Parenthetically, it may be of interest to note
that the meshing’.bf ,Such; chtors is cqnsidered in the
Gramscian theory of hegemony. Robert Cox points out that
Gramsci "used the concept of hegemony to express a unity
between objective material fofces and ethico-political ideas
- in ‘ Marxian terms, a unisy "~ of structure and

superstructure."85

Now that - American policy and strategic . thinking

I
-

regarding .the Central Amerigcan "imbroglio have - been
presented, let us proceed to a critical evaluation of them.
Two central questions emerge: Is -Central America really

vital to US interests Will the policies of the Reagan

Administration vié-é-vis<central America be successful?

84. Jeane Kirkpatrick, Dictatorships and Double Standards,
~op. cit., p. 48. - . B A
o : -,

 85. Robert Cox, "Labor and Hegemony," Interqafional
Qrganization,. vol. 31, #3, p. 387. L

P
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There has been quite a debate over the issue of whether
or not~Ceﬁtral America id indeed~vital to US igterests, as
the Reagén Administration and its supporters claim. It‘may
be the case that Washingﬁoh has overstatéd the threat
Nicaragua represents to the United States. From a military
perspective, it seems doubtful that the Sandinistas possess

. ' . .
suf ficient power to threaten seriously American interests on

the mainland or seas of the Western hemisphere, in contrast

N
Certainﬂy a
' Y . . ) A
case can be made that US aggression toward Nicaragua served

to the assertions of some US policy makers.

as a catalyst. for the military buildup there. After careful

p b}

stUdy, a Canadian - Parliamentary Standing Committee on

Central America provided Managua with "the benefit of the

“

doubt" that the build-up of its armed forces has beéen

"solely for defensive purposes."86

may not represent a serious military threat to US interests,

While Nicaragua itself

a proliferation of socialist stétes,in the hemisphere which’

are aligned with Moscow may result in a legitimate threat to

US security in. the Americas, as the Kissinger Commiésion has

su@gésted. Hence, Amerlcan fears of a domino effect on’ the

isthmus may be well founded.

’

Further, the cynicism, expressed by some US policy

 America may have backfired to the extent that it ‘has cast

-

*

. 86, C&nadé, Standing‘Committee'on'External Affairs and

Natlpnal Defence, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America (Hull: Canﬂdlan Government Publlshlng
Centre, 1982), p.,24 .

=

~y ) .
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doubt on ‘portions of Washington's analysis, of the Central
Aﬁerican crisis. In a critique of former -US- Ambassador

p . ,
-,Jeane Kirkpatrick's views on Latin revolutionafies, Americ¢an

h

analyst Wayne Smith reaches the conclusion that "Tom Paine

‘a’xd Patrlwenry would have been . puzzled by her reasonlng

whlch reduces ' all revolutionaries to the status of -
] )
‘terrorlsts“ w87

Conservatlve analyst: Robert Tucker argués that Central.

America regfesents a "less than vital interesb“ for the
. \ -

United Stat_es,88 a view which is shared by others incfhding

~ .
former US Ambassador to a number of Latin countries, Viron
i - ‘ . , .
Vaky.89 In a brilliant analysis of the significance to the

superpowérs of thé process of decolonization during the Cold .

War of the 1950s, Tucker %uggests that "almost any feasible

o

. » shift"™ in the ‘political allegiance of Third World states

"could not have decisively altered. the respective power

positions of the United States and: the Soviet Wnion. .”90
N L] ' voa. .
87. g-Wayne Smith, "Reagan's Central America PolicyX.Disaster

‘in the Making," in Donald Schulz and D. Graham, eds., '
Revolution and Countérrevolution in Central America. and the -
Car;bbean . Op. cit., p. 484. . . -
“a
88. - Robert Tucker, "In Defense of’ Contalnment," in Herbert
~ Levine, ed., World POllthS Debated QToronto McGraw-Hlll,'
1986), p; 154. e :

h . .

.89, Vlron Vaky,' "Reagan s Central America Pol lcy 0p. ‘r
c}t?, p.. 235. Other-analysts adopt this position as well,
: ;lncludlnq James Kurth, "The United States and Central
America,"” in Richard Feinbérg., ed., Central .
America: Internatlonal Dimensions of the Cr1513, op. cit., p.
51. oy ] _ e

90. Roberﬁ Tuékér, The Ineqpallty of Natlons, {New York:
Ba51c, 1951), pPp. 43- 44 - R : .



The situation 1is generally similar today, according to

Tucker. " He argues that the Reagan Administration's

pfeoccupation with the balance of power in the Third World

is misplaced, since

.Moscow might be able to turn its
attention <Yelsewbere and  with®
greater effect. ‘ ..

Rather than closing the gap between

our commitments and our power,

Soviet ascendance in Europe
conseqguent ‘upon US withdrawal there

(in. favour of a focus on the Third

: World) might well have the effect
» . of wldenlng tﬁls gap. - )

Havxng “abandoned what had

- heretofore been the center of our

~ interest for the periphery, we

"~ would find °© the periphery

. . anreasingly difficult to secure

- T against the improved gpower position
of the Soviet Union.

Thi@ line of reasoning can be traced back to the work of
other conservative thinkers in the US during the post-War
era.

* Tucker shéres Walter Lippmann's view, for'“éxample,

that'tﬁe brindipal "natural allie# of the United States are

‘ r
the . natlons of the Atlantic Community. n32 —iﬂsjyé 1980s, of

" course, one.would alsc have to add to the list Japan and the -

Middle East. Hence, according to this position, it is those
M 2

areas whidh'odght to merit the primary focus of US policy

91. Robert Tucker, "Isolation and Interventlon, The
Natlonal Interest Fall, 1985, p. 24.

u

92. Walter prpman, ‘The Cold War: A Study of US Foreign
* Policy’ (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1947), p. 24.

< , |
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makers. To .do_qthé:wisé i’ to courtsdangqr with res,éect to

the America‘'s strategic position and thus thej,global balarce

of power. Lippmann observed that

o

-

,1

When one extrapolates this analysis to the 1980s,

serve to debunk the Reagan Doctrine,

Soviet gains

iy

By forcing . us to expand our
energies and our substance upon the
dubious and unnatural allies on the
perimeter of the Soviet Union, the
effect is to neglect™ our 'natural
allies in the Atlantic community,
and to alienate them.

...The Russians can defeat us by
disorganizing states that are
already disorganized, by diSuniting
peoples that are torn with civil
strife, and by inciting their
dlsconggnt ﬁrhlch is already very
great. ..

in  such Third World ‘countries. as

Kampuchea, Q@ghanlstan and Nlcaragua

Llppmann s pelnu that the adoptlon by the US of suchil
policy is bound to alienate its aliies in the Atlan
community qpuld

. > A ) _ ‘
Mashington's current stance vis-a-vis Nicaragua.
. . L4

"no major

- &

-

93. 1bid., pp.

government . Supports its - (the
. ,
\\’ ) . ‘
) g . i
30, 22. -

d WO

it- can .

which aims to reverse

Angola,

"
appear to ring ftrue with respectﬂ'tb

Indeed,

Reagan

94. For a discussion of the Reagan Do r:meil,f consult Larry
qi’ 1

Pratt, "The Reagan. Doctr;ne and the T

Reglster, .1987.
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° - .
Administration'sY policies 1n entral America."95 Even

Britain's Conservative Prime Mini; er Margaret Thatcher has
criticized the US for its mining of Nic¢araguan harbours.q6
* . -

The Kissinger Commission has c¢riticized Western Europe'é
lack of support\ for Washington on this matter by arguing
that "...the Western Alliance would bé advérsely affected by
developments 1in Centrél America that threatened the security
‘of the Caribbean sea lénes or that required a redeplayment

of US forces to protect interests in this hemisphere. The »

European security 1interest ig Central America 1s thus
significant, even if it is indirect."97 v

It is presumablx correct that WesterntEurope, Japan and
the Middle East are more important strategically to the

United States than is Central America, as Tucker and/others
suggest. Also, the measure of prudence which Tucker and
Lippman have urged the US to incorporate into its foreign
policy towarg the TQird World is valid. Nevertheless, it
may be a mistake to underestimate the strategic significance
to the United States of the Third World in general, and of
Central America in particular.

America's hegemonic osition depends, in part, on 1its
p

alliances with developing states. Perhaps it may be useful

95. Wayne Smith, "Reagan's Central America Policy: Disaster
in the Making," in Donald Schulz and D. Graham, eds.,
Revolution and Counterrevolution in Central America and the
Caribbean, op. cit., p. 479.

96. Philip Brenner, op. cit., p. 239.

97. The Report of the Presidemk's™National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America, op. cit., p. 147.
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here to discuss briefly the role of a hegemon 1in the

international system, and then extrapolate this to the US

-

relationship with Central America.

hegemony as

Robert Keohane defines

..a situation in which one state
is powerful enough to maintain the

essential rules

governing

interstate relations, and is

willing to do so.

...A hegemonic state must possess

to rotect the

political economy
. 98

domlnages.

enough military power to be able

international
that it

-

This realist _conception of hegemony, whidh is more
”

descriptive than analytical, is compatible with the marxian

framework utilized here. Keohane,

marxists have attempted “to combine

hegemony as dominance with

&
contradic§$pns of capitalism."99

-~

for example, notes that
"Realist conceptions of
arguments . about the

Halliday, as we observed

in Chapter One, has blended this conception of 'hegemony as

_dominance' with an analysis of the

dynamic behind the Great

Conteﬁt between capitalism and socialism - a contest between

»

the hégemony of the US and the USSR. The primary interest

of the United States as a hegemon

is to provide order and

protection to the capitalist network of states in both the

first and third worlds.

98. Robert Keohane, After Hegemony
Press, 1984), pp. 34-35, 39.

99. 1Ibid., p. 44.

(Prihceton University
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.§In orde@%ﬁto appreciate the strategic significance of
developing‘fﬁ'ti%uiltries in general to the hegemonic position of
the United States, let us ponder the hypothetigal
consequences 1if Washington somehow adopted an extreme
isolationist position andr decided simply tol retreat
militarily from the Third World. Keeping in miﬁd that this
scenario is highly unlikely, it :eéms that such a move would
create a vacuum in which the Soviets could advance theit
interests, and might spark the proliferation of socialist
regimes among developing countries. The balance of class

, s i

“ forces globally would shift in, favour of the Soviet Union,
as Qould the military balance of power in developing states.
Thus, the hegemonic position of the Soviet Union presumably
would advance considerably. Further, the »perception of
Washington's credibility would likely weaken in the general
international arena. In many ways, then, Washington would
be forfeiting its hegemonic position in developing states as

well as on ?he-élobal stage. It seems crucial, then, to

recognizesthat the human and natural resources of the fhird
.

World figure importantly 2nto the equation of US hegemony

A n

and henqe the sinternational balance of power. United Statés

relations with Nicéraa&a must be examined .within such. a
context. ¢

Some students of international political economy who

are interested in‘the issue of America's hegemonic position

have argued that even if certain sectors of the United

States' power base were to erode, this would not necessarily

L4



spell the end of American global hegemony. --Bruce Russstt,

for example, points to the "crucial distinction between
.100 ’

power base and power as control over outcomes. From

this pefépective, one might argue that evin'if the US lost
i¥s power base in numerous regions of the Third Worlad
including Central Am%rica, the United States would still be
able to perpetuate 1its hegemonic "power as control over
outcomes" due to the-international structures (or regimes)

previously established by Washington.lol

-~

While it may be true that a heggmon may perpetuate its
power for a period of time after.its power base erodes, it
seems reasonable to expect thaﬁ challenﬁers may attempt to
usurp, perhaps succesgfullf, the hegemon's position if it

becomes clear that the hegemon lacks' the wherewithal and/ér

resolve to establish international order and to protect its

. allies. Previously established regiﬁes ~do not represent
> :
guarantees that a hegemon can perpetuate its power after its
‘ _ .
power base erodes. v That 1is, it would seem that a g?

significant erosion of an actor's power base eventually

would translate into a loss of power as control over
v :

outcomes. If the US were to lose its power base in the
_ y ‘
Third World - and the loss of Nicaragﬁa would of course

represent'only one small component of this - it would appear

plausible that Washington's global hdgmonic position, its

100. Bruce Russett, "The Mysterious Case of Vanishing
Hegemony," International Organization, vol. 39, #2, Spring
1985, p. 207. .

101. 1Ibid., pp. 207, 213-222.



power to control outcomes in other realms, would also
diminish over time:

The central boint here, then, 1is that while there may
be debatgr regarding whether or not the nomenclature of
'vitai interest' 1s appropriate to describe US concern for
Central America, it seems clear that the isthmus 1i4
signifiéant strategically due go its role of contributing to
the maintenance of America's hegemonic position. In
particular, it would appear that Washington's relationship
with Nicaragua is important since it may represent a
precedent vis-a-vis other Third w?rld states. If, for
example, Washington permitted the sociéliét experiment in
Nicaragua to flourish, such a course may appear atéfactive
to neighbouring.states and other developing countries - thus
setting the stage for a ddmino effect. ‘Theaprolyferation of
socialism in the Third World, I have argued, is inimical to
American hegemonic interests which are apparent Lp the Great
Contest. Hence, I concur with the Reagan Administration
that Central America represents a salient st;ategic interest

for the United States. ° The question then becomesm what

policy should the US adopt to protect its interests in the
« v

Third World? L.
I have argued above that Waéhington has adopted

priharily a military solution to the crisis in Central

Americé, and in particular has employed a strategy of low
’ ‘ 1

> : =
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intensity conflict there.102 ‘Such a strategy ' may be

effective 1n souring the successes of the Sandinista
Revolution. Nicaragua has been for;;d to devate over half
of itsbhational budget to defence at the expense oﬁisocial
welfare programmes, health and education/ projects 1in the
periphery of the countfy are increasingly becoming targets
for Contra agtacks} the economy is deteriorating daily, and
a more nspressive political atmosphere ha§ pt!vailedrin the

wake of a declared national emergency there. But to make

life tough for Nicaraéuans, or for other peoples who opt for

\92

a socialist political economy, does not arrest the growing'm

problems in the Thirﬁ World which render socialism to be an

w Hence, solutions which are primarily

¢
military in nature deal only with the symptom of the problem

attractive option.

which, in the end, may generate additional strategic crises
far the US in the Third World. o .
_ The military solution emplqug by the Reagan

. ~
Administration ‘in Central America wields the potential to,

create a regiohal war. That is, the war emerging between

the forces of.the United States and,Honduras, on the one
hand, and Nicaragua and ‘Cuba, on the other, may in time
incorﬁoréte thé civil warg raging in El1 Salvador and
Guatemala. In a worst-case scenario, the turmoil. would

spread to Mexico. The predicament of a regional war on the

102. For an excellent discussion of low intensity conflict,
see Sara Miles, %The Real War: Low Intensity Conflict in
Central America," NACLA Report on the Americas, vol. 20, 42,
April/May 1986, pp. 17 - 48.




: . Al
isthmus could polarize Latin America ‘even further, and might
also unleash Latin nationalist forces agalnst the US. Such
a situation would clearly be antithetical to American

}strategic interests.

Moreover, the US-directed militarization of Cehtral
America has resuited in an unfavourable business climate
there. While one may argue that Washington's policies 1in
‘Central America.are working in the long—?erm interests of
us cgpital hmfthe Third World, 1in the short term the
interests of -capital are hindered through political
instability. The uncertain results that a regional war
could precipitate (e.g., an Qnanticipated proliferation of

socialism) may even work against the long-term interests of

.US capital in Latin America.

Therefore, it is not at all clear that the, policies of

the Reagan Ad@inistratibﬁ' in Central America, which are
primarily military in nature, will succeed ir accomplishing
the US goal of ridding the hemispheéé of Socialism.

It would seem, then, that the Reagan Administration
faces a dilemma in Central America. On the one hand, if
Washington maintains. its current courie of militarizing the
isthmus, a régional war may énsue~ Qith potentially
disasterous §onsequences. On the other hand, Administration
pblicy—makers seem to feel that a decision to écc;modate the
Sandinistas would send a méssage~to other Latin stated that

socialism in . the hemisbhere will be tolerated - an

-unacceptable situation from Washington's point of view. It



is possible that this dilemma may‘eventually spell the‘ena
of America's hejemonic position in the hemisphere.

Any  hope  of transcending this diiemma depends on the
ability of the United States to address the chief impediment
to the maintenance of American hegmony in the hemisphere.
The root of the threat to US hegemony 1in Céntral America and
elsewhere in the Third World is not the military prowess of
the Soviet Union or Cuba. Rather, it is the web of problems
surrounding underdevelopment, exploitation and a grossly
ineqsitable distribution of income in many of Washington's
client states;. Thesexproblems curtail the benefits that the
populations in supordinats!ssgtes must esjoy if they are to
remain willfully within the sphere of American hegemony.
The ill-fated land reform policies in El Salvadorlo3 are
testimony to the fact that the Reagén Adminishration has not
been serious about creating socio-economic reforms which may
retard the lure of socialism. Certainly the Caribbean Basin
Initiative has been less than effective in alleviating the
economic woes of Central America.104
\ From the perspective of American stratégic interests,
theq, perhaps ﬁhe US ought to consider fostering meaningful
‘eLlﬁents‘of reformist capitalism in its Third World client

-

states. But a policy of reformism is not  without its

problems. It may be perceived by the impoverished masses of

4

103. ’See Jeff McMahan, 6p. cit., pp. 153-154.

104. For a discussion of the failures of the CBI, see, for
example, Los Angeles Times, 15 February 1987. :
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Central America to be too little and too .late. Besides the
aébarent lack of resolve on the part of Washington, aﬁpolicy
of serious reformism appears to be hindered b? the Interests
of indigenous elites who dominate the political scene in
deyeldping states énd«yho benefit greagly from the status
quo. They are presumably unwilling -to relinquish their
privileged and powerful posit}ons.105 To thisvextent, the
implementstion of capitalist reformism in certain Central

American states would require a revolution of Sorts complete
. N
with military conflict.

In addition to economic reforms, America's hegemonic
position vis-a-vis the Third WOrld‘may be sustained or even
reasserted only if the US is prepared to be more sensitive
to other po}itical needs of developing states. As Carlos

Fuentes observes, "the United States refers to Latin America

as its own backyard. But for us, Latin America is not a
backyard. It is our front lawh, our porch, our living room,
our home."106 Thus, the roie of nationalism 1in developing

g

countrles may also work agalnst the interests of the Unlted
States, partlcularly $ince the population of the Third World

appears "to. be becoming’ -1ncreasxngly unhappy with its

N

105. Leon Trotsky prbbides a brilliant analysis of why
“coups from the top' are unlikely to forestall revolutionary
processes - an _analysis which may be pertipent to the
unlikelihood of success for preventing revolutionary
processes through the installation of reformist capitalist
regimes in Central America and other developing regions:
See Leon Trotsky, The Russian Revolution (New York:
Doubleday, 1959), Chapter Five.
» LY

E)

. 106. -Lgs Angeles Tlmes, 25 May 1986.
. 1 \ .
]
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hiétorical status of subjugation. Washington, then, must
attempt to work with the forces of nationalism, and must
"avgid mistaking nationaiism_ for socialilsm.
CONCLUSTION
— //‘

I have outlined the historical progression of the
American quest for hegemony in the Western Hemisphere. us
hegemony in the Americas may be threatened by the
‘proliferation of socialism there. Fearing a domigo’effect,
Washington regards Sandinista Nicaragua as a. danger which
~must be eradicated. The United States' military solution to
its perceived prbblem in °* Central America, however, is
unlikely to be successful. Indeed, it may even exacerbate
the situation baPsparking a regional war which may polarize
Latin America even further. From the Canadian perspective,
Washington's unilateralis£ and military approach to the
Central. American imbroglio 1is uqacceptable, and Ottawa
increasingly has distanced itself from US policy toward the
isthmus. Hemispheric stability is the first and fgremost
Canddian interest in this situation, and the Government has
wofked toward a multilateral apprbach‘ to resolving the
current crisi in Central America. Canadian interests 1in

the region will be explored in depth in Chapters Four and

Five. ‘ . -



CHAPTER THREE:
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CANADA'S HISTORICAL RELATIONS WITH CENTRAL AMERICA
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"Patriotic sentiments have never in- the history of the world

) : it o
stood long against the pocket book. :
- \

- William van Horne

Canada's relations with Central America, both economic

and ﬁplitical, have ndt been particularly strong prior to
the T}uéeau Administration's re-evaluation of Canadian
policy to the region in 1970. Nevertheless, when ’ong
studies the historical Episodes of Canadian involvement“in
‘the isthmus some notable points emerge. "While not
pretending . to offer a comprehensivé ’documenta;ion of
Canada's history with the seven regional countries, this
‘Chapter will focus on Canada's sparse contacts with Central
America during the period beginning near the turn of the
century and ending with the period immediately prior to the
Trudeau Administration's reconsideration qf-Canadian policy
, .
toward the isthmus in 1970.

Oﬁ a general level, one can observe that Canada's
economic relations with Centrai Americ; historically reflect
aspects of Canada's do@estic polifical econdmy ~ one
characterized by a specialization 'in the dévelopment ’of

P

1. Quoted in R.T. Naylor, The History of Canadian °
Business, Vol II (Toronto: Lorimer, 1975), p. 25.
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infrastructure and dominated by staple production, and which
housed a potent indigenous financial bourgeoisie. We shall
also see that official Canadian analyses of political

2

turmoil in Central America hissorically are quite distinct

~

from American analyses. I will begin with a survey of
Canada's historical economic relations with Central Ameriéa,
since Canadian private interests there preceeded the
. Canadian Government's diplomatic relations with thdse
countries. . : \

Canada's specializat\i@ “in  railway construction,
especially after the- completion of the Canadian Pacific
Railway in 1886, also found \expression in the development of
infrastructure abroad. It was Sir Wil‘liam van Horne, of
Canadian Pacj‘(c Railway, who was a leading figure in the
development of" key transportation facilities in Ceﬁtral
America.’ Van' Horne, who ' displayed interest in the
construction of a railway in Nicarggua just before the turn
of ﬁhe centl.xry, put this .plan into action in Guét‘emala‘
" beginning in 1903. There he reached an agree:ment with the
e‘xec'utives of United Fruit Company and General Hubbard of
the US Army to complete a railway line whichi was already
underway. The railway, completed by Van Horne's group in
1912, connected Guatemala City with the. Atlantic Coést, ‘and

herice provided the system which the United Fruit Company

. required to transport bananas from the hinterland to certain

99
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I
6hipping cities 1n the country. It has been observed that

Van Horne's railway
served to reproduce the same models
of Jdevelopment that Van Horne's
Canadian Pacific Rallwgy  helped
establish 1in Canada, but without
the concomitant metropolis-oriented
industr%alization which occurred in - <
Canada. :

Van Horne's business 1n Guatemala terminated in 1912 with
the completion of the railway there.
Other <Canadians attempted to replicate Van Horne's

success with railway construction in Central America, but

-

were less sucessful in their \endeavours. A group of
Winnipeg businessmen associated with Northern Construction

Company, for example, fost a bid to American interests to

construct a railway 'in Nicaragua in 1916. The Amer¥™an
Marines occupied Nicaragua at the time - as they did almost
perpetually until the 1930s - and prohibited non-Americans

. _ ) . 4 .
to finance railways in Central America. This represents

one of the first episodes where Canadian business interests

2. See L.C. and F.W. Park, Anatomy of Big Business
(Toronto: James Lewis and Samuel, 1973), pp. 239-240.

3. Development Education Centre and Latin American Working
Group, "Corporate Power, the Canadian State, and
Imperialism,™ in C. Heron, ed., Imperialism, Nationalism and
Canada (Toronto: New Hogtown Press, 1977), p. 51.

>
4. J.C.M. Ogelsby, Gringos From the Far North (Toronto:
MacMillan, 1976), p. 101.
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clashed with the political and economic interests of the
. N

United States 1n Central Amefica.% - (

While Canada's development of infrastructure in Central
America paralleled the development of the Canadian domestic
political economy, Canada's ‘domestic preoccupation with
staple production also found expression in the undertakings®
of Canadian entrepreneurs 1in the greater Caribbean area.
Perhaps the most prominent example of this was the Canadian
ownership of tobacco, orange and other fruit plantations 1in
Cuba. In 1911, Canadian investors G.W. Farrell and C. M.
Hart of Montreal mergeq with American 1investors for other

plantations in Nicdaragua - an undertaking which was

apparently profitable according to the Monetary Times.

Similarly, the Canadian Securities and Sales Co. of Winnipeg
launched "considerable advertising” to sell banana lands in
Nicaragua for $20 an acre - a move which sparked ridicule
from the Canadian financial community in 1912.

It 1s not easy to determine what

the average Canadian investor could

do with, say, ten acres of banana

lands for $200.

He probably knows as much about

banana cultivation in Central
Ameriga as canal construction 1in
Mars.

5. Chapter Four will address how the Reagan Administation's
policies in Central America are antithetical to Canada's
comﬁzpcial interests.

6. (@)

netary Times, 22 July 1911, p. 460.
A

7. Monetary Times, 10 February 1912, p. 610,
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Staple production and 1nfrastructure development were”

not the only areas where (Canadians focused their attention

in Central America.. Another characteristic of the Canadian
domestic political economy in an historical sense has been
the existence of a strong financial bourgeoilsie. Canada's
financial bourgeoisie became 1involved in Central America
near the turn of the century by financing the development of
infrastructure there. An additional facet of their
involvement 1in Central America concerns the presence of
Canadian banks it the region. The Royal Bank opened
branches in Costa Rica in)l915, in Belize in 1912, and in
Panama in 1929. The Bank of London and Montreal, of which
one-third was owned by the Bank of Montreal, had branches in
Costé Rica, Guatemala é;d Honduras petween 1950 and 1970.
The Bank of Nova Scotia also has a branch in Panama.

The presence of Canadian banks in Central America has

~

never been strong, though the presence of Canadian banks in
7

the greater Caribbean region is considerable, partly due to
Canada‘'s ties with Commonwealth nations there (330 banks in
1983).lo The Royal Bank's adventures' in Costa Rica are of
particular interest. The Royal Bank, whih had operated in

the country beginhning in 1915, had acquired in 1925 the Bank

8. See, for example, Jorge Niosi, Canadian Capitalism
(Toronto: Lorimer, 1981), chapter two.

9. M. Kaufman, "The Internationalization of Canadian Bank
Capital," Journal of Canadian Studies, vol. 19, #4¢, 1984-
1985, Winter, pp. 61-80, p. 72. g

10. 1Ibid., p. 72. .

1oe
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of Central and South America in Costa Rica. But the branch-
network of Royal Bank there was terminated in 1937 after a
dispute between the Bank and the Costa Rican Government. In
that year, the Costa Rican Administration insisted that the
Royal would have to increase its local capital investment by
retaining at least §$160,000 in the country. The Bank
refused, and the Canadian Government would not act on behalf
of the Royal to reach some compromise with Costa Rican
officials. The Canadian Deputy Minister at the time
declared that

I may say that we are not overly

enthusiastic about urging the

development of the foreign business

of our Canadian banks because of

the speciﬁg risks involved in the

business.
One of these special risks was exemplified years earlier in
Costa Rica 1in 1917 when then-president Féderico Tinoco
embezzled $200,000 colones from the Royal Bank, a sum which

. 12

ver reimbursed.

Also near the turn of the century, a numbef of Canadian
insurance companies hecame active in Central America. These
included Sun Life, Confederation Life, Imperial ‘Life

Al
Assurance Company and Western, Life Assurance Company of

Canada. Critics of the involvement of Canadian banks and

insurance companies ‘in Central 'America and elsewhere

-

11. J.C.M. Ogelsby, op. cit, p. 102.

12. 1Ibid., p. l02.
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‘Torpnto financiers in the same alliances.

chastized them for sending their surplus capital to New York
rather than to Canada, since the interest rates in New York
were nearly 300% higher.13 It appears that Canadian banking
interests had chosen the path of an international strategy
through transnational 1involvements 1in lieu of incurring
risks associated wtih the boom and bust c¢ycles inherent in
Canada's domestic staple economy. Thus, critics charged
that the banks reinforced Canada's dependent, _staple-
oriented economy by embarking on international adventures
rather than promoting domestic industrialization.l4

Another facet of the relationship between Canada's
domestic development and its international economic
undertakings concerns the role of Canadian utility companies
in Latin America. Cagzdién investors owned utility services

/

in Mexico, Venezuela, Bolivia, British Guiana, and
especially interesting for our purposes, in El - Salvador.
Be?inning in 1926 a Canadian-oyned utility company, which
was a subsidiary International Power, brévided San Salvador
and 32 municipalities with electricity in Central America}s
smallest country. As Canadian economic historian Tom Naylor
hés observed, Canadian utility companies in El Salvador and
elsewhere in Latin America "...paralleled those ip Canada
and were undertaken by the same groups o§ Montreal ‘and

wl5 Canadian

13. Development Education Centre, op.-cit., p. 50.
l4. 1Ibid, pp. 50-51.

15. Tom Naylor, op. cit., p. 258.
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utility interests in El Salvador resembled aspects of
Canada's domestic political economy in yet another way, 1in
the sense that International Power Company depended heavily
upon American technolog} for its operattions.

International " Power's s $4 million- in;éstment in El

N

Salvador may have. . been a contrib&ging factor, though
Certainly not the overriding one, for the involvement of two
quadiaﬁ war vessels - half of the Cgnadian fléet at the

time - in the Farabundo Marti uprising in El Salvador in

1932.

CANADA'S NAVAL ADVENTURE IN EL SALVADOR &
4

s The Great gmpression of the 19320s had a severe impact
upon. the overwhelming majofity of Salvadoreans. Dependent
almost exclusively upon coffee exports, the price of which
had plummeted in 1929, El Salvador's economf was in a quite
a predicament. El Salvador's dependence upon a single
staple product 'for its economic survival during a major
crisis of the global capitalist‘economy, ;n tandem with a
wildly inequitable distribution of wealth and land in the
country, precipitated widespread discontent among the
masses. It was at this time tpat the socialist Farabundo
Marti enjoyed ‘considerable success in organizing

“agricultural workers against the inequities of the political

16. Jorge Niosi, Canadian Multinationals (Tqronto:
Garamund, 1985), p. 61. ' '
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economy and the brutality of the authoritarian military

dictatorship yhicﬁ had recently taken power through a coup.

while the Farabundo Marti uprising of 1932 - 'La Matanza' -

<

has been analyzed at length elsewhere,,17 suffice it to say
here that tens of thousands of Salvadoreans die€¢d in a clash
with military forces - the legacy of which is evident today
in tha£ country's raging civil war.

Britain, with economic interests in El Salvador as well
as elsewhere 1in the Caribbean, predicted trouble 1in -the
country. The British charge de affairs, D.J. Rodgers,
cabled London tha; a "communistic uprising"-<¢was imminent,
and that British military involvement was necessary to
quell , the Soviet-directed forces of communistic Bolshevism
in the tiny isthmus country.18

When the ubrising began to reach full-tilt in January,
1932, British officials were ‘disturbed. that their naval
forces would not be able to reach El.Salvador in time to
protect their interegts there. American naval forces also
were toé far- away from El Salvador to iptervene at the
beginning of thefconfrbntgtion between the Farbundo Marti
‘and Salvadorean military fgrces. Two Canadian war vessels,
the Skeena and the Vancouver, happened to be near EIl
Salvador at the time. British officials requested that the
. ;

17. See, for example, Walter Lafeber, Inevitable
Revolutiong (New York: Norton, 1983), pp. 73-74.

18. Harvey Levenstein, "Canada and thehSuppréssion of the
Salvadorean Revolution of 1932," Canadian Historical Review,
vol. 62, #4, 1981, pp. 454-455, ' -
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Canadian destroyers proceed full-steam-anead to the
Salvadorean port of Acajutla to preempt the establishment of
a "Soviet Republic" 1in Central America.y9 Upon arrival,
Canadian Commander MBrodeur radiced reports to Canada
regarding the situation in El Salvador. Among his firs&
messages was a report that a town near Acajutla was attacked
by "about 500 Communist rebels, mostly low-type Indians."20

Anchored off the coast of El Salvador during one of the
largest political pprisings in” the turbulent history ¢f
Centrél America, the Canadians soon found themselves mired
in a dispute between British officials ana Salvadorean
Governmeht leéders over whether or not Canadian forces
should disembark from the ships and engage 1in fighting.
Canadian Commander Brodeur did not comply initially with the
British request that Canadians disembark and prepare for
combat, since he claimed that he first required orders from
his superiors in Ottawé. The dispute between Brodeur and
British officials in El1 Salvador became meaningless once it
was clear that the Salvadorean Government was not prepared
to permit Canadian or other foreign militar? forces to
engage in combat since this would signal that the formidable
Saﬁﬁadorean military forces required direct foreign

21

assistance to maintain its dictatorial rule. Slaughtering

»

19. 1bid., p. 455.
20. 1Ibid., p. 458.

21. 1Ibid., p., 460.
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up to 30,000 of its countrymen,22 the Salvadorean military
Vi
was indeed able to contain the rebellion. Nevertheless, the

Canadian destroyers visibly off the coast served as a show
L)

of force which Salvadorean General Martinez could have
utilized in the event that his own forces could hot do the
job.

Canadian Commander Brodeur later sent what was then a
secret report to Ottawa concerning the 1incident. The
following passages from that report are germane.

The arrival of" (Cénadian) ships
created a very strong moral support

to all concerned.

The American authorities were more

than  surprised and a little
disappa&nted to see a British flag
first.

That passage is significant in that it indicates that the
Canadian war vessels played an important if not direct
combat role in assisting the Salvadoréan Government forces
in their attempt to quell'tﬁe popular uprising. It also
indicates the disappointment by Americans>that their forces

could not arrive in time to what has been deemed their own

_'backyard”’. The New York Times, 1in its report of the

22. Walter LaFeber, op. cit., p. 73.

23. Commander Brodeur, "Secret Report of the Situation g
It Developed in Acajulta," 7 April 1932, Ottawa, p. 1,
reprinted in Leon Zamosc, "El Desembarco de Tropas

Canadienses en El Salvador," from Desarrollo Indoamericano,
Ano XIV, Colombia, October, 1979, #52, p. 48. -
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incident,

downplayed the role of the

Parenthetically, the US State Department, 1in

Canadians.24

itsg

offical

messages, hid from the public the extent of revolutionary

sentiment in El Salvador at the. time.

There are - no

movements in El Salvador.
: \

What happened was that Communistic

groups in certain towns of the
Republic promoted disturbances
which-~ the government had
energetically repressed.

The Governmen&sis'supported by all
Salvadoreans.

revolutionary

The Canadian press painted a. different portrait of the

episode, one that reflected some degreé of pride in Canada's

newfound military prowess. ~ In a spirited editorial, the

Globe and Mail stated that

‘At last from the mists of the sea,

Canada emerges as a naval power.

The Dominion's fleet is roaming the

ogean in search of adventure, and
finding it. Take, as an instance,
the affair at, Salvador.

Reds making trouble. Foreign
population 26 in peril. No
protection.

The Vancouver Sun observed that,

24.

\23-

26.

New York Times, 24 January. 1932.

Quoted in Globe and Mail, 26 January 1932.

Globe and Mail, 26 January 1932.
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This is the first t ime that
Canadian war vessels have taken
part in the protection. of foreign
ressidents in CenEgal e O South
American uprisings.

~

So while the United States seemed to trivialize the Canadian

role,

reasons.

M

f
[}

First, it may represent a precedent

Canadian media devoted more attention to the episode.

This incident 1is interesting for our purposes EOF two

of sorts for

b - - - . . K . . .
Canada's historical preference for capitalist regimes in

Latin America. Secondly, Canada's involvement in La Matanza

is

significant in the sense that Latin scholars who have

researched the incident cite it as an imperialist activity

on the part of Canada28 - a blemish on Canada's otherwise

benign relationship with the Third World.

THE PANAMA CANAL

The St. Lawrence Seaway declined in influence beginning

in the Post-World War I period, partially as-a result of the

opening of

observed,

the Panama Canal in 1917. As

Canadian political economy.

Completion of the Panama Canal
immediately after the war opened
the industrial regions of the
Atlantic to the lumber producers of
the Pacific.

27,

28.

Vancouver Sun, 25 January 1932,

i

Leon Zamosc, op. cit., p. 42.

Harold 1Innis

the Canal had some  positive effects for the
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Lumber pushed 1its way into the
markets of eastern Canada and
respondeg9 to the housing boom 1in
England.

Further, the relatively lower transportation costs for
transcanal travel contributed to the development of staple

industries in Western Canada, most notably concerning oil

.

. 3 o . ,
and coal 1n southern Alberta. 0 Tnnis, observed, however,

that ' f o
' Through  the Panama Canal came
butter from New Zealand to harass
the Canadian dairy industry and to
lead to the demand for, and the
introduction of, protective
" tariffs. .
kY
Lumber from the Pacific ‘coast was
. sold in the markets of eastern
Canada in competition with the
local product. Fruit from British
Columbia came into competigion with
" fruit from eastern Canada.

Hence, the Canal opened the door to increased competition
for the Canadian economy, competition stemming from both

domestic and international sources.

29. Harold Innis, "Recent Developments in the Canadian
"Economy," in M.Q. Innis, ed., Essays in Canadian Economic
History (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956), p.
294.

30. 1Ibid., p. 296.

31. 1Ibid., p. 297.



CANADIAN TRADE WITH CENTRAL AMERICA

Even before Canada's inceptiofn as a nation, Government
officials, businessmen and assorted 1interest groups have
urged that Canada expand 1ts trading ties ith Latin

America. In 1865, for example, the Confederate {\Council for

N A

Trage suggest that

it would be highly desirable that
application be made to Her
Majesty's Imperial Government
requesting that steps be taken to
enable the British North American
provinces to open communications
with the West 1India islands, wit

Spain and her colonies, and with
Brazil and Mexico, for the purpose
of ascertaining in what manner the
traffic of the provinces with those
countries could be extended and
placed a more advantageous
footing.

But Canada's trading ties with Latin America, and Central
America especially, were sparse and sporadic until the
1970s. One of the réﬁsons why Canadian trade with Latin

America did not expand significantly was that Canadian

businesses seemed ‘preoccupied with their domestic market.
Indeed, there seemed to be some resentment by Latins toward
tﬁe isomewhat self-sufficient attitude of Canadian
businesses. When a Canadian® trade delegation arrived in

Central America in 1946 they discoye}éd that Canadians

«

s

32. Quoted in J.C.M. Ogelsby, op. cit., p. 1l.
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were not held in high esteem for
their business techniques. The
Central Americans criticized the
apathy of Canadian exporters.

As one of the members of the

mission explained it, one of ‘'the

most frequent complaints we

received was that many Canadian

manufacturers, if they answered

inquiries at all, stated that their

domestic market was so good that

> they were not 1§§erested in

exporting at prdsent.
Another reason why Canadian - Latin trade did not increase
significantly in the aftermath of World War Two was that
Canada concentrated its export market toward the United
States.

Canada's current trading relationship with Central
America 1is rooted 1in. economic arrangements established 1in
the period between 1936 and 1956. Canada engaged in
reciprocal most favoured nation relationships with Panama in

1935, Guatemala and El Salvador in 1937, Nicaraqua in 1946,

Costa Rica in 1950 and Honduras in 1956.

CANADIAN DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH CENTRAL AMERICA

’Until 1962, Canada had no dlplomatlc representation in
™~

Central America and relied solely upon the British Foreign

Office for any information which it required. The proposal

“for a Canadian embassy in the isthmus had been approved by

-Cabinet in 1960, and some interesting analyses regarding the

33. 1bid., pp. 24-25. , .
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‘polxtx.‘al situation in Central America were conducted by the

4S-nﬂd.rin Department of External Affairs during this period.

‘,}(;Mhe Canadian Government decided to situate the embassy
LR ’

in g Jose, Costa Rica, since 1t was the first of the

Centﬁal American republics to establish an embassy 1n Ottawa
<

in 19‘5‘.0'““ *Another reason behind the selection of Costa Rica
as the locale for the embassy was the high potential the
Canadian Government saw in that country for increased
commercial opportunities. The embassy was designed to serve
Costa Rica, Panama, Ni¢aragua and Honduras. Guatemala was
managed by the Canadian embassy in Mexico City, Belize was
handled by the Canadian embassy'in Jamaica, and El Salvador

' was initiélly‘ excluded from official Canadian recognition.
L 8
According to a Department of External Affairs (DEA)

memorandum,

The Salvadorean acceptance was
impeded by political 1instability
resulting from two successive
coups, October 26, 1960 and January

&' 25, 1961 as well as by 3§tralnedﬂ

“‘

Although the Canadians finally decided to extend' diplomatic

recognition to El Salvador by November, 1961, an additional
®

reason why Canada 1initially withheld recognition to El

Salvador was because the surrodgaing' countries of Panama,

'’ -

34. Canada, Depart¥ent of External®Affairs, from Y.
Beauline of Latin A ican Division to the Undersecretary of
State for External A irs, "Establishment of Diplomatic
Relations with El Salvador,"” 14 November 1961, Archives File

$2898-A-40.
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Honduras and Costa Rica' retused to recognize the legitimacy
of the Salvadorean regime. [t seems salient to note that
Canada did not follow the British and American lead 1in
recognizing the regime, and instead chose to respect tﬁe

political consensus of the other Central American states.

A primary motivation behind the opening of the Canadian
embassy was the promise the 1sthmus countries exhibited for
increased opportunities for Can;dian business, particularly
in light of the potential affforded by the Canadians to .the
Kennedy Administration's Alliance for Progress. v 5L
Delisle, the first Canadian ambassador to Central America,
seemed to think that Canada was obliged to iump on the

bandwagon of economic opportunity in the region.

Judging by the activity of the
Germans, the Japanese, the
Italians, the French, the Belgians,
not to mention the Americans, are
displaying in trade Yromotion in
this area, the potentialities must
be worth increased effort on our
part.

As the 'implementation of the
Allliance for Progress is getting
under way we whould stand ready to
reap some of the benefits at’ least
which increased economic activity,
industrializagion and the likely
rises in the standard of living wi§§
¢ bring about "in the years to come.

In 1960 Canadian trade with the region was rather small. In

that year there were $10 million in imports from Central

35. Canada, Department of External Affairs, J.L. Delisle,
"Request for Trade Officer,"” 13 Yovember 1961, Archives File
$6660~-AB-4C. . ’
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America to Canada, and $14.5 million 1in Canadian exports to

the isthmus.36 It was not until the. 1970s that trade
between Canada and Central America increased
37

significantly.

In a recently declassified External Affairs Secret
Report which served as é 'Letter of Instructions' to the new
Canadian ambassador ih Central America, five objectives were
outlined for the new embassy staff. The first of these was
"to strengthen friendly relations betweep these republics of

w38

Central America and Canada. Part of this objective

included Canadian efforts to counter Leftist p{gggganda and

influence in Central America.

Good information work can help to

counter in some measure Communist

propaganda, by showindg how a

society, based on the rule of law,

can achieve at the same time

political §§ability and material
v well-being.

For that purpose, Canadian National Film Board documentaries

iIT“strating the benefits of Canadian liberal democracy were

shown to the Central Americans by embassy staff.

b

36. Canada, Department of External Affairs, Secret Report
to J.L. Delisle, by Secretary of State for External Affairs
Howard Green, 27 June 1961, PARC 283%8-A-40, p. 8. -

37. See Chapter Four for an in-depth anaiysgs of Canadian
eeonomic relations with Central America.

h Y

38. . Ibid., p. 5.
.
9. 1Ibid., p. 5.



The second stated objective of the new embassy was "to
exchange information and views with\ Central American
Governments on problems of international relations of common
concern."40 Particularly significant under this category
were the intelligence-gathering duties expected of embassy
staff, especially with respect to the voting prospects of
Central American states at the United Nations.

It will be useful for you to have
exchanges of views from time to
time on various questions coming
before the United Nations.

It would be particularly useful for
the Department to know your
impression of members © of  the
Central American delegations to the
General Assembly, their degree of
initiative 1in New York and the
firmness of their govergTent's
positions on various issues.

A third and related objective was for the ¢mbassy staff to

. LN . .
provide intelligence reports regarding the 'domestic
situation' in Central America, particularly with respect to
the roots of political discontent there. Such information
would help Ottawa formulate aid policies aimed at generating
Canadian 'prestige and goodwill' with the Central American
Republics, and presumably would also serve as a baekbone
from which to design policies aimed at diminishing the

preceived communist threat‘ingthe region - a point to which

we will return shertly.

40. 1Ibid., p. 5. .

41. Ibld., P- 5. k%



A fourth objective of the embassy was to promote the
interests of Canadian citizens 1in Central America. This
would Dbe acco_mplished by handling visas for Canadian
tourists in the area, assisting Canadian businesses in the
region, and by monitoring the work performed by Catholic
Canadian missionaries who had operated in Central America

. y
since the turn of the century.42 Importantly, the
instructional document highlighted the fact that there was
scant direct Canadian economic interests in Central America
at the time.43 While the document recognized the limited
immediate possibilities of expanding commercial relations
between Canada and Central America, it also insisted that
the .erﬁbassy staff make sure the countries of the region
extended most favoured nation treatment to Canada regarding
economic interests that did exis_t.4

Importantly, the document challenges the notion of a
military soluti;n to the Centrél American political strife -
an option which has been embraced both by Washington and
certain Central American regimes.

The reaction in (Central American)
Government circles to these
challenges tends to be unrealistic.

They often fail to understand the
causes of popular discontent.

42. Interview, Arthur Blanchette, Director, Historical
Division, Canadian Department of External Affairs, 31 May
1985, Ottawa. ‘ ’

— -

43, Canada, Department of External Affairs, Secret Report
from SSEA Howard Green, op. cit., p. 8. §

44. 1Ibid., p. 9.

v
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In a recent conversation with his
Canadian colleague, the Nicaraguan
ambassador in Washington outlined
the challenges faced by his
Government and concluded that 'the
only solution <consisted in the
strengthening of military forces in
ordgr to provide a deeper sense of
disgipline for the unruly
elements.'

Such a policy however could lead to
recurrent disorders of45 greater
magnitude as time passes.

That analysis could not have been more insightful or
correct, since. 'disorder' rose to revolutionary levels in
Nicaragua some twenty years after the report was written.
The Letter of Instructions points to indigenous factors
in the Central American political economy as being at the
root of the political turmoil there, :in conjunction with
Central America's history of subjuéation first by the
Spanish and later by. the Americans.46 The analysis also
points a rather critical finger at the wealthy and power ful
landlords who remain unwilling in many cases to relinguish
some of their land for redistribution - a factor resulting
in widespread poverty and discontent among the large peasant
class. It also underscores the point that <Canada
histor%cally has viewed the turmoil in Central America from

a North-South perspective, rather than the East-West prism

employed by Washington and its Central -American client

45. 1Ibid., p. 2.

46.  Ibid., p. 1.



states.47 Hence, while the Canadian analysis at the time
appreciated the factors which brewed trouble in Central
America, their only mistake was to think that the Kennedy
Administration's Alliance for Progress would produce
economic and political development in Central America. In
fact, the programme was a dismal failure.
Another .interesting aspect of the Canadian analysis of
]

the Central American situation was the pernicious influence
it attributed to Castro's Cuba.

The Cuban Revolution has raised the

hopes of large sectors of the

Central American population who

regard it as a means of rapid

agrarian and economic reform.

The danger of - castroism can ' be J

exagerated, as in the case of the
alleged participation of Cuban

agents in recent abortive
revolutions in Guatemala and
Nicaragua.

Its influence is nevertheless

strong among peasants and students
and has certainly helpeg9 to
increase tension in the area.

That passage 1is significant for our purposes for two

reasons. First, the Canadians were quite obviously opposed
to Cuba as a model of development for other Third. World
¥

countries at the time, as they probably are now, and

appreciated the 'danger' of Cuba's appeal to the have-not

a7. This point is discussed, more fully in Chapter Five.
48. w§lter'LaFeber,_op. cit., pp. 145-156.

°
49. Canada, Secret Report from SSEA Howard Green to J.L.
Delisle, op. cit., p. 2. :

-~



republics of Central America. In this sense, then, the
Canadians situated themselves sdlidly within the pro-
capitalist American camp with respect to Latin American
affairs, and further seemed to view the situation within the

-

context of the Great Contest between the United States and
. &

the Soviet Union vis-a-vis developing countries. On the

other hand, the Canadian analysis differed from many of

those originating in Washington and <Central American

capitals which appeared to . attribute the roots of the
turmoil in the region to subversive Soviet proxies such as
Cuba. While Canada seemed to believe that Cuba could
exploit Central America's problems, Ottawa maintained that
any revolutiona}y potential in these countries was rooted in
the inequities 1inherent in Ehe<bolitical economies of the
isthmus nations.
CONCLUSION

The purpose here has been to present an overview of
some prominent episodes <concerning Canada's historical
relations with Central America. ‘While this d}scourse has
not pretended to offer a comprehensive?view of that history,
some notable points regarding- Canada's relations with
Central America have emerged. First, Canada's economic
involvement in Central America paralféled the developments
of its own political economy - one which specialized in

€

staple production, the development of infrastructure, and

-

which contained a strong and active financial bourgeoisie.

We have observed that Canadian trade and investment with the



Central American states during the period examined here have
been sparse and sporadic, though numerous suggestions have
been voiced to bolster the extent of those relations.
Finally, we touched upon some inﬁeresting political analysis
conducted by the Canadians prior to the opening of their
embassy in the early 1960s. That analysis was érophetic and
insightful. While the Canadian analysis differed from
American views regarding the roots of turmoil in the region,
it nevertheless underscored Canada's general commitment to

pro-capitalist regimes in Latin America.

\
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CHAPTER FOUR:

CANADIAN ECONOMIC INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AMERICA

V]
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L3

Cranford Pratt's dominant class theory is particulariy
useful for an analysis of the domestic determinants of
Canada's economic relations with Central America. It also
appears that American strategic 1interests represent an
important international determinant of Canadian aid to the
region. The three sections of this chapter address Canadian
trade with and investment in Central America, as well as

Ottawa's developmental assistance package to the isthmus

nations.

“
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PART ONE:

CANADIAN TRADE WITH CENTRAL AMERICA

'As we observed in Chapter Three, Canadian trade with

Central America was virtually nil pricrc to, the Trudeau

Administration. Prime Minister Trudeau asserted in?1968:

We have to take greater account of
the ties which bind us to other
nations in the hemisphere- in the
Caribbean, “Latin America, and of
their economic needs.

We have to explore new avenues ol

increasing our political and

economic relations with  Latin

America where there will be more Q.

than four hundred million people by A
s the turn of the century ard where

ie have substanstial interests.l

The idea that Canada should expand its commercial relations
: , : : ' ] L
with Latin America in general was developed once again 1in

Foreign Policy for Canadians - a review of Canadian foreign

policy conducted by the Truduea Government. The pamphlet,

e ®-

)

1. Quoted in Peter Dobell, Canada's Search for New Roles.:
(Toigpto: Oxford University Press, 1972), p. 1l15.




released in 1970,

possess a

therefore

.

compatible interest in economic

that trade between Canada and 1its

" neighbours ought to increase.

At a time when Canadian scholars

suggested that Canada and Latin America

growth, and

hemispheric

such as Kari Levitt

att mpted to extrapolate dependency theory from its usual

i

. . 3 .
Latln Amef?can venue to the Canadlan case” - an analytical

posi

- the

th that has since been the target of heavy criticism

Trudeau Administration drew a parallel

between

Canada's political economy and that of many Latin states.

Foreign Policy for Canadians, for instance, stated that

Henc

[ 3

Since Canadian producers export to
the US market and US investment in
Canada is substantial, there 1is a
certain correspondence between the
Canadian and Latin situations vis-
a-vis the United States, and the
Latin American countries  tend to
look to Canada for understanding of
their attitude toward the {nited
States on economic questions.

e, the implication arose that Canada and Latin American
L e .

countries might escape their respective dependence upon the

US by fortifying commercial relations with each other. To

this

end,

the amphlet wurged increased direct

2.

(Ottawa:

- 3.
1970

4.
Clas

Canada,

contact

Latin America: Foreign Policy for Canmadians

‘Queen's Printer, 1970), p. 6.

Kari Levitt, Silent Surrender (Toronto: Macmillan,

).

See, for example, R. J. Brym,

"The Canadian Capitalist

s," in R. Brym, ed., The Structure of the Canadian

Capitalist Class (Toronto: Garamond, 1985), pp.

5.

Canada,

op. cit., p. 6.

1

20.
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between Canadian and Latin businesses, as well as between
Canadian and Latin regional and 1international economic
organizations. It identified one such organizatioﬁ as the
Central American Common Market.6 |

The review also stressed that a stringent Canadian
political alignment with the United States would place a
damper upon any opportunity for increased economic ties

between Canada and Latin American nations. This rationale

was provided as a basis in part for Canada's refusal to join

the US-dominated Organization of American States (OAS). "If

‘Ccanada had been a member of the OAS in 1964, it would have

been called upon to sever diplomatic, commercial and.

transportation links with Cuba."7 Cuba has since emerged as

Canada's fourth largest Latin trading partner.
The  Trudeau Administration identified a chief

. . - . & . .
impediment to increased Canadian commerce with Latin

[y

American countries to lie  within the realm of
transportation.
Among the general problems
_ affecting trade between Canada and
Latin America is that "of

encouraging a more direct flow of
trade in both directions.

In the case of both Canadian
exports to Latin America and Latin
s American exports to Canada, a high
proportion 1is transhipped through
the United States. )

6. 1bid., p. 16.

7. Ibid., p. 23. R .
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'

There would appear to be good

& grounds for examining the
possibility of more direct air and
sea transportation, particularly

with regard to air shipmentss ot
seasonable perishables, 1in view of
the seasonal complementarity that
exists betweeen this 8country and
much of Latin America.

Nearly 15 years after the writing of that review, 'the
cCanadian Government is now considering the establishment of
direct air flight to Central America.

While Canadian economic delegations to Latin America
have existed since Confederation, the Trudeau Administration

launch%d a greater frequency of such missions than anytime

prior\

The most immediate effect of the
arrival of a giant aircraft
carrying some of Canada's most

v important political leaders and

civil servants on smaller countries
such as Costa Rica and Guatemala
was certainly considerable.

...The 1968 mission...was merely

preliminary to the serious study of )

Canada's overall relations with
Latin America.

This trend toward frequent trade missions hetween Canada and

Central America in particular continued through the 1970s

and 1980s.

8. Ibid..%o. 36.

y

: .
9. A discussion of this point occurs later in the text, in
the section regarding Canada's trade with Costa Rica.

10. J.C.M. Ogelsby, Gringos from the Far North (ToMbnto:
Macmillan, 197%), p. 34.

!
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Central Ameriova as a region has never been particularly
significant to Canada as a commercial partner? although
representatives from both Canada and Central American states
have attempted to increase .the level of tradé, especially

since the early 1970s. The Canadian embassy 1n Costa Rica -

which also serves El Salvador, Nicaragua and Panama - was
fortified with a trade officer 1in 1972. During the late

1970s and early 1980s, some analysts seemed to believe that

the level of Canadian-Central American trade was on a
notable upswing.

Between 1970 and 1980, Canadian

trade with the seven 1sthmus

nations grew by over 470% reaching

$350 million annually.

The Central American region

represents Canada's fifth most

important Siading partner 1in the

hemisphere.
Viewed in another context, however, Canadian trade with
Central America dppears to be considerably less significant.

The level of Central American imports to Canada

represented .5% of the total level of 1imports entering
Canada in 1965, and hgs since hovered around .2% to .3% 1n

the 1970s and 1980s (see Chart IX). Thus, the level of

imports from Central America is almost insignificant from

11. Tim Draimin, "Canadian Foreign Policy and El Salvador,”

in Liisa North, ed., Bjtter Grounds (Toronto: Between the
Lines, 1981l), pp. 93-T00%




CHART IX

Canadian Trade with Central America

Country

Costa Rica

Import
Export
Balance

£l Salvador

Import
Export
Balance

Guatemala
mport
Export

Balance

Honduras

mport

Export
Balance

Nicaragua
/Import
Export

Balance

Panama
Import
Export
Balance

Total C,A,
Imports

As a % of
all countries

Exports

As a % of
all countries

Trade Balance

1962

6715
5396

2696
LOS

+

2879
4001

+

10192
1004

246
2805
+

19413
L4621

43375

« 5%
22942

« 3%
-20453

(in thousands §$Cdn.)

1970

12105
6024

4043
3408

5964k
3567

13126
2836

1138
2162

+

7657
7730

47064

« 3%
27427

2%

-19637

1971

8744
5602

3562
4925

4L648
3718

17631
2}38

1974
2229

4+

2545
562

45582

e 2%
20951

1014%

-24631

10267
7005

3820
5934

6835
4692

19417
2959

2569
2095

3742
18

u9§oa
« 3%

22326
o U4%

-27182

y 130

lBZ}r

12779
6842

4931
5459

6908
6871

16520
4655

4153

3908
+

begs
12310

53009

« 2%
L1584

o 2%
-11425



CHART IX(cont.)
Canadian Trade with Central America
(in thousands $Cdn)

Country 1025 1975 1976 1977 1978
Costa Rica 7
Import 9663 18537 24167 25906 933
Export 14513 T4y 16950 13808 20557
Balance + - - - -

El Salvador

Import 7242 8045 9746 14802 12519

Export 8385 8059 9315 13503 17280

Balance + + - ~ - +
"Guatemala

Import 10286 19475 17056 23296 24116

Export 9223 10955 21654 16004 22312

Balance - - + - - .
Honduras )

Import 15328 1179 17405 18679 31892

Export 8558 7960 13166 8886 14514

Balance - - - - -
Nicaragua

Import 6612 6061 13753 14187 13012

Export 5430 3805 4683 9364 9251

Balance - - - - -
Panama

Import 3492 5880 S411 12928 18896

Export 17662 16943 18057 18707 2068

Balance + + + + -

Total C,A,

Imports 54423 71192 89452 110435 130283

As a % of

all countries e 2% 2% 2% « 3% « 3%
Exports 65865 61507 85676 81907 108071
As a % of .

all countries -2% 02% 02% 02% 02%

L]

Trade Balance +11442 -9665 -3776 ~-28528  -22212



CHART IX(cont.)

Canadian Trade with Central America

(in thousands $Cdn.)

Country 1979 1980

Coptefes iz
Export 35590 30193
Balance * -

El Salvador

Import 27287
Export 15603
Balance -
Guatemala
Import 16617
Export 21294
Balance +
- Honduras
Import 30013
Export 15822
- Balance -
Nicaragua
Import 8695
Export 2824
Balance -
Panama
Import 22950
-Export 22767
Balance -

Total C,A,

Imports 4147,
As a % of

all countries «2%
Exports 119288
As a % of

all countries 2%

Trade Balance -22186
/.’

26911
15331

25078
21701

39615
9994

31463
14708

45663
36037

205720
3%

131792
«2%

-73928

»

1981

38993
21966

25135
19451

35985
17977 .

35464
21061

52090
16413

25226
38438
4+

216132
3%

138779
«2%

-77353

1982 .

32c00
15867

208753
14186

23088
34021
4+

.

28462
15315

25648
15561

18262
36375

155440
«2%

133432
o 2%

-22208



Chart IX(cont.) - 133
Canadian Trade with Central America

(in thousands §Cdn.)

Country 19§§ 198“ 1Q§§
Costa Rica
Import 62345 38601 43311
Export 21867 21286 21040
Balance ) - - -

El“ Salvador

* : Tmport 35101 24989 - 35580
Export 18574 15787 15142
Balance - - -

Geetemala
~ Import 20806 36313 26061
Export 15266 21523 16830
Balance - - -
Honduras ’ .-
émggrt 3?%%2 30536 2083;
xport 1 14
Balance - \sfigi” -
Nicaragua
Import 32264 453534 25621
Export 15930 22452 18426
Balance - - . - L
Panama '
Import 46530 39544 23404
Export 29577 36594 52470
Balance - - +
Total C.A,
Imports 241577 218443 179827
As a % of
all countries 3% 2% 2%
Exports 114504 152350 142394
As a % of
all countries 1% 1% 1%
\ ‘Trade Balance -127073 =-66093 -37433

Note~ ~ Import column designates imports from Central H\\
America to Canada,
(+) indicates trade surplus, (-) indicates
trade deficit

Source: Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Exports/
Imports, catalogue 65~001, various years. 1985 figures

represent estimates,

\Y




the Canadian perspective during the last coﬁple of decades.
The same 1s true regarding the level of Canadian exPo}ts to
the region. The level of exports to Central America reached
a high of .43% ot total Canadian exports abrdad in the early
1970s, largely due to the Dbolstered purchasing power
afforded by Central America's swelling levels of hard
currency during its shortZlived economic boom.

The push for increased levels of trade between Canada
and Central America reached a peak in the late 1970s and in
1980. A Canadian trade official in Guatemala suggested in
1976 that Guatemala represented a target for Canada’E\Third

\ Ca
Option - a policy developed by the Trudeau Administration to
increase Canada's economic Trelations beyond the bounds of
the US.12 "Canadé is evidencing a sincere desire to
diversify the telatfonship with nations of the Western
hemisphere:...We're exercizing a Third Option and opening up
13

relations with new countries."” In 1979, an article 1in

Canadian Commerce noted that through the

- Programme for Export = Market
Development (which is now the
* Export Development Corporation)

Canadian firms are  also being
encouraged to explore the Central
American market and to participate
in development projects.

...With a combined population of
almost 20 million and foreign

12. See Canada, Foreign Policy for Canadians, op. cit.

13. Quote by Bruce Wilson, Canadian second secretary and
vice-consul, Canadian Embassy, Guatemala,in Guatemala News,
26 November 1976. '
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exchange reserves at a high level
due to the high price 1in recent
years of their major export
commodities, the Central American
countries off?g excellent market
opportunities. X \\

A Canadian trade mission to the region in 1979 attempted to
bolster Canadian trade with Central America in such areas as
telecommunications, railways (Canadian Pacific built a $34
million railway in Costa Rica duirng this time), fisheries,
forestry and hydoelectic engineering.15

Canadian Ambassador to Central America, Douglas Sirrs,

"

told a Costa Rican newspaper in 1980 *¥hat ...Canada has
been taking a stronger interest...in recognition of the
importance of this area (Central America) in economic terms

essentially and the degree of the development that has been

taking place and the degree in which it may affect Canada in
nl6

ES

But that assessment was made beforé Sirrs

the future.
realized that the Central American political economy was
about to turn sour.

As the boom turned to bust - an all too familiar
phenomenoﬁ for staple-based economies - the Cen&ral American
countries generally had less currency available to purchase
Canadian and other First World exports. Consequently, the

level of Canadian expo}ts to the region fell to .2% of total

l4. S.F. Pattee, "Mission to Central America and Panama
Explores Development Programs," Canadian Commerce,
June/July, 1979, p. 1. :

15. This Week, 12 February 1979.

16. San Jose News, 23 May 1980.
3



Canadian exports abroad in the mid- and late- 1970s (from
.4% in the early 1970s). The level of Canadian exports to
the region dropped even futher to .1% of total Canadian
exports abroad during the period 1983-1985 due to the
widespread economic crisis in Central America borne of its
soaring national debt, plummeting world prices for the
region's stéple products, and ah estimated capital flight of
$3 billion in 1983-1985 stemming from heightened political
turmoil.17 The House of Commons standing committee report
on Canada's relations with Central America observed in 1982
that "Canadidn trade with the Caribbean and Centrai America
is of limited and declining significance."lg This decline
presumably will continue into the forseeable future, since
the factors behind it are unlikely to be erased anytime
soon.

In sum, Canadian trade with Central America is quite
minimal and is in decline. |

Now let us shift to an examination of trading trends
between Canada and specific Central American countries.
Costa Rica éonsistently has been Canada's most important
trading partner among Central American countries during the
last 20 years or so. During the early 1970s, the Costa
Rican economy flourished, largely due to fagéurable global

markets for its traditional staple exports. But Costa

l7.jiiitin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit, p.l.

18. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America (Ottawa/Hull: Canadian Government Publishing
Centre, 1982), p. 19.
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Rica's economic fortune dissipatea in the late 1970s, as the
country faced near bankruptcy and became the recipient of
massive levels of American foreign aid. Imports from Costa
Rica to Canada 1increased rather steadily until 1980, but
have fallen since then.19 The same has been true regarding
Canadian exports to the country.z0

Mario Pacheco, Costa Rica's Ambassador to <cCanada,
‘suggested that Canadian trade with ‘'his country and with
othér Central American states would improve if direct
airflight ‘éhipments of gopds between Canada and Central
America were implemented.2l This proposal, 1initiated by

Pacheco, 1is currently being handled by an Alberta-based

airline which - at the time of this writing - is considering
w22

Central America would reducel costs of perishable Central

— . -

"several options. Direct airfreight between Canada and

N

B

American goods destined to Canada by as much as 50%, since
goods now must come to Canada by way of the United States

where hefty ‘'middle-man' charges are exacted.23 As noted

)

19. F.R. Harris, "Canadian-Costa Rican Trade," Department
of External Affairs Bulletin, 1 March 1985.

20. These exports principally include newsprint paper,
fertilizer, iron and steel alloys, paper products, medical
equipment and asbestos. Imports from Costa Rica .consist
chiefly of sugar, bananas, coffee, shrimp and gold. Ibid.
21. Interview, M. Pacheco, Costa Rican Ambassadcr to |
Canada, Ottawa, 31 May 1985.

: . .
22. Mario Nunez-Suarez, Special Assistant, Department of
Regional Industrial Expansion, Letter to author, 24 June
1986.

23. Interview, Ambassador Pacheco, op. cit.

N
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above, the same general proposal was suggested over 15 years
earlier by the Trudeau Administration's inquiry into
Canadian-Latin relations.

El Salvador has been among the least significant
trading partners with Canada, and genefally has ranked
between fourth and sixth among the seven regyional countries
in the last 20 ye;rs in terms of both imgorﬁs and exports.
Like other Central American economiés, : El Salvador

experienced a boom in the early 1970s, and an economic bust

since then. Imports from El!Salvador have remained rather

steady since 1980, and Canadian exports to the country have

- At
decreased slightf&-‘{ ifg that period.24

Of all the Cenfral American countries, Guatemala has
been deemed by the Department of External Affairs (DEA) to
hold the most promise as a trading partner for Canada. "If
some measure of peace and prosperity were to return to
Central America, Guatemala would bffer one of the best
markets in the region for Canadian capital goods in the
power, transportation, telecaommupnications, agricultural, oil

25

and gas,\ébé manufacturing sectors." It appears highly

unlikely, however, that peace and prosperity will return to

Guatemala or Central America anytime soon. = Guatemala's

24. Major Canadian exports to El Salvador include newsprint
paper, asbestos, aluminum, dairy products, electronic
equipment and pharmaceuticals. Imports have consisted
principally of coffee, bananas and silver.

" Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/Exports,
catalogue 65-001, various years.

25. F.R. Harris “Canada/Guatemala Trade," Department of
External Affairs Bulletin, March 1985, p.l. )

I
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Ambassador to Canada, Dr. F. Urruela, commented that
Guatemala wishes to diversify 1its trade away from the United
States, and that "canada is a strong alternative to the

lI26

United States. Guatemala ranks 1in the middle range of

Central American countries in terms of both imports and

exports for Canada. Since 1980, Canadian exports to and

imports from Guatemala have levelled or declined.27

Honduras is the poorest gountry in Central America and
one‘of the least economically developed in Latir America.
While Honduras enjoyed some increase in economic activity in
the early 1970s, as did other Central American countries, it
is now undergoing the worst economic and financial crisis in
its history. This has been the result of rising énergy
prices, falling international prices for Honduran staple
produc;s, and capital fligt. In terms of imports from
Honduras, its level has been oscilating between second and
fifth place among Central American countries in a rather

haphazard fashion. 1In terms of Canadian exports to Honduras

26. Interview, Dr. F. Urruela, Guatemalan Ambassador -to
Canada, Ottawa, 28 May 1985.

27. Chief Guatemalan imports to Canada include coffee,
barianas, plantains, woven fabrics and cotton. Major
Canadian xxports to the country include fish, newsprint
paper, rubber and plastic products, aluminum, asbestos,
iron, steel and zinc. '

Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/Exports,
op. oit.

P
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over the last two decades, Honduras has ranked between
Ay : ‘

second and sixth place among the isthmus nations.

The Honduran Embassy's First Secretary 1in Canada
indicated that he considers Canadian trade to bé "quite
important," and that Canada is a chief target for Honduras'
attempt to diversify 1its trade away from 1its principal
reliance upon the United States.29 Thus, 1t seems that
while Canada's Third Option has evaporated with the Mulroney

Administration, notions of trade diversification appear to

\

flourish in Central America. .
AR

Unlike most Central American economies, Panama does
not rely strongly upon agricultural staple products (this

accounted for only 10% of its GNP in 1984). Insgead, its

economy depends chiefly upon banking, commebge, insyrance,
. \ .
the transisthmus oil pipeline and the Canal. = The ecConomy

there boomed during t@e 1970s and the early l9g¢é, but has
decelerated due to low commodity prices and the‘gﬁagﬁation
of the Colon Free Trade Zone in the wake of the-‘;eceni
global recession. A member of tﬁe DEA concerned with,

Central American trade has deemed the country to be the

-

28. Major ihports*froh Honduras include coffee, bananas and\
plantains; major Canadian exports to the country consist of
wheat, newsprint paper, metal, electric lighting, H
transformers, insulated wire, fish, mining machinery and
tires. ) ’

Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/Exports,
op. cit.

29. Interview, Jose Reina, First Secretary, Honduran
Embassy, Ottawa, 29 May 1985.

x .



"Hong Kong of Latin America,"30 gus indicating the
prospects he sees for Canadian-Panamanian trade. Panama has
ranked at 5} near the top of the list of Central Amegican
countries receiving Canadian exports over the last two
decades, but has not ranked quite so high in terms of
imports from Panama (see Chart IX ). Since 1980, imports
from the country have‘levelled or falfen, while expqrts have
remained steady or risen slightly.31

I shall afford the topic of Canadian trade with
Nicaragua more attention than Canadian trade with other
Central American states due to the distinctiveness of
Nicaragua's political economy and‘the significant political
overtones of Canadian e@onomic policy to that country.
~Prior to the Sandinista Revolution of 1979, Canadian trade
with Nicaragua was negligible when compared to that of other
Central American countries. In terms of both imports and

exports, Canadian trade with Nicaragua generally ranked

between fifth and seventh of the séven isthmus countries.

This pattern continued until the early 1980s when the.

-

¥

30. Interview, F.R. Harris, Department of External Affairs,

Caribbean and Central American Trade Desk, Ottawa, 19 May
1985. '

31. Major Canadian exports include gold, fuel oil,
newsprint paper, medicines, insulated wire and cable, steel,
metal and cereal. Major imports include bananas, coffee,
precious metals, shrimp, woven fabrics, and photographic
film. : i . . ’

. Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/Exports,
op. cit. ' ' ' »




Sandinistas were able to get a quP upon the war-torn

32 -

Nlicaraguan economy .

Nicaragua, Central America's largest country

geographically, possééses certain qualities which aftord 1t
the potential to thrive economically, were 1t not for the
fact that it suffered a bloody civil war in the 1970s and is
the target of an 1increasingly intense American-supported

attack in the 1980s. The country has good hydroelectric and

agricultural

geothermal potential, as well as favourab)

lands, and 1is endowed with fishery, fofestry and mining

resources. 33

Devoting over 50% of 1its national budget to defence in

its war with Americanlsupported Contra forces, the
Nicaraguan domestic economy appears to be getting worse
every day.' Trade deficits have steadily increased
tiroughout the 19805,34 and the economy suffers mounting
shortages of consumer goods as a result of both Washidgton's
trade embargo against the country and Nicaragua's lack of

hard currency for purchase of international goods. Against

this rather grim backdrop, however, Canadian trade with

32. Imports during that period consisted largely of
bananas, coffee and precious metals, while Canadian exports
to Nicaragua primarily included cereal, paper products,
aluminum, drilling marchinery (Canadian companies owned gold’
mines in Nicaragua prior to the Revolution) and
telecommunications equipment.

Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/

Exports, op. cit.

33. &.R. Harris, "Canadian/Nicaraguan Trade," Department of
External Affairs Bulletin, 1 March 1985. ~

34. Ibid.
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Nicaragua has increased substantially since the overthrow of
.
the Somoza regime. [mports from Nicaragua to Canada have
increased trom roughly $8.7 million in 1979 to $45.3 million
in 1984.°°
Now let us consider the effects of the US trade embargo
aginst Nicaragua 1n 1985 and the 1impact this had wupon
Canadian trading pattarns with the country. A week prior to
the 1imposition c¢f the embargo, President Reagan announced
L)

that

I, Ronald Reagan, find that the

policies and actions of the

Government of Nicaragua constitute

an unusual and extraordinary threat

to the national security and

foreign policy of the United States

and hereby declare a national

emergengy to deal with that

threat.
This 'national emergency' translated in part to an economic
embargo against Nicaragua, a move which confronted the
Sandinistas with some formidable obstacles. Prime Minister

Brian Mulroney, SSEA Joe Clark, and the Canadian House of

Commons concurred in criticism of the US sanctions agﬁinst

3S. Chief imports from Nicaragua in the mid-1980s include
beef, gold alloys, bananas, shrimp and precious metals.
Chief Canadian exports to #he country during this period are
dairy products, cereals, oils, fertilizers, trucks, medical
supplies, industrial machinery and asbestos.

Statistics Canada, Summary of Canadian Imports/Exports,
op. cCit. .

™ .

36. Quoted in Timothy Draimin, "US Declares Trade Embargo
Against Nicaragua," (Toronto: Canada-Central America-
Caribbean Policy Alternatives), 10 May 1985.



Nicaragua.37 In addition, although Joe Clark chastized the
Reagan Administration for not consulting Canada prior to the
announcement of the embargo, Clark's action was repudiated
by Prime Minister Mulroney shortly afterwards.38 Mulroney,

therefore, has seemed to exercize some degree of caution

vis-a-vis official Canadian condemnations of American policy .

towards Nicaragua.

The embargo, imposed in May, 1985, had the effect of:
1) halting the purchase by the US of Nicaranan products
(worth $57 million in 1984, or 13% of total Nicaraguan
e;ﬁbr}s); 2) halting US exports to Nicaragua ({worth $112
;illion in 1984, or 16% of total Nicaraguan, imports in
1984); 3) suspending service to the US by Nicaraguan ships;
and 4) cancelling landing rights in the US !k the Nicaraguan

40 ‘

airline, Aeronica. No bther country joined the United

States in its embargo against Nicaragua.

Shortly after the sanctions were imposed, Nicaraguan
President Daniel Ortega, who was in Moscow at the time,
disclosed that the Soviet bloc offered $202 million (US) in

aid commitments to Nicaragua, an amount that was matched by

37. J.T. Devlin, Department of External Affairs, Caribbean
and Central American Division, "Letter to Eric Salmond -of 10
Days for World Development," 27 November 1985. Reprinted
through Canada-Central America-Caribbean Policy
Alternatives.

38. Timothy Draimin, op. cit., 1985.

39. This point will be developed more fully in the next 1
chapter. .

L

/
40. Globe and Mail, 2 May 1985; and New York times, 10
November 1985,
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Western European countries.4L Japan, Canada and Western
Europe served as substitutte trading partners in the wake of
the US embargo, though the Sandinistas had an easier time
finding international buyers fo; their products than they
did finding substitutes for goods Nicaragua purchased from
the US, especlially spare parts for American-equipped
fagtories. '

In conjunction with the US embargo imposed upon
Nicaragua was an American inslistence that Nic;;agua vacate
its trade office located .in Miami. That tradé office,
Deltonic Trade, shifted its venue to Toronto shortly after
the embargo was imposed. SSEA Joe Clark announced that he
received strict assurances from Nicaraguan Deputy Foreign
Minister Victor Tinoco that Nicaragua would not circumvent
the embargo by purchasing in Canada American-made spare
parts for US-crafted machinery in Nicaragua.42 Nicaragua
however, is permitted to purchase any Canadian-made goods.
Nicaraguan Consul—GeneraEB‘in Toronto, Pastor Valle-Garay,
commented that the US embargo represents a "blessing in
disguise" since it "puts an end to our almost absolute trade
with one ~country (the US) and allows our country to
diversify in our foreign trade."43 A sbecialist in

Nicaraguan affairs for the DEA said privately that the US

embargo would push the Sandinistas closer to the Soviet

41. New York Times, 10 November 1985. )

42. Globe and Mail, 22 May 1985.

43. 1bid.
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orbit and would hurt the private sector - a phenomenon which
occurred in the aftermath of the Cuban Revolution of 1959.

At the time of the embargo, a DEA bulletin noted that

As we considerr that the Central
American crisis stems largely from
socio-economic disparities and
probégms, Capada bel teves that
thes issues should be addressed
not by embargos, but by encouraging
economic and social development.

Hence, our substantial aid
programme in Nicaragua will be
maintained. .

We have maintained and continue to
. maintain normal commercial and

diplomatic relations with
Nicaragua.
We intend to monitor the

implementations of the sagpctions of
the USA Department of the Treasury
closely to ensure that export
controls do not adversely affect
Canadian individuals or firms in
respect of their activities in
Canada.

The Government is not introducing a
special programme to increase trade

with Nicaragua. But Canada will
not discourage Canadian firms from
seeking new business. Normal
Government facilities services will
apply.

We have received high 1level USA
assurances that the embargo does

not have extraterritorial reach.

Canada remains convinced that the

Central American crisis is
aggravated by East/West
confrontation. Neither the USA

embargo nor President Ortega's

N
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V 14 to %gscow have lessened these
prgblems.

N

Thus, two salient points arose with respect ta Canada's
decision to allow ‘Nicaragua's Deltonic Trade to relocate
from Miami to Toronto. First, Canada reasserted its right
and intention to conduct commercial relations with whatever
partner it chooses, even 1if this contradicts American policy
objectives. The incident 1illustrates that Canada will
encourage domestic business to seek profitable trade
relagions with both —capitalist and socialist states,
although the Canadian Government underscored the point that
it would not go out of’ its waf to bolster trade between
Canada and Nicaragua. Second, while Canada unequivocally
launched criticism agaihst the Americans for their embargo
against Nicaragua, Ottawa was careful to balance this by
criticizing Daniel Ortegé for- his trek to Moscow which was

widely perceived to represent a major public relations
blunder in the eyes of North Americans. We shall see that
Ottawa has conformed to a pattern of refusing to criticize
US policy towards the region unless ‘this is bm(ghced by
criticism of Nicaragua. vv .

Wwhen asked to what extent Canada could assist in
alleviating the burden placed upon Nicaragua in light of the
American embargo against. the. tvﬁifry, Nicaraguan Consul

General Pastor Valle-Garay replied #hat "one of the reasons

34. Canada, Department of External Affairs, bulletin,
"Outline of Canadian Policy in the Light of USA Trade .
Embargo on Nicaragua," 5 June 1985. ‘



we want better relations with Canada is that it has

w45

agriculfural know-how - both with respect to procedure

and agricultural technology. Since the Sandinistas took
A

power, the Government there has attempted to 1increase

agricultural output for domestic consumption as well as for
the export market. vValle-Garay expressed hope that Canada
would provide increased levels of spare parts for American-
made agricultural machinery. It would appear that Nicaragua
and Canada possess compatible interests in this regard,
since a trade specialist at the DEA indicated that "Canada
can provide technology for agriculture” and therefore allow
Central America to process more of its own goods.
vValle-Garay told a Canadian magazine that he hoped
trade with Canada would rise to $250 million per annum by

1988.47 Similarly, President of Deltonic Trading

Corporation Jorge Chamorro predicted in the spring of 1985 -
incorrectly - that "trade (with Canada) will have to go up
in the next 12 months. Besides the close distance, Canadian
products are very competitive."4§ In the same vein, an
analyst associateé with a Canadian interest group concerned

with Central American affairs, observed that

45. Interview, Pastor Valle—Garéy, Nicaraguan Consul
General, Toronto, 17 May 1985. ,

46. Interview, F.R. Harris, op. cit.
47. NOW, 7 November 1985, . 'd

’ '
48. 1Ibid.
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As the chart below indicates,

The potential for increased
Canadian trade with Nicaragua...is
considerable in the area of capital
goods and technology exports, an,
area where Canada has long sought
to increase in order to improve its
own global terms of trade.

Like many Third World nations,
Canadian exports are largely
commodities, the prices of which do
not rise as quickly as the pricks
of th manufactured goods we

impor:’c.q‘9

there are a number of areas

where Canada can fill the gap for US exports to Nicaragua.

At a more

"Ironically,

1

univeréal level, it has Dbeerf observed that

it is in large part the 'branch plant economy'

of which Canadian nationalists complain that gives Canada

the 'alternate supplier' capability.”

S0

49. Bob Thomson, "Canadian Trade Relations with
After the US Embargo," Canada-Caribbean-Central America

Policy Alternatives, 7 May 1985. |

I

50. Annette Baker Fox and Wiliam Foxx, "DOmestib

Capabilities and Canadian Foreign Policy,

Journal,

vol.

Nicaragua

*

" 1nternational

34, #1 (1983/84), p. 40.

i
i
. .
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CHART X
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N
A COMPARISON Of/E;NAD[AN AND US EXPORTS TO NICARAGUA 1983

\ Total Value
2US
Food and Animals 9,747,119
Beverages and Tobacco 18,760

Crude Materials Inedible 3,476,427
Mineral Fuels 6,298,314

Oils and Fats 11,074,799

Chemicals 38,123,987
Manufactured Goods 13,758,601
Machinery and Equipment 37,659,940
Misc. Manufactured §,330,689
Other 1,323,829
Total 129,812,465

j o®

100

°

W
Total Value

$Cdn

9,924,664

700,939

2,787,827

2,373,827

143,374

15,930,439

62

18

18

100

SOURCE: B. Thomson, "Canadian Trade Relations with Nicaraéua

After the US Embargo," CAPA, Toronto, ko?y 1985.

e : oo
But the optimistic assessments of Nicaraguan cofficials

and other commentators regarding prospects for drastically

or even moderately increased levels of Canadian-Nicacaguan

trade are quite probably misplaced.

- As Chart

+ B



<

) 151

demonstrates, Canadian trade with Nicaragua with respect to
both imports and exports actually declined ih 1985 Eroé 1984
levels. Imports fell from $45.3 million 1in 1984 to $25.6
million in 1985,.and exports fell from $22.5 million in 1984
to $18.4 million in 1985. The reasons for this decl}ne are
chiefly that Nicaragua's ruinous economy has created a lack
of hard currency with which to purchase goods from abroad,
and also because Canada's Export Development Corporation
continues to freeze the availability of insurance to
Canadian businesses wishing to export to Nicaragua - a point
to which we will return shortly. Nicaraguan Consul General
Pastor Valle-Garay asserted that Nica;agua turned to Canada
against the backdrop of the US embargo partly bécau5g
transportation costs between Canada and Nicaragua are
cheaper than those with Europe or Japan, and also because
"we felt that Canada would be Aable to deal with us fairly,
that political ideologies would not make much difference, as
long as we are able to pay."Sl

But Nicaraéua's ability to pay appears to be the chief-
impediment{to elevated levels of commerce between Canada and
Nicaragua. As a member of the DRIE who specializes in
Canadian-Central American trade indicated in an interview
that "The movement of Nicaragua's trade office to anada
probably won't make a big difference in Nicaraguan/Canadian

trade, since the Nicaraguans lack the money to purchase

51. Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit.,



Canadian goods."52 A similar view was expressed by a trade

official at the DEA.53 Thus, it would appear optimistic to

suggest that trade between Canada and Nicaragua will remain

even at existing levels until peace returns to Nicaragua and

A .
the economy there reaches its thriviag poEéqplal.
Some have attempted to draw gn analogy betyeen Canada's

policy towards Nicaragua in the 1880s and Canadjan relations
~.

/ P

President Eisenhower requested that \Siﬂédﬁ/ join ilts trade

with revolutionary Cuba 1in the arly 1960s. _ When. US

embargo against Cuba in 1960, Prime Minlster Diefenbaker

declined, presumably due to a forecast of g od commercial
relations between Cuban and Canada. Over the lyst 25 ygars
or so, Cuba has evolved into Canada's fourth largést trading
partner in. Latin America, and Canada repregents Cuba's
largest source of Western trade - especially {n the realm of
high technology and spare parts for machinery.54 ft i5

significant to note that since the imposition of the

-

American embargo against Cuba, Canada has enjoyed a trade 4

surplus with that country averaging about $300 million per

year.55 As mentioned earlier, the Trudeau Administrétion
é; 3 ‘

52. Interview, Mario Nunez-Suarez, Special Assistant,

Department of Regional Industrial Expansion, Ottawa, 31 qu

1985.

53. Interview, F.R. Harris, op. cit.

S4. Edmonton Journal, 9 May 1985; Ottawa Citizen, 8 June
1985; and Bob Thomson, "Canadian . Aid and Trade Relations

with Nicaragua," Canada- Caribbean-Central America Pollcy
Alternatives, (CAPA), 1984. : ’

55. Bob Thomason, 1985, op. cit. . «
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recognized Canada's lucrative commercial relations with Cuba
in its review of foreign policy to Latin America in 19;0,
when it reached the conclusion that "if Canada had been a
member of the Organization of American States (OAS) in 1964,
it would have been called upon to sever diplomatic,

n36 When one

commercial and transportation links with Cuba.
“attempts to draw an analogy between the Cuban and Nicaraguan
cases, of course, it is necessary to appreciate that it is
much too early to conclude that Nicaragua will be as
successful a commercial venture for Canada as Cuba has been.

One difference between the Cuban and Nicaraguan
situations is that it 1is reported that the American
Government specifically requested Canada to join the embargo

57

against Cuba in the 1960s, whereas in the Nicaraguan case

the Reagan Administration attempted to encourage its allies
en masse go place an embaréo Gpon‘Nicaragua, but there is no
eyidence that Canada was asked specifically. Perhaps this
=;a$ due to Washington's acknowledgement of Canada's
historical pésition of assuming businesslike relations with
socialist states such as Cuba, China and the Soviet Uﬁion.

AhAhkHR

While Canadian developme 1 assistance to Central

Amerigﬁ' will be  dis?ﬁssed in general terms~ in the next

g AR
& {{z{:’\‘r.

section, let us take‘ the opportunity now to discuss the

relationship between Canadian trade and %id to Central

56. Canada, 1970, op. cit.

57. Edmonton Journal, 9 May 1985.

©



America. It is widely recognized that the Canadian state is
quite heavily involved in bolstering the levels of Canadian
exports. It has been observed that "...Canada's development
assistance programmes are heavily geared towards a model of
development which assumes that the éxport sector 1in the
Third World must provide the leading dynamié in economic and

social development. >8 Components of the Canadian state

which attempt to facilitate increased trading opportunities

154

for Canadian business include the Export Developme}t'

Corporation (EDC), certain offices of the Department of
External Affairs (DEA) and the Department of Regioconal
Industrial Expansion (DRIE), as well as the Canadian
International Develépment Agency (CIDA).

The EDC is probably the most significant organ of the
state inyolved in export promotion. The EDC offers a number
of programmes designed to stimuLate eiports, including
various types of export fin;ncing, guarantees and

22 The EDC insures Canadian exporters, for

insurance.
example, against expropriations by foreign governmehts,
damage to products incurred by civil war and the like, and
the foreign purchaser's inability to pay for Canadian

products due to various forms of political and economic

distress. The EDC describes itself as

e

58. Bob Thomson, 1984, op. cit.

59. For a discussion of these programmes as they affect
Canadian exports to Latin America, see Bob Thomson, ibid.



A Crown Corporation enpowered by
federal statute to insure Canadian
goods and services are sold abroad,
"to make loans to foreign purchasers
of Canadian - capital equipment and
technical services, to guarantee
financial institutions against loss
when they are involved in an export
transaction either by financing the
Canadian supplier or the foreign
buyer, and to' insure Canadians
against loss of their investments
abroad60 through non~-commercial
risks.

As the President of a Canadian business lobby group with
interests 1in Latin ' America -has noted; there exists no
private or commercial export credit insurance available to
Canadian exporters with commercial aspirations' in the Third

World. In 1980, the EDC insured, financed and guaranteed

155

40% of Canada's export trade (in manufactures) outside the

°

United States. It is of interegt to noﬁe that between 1961
and 1979, 23.5% of all fundsvdispersed by the EDC went to
subsidize Canadian exports to Latin Americé. * The EDC
/reported_ in 1983 that ﬁwo-thirds of its $5.9 million in
claims in /the third qqarter of that ;ear - entailed
traﬂsactionslbetween Canadian‘businessesﬁand théi; South or
Central American- céunperpa:tssl - thus‘ demon;trating that
Latin America iS'Arhigb—risk region.

' Some observers have indicated that Canadian exporters

wish%ég to do business with Nicaragua have encountered

60. Export Develophent Corporation,” "Markets for Canadian
Exporters," Bulletin, Costa Rica, San Jose, September, 1974,
p. 22 T -

6l. Export Development Corporatioqy'bulletin, 31 October\
1983. :

£



Jifficulty securing 1insurance and other services from the
EDC. A senior political risk analyst at the EDC observed
that the Crown Corporation generally has beeen unwilling 1in
recent years to provide insurance or guarantees to Canadian
companies wishing to export to Central America.62 In his
assessment, Central America 1in general 1is "getting worse"
both economically (e.g., capital fligpt, foreign debt,
decreasing productiyity) and politically (since the conflict
between the US and Niktaraqua has spilled over to Costa Rica,
Honduras and Panama; and also due to c¢ivil wars 1in El
Salvador and Guatemala). Wh‘vondering whether to provide
insurance to Canadian exporters > the EDC takes into account
such considerations as the foreign country's balance of
payments, whether the project is a joint venture (which is
favourable), whether the buyer seems able to pay for the
goods he wi;hes to purchase, and whether political upheaval
seems | likely to affect the potential economic
relationship.63 Thus, it seems likely that the EDC will
continue its moratorium on insurance to Canadian exporters
interested in Central Amgrica until the profound econbmic
and _political problems in.‘the region subside. We can

therefore expect Canadian eXports’to the isthmus in general

to deteriorate, or at bestyremain near existing levels.

62. Interview, Pat Doyle, Export Debelopment Cotporation,
Senior Political Risk Analyst, Market and Ecodmic¢ Analysis
Division, Ottawa, 30 May 1985.

A Thid
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It is significant to note, however, that while the EDC
appears unwlilling to provide 1nsurance and ggarantees to
Canadian exporters wishing to initiate trade between Canada
and Central America, it 1s willing to offer additional
insurance and other services to Canadian business which are
already engaged 1in the region. Further, an EDC analyst
indicated that the the crown corporation is also willing to
provide its services tc any project which is launched by
CIDA and which 1is on the Government account.64 Analysts for
the EDC have 1indicated that their 1insurance exposure in
Nicaragua 1s about $1 million at any given time.6s

Despite the EDC's apparent unwillingness to provide its
p pp

services to private Canadian corporations with interests 1in

Central America, the Government offers other services to.

Canadian exporters with an eye on the isthmus. The DEA
[Programme for Export Market Development (PEMD) 1is designed
to stimulate the level of Canadian exports byvpayinq for
certain travél costs for projects ﬁuch as trade fairs and
on-site feasibility investiéations. Costs which the
programme covers include: prafessional staff’working full-
time in Canada on a given project @ SIgD/day; a $150/day
allowance for foreign trips to cover food, accomodation and
transportation; 50% of the cost of return economy airfare to
the countrx of prospective business partners; 50% of the

.
costs of items such as legal and transportation services;

64. Ibid.

65. Bob Thomson, op. cit.
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50% of the costs of space rental at trade fairs; as well as
)

additional funding for transportation to Canada of potential
foreign purchasers of Canadian products.66 PEMD operation
expenses aimed at programmes designed to stimulate Canadian
trade with Central America in particular were: $2.3 million
(or 2.8% of total budget) between 1971 and 1983, which
generated an estimated $136 million in trade; $373,000 (or
2.9% . of total budget) in 1981/82, which generated an
estimated $13 million in trade; and $326,000 (or 1.6% of
total budget) for 1982/83, which generated an estimated 340
million 1in trade.67 Further, CIDA dispersed $750,000
between 1980 and 1984 in similar programmes to escalate
Canadian trade witﬁ Nicaragua, and $2.8 million to bolster
Canadian trade with all Central American countries during
) 68 \

the same time frame.

The first trade mission from the Central American

—_

private sector arrived in Canada in April, 1985 - an event

sponsored by the DRIE, the DEA and CALA. The delegation

*included members from Costa Rica, E1 Salvador, Panama,

Honduras, Guatemala and Nicaragqua. The 1S-member group
travelled across Canada, and most of the memBers in the

defegation attempted to stimulate Canadian investment in the
q
region or to increase the léye f Central American exports

66. For an in-depth discusdion of these and other
programmes, see Bob Thomson, 1984, op. cit.

67. Bob Thomson, 1984, op. cit., p. 34.

68. Bob Thomson, 1985, op. cit.

.
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to Canada. Numeroua§ representatives of Canadian businesses

were on hand to gromote their own products.

An anomaly fip the del?gation was Sr. Enrique Bolanos,
president of the Supreme Council of Private Enterprise in
Nicafaqgua, and a member of several other business
associa;}ons. Bolanos' presence was distinctive since his
chief purpose appeared to be to discodrage Canadian trade,
investment and aid to his country. In his plea to tell an
Edmonton audience "the real truth about Central America,"”
Bolanos embarked on a litany describing what he believed to

w69

be” the horror ~of becoming "a satellite of Cuba. He

asserted that, in Nicaragua~."the Contras are public enemy

number one, and the private sgctor are public enemy number

/

70 . . A, .
two." One of his final comMments was that "I can?pf invite
N y

you to make investments in my country,” since thiskis a task
. ’ . 7 l AN
reserved for Nicaraguan Government officials.
Thereforé, while other members of the delegation
vigourously attempted to elevate commercial opportunities
<
between their respective countries and Canada - as one would
expect from a trade delegation - Bolanos attempted to
discourage Canadian commercial interests in Nicaragua. One

wonders, then, why he was included in the delegation which

was subsidized and co-sponsored by the Canadian Government,

69. \ﬁpeech by Enrique Bolanos, President, Nicaraguan
Supreme Council of Private Enterprise, Edmonton, 23 April
1985. ’

70. Ibid.

71. 1Ibid.



since he had no power to \initiate trade, and his stated
a Pburpose - was p to discburage Canadian business in Nicaragua.
Since Sr. Bolanos' position on matters of politics and
economics 1is well known, one can only speculate that his
inclusion in the delegation ref{ected a political choiée by
one or more members of the Canadian sponsors of the tour.
One might venture to guess that members of the DRIE were
responsible at least in part for Bolanos' presence in the
delegation, since that Department's former Minister Sinclair
Stevens adopted quite a strong anti-Sandinista stance,7 and
a member of the DRIE who was instrumental in sponsoring the
delegation 1is also quite critical of the Sandi__nistas.73
Hence, there appear to be factions within the Canadian state
_which are supportive of Sandinista Nicaragua, and others

which clearly are not.74

An official at the Central American fand faribbean Trade
Desk at the DEA noted that the Department is attempting to
maintain ‘'momentum' inspired by recent missions.7? That
official also pointed to the success of a Canadian trade

fair in Panama in March, 1985 (see Chart D). Thirteen

72. See for example the dissenting opinion attached to the
report authorized by Stevens “and others, Canada, Canada's
Relations with the Caribbean and Central America, op. cit.,
pp. 52-58. \

73. Interview, Mario Nunez, op. cit. '

74. This point will be developed more fully in the next
chapter concerning Canada's politico-diplomatic relation
with the region. .

75." Interview, F.R. Harris, op. cit.

N
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Canadian companies participated in the fair, generating on-
site sales of $240,000, and close to §$3 nullign in sales
afterwards. It seems clear-that such mission$ serve as an
important counterbalance in the realm of Canadian-Central
American commerce to the deleterious political and economic
phenomenon which plague Central America in general.

The notion of increased trade between ‘Canada and
certain Central American countries is not without

controversy. Several members of the House  of Commons

&

standing committee on Canada's relations with Central

America asserted in 1982 that Canada sHould evaluate huma
f\

rights conditions in Central American countries when

a

/
assessing whethér those countries offer a stable venue for
/

, /
Canadian trade /and investment. El Salvador and Guatemala

/

were presumably the two countries most vulnerable to
{

criticism in the realm of human rights. Certain Canadian
interest groups Have also expressed concern over Canadian

corporate tieé with Third World countries that violate human

rights.76 / Former SSEA MacEachen respon&ed to this
/

controversy | by asserting that "human rights issues and
politicai nd economic stability are ‘'not necessarily
related.“77 We shall return to aspects of this topic when

we examine/ Canadian aid to Central American countygies.

76. See [faskforce on Churches and Corporate Responsibility,
"Ccanadian Economic Relations with Countries that Violate
Human RIghts," Toronto, 1 June 1982, as well as other annual
reports oy this group.

77. Globe and Mail, 22 June 1983.
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Robert Carty and Virginia Smith argue in their

important work, Perpetuating Poverty, that

o

Canada consistently comes out ahead
in its trade relationships with

non-oil producing Third World
countries, partly because of the
deteriorating terms . of trade

between North and South and because

countries like Canada re§§r1ct

imports from the Third World.

But as Chart B demdnstrates, in 1965 and during the period
1970-1985 only once (1974) did Canada export moré\&g/éentral
America than it imported from the region. Therefore,
Canada's trade pattern with Central America does not conform
to the general portrait of Canadian trade with the Third

World that Carty and Smith describe above. This is because

canada's trade deficit with Central American countries is a

162

product of the shortage of hard currency in the iSthmE?:D

countries which prevent them from purchasing more Canadian
goods, and also because Canada has no need to erect
restrictions on Central America's tropical staples which are
exported to Canada. u

It is worth noting that Canada's trade with areas
immediately surrounding Central America is much more
_significant than with Central America itself, as Chart XI

-

demonstrates. Canada's trade with Mexico alone sﬁrpasses

the level of Canadian trade with all of Central America.

Y

78. Robert Carty and Virginia Smith, Perpetuatlng Pover41
(Toronto: Between the Lines, 198l1), p. 166.




Chart XI

WITH COUNTRIES SURROUNDING CENTRAL AMERICA

CANADE AN TgxbﬁL

(thousands, $Cdn.)

Source: Statistics Canada, various years, catalogue 65001

COURTRY 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Mexico ‘
Import 47343 S0182 52952 83282 114265
Export . 91697 78784 99079 118595 118085
Balance + + + + ;' +
Venezuela . ‘ "
Import 339212 387664 410908 522488 1291054
Export 111390 121765 150270 152987 204372
Balance - - - - -
Colombia
Import 26589 22114 30418 32639 39078
Export 24624 23695 28471 34065 41961
Balance - - - + +
COUNTRY 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Mexico )
Import . 95297 146076 194918 ‘Té4186 208320
Export 218605 213111 216825 229272 236372
Balance + + + + +
Venezuela ' ' ‘
Import 1100837 1296698 1377239 1282719 1504969
. Export 293768 372924  H10945 685694 681399
Balance - - - - -
Colombia
Import 32121 41657 63650 8d 446 95834
Export 38045 59709 60860 82351 97031
Balance + + + + +
COUNTRY 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
Mexico : .
Import 345296 10&863& 999410 1079255 1437696
Export 482903 715296  4L46LBO 375022 350727
Balance + - . - - -
Venezuela -
Import . 2190263 2384920 1810461 1014461 1207226
Export 652924 545151

Balance

{

437572

231700

247857



The same is true for Canadian trade with Venezuela or the
‘Caribbean region.79 As Maurice Dupras, former chairman of

the House of Commons standing committee on Canada's

relations with Central America, noted, ...some 40% of

canadian oil imports come from Mexico and Venezuela,

countries immediately adjacent to the unstable and violence-

"80

prone region of Central America. While oil imports may

164

be less of ‘a concern in 1987 than they were in the early.

1980s, it seems distinctly possible that oil imports may
once again become a significant concern in the future.
Hence, while Canada's direct economic interests in the
isthmus may be rather meager, Canada has a larger stake in
Central America's neighbours which may be Qulnerable if the
war betWeen Washington and Managua ignites into a regional
conflict. Thus, it would appear to be in Canada's economic

interests to promote stability in the isthmus.81

kxk*Xx

In sum, commercial ties between Canada and Central

America reached a height in the 1970s, though political and

economic turmoil in the isthmus have served to drag that’

momentum.‘; During the 1970s and 1980s, Central American

79.. Canadian exports to the Caribbean were $954 million in
1984, almost twice the level of exports to Central America.
See, Joe Clark, Competitiveness and Security: Direction for
Canada's International Relations (Ottawa: Supply and.
Services Canada, }985), p. l6.

80. Maurice Dupras, "The Case for the OAS," Government of
Canada Communique, 1983, p. 1

’ [ .
8l. We shall return to this point in the concluding section
of this chapter. '



political officials have paid lip service to the notion of
diversifying trade away from the US in an attempt to weaken
the historical ties of depéndency between Central America
and the Upited States. Canada seems to be a target of these
hypothetical frameworks of diversification. A DEA official
who handles Canadian/Central American trade matters observed
that "I think there is a lot of anti-American sentiment 1in
Central America that is very real. Trade delegation members
told me that although the US has done a lot for them, the US
looks down on them. Canadians treat them as equals, they
say."82

Politicians, business officials*and academics in Canada
have also discussed the idea of diversifying tradg away from
the US - although this has been sporadic in nature and has

o

seemed to lack any strong degree of unanimity. Despite the

obVious failures of the Trudeau Administration's Third

Option in the 1970s, some Canadians still entertain the

_$oncept of trade diversification in the mid-1980s as Canada

directs upwards of 75% of its exports to the United States.

Glen Williams points out that:

-
Canadian attention should be
diverted from its North American
focus toward the expanding markets
of the . less industrialiked
countries. ) o :

Scientific eproduct development and .
the promotion of-specialized lines

would allow Canadian industrialists ' e

.to capture and hold a share of

82. gterview, F.R. i.;rris, op. cit.

”
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these foreign ¥narkets. Although
Canadian manufacturers would be
entering 'the struggle' for
international markets at a late
date, this fact enables us to
profit, if we will, ° from the

experience which oth 5 countries
have clearly acquired.

.
This view has also been shared recently by certain important
members of the private sector. An official of the Royal

Bank of Canada, the country's largest bank, who oversees the
[

Ve

financial climate of Latin America as it relates to Canadian

economic opportunities, observed th;t "1 thiﬁk it will be to
Canada's advantage to expand tradeé outside the us. If we
don't, others will."84 0

So the question emerges as to whether or not Central
America represents a potentially impoftant target for
Canadian trade diversification, in the rather‘unlikely event
that the Canadian powers-that-be decide to reiinquisﬁ
anytime soon the notion of putting’ 75% of‘Canadian export

. “ - .

'eggs' into the increasingly pgotectioniSt American

'basket’. Certainly there exists some cdpacity for

increased levels of trade between Canada and Central
America. But the extent of this potential appea}s quite
limite& as long'as the éentral American political economy in
general remains torn by the twin constraints of entrapment

in the Great Contest between capitalism and socialism,-and

83. Glen Williams, Not, for Export (Torongbé_chlelland and
Stewart, 1983), p. 134. :

84. Interview, B, Khan/ Manager, Speci&l Services,
International Trade a Correspondent Banking, Royal Bank of
danada, Toronto, 23 May 1985. : :

&



by the boom and bust cycles of their staple economies.
Moreover, sincg’ the Central American nations are Qquite
small, t%ey would représent a rather minimal commercial
appeal during the best of times. An official at the DRIE
who ﬁandle§-Canadian commegcial interests in Central America
reached the conclusion that "economic and financial
conditions" in Central America have eroded even further i&
1985 and the Ei:st half of 1986, cregting a "detrimental
effect on our trade relations with the region."85
noted above, howeQer, that the increasingly frequent trade
missions petween Canada and Central America have served to
offset to ‘some ektent this vaeteriorating commercial
environment. o 2
Finally, we haQe seen that Canada possesses significant
econsmic ties with regions immediately surrounding Centrail

»

America. "It would appear that these interests are

vulnerable to a regional conflict that could erupt in the

- R . .- ,
wake of a full scale war between the United atgg and
Nicaragua. *To this extent, Canada has a stake at
maintaining peace in .  the region - although there are

additional read'%s behind Canada's attempts to promote peace

in Central America, as we .shail see?

: 4

85. Mario Nunez-Suarez, Special Assistant, Department of
'Regional Industrial Expansion, leter to author, 24 June
1986. : .

o
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PART TWO: CANADIAN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN CENTRAL AMERICA

Canadian direct investment abroad 1is predominantly
located in developed countries, which received nearly 80% of

all such investment in 1981. Wwhen eone considers the level

™~

~

of Canadian investment in Central America® in this context,

the extent of that investment does not appear significant.

‘ )
However, Canadian direct investment 1n Central - Amergga

represents about 5% of all Canadian investment in developing
,countries, and accounted for 30% of all Canadian direct\
investment in Latin American in 1981.86 Hence, when viewed
E}om the perspective of Canadian 1investment in the
developing countries in the hemisphere, the presence "of
Canadian multinational corporations in Central America seems
more significant. :

Chart XII shows the 1level of Canadian vinvestment in
Central America since 1920 (pl;ase note that the Chart has
two parts). But these figures may be somewhat misleading;
For example, while Statistics Canada indicates that Canadian

direct investment in Central America was $239 million “in

1981, SSEA Mark Macbuigan asserted in the House of Commons

milibe# in 1981, and $1.032 billion in Central America and
Latth America\ combined (excluding the Caribbean), Statistics
Canada, Canada's Direct Investment Abroad, Catelogue 67-202,
various years; information from Statistics Canada's Ottawa
Qffice, provided by Phillip_ Massad.

The Hansard indicates that Canadian investment in
Central America represents one-third of all Canadian
investment in Latin America, see Hansard, 9 March 1981, p.
833. ’ -

".j R
86. ;Znadian direct investment in Central America was $239

The slight discrepancy in these figures may be due to
Ottawa's use of sources other than Statistics Canada for
measuring direct foreign investment abroad.



- CHART XII
CANADIAN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN CENTRAL AMERICA AND

SURROUNDING COUNTRIES, 1971/1984

(in millions, $Cdn.)
. . 1971 1972 1973 19724 1979 1976 19722 1978
entra : :
America 40 50 45 49 75 130 119 159

g

Mexico 43 38 43 52 56 L9 49 74
Venezuela 8 R 9 - - 22 31 49
Colombia “— between 3 and 4 - -> 6 N
All ' Eoet
developing ' '
countrie81257 1361 1604 1867 2086 2388 2814 3971
A1l '

countries 4036 4667 S436 6171 ‘7h87 8339 ,9500 qu8€ e

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Central . &

America 225 235 239  230. 261 255 ’ .
Mexico 106 158 212 242 2&3 271
Vénezuela 49 59 59 67 7175
Colombia 9‘ 11 20 16 » ;%p .
All |

developing @R .
countries 3477 4275 4886 5240 5375 6207

All ‘
countries 13721+ 16595 2153 * » .

Source: StatlstlchCanada Canada's Direct Investment
Abroad, various years, cate ogue information
prov1ded from Statistics Canada staff Edmonton office,

‘Note: 1983 and 1984 figures represent projections offered .
by Statistics Canada. Central America is listed as .
an aggregate figure for Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, and Panama; execept 195& figure does
not include Nicaragua,

*denotes figures not available at time of writing.
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. to 8
that $300 million was a more accurate figure. Further,
some observers have claimed that despite the book value ofd

Canadian direct investment abroad shown:» by Statistics

value of Canadian 1lavestment 1n

A4

Canada's figures, the real

Central America could veiy well be five times higher than

thé book value.88

Lt
¥

e At any rate, cCanadian investment in Central America
grew rapidly in the mid-and-late 1970s, resulting -from both
the favourable economic olimate in Central America during
that period, as well as from the Canadian'state's'increased

efforts (o bolster Canadian investment abroad through

programmes offered by CIDV, the EDC, and other Government
aéencies. \>an;dian investment in the region, however,
decelerated” in \Ehs early—and—hid 19805, Srimarily as a
result, of the political tux@oil which élagges the region and

which created a rather unfavo®Pable ipvestment climate.
’ ) . 1
This situation was recognized by the EDC, . which halted its

» -

support for private Canadian ventures in Central America in

the éarly 1980s.

. In comparative terms, GCanada's® investment in Central
. N 4
America is, roughly qqual to the level of Canadian

?

multinatigonal interesf in Mexico during this - period,

+

“although the_ pace of the Canadian investment in Mexico has

been more rapid.

87., Ibid. TR '

*88. Timothy Draimin, "gFanadian Foreign Policy to El Wt
-Salvador," op., cit., p. 100.
« -



As we see from Jhart NX11., there are a number of
Canadian multinational corporations which are present 1in

Central America. Let us explore briefly the role of some of

the more prominent ones on the isthmus. INCO's mining
~

operation in Guatemala ranked until recently among the most
significant Canadian investments in the region. INCO's $250
million investment in its EXIMBAL mine in Guatemala
represented the largesg’ c4nadian investment in Central
América, as well as the largest foreign investment by any
country in the Central America.89

INCO's EXIMBAL mine became embroiled in controversy
even bgfore it began its nickel-mining operation in 1970,
when local critics of the project voiced strong objections
to the facts that: INCO was not obliged to pay any royalties
to the Government of Guatemala (INCO 1instead agreed to pay
the Guatemalan Government a percentage of 1its profits from
the operation); INCO paid almost no income tax %here; INCO
p;ohibited union labour; and the Governpent of Guatemala
paii’exorbitant funds to provide infrastructure to support

the project.90 In short, critics convincingly charged that

the Guatemalans suffered exploitation under INCO's mining

89. Canada, Department of External Affairs, "Canadian
Economic Interests in Central America,"” 1975; and Tim
Praimin, "Canada and Central America: An Overview of
Business and Governmental Relations," Canada-Caribbean-
Central America Policy Alterantives (CAPA), Toronto, 1982,
p. 83. :

%

90) Latin American Working Group, "INCO in Guatemala,” LAWG
Letter, vol. 5,,#7/8, 1979, pp. 9-10; and Timothy Draimin,
op. cit., 1982, 'p. 87.

~J



Chart XIT1I 172

CANADLAN CORPORATIONS IN CENTRAL AMERICA \

COSTA RICA Type of Industry
Canadian Pacific Ltd, (service)

Canron Inc. (engineering)

Seagram Company (food)

EL SALVADOR
Bayer Foreign Investments (chemicals)

Canadian Javelin Ltd. (minin
Moore Corp. Ltd. (paperﬁpaper products)
GUATEMALA

Asamara 0il Corp. (petroleum)

Inco. Ltd. (mining)

Lacana Mining Corp. (mining)
Mineral Resources International (mining)
Molson Companies ( food)
Moore Corp. (paper and products)
Westcoast Transmission Co, (petroleum) .
Seadev International (construction)
Gaucher and Pringle (service/construction)
HONDURAS

oranda Mines Ltd. (mining)
Westcoast Transm1351on Ltd. (petroleum)
NICARAGUA

Bata Industries (manufacturing)
Norapda Mines (mining-terminated 1979)
Windarra Mines (mining-terminated 1979)
PANAMA '
Bannister Continental (commodities) ~
Bank of Nova Scotia (finance)
Bank of Montreal (finance)
Royal Bank of Canada (finance)
Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce , (finance)
Toronto-Dominion Bank . (finance)
Bata Industries (manufacturing)
Canadian Javelin Ltd. (mining)
Canadian:Pacific Ltd. (service)
Diacan 0& Canada (engineering)

Libby, McNeill and Libby of Canada (food)
Massey Rerguson (engineering)
Moore Corporation ( paper)
Place Development (mining)

St. Regis Development ( paper)
K '

SOURCE: Department of External Affairs, Canada, Bulletin,
Canadian-Nicaraguan Trade, March, 1985 "Canadlan Invest-
ment, Trade and Aid in Latin America " LAWG, vol. 7,

no. 1/2 198%; Central America U date _December 1981+
Globe and Mail, 4 June(l9 o

-,




operation. ‘This critigism came by way of an inquiry 1in
Guatemala composed of academics, trade unionists and
political figures. The 1nquiry's attempt to extract a
better deal for Guatemala™ from INCO's project met with
little success. "Although the Government (of Guatemala)

ignored the suggestions made by the inquiry, three of the

inquiry members were the targets of assassination
attempts...two of the three died."91

I¢BO'S - operations in Guatemala also generated
considerable resentment in Canada among its employees. As

INCO proceeded to lay off workers at its Sudbury nickel
mine, the EDC lent $20.75 million in 1977 to INCO to set up
its Guatemala operation.92 The EDC assisted INCO's project
in Guatemala by finéncing the sale of Canadian-made capital
goods to help establish the mine,93 which exemplifies how
the Canadian state aséists Canadian mul&inationals in the

£
Third World.

Despite ‘the favoufable conditions surroundiné the
establishment of the project, combined with the fact that it
paid its Guatemalan employees meager wages averaging betwgen
$2 and $10 a dﬁy, INCO was forced to shyt down the mine in
1980 due to poor‘global'market conditions for nickel. 'The

potential envisaged in the project by the Guatemalan

91. Tim Draimin, 1982, op. cit., p. 87.
92. Latin American WOrkihg Group, 1981, op. cit., p. 8.
N /.

93, Jorge Niosi, Canadtan Multinationals (ToTonto:
Garamond, 1985), pp. 50-51. »

~J
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Government, the EDC and INCO Qas never realized. The
largest foreign investment in Central America turned out  to
be a financial disaster.

Controversy also shrouded Canadian-owned mines 1in
Nicaragua, although they proved to be profitable for a quite
while from the perspective of the Canadian multinationals
involved there. Noranda, which purchased two gold mines in
Nicaragua in 1937 and 1940,94 and Windarra Minerals, had
their mines expropriated by  the vSandinisEas shortly after
qbey took power in 1979. The new government expropriated
all foreign-owned mines in Névember of that year. The
Sandinista newspaper, Barricada, noted at the time that thes
Nicaraguan Government -~ "is upholding” our national

=

sovereignty, the inalienable right of our people to the

. exploitation of our natural resources and the interests of

thousands of workers...who for decades were the objects of

crude exploitation by foreign owners."95 N%caraguan

President Daniel Ortega told a Canadian House of Commons

<

standdg committeé investigating Canada's relations with

Central America - that the nationalization of Canadian-owned

."gold mines in Nicaragua was' justified since "they destroyed

-

hundreds of workers from turberculosis and they looted our
.96 |

national resources. The committee accepted Ortega's

‘v-
34, - 1bid., p. 108,

95 .4 Quoted in Socialist Voice, 26 November 1979.

96.A Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit., p. 21. '

-~
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crit;cism of the mines.97 Even former Nicaraguan dictator
Somoza, during an dnterview with the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation, described the conditions of VNoranda's mines }n
his coﬁntry as deplorable.98 Negotiations between the
Canadian and Nicaraguan Governments concerning a settlement
price for the mines to the Canadian owners are continuing as
of this writing.

In contrast to the negative scenario\ which

characterized the Canadian-owned gold mines 1in Nicaragua,

BATA shoes continues to operate there with no apparent

problems except that the company reportedly experipnces

problems with a shortage of supplies. This condition 1is
presumably a product of. the economic and military attacks
against the country by the Reagan Aamiﬁistration.

It 1is ‘interesting ®o note that thé Canadian
multinationals which have investments in Centrgl America are
among the very largest Canadian corporations. ‘For exémple,
BATA is the world's largest shoe manufacturer, Moore
" Corporation (in El Salvador) is éhe world's largest producer
of business forms, and _INCO is a giant in the nickel-
producing industry.

Eighty .peréenﬁ of Canadian
corporate foreign investment dip )
semicolonial countries is in Latin ‘

America, with more than- $300
million in Central America alone.

97, 1bid.

98. - Central America Update};9 November 1975, p. 79.

4

\ -
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This investment .is concentrated in
the hands of a few corporata:
giants: Bata, MasseggFergusson,
Westcoast Transmission.

Related to this, Niosi points out that 16 Canadian-

multinationals accounted for 65% of all canadian di;ect
investment 1in 1976lOO - and eight of these have investments
in Central Americ;; Since some of Canada's largest MNCs
have interests in Central America, we might expect that this
portion of Canada's dominant class has some degree of
concern with respect to the Central American crisié, even 1if
their investment there may be rather small.

Regarding Cénédian banking interests in the isthmus, it
is significant to note that the Royal Bank, the Bank of Nova
Scotia, the Bank qf Montreal, Toronto-Dominion Bgnk and the
Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce all have branches 1in
Central Ame;}ca - most of whichl are concentrated in

e
Panama.101 While it is wvirtually impossible to obtain
figures regarding the exposure of Canadian banks in the
region, an official at the Royal Bank ;ndicated that it had

outstanding loans to the Governments of all Central American

countries.log The exposure in 1984 of Canadian banks in all
\\:

99. Socialist Voice, 3 December 1984, )

100, Jorge Niosi; op. ¢it., p. 49. .

101. Globe and Mail, 4 June 1984.

f16}. Inteview, -B. Khan, Royal Bank, Toronto Main Branch,

Manager, Special Services, International Trade and

Correspondent Bankirig, 23 May 1985.
. . .

~



of Latin America is estimated at $18,900 million.lo3 An

official at the Royal Bank indicated that the political
turmoil which plagues Central American countries dJoes not
necessarily fit into the eguation entailed in the Bank's
decision of whether or not to offer a particular government
a loan. The 'continuity' of ‘che local government 1s the
most 1important coqsidefhtion in such decisions, he said, 1n
addition to "a regime which 1is sympathetit to foreign
.

investment, and which have trading priorities compatible to
that of.Canada's."104 f )

Some Canadian observers have been critical of the Royal
Bank's lending practice to Somoza's Nicaragua. It 1is
estimated that the Royal Bank held 15% to 20% of the former
dictafor's nationalvdebt to private banks.105 A 1978 report
by Nicara§ua's Central Bank indicated that the Royal Bank
had lent .the Somoza régime $42.8 million.lo6 It has been
charged that most of those funds were utilized to subsidize
Somoza-controlled businesses in Nicaragua.lo7 Further, 1in

1978 the Royal negotiated a $20 million loan to the Somoza

government, which the opposition newspaper in Nicaragua, La

103. North-South Institute, "The Mulroney Program and ‘the.“
Third Wotld," 4 January 1985, p. 3. : ’

“»

104. Interview, B. Khan, op.’cit.

105« ﬂ. Kaufman, "The Internationalization of Canadian Bank
Capital,” Journal of Canadian Studies, vol. 19, #4 (Winter,
1984-85), p. 79.

3

107. Ibid.

"106. "Nicaraguan Update, 1 August 1979. %&



Prensa, charged was serving as a conduit for draining
capital out of Nicaragua 1into the dictator's foreién bank
accounts.108 The loan was cancelled once it became clear to
the Royal in September, 1978, that the Sandinistas wowld
probably gain control of the country.

Canadian banks have also made loans to the governments
of Central American nations which have contracts with
Canadian multinatiopal co}porations. The Bank of Nova
Scotia, for example, lent Guatemala $5 million for
construction of a hydroelectric plant which was designed to
supply the INCO mine there with inexpensive power beginning
in 1983. Of coyrse, that mine shut down in 1980 and so Ehe
"hydroelectric plant failed ~tQ\‘mee§ its primary purpose.
Further, four Canadian . banks have financed a project
@nvdlved with the Highway Development Projéct of Guatemala
(DAG) iA which a anadian firm has interests - the Montreml-
based Societe de Formation Administrative, Technldue et
Industrielle, which 1is the subsidiary of the.Quebec-based
Gaucher ans Pringle: “The Canadian banks involved in this
projgct are the Toronto-Domihion» Bank, the Bank of No;a
Scotia, thé Royal Bahk,‘ana the Canadian Imperial Bank of
Commercé, ‘

3 .

It would seem, however, that the Central American

’ €

imbfbglio wields the potential to generate a sense ofpélarm

for Canadian banks with outstanding intecests .Ln Latin

Fl

America. This .is because of the possibility that a regiohal
N . N A

108. Tim Draimin, 1982, op. cit., p. 84.. o .

b b4

. f
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war in Central America may develop as the Uhited States
escalates its attacks on Nicaragua through its proxies, the

Contras. Such a development could triger outrage in many

Latin countries, and may also spark civil wars throughout

the hemisphere between the Left ‘and the Right - thereby
jeopardizing the interests oﬁQSanadiah banks.

Finally, it is impogtant to note CIDA's role vis-a-vis'
[ T
Canadian multinational investment abroad. CIDA assists the

&

interests of Canadian cgrporations_ investing in developing

countries by fostering the establishment of infrastructure -
such _as roads, power stations and telecommunications systems

- which provide a favourable- investment climate in the host

country.109 As Jorge Niosi observes, “the EDC also

v

indirectly aids Cahadian multinational corporations...by

financing the 'sale of Canadian equipment and services to
X 110

v % N
their subsidiaries”™ in the Third World. We have already
observed how the EDC promotes Canadian investment in

developing countries. Thus, it 1is clear that agencies of

the Canadian state are crucial to the interests of Canadian.

' r
corporations in developing countries.

*kkhh
¢

~ .
.

We have seen that the level of Canadian investmengd in

Central America is rather small when compared to Canadian

- L - .
direct investment in all Third World countries, and even

N ~ v

109. -For a furtheg discussion of this topic, see Latin
American: Working Group, op. cit., p. 84.

110. Jorge Niosi, op. cit., pp. 50-51.
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smaller when viewed in the context of Canadian investment in

-

all nations abroad. Viewed from another angle, however, we

v

we observed that Cagadian direct: investment in Central

Amer;ca copstitutes about 30% of all Canadian investment 1in

Latin 'America. Further, we saw that the pattern of growth of

-

Canadian multinational ihvestment in Central America was

quite strong in .the mid-and-late 1970s. This was the result
of good economic conditions in the region, as well as of the
efforts of bﬁe Ottawa to promote Canadian investment in the
Third World. This bright pattern was arrested, however, in
the 19805 as political turmoil and an ecbnomic recpssion
began to plague the isthmus. g A

. __Since_» the very  largest Canadian multinational
corpor%tiong have inveétmgnts in Central America, we may

-

présume that the voice of these interests is heard when thé&

Government formulates policy towards Central America. ’ It is

- »

in the interests of Canada's business class for the Canadian

state to pursue policies which suppoit capitalist regimes
generally, and which defuse politicél turmoil which disrupts

a favourable business climéte. This  does noﬁ Becessérily
3 : . "‘., . .
mean, however, ;hat the business c¢lads will favour US

policies in thé region.111 * ) N

Although Canadé has expressed its support for the'self-

determination of Third World states and has encountered
. . \ ’ R T .
profitable e&onomic relatiorns with socialist countries such
. R “;~

¢ 1
- .

11l1. . See Chapter Two for an expanded discussionof this
point. Sy ‘ ‘ v .
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-

as .Cuba$ it would seem that tﬁé Canadian business class
nevgftheless §refers cépitalist 'regimeé in the developing
.gouﬁtriegbof this hemisphere. Thege are two major reasons
for this. s First, socialist regimes tend to extract a

' éreate( degree of rents and .the Like from multinational

-

"".?“co‘rporat%g_operating in their countries, and may even '

‘expropria "multindtional corporations - as 'was the case

* with<4the Canadian-owned gold mines in Nicaragua. That is,
T~ ‘ -

.capitalist‘ regimes in general tend to <create a- more

favourable investment climate fer multinational corporations

L3

sﬁQh as Chevron's plant in -Angola -which _enj5YS the
protection of Cuban troops against Agmerican-supported
: N ,

guerrilla fofces.

-

Secondly, aéd equally sigpificant, the proliferatign of

socialist regimes - particularly in this hemisphere. - are

-~

in its effort to sustain itself as leader of ‘the capitalist

. world and to arrest ,any erosison of its hegemony Thus, the

Q.

emeitgence of socialist states in the Western \ hemisphere

"
A 14

.teﬁds to result in ~warfare and related instabilty whiclk

- : , : !
creates quite an unfavourable investment climate fog

¢ . N

~ Canadian multinatiomal corporations - as we are witnessing

i

e g : \ T T '
now with ;espﬁtt to the Central American redion. Furgyer,
,;t—ﬁould seem “that.there would exist formidable motivations
for multinational corporatigns: not .to suppdrt‘xhq(policies

of the Reagan Administration in Central America; precisely

- although‘certainly there exist notable exceptions to this,

met with harsh military confrontations by the United States



°

because Washington 1s creating more chaos and perhaps 1is

heigtening revolutionary tensions there - at least 1in the

" short run. Others might counter this argument by suggesting

that the Reagan Administration 1is acting in the long-term
interests of capital in Central America, at the cost of

short-term instability. But such an argument appears weak,

Lo T . .
since Reagan's policies may actually create a polarization
- »
-

in _ _the region which fosters socialist sentjiment and
therefore is not in the long-term interests of capital.llz

PART THREE : »

CANADIAN DEVELOPMENTAL ASSISTANCE TO CENTRA; AMERICA
. -—F —

N A

Canada's aid policy to Central America 1is contradictory
in.maﬁy respects. The most potent domestic determinant of

Canadian assistance to Central America, and to the Third

"World in general, is the Canadian business sector, while the

~

most  salient international determinant of Canadian aid to

the isthmus is the pressure exerted by U$ imperial
interests. . Hencey dominant class theory and an
.international political economy approach can be combined to

anélyig Canada's divelopmental aqsiétance to he.région.

\

POLICY FORMULATION

Cabinet is responsible for formulating Canadian
- . 3 . ’ . - EY . K
developmental assistancé programmes, while CIDA endeavours
B : ’ ‘ )
to administer such programmes . Cabinet “employs a collegial

a

. . = ’ (4 . v
112. Plegse see Chapter Two for an elaboration of this
argument. . ’ o '

-

L

182

2



<

apéroach to policy formulation - that is, a consensus must

-

be reached among the mjln'i?ers regérding policies adopted.
Generally, aid policy is devised®py inter-departmental
committees which consist of representatives from governmént
departments which have an interest in aid programmes.
.”Pgrhaps the most rigourous s;pdy to date }égé}ding the
Cd‘%e?an aid formulation process 1is by Peter‘ Wysé,' who
ﬂpurportg to offer an ‘'inside view' of the system based upon
his years of duty in a variety of positions within the
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA). According
to Wyse, (there are typiéally representatives frome six

departments in Cabinet's interdepartmental commlttees which

183

e 2

devise aid. These incl&ﬁe representatives from: 1] the

S : ‘ .
Departlnent of External Affairs (DEA);- 2) the Department of

v~

€

Regional 1Industrial Expansion (DRIE), formerly Industry

Trade and Commerce,; which represents the voice of Canadian

commercial interests in the-Third World; 3) the Department

of AgricﬁIfﬁ?é, which favours ald pollc1es that reflect thef

lnterests of farmers through technlques such "as 'tylng

to. Canadian farm products and equlpment; 4) tbe Oepartment“

of Finance¢* which attempts to incorporate, Canadlan aid

.

policies into both the realm _Qf» Canada' s macro-economic
[ SO . . .

policy as well as trends within_ﬁhé internati?qal fiﬁangial

system;VS) the Tre sﬁry Board Secretariat, whi hfattempts to

mouldf.a;d' policies to conform to adminstrative standatds

1

“appLied'fo the rest .of the. federal government; and fihally,

6) CIDA, which has the lmportant thougb‘neb@ldus task of

i e
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~ 2
representing the voice ot the Third World in the aid

-
formulation proce»ss.ll3 ' :

CIDA's mandate to represent Third World- interests in
the Cabilinet's d?Fision—making process, according to Wyse, 1s
ultimately relegated to a "weak voice...gaught between other
departments and the federal bureaucracy."ll4 Further, he
argues that while Canadian assistance ostensibly aims to
further the developmental aspira®ions of the Third World,
often this assistance instead reflects . tpe " primary
objectives of the departments répresented Ln
interdepartmental cabinet committees which formulate aid.115

While W?Ee adopts a statist analysis of Canada's id
pélicy, one which focuses chiefly wupon bureaucratic \1n~

fighting, it would appear that a variant of dominant class
‘xtheory_might be more appropriate'for our purposes. This 1s

because the chief representatives on Cabinet's
interdepartéental committees which devise aid policy tend to
reflect business interests (DRIE, Agriculture, Finance,
Treasury Board). Moreover, while Wyse suggests that the DEA
generally favours aid policies that advance Canadian
'influence' in the Third World, he faiis to define clearly
the motives behind such attempts to wield influence. I

-

~shall argue later *hat this 'influence' tends to reflect

113. Peter Wyse, Canadian Foreign Aid_ih the 1970s
(Montreal: Center for Developing jreaq Studies, 1983), p. i,
pp. 26-27.

114. 1Ibid., p. 27.

115. 1Ibid., p. 27.



efforts to advanée or mailntain Canada's’ position 1in the
international economy and generally to bolster the positidn
of the United States in its efforts to stem the growth of
socialism 1in developin;'countries.
TYPES OF ALD-

Canadian developmental asstistance falls into three

general categeries: bilateral, multilateral and special

programmes. While the following brief discussion. 1is
¢

descriptive and technieal in content, it provides a,

. |
necessary basiss, for an analytical review of Canadian aid

policies which will follow. -

Bilatefal assistance, which accounted for about 40% of
CIDA's funding in l984,lr6 conéists of five sorts of
programmes. The Techni¢al Assistance Programme consigts of
funding for sﬁfvices offered by Canadian advisors/experts on
a variety of -matters entailed in commerciél transactions
petween Canadians and their partners in developing
countries, and also 1includes ‘scholarships to Canadi?n
universities* for Third World students. Project Grants
provide(funds for feasibility studies, procurement, advisors
and other local costs entailed in the implementation of aid
projects. Official Loans provide lines of credit to Third
World countries for purchase of variety of predominantly

Canadian goods and services, as well as institutional

support loans and balance of payment support. Country Focus

116. ¥atin American wOrking Group, "Overview of Canadian
Aid to Central America," (Toronto: LAWG, 1986), p. 4.
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bilageral' fﬁﬁdg involve CIDA disbursements to Non
Governmental Organizations (ﬁGOS) at a matching rate of 9
(CIDA) to 1 (NGO). This arrangement has been described by
'some‘NGOs as problematical, since the NGés which‘aCcept this
sort of funding may find them$elves overwhelmed by
Governmen% financial support an? thus may be compelled to

conform to the priorities established by CIDA rather than
117

the priorities developed by their own organization. The

- - 4
final form of bilateral funding is the Mission Administered

s

Fund (MAF) which consists of gfants disbursed through the
Can;éian Embassy for small local projects. Tﬁis catégory of
assistance provides Canadian Embassies with some degree of
local clout, since the Embassy can act as a benefactor to
selected indigenous groups. Importantly, at least 80% Bf
all bilateral funds must be spent on Canadian goodé and
services (tied aﬁg).

Canqdién‘multilateral funding, which accounted for 33%-
of aid in 1984—1985118, is channeled tHrough such agencies
as the World Bank, the Inter—~American Devélopment Bank
(IADB), the United Nati@ns and its associated agencies;

Special Programmes assistance include funds disbursed
to: international non-governmental organizations;
institutional cooperation and developmental services - which

usually entail joint projects between Canadian universities

or cooperatives and their Third World counterparts; local

117. 1Ibad., p. 21.

&

118. 1Ibid., p. 4.
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as the World Bank, thew Inter-Amerjcan Developmentf Bank
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to: international non-governmental oréanizaéions;

1nst1tutxonaL cooperatlon and developmental services - which

4; A

usually entail joint pro;ects between Canadlan universities

or cooperatives and their Third World counterparts; local

117. 1ibid., p. 2L.

118. 1Ibid., p. 4. \
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non-governmental organizations, which generally are interest

groups ailming to promote social welfare programmes 1in
recipient countries; and industrial cooperation projects,
which provide funds to Canadian businesses in an effort to

reduce the financial risks associated with investigating and

preparing joint ventures, licensing agreements, long-term

. ) . .
contracts, co-production agreements, etc., 1n the Third

WOrld.119

We should underscore the significance of NGOs in the

provision of Canadian aid to Central America. In the 1980s,

]

CIDA disbursements to NGOs have sometimes surpassed ordinary
bilateral disbursements, as they have in Nicaragua (see
Chart E). . CIDA funding for NGO programmes continued even

after bilateral assistance between Canada and El Salvador as

well as Guatemala were terminated.120 The political

strength of NGOs derives from their‘éeneral expertise with

v

respect ‘to both the programmes they administer and the
countries which receive them. NGOs also serve to relieve

CIDA of many of the burdens associated with  the

£

administration of projects. ;
OXFAM Canada director Meyer Brownstone'Suggested that

NGOs, such as the one he representsf\act to legitimize CIDA

121

in Third World countries. This 1is because CIDA is seen

J19. For an in-depth discussion of the types of programmes
which CIDA adminsters, see Bob Thomson, 1984, op. cit.
\

\

120. Latin American Working Group, 1986, op. &it., p. 4.

121. 1Interview, Meyer Brownstqne,'Di:ectér, OXFAM Canada,
Toronto, 21 May 1985. ~
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by some to represent a government agency which has as its
primary goal the promotion of Canadian trade and investment
interests in developing countries ( a point to which T will
return ), while NGOs tenq to be motivated by a sheer desire
to assist Third World states with 1grass—roots oriented
social and economic programmes. A CIDA official observed
that NGOs SOﬁetimes. have an advantage ovir bilateral
programme§ due to lower overhead costs, a lack of profit
incentive, and great expertise in the'broject ar:ea.122 The
official characterized the relationship between CIDA and
123

NGOs in Cenmsal America as ‘'excellent'. N

CANADIAN AID TO CENTRAL AMERICA

Latin America was the lasE,region in the Third Worldtto
receive Canadian bilateral - assistance. canadian
developmental assitance programmes to developing countries
began with Asia, and‘ laéer spread to the “states of the
Commonwealth Caribbean and Africa as theaLost—war process of
decolonization proceeded. canadian assistance .to Latin
America began with Canada's decision to lend funds to the
InterAmerican Development Bank (IADB) Seginning in 1964. It
was tﬁe canadian business sector which was instrumental in
convinving the Government éo‘assume full membership inathe
bank in 1972, since 80% of Canadian loans to the bank were

\

tied to the purchase of Canadian goods and services, Canada
¢ ' ” ’

122. Interview, #runo Herbert, CIDA Country Programme
Manager, Ottawa/Hull, 28 May 1985. ' )

123. 1Ibid.
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lent the bank about $10 million per Year betweeﬁ 1964 and
: ].972.124 Critics point out that Canadian assistance to
Latin America during this period served 1in some casés to
reinforce American policy which attempted to Dbolster~
capitalist forces against socjalist ones in the region.125
Cases in point include Canadian assistance to Chile in 1964,
which coincided with US programmes designed to prevent the

election of the socialist candidate Salvador Allénde, and

w

when Canada implemented assistance to the Dominican Republic
shortly after the US invasion of that country in 1965.126
Canadian bilateral assistance to Latin Amsrica began in
1971, when CIDA targeted Central America as a region to be a
prime recipient of aid, along with Peru, Colombia and
Brazil. These were chosen as areas of concentration for
Canada's Latin.aid programmes since they were deemed to be
nbt so poor that they would not be able to absorb aid
effectively, and not so rich as to render -aid unnécessary.
As the contest between capitalist and socialist forces
in Central America became more pronounced in the beOs,
canadian assistance to tke region iqcrease¢ dramaticallf
from 1970s levéls‘ Whileic§padian bilateral assistance to
Central America totaled slightly over 35 million iA 1971-

1980, assistance to the region totalled over $132 million

134. Latin American Working Group, "Canadian Investment,
Trade and Aid in Latin America," vol. 7, no. 1/2, Tosonto[
1981, pp. 33. '

126. See Peter Wyse, op. cit, pp. 17-18; and Latin American
Working Group, 1981, op. cit., pp. 33-34. )
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from 1981-1982 1985-1986. A reason provided Dby CIDA

. fficials to explain Canada's increased level of aid during

this period 1is the doqestic pressure on the Canadian |
Government to escalate developmental assistance to Centfaf

America - pressure stemming EromACanadLén'interest groupé

and NGOs which already provided assistance to the region.127
Later,}Bﬁher factors will be explored regarding the upsurge
in Canadian aid to Central America in the 1980s.

While CIDA " officials maintain that Canadian aid is
disbursed primarily to promote development in the Third
World's poorest countries,128 critics of Ottawa's assiétance
programmes suggest that this aid fails to reach its
potential effectiveness since Cangdiah aid policy 1is
infiuenced heavily be domestic commé}cial pressures and By
Am%cfzan efforts to preserve capitalist r€gimes 1in the
hemisphere. ~ Thus, these critics syggest that rather than
reflecting the interests of the Canadian bourgeoisie or US
imperial motives, the primary consideration in formulating
aid policy should be the provision of aid toward countrieé

whose goverhmenﬁs are clearly interested in improving the

lo§‘of the impowerished populations.
Perhaps the most important criteria
for foreign” aid's effective use
toward just, equitable development

JU——— Vs .

127. , Interview, Roberto Carr-Ribeiro, CIDA, Head of
Programmes to El Salvadar, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, and

Panama, in San Jose, Costa Rica, 26 June 1984; and

Interview, EFuno Hebert, op. cit.. ‘ :

128. Interview, Carr-Ribeiro, op. cit.
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is the commitment of the recipient

government to the needs of their

majority population and their

people's - fullest political and

economic participatiog.

Development from tHis perspective

accepts the ‘nf53531ty of profound

social change.
We will return to the debate concerning the determinants and
goals of Canadian foreign assistance, but let us first take
a look at specific aspects of Canadian aid to Central
America.
COSTA RICA

Canada began providing Costa Rica with assistance 1in

130

1973/74. Costa Rica represents a special case in Central

‘America, in the sense that it has the highest standard of
living in the region, and the casual tourist in San Jose
might be apt to think he 1is in a Western European.country
rather than a Central Americam one. Although Costa R}ca is
not nearly. as poor as the rest of the region, it |1is
experienciﬁé‘the effects of a severe economic recession, as
we noted in‘the section concerning trade. éosta Rica, which
is caﬂegofized‘by CIDA as a 'category th' country (eligible
for- aid on a project-by-project basis, rather than through
multi-year commitments), has received an ever-increasing

amount of Canadlan aid in the mid-1980s. As a CIDA official

in Costa Rica noted, "According to certain CIDA criteria, it

~

129. Latin Amerlcan Woﬁklng Group, 1986, op. cit.

130. CIDA, "Costa Rica, " Country Proflle, Hull, May, 1982,
p. 3. : )
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Chart XIV

CANADIAN AID TO CENTRAL AMERICA - 1969-1980

COUNTRY 6£9-70

(thousands, $Cdn.)

20=71

71-72

72-73

23=74

Costa Rica
Bilateral =
NGO* -
UIA -.

El Salvador
Bilateral 1172
NGO -
UIA -

Guatemala
Bilateral -
NGO 95
UIA -

"Honduras
ilateral -
NGO 6L
UTA -

Nicaragua
Bilateral -

NGO -
UIA -

Panama
Bilateral -
NGO -
UIA -

130

33

531
90

13
35

49
15

305
73

1415
88

17

24-75

148
6h

1317
20

23
40

2190

341

25

1020
80

ot

i

Note:'NGO=Nqn-quernméntal Organization,*UIA=Urgent
International Assistance

Sources: Canadian International Development Agency,
various Bulletins, "Canadian Bilateral Assistance,:
"Non~-Governmental Assistance,"
Assistance", 1985,

Y

"Urgent International

193



CANADIAN AID TO CENTRAL AMERICA - 1969-1980 (cont,)

COUNTRY

Costa Rica
Bilateral
NGO
UIA

El Salvador

Bilateral
NGO
UIA

Guatemala
Bilateral
NGO -
UIA

Honduras
Bilateral
NGO
UIA

Nicaragua
Bilateral

NGO

UIA
Paﬂéﬁa

Bilateral

NGO
UIA

(in thousands, Cdn. §)

22-76 26=77
140 36
24 106

1929 723
6 36
3323 1476
107 1360
100 -
1441 L35
Ly 150
127 570
S0 246

Z 13

772-78  78-79  79-80
203 160 172
95 197 33
3\6 31 1}69
22 125 170
1881 4,609 2942
612  =B59 635
Z - 124
1793 9878 4617
389 534 1132
9" - -
395 - 197
467 163 699
! 185 80
63 139 62
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CANADIAN AID TO CENTRAL AMERICA ~ 1980/85 (thousands, $Cdn.)

~

COUNTRY" 80-81 8i-82 82-83% 83-84 84-85 85-86
. )
COSTA RICA ‘ ’
Bilateral 33.7 b6 2878 ®  60QO 6316 6567
MAF* 101 341 350 350 321 280
NGO* 60 - 260 81 21 22 {35
EL SALVADOR ’
Bilateral 2810 6378 436 347 333 31
MAF 20 50 275 350 25 350
NGO 157 229 280 599 325 264
Ind.Coop.* 10 - - - ! -
Ist.Coop.* - - - 5 - _
Food Aid ) - - - - - -
GUATEMALA
Bilateral 1265 850 2187 - 511 L84 90
MAF 60- 313 350 350 350 350
NGO 525 396 2300 701 2L6 806
IndiCoop. 123 154 234 106 - -
Int,Goop. - - 75 56 144 66
Food Aid - - - - - -
HONDURAS .
Bilateral 3626 3048 4,306 3167 18778 2574
MAF 50 200 275 350 350 350
NGO . 900 1400 1025 943 705 703
Ind,Coop. 68 45 52 . 128 115 16
Ist.Coop. - - . 55 11 64 131
Food Aid - - - - - -
NICARAGUA
ateral ©5 I 984 * 5970 5828 5861
MAF 200 165 350 _ 350 350 280
NGO 1500 1820 1200 2102 1428 827
Ind.Coop. 265 165 91 . 143 Vi -
Ist.Coop. 87 640 y12 47 796 1288
Food Aid . - 4500 - 2816 - -
PANAMA : v
Bilateral - - - - - -
~ MAF . 4o 150 150 150 150 80
NGO 88 210 155 206 248 126
Ind,Coop. 270 46 20 12 T - -
Ist.Coop. - - 281 73 . 20 -

Food Aid - - - S - - -

Sources: CIDA Bulletins, "Ald Disbursements to Central
.America, 1980-1984," and "Ald Disbursements to Central
America, 1981-1986" A

——

*MAF=Mission Administered Funds, NGO=Non-governmental T
organization funds, Ind.Coop.=Indunstrial Cogperation
funds, Ist.€oop.=Institutional Cooperation Funds

3



(Costa Rica) 1is theoretically 1ineligible for aid," but

Canada provides considerable assistance there because it

recognizes the "importance of stability in Costa Rica."lll

Canadian bilateral assitance to Costa Rica rose from
about 2% df total Canadian aid to Central America in 1971-
1980, to 3% in 1982-1983, 38% in 1983-84, and 21% in 1984-

¢ :
85. This paralleled Washington's jump in aid provisions to

Costa Rica from $300,090 in 1981 to $9.2 million in 1985.132
Hence, Canadian aid - -to Costa Rica rose as tens;ons between
Washington and Managua mouged,ﬂ and increased particularly

in 1983 when the US stepped up 1its Contra attacks on

Nicaragua, attacks which were based partly in Costa Rica.

Therefore, one might venture to assume that Canadian aid ty -

Costa Rica seems Kaimed primarily at prese;ving. stability
éherg against the background of a faltering economy aﬁd
heightened regional polarization.

A scandal of sorts arose over certain aspects of
Canadian aia to Costa Rica when Southam News reported in
1985 that Canadian Ambassador Francis Filieul auth@rized

payment of ‘approximately $1,400/month from CIDA funds to

serve as 'salary ‘for Costa Rican Housing Minister Vidal
; - .
Quiros;illrocal - a situation explained away by Costa Rican

officials as necessary due to¢ the country's inability‘to.éay

the minister his wages as a result of fiscal rastraints.133

131. 1Interview, Carr-Ribeiro; op. cit{

132. Latin Ameican Working-Group, 1986, op. cit.

133. Edmonton Journal, 5 December 1985.
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-136.  Ibid.

Canadian Liberal MP sheila Copps, the (party'’'s housing

a

minister at the time, asked Deputy Prime Minlster Erik
Nielsen in the House of Commons whgtﬁgr "this government is
not ashamed that instead of building housing for needy Costa
Ricans, our aid is going to pay the salary of a political
hack who earns 25 times the salary of a Costa 'Rican farm
worker?"134 The funding was halted 1in December, 1985,
shortly after the episode made headlines in Canada. The
incident is significant in that it brought attentién to the
question of priorities entailed 1in 'Canadian assistance to
Central Ameriéa.

EL SALVADOR A

Canadian assistance to El Salvador began in the e3tly
1970s. A CIDA bulletin in 1979 asserted that "CIDA's

objectives in El1 Salvador are aimed at raising thé living

standards in the rural population."l35' Projects during this
period involyed seed production, potable water and
scholarships.136 While Canadian aid to El1 Salvador

197

. ..
comprised 14.3% of total CIDA assistance to Cehtral America

during 1971 - 1980, this percentage swelled to almost 40% in
1981. Perhéps this jump in aid reflected Ottawa's desire t
support economi¢ development in the countfy in an attempt to

quell the strength of Leftist forcg§ there, whose

134. Globe-and Mail,; 30 November 1985.

135. . CIDA, "Canadian Developmental Assistance to El
Salvador," June, 1979, Hull, p. 1.
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egalitarian ideology appeals to portions of the impoverished
masses. A state of civil war has characterized El salvador
since 1980, as has periodically been the casec since the
1930;. Ottawa, however, suspended aid to the country 1in
1981, and cited human rights wviolations there as the
principal cause. Some projects began 1in 1@81 or prior to
that date accounted for small amounts of bilateral funding
‘which continued flowing to El Salvador after the ofticial
suspension of aid.

Although human rights violations were heralded as the
chief factor behind the syspension of Canadian develop&ental
assistance, it would appear instead that the primary reason
behind the suspension of aid was the safety hazards faced by
CIDA officials in El Salvador against the backdrop of an
increasingly intense civil war.137 while bilateral aid was
halted, Canadian assistance through NGOs and international
lending institutions continued. Amidst wideséread domestic
criticism, SSEA Joe Clark announced in December, 1984, that
negotiations were being initiated to resume aid to ElL
salvador as a catergory two country. The implemeﬁtationﬁof
this aid occurred in June, 1986. The level of Canadian
assistance is likely to pale against American aid to EIl

138

Salvador, estimated at $557 million . in 1985. A

coq?ultant to CIDA who oversees aid projects to the country

137. Concerning the intensity of thi civil war, see, for
example, Walter LaFeber, Inevitable Revolutions (New York:
Norton, 1983), pp. 284-292. :

138. New York Times, 15 February 1985.
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observed that in contrast to US projects there, "Canada has
a low profile. We don't drive up in big cars and have blg
projects like the Americans. I think Canadians are well

. ’ . w139
accepted in Central America.

Resumption of ald to EI salvador signaled a major
change in Central American policy by " the newly-elected
Mulroney Government. The resumed aid will take the form of

an $8 million fund for displaced refugees in El Salvador's

civil war. Critics suggest that the displaced persons

assistance will be infused into the Salvadorean Government's
plans to relocate rural populations in the American-
concocted scheme to prevent Leftist sympathy among
Salvadorean peasants. We will return to this 1important
point when we discuss the relationship between Canadian aid
and human rights violations in the Third World.

canadian assistance programmes to EIl Salvadot in the
1980s include bilateral projects such as an electrical

\

transmission plant, as well as assorted NGO assistance
programmes which focus on health, education and welfare.l40
GUATEMALA _ ’

Originally considered to be the country which held the

most promise for Canadian business, @uatemala received about

31% of all Canadian bilateral aid to Central America in the

period 1971-1980. Canada provided massive aid to Guatemala

139. -“Interview, Barbara Rodrigues Assman, ctpa, Consultant
for CIDA projects in El Salvador and Panama, in San Jose,
Costa Rica, 26 June 1984.

140. CIDA, Bulletins, 1985, op. cit.



in 1976 to help that country recover. from its devastating

earthquake. A CIDA bulletin in 1979 observed that

Despite the devastation of the
February, 1976 earthquake,
Guatemala's gross national product
increased by 7% in 1976 compared td
2% in 1975 :

...Guatemala's major developmental
problem 1is the gap between the

urban modern sector of the
population in the traditional rural
population which s 87.2%
illiterate and suffers from
malnutrition.

It was this population that was
hardest hit by the earthquake and ‘
.it is in this area that Canada's
programme to assist the country 1is
concentrated. fgqe main thrust is
reconstruction. -
Canada provided aqéﬁt $8 million in reconstruction grants to
Guatemala until 1981.142
This relationship began to sour in 1981, however, when
dian-based INCO mining <corporation shut down 1its
operation in Guatemala due to low profit margins, and when
CIDA suspended aid to that country amid allegations of
widespread human rights violations. As with the Salvadorean
case, some Lhilateral assistance trickled into Guatemala
after the suspension as a result of 'leftover' projects.
Canadian NGO aid also continued. Although official

bilateral aid was suspended, this move was balanced by

141. CIDA, "Canadian Developmental Assistance to
Guatemala," June, 1979, Hull. x

" 142. !CIDA, "Country Profile, Guatémala," 1982, Hull.
v

—"
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newly-established Canadian credits provided through the
Export Development Corporation (EDC), Canada's support for
loans to Guatemala through multilateral lending
institutions, and through the appointment#of Canada's first
ambassador to Guatemala. "These positive gestures toward
Guatemala indicate that Ottawa regards the did suspension as
a regrettable interruption - of normally good
relationships."143 Unlike the Salvadorean case, the

suspensien of Canadian assistance to Guatemala has not been

lifted. J

, -

Guatemala's Ambassador to Canada, Dr. F. Urruela,

commented that Canada's suspension of aid to his country

represents a contraAiction, since Canada says problems

there are socio-economic in origin. But Canada's lack of

’ 144

support worsens socio-economic conditions. He also

expressed hope that Guatemala's image in Canada will impro&e
with his country's newly-elected civilian govenment.
Canadian assistance to Guatemala in the 1980s inqlgies

an assortment of industrial cooperation projects and ‘NGO

~

: » ,
p;ogrammes.]‘“l5 We shall return to the Guatemalan case when

we discuss the 1issue .of Canadian aid to countries that

violate human rights.

v

143. Latin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., p. 12.
144, Interview, Dr. F. Urruela, op. cit.

145. CIDA, Bulletins, 1985, op. cit.
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PANAMA

Although Canada offers Panama no bilateral projects,
]

CIDA offers the country funds through{Epe Canadian Embassy

in Costa Rica. These funds are provided to community groups

in Panama which conduct social welfare programmes- Other
S
forms of aid include industrial cooperation projects and NGO

46
programmes.
HONDURAS
Canadian bilateral assistance to Honduras, Central

America's poorest country, commgnced in 1971. Nearly 45% of
all Canadian bilateral assistance to Central America went to
Honduras in the 1970s, although, the country witnessed
pronounced political instability as the military propped up
nine presidents during this period. Criticism of Canadian
assistance to the country amplified significantly in the
1980s whén,it became clear that Honduras was being utilized
by Washington as the major launching point ‘for Contra
invasions of Nicaragua. Canadian assistance to Honduras has
been used, presumably withouﬁ. the prior knowledge of
Canadians, for the construction of infrastructure employed
by Contra forces near the Nicaraguan border. In 1982 CIDA

disbursed $250,000 through a component of the United Nations

for the construction of a road to assist a forestry project

146. 1Ibid.
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t:hev‘re.‘147 A year later, the forestry project became defunct
.and the road was used by Contra forcs; to establish a major
military base at Fort Mocoron. That incident exempfified
the danger that well-intentioned Canadian aid to Honduras -
or elsewhere in Central America - might be employed to
bolster the‘US—directed invasion of Nicaragua.

Honduras is the only Central American country currently
‘to receive 'core country' (high priority) status from CIDA,
which means that assistance 1is provided on the basis of
long-term planning rather than a project-by-project basis.
Responding to suggestions by Canadian human rights groups
that Lthe Canadign Government should re-evaluate Honduras'
core[ country status in light of that country's role as a
conduit for American-~designed incursions into Nicaragua, a
DEA bulletin commenléd that a“ﬁehotion of Honduras from core

country status would be

-

based on the unrealistic view that
a curtailment of our input into the
management of the forestry sector,
for example, would influence their
approach to }ﬂ¥aecurrent conflict
with Nicaragua.

Criticism of Canadian assistance to Honduras came not only
from Canadian interest éroups concerned with human rights.

The Globe and Mail asserted in an editorial that the

147. R. Annis, "Should Canada Aid Nicaragua's Enemies?"
Socialist Voice, 7 March 1983.

.148. Canada, Department of External Affairs; Bulletih,
"Response to thé Interchurch Committee on Human Rights,’
March, 1984, p. 4.

.
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/
disbursement to anduras ‘of one-third of all cCanadian
bilateral assistance to Central America (in the early 1980s)
was unjustified against the backdrop of human rights abuses
in that country, and that Ottawa should recon;ider whether

Canadian

T

'
aid efforts in Honduras are

compatible with the recent
militarization of the country.

¢ The vast us and Honduran
expenditures for roads, airstrips
and other military infrastructure
have produced rampant military
corruption and have distorted
economic development - of the

country. <

Canada shong encourage a change of
direction.

Canadian assistance to Honduras in 1984-85 rose to represent
568 of all Canadian hilateral aid to Central America. A
Canadian interest group which monitors aid t0~tCentral
America criticized the "...development value of. (Canadian)
aid disbensed through a repressive governmenﬁ which accords
a -higher priority to US Government aims than to the
150

aspirations of its own people.”

Bilateral programmes to Honduras 1include- several
" :

forestry projects, such as a line of credit for the

"...equipment and necessary material for the protection and

w151

“exploitation of the forests. Other CIDA programmes

149. Globe and Mail, 3 April 1984.

150. Latin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., p. ll.

151. CIDA, Bulletins, op. cit.
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inc e industrial cooperation projects and NGO
152 -
programmes.

NICARAGUA ) N .

. Canadian assistance to Nicaragua began in the wake of

the devastating earthquake in that country 1in December,

1972. Relatively small amounts of aid continued through the

1970s. Ironically, once the Sandinistas came to power in

1979, the Carter Administration attempted to presshre a
v

reluctant Canada 1into providing greater levels of support

for the new Government of Nicaragua. As the Washington Post

reported in 1979

US efforts to salvage almost-
bankrupt Nicaragua may soon lead to -
new strains in Canada-US relations.

The reason: Canada is reluctant to
shell out big aid bucks for
Nicaragua, a country with which it
has had few dealings in aid, trade
or political terms.

But rejecting a US-organized aid
drive for Nicaragua will 1likely
mean angering some congressional or
adminstration people, and that is a
far more important concern for
Canada t?gg what happens to
Nicaragua. _

While Washington poured in over $100 million in emergency

aid shortly after the Sandinistas took power, the Americans

increasingly attempted to attach strings to the aid,
2

especially duriné the beginning of the newly-elected Reagan

152. 1Ibid.

153.‘ Washington Post, 6 October 1979.
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Adminstration in 1981. The US began stipulating that 60% of

the American’  funds must go to the 'private sector 1n

Nicaragua - which did not look favourably upon the socialist
ideology of the Sandinistas. Nicaragua rejected this sort
of aid. i 1981.°%  Dpuring this peciod Canadian aid to

Nicaragua incfeased slightly (See Chart E).
Canadian aid to Nicaragua increased dramatically in the
mid-1980s. Bilateral assistante jumped from $204,000 in

1980/81 to nearly $6 million in 1985. The major increase in

Canadian assistance to_Nicaragua occurred in 1983, shortly

'

after the publication of —the- House of Commons Standing

Committee Report on Canada's Relations with the Caribbean

and Central America. The Report noted that

The Nicaraguan government . has
assigned a high priority ¢to the
satisfaction of basic needs and
economic reform. ‘

. )
...The Subcommittee believes that
continued assistance to Nicaragua
is justified both on developmental
and political grounds.

It offers a means to give effect to
Canada's concern for pluralism in
Nicaraguan society and non-
alignment in that country's foreign
“policy. We wish, however, to add a
strong cautionary note. '

The build-up of the Nicaraguan
armed. forces could divert scarce
resources away from development
projects and pose a threat o
neighbouring countries.

4 - )
154. Interview, David Randolf, Pcliiical Analyst, American
Embassy in Managua, Nicaragua, 2 July 1984.

I3
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...the Canadian Government should

make it clear that its provision of
assistance is conditional 'upon

Nicaragua maPntaining 1its armed >
forces i%%?ly for self-defence

purposes.

Hence, Canada began to increase substantially its assistance
to Nicaragua shortly after the US severed its aid to the
country. Perhaps this was due in part to the standing

committee's point that aid to Nicaragua might assist in

promoting that country's ‘'non-alignment' - or non-Soviet
alignment - in order to preserve stability in the
hemisphere. This and other/motivations for Canada aid to

Nicaragua will be §onsidered in detail later.

The Progressi;e Conservative Government continued to
provide economic asSistance. to Nicaragua, following the
Q;ecedent of the Liberal Trudeau Administration. The
Director of Caribbean and Central American relations at the
DEA commented at the time that "there hasn't been any change
in policy towards Nicardgua."156 " Canadian assistance to

Nicaragua also continued after the imposigion of the US

trade embargo against that country in 1985.

A 1985 roundtable conference in Ottawa entitled

'Negotiations  for Peace in Central America' » composed of

scholars, government officials, and interest group

representatives from Canada, the -United States, and Central,

America - recommended that Canada and other Western allies

';55. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit., pp. 23-24.

I§6; Quoted in. The Citizen, (Ottawa), 25 October 1984.

207



"...provide economic aid to Nicaragua, especially | for
obtaining petroleum from Mexico ( which recently announced

it will no longer supply Nicaragua with o0il) and Venezuela,

in order to reduce its reliance on the Soviet Union and to

wl57

defuse the East-West polarization taking place. The

Latin American Working Group, a Canadian counter-consensus

interest group, suggests that Ottawa elevate Nicaragua from
’ [§]

a 'category two' country to the ‘'Core country' status

enjoyed by Honduras, since

Nicaragua is one of the few
governments whose economic model
could incorporate western aid 1in
ways to benefit the majority. ‘

-..But the Government has
steadfastly 1ignored all appeals
that it shift Nicaragua into the
number one core country category.

Aid watchers infer that the refusal
to upgrade Nicaragua stems at least
partially from an unwillingness to
be seen 'systematically' - instead
of occasifgglly - contradicting US
policies.

Commenting on the level of Canadian assistance. in place ‘“in
1985, Nicaraguan Consul General Valle-Garay observed that
" . : - w159
it's adequate. We wish it were more.

Recent Canadian bilateral projects in Nicaragua

include: a line of credit for potable ‘water systems, a line

157. Liisa North, ed., "Negotiations for Peace in Central
America, A Conference Report," Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security, Ottawa, 1986, p. 22.
158. Latin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., p. 1l0.

159. Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit.
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of credit for agricultural products, a programme aimed at a
greater degree of food self-sufficiency in Nicaragua, and a

160 The Momotombo

loan fo}ka massive geothermal profect.
geothermal plant will cost an estimated $52 million, and
Canadé contributed Sigb million as a. loan for the project
which is co—financecir by Italy and France. The Momotombo
geotﬁermal electricity plant draws on renewable energy
sources, and hence will reduce Nicaragua's dependence upon
imported oil. Another programme involved the transport of

500 Holstein cows from New Brunswick in 1984 to bolster the

. . ; . /
dairy industry 1in Nicaragua. The cows now supply

161 There also

Nicaraguans with one-third of their milk.
exists a number of institutional and industrial cooperation
projects,.as well as NGO programmes whereby CIDA qgntributed
nearly $7.5 million between 1981-2/1985-6. %2

Since Canadian assistance- to  Nicaragua represents a
chief policy difference between Ottawa and Washington, we
will return to this importént point when we discuss the
determinants and goals of s Canadian és;istance to <Central

America.

CANADIAN AID AND HUMAN RIGHTS ¢

Canadian developmental assistance to countries which

flagrantly violate human rights has generated considerable

160. CIDA Bulletins, 1985, op. cit.-
161. Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit.

162. CIDA, Bulletins, 1985, op. cit.; Globe and Mail, 26
November 1984; and Interview, Meyer Brownstone, OXFAM-
Canada, op. cit. i :
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debate between Canadian counter—consehsus interest groups
and the Government. With respect to tgg Central American
region, twé countries which top the list of human righﬁs
violators are Guatemala and El1 Salvador. Canada halted
bilateral aid to both of those countries in 1981, bﬁt has
renewed éid to El Salvador in 1986, and there exists
speculatfon that it will do the same in Guatemala sometime
soon. The Canadian Government has stated that the reason
behind the 1initial suspension of bilateral aid to those
countries was chiefly the Government's moral repugnance to
violations of human rights. Consistept with this rationale,
Canada in December, 1983, sponsored a United Nations
Resolution deploring human rights abuses in Guatemala, which
is recognized internationally as one of the world's worst
venues of such violatiéns.

But there exist some important contradictions to
Canada's rather high _Efofile, moralistic stand regarding
human rights abuses in Guatemala. Ten days after the
Canadian Government sponsofed the UN. resolution condemning
Guatemala, Canada voted in favour at the IADB of a $52.8

163

million (US) aid project to the country. While the IADB

has provided hundreds of millions in aid to Guatemala, the

s “

bank has halted aid to Nicaragua due to” American-

64

pressure.l Further, the same week in July, 1981, that

Guatemalan military forces murdered a Canadian missionary

163. Globe and Mail, 11 February 1984.

164. Globe and Mail, 12 March 1984.

-

210



R
b Ky

:t‘

LR & :
frqm:ﬁew Brunswick, Camada's EDC announced a $7.5 million

loaﬁﬁgbp the Guatemalan Government to cover the cost of
g, _ _ 165
purcMﬁse of locomotives from Bombardier Inc. of Montreal.

In addition, after the suspension of bilateral aid CIDA
C |
continped to disburse funds to Guatemala 1in the form of

Mission Administered Funds (MAF), NGO programmes, as well as
Institutional Cooperation Projects and Industrial
Cooperation Projects. The most probable reason why Canada

hafged bilateral assistance to the country was due to the

e

concern for safety of CIDA workers in the field, which

reportedly received threats from local right-wing death

166 ‘ :
squads. Hence, there exists some reason to doubt the
- L 3

Canadian Government's claim that aid was halted to Guatemala

primarily as a result of its moral abhorence of human rights

abuses there.

A similar picture emerges with respect to Canadian aid
to El Saj}wvwador, where bilateral assistance was suspended 1in
1981 ostensibly due to widéspread human rights ilations.

Canada's suspension of aid to El Salvador "...oqEraged the

L]

US by putting on hold indefinitely a $10.2 million

.

®
Salvadorean aid project - the building of a hydro electric

w167

power plant through the Central ASE&ican country. While

the Government officially cited moral repugnanée to “human

a
rights abuses as the rationale behind the move, DEA sources

-

165. Central America Ugdate,'December, 1981.

166. Interview, Bruno Herbert, CIDA, op. cit.

167. Globq'and Mail, 12 June 1985.
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indicated that Leftist forces in El Salvador "were blowing

up the Canadian hydro poles as fast as the Canadians c¢ould
. ,168 o

put them 1n. CIDA sources also 1ndicated that the

safety of Canadian workers was a primary factor 1n Canada's

g -
16 The House

decision ﬁo halt bilateral aid to the country.
of Commons Standing Committee Report on Canada's Relations
with the Caribbean and Central America recommended that "The
Government - resume bilateral assistance to El Salvador only
if the Government of El Salvador effectively implemedis land
reform and makes substantial progress toward reducing human

’ w170

rights violations committed by Government forces. That

recommendation went unheeded. -

In June, 1985, Canada announced it would reinstate aid
to El Salvador, although it took until June, 1986, actually
to implement a multi-million dollar line of credit. This

N
credit included a grant of $8 million worth of Canadian
fertilizer to be sold in El Salvador at market prices, the
proceeds’{of which will be utilized to assist displaced
Salvadoteans - a point to which we shall retyrn. The
Canadian Hunger Foundation (CHF), an NGb, will administer

the fund. The LHF, formerly part of the Canadian Council

for International Cooperation until the group refused to

4168. Ibid.'

169. Interview, Norman Willoughby, CIDA, Bilateral Projects
Advisor for Nicaraguan Projects, San Jose, Costa Rica, 26
June 1984. . ) ; . :

lfO. Canada, Canada's.Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit.,,po. 4.°¢ .
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support the resumption of Canadian bilateral assistance to

El salvador, has never been involved with projects 1in the
171 !

country. In response to widespread criticism of the move

by a variety of Canadian interest groups, the DEA released a

bulletin on the matter which stated in part that

The present Salvadorean
Administration under the leadership
of President Duarte ' appears

genuinely committed to implementing
social and economic reform, curbing
human rights abuses, strengthening
the justice system, and pursulng a
policy of national reconciliation.
: e

...In support of President Duarte's
desire to improve further the human
rights record and to alleviate

economic hardship, Canada has
decided tp, resume aiad to El
Salvador. :

Domestic counter-consensus interest groups, however, were

not satisfied with that rationale.

Meyer Brownstone, Director of OXFAM Canada and

Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto,

harshly criticifed the Government's plan. As noted earlier,
CIDA's grant of Canadian fertilizer to be sold at market
prices in El Salvador will be placed in a fund to be
utilizéd to relocate displaced persons 1in the war-torn
country. However, Professor Brownstone points out that
these funds will cdmplement the US-directed sweep of Leftisc

-

forces ig El Salvado& by aiding "peasants only after they

¢

171. Central America Update, June, 1986, vol. 7, #6.

172. Canada, Department of External Affairs, Bulletin,
"Resumption of Aid to El Salvador," January, 1986.

[ ~
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have been displaced trom their homes by the Salvadorean

7
army.“l 3 Nearly 600,000 peasants have been displaced by

the military since 1979. Tactics such as aerilial
bombardments of entire villages continue, and as recently as
February, 1986, the Salvadorean Government launched
'Operation Phoenix', a bombardment scheme designed by the

military to clear peasants away from the Guazapa volcano

area where Leftist forces enjoy strong suppo,rt.174

Operation Phoenix created 1045 refugees, the imprisonment of

70 civilians, and the death of 245 civilians.175 Brownstone

argues that "Canadian aid groups are aware that aid is an

essential part of such political ‘and military strategy.

Peasants are uprooted and then become dependent for food and

shelter upon the military and its cooperating agencies.“”6

Further, Brownstone points to US pressure as a strong
determinant behind Canada's decision to reintroduce

bilateral aid to El Salvador.

canada's churches and almost all ‘

its aid agencies sense US pressure '
behind what seems, on the surface, —/

a humanitarian gesture.

...CIDA Chairman Margaret Catley-
Carlson has said that -the US 'would
be delighted and has encouraged the

g ) -

173. Globe and Malil, 16 June 1986.

174. 1Ibid.

-~

175. Central America Update, June, 1986, op. Eit'

176. Globe and Mail, 16 June 1986.




restoratioT79f Canadian aid" (to El
Salvador).

In defence of the Government's policy, M. R. Bell, assistant
deputy minister of the Caribbean and Latin American branch
gf the DEA, responded to the letter by Brownstone (an
excerpt of which has been provide@ above) by arguing that
" __there has been no US pressure...” regarding Canada's
reinstatement of aid to El1 Salvador. Bell, however,
acknowledged that "...it 1is true that the US was no doubt
pleased with the decision."178 Responding to anotPer letter

by Brownstone in the Globe and Mail, Bell asserted 1in a

counter-letter that

Professor Brownstone .ds setting up
preconditions that would deprive
many of the 500,000 displaced
people of the benefits of the new
Canadian programme. These benefits
wil include such basic forms of
asslstanggg as food, clothing and
shelter.

Still, the DEA official sidestepped the issue that the
Canadiaﬂ aid package 1is complementary to an American-
directed scheme to terrorize and then relocate the civilian
populatign in El Salvador in what will probably emerge as a
brutally futile attempt to eradicate Leftist forces.

In sum, then, it would appear that Canada is willing to

,
provide aid to Central American countries such as El

177. 1Ibid.

178. Globe and Mail, 7 July 1986.

179. Globe and Mail, 26 April 1986.
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Salvador which grossly violate human rights. Further, it
seems *that the canadian Government has propbed up a facade
of moral repugnance to human rights violations when it
suspended aid to El Salvador and Guatemala, since the
primary reason behind the move appears to be the direct
safety hazards faced by CIDA employees in the field, and the.
futility of bilateral projects which are highly vulnerable
Eo the activities of civil warfare. -Acquiescence to
American interests represents another possible motive behind

the Government's decision to re-establish aid to El

Salvador.

r

DETERMINANTS OF CANADIAN DEVELOPMENTAL ASSISTANCE

Let us begin here with an examination of the domestic
factors behind the formulation of Canadian aid policy to
Central America. These factors cén be placed into three
broad categories: 1) Canadian business interests; 2)
pressure éxerted by counter-consensus interest groups; and
3) attempts by the Canadian State to wield influence 1in
foreign countries (which is related to international
determiﬂgnts of aid policy).

The House of Commons Report on Canada's policy towards
Central - America asserts that "the main objective of the

Canadian aid programme should be to improve both the

* standard of living and the future prospects of the most



impoverished people and the poorest countries."lso While

the uninitiated may deem such a goal to be self-evident in
foreign assistance packages, in reality this does not appear
to be the only motivation behind Canadian aid to Third World
nations.

A central argument here 1is that canadian commercial
interests exert~e ma jor domestic force with respect to the
design of Canadian assistance packages to developing
countries. This point was hinted at above when we discussed
the pro-business composition of Cabinet committees which
formulate aid policy. "Departments responsible for Canadian
trade and employment have always tended to approach aid
expenditures as simply another channel of attractive
financing fo; promotion of exports."181 CIDA, however,
maintains that it attempts to balance Canadiap_‘business
interests with the developmental aspirations of the Third
WOrld.182 But, as we 'shall see, the balance between
canadian business interests and those of the Third World
tend to tip in favour of Canadian commerce when it comes to
foreign aid. R

A chief mechanism through which Canadian commercial

interests are manifested in foreign assistance policy is

180. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit., p. 22.

181. North South Institute, In the Canadian Interest? Third

World Development in the 1980s (Ottawa: 1980). p. 55.

182. See, for example, CIDA, "Strategy for‘international
Development Cooperation, 1975 - 1980," 1975, Hull.
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through the 'tied aid' provision, whereby at least 80% of
canadian bilateral assistance must be tied to the purchase

of Canadian goods and services. Canadian aid to Costa Rica

and Nicaragua, for example, is composed of 100% tied aid.183

When one looks over the sorts of bilateral programmes that

tend to be implemented in the Third Worid in general, a
pattern emerges in that many projects are in the areas of
power, transportation and communication. Such projects are
favourable to ghe interests of Canadian business because

they are able to absorb significant amounts of Canadian

goods and services.]'84 A report by the Canadian-based

North/South Institute, which studies the prospects for
Canadian aid packages in the 1980s, reached the conclusion

that

...tying requirements and other
factors tend to give the programme
a supply-based thrust, its shape
frequently dependent upon what
Canadian suppliers have to sell.

Substantial Canadian investments in
electrical power - generation,
transportation and water, supply,
while they unquestionably” can make
a positive contribution to
attacking these problems, seem very

‘ often to be of such a scale and

- sophistication that they may have
limited benefits in meeting the
basic needs of the pooresﬁageople
for food, water and energy.

183. Interview, Bruno Hebert, op. cit.
184. Peter Wyse, op. cit., p. 9.

185. North/South Institute, 1980, op. cit., po. 1O«



In - addition to the sales directly generated to Canadian
companies through official assistance programmes, Canadian
business also profits from such/p;ojects in the sense that
they introduce prospective Third World customers to Canadian
products and services.

A rather negative/impact of tied aid policies 1s that
Canadian products and services channeled through such
programmés tend to cost the Third World recipients 20% to
25% more than they are generally available for on the Qorld

market.186/

A former director of the Capadian Council for
Internatdional Cooperdtion believes that while the Canadian
Government's foreign assistance projects are "pretending to
help...(they are) really sowing the seeds for the movement
of inappropriate and uncompetitive goods ‘which end up on

w187

forklift trucks left to rust on a -dock. Ideally, the

Third world recipient country would be better off with a
simplé grant since %F could choose the sort of projects it

~

felt was most compatible with its developmental interests,

and could also stretch its money farther by purchasing goo#s

and services on the world market. Canadian aid policies,

- >

however, do not seem to be based upon entirely upon
\

altruism, but instead reflect what the Government deems to

be Canada's national interest. . Tied aid policies represépt
' [

one way that the Canadian Government can serve its domestic

Lo v
7.

- 4
186. Peter Wyse, op. cit., p.

187. Globe and Mail, 1 March 1984.
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constituency while at the same time attempting to assist the
development of the Third World.
Canadian food aid, a separate component of bilateral

assistance to developing countries, also appears to be
k)
‘determined by sectors of Canadian business.

The Government of Canada's decision
to treat food differently from
other types of aid by establishing
a separate budget for it meant that
the share of food aid within the
‘total aid programme was determined
not by bilateral and multilateral
aid planners as they assessed Third

World needs, but by senior
budgeters in CIDA and other
Government de?ggtments,

particularly agriculture.
Hence, Canadian food aid may often reflect more closely the
‘economic needs of Canadian farmers rather than those of the
Third world recipient countries.

Canadian business interests are also credited wicth
successfully pressuring the Canadian Government int¢ taking
full membership in the IADB. While Canada contributed to

:
the Bank between 1964 - 1972, it never took full membership
in the institution presumably due to the same reason it
still refuses to join the OAS - the .hegemony of the US 1in
the organization. Joining the O0AS, however, 1is not

189

profitable for Canadian corporations. The same is not

true regarding the IADB. Canadian business groups lobbied

188. Peter Wyse, op. cit., p. 1l2.

189. .If Canada had joined the OAS, it would have had to
boycott trade with Cuba, a country with which Canada now
enjoys profitable relations.



Chart Xxv

AGGREGATE CANADIAN AID TO CENTRAL AMERICA 1981-1986
(in thousands, $Cdn.,) '

Total Direct 129572

Sources: CIDA, various bulletins, '"Total Aid to Central

AID Costa Rica El Salyador

Bilateral 21766 (26%) 7524 (9%)

MAF* Looeue (%) 1376 (9%)

NGO* ‘ 879 (5%) 1696 (9%)

Indus.Coop.* 983 (13%) (e 1%)

Insti.Coop. 1196 (22%) 5 (.1%)
- Food Aid - -~

Total Direct 28465 (22%) 10901 (8%)

AID Nicaragua Honduras

Bilateral 18641 Ezl%) 21873 (38%)

MAF 1495 (18%) 1525 (18%)

NGO 7377 (41%) 4776 (26%)

Indus.Coop. 406 (18%) 356 (15%)

Insti.Coop. 3183 (60%) T 261 (5%)

Food Aid 7316 (100%) -

Total Direct 38422 (30%) 39292 (30%)

AID Total Central America

Bilateral 83929

MAF 8431

NGO 18122

Indus, Coop. 2318

Insti,Coop. 5357

Food Aid P

America," 1981 through 1986.

*MAF=Mission Administered Funds; *NGO=Non-Governmental
Organization Funds; *Indus,Coop.=Industrial Cooperation

‘Guatemala

L122 (5%)
1713 (20%)
2450 (14%)
L9y (21%)
339 (6%)

9517 (7%)

Panama

LY

680 (8%)
945 (5%)

78 (3%)
374 (7%)

2677 (2%)

Funds; Insti.Coop.=Institutional Cooperation Funds,
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the Government through the Canadian Export Association and
through the Department of Industry Trade and Commerce (now
DRIE), since joining the Bank would allow Canadian firms to
compete for lucrative contracts offered by the Bank for
projects in Latin America. Canada joined the Bank in 1972,
when CIDA @ffended the move by asserting that it is "helping
Canaaian suppliers to becpme more familiar with Latin
American markets and increasing the interest of ULatin
American buyers in Canadian godds and services."190

Another business-related motive behind Canadian foreign
assistance is that aid may reduce the risk of expropriatjon
of Canadian investments, especially in socialist‘countries

191

of the Third World. Canadian assistance to Nicaragua,

however, did ng; prevent the Sandinistas from nationalizing

P

K

Canadian gold mines there. T e

In 1985 CIDA embarked on a new phase designed to
reflect an even greater element of trade promotion in

Canadian foreign assistance packages. CIDA President

Margaret Catley-Carlson foreshadowed this development when

she commended the benefits of CIDA's Industrial Cooperation

Programme (many of which exist in Central America, as noted,

earlié;f, which

‘...responds to the initiatives of

Canadian companies. Since its
inception, it has enabled close to
1,500 companies in all parts of ;

190. Latin American Working Group, 1981, op. cit., p. 35.

191. Peter Wyse, op. cit., p. 17.



A

Ccanada to gain access to new

markets and opportunities in some

90 countries in the developing

world.

It is the story of enterprise of

the 50552 that has built our

country.
One component of the new approach, a hallmark of the
Mulroney Administration, is a Trade and Development Facility
(TDF) . The TDF will provide $550 million by 1990 to a
special fund to assist Canadian exporters in finding new
contracts in the Third World.

Responding to the criticism that the fund is simply
another device. to dump® uncompetitive goods on the Third
World market, CIDA's Minister, Monique Vezina, responded
that "use of the fund to subsidize uncompetitive products
and services is ruled out because it would be damaging to

193 Vezina's defence, of the

our Yhird wWorld partners."”
programme did not satisfy Canada's North/South Institute,
whiéh views the TDF as a system of “"inefficient and
unnecessary subsidies in a field where the Canadian
Government is already one of the most interventionist in the

industrialized world, both in the share of Third World

exports it finances through “the public sector and in its

194

tying of Canadian aid to national suppliers. The

192. CIDA, "Canadian Business and the Third World," 1985,
Hull, p. 3. '

193. Globe and Mail, 8 October 1985.

194, 1Ibid.
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project 1is expected to absorb half of the increase in
funding of Canada's Official Developmental Assistance,195
and "over the six year period 1984-1990, nearly $2.5 billion
in aid funds have .been cut or diverted, from programmes
benefitting thé poorest, to programmes whose primary
objective is the provision of export subsidies for Canadian

Eirms."l96

Further, the increase in funding for the TDF seems

likely to .come at the expense of funding for NGOs, which
tend to administer grass-roots development projects
predominantly aimed at helping the Third World's poorest,
rural populations. It is reported that staff at CIDA which
handle NGGC affairs has not increased in number in the 1980-
1985 period, and it is predicted that person-years will be
lost during the- next five years.197 Thus, the+* new trade
promotion orientation of CIDA may have a detrimental iméact
on sectors of Canadian assistance plans which are most
inclined to assist the Third World's poorest population.

Perhaps one of the reasons behind the new CIDA approach

for greater trade promotion is that the former sysfem simply

did not generate the commercial activity that the Government

or business groups hoped that it would. Even those critical

Qf CIDA's tfade promotion tactics agree that if the aim of

195. Latin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., p. 3.

196. Liisa North, ed., 1986, op. cit., p. 15.

\

197. LdtQQ\Américan Working Group, op. cit., 1986, p. 21.
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CIDA was to promote Jgreater markets for Cafiadian goods and

services, the effort failed. ’

A

It has been suggested that foreign
assistance leads to economic
development in the underdeveloped
countries and hence to new markets
for our exports.

However, if the same capital were
invested in Canada, where it would
be more productive, the markets
created would be larger.

..I conclude that Canadian foreign
{ assistance does not seem, 1in ,the
main, to serve them as well. as
alterniséve uses of the same funds
might. )

Perhaps CIDA's new approach will be more conducive to the
agdency's attempts to generate opportunities in the Third

World for Canadian business. .

!
i

Another domestic factor which may play a role in the

design of Canadian assistance policies to developing,
aa
countries includes the State's effort to pander somewhat ' to

nationalist forces within Canada. Meyer Brownstone,
Director of OXFAM Canada, has guggested thdt Canadian aid to
Nicaragua may be a product of Ottawa's attempt to

demonstrate to Canadian nationalists that Canada in-ieed

199 In addition to

*

exhibits ;%.independent foreign policy.
Canadian bilateral aid to Nicaragua, another example of

Canada's 'independent' foreign policy is the Gqufnment's

<

198. S.G. Triantis, "Canada's Interest in Foreign Aid,"
World Politics, vol. 24, #1, October (1971), pp. 8 - 9.

u

199. Integwiew, Meyer Brownstone, op. cit.
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position against the US veto for TIADB lovans to Nicaragua.
[ 1 R .‘
Ottawa's fear when it joined the TADB 1n 1972 that full
membership would entangle it in disputes between the US and
Latin countries seems to have come true in this case.
The ‘independence imperatiyve’, as 'some Canadian
-

\
. - . 200
counter-consensus interest groups have deemed 1it,

may
become increasingly important to the MulroneyrAdministration
as his Government moves to encourage elevated levels of
American investment in Canada in tandem with higher levels
of Canadian/American trade. That 1is, policies such as
Canadian aid to Nicaragua may help Mulrogey to persuade the
Canadian public that Canada still maintains a sovereign
foreign policy even in the face of anti-free trade arguments
that he is selling the Eanadian economy to the US. Further,
since humanitarian interest groups have also called upon the
Canadian Government to aid Nicaragua's socialist experiment,
eaﬁgdian assistance to that country may offer a sense of
politica} efficacy to these counter-consensus Jgroups.

Aid may also be employed as a tool for the Canadian
Government to win influence in Third World regions, as Wyse

-

-

observes.

canada's desire for influence was
weaker in Africa and Asia than 1in
the Caribbean and Central America.

As a result, CIDA's bilateral aid

recipients 1in the Caribbean and
200. Gatin American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., and the
Taskforce on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility,
Annual Report, 1984/85 (Toronto:1986), pp. 75-76.




Central America received $1.44 per
capita in 1978-79 while bilateral
aid recipients in Asia and Africa,
both poorer regions, 5%ieived $.20
and $.60 respectively. =

Some analysts have also speculated that Ca;;dian aid
packages may assist the Government's guest to bolster
Canada's rank in the international political economy, and
that foreign aid may serve as a tool to influence Third
World states.zo2 -

If Canadi;n assistance is aimed at influencing
developing nations, this influence should be placed within
the context of the Great Contest between socialist and
capitalist forces within the Third World. Hence, we Cross

the blurry line separating domestic from international

d : . .
eterminants of aid policy. The Canadian Government has

taken the position that the political conflagration in

Central America is a product of socio-economic problems in

the region. Thus, by providing aid to the capitalist
. 203 . >
regimes there,* particularly as polarization has
>

increased in the 1980s, Canada maQ be attempting to stem the
tide of inequality which may result in socialist revolutions

and the American military intervention which follows them,

as the Nicaraguan case has demonstrated.

20l. Peter Wyse, op. cit., p. 18. -
202. North South Institute, 1980, op. cit., p. 56.
203. We have seen that not all Canadian aid to the Third

World goes to the regimes th !
: : : emselves, but in i
distributed to NGOs, etc. ’ stead is

Mo
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Attempts at influence by the Canadian Government in
Central America seem, in a sense, to exemplify a double
standard. eAlthough Canadian aid hés been linked to the
issue of human rights i1n Central America, there have been no
statements by Government officials that Canadian aid should
be employed to alter the political orientation or alignment
of American satellite countries in the region. But the same
is not true with respect to the Nicaraguan case. Canadian
Govérnment officials and other observers have suggested that
Canadian aid be utilized to channel the Sandinistas into
what they deem to be an accept@able political orientation.
SSEA MacEachen in 1984 "...dangked Canadian assistance
before the Sandinista Government as an inducement to meet

what he termed to be the original 'goals of the

revol.ution."zo4

Similarly, the House of Commons report on
Canada's policy towards Central America suggests that
Ottawa's aid package "offers a means to ine effect to
Canada's concern for pluralism in Nicaraguan society and
non-alignment in that country's foreign policy."20S
Certainly, the Canadian report exhibited leés concern with
pluralism in other Central American countries. It suggests

that aid be utilized to influence the 'non-alignment' of

Nicaragua, which may be another term for a 'non-Soviet

204. Cecilio Morales, Jr., "A Canadian Role in Central
America," International Perspectives, January/February,
1985, p. 1l2.

205. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit., o. 23.
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alignment’'. Thus, the report seems to imply that Canadian
aid be utilized to prevent Central American states from
tilting toward the Soviet sphere of influence.

I have already pointed to the compatibility of Canadian
assistance packages to El Salvador, Honduras and Costa Rica
with American imperial interests. Some viewed the renewal
of Canadian aid to El Salvador by the Mulroney
Administration as a counterbalance to Washington's apparent
displeasure with respect to Canadian aid to Nicaragua.206

A senior political officer at the Canadian Embassy in
Mexic; City observed that "we have to indentify (aid)
programmes that are squeaky clean, Aone of which was the
shipment of cattle to Nicaragua. We try to identify a

variety of projects that don't end up as mutations. We may

want to build a highway, but we don't want that highway to
"207

be used in a military operations (presumably an allusion

to the road Canada helped build in Honduras which 1is now
"being used by the Contras). As we noted regarding the list
of proje;ts Canada implements in Central America, Canada
indeed goes out of its way most of the time to be free of
any guilt of being linked directly to US strategic/military

operations in the region. However, considering the

overwhelming US military, economic and political presence on

:206. . Interview, John Foster, Director, Interchurch
Committee on Human Rights, Toronto, 5 June 1985; and Latin
American Working Group, 1986, op. cit., p. 29.

207. Interview, R. Clark, Counsellor, Senior Political
Officer, Canadian Embassy, Mexico City, 27 June 1984.
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the isthmus, it seems virtually impossible for Canadian aid
to avoid contributing 1indirectly to Washington's imperial

motives in American client states in the region.

* Kk Kk

Qur examination of Canadian aid to Central America
leads us to a number of conclusions. First, Cranford
Pratt's dominant class theory 1is helpful when considering
the domestic determinants of Canadian aid to Central
America. That 1is, we have seen that the interests of
Canada's business class are emphasized in Canada'é
assistance packages - an influence facilitated by the polic?
making process in Cabinet. Further, under the Mulroney
Administration, CIDA is adopting platforms which are
oriented even more toward promotion og Canadian prodycts and
servicg§, thereby diminishing the voice of the Third World
and its necessitiés in the aid formulation process.

Canadian humanitarian interest groups, or counter-
consensus groups, also seem to wield an influence upon aid
policy, though they are generally not as pétent as their
commercial counterparts in this regard. These humanitarian
groups have lobbied for Canadian ‘aid to Nicaragua, but there
presumably are other factors which contributed to Canada's

decision to provide assistance to that country, as we saw

above. Canadian counter-consensus ' groups have been

unsuccessful in attempts to convince the Government to’

elevate Nicaragua from a 'category two' country to the 'core

country' status enjoyed by Honduras. Moreover, these groups



are not pleased with Canadian aid to Honduras, or by the
Government's decision to reinstate aid t6 El Salvador.
This, too, 1s consistent with dominant class Eheory, which
predicts that the interests of the counter-consensus have a
limited impact upon Government policy.

Another domestic determinant of Canadian assistance to
Central America® may be the State's qpcasional need to
demonstate to the public that Canada has an 'independent'
foreign policy - especially in the context of recent free
trade debates where fears are expressed that increased
economic dependence upon the United States may erode
Canadian sovereignty in general. Thus, Canadian aid to
Nicaragua produces a triad of benefits to the Government,
since it: 1) placates counter-consensus groups which support
such aid; 2) serves the interest of Canadian business to the
extent that aid policies are tied to Canaaian goods and
services; and 3) demonstrates to the Canadian public that
Canada has an 'independent' foreign policy.

’ The single most important international determinant of
Canadian aid to Central America would appear to be American
impefial- interests' as manifested_‘in the Great Contest
between capitalism and socialism in the Third World. While
it is true that Canada provides aid to Nicaragua at the sgme
time the United States is engaged in a war with that
country, it is also true that Canada supplies even more aid

to Honduras and Costa Rica which serve as launching points

for the American-directed Contra invasions of Nicaragua.
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Further, Canada's reinstatement of aid to El Salvador
appearg guite complementary to the OS—assisted scheme 1in
that country to bombard Salvadorean peasants into submission
of loyalty to the right-wing Government there. Thus,
Canadian aid policies in Central America are congruent to
some degree with US imperial interests.

In sum, we have seen that Canadianb developmental
assistance to Central America 1is characterized by three
outstanding contradictions. First, Canada is providing aid
to countries which are at war with each other and which are
embﬁ?iled in the Great Contest between capitalism and
socialism. Second, while <Canadian aid policies are
ostensibly designed ~primarily to assist the Third World's
poverty-stricken population, these policies seem to exhibt a
strong concern for the motives of Canadian corporatibﬁs and
for American imperial interests. Finally, althouvgh the
Canadian Government decries human rights abuses in Central
America, it supplies aid which indirectly assists the

Salvadorean Government to perpetuate such abuses.
/



CHAPTER FIVE:

CANADIAN POLITICO-DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH CENTRAL AMERICA
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Canadian foreign policy towards Central America 1is
fraught with contradictions. This 1s hardly surprising,
given the diverse interests the Government must contend with
when formulating policy towards the region. On the one
hand, Ottawa must contend with domestic concerns which are

not always in harmony with one another. On the other hand,
the Canadian Government must consider ”the strategic
interests and ideological views of the United States 1in a
region -deemed to be 'America's backyard'. Indeed, when
‘policy makers at the Department of External Aff;irs (DEA)
sit down to formulate policy towards Central America, they
consult two groups of their own experts - one group which
specializes in Canada's bilateral relations with Central

American states, and another group whose expertise 1is US

strategic interests in the hemisphere.

This éhapter consists of two parts. Part One addresses:

Canadian diplomatic relations with Central America. Part
Two focuses wupon other aspects of ' Canada's political
relations with the region. Included is a discussion of
Ottawa's policy t6Ward Centra} American refugees as well as
an examination df official Cénadian analyses of the Ehrmdil
which plagues the region. This is proceeded by an analysis

of Canada's policy with regard to the electoral process on

1. Interview, David Bickford, Department of External '
Affairs, Caribbean and Central American Bureau, Nicaraguan -
Desk, Ottawa, 29 May 1985. R
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the isthmus, Ottawa's human rights policy toward the
region, and Canada's role 1in international organizations

which are attempting to defuse the crisis there.

PART ONE:

CANADIAN DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH CENTRAL AMERICA

Almost forty years after Ottawa acquired the right to

formulate its own foreign policy in 1931, Canada began to

® -~

. A -
look beyond thé&p;bsparous landscape of the United States

A

,piospects of Canadian ties to other

and to ponder’dt
countries in the Americas. In 1968, the Trudeau
Administration announced that is was finaliy time "to take
greater account of the ties which bind...{(Canada) to other
qations of the hemi_spher:e.“2 Another inaication of the
Trudeau Administratién's willingness ‘to foster a more

intimate relationship with Latin countries included a

segment in Foreign Policy for Canadians which argued that .

Canada should .- establish tighter relations with its
hemispheric neighbours by working "with Latin American
governments on international issues."3 That document
represented a massive foreign policy review, whigh inc%uded

a separate section on Canada's relations with Latin America.

2. J.C.M. Ogelsby, Gringos From the Far North (Toronto:
Macmillan, 1976), p. 9. o




Foreign Policy for Canadians is significant since it

marked the first serious attempt by\Canada to consider a
deeper Canadian role in hemispheric relations. The pamphlet
stressed that Canada should attempt to create greater
economic ties with Latin America, since this "...would
augment Canada's capacity to 'pay its way in the world'."4
That is, the Trudeau Administration identified the Latin
American region as one area where Canada could diversify

trade and investment away from the US in the hopes of

diminishing Canada's economic dependency, and perhaps its

concomitant unswerving political allegiance, to the United

States. Indeed, the review suggested thaﬁ Canada and Latin
Ameritcan countries share a comﬁon legacy of dependency upon
the US, and that it was time fér both areas to break away
from this pattern of subjugation.

This 1important foreign policy review established a
primary commitment "to dévelop and strengthen...Canada's
distinctive position in hemispheric relations, both of
Canadian national interests and \SE Canada's relationship
with Latin American countries individually and
coilectively."5 Thus,  Canada wished to reduce its
economic'aependenqg upon the US and at the same time wished

o

to assert itself as a hemispheric power. Foreign®Policy for

3. J.C.M. Ogelsby, op. cit., p. 9. \
4. .Canada, Eoreign ﬁolicy.for Canadianfs, (Ottawa: Queen's
Printer, 1970, p. 6. . : "

5. J.C.M: Ogelsby’, op. cit., pp. 295-296.
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Canadians also proposed,tﬁ £\ Canada should avoid a stringent

|

\a o . . .
commitment to the US-defined security interests 1in the

Western hemisphere. The booklet pointed out that

"...Canadian and United States' views of hemispheric
L 6 .

security issues do not always coincide.” This seems to be

a clear allusion to Canada's favourable relations with Cuba
in the face ?fvthe defeated US attempts to topple the Castro
Govegkment in the early 1960s, and the Ame:ican political as
well as economic ostracism of Cuba §ince then. Canada and
Mexico were the only two governments in the hemisphere which

. -
refused to break ties with Cuba after the Revofution. Based

upon the'analysis contained in Foreign Poliqy for Canadians,’

237

Canada did not perceive the same threat to Western interests

. N
in the Cuban case as the US obviously did. The Cuban
. :

A}

experience demonstrated for the Trudeau Administration that
5

Canada did not share identical interests with tﬁQ\US in the
2

contest between capitalism and socialism in the heh&sphere.

Another goal expressed in Foreign Policy for Canadians .

was Canada's strong commitment to work toward hemiSpheriq
stability.7 Stability in the Americas was deemed a
neceséary conditiorr for Canada to bolster its economic

relations with Latin states, and thus for Canada to assert

point converges with what is predicted by dominant class

6. Canada, op. cit., p. 6. _ o

7. cCanada, op. cit., p. 7.
x

itself as a hemispheric power with economic clout. Thié\
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theory, which affords quite‘ a bit of \4 gnificance to the
state's quest to preserve stability internationally.
Canadian trade and diplomatic contact with much ., of
Latin America increased noticeably in the 1970s from their
previously low levels. The Pirst time a Canadian Prime
Minister officially visited Latin America was in 1976, when
Pierre Trudeau toured a number of Latin states 1including
Cuba. .Central America in general was not a pafamount
interest for Canadian foreign policy makers throughout the
1970s, although the Ottawa slowly began to appreciate the
economic significance of the region during this period, as
we noted in the discussion of Canadian economic relations
with Central America in Chapter Four. It was not until the
aftermath of the Nicaraguan Revolution of 1979, and to a ¥
lesser extent the reyolutionary tension in E} Salvador which
heightened 1in the i‘ate 1970s, that Canada began to pay
significant political attention to Central America.
Comme:;:ing on when the Central American region became

politically significant to 0t£dwa, Canada's Ambassador to
the United States, Allan Gotlieb, observed that

I would choose 1980 as the moment

of a major change ‘or shift in

Canadian féreign policy, although

no doubt the forces of change were
at work at least a decade before.



N4
As a result of an important but not
broadly heralded foreign policy
review, we ldentified the Caribbean
region, including Central America,
as a §ey area of interest for
Canada.

Gotlieb probably chose 1980 as the year marking the

watershed of Canadian policy to Central America since it was

clear: to Ottawa Dby this t ime that the Sandinistas

represented a legitimate and popular government in
Nicaragua. This was the'year iy became obvious to Canada
that the economic and political brthodoxy of Central America
was challenged. But even as late as 1981, SSEA Mark
MacGuigan stated that "f am not aware that we have any
serious obligation in that part of the world, in Central

America, which 1is not an area of traditional Canadian

. 9
interest."”

.

8. Allan E. Gotlieb, "A Concluding Perspective,” Canada,
the United States, and Latin America, op. cit., p. 26.™

9. Quoted in, "From Acquiescence to Action," Canada-
" Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives, Toronto, 29
March 1984, p.l18. Co



[t was not until late 1982 or early 1983, when the
Reagan Administration made it vividly clear that 1t would
attempt to topple the Sandinistas, that <Canada devoted
particular attent;on to the 1sthmus. Central America's
-'\Cportance to Caﬁgéa at that time, according to the director

of the Caribbean and Central American Division of the DEA,
was "directly linked to its capacity for destabilization."lo
Once again, as dominant class theory predicts, regional
stability is defined as a pdramount Canadian interest 1in
Central America.

Hence, the salient question emerges: what would Canada
stand to lose if Central America destabilized? First, 1t
was noted in the last chapter that Canada possesses
considerable economic interests in the countries and regions
immediately surrounding Central America (e.g., Mexico,
Venezuela, Colombia, Brazil and the Caribbean region)  A
ma jor conflagration in Central America wields the potential
to ignite civil wars in the debt-ridden and pol%}ically

fragile countries near the isthmus,ll thus Jjeopardizing

Canadian commercial interests.

10. Interview, Emile Martel, Director, Caribbean and
Central American Relations Division, Department of External
Affairs, Ottawa, 28 May 1985.

11. This view was expressed by Ambassador Francis Filleul,
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Perhaps more importantly, American entanglement in this

sort of crisis "would distort the United States' political

.12

and economic relations with other parts of the world.’ In

other words, such a scenario might have the capacity to
distract the United States from properly performing 1its
hegemonic role in other parts of the globe, thus setting the
stage for a world-wide crisis.13 This aspect of Canada's
concern with the US role in Central America 1s consistent
with the international ©political economy approach to
analyzing Canadian foreign policy, as outlined in Chapters

»

One and Two. A primary component of that framework 1s an

appreciation for Canada's position inh an 1international

e

system dominated by an American hegemon.

12. Interview, Robert Miller, Director of Research for the
Canadian House of Commons Standing Committee Report entitled
Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and Central America
(Hull: Canadian Government Publishing Centre, 1982), and
Associate, Parliamentary Centre for Foreign Affairs and
Foreign Trade, Ottawa, 31 May 1985.

13. For a theoretical discussion of the role of a hegemon
in the international system, see, for example, Robert O.
Keohane, After Hegemony (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1984); and John J. Kirton, "America's Hegemonic
Decline and the Reagan Revival," in D.H. Flaherty and W.R.
McKercher, eds., Southern Exposure: Canadian Perspectives on
the United States (Torontdo: MacGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd.,
1986), pp. 42-62.




A
A third factor behind the Canadian Government's

increased attention to Central America in the early 1980s
was pressure upon Ottawa fro well-organized counter-
consensus groups and the proliferation of Canadian NGOs
operating on the isthmus.14 The views of counter-consensus
groups will be discussed later in relation to topics such as
Central American refugees, Canada's role in Contadora, human
rights abuses in the region, and Canada's military role in
the isthmus.15

Canada's former Ambassador to Central America, Francis
Filleul, pointed to an additional motive behind Canada's
more active political presence in Central America in the
1980s.

"If you are a responsible

hemispheric power, which I guess we
are, maybe we should really do

something out it (instability in
Central Amé®ica).

As well, the Governments in this
area have repeatedly said to Tg:
why don't you get more involved?

14. A brief list of these interest include Canada-
Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives, Latin
American Working Group, the Taskforce on Churches and
Corporate Responsibility, the Canadian Labour Congress, and
the Inter-Church Committee on Human Rignts in Latin America.
Canadian NGOs operating in Central America were discussed in
Chapter Four.

15. Please see Chapter Four for a discussion of the
positions of the counter consensus on Canadian economic
relations with Central America.

16. Interview, Ambassaéor Francis Filleul, op. cit.
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Thus, Ambassador Filleul suggests that the Central American
imbroglio coincided with Canada's apparently erratic desire
to assert itself as a hemispheric power, and that Latin
countries have invited Canada to adopt a higher profile in
conflict manageﬁedt in the Americas. Canada's capacity to
exert political influence 1p Central America, according to a
respected policy analyst, is based upon: 1) Canada's non-
imperialist past; .2) its history of good relations with

nearby the Caribbean region; 3) its historical ties with

Cuba in the face of U.S. opposition; and 4) Canada's

economic dependency upon the U.S., a predicament Latin

states may be able to relate t:o.17 i
In sum, Canada's political presence in Central America

-«

is a relatively recent phenomenon, and was preceeded by
Canadian economic interests there. .

CANADA AND NICARAGUA

Since Nicaragua 1is at the centre of the current
imbroglio' in Central America, let us review Canada's
diplomatic relations with that country} prior to a
consideration of Canada's. relations with’ other Central

erican states. The Sandinista National Liberation Front
became the official Government of Nicaragua on July 19,
1979. In the weeks immediately prior to the Sandinista
victory, however, the newly-elected Progressive Conservative

Goverment of Joe Clark backed a US proposal to the

17. Interview, Timothy Draimin, Executive Secretary,
Canada-Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives, and
editor, Central America Update, Toronto, 5 June 1985.
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Organization of American States for a "peace keeping force,
made up mostly of US troops, to be‘despatc%ed to Nicaragua
to prevent the Sandinstas from taking power. The proposal

died when no other country supported kt."le

Clearly, the
—

Clark Government sided with the Carter Administration's

attempt to prevent the establishment of a socialist regime

on the isthmus. This point is crucial when viewing Canada's

relations with Sandinista Nicaragua.

On July. 23, 1979 - just a few days after Ythe
Sandinistas came to power - the United States officially
recognized the new government in Managua. - A day after that,

perhaps following the American lead, Canada extended
diplomatic recognition to the Sandinistas. At this time
Canada's embassy in Costa Rica, which also served Nicaragua,
had been without an ambassador for about a year.19 A’ new
ambassador was installed sﬂortly .after the Nicaraguan
.Revolution. The Sandinistas' victory ushered in another
test of Canada's tolerance for ideological diversity in the
hemisphere.

Canada'a new Ambassador to Nicaragua at the time, R.

Douglas Sirrs, appeared less than enthused with Nicaragua's

18. Peter Prongos, "Canada and the Sandinistas,”
Connexions, September, 1986. See also Walter Lafeber's
discussion of the US attempt to promote an OAS peacekeeping
force in Nicaragua just prior to the Sandinista victory,
Inevitable Revolutions (New York: Norton, 1983), pp. 234-
235. . o

19. Timothy Draimin, "Canada and Revolutionary Nicaragua,"
Toronto, Canada-Caribbean-Central America Policy
Alternatives, 1986, p. 1.

\
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socialist experiment. In an interview with a Costa Rican
newspapér in 1980 (shortly after the Liberals returned to
power in Ottawa), Sirrs complained that the Sandinistas

seemed to be moving too far" to the 1left, and also
indicated his dismay with the “"Marxist orientation of the
literacy campaign, the exodus of the vice president of the
State Council, (and) the overwhelming number of Sandinistas
on the State Council..."20 Sirrs himself, gowever, became
the targetb of criticism by some Canadians cg}Ferned with
Central American affairs. Progressive Conservative M.P.
Flora M;EDonald deemed Sirrs to be "uninformed as well as
unsympathetic to aspects of developmenF/in Nicaragua which
are Sositive," while New Democratic Party M.P. Robert Ogle
viewed Sirrs' analysis of Nicaragua as "very similar to the
American line."21

Sirrs' apparent intolerance of ideological diversity in
the hemisphere differed markedly from views expressed by

Pierre Elliot Trudeau. In a speech to the Commonwealth

Western Hemisphere in St. Lucia in 1983, Trudeau stated that

In our view states have the
right to follow whatever
ideological path their peoples
decide. :

When a country chooses a. socialist
or even a Marxist path, it does not
necessdrily buy a package which

20. The San Jose News, 23 May 1980.

2l. Timothy Draimin, "Canada and Central America: Whither
Canadian Foreign Policy?" Toronto, Canada-Caribbean- Central
America Policy Alternatives, August, 1983, p.1l0.

-
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automatically 1injects it 1into the
Soviet orbit.

The internal systems adopted by

countries of Latin America and the

Caribbean, whatever these systems

may be, do not in themselves pose a

security threat to this hemisphere.

It is only when countries adopt

systems which deliberately inject

East-West rivalry or seek to

destabilize their inghbours that a

threat is posed...
A similar view was expressed by Brian Mulroney in 1984 when,
as Leader of the Opposition, he stated that "I believe it 1is
important that the political, economic, and sociai autonomy
of all Central American countries be respected as their
governments negotiate resolutions to civil and regional

23 So while Prime Ministers Trudeau and Mulroney

disputes.”

seem to concur regarding the issue of tolerance of

ideological diversity in the Americas, Ambassador Sirrs

seemed to 'aaopt a more critical view of Eocialist

experiments in the Westegn Hemisphere. f'shall argue later
|

that this diversity of opinion among Canadian officials

(under the same Government) regarding Central America may be

responsible in® part for the seemingly contradictory aspects,

of Canadian policy toward the region.
AS well, it should be noted that the Trudeau Government

seemed to demonstrate a greater tolerance for socialism in

22. Quote from remarks made by Prime Minister Trudeau at
the Heads of Government Meeting of the Commonwealth
Caribbean and Canada, St. Lucia, 20 February 1983.

23. Quote from letter by Brian Mulroney, Leader of the
Opposition, 6 April 1984.

<
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the Americas compared to the short-lived reign of the
Progressive Conservatives from May 1979 to February 1980,
during which time the Clark Government backed a US attempt

at the OAS to prevent the socialist Sandinistas from taking

. . w
power 1in Nlcaragua.

As Ameriéan intervention in Nicaragua heightened 1in
1983 through the US-directed Contra forces, Nicaragua began
to appeal to.Canada to utilize its influence in an effort to
mellow Washington's escélating belligerence. Nicarqﬁua's
Minister for External Relations, Miguel D'Escoto, arrived in
Canada early in 1983 on a campaign to expose the nature of
American adventurism in his country, and therefore. to evoke
criticism of Washington's policy in Central America by
Canadian politicians and interest grAUpsf24

D'Escoto's mission was tarnished to some extent,
however, when a couple of months after his visit to Canada
a Nicaraguan diplomat was arrested and charged in Ottawa
with cocaine trafficking and possession of an unregistered
handgun. The Nicaraguan Goyernment successfully attempted
to persuade Ottawa to grant diplomatic immunit§ to Roldofo
Palacios, first secretary of Nicaragqua's embassy in
Ottawa.25 Despite ' this, the event represented a pubfic
relations setback for Nicafagua since it fed into the hands

-

of Washington's propaganda package which asserted that the

24. Barricada, (Nicaragua) 16 February 1983.
25. See for example, the Globe.'and Mail, 19 October 1983%
The Toronto Star, 29 July 1983 and 30 July 1983.




Sandinista regime was heavily involved in drug trafficking
in an effort to support the Revolution.
Also in 1983, Setretary of State for External Affairs

Allan MacEachen voiced a concern regarding the Canadian

“

Government's perception of the direction of the Nicaraguan
Revolution. In a speech at the University of Ottawa,
)

MacEachen stated that

...We are dismayed by - the
increasing - tendency toward
authoritarianism (in Nicaragua).

...Departures from professed non-
alignment, and support for
insurgencies in neighbouring
countries only adds to the risks of
violence and impedes progress
toward eeaceful change.

For Canada, no ideology justifies

the export of violence. It 1is

clear that the interests of Canada

are more closely linked with those

of the hemisphere than ever
<6

before.

Hence, MacEachen's position seemed to be moving closer to

248

that of Washington's. We shall see later that many of the .

views expressed above by the Canadian Secretary of State 1in
1983 conVerge with the positions contained in the kissinger
Commissian Report which was released in that year.

// In October of 1983, a few mohths after MacEachen';

speech, the United States invaded Grenada. Stephen Clarkson

observes that

26. Quote from Speecc by Hon.‘Al;an J. MacEachen, Deputy
Prime Minister and Secretary of State for External Affairs,
University of Ottawa, 3 June 1983.
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...Canada's angry reaction to the
invasion of Grenada by U.S. forces

in October 1983 indicated with
dramatic clarity that, within the

bounds of diplomatic niceties, s
Canada was not afraid to speak
straight at the risk of displeasing
Washington. .

Also, the Reagan team's refusal to

consult either the British or the

Canadian government before

launching 1its invasion of this

Commonwealth country showed that

the alliance leader was willing to

act without regaﬁg for the concerns

of its partners. .
Thus, it appears that the Grenada episode led Canada to
question once again the Reagan Administration's policy in
the Caribbean Basin, a policy which would increasingly
exhibit a unilateralist tone.

MacEachen's position on Nicaragua seemed to soften a

bit, compared to the views he expressed in 1983, following a
fact-finding trip he made to Central America in 1984. In
spring of that year he became the first Canadian cabinet
minister to visit Nicaragua. In April of 1984 MacEachen
voiced tacit support for U.S. Presidential candiaate Gary
Hart's proposal to withdraw US troops from Central

. 28 .
America. A few days later, at a press conference in

Honduras, Mchachén criticized the American mining of

27. Stephen Clarkson, Canada and the Reaqan‘éhallengg
(Toronto: Lorimer, 1985), p. 350.

28. Quote from remarks made by SSEA Allen J. MacEachen at a
press conference in San Jose, Costa Rica, 3 April 1984.

Text made available by the Canadian Department of External
Affairs. :



Nicaraguan ports. A Canadian ship narrowly escaped damage
in thgt incident. MacEachen said "we oppose it, of coursé.
We don't like what has happened. We think JL is a violation
of international law."29

MacEachen's visit to Central América may have
contributed to réndering him more sympathetic to the trials
and tribulations of -the Nicaraguan Revolution. Upon his
arrival in Canada,® MacEachen indicated that the Canadian
Govérnment had expressed- to Washington 1its views of the
situation in Nicaragué which differed from official American
ahalyses.Bo‘ MacEachen also stated that "...1 think that a
state of emergency exists (in Nicaragua) and that 1is the

justification for press censorship."31

Thus, a warming of
the MacEachen's attitude toward Nicaragua occurred in 1984.
Also during this period, the New Democratic Party and
Canadian counter—éonsensus groups concernéd with Central
America affairs cal}ed upon Ottawa to open an embassy in
Managua. Doubts concerning the ability of Canada's embassy
in Costa Rica to monitor eve;ts in four Central American
countries including 4dicaragua were <cited as a major

motivation bgpind the proposed embassy. The NDP argued that

the situation put Canada in the position of having to rely

29.,;Q26te from remarks made by SSEA Allan J. MacEachen at a
ptesé*tonference in Tegucigalpa, Honduras, 12 April 1984.
Text made available by the Canadian Department of External
Affairs. '

30. CBC Radio, "Morningside," 16 April 1984.

31. CBC Radio, "As it Happens,” 13 April 1984.

y
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upon the US Embassy in Managua for much of its information,
thus compromising Canada's ability to formulate an
independent foreign policy. Ottawa indicated that it would

consider the proposal, but it was not until almost two years

later, in December 1985, that the Canadian Government

-
announced it had no intention of constructing an embassy in

Nicaragua due to "budgetary restraints."32 Further, the

Department of External Affairs cited fiscal restraints when

it announced in December, 1986 the closure of its embassy in

-

Guatemala, which also served Honduras. This leaves the

Canadian Embassy in Costa Rica to monitor all of Central

America, a post which some observers claim is already "taxed

to its limits."33

kX

Francis Filleul followed Douglas Sirrs as Canada's
Amb;ssador to Costa Rica, Nicaragua, El Salvador and Panama.
During an interview with Filleul in the summer of 1984, he
demonstrated the continuity of his official analysis of
Nicaragua with that of his predecessor. Filleul, for
example, was hi&ﬁly critical of the Cuban presence 1in
Nicaragua.

"Nicaragua has been penetrated so
badly by Cuba and other (Eastern

Bloc) countries that it ‘is
destabilizing. :

32. Canada, Department of External Affairs, Bulletin,
"Canada and Central America," 6 December 1985.

33. Canada-Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives,
"External Affairs Cutbacks," December, 1986, p. 2.
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It was not that the people of
Nicaragua ...chose to welcome the
Russians and the Cubans. It was
that the FSLN had gained control of
the Revolutionary pQuement and that
was their policy."™.

Hence, Filleul suggested that the FSLN did not actually
represent the will of the majority of the population 1in
Nicaragua, and therefore that the FSLN required the
assistance of the Cuban and Soviets to dominate the
revolutionary process. )

In congruence with the position adopted by the Reagan
Administration, Filleul also asserted that the Sandinistas
were providing military assistance to revolutionary forces
in E1 S kyador. ) N

The FSLN has as much as admitted

that they are supporting them (the

FMLN in El SalagHor).

...I have talked to the Americans

about this business of verification

and they have said that the "arms

shipments tend to be very, very

small and difficult to pin down -

through mules and trucks, an%sthey.

fly in small planes at night.
Thé Canadian view that Nicaragua has been intervening in the
civil wars of other Central American countried persisted
thrbugh, 1986. A Canadian representative at the United

Nations General Assembly, Chafles Svoboda, criticized

Nicaragua in 1986 for "intervening in the internal affairs
[ ] )
\

34. Interview, Ambassador Francis Filleul, Canadian Embassy
ih San Jose, Costa. Rica, 30 July 1984.

35. TIbid.
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of other states 1in the region."36 A similar view was
expressed by Canada's ambassador to the UN, Stephen Lewlis.
It is important to uncte, however, the absence of any solid
evidence of Nicaraguan asslistance to the left 1in EIl Salvador
or to other Central American countries.

Filleul also expressed criticism of policies adopted by
the Sandinistas 1in the realﬁ of economic development. "It
is just pathetid\ to see what five years of thiys feqime has
done for the courntry. Instead of helping he people to

"38

develop, it has resulted in subdevelopment. / Further, the

Ambassador conveyed discon‘ with regard to what he saw as

the Sandinistas‘ unwillingness to fullfil the original goals

of the Revolutign. "When the Sandinistas (first took power,

they established <certain principles: non-alignment, a

healthy private sector, and a pluralistic system. None of
‘ 39

those conditions have been fulfilled."

| Despite Filleul's criticisms of the Sandinistas, the
Ambassador also found fault with the United States regarding
its policies in Nicaragua and elsewhere in Central America.
"We criticized the US mining of the ports (in Nica}agua{[
We did not think that wag a good 1idea. The Americans did

not like the «criticism much, but who would like

. ~

36. Globe and Mail, 4 November 1986.

37. Ottawa Citizen, 5 November 1986. 4

38. Interview, Ambassador Francis Filleul, op. cit.

39.. Ibid.
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criticism? Filleul also viewed with disfavour the US-
supported Contra attacks against Nicaragua ¢#due to the
potential it wields to ignite a regional war. He balanced
this, however, by asserting that Nicaragua should withdraw
its support for leftist forces in El Salvador.

Filleul, who opted to remain at his post for an
additional vyear after his three-year appointment reached
completion in 1985, granted an interview to a <Canadian
newspaper 1in June, 1986. Once again, he indicated His
disappointment with the Sandinistas.

Observers from -many countries and

many backgrounds have said the

Sandinista government's direction

is Marxist-Leninist.

This has not been denied by 1its

leaders, who have on occasion

supported that

observation...Efforts have been

made (by the Sandinistas) to help

the pocorest in Nicaragqua, but

. there've been no such egiorts

towards political liberation.
Thus, the Ambassador remains unconvinced that the
Sandinistas have fullfilled the original goals of the
revolution. \

Canada's new ambassador to Nicaragua (as well as to El

Salvador, Costa Rica and Panama), Stanley Gooch, has

expressed views regarding Nicaragua which are consistent

»
with tho8e of his predecessor, Francis Filleul. Gooch,

40. 1Ibid.

41. ‘Ottawa Citizen, 6 June 1986.




former Canadian Ambassador to Yugoslavia, criticized human
rights "abuses"™ 1in Nicaragua Eesulting from the declared
state of emergency 1in that country. He balanced this,
however, by indicating that "The Canadian government has
gone out of its way to express 1its disapproval of US policy
in Central America,"42 and has been especially critical of

the US-supported Contra invasion of Nicaragua.43

KA A RkAK

.

The Director of the Caribbean and Central American
Division of the Department of External Affairs, Emile
Martel, observed in 1985 that the 1ideology of regimes 1in
Central America makes no difference to Canada44 - a view
similar to the one Prime Minister Trudeau had expressed 1in
1983. From this perspective, thereforet\ the socialist
orientation of the Sandinista regime 1is acceptable to
Ottawa, in sharp contrast to the Reagan Administration's
apparent intolerance of the Sandinistas' ideology. While
Martel indicated that Canada has "no official position" on
the matter of whether or not 'the Sandinistas represent a
strategic threat to Western interests in the hemisphere, he

voiced his personal view that it is best that revolutionary
g

tendencies be confined to Nicaragua rather than sgreading

42. Quoted 1n Tico Times (San Jose, Costa Rica), 5 December
1986. °

43. Quoted in Toronto Star, 28 July 1986.

44. Interview, Emile Martel, Director, Caribbean and
Céntral American Division,: Department of External Affairs,
Ottawa, 28 May 1985.
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throughout Central America. "I don't think they (the
sandinistas) are a threat," he said, "but there must be a
framework for their containment."45 Martel suggests- that

if the Sandinistas' socialist ideology were to spread to
other countries of Central America, the United States would
perceive such a‘situation to represent a threat to its vital
interests. Under such conditions, a regional war might
develop and perhaps further destabilize the Americas.

Pastor Valle-Garay, Consul General of Nicaragua in
Toronto, 1is an outspoken commentator on such topics as
Canada's relations with his country. During an interview in
the summer of 1985, Valle-Garay indicated that Prime
Minister Brian Mulroney's policy toward Managya was not pmuch
different from his predecessor's. "Generally, it has been a
continuation of the Trudeau policy. Canada has made it very

AN
~clear to Nicaragua that Central America is not a priority

for Canada."46

Clearly, Valle-Garay and other important
Nicaraguan officials would prefer that Central America were
more of a priority for Ottawa, and also hope that Canada
would encourage the Reagan Administration to adopt a less
belligerent stance against Nicaragua.

A similar view was ‘expressed recently by FSLN

Comandante and Nicaraguan Minister of the Interior Tomas

Borge.

45. Ibid. «

46. 1Ibid.



«

we'd like it 1if Canada used 1its

international prestige, its
international politidal influence,
its influence with the U.s.

government, to assume a position of
more aggressive support for a weak
country attacked by a power like
the U.S.

I think the close relations between
the U.S. and Canada, which are the
result of geography and politics,
have led Canada to adopt a very
careful stance.

.~

I would say we have a certain level
of understanding of this. It is
not what we would like, but
perhaps, due to the special
situation of Canada, no other type
of policy is possible. .

Ultimately, it depends on the
characteristics of Canada's
leaders. Some sectors may be more
inclined to natural indignation
over the aggression of a powerful
country against a weak country.

Others might put priority on
relations with the U.S., although
this meaps sacrificing a small
country .
Borge's analysis *of Canadian-American relations 1is quite

adept, though it is certainly something of an understatement

to assert that Canada's relations with the United States

appear more important to ottawa than the fate of Nicaragua.
Wﬁile Valle-Garay was careful to stop short of

suggesting that Canadian policy toward Central‘America was

determined by Washington, he indicated a frustration that

was also voiced by Borge, -namely what he considers to be

Ottawa's tendency to  commence its policy-formulating

i7. Ottawa Citizen, 31 May 1986.




process by asking the question: "How will this affect our
relations with the United States."48 Indeed, Valle-Garay's
perception of Canadian foreign policy-making vis-a-vis
Central America appears to ?? correct. As was noted
earlier, an official at the Nicaraguan Desk of the DEA's
Caribbean and Central American Division indicated that when

formulating policy towards Central America, the DEA consults

both the American and the Central american desks of the

Department.49 The Consul General was also critical of what

he implied was Ottawa's vulnerability to American influence
in the <case of Canada's deéision to accept "Somoza's
National Guard criminals" which were deported from the
United States in the 19805.50

valle-Garay speculated that Canada probably would not
support the United States in the event of an invasion of
Nicaragua, which he deemed as "always possible" as long as

the Reagan Administration is in power, since if Canada did

so it would lose face on the international stage.Sl Valle-

258

Garay speculated that an American invasion of his country is

a distinct possibility, since revolutionary Nicaragua 1is
viewed as a "model which threatens U.S. supremacy" in the

hemisphere, and which represents one element, which has

48. Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit. .

49. 1Interview, Pavid Bickford, Nicaraguan Desk, Caribbean
and Central American Division, Department of External
Affairs, Ottawa, 29 May 1985.

50. Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit.

51. 1Ibid.



helped to trigger an American hegemonic decline "which was
lohg in coming."52 He presumed that such an invasion would
take the form of bombings from the air and sea, since this

sort of attack would minimize the number of American lives
-t

lost in combat. A

Finally, it is also of interesg to consider éome recent
views of Pierre Trudeau on the crisis in Nicaragua. During
a conference in the US concerning democracy 1in ULatin
America, the former Prime Minister suggested that the
Reagan Administration's criticism of the absence of
democ;acy in Nicaragua is hypocritical: "How does breaking
international law - which is how unilateral intervention
might be interpreted - educate a country or a continent in
the ways of democracy?"53 He also noted that "I suspect the
evidence is that, at this time, the Whiﬁe House wants to get
rid of the Sandinistas at all costs."54 Once again, Trudeau
indicated his support for ideological diversity in the
Americas: "Marxism might be a dirty ‘word for us, but
capitalism is a dirty word in some counfries. They find
that capitalism has not solved the problem of abject

w35

poverty. These remarks are rather consistent with those

the former Prime Minister made while he was in office,

52. 1Ibid.

53. Quoted in Globe and Mail, 19 November 1986.

54. Ibid.

55. Ibid.
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though the tone of his recent statements reflect somewhat
less of a concern with diplomacy.
Canada's position on Nicaragua's -elections and the
topic of human rights 1in Nicaragua will be dealt with
p
shortly. Now let us turn to a brief discussion of Canada's
diplomatic ‘relations with the other counﬁries of Central
. \

America.

CANADA AND EL SALVADOR

While Nicaragua has been the centrepiece of the Great

-
~

Contest between capitalism and socialism in Central America,
El Salvador also has been the venue of a ferocious civil war
between the left and r;ght. _Canada.largely remained silent
on the Salvado;ean issue until the -early l§805. In
Janauary, 1981 SSEA Mark MacGuigan met with members of El
Salvador's leftist opposition groups, - including_ 'Ana
Guadelupe‘ Marqihez of the FMLN and Hector Oqselli ~of the
social democratic National Revolutionary“ Movement (MNR).
During the meeting, MacGuigan voice) Canada's support for
the principles of non~interVentién and self—determination.
But the sincerity of MacGuigan's remarks ana gesture of
goodwill.toward opposipidn forces in El1 Salvador soon came
into question. Thé Canadian Governmeﬂt has refrained from
‘officially r;cognizigg | tge FDR-FMLN as a legitiméte__'
representative political force. Moreover, in Februarj of
1981, just one month after his meeting with Salvadorean

leftist forces, the Canadian secretary of state qutraged-

some Canadiap " observers of Central American affairs by,



announcing that Canada would- quieﬁly subm}t‘ to plans of
heightened American wilitary intervention in the tiny
isthmus country. After returning from a trip to Washington
for talks with U.S. Secretary of State Alexander Haig,
MacGuigan statéd that "I would certainly not condemn any
decision the United States takeg to send offensive arms (to
El Salvador)...The United States can at least count on our
quiet acquiescence.“56 Since the time MacGuigan made that
statement, which-has received considerable media attention,

the ‘Canadian Government has been on the defensive to

demonstrate that Canadian policy toward Central America is

. N w

distinct from American policy, and that Canada activelyku/
attempté to alter some of Washington's positions on certain
reéional'matters.

. Also .in 1981, New Democratic Party (NDP) leader Ed
Broadbent made an extensive trip through North America to
agsist in', fostfring a negotiated settiement in the
inqrea§ingly bitter civil war in El Salvador. Broadbent
travelled to El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa ‘Rica, Mexico,
Venezuela, Cuba Qand. Washington in an effort to promote a
peaceful resofhtion to the céungry's mounting troubles. His
mission accompllshed little tanglble results. The NDP has a
hlstory of dlssoc1at1ng ltself from the official pollcy of

.

the Canadian Government-toward Central America, a point to

which we shall return.

- Y

56- GLobe and Mail, 5 February 1981.
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While Mark MacGuigan on occasion seemed to adopt a
position that was close to the US line with respect to the
Salvador;;n case,‘ the man who proceeded him as. Canadian
Secretary of State expressed views which oftem seemed less
compatible with Washington's. In/spring of 1984, SSE; Allan
MacEachen planned an official trip to Central America, a
visit‘\which included travel to Costa Rica, Honduras and
Nicaragua. MacEachen had also arrangéd to meet with U.S.
Secretary of State George Shultz in Washington immediately
prior to beginning his excursion toA::ntral America. Shultz
submitted a written appeal to MacEachen before he left
Canada for Washington requesting that MacEachen also include
El Salvador on his agenda. MacEachen refused the request,
gnd was grilled by reporters at a Washington news conference

on the matter of why he chose to visit Marxist Nicaragua to

visit President Daniel Ortega but refused to travel to US-

~

‘¥ backed, E1 Salvador. MacEachen responded by stating that

‘"my not going (to El Salvador) is not a political statement

of any kind," and added that despite the ?mmission of El
Salvador from the tour he was convinced that the ‘mission

w37 While

would provide him with "a balanced perspective.
MacEachen claimed that he simply was unable to fit El
Salvador 1into his i\inerary‘, ‘it also remains distinctly
possible that' MacEachen and thg Cangdian GoYeapme:t were
attempting to appeal to Canadian interest groups which took

odt‘ﬂht a full page add in the Globe and Mail prior to

57. The Edmonton Journal, 3 Apf}l 1984.

\?‘/, ‘ : ’ T . »

ro



263

1 4
MacEachen's departure urging him to criticize Washington's
escalation of military‘tgnsion in the region. A last-minute
inclusion of El Salvadqr into MacEachen's tour might have
provoked domestic Canadian criticism reminiscent of that
which erupted in the wake of MacGuiligan's "quiet
acquiescence" remark.

-

Closely connected with Canada's diplomatic relations
with El Salvadoi is the allegation of Sandinista support for
leftist forces within El Salvador - a point that was touched
upon earlier in our discussion of Nicaragua. It appears
rather commonplace for Canadian officials to Dbalance
criticism of the American-backed Contra forces, which
violate international law by invading Nicaragua, with claims
of Sandinista covert assistance to the left in él_Salvador.
For example, Claude T. Charland, former assistant deputy
minister of the Latin Americangand Caribbean division of the
DEA, stated at a conference in the United States that

Consistent with our opposition to
thirq party intervention in Central

America, we appose continued

military support for anti-
Sandinista insurgents in the same

way that we oppose the promotion of
armed insurgencgain El Salvador by
outside powers.

¢

_ 58. Claude T. Charland, "A Canadian View of Latin America
and the Caribbean," Canada, the United States, and Latin
America - A Conference Report (Washington, D.C.: The Woodrow
Wilson Center for Scholars, 1984), p. 15.
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We will recall ®%hat a similar view was expressed by former

. . 9 . .

ambassador Francis Fllleul.S This contention has been
countered, however, by a senior political officer at
Canada's Embassy in Mexico City, who observed 1in an

interview that there has been "no evidence" of Sandinista
military assistance to El Salvador.60 It 1is certainfy
correct that no such evidence has ever been presented to the
public. 7
While the Salvadorean elections will be dealt with here
in a separate section which offers a compaggggur*Vﬁar of
canada's role in the electoral process in Central America,
it may be useful at this point to consider former ambassador
Francis Filleul's estimation of the strength of the left in
El salvador. Filleul stated in an interview that
‘The extreme left in El1 Salvador
represents a smaller proportion of
the population than .the potentiw &
non-FSLN parties in Nicaragua.
In El1 Salvador, the extreme left

(FDR-FMLN) would neyer gJet more
than 10% of the vote.

This estimation is debatable, however. The left's ability
to mobilize soldiers and to hold their own against US-backed

Government forces suggests that tﬁL strength - of the left in

that country may be something more than 10 percent.

59. Interview, Francis Fillegl, op. cit.

60. Interview, Rébert Clark, Councilor, Senior Political .
Officer, Canadian Embassy, Mexico City, 27 June 1984.

61. Interview, Francis Filleul, op. cit.

R
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Finally with respect to El Salvador, Canadian

Ambassador Stanley Gooch reiterated Canada's concern with

human rights violations in the country, and noted that "we

have been looking at what we can do to stop human rig\hts
abuses"62 in El1 Salvador. As we saw in Chapter Four\,
canadian counter-consensus- groups have criticized ¢ the
reinstatement ¢f Canadian aid to El Salvador amidsy& the
persistence of human rights violations there.

CANADA AND HONDURAS - - -

Canada's diplomatic relations with Honduras, the
Central American country which receives the largest amount
of Canadian devlopmental assistance, tend to centre around
Honduras' role ;s the Contras' landlord, Honduras'
strategic geopolitical significance to the United States
derives from the fact that the country borders with three
strife-riddén Central America countries: Nicaragqua, El
Salvad;r and Guatemala. ' ‘ ,

When SSEA Allan MacEachen first visited Honduras in
1984,4h; told a news conferenceé in Tegucigalpa éhat the only

.way to achieve peace in the region would be to demilitarize

al America and to eradicate foreign military bases and -

.
-intervention on the isthmus.63 Thus, MacEachen voiced

.

Canada's distaste for the Contras in Honduras and /'the

related ‘American-led militarization of -that country. But,

typical in style to /many ‘Canadian statements on Central
e
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America, MacEachen's reluctance to mention the names of the
specific countries he was referring to may also be
interpreted here as an indictment of the Cuban presence in
Nicarggua. Just as some Canadian officials attempted to
balance criticism of Contra attacks against Nicaragua by
®

alleging that the Sandinistas were . providing military
assistance to El1 sSalvador, Canadian officials tried to
balance criticism of the American militarizati%ﬁ of Honduras
by pointing to the presence of Cuba and other East-bloc
countries in Nicaragua. 'In &his way, Canada could distance

itself from US policy in Central Amerjica without pinning the
N a“ .

\

blame for regional instability solely” upon Washington.
Duridg. his visit to Honduras, MacEachen warned
officials there that Canada would terminate its economic -
assistance to the country if it beéame clear that the aid
‘'was béiﬁg used directly for support of Contra'forces or for
related militarf purpqses.64 This waré&hg.was made against
the . backdrop oéa Canadian Egnding in 1982 fog' what was
initially deemeéﬁ to be a gbrestry road in Honduras, but

1

~which turned out to be infrastructure for a major Contra
military base at Fort Mocokon.ss
Also while in Tégucigalpa, MacEachen called upon

Honduran officials to increase their support for Contadora

-

‘4. 1bid.

65. See Chapter Four for a discussion of this.
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'ﬁ$(of Central America, byi‘éondemnlng the 1incident as a

267

4
in order to avoid a rerun in Central Amertca of the American
N 1]

. ) . f6
invasion of Grenada 1n 1983.

MacEachen criticized the minln of Nicaraguan ports by
g g £ Y

ClA-directed forces, which occurred just prior to his toufr

e
N

"

67

violation of international law.” He also observed at a

Honduran news conference that the absence of democracy 1Lin
. * 4 .

certain Central American ‘countries have fostered the
~

existence of guerrilla groups which want to achieve
*

democratic objectives.68€?1n the eyes of Honduran officials,

. }
this rather cryptic remark presumably would be taken to be

a reference to the Contras, but could just as easily be a -

reference to the guerrillas in El Salvador and Guatemala.

¢

' ~“Ambassador Filleul noted tgat °

. One big difference between the :
United States and-. Canada "is that NN
the United States has decided to
strengthen Honduras militarily and
make it a bastion against leftist
regimes in the area. ’

Our position is that the best thing

: to do- is to. stop all weapons
deliveries, to demilitggizg
‘evenywhere in_Central~America. -

!

Filleul also acknowleged that "if you are-ldoking at it from-

a pgyely military point of view, you might say .that the

o' ¢

€6 La Tribuna (Homduras), 14 April 1984. ., .
67. Ibid. T , L

- .h \

68% 1Ibid. : e

69. Interview, Francis Filleul, op. cit.

14
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Nicaraguans could feel somewhat threatened by the Hondurans
. . . w10
if the Americans were involved.
The First Secretary of the Hondatan Embassy 1n Ottawa,
Jose Reina, observed in an interview that 4
We have no fear? that warfare in
Nicaragua, #£1 Salvador or Guatemala
will spgs@d into Honduras.
There is not as .dramatic a
N difference in Honduras between rich
and poor as elsewhere in Central
america, due to §?rarian reform and
social security.
Regardless of the socio-economic conditions in Honduras, a4
major potential cause of warfare 1in that country is the
tensicn which may erupt there as Honduras converts into an
American military base designed either to ‘topple the
sandinistas or to sour the progress of the revolution.
®
‘Another problem for Honduras 1is refugees. The Honduran
official in Canada voiced «concern with regard to the
iyglling numbers of refugees from El Salvador, Guatemala and

: . . . . . 72
Nicaragua which strain his country's limited resources.

. :
70. Ibid. : ' . /
71. Interview, Jose Reina, First Secretary, Honduran

Embassy, Ottawa, 29 May 1985.
72. 1Ibid. . ' ot
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Further, the Honduran official perceived no difference
between the Trudeau and Mulroney Administrations regarding
Canadian policy to his couhtry. Reina offered particular
praise for Prime Minister Trudeau, since "Canada has had
more identification with Latin America since the Trudeau
Government. Canada has realized that 1t 1s part of the
! . A W73
continent since Trudeau.

CANADA AND GUATEMALA

Canada's relations with Guatemala have tended to centre
around two general issues: commercial opportunities and
human righgs. As we saw 1in Chapter Four, Guatemala
historicaily has beén considered by Canadians to possess the
most  potential among <Central American countries for
lucrative economié relations with Canada. Guatemala's
abysmal human rights record also represents a major
consideration among Canadian officials concerned with
Central. American affairs, as we observed in Chapter Four.
For noy} though,iletwus focus upon other aspects. of Canada's
diplomgtic relations with Guatemala as well as upon the
rble o% that country in the Great Contest between capitalism
and soélalism on the isthmus.

\ -
" eanada's trade office in Guatemala was upgraded in 1982

73. 1Ibid.

C
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to an embassy complete with a resident ambassador, whose
duty also 1included taking care of Honduran affairs.
Previously, the Canadian embassy in Mexico City handled this
task. This move was the result of the commercial
significance Ottawa attributed to Guatemala, as well
Canada's need to 1install another embassy 1in the region
besides the . overloaded embassy in Costa Rica in ortder to
monitor more effectively political events there. Also 1n
1982, Canada officially fecognized the r%gime of General
Rios Montﬁ, who led one of the most brutal dictatorships in
Guatemala's troubled history. <Citing fiscal restraints,
Ottawa in December 1986 eliminated the posts of ambassador
and trade officer in Guatemala, and has left three officérs
there to manage political, immigration and aid issues.74
The downgrading of the Guatemalan embassy pay also be a

product 'of the decreased commercial opportunties in the

country in light of the turmoil which plagues the isthmus.

v

/

74. CanadaJCaribbean?Central America Policy*Alternatives,
"External Affairs Cutbacks," Decemberwl986.

75. Please see Chapter Four for a discussion of Canada's
‘economic relations with Guatemala.

®

75



Guatemala's ambassador to Canada, Dr. F. Urruela,
predicted during an interview that relations between Canada
and his country would improve following the election of a
civilian government there.in the fall of 1985.76 It remains
unclear whether that Government, headed by President Cerezo,
will represent a legitimate power base 1in the country
against the backdrop of the traditional political
predominance of the militarytsector in.Guatemala. While
the Reagan Administration heralded the election in Guatemala
as an example of the wave of democratization sweeping
Central.American countries which are aligned with the U.S.,
policy analysts familiar with Central American affairs
interpreted the election as a ploy to attract foreign
assistance from Western countries which became disillusioned
with Guatemala's brutal military regimes. ‘Canadian
officials are awaitiﬂ& evidence of significant political
change in the country before reinstating developmental
asszétance which was terminated in 1982 amid widespread
human rights Qiolatibns.77' Canadian Ambassador to the UN,

. Stephen Leyis, observed in November 1986 that - "The
persistance of death squads ana new cases of disappearances

are cause for profound conCern"78

]

76..- Interview, Dr. F. Urruela, Guatemalan Ambassador to
q nada, Ottawa, 28 May 1985.

[

. Please see Chapter Four for a discussion of Canada's
ermination of developmental assistance to Guatemala.

g. Department of External Affairs, "Excerpts from a
atement by Mr. Stephen Lewis, Ambassador and Permanent
resentative of Canada to the 4lst Session of the United

tions General Assembly on Item 12: Human Rights," 25

- thus demonstrating:thaf



Canadian doubts persist regarding human rights abuses in
Guatemala.

Ambassador Urruela suggested that Canada wields the
potential to become a "strong alternative" to the United
States in terms of promoting democracy in Central America,
and added that "Canada should play a larger role in

hemispheric affairs.“79 A greater Canadian role 1in the

region would be welcomed, he said, since Central American

. . el .
countries possess a desire to escape from the shadow of

A

dependency upon the United States. Despite thig,'ﬁﬂere ‘is
no question regafdiﬂg Guaéemala's sblid allegiance to
Washington in its global contest- with Moscow. Dr. Urruela
_also mentioned, however, that Canada's capaqity to assume a
position of greater significance in the hemisphere 1is
limited by Canada's economic dependence upon, and politicai
subservience to, the United States.,,Urrueia, who possesses

degrees in political science from elifre American

[V

universities, compared Canada's relationship with' the United

¢

. . . , ' 80
States to a submissive man married to a rich woman.

’
-

79. intérview, Dr. F. Urruela, op. cit.

. '

80. 1Ibid. : . \

|AY]
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The Guatemalan Ambassador was able to see a positive

side to the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua.

Urruela

observed that the revolution there was a good thing in the

sense that it brought global

attention to Central America,

and that it prompted the United States to re-evaluate 1its
policy of supporting right-wing dictatorships 1in the
region.

Dr. Urruela criticized the Sandinistas, however, for
becominé "too radical," which he perceives has resulted in

the erosion of moderate support for them in Nicaragua and

elsewhere in Latin America.sz

the

Reagan

Administration is bound for defeat

in.

But he also acknowledged that

its

attempts to overthrow the Sandinistas, since they still

. . 83
enjoy popuiar support.

During a speech at the University

of Ottawaxgh the winter of 1985, the ambassador provi&ed his
. ¥

-~ .

assessment

of

-

revolutionary groups in his country

elsewhere in Central America.

A radical process is already being
attemptéd in Nicaragua and is
undoubtably one of the alternatives

‘that El Salvador and Guatemala are

confronted with.

N~

It is a legitimate alternative, in
the sense that it has the support
of a segment of the population in
those two countries..

N ’
Y

a4
'BT. 1Ibid. ’
. L9
82. Ibid.

*
83. 1Ibid.

and



‘Whether it is a large or a small
segment is a matter of debate. It
is significant enough to make
revolutionary movements legitmate.

...For revolutionary movements to
win a revolutionary war in Central
America thera needs to be a
coincidence - of favourable internal
and external conditions.

...The role of external factors 1is
crucial because the Central
American countries are very small

and very weak, and are ' located’

close to a very large and powerful
country. -

...Central Américan revolutionary
movements have been plagued with
intellectual poverty. .In that
sense., I think revolutionary change
is = mediocre alternative.

The rigid dogmatism that has
characterized the leadership .of
revolutionary movements in Central
America has caused unnecessary
suffering and destruction,
destruction of infrastructure which
is crucial to the Central American
countries' development. .

...To push forward an alternative

that is nol‘a4 viable is very
irresponsible. ;o :

84. Ekcerpts from a speech by Guatemalan Ambassagor to

274

Canada Dr. F. Urruela, Un;versity of Ottawa, 26 February ¢

1985. 3

4
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Let ué considér some of the poiﬁts Dr. Utruela makes above.
First, it is noteworthy -that the ambassador récognizes the
.legitimacy of leftist revolutionaries in both his country
and in El1 sSalvador, since a logical extension of this is
that these groups should be incorporated into the electoral
process. Despite this recognition, however, .govérnment—
sponsored death SQQaas iA both those c¢ountries regularly
exeéute citizens which they Suspect are s}mpathetic, to
socialist idgelogy. ‘

Dr. Urruela'é point rega;ding the necessity of

favourable expernal conditions for a revolution to. flourish

" seems reasonable. Certainly -the fgilure. of the Nicaraguan

«

revolution to flourish can be blamed+ in large measure on the

.Reagan Administration, which vigodrously has attempted to

a

sour the accomplishments and goals of the sandinistas. \

8,

375



CANADA AND COSTA RICA

Canada's relations with Costa Rica are dominated by
economic concerns, as we saw in Chapter Four. Due to that
couﬁtry's historical pattern of development which is
"distinct from the other foyr states of Central America,85
Costa Rica has not been plagued by the degreg of civil
strife prevalent, for example, in El Salvador, Guatemala and
Nicaragua. Hence, _matters such as violations 66 human

rights, the leg&timacy of national elections, and socialist

insurgency have not been at the forefront of Canada's

diplomatic relations with.Costa Rica as they have with other

countries on the isthmus.

LN

~ N . . -

N !

85. For a discussion of the history of Central America, and
Costa Rica's distinct position within it, consult Murdo J.
‘MacLeod, Spanish Central America (University of California
Press, '1973); and Ralph Lee Woodward, Jr., Central America
(New York: Oxford Uniyersity Press, 1976).

-
-

?

i -

-

.
<



Costa Rica's Ambassador to Canada, Mario Pacheco,

v

discussed some of the differences he perceives between

American and Canadian policy to Central America. He noted

that . Canada 'is "more peace seeking"” and more committed to

utilizing international organizations as a forum to solve
‘ 86

regional problems than the United States appears to be.
Related to this, he suggested that Canada should join the

Organization for American States (OAS) in (order to exert

more political influence in the hemisphere.87 He added that

if canada joined the OAS it would
problems” gt;empting to balance»the interests of theAUnited
States against Latin countries, "but that's how you solve
problems. *’ Canada is part of the American continent.
Problems from the south;ﬁill gétAcloser to Canada year by

year. GCanada should offer some preventitive medicine

"88 i i '
now. "

‘ &
86. Interview, Mario Pacheco, Costa Rican Ambassad®r -to
Canada, Ottawa, 31 May 1985. : __— '
. - '-‘
87. 1Ibid. ,

88. Ibid. , . .
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dosta Rica officially has attempted to discourage the
pggsence of-Contra bases on its territory. Shortly after
ﬁhe el;étion in Costa Rica of President Oscar Arias, Costa
Rica and.N}caragua created. in 1986 a joint bofder partrol to
eradicate Contra activity on the border and so promote peace
petwggn- e two countries. Ambassador  Pacheco stated that
“Nicarﬁ: is not a military, .e\xpansionist‘threat" as the

Reﬁgan' Administration has portrayed it to be.89 He

their promfse of democracy.“%p

Fimally, Pacheco underscored Costa Rica's staunchly

\

pro-American stance, and said@ he observed no ‘evidence of

American hegmonic decline in Central qr Latin America.91

bl

Related td this, Lester Langley, an analyst of Central

-«

American politics, moted recentl that "Costa Ricans, who
\ § Y ;

* have suffered no American military penetration and only

isolated cases of Washington's political chastizement, .are
Y -

the énly truly pro-American peOplé in Central Amer:ica."92
< o~ . / °
.@\ ’
\‘ A S »
“O
7 o 4
» . ) . "
89.-. Ibid. .. -
4 ‘ A ) . ‘ .
90. 1bid. . . S S

91. Ibid.

92. Quoted'in Noam Chomsky, Turning the Tide: The US and

Latin America -(Montreal; Black Rose, 1986), p. 38.

»
.

~ ‘ ‘
criticized the Sandinistas, however, for "not living up to
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PART TWO: CANADIAN POLITICAL INTERESTS IN CENTRAL AMERICA

This section will address a number of topics of concern
for Canadian policy makers. Canada's role in the Central
American electoral process will be discussed, as will

Ottawa's policy towards the escalating number of refugees

coming to Canada from El Salvador and Gyatemala. A

. he Vi i - %
comparison of official Canadian and American analyses of the
Central American turmoil wll be presented, followed by a
discussion of Canada's strategic interests in the region and -

-

Canada's role in pertinent internationai“orggniqgtions.

, ‘CANADA'S ROLE IN ‘*CENTRAL AMERICAN'ELEC&IONS
Canada's position‘wi£h respect to elections in Central
Amefica has been steeped in contradiction. éetween 1984 apd
1986, Canada has‘sent official observers to elections in E1l
éalvaéor, Guatemala and Honduras. Official Canadian reports
from those elections legitimized them and deemed themlto be
free and fair. Ambassador. Francis Filleul,, an official
canadian observer during both the preliminary and €final
elections in El Salvador in March. and Méy of 1984, indicated
‘ hig,piéasure with- regard to Wose Duarte's efé;t of far-
fiqht candidate &oberto : D'Aubuisééﬁ\;y/fiFilleul also
specﬁlated that Duarte stood "é good chance" of holding reéf
leitiéal power'in.a'country traditionally dominated by the

2
m'ilitary.93

"

93. Globe .and Mail, 8 May 1984.
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But while the Canadian Government indicated its

-
”

satisfaction-.with tho_se flectione, other observers were
clearly critical of them. N!&:Jricé Dupras,  former
parliamentarian and chairman of the 1982 HOude QE_Comn;ons -
standing committee on Canada's relations with Latin.America
and, the Caribbean, stated that “ the Salvadotean. elections
‘%& only intensify civil strife" there. This is
because the elections fostered a frustrating facade of
democracy. The leftist opposition forces did not participate
in the elections against the backdrop of a bloody civil war

-

which irfcluded (and still includes) death squad aftacks W .

against socialists 1in the country. These were less than )
L " . e B
perfect conditions for Q,an election. Further, ‘Gordert~,

-~

F_air@zeather ’ chairman of the Canadian Human ~ Rights.
Commission, criticized the adminietrative problems apoarent‘
in El1 salvador's" preliminary elections, which resulted " in .
thousands of Salvadoreans being turned away from polllng g
stations. “Democracy l.S affected if anybody who wants to

vote can't vote. 'f 95 . -

[ ¥

94. 6 Maurice Dupra\i ‘"canada's Political and Security .
Interests in’Latin America and the Caribbean," Canada, the.
United :States and Latin America (Washlngton, D.C.: Wgqodro
Wilson International Center for Scholars, 1984), p. 24.

95. Globe and Mail, 27 March-1984. _

»



Fairweathd& also was- criWcal of the c¢ircumstances
surrounding elections he observed ta-Guatemala 1n autumn of
1985. ‘Referring to transport;tion difficulties, a high
illiteracy rate and profound cultural barriers, Fairweag%er
observed that ‘"a lot of people didn't _have any way of
expressing their wishes about the future'of the country."96
Like El Salvador, Guatemala is also the venue of a civil war
between the right and left, and those suspected of socialist
sympathies are executed at the hands of Government forces -
a situation which led Canada Wb terminate its developmental
assistance to the country in 1981.

v
Wwhile Canada sent official observe%s to elections 1in

Washington's clien; states in Central America, Canada
refused éoz send observers to elections in Nicaragu in
autumn of 1984. ~ Before he left office as External Affairs
Minister, Allan MacEacher stated that Nicaraguan elections
should be judged "by the same criteria of objectivity and
on-the-spot in§;;::§ation" as was the case in the
Salvadorean elections.97 It would seem, then, that the
Trudeau Government was prepared to monitor the Nicaraugan
elections, whereas the Mulroney Administration failed to do

&
SO.

96. Globe and Mail, 5 November 1985.

Y
97. Globe and Mail, 25 October 1984.
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The Mulroney Government offered ﬁo explanation for

this coursd of action (or non-action). Gordon Failrweather,
considered by some to .be Canada's premier election-watcher,
commented that "I don't see how we can accept an invitation
from El Salvador in March and May and turn down Nicaragua-in

November."‘98

An unofficial grbup of Canadians, however,
did attend the election.

Even the Globe and Mail, which often has adopted a

critical 4atance on Nicaraguan politics, chastized the new

Progressive Conservative Government for its decisiomn.

Canada has nevertheless elected b

4 wear the blindfold on Sunday as
Nicaragua holds its election,
evidently fearing that the presence
of official Canadian observers will
confer? instant respectability on
the proceedings.

Ignorance, while not exactly bliss,
is considered to be at least safe
in that it states dissatisfaction
—9 with the election arrangementg and
avoids irritating Washington.

This decision by the Mulroney Administration signaled a

°

major change in Central American policy from the Liberal
. . . s

Government, and appeared to indicate that the Tories would

adopt a policy to the region which would be closer to that

of the Reagan Administration. :

98. Globe and Mail, 20 October 1984.

99. Globe and Mail, 2 November 1984.
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@ .
. *%ﬁ.
?\ more,ﬁ}_Ale sign of this appeared 1in Joe C(Clark's

fqreign )Pokmﬁ' green paper 1in 1985, which asserted that

there have been ...signs of progress towards democracy in

AN

. 0 '
Central Amerxca."10 Presumably, Clark was referring to
‘democracy’' in the Central American countries to which
Canada ' sent official election observers. Therefore,

Ottawa's decision to legitimize“elections in Washington's

-

client states on the istpmus but refusal to monitor

Nicaraguan electiomps may be interpreted as support, perhaps

unwittingly, for Jeane Kirkpatrick's thesislol that

k4 4
authoritarian capitalist regimes (e.qg., El Salvador,

Guatemala  and Honduras) blossom into democracy, whereas
‘totalitarian dictatorships' (e.g., Nicaragua) are less

likely to achieve this ideal. .

\J

-

100. Competitiveness and Security: Directions for Canada's
International Relations, presented by the Right Honourable
Joe Clark (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada,
1985), p. }6.

101. For an example of Kirkpatrick's thesis as it applies
to Latin America, see Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, "U.S. Security
and Latin America," in ‘“Howard Wiarda, ed., Rift and
Revolution, (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute, 1983), pp. 329 - 361. While Kirkpatrick's
conception of totalitarianism is provocative, a more
intellectually satisfying discussion of totalitarianism is
presented in Hannah Arendt's The Origins of Totalitarianism,
(New York: Harcourt Brace and Jovanovich, 1951).

*



In sum, the Canadian Government seemed to display a
double standard with respect to elections in Central
£y

Amerida. Indeed, it is diffigult to aggue that the

-~ L d

Y .
elections in El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras were any

more démocratic or fair than the one iQ Nicaragua. This
éspect of Canadian f8reign policy seems quite céntradictory.
Commenting on the situation, Pastor Valle—Gafay,‘ Congul
General of Nicaragua in Toronto, observed that "1 don'g~in5wk
if it was pecause of American influence or because of
ingorance (;ﬁ the part of Canadians) of Central America. I
think Nicaragua should have been extendei/fhe same courtesy
o

as El Salvadpr."102 While 1instances

f influence are
virtually impossible to document empirically, Valle-Garay's
contention here regarding the possibility of American

influence, or of Canada's bowing to perceived U.S.

interests, is certainly plausible.
. V-

+102. 1Interview, Pastor Valle-Garay, op. cit.



.CANADIAN POLICY TOWARD CENTRAL AMMERICAN REFUGEES

In Chapter Four I discussed Canada's criticism of human

rights abuses in Central American countries, particularly in-

E]l] Salvador and Guatemala, and demonstrated how this was
linked 1in some cases to the ‘termination of Canadian
dev?lopmental assistance. Human rights violations in
Central America, togethef with- the ravages of warfare there,
have resulted in the proliferation of refugees from the
region seeking asylum in Canada. This conditioﬁ is likely
to persist and escalate in the foreseeable future. Let us
briefly consider, then, Canada's refugee programme for

Central Americans. ’ -

s .

[

The inadequacies of Canada's refugee programme for

Central Americans were explored in 1982 in the House of
Commons standing committee investigation into the matter.

In its report, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and

Central America, the committee recognized that Canada's

immigration staff in Mexico City was too small to perform

its task of handling refugees from Central America and

Mexico. "
([

At present our immigration staff in

Mexico is inadequate and

overworked.

As a result, refugees have to wait
for long periods, in some cases as
long as six months.



This delay places an a®ded bBurden
on refugees, who have already been |
the victims of a cruel fate, since
they have to support themselves
while thib% papers are being-
processed. !

Furthér, the committee pointed out that’the annual Canadian
refugee quoté at that time of 1,000 for all of Central and
"South America as well\as the Caribbean region was simply too
small. Sincg the standing committee pe;éeived that Central
Americdgs "knew next to nothing" about Canada's refugee
programme, it recommended that Ottawa do a better job in

acquainting Central Americans with the programme. 04

286

The Canadian Government heeded the standing committee's

advice on the matter. In 1983, a year after the committee

made its recomméﬁdation, Canada accepted nearly 1,757

' t
refugees from El Salvador alone.105 The previous year,

Canada had agcepted only 266 Salvadorean political refugees.
The overwhelming majority of Central American refugees 1in
Canada are from that country, and Sgna@a _accepted 4,601

persons fleeing El Salvador between 1980 and 1984.106 . -i

LS

103. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, (Hull: Supply and Services Canada, 1982),
p. 29. ) . ’ a

104. 1Ibid., p. 30.

L - t
105. Globe and Majil, 5 June 1984.
T :

106. Tbid. .

»



Guatemala is second place to El SalQador as the origin
of Central American refugeeé in Canada. But the 200
Guatemalans who were admitted to this country as political
refugees between 1580 and 1984 pales against the Salvadorean
figures.lo7 While Cénadian immig?ation officials accepted
a greater number of Guatemalan refugees in 1983, Ottawa at
that time alsg implemented a visa requirement for
Guatemalans coming to Canada. The move was harshly
criticized by Canadian human. rights g}oups such as the
Inter-Church Committee on Refuéees as well as the Canadian

branch of Amnesty International. This is because the visa

’

.requirement made it necessary for ‘Guatemalans to declare

]
themselves as refugee cases while still in Guatemala, rather

4
than the previous arrangement which allowed them to simply
<
board a plane for a quick escape to Canada. Guatemalans

fear declaring themselves as refugees while still in their

country and within the grasp of Guatemalan authorities,

¢ : .
according to Amnesty International and the Inter-Church
Committee on Refugeeé.lo8 Since the visa requirement for

Guatemalans was %mplemented, "the number (of Guatemalans)
claiming refugee status at ports of entry is down to a

trickle and ' will presumably stay there," according the

Canada's director of refugee policy at the time.109 In the

Guatemalan case, therefore, the visa requirement had the

effect of reversing the theoretical increase in the number

107. Glbbe and Mail, 28 May 1984.

108. Globe and Mafl, 15 March 1984.

109. Globe and Mail, 27 July 1984,
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of refugees that ‘anada's revised l983} Central American
refugee policy would permit.

While much smaller in number 'thah Salvadorean and

Guatemalan political” refugees, Canada also has accepted
Nicaraguan refugees. A Costa Rican official stated in 1984
that his country asked Canada to accept 97 anti-Sandinista

insurgents, "since their commander said he could not arm and

feed them."110

The Canadian Govgrnment estimated that approximately

. ™

3,000 Central American political refugees were allowed to

enter Canada in l985;}ll Further, the stream of Central

American refugees arrivin; in Canada substantially increased

in the aftermath of stricter immigration laws impleﬁented in

the United States in November, 1986. That law imposes”

stf;ct penalties upon employers of illegal immigrants in the
o

US, thus making it much more difficult for-aéntral American

refugees to find work there.

110. fThe Toronto Star, 29 February 1984.

; . -
111. Non-Intervention in Central America: Canadians for S
Self-Determination, Mission for Peacé: A Report, (Toronto:
~ March, 1986), p. 9. : . .
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It iq estimated that the number of refugees coming to
Canada has -increased 14 times since the new US LaQ was
imposed, and in the first six weeks 1in 1987\\1,884
Salvadoreans and 467 Guatemalans arrived in C;nadafseeking

112 Many of these refugees were believed to

refugee status.
be flooding the immigration bosts in this country 1in an
atgempt to arrive here befére' a 1mminent tightening of
immigration laws. Since 'these refugees originate from
isthmis nations whiéh» are st&unch allies of the US, some
Canadians are blaming the Americans for this situation. Tom
Clark, director of the Canadién Interchurch Committee on
Refugees, said his organization deplores "the failure of the
United States to provide- safe haven for people

wll3

internationally recognized as in need of it. Ottawa 1in

February 1987 imposed procedural restrictions upon Central
Americans in the United States wishing to immigrate to
Canada‘as pelitical refugees.' These Central Americans must
now wait. in rthe‘ US. until a _hearing is ézhedulea with
Canadiah\fimmigraﬁioh authorities, instead of the previous
arrangement where they waited in Canada ‘for the hearing.
The large numbers of Central Americans wishing to.immigraté
tolfanada are likely to continue in the immediate future,
but may subside if it become; apparent that the new Amnerican

immigration laws are difficult to enforce adequately.114

~

TTZ. Globe and Mail, 12 February '1987.

113. 1Ibid.

114. Ibid. o v

Ne
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.
. If the number of Central America refugees arriving in
Canada remains at rather high 1levels and places a burden
upon immigration officials and relief organizatidns, the
Canadian Government ﬁay be confronted {with a more direct

interest {in defusing the instability 1in Central America

which fosters large refugee populations.

CANADIAN'VERSUS AMERICAN ANALYSES OF CENTRAL AMERICAN STRIFE

While I have fleetingly referred to the House of
Commons Standing Committee report on Central America in some
of thg discussions above, it woﬁld be useful here to take
the opportunity to éexplore in depth the findings of that
report. The report is significant in the sense that it
represents th" Government's most in-depth analysis of
Canada's relations with the region, although its effect on
actual policy has been limited. In order to assist in the
process of fleshing out a distinct Canadian analysis of the

: < ,
Central American situagion, the standing commiftee report
will be compared to ‘its Aﬁerican counterpart, the Reé@rt of

the President's National Bipartisan Commission on Central

America (a.k.a. the Kissinger Commission Report).

o /

’
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The major distinctions between the two reports centre
~
around five basic issues: 1) the roots of Central America's

political crisis; 2) the. question of whether Nicaragua's
sandinista Government represents a strategic threat . to
Western interests; 3) the debate over a military or

-

diplomatic solution to the region's escallating problems;. 4)
tgé nature of the Sandinista ;egime; and )\the role of £he
State in plans for economic recovery in Central America.

The Kissinger Commission, a twelve—meéber body which
was the brainchild of former US Ambassador to the United
Natipns Jeane Kirkpatrick and which contained only two
liberal members, suggests that the roots of the Central
American crisis are "both indigenous‘and foreign."llS The

\ ’«/) :
Commission <clarifies this point when it reaches the

conclusion that

Without support from "Cuba,
Nicaragua and the Soviet Union,:
neither in El Salvador nor

elsewhere in Central America would
such an insurgency pose s¢,gevere a
threat to the government.

115. The Report of the President's National Bipartisan .
Commission on Central America, (New York: MacMillan, 1934),

‘p. 5.

116. TIbid., p. 104.
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Hence, the Commission appears to recognize that enormous
socio-economic problems in conjunction with authoritarian

{ * N . . -
political repression may render Central American countries
. -

ripe for revolt. However, it magntains that the poténcy of
? * -

the guerrilla movements in El Salwador and Guatemala, and in
; t

Nicaragua prior to the revolution of 1979, presumably would
not exist without foreign support principally £from the

Soviet Union or Cuba. Therefore, the Commission argues, tne

I

Soviet Union ‘and Cuba represent catalysts which foment
revolutionary sentiment in Central Aﬁerica which probably
wolild not flourish to such a strong and uncontainable degree
otherwise. '

In contrast, the Canadian report suggests that the root

of turmoil in the region is a North-South problem, not an
.

East-West one. (This sentiment was also expressed in
interviews by Canada's ambassador\ to Central America,

Francis Filleul, as well as by members of the Department of

117

External Affairs. ) The report focuses on indigenous

causes of discontent in Central America. "Many of the
problems are the ‘Tesult of economic structures, rooted
deeply in the past, which cannot respond adequately to

powerful and frequently adverse international econdmic
. - - [y

forces."lla

117. Interviews, Ambassador Francis Filleul, and Emile
Martel and David Bickford, Caribbean and Central America
Division, Department of External Affairs, op. cit.

118. Canada, Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and
Central America, op. cit., pp. 10 - 1ll. -

o §
. % . \{ i a .
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Another point of contentich between the Canadian and
American. analyses concerns the question of whether or not
the Sandinistas represent a strategic threat to Westerrn
‘interesﬁs_in the hemisphere. The Canadian report indicates
that 1its ;uthors are willing to provide the Sandiniétas
"with the benefit of the doubt" that the expansion of .

L4
Nicaragua's armed forces 1is for defensive rather than

N ¢ ,
of fensive purposes.llg While the Canadian analysis rejects

the notion that Nicaragua represent5 a base for Soviet
expansionism, it nmevertheless states that Canada is firmly
" committed to the protecté!! of Western strategic interests

in the hemisphere.

It should be clearly understood by
all countries in the Caribbean and /.
Central America that these regions
are of strategic importance to the
US and to the Western Alliance of
. wh%ch Canada is a member.

Any direct threat to the vital US :

and Western strategic sinterests -
will be resisted. The US, for its

part, must be prepared to accept

differing po&&%ical regimes as a

fact of life. _ ‘

\

This view is quite similar in tone to many American liberal

e
s

commentators Who argue that the US should accept ideolggical
i ]

divergl!y in the hemisphere, so 1long as those states

-

~pursuing socialist experiments in the Americas are not

119. 1ibid., op. 23 - 24.

120. Ibid, p. 37. | -

293 °
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!
flanked with Soviet-Cubam military bases which pose a threat
, L 121 *
to Western strateglc lnterests.
-
The Kisslnger Report adopts quite a different stance on

this matter. It asserts that Nicaragua 1is a “crucial

stepping stone for Cuban and Soviet lefforts to promote armed

. 22 o
insurgency 1in Central Amerxca,"l and that Sandinista
Nicaragua is "...seen by 1its neighbors as constitutingla

: wl23
permanent security threat. Further, the Report arqgues
that the US must prevent "the erosion of our power to

.

influence events worldwide that would flow from the

perception that we were unable to influence vital events

w124

close to home. Again, the 1issue of the 'Sandinista

’

‘ A 4
threat' represents a major chasm between American and

Canadian analyses of Sentral America.

Another significant distinction between Canadiare and
American official 'analyses concerns the question of a
diplomatic or military solution to the <crisis 1in the

isthmus. The Canadian report strongly ardues for diplomatic

negotiations “"between countries whose policies in these
L

1217 See for example Walter Lafeber, Inevitable Revolutions
(New York: Norton and Company, 1983); and A. Lowenthal, "The
United States and Central America,"” in K. Coleman, ed., The
Central American Crisis (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly
Resources, 1985), pp. 205 - 218.

i

122. The Report of the President's National Bipartisan
Commission on. Central America, op. cit., p. 109.

123. 1Ibid., p. 135,

124. 1bid., p. Ll1.
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regions are in conflict, including the US and Cuba."l The
Kissinger Commission, in contrast, urqges clevated us
military assistance (or its allies in Central America, and
also suggests the utility of threats of military force as an
American bargaining tool vis-a-vis the Sandinistas.

We can expect negotiations to

succeed only 1if those we seck to

pursuade have a clear understanding

that there are <circumstances 1in

which the use of forces, by the_ US

or by others, could 12gecome

necessary as a last resort.
Similarly, the Report suggests that the American-directed
Contra military 1incursions into Nicaragqua represent a
favorable bargaining device for the United States. .
The Kissinger Commission clearly indicates that "We do

w127 Indeed,

not advocate a policy of static containment.
containment implies that the Sandinista regime should be
permitted to exist so long as it does not sponsor
revolutionary activity elsewhere. The policy employed by
Ronald Reagan, who deemed himself to be a Contra in the
sp;ing of 1986, is designed to topple the Sandinistas ot to
sour the progress of the Nicaraguan Revolution. Again, this

is in sharp contrast to the Canadian suggestion that the US

should tolerate ideological diversity in the hemisphere.

125. Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and Central
America, op. cit., p. 6.

126. The Report of the President's National Bipartisan
Compission on Central America, op. cit., p. 127.

12]. Ibid., p. 137.

L:\)‘;
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The <cCanadian report also rebukes the polemic of
‘authoritarianism versus totalitarianism' resurrected- fﬁto
conservative American political thinking in the late 1970s.-
As mentioned earlier, Kirkpatrick has argued that right-
wing, authoritarian dictatorships are morally superior to
left-wing, 'totalitarian' ones since the former possess the
propensity to evolve into American-styled democracy, whereas
the latter do not. 1t has been an all-to-common phenomenon
in the last decade or so for thg’ United States and the
Soviet Union to engage 1in a battle of propagandistic name-
calling in the context of each agtempting to assert that the
other exemplifies qualities reminiscent of Nazi Germany.
While the Soviets and their allies have suggested that the
Reagan Administration is fascist, the US and its allies have
asserted that the USSR and ité satellites are totalitarian.
Both tend to debase the deeper meanings of totalitarianism

and fascism.128 At any rate, while the Canadian report

argues that Nicaragua is "...not a totalitarian state,",l29

¥
the Kissinger Commission suggests that "regimes created by
the victory of Marxist-Leninist guerrillas become

totalitarian."lBo )

128. See Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, Qp.
cit.

129. Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and Central
America, op. cit., p. 34.

130. The Report of the President's National Blggrtlaan
Commisgion on Central America, p. 105.
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The Canadians and‘Americans also appear to differ on
the issue of plans for economic recovery in Central America.
The Kissinger Commission recommends that the primary vehicle
for economic acceleration in Central America ought to be the
private sector. Thi% is ‘congruent with American free

enterprise ideology which has been accentuated by the Reagan

Administration. The House of Commons report, however, calls
for
...new forms of economic
development involving ‘both

government and the private sector.

This economic pluralism preserves

the greatest flexibility in dealing

with an inherently upredictable and )
increasingly131 severe
environment. .

Thus, the Canadian recommendation above 1s a product of

Canada's history of reliance upon the State vis-a-vis

el
-

domestic economic development.
Predictably, the Kissinger Commission criticizes its
Western allies which support the Sandinistas with foreign
and moral support.132 Canada, which has provided
bila&eral developmental assistance to the Sandinistas since

1979, suggests that 1its ties with both Cuba and Nicaragua

may be seen as important "diplomatic assets" which would

131. Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and Central
America, op. cit., p. 1ll.

132. The Report of the President's National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America, op. cit., pp. 147 - 148,
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prove‘ instrumental in any diplomatic settlement of the
regionaL_conflagration.133 /)
Finally, the Canadian report has <called” for the
construction of a Canadian embassy in Managua. This
would enhance Canada's intelligence-gathering capacity
significantly. As Meyer Brownstone, d&rector of OXFAM-
Canada, has suggested, the primary intelligence sources for
Canada's embassy in Costa Rica with respect to Nicaraguan
affairs are the American embassy in Managua and the pro-US
Catholic Church there - sources which decidedly‘réflect a us

xgas.lBS However, the Department of External Affairs in

December, 1985, stated that <Canada has no intention of
constructing an embassy in Nicaragua due to "budgetary
restraints."l36

In summary, Ahere exists a number of important
distinctions between the Canadian and Ameri;an analyses of
the Central American imbroglio. The Canadian report differs
with the Kissinger Commission's a.nalysis,_7 of Western
strategic interets in the region, although the Canadian

standing committee clearly voiced 1its gé€neral support for

Western interests in the hemisphere. While some of the

~

133. Canada's Relations with the Caribbean and Ceﬁtral
America, op. cit., p. 38. : N =

134. 1Ibid., p. 6.

135. Interview, Meyer Brownstone, Director OXFAM-Canada,
Toronto, 21 May 1985.

136. Canada, Department of External Affairs, "Canada and
Central America," Bulletin, 6 December 1985.
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committee's recommendations were transformed into government
policy, such as a review of Canada's refugee programme to
the isthmus, other recommendations such as the construction

of a Canadian embassy in Managua went unheeded.

CANADA'S STRATEGIC AND MILITARY INTERESTS IN THE REGION
L ]

o

?

qa .

We will recall that in 1970, the Trudeaw;

Administration's Foreign Policy for Canadians indicated that
w N .
Canada's view of hemispheric security 1issues occasionally

differ from that of Washington's.137 Let us examine this

assertion with respect to the Central American crisis.
Central America's strategic significance to Western
interests became apparent during debatds concerning the

138 and when leftist

Panama Canal Treaty in the late 19705,
insurgencies gained momentum durihg the same period in'El
Salvadgr and Nicaragua, and ‘to a lesser extent, in
Guatemala. In 1978, the Canadian Department of‘xyational
Defence commissioned a study of Canada's strategic interests
in Latin American in general. The report focused on five

strategic issues: 1) the importance of the Panama Canal to

Western interests; 2) .the implications of  nuclear weapons

proliferation in South America; 3) the Cuban 'threat'; 4)

the emergence of Brazil as a regional power; and 5)

137. Foreign Policy for Canadians, op. cit., p7 6%

138. See Walter LaFeber, The Hanamal Canal: The Crisis in
Historical Perspective (Toronto: Oxford University. Press,
1978). ' '

)



instability in the Caribbean as a threat to Canadian

s -
economic interests.139 The repdort was rather superficial,

however, and devoted only seven pages to the issues outlined

above. At any rate, the study made two points which are

relevant for our purposes.

First, it points to Cuba's capacity for provocative

behaviour in the hemisphere.

One has only to 1look at Cuban
backing = for " Panama's claim
regarding the canal zone.and its’
active policy of support for Puerto
Rican independence to note how
effective its destabilifaﬁg role in
Latin America could be.

—

Second, and related to the first point, the study concludes
by linking declining American hegemony in the hemisphere

with regional warfare.

There are some reasons for disquiet
about the future of international
peace 1in the region, and these
(sic) largely related to declining
.United States 1influence and an
increasing ability on the part of
area countries to effectively wage
.external war, o

Both in economic and strategic
terms, there can be no advantage to
Canada in having any such trends
reach major proportions, and change
this relatively peaceful area into

139. H.P. Klepak and Captain G.K. Vachon, A Strategic and
Economic Analysis of Canadian National Interests in Latin

America, (Ottawa: Canadian Department of National Defence,
1978). :

140. 1Ibid., p. 10.
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one that is more:

(torn by
international conflict.

4

The report, however, fails to analyze the dynamic behind US
hegemonic decline in thé hemispﬁere.

It is difficult to disagree with the report's assertion
that war in the Americas 1is disadvantageou§ for Canada.
Thus, it is incumbent upon Canada to do 1its wutmost to
promote peaceful progression in the hemisphere, although
such an effort may be in vain when Washington staunchly
insists upon the status quo.

| In 1980, once the Sandinistas consolidated their power
~in ‘Nicaragua and when the «c¢ivil war _in El Salvador
heightened, an influential conservative group in the United
States decided that Canada should assume more responsibility
vis-a-vis security issues in the Americas. The Committee of
Santa Fe in conjunction with the Council for Inter-American
Security published a study which asserted that "Canada must
be induced to‘/hssume greater responsibility in American
defense and development by extending 1its infiuence into

former British West 1Indian colonies in and around the

w142

Caribbean. Thus, it is clear that certain conservative

thinkers in the United States became dissatisfied with
/
Canada's reluctance. to adopt a military stance in the

¥ Americas. A Canadian military presence in the Caribbean

141. 1Ibid., p. 57. X

142. Quoted in Julie Leonard, "Canadian Links to the
Militarization of the Caribbean and Central America," op.
cit., p. 16.
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would free the United States to concentrate more on
partigular trouble spots such as Central America. As we
shall see shortly, however, the United States apparently
found that it could not count on Canada with regard to Q
military issues in the CaribBean.

When American policy toward Nicaragua grew increasingly
belligerent in 1982, Canada provided its first -clear
statement with regard to Central American’' strategic and
security issues. In March, 1982, former Secretary of State

Mark MacGuigan stated that

Instability in Central America -
and most other cases in the Third
World - is not a product of East-
West rivalry. ’

It is a product of poverty, the
unfair distribution of wealth and
social justice. East/West
rivalries flow in its wake.

...It 1is also true that Canada
lacks the “means to carry out a
‘security policy', even if it were
believed one were necessary.

...Canada's existing defence
commitments already far exceed its
military capabilities, effectively
excluding a military role even inf~
the unlikely case of a plausible
rationale for such a departure.

Beyond NATO's southern line in the
Atlantic, Canada depends on the
United Stiﬁ%s to defend security
, interests. .

Y

143. Quoted in "Canada and Latin America," Canada, the
United States, and Latin America, op. cit., p».7.




MacGuigan's statement 1is significant for at 1least two
reasons. First, he propodoses that resolving VNorth/South
conflicts in the Americas will = preempt East/West
confrontations such as the one we are witnessing now 1in
Nicaragua. Hence, it has been Canada's sgrategy since 1982
to prdvide ever-increasing amounts of developmentat

4

assistance to Central America in an effort to erode the
progression of capitalist-socialist warfare there.144
Second, MécGuigan states the obvious though important point
that . Canada depends on the US to defend militarily the
interests of the West in the Aﬁericas. This may afford
Ottawa little clout, however, when it happens to disagree
with Washington regarding what.those interests are.

Another viéw of Canadian security interests in Central
America Qas voiced by Maurice Dupras, chairman of the House
of Qommons standing committee on Canada's relations with
Central America, at a conference concerning Canada'§ role in
the hemisphere. Near the beginning of his speech 1in
Washington, b.C., Dupras heaped criticism upon the US - for
its invasion of Grenada 1in 1983.

It is unfortunate that in the White

House of today the progressjve
tradition  in American foreign

144, As we saw in Chapter Four, however, Canada's
developmental assistance has clearly been geared in large
part to propping up capitalist regimes in Central America.
Canadian aid to El Salvador and Honduras represent classic
examples of this. It would seem that Canada is attempting
to sesolve North/South problems in a manner which retards
the "'growth of socialism in the Americas.
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policy is interpreted as a weakness
rather than a strength.

The Wilsonian and the Canadian view ™
of the struggle against colonialism
and for development is out of
fashion.

So Canada, it appears, cannot be
fully trusted to defend western
interests 1in the hemisphere, at
least as these are pronounced by
the Reagan administration.

We saw dramatic evidence of this
during ‘the events surrounding the
invasion of Grenada last October.

Canada, the senior member of the
British Commonwealth in the
hemisphere and a NATO ally, was
largely kept in the dark because of
its known oppogition to the use of
foreign milita occupation to
settle internal disputes.

...There were no meaningful
consultations or negotiations (with
Canada). Canada was not listened

to...This 1is not an acceptable
state of affairs for any self-
respecting nation wiﬁms an
independent foreign policy.

Dupras' strong comments were quite a refreshing change from
the subtle pronouncements on hemispheric affairs offered by
other Canadian officials. Dupras made a number of
impoftant. pojhts, including Canada's preference for
resolving Nor'th/South disparties,‘and its distasteAEor the
jingoistic policies of the Reagan Administration in the
Americas. It would also seem that the Commitﬁee of Sante

- ( .
Fe's wish to incorporate Canada into the militﬁry defence of

145. Maurice Dupras, "Canada's Political and Security
Interests in Latim America and the Caribbean," Canada, the
United States, and Latin America, op. cit., p. 20. .
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the Caribbean failed, as exemplified by the Grenada
experience. \

Further, Dupras stated Canada's strong preference for
the development of "western liberal-democratic institutions”
in the Third World, thus hinting at Canada's negative view
toward the proliferation of Soviet or Cuban-styled syStems
there.146 To this extent, Canadian policy 1s congruent with
American policy. However, he also criticized "the 1ill-
conceived récommendations of the Kissinger Commissién" which
focus on a military solution to Central America's
problems.147 Dupras adJocated political diologue and a
policy of ideological accommodation to reduce tension in the
region. I have argued in Chapter Two, however, that while
an accommodationist policy would surely reduce wmilitary
conflict in the Third World, such a policy 1is probably
incompatiﬁle with the United States' role as leader of the
capitalist world /in the Great Contest with socialism.

Near the time of Dupras' criticism of Washington's
militaristic policies in Central America, the United States
mined Nicaragua's harbours in Janauary, 1984. A Canadian
vessel passed through the miqu watérs just houfs”before the
explosives were discovered. The incident prompted unusually

sharp Canadian criticism of US policy. SSEA Allan MacEachen

stated that ’ .

146. Ibid., p. 21.

Py

147. 1bid., p. 21.
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Canada certainly doesn't approve of
the mining of Nicaraguan waters.

Canada thinks it's not 9only a
violation of international law but
also that it ¢ is likely to
contribute adversely to the tension
that already exists.

.We have// expressed our
dlsagreement with the United States
on A& number of occasions Dboth
publicly and privately, and we have
stated that we dislike the military,
presence of any third party in
Central America.

That includes the United States and

any other foreign presence likg the
Cubans or the Soviet Union."

While MacEachen criticized the American mining of Nicaraguan
waters, he was typically careful to balance any scorn of
American . intervention in | the region with Canada's
unhappiness with Cuban and Soviet involvement in Central
America.

‘In 1986, the Canadian Government released Independence

and Internationaiism, which was heralded as the most

significant fareign policy review since the Trudeau

are»

Administration's Foreign Policy for Canadians. But the 1986
review, a product of” a joint committee of canadian
Parliament, reéresents a severe'disappointment Qith respect
to Canadian policy to Létin America in general,gand'Central

America in particular. Latin America is barely mentioned in

the report, 'although the US and the Pacific Rim receive

148. Globe and Mail, 2 May 1984.
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considerable attention, presumably due to their economic
strength. while the study acknowleges that "the committee
received more submissions on Central America than on any

149 this topic was afforded only'four

other single subject,"”
pages in the report which is over 150 pages long. Why,
then, does the topic receive such short shrift? Perhaps the
answer is contained in the report's assertion that
" ..CRnadian influence over the security policies of other

countries 1is limited..."lSO

There is virtually nothing of
significance in the report's four pages which are aexoted to
Central America. The study's central conclusion is that
"...US policy has been designed, in part, to counter other
foreign military intervention in Central America and that
Canada should oppose outside intervention in Central America

by qll countries."151 Thus, while the members of the

4
comTittee would prefer ‘that the US stay out of Central
America, it implies that the reason the US is there is to
combat foreign communist subversion.

The best analysis to date of Canadian strategic

interests in the region is Edgar Dosman's Latin America and

the Caribbean: The Strategic Framework - A Canadian

Perspective, published in 1984. That study, commissioned by

the Canadian Department of YVDefence, points out "that the

149. 1Independence and Internationalism, Report” of The
Special Joint Committee on Canada's International Relations,
(Ottawa:Canadian Government Publishing Centre, 1986), p.1l1ll.

150. Ibid., p. ll4. ’

&

151. ' Ibid., p. 1ll2.
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Hlf"_q,nif.ed States does not consider itself to be a 'foreign
g . . 152 . ‘

spowery anywhere in the Americas. This can be interpreted
S 2

i R R . . . .
&9+ a, ‘major chasm between Canadian and American thinking on
LS ¢

L
tHghCentral American issue, since Canada considers the US
$ 4

pre énce in Central America to represent foreign
intéﬁvention (as, for example, MacEachen stated above).
‘ R .

‘ﬂgﬁman also makes the important point that no American

president since Monroe hnas challenged the concept of US

. . . 53 o
hegemony 1in Latin Amerlca.l Therefore, Reaygyan's policies

are consistent with the United States' legacy of subjugating
pgk{ﬁ states. The crux of the problem in Central America
currently is that ﬁAShington is unalle to accept the erosion
of 1its hegemony 1in the hemisphere. This erosion 1is

manifested in an increasing unwillingness by <certain
L 3
elements in Latin America to adhere strictly to a capitalist

orientation. Hence, Nicaragua's chief threat to the United
States is not military in nature, but instead represents a

challenge to the hemisphere's "economic orthodoxy" of

American-styled capitalism.154 Central America, from the
" 4

i3

perspective of the Reagan Administration's at.'ﬂ%! to quell
£
¢

the erosison of US hegemony, 1is the venue of the -most

significant Third World battle in the Great Contest between
. L

152. Edgar J. Dosman, Latin America and the Caribbean: The

Strategic Framework - A Canadian Perspective, (Ottawa:

Department of Defence, Operational Research and Analysis
Establishment, 1984), p. 19. ' .

? )

153. Ibid., p. 17.

154. 1Ibid., p. 40.
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capitalism and soctalism. Canada, then, must accept
this reality when formulating policy to the region.

A strategic consideration for Canada, Dosman argues, is
the prevention of a regional war 1in Central America which
could divert the United States from its duties as hegemon in

156 .
other areas of the globe such as Western Eurove. such a
scenario wields the potential to 1gnite a global crtsis, or
hegemonic war, as was argued earlier by the chief researcher

for Canada's standing committeq report on Central America.

Dosman's analysis reaches the conclusion that the

United States should pursue an "accommodationist” gmsture
which accepts ideological pluralism in the Americas.157 But
such a conclusien does not come to grips with the point that
economic and ideological orthodoxy - or the preservation of
capit&lism - 1is at the heart of the United States' role as
the leader of the capitalist world. This is central to the
dynamic behind American intervention 1in Central America.
For the US simply to accept socialism in the Third World,
especially at 1its doorstep, would be to relingquish 1its
perceived #hegemonic | interests in the <contest between
capitalism and socialism ;n developing countries. Hence,

perhaps Canada cannot reasonbly expect the US to adopt an

accomdationist policy. v
[ ]

155. See, for example,'Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers,
Inequity and Intervention - The Federal Budget and Central
America, (Boston: South End Press, 1986), p. 39.

N

156. Dosman, op. cit., p. 73.

&

7

157. 1Ibid., o. 282. '
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canada's loyalty to world capitalism 1in the Great
Contest is* undisputed, and first became apparent early i1n
this century when Canada sent troops into the Soviet Union
in an unsuccessful effort to reverse the 1917 revolution.

N

Much more recently, Joe Clark's green paper on Canadian
foreign policy asserts that "“The most direct threat to
canadian security derives from the Soviet Union's militéry

nl58

capabilities and antipathy to our values... Clearly,

Canada is not happy about the prospect of Soviet gains in
the Third World, and particularly in‘Central America. The
Department of Extenrral Affairs stated in November 1986:
"Politically, Canada does not wish to see Nicaragua locked
into the Soviet bloc or , involved in destabTTI;ing its
neighbours."159 A contradiction therefore emerges: while
Canada officially indicétes that it is prepared to tolerate
ideological diversity in_the hemisphere, it also appears to
advocate the containment of socialist experiments 1in the
Americas since newly-established socialist regimes may tilt

4
toward Moscow against the backdrop of a legacy of American

military intervention in such countries - a phenomenon which

-

158. Competitiveness and Security: Directions for Canada's
International Relations, presented by the Right Honourable
Joe Clark (Ottawa:Ministry of Supply and Services Canada,
1985), p. 37. -

-

159. Department of External Affairs, Bulletin, "Canada and
Nicaragua," November~1986.
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may breed the unfavourable consequence ot regional
instability.l60

Ottawa apparently appreciates that attempting to
reverse popular revolutions_such as the one in Nicaragua 13
likely to provoke a hemispheric crisis, and perhaps a
regional war. In order to avoid this, Canada has

discouraged Washington's counter-revolution olicy toward

Nicaragua. Ottawa also has encour&ggg"a olitijcal solution

to the matter through internatbenaf/grga izatyons - a point

to which we will return.
LR &

Canadian military involvement in Central America has
been quite minimal. Nevertheless, let us proceed to consider
the extent of it. One of the primary reasons that the
Ccanadian Government has been reluctant to seek full
membership in the Organizaticn Qf American States 1is that
Canada -would presumably be obliged to sign the Rio Treaty.
The treaty stipulates that an attack against one Latin
member represents ;n attack against all members. One can
imagine, then, that the Reagan Administration might be apt
to exploit the treaty 1in 1its effort to tgpple the
sandinistas, or on other occasions in its battle against
socialism in the hemisphere. Thus, by not Dbecoming a
signatory to the OAS and the Rio Pact, Canada is 1in a.

-

position to avoid such messy episodes. I will return later

160. See the earlier discussion of my interview with Emile
Martel, Director of the Caribbean and Central American '
Division, Department of External Affairs.
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to the topic of Canada's role in international organizations
which are concerned with the Central American crisis.

The issue of Qenadian military sales to Centfal America
has come up in the last decade or sg, though instances of
this are rather 1infrequent. In the early 1980s, Canadian
aircraft manufacturers launched unsuccessful attempts "o
éell aircraft which possessed military capability to
Guatemala and Honduras. Thé sale of de Havilland aircraft
to those countries never reached fruition, however, largely
due to strong protests staged by the Taskforce on the
Churches and Corporate Responsibility, a well-organized
Canadian counter-consensus group based in Toronto'.161

In May, 1983, a correspondent for The New York Times

regorted that a dozen boxes of Canadian-made bullets were

162

present at a Contra base in northern Nicaragua. Canadian

law forbids the sale of military equipment to Central
’

America. Canada's former Minister of State for External

Relations, Chgrles Lapointe, commented that "it just proves -

that the safeguards (against <JCanadian military equipment

being used by military forces in Centrtal America) aren't

161. See Taskforce on the Churches and Cocrporate
Responsibility, Annual Report 1982-1983 (Toronto); The
Toronto Star, 22 July 1982; Financial Post, 19 March 1983;
and Julie Leonard, "Canadian Links to the Militarization of
the Caribbean and Central erica," Canada-Caribbean-
Central America Policy Alternatives (Toronto: May, 1985) pp.
4-6.

162. Globe and Mail, 31 May 1983; see also MacClean's, 13
June 1983. -
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good enough." Since this ammunition was not sent

directly to the Contras, observers specul;ted that 1t was
shipped through a third party which had purchased the
ammunition, such as the United States, Colombia énd/or
Venezuela. Pastor Valle-Garay, Nicaragua's Consul General
in Toronto, charged that 1t was "the handiwork of the
CIA.“164 )

Similarly, Canadian markings were found on de Havilland
aircraft providing equipment to the Contras in 1984 and in
1986. In both incidents the markings were discovered when

the planes were forced’ to make unanticipated landings. The

Canadian Government claimed that the markings were used

illegally, and that it had no idea that the Canadian-made

aircraft were being utilized for such a purpose. 65

Near the time of the Nicaraguan elections in 1984, the
United States organized naval manoeuvres involving 30 ships
off the Caribbean coast of Nicaragua. A Canadian destroyer,
the HMCS Ottawa, participated in the exercise. The
manoeuvres were unusual 1in the sense that they were
unannounced. The Toronto-based Latin American Working Group

criticized Canada's participation in the event.

Ry

Participation in large-scale,
unannounced naval manoeuvres in the
Caribbean at this moment is clearly
inconsistent with Canada's official

163. 1Ibid,

164. Globe and Mail, 30 May 1983.

165. Edmonton Journal, 22 February 1986.
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policy of support for negotiated, .

non- military soluEégns to the

region's conflicts.
Canadian ofg}cials, however, denied that Canada's
participation in the exercize was meant to exert
psychological pressure upon the Sandinistas.

Finally with respect to the topic of Canadian military
involvement in Central America, there has been some support
among Canadians for mercenary activities in concert with the
Contra forces. ™ A small number of Canadians have
participated as mercenaries to overthrow the Sandinistas,167

and have contributed over $75,000 to a pro-Contra fund

sponsored by the right-wing American periodical, Soldiers of

E‘ortune.168 The level of Canadian support for these sorts

of activities, however, pales against the massive aid
packages Canadian interest groups have peovided in support
of the Sandinistas.169

In sum, Canadian military involvement in Central
America has been scant, and generally has not involved the

Canadian Government, which has expressed 1its abhorrence
4

towards the militarization of the region.

166. Quoted in Julie Leonard, op. cit., p. 7; for
additional commentary on this matter, see Socialist Voice,
17 December -1984.

167. The Toronto Star, 5 March 1985.

168. Globe and Mail, 6 September 1986.

169. See Chapter. Four for a discussion of Canadian

assistance to Nicaragua.
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CANADA, INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, AND CENTRAL AMERICA

various members éf both the Trudeau and Mulroney
Governments have expressed Canada's position of unqualified
support for the Contadora process, which began in January,
1983, through the efforts of Panama, Mexico, Colombia and
Venezuela. A Department of External Affairs (DEA) bulletin
dated January, 1986, stated that "Canada continues to regard

-

the Contadora initiative...as the only viable instrument of

oy . , . 70 ..
reconciliation in Central Amer:.ca."l A similar statement

by the DEA was ;fleased in October 1986.171

Drafts of the Contadora treaties have all focused on
fhree themes: political, economic and security 1issues
embedded in the Central America imbroglio. It is in the
realm of security issues where Canada has been of assistance
to the Contadora countries. Beginning in 1984, at the
request of the Contadora four, Canéda submitted comments to
the group regarding the establishment of a Control a?d
Verification Commission (CVC). The centrepiece of the
Commission would be the étatioﬁing of peacekeeping troops,
espec}ally on the Ni%araguaﬁ borders, which would monitor

agreements reached diplomatically in the realm of security

matters (e.g., the presence of foreign military advisors and

170. Cénada, Department of External Affairs, Bulletin,
"Briefing Notes on Specific Countries in Central America,”
14 January 1986.

171. Canada, Department of EJtefnal Affairs, Bulletin,
"Contadora", October 1985. 
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troops, border excursions, etc.). Canada's consultation
regarding the <CVC was completed in January, 1985, but
details of the Canadian negotiations were not publicly

released due to the "delicate nature of the

C wl72
negotiations.

John Graham, Director General of\_the DEA;S Caribbean
and Central America bureau, commented that the CVC would
necessitate "...a central political \authori;y - the
operative word being athg;ity - which can operate
effectively and can manage a control and verification

173 In another speech later in 1985, Graham

commission.”
noted that Canada's participation in the design of the CVC
did not mean that Canada would necessarily participate in
the Commission if it were established.174

One of the prime stipulations regarding the CVC is that
it that it would be composed of four commissioners or states
of recognized impartiality. 'Séme observers of Canadian
policy toward Cenééal America have wonde?ed aloud whether or
not Canada would dualify as an impartial state in ‘the event
that Canada was invited to become a commission member.

Is Canada exhibiting the necessary

objectivity - and impartiality

172. Canada, Department of External Affairs, Bulletin,
"Contadora," June, 1985, p. 1l2.

173. _Quoted in T. Draimin and M. Czerny, "Canadian Policy
Toward Central America," Canada-Caribbean-Central America
Policy Alternatives, January, 1985.

[ ]

174. Speech given by John Graham at the Canadian Institute
for Strategic Stydies, 8 NogéﬁBer 1985. .

%
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demanded of a prospective cvce
member?

...Is Canada 1impartial when it

exhibits a double standard

regarding Nicaragua and El Salvador

or is unable to publicly recognize

the reality of fﬁf US role (in

Central America)?
)
While there may be grounds to question Canada's
‘objectivity' vis-a-vis Central America, assuming that such
.a quality is even possible in international relations, the
point made above linking objectivity with the CVC is rather
moot since there is ,no reason to believe that the Contadora
process will succeed. This is because Washington's efforts
to sabatage the initiative have been successful.

It has become increasingly clear that the US is not at
all serious in 1its rhetorical support for the Contadora
process.. The escalation of US-directed Contra forces has
indicated that Washington prefers a military solution to its
differences with Managua, a solution aimed at eradicating

>
the Sandinistas or at least at coastraining severely the
progress of the Revolution. Canada, however, has refused to
criticize Washington for its visible lack of support for
Contadora. It will be recalled that in September, 1984, the

US and its allies in Central Amexica, in addition to the

four ContadoraAqountries, initially backed a draft of the

.

175. T. Braimin and M.'Czerny, op. cit., p. 15.
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Contadora Treaty.1 6 In a surprise move, Managua stated

that it was willing to sign the treaty which would‘prohibit
foreign military intervention 1in, Central America. Quite
suddenly, in the aftermath of the Sandinistas' unanticipated
willingness to embrace the initiative, Washington and its
client states in the region found fault with the treaty and
’refused to sign it unless it was reworked. That was the

’
beginning of the end for Contadora.

.The Canadian Government Fefused to criticize Washington
on this vmatter. John Graham of the DEA discussed the
September, 1984 incident and failed to assign any blame to
the US for sabatoging the treaty. He indicated that "this

is not ¢to criticize those who were anxious to have an

agreement at the time, but the provisions of that agreement,

particularly of a workable Verification and Control system,

had not adequately matured."177 Similarly, External Affairs

Minister Joe Clark, in an interview with CBC Radio's 'As it
Happens', stated that "I have seen no evidence that the US
is trying to do anything other than make Co?tadora
w178~

succeed.

bilateral talks with Nicaragua could be seen as a method "to

176. See, for example, Tim Draimin and John Foster,
"Canada, Contadora and Central America," Canada-Caribbean
Central America Policy Alternatives (CAPA), Toronto, 1985.

177. Speech by John Graham, op. cit.

178. Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Radio, "As it
_Happens', 28 January 1985.

-

He also noted that Washington's severance of.

318

-



319

strengthen rather than weaken the Contaée;a\\giiiiif'ul79
That argument is quite unconvincing. Clearly, the Canadian

Government has been careful not to criticize publicly the
Reagan Administration's obvious attempts to stall Contadora.

In sum, Canada has wholeheartedly supported the
Contadora initiat;ve, and has éven assisted the Contadora
four regarding the potential establishﬁent of a Control and
Verificatiog Commission which would be implemented in the
'event that a diplomatic solution to the crisis could be
reached. But the prospects for such a solution are
virtually nil. While the United States continues to oppose
a diplomatic solution to the «crisis by escalating i}s
military involvement in the region, the Contadora group
imposes deadlines for the Treaty that are never met (the
last 'deadline' was June 6, 1986).

Even if Contadora cannot succeed, Canada.; s

: A

particfShtion in the initiative can still produce certain
positive results. Canada's participation in the Contadora
\\~\\?rocess demonstrates Canada's preference for conflicts in
the Americas to be resolved thr;ugh diplomatic and regional
consultatién. While this process ﬁay ‘not work for the
Central American crisis, it may work 1in othef conflictual
ep%podes. Thus, Contadora may be seen as an exercize in

diplomacy that may be more successful next time. Further,

by involviﬂg itself in Contadora, Canada also expresses its

179. 1Ibid.
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solidarity with other stateg 1in the Americas, thereby
impfoving Canada's diplomatic relations with them.189

Another international organization concerned with
inter-american affairs is the Organization of American
States (OAS). The OAS has not devoted meaningful efforts to
defuse the Central American crisis. It is widely recognized
that the OAS has little real significance since its members
traditionally have followed the American line. The
prohibition of Cuba from the organization exemplifies this,
and also diminishes the posibility that the contest between
capitalism and socialism in the hemisphere can be addressed
diplomatically in the OAS.

Canada's decisian not to seek full member status in the
organization is a sound one. If Canada were a full member,
it would have been called upon to sever the lucrative
commercial relations it has established with Cuba. Canada
would also £find itself caught in (disputes between Latin
states and the US, thereby dragging it into a no-win
situation. As noted earlier, since all members of the OAS
are signitories to the Rio Treaty, it is 1likely that
Canadian full membership in the OAS would also require
Canada's signature to the Treaty. One of the advantages
Canada currently enjoys in its rélationshipbwith the US is

the luxury of deferring military matters in the hemisphere

180. Mexico, as well as other Latin countries, have made
repeated requests for Canada to participate in the Central
America peace process. Canada's willingness to do so
presumably strengthens its relations with those countries.
See, for example, Edmontén Journal, 16 January 1985.

D
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to Washington, aysituation which might not exist if Canada
became party to the Rio Treaty. Canada's current status as
observer in the OAS leaves Ottawa free to monitor the
proceedings in the organization, without incurring the
negativé side-effects that full membership would produce.
| Recently, Canada has disténced itself from the OAS even
further. 1In December, 1986 - the same time Canada announced
it would eliminate 1its ambassador and trade officer 1in
Guatemala amid diplomatic cutbacks elsewhere - OttaQa
revealed that it would no longer maintain a ' permanent
observer to the OAS in Washington.181 Instead, the OAS
would be monitored on a more informal basis from Ottawa.
Canada's decision to resign as a full member of the

United Nations Human Rights Commission in 1985 represented a

severe disappointment for Canadian counter-consensus groups

’ <

concerned witﬁ human rights issues ih Central America and
elsewhere.]‘82 There are 1indications that the Government
felt bothered by such groups, as dominant class theory
predicts. Minister for External Affairs Monigue Vezina in
1985 disclosed in a letter obtained by Le Devoir through the
Freedom of Access Law that: "Accofding to our contacts, the
views expressed by groups such as the Canadian InterChurch

Committee klack_ objectivity ' and precision."183

'
i
!

Ottawa's

ot
. -

181. = Canada-Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives,
"External Affairs Cutbacks," December 1986.

182. The Toronto Star, 17 March 1985. ®

183. Le Dgggir, 3 September 1986. '
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" decision to ignore protest from counter-consensus Jgroups and

té* resign from the human rights commission way Dbe
interpreted as a move by the Mulroney Administration in 1985
4

to avoid conflicts with Washington regarding its =client

states which violate human rights. The Reagan

‘Administration's attempt to reassert its hegemony in the

Third World incorporated a rejection of the abhorrence for
human rights abuses that was a keynote for the Cartec
Administration.ls4

In a major break from previous policy, Canada in
November 1986 voted in favour of a resolution at the United
Natiops calling on the US to comply with Fhe World Court's
decisibn that it should refrain from supporting the Contra

invasion of Nicaragusa. only El Salvador and Israel voted

with the US, while traditional American allies such as

A\~

[aV]

France, Great Britain and West Germany abstained from the

vote.185

Canada's action at the UN underscores a fundamer.tal

distinction between American and Canadian foreign poli¢y{Fh
) ,
. A

. l
general. washington's decision to ignore the mandates of

international organizations ~(such as the UN, GATT and

Id

Contadora) demonstrates a strategy of wunilateralism to
A

achieve the objective of reasserting American hegemony .

Canada, ﬁrith its "historical support for international

184. Aspeécts of Canada's voting record at the UN goncerning
human rights issues in Central America were discussed in the

previous chapter in the section devoted to foreign aid.

185. Globe and Mail, 4 November 1986.




organizations and for mualtilateral processes aitmed at
: : 186 . ) :
resolving global proovlems, served notice to Washington
with its UN vote on Nicaragua that is 1is unhappy with
Amgrica's unilateralist approach. As a midgle or small

power, Canada's voice in international affairs can be mor=
powerful and effective when voiced 1in concert with other
~states of similar mind.™ fnternational organizations providé
a forum which serves as a buffer to protect Canada from
instances of being trounced by the unilateral wmeasures of
stronger powers. Hence, 1t seems plausible that Canada's
vote against the US at the United Nations was as much a vote
against the uni%ateralist policies of the Reagan
Administration as it was aginst Washington's illegal war

ainst Nicaragua. An editorial in. the Ottawa Citizen

observed that

Althquﬁ/Canada's Arctic waters are
a long way from Nicaragua's swamps,
they must have b;%Q very much in
Canada's mind at the\uy.

x -
Support for the ICJ's decision is \\\j/
in keeping with this country's
traditional respect for
international law.

More specifically, our dispute with .
the US over Arctic sovereignty /j
could end up at the World Court if

we don't settle it bilaterally.

-

186. See Kim Richard Nossal, The Politics of Canadian
Foreign Policy (Toronto: Prentice Hall, 1985), pp. ll, 59
and 97; Stephen Clarkson, Canada and the Reagan Challenge
(Toronto: Lorimer, 1985), pp. 280 - 283; and David Dewitt
and John Kirton, Canada as a Principal Power (Toronto: Wiley
and Sons, 1983), pp. 107 - 114.
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Canada's decision...will be praised
Ln UN corridors, where voting
against the Americans 1s a welcome
relief from Ygsrying about the UN's
viability...

[t is 1interesting to note, however, that even du;ing the
episode of the UN vote, Canada stuck to 1its 8§ttern of
refusing to criticize US policy in Central AmeriééVWithout
also criticizing the Sandinistas. Canada's representative
at the General Assembly stated that "While supp&rting the
resolution, we wish *®o express our concern that the
resolution points only to the US and fails to mention
others, 1including Nicaragua, that are 1intervening 1in the®

internal affairs of other states in the region."188

187. Ottawa Citizen, 5 November 1986. \ -

188. Globe and Mail, 4 November 1986.
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CHAPTER SIX:

CONCLUSION
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The study of Canadian foreign policy towards Central
America represents one facet of the broader issue of
Canada's role in hegemonic change in the hemisphere.
sandinista Nicaragua, and to a lesser extent the civil wars
in El Salvador and Guatemala, signify formidable challenges
to US hegemony in Central America and perhaps even Latin
America.l In many ways, this examination of Canadian
relations with Central America has entailed a consideration
of the similarities and distinctions between Canadian and
American interests in the hemisphere.

Cranford Pratt's dominant class theory (DCT) appears to
be qhite helpful in expléining aspects of Canadian economic

foreign policy towards Central America, as we obse ed 1in

Chapter Four. It will be recalled that DCT prgdicts that a
central element of the state's foreign policy concerns the
advancement of Canada's. economic interests abroad.
Certainly, facets of Ottawa's developmental assistance
policy towards the isthmus are compatible with this
component of dominant class theory. This includes *Canadian
export p;omotion techniques incorporated into aid packages;
such as CIDA's tied aid provision, whereby aid 1is
overwhelmingly limited to Canadian goods and services. Also
pertinent 1is the accentuated commercial orientation of

~

Canadian developmental assistance programmes' under the

1. See, for example, Walter LaFeber, Inevitable Revolutions
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(New York: Norton, 1983); and Noam Chomsky, Turning the Tide

(Montreal: Black Rose, 1986).
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Mulroney Administration. In addition, consistent with this
aspect of DCT is the plethora of government sponsored trade
missions and other assorted trade and investment promotion
projects supported and administered by the DEA, BRIE and the
EDC. These are characteristic of Canada's economic foreign
palicy to the Third World in general, and therefore are not
peculiar to Central America.

Another relevant aspect of DCT concerns the anti-
communist ideological position which 1is characteristic of
many state policies.2 It is of interest to note that thid
facet of Pratt's theory converges with a central conclusion

reached by an earlier empirical study (1976) >»f the

A\

ideological disposition of the Canadian foreign policy -

elite. That study concluded that there 1is substantial
evidence to suggest "..that the Cold War is not dead in the
minds of the Canadian foreign policy elite..."3 In some

ways ‘it would appear that this element of the theory is

2. For a discussion of the historical roots of Canada's
anti-communist foreign policy, see Reg Whitaker, "The Cold
War and the Myth of Liberal-Internationalism: Canadian
Foreign Policy Reconsidered, 1945-1953," paper presented to
the Canadian Political Science Association Annual Meeting, 8
June 1986. ,

3. See R.B. Byers and David Leyton-Brown, "Canadian Elite
Images of the International System," International Journal,
vol. 32, #3, Summer 1977, p. 623.

This study also noted that the DEA, the Department of
National Defence, and Industry, Trade and Commerce exhibited
the strongest anti-communist ideological orientation, while
CIDA appeared to be the most sympathetic regarding socialist
experiments in the Third World.

Another interesting aspect of the study was that two-
thirds of the Canadian foreign pollcy elite regarded the US
as a declining hegemon.

[a)



incompatible with the Central American case, since Canada 1is
providing aid to socialist Nicaragqua. Upon closer
inspection, however, we observe another side to the issue.
Nicaragua is the only nation in the region‘where Ottawa has
‘

linked aid to ideology, in the sense &hat Canadian
assistance is discussed by Government officials in tandem
with a concern for the presence of pluralism in the country.
Ottawa has not expressed any similar concern regarding the
presence of pluralism in other countries in Central America
which are recipients of Canadian developmental assistance.
Moreover, the Government has stated that Canadian aid to
Nicaragua represents an attempt to prevent Managua from
relying increasingly upon Soviet foreigd assitance and the
political strings that may be attached. |

Related to the Nicaraguan issue is the fact that Canada
supplies the bulk of its Central American aid to Honduras,
which serves as the chief launching pad for the US-sponsored
Contra inQasion of socialist Nicaragua. Also pertinent are
allegations made by Meyer Brownstone and others that Canada
is eassisting indirectly the US-directed scheme 1in El
SalQaddf which entails aerial bombardments of Yillages
suspected of a leftist orientation. Clearly, tﬁese'aspecﬁs
of Canadian policy do not reflect sympathy for socialism.

An additional aspect of the anti-communist ideologjcal
stance of components of the Canadian state and the Canadian

dominant class became apparent when Ottawa co-sponsored a

cross-Canada tour of Central American business people and
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government officials 1involved with commerce. The sole
representative from Nicaragua was highly critical of the
Sandinistas, and urged Canadians not to invest or trade with
his country. This was an obvious anomol} in the\ﬁelegation,
which had as its chief purpose the promotion of commercial
relations between Canada and the isthmus. The Canadian
Government's support for the tour seem;’ indicative of ah
qnti—communist ideological position on the part of some
element§ of the Canadian Government, and/or on the part of
the Canadian Association for Latin America - a now defunct
business interest group which co-sponsored the tour.

The significance of ideological forces, recognized by
both DCT and the internaeional political economy approach
employed by Halliday, is al;o apparent 1in the study of
Canada's politico—aiplomatic relations with Central America.
It will be recalled that Cénada was the only country that
supported President J}mmy Carter's vain efforts at the OAS
to establish a- military peace-keeping force that would
prevent the Sandinistas from assuminé power in the afté%math
of Somoza's fall in 1979. That e;isode would appear to be
indicactive. of Canada's hesitance toward _ political
experiments in the hemisphere which veer away from the
economic orthodoxy that ‘ generally ' characterizes this
region.ﬂ Importantly, Vhowever, it  seems that Canada's

differences with the United States over the Nicaraguan issue

4. See Edgar Dosman's discussion, in Chapter Five, of the
economic and ideologicai orthodoxy in the Western
hemisphere. ' ‘

329



have to do less with 1ideology and have more to do with
Canada's interest in maintaining internationai.stability and
in preserving the strength of multilateral institutions -
points to which we shall return shortly:

Returning to the issue of ideology, however, we noted
in Chapter Five that Canada did not observe the elections in
Nicaragua, but did so in El Salvador and Guatemala. Perhaps
one of the factors behind the Government's dec¢ision was that
if Canada had decided to observe officially the elections in
Nicaragua, it would in effect provide some legitimacy to the
political system in that country - a political system which
is based upon a socialist economy and ideology. By not
observing the Nicaraguan elections, therefore, Canada opted
not to afford 1legitimacy to the socialist Nicaraguan
political economy. It was also pointed out that Canadian
officials, including two of Canada's ambassadors to the
region, publicly criticized what they perceive to be the
absence of Western-style pluralism in Nicaragua - again
indicating ideological dissatisfaction with that country's
political economy. ! |

Similarly, the Canadian Go&ernment has carefully
avoided affording any legitimacy to the Left in El Salvador.
"We will recall that while SSEA 'Mark MacGuigan met with
leftist leaders in El Salvador in 1981, Ottawa refused to
re%‘-Pizé officially the FDR—FMLQ as a legiﬁimate political
force. Indeed, shortly after his meeting with leftist

officials in the country, MacGuigan indicated that "The
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United States can at ast count om our quiet acquiescence"5 y

with respect to American military plans to eradicate
socialist forces 1in El Salvador. Further, it will be
recalled that Ambassador Filleul estimated the Left to be
representative of less than 10% of the political will in the
country - an estimation that may be rather low given the
intense level of military force the Salvadorean Government
‘has employed over the last several vyears 1in relengless
efforts to contain socialist forces in the civil war there.
Hence, the point is that while Canada officially tolerates
ideological diversity in the hemisphere, Ottawa, appears to
afford 1little legitimacy to socialist forces in Central
America, as dominant class theory predicts.

Pratt's framework also affords significance to counter-

consensus 1interest groups concerned with Canadian policy

~

'I -
towards developing.countgies. The strength of such groups :

P

is attributed to their expertise regarding the countries
they focus upon, their occasional involvement as NGO's6 in
the Canadian éid process, and the role they serve 1in
educating the Canadian public regarding Third World affairs.
These groups, according to DCT, are motivated chiefly by

L3

5. Globe and Mail, 5 February 1981. NG

6. There exists a movement in Canada which is urging
Canadian non-governpental organizations (NGO's) which are
involved in Central American countries to adopt a higher
profile in attempts to influence Canadian policy toward the
region, ”

© See, for example, Brian K. Murphy, "Canadian NGOs and
Political Activism," CUSO Journal. 1986, pp. 2 - 3.

’



ethical considerations and often adopt positions that are
antithetical to those expressedrby Washington.

We have seen throughout the earlier discussion that
counter;consensus groups such as OXFAM Cagada (led by Meyer
Brownstone), tﬁe Latin American Working Group, the
InterChurch Committee for Human Rights, the TaskforZe on
Churches and Corporate Responsibility,A gpd the Canada-
Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternati&esv(CAPA), have
criticized Canadian economic policy 1in Central America.
They have pointed a critical finger at exploitative Canadian

investment in the region (such as INCO in Guatemala and the

.

A -

two Canadian ﬂbLﬁ 'mines in Nicaragua) as® well as the

resumption of y;i'  6 ﬁl Salvadd% amidst continuing human
rights abuses there. They have also chastized the Canadian
Government for providing so much aid to Honduras, and for
what they view as not enough assistance to Nicaragua. In
addition,. we have seen. that tﬁe counter-consensus groups are
critical of the Government's commercial orientation in
developmental assistance brojects.

As well, . the counter-consensus has been less than
satisfied with Ottawa's politico-diplomatic relations with

‘expreésed

the region. Among other things, these groups have
discontent with: 1) Canada's apparent double standard with
respect to elections in the region; 2) Ottawa's failure to

open an embassy’ in Nicaragua and the dubious quality of

Canada's intelligence-gathering capacity in the isthmus; and"

3) Canada's participation in naval exercizes off the coast
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of Nicaragua. We saw that the Taskforcelon Churches and
Corporate Responsibility was instrumental in halting the
sale of Canadian aircraft (which had military capabilities)
to Guatemala and Honduras, due to this group's adroit
publicization of the proposed sale. In this incident the
counter-consensus was rather effective.

DCT predicts that the expressed interests of counter-
consensus dgroups will not often be reflected in Government
p;licy. " This 1is 'largely because the positions adopted by
the counter consensus tend to run against the grain of the
interests of the dominant forces which shape Canadian policy
to the region.® While it is true that the preference for
regional stability expressed by counter, consensus groups
overlaps to some extent with state policy& it also appears
to be the case that the‘positiqns of these groups often
clash with US strategic pol;cy in the region as well as with
the interests of Canadian business as manifested, for
example, in the commercial orientation of Ottawa's

developmental assistance programmes. That is, in many ways

the counter consensus have expressed policy preferences

which are antithetical to the interests of Canada's dominant

class as well as to those of the Reagan Administration.

[

*
7. Ottawa's aid to Nicaragua seems congruent with the
expressed interests of these groups, although it is not at
all clear that Canadian assistance to the Sandinistas is
based solely upon the interests of the counter consensus.
We have seen, for example, that the Government has indicated’
that assistance to Nicaragua represents an attempt to
discourage the Sandinistas from relyxng increasingly upon
the Soviet Union for ai¥.

»
.

.

N
(Y



4

DCT predicts, then, that the Government will adopt a

rather distant approach eb these groups, a point that was
N g

exemplifed in our discussion of External Affairs Minister

Monique Vezina's criticism of theé InterChurch Committee on
Human Rights. Further, Cranford Pratt suggests that the
Canadian foreign policy bureaucracy implements techniques

designed to "diffuse and limit the impact of informed

. L. 8
domestic criticism."
Y

One such bureaucratic technique designed to placate
counter-consensus dJroups concerns. consultations with the
Standing Committee on External Afféirs anq Defence. Pratt

R ¥
. . Y]
argues that there exists "major ‘limitations" to the

signi?icance of subcommittee reports.ga He points out that

Ottawa's reply ‘ ' N

\

...to the substantial reports  of _
the Sub-Committee on Canada's .
Relations with Latin America ang
the Caribbean consisted of brief,}
perfunctory and uninformative: .
comments that were not published g
but merely mimeographed,

The government could hardly have
been more dismissive. - ' '

It is fair to say that the small
band of all-party activists with a
Third World interest who have
played an active role 1in this
committee have themselves Aecome *
somewhat isolated and now almost “A

8. ' Cranford Pratt, "Canada's Internationalist Image,"
Studies in Political Economy, #13, Spring 1984, p. 35. See
pp. 34 - 41 for a discussion of these techniques. Y

[y

9. Ibid., p. 36.
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constitute an anﬁé—consensual

public interest group. E§
Certainly Ottawa has refrained from incorporating into
policy some of the most significant policy recommendations
made by the Subcommittee req:rding Central America. We
observed that the Subcommittee recommended the establishment
of a Canadian embassy in Managua in order to obtain
intelligence regarding Nicaragua's role in the Central
American crisis. It has been discussed above that the

intelligence Ottawa currently receives is quite limited and
is biased towards official . American perceptions. Reg
Whitaker observes that when Ottawa tends to "... rely on the
their Superpower ally for intelligence, they cut themselves
off, in effect, from the informational basis for autdnomous

action."ll Further, I presented in Chapter Five several

statements from = Canadian officials who claimed that

Nicaragua is engaged in military subversion of its Central

American allies, which contradicts the point made in the

Subcommittee report that Nicaragua's military forces appear

to be utilized only for pufposes of self-defence. The
central point, then, is that the Subcommitteé repért has had
a limited impact upon Canadian policy. This stands in sharp
contrast, of course, ﬁo the Kissinger Commission Report

which has served as a mouthpiece for the Reagan

10. 1bid., p. 36.

11. Reg Whitaker, op. cit., p. 15.

»
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Administration's policy preferences vis-a-vis Central
America.
- . . .’ . N
Despite their lim{ted effect upon government policy in
general, the expertise and organizational capacity of
counter-consensus Jgroups makes them a force to be reckoned

with by the Canadian Government.12 Further, Pratt argues

that there exists the "possibility that political and

educational activities (on the art of the counter-

on which a goverment bases its olicies. Hence, from
this perspective, the codnter—co sensus wields the potential
to shift the parameters of Canadian foreign policy.

Pratt's dominant class theory points to the ultimate
significance for Canadiarf policy makers of stability in the
Third World, partly because this represents a crucial
prerequisite for healthy commercial relations. As we have
seen, the Canadian Government has stressed the significance
of stability in Central America in commentaries regarding
Canadiap'aid, trade and investment with the region. Ottawa

\

has often expressed its hope that Canadian .assistance can

help to alleviate the social and economic problems which

l2. Interview, John Foster, Chairman, InterChurch Committee
on Human Rights, 5 June 1985.
Interview, Tim Draimin, Executive Secretary, Canada-

Caribbean-Central America Policy Alternatives, (CAPA), S e

June 1985.
Interview, Meyer Brownstone, Director, OXFAM Canada, 21

May 1985. .

13. _ Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian

Foreign Policy: the Case of the Counter Consensus, "

International Journal, vol. 39, # 1, Winter 1983-84, p. 133.
N
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generate political instability. In addition to attempts to
contribute to Sgability in” the region, developmental
assistance may also be employed éo contain the proliferation
of socialism 1in the Third World. That 1is, aid may be
designed to play a role in alleviating the socio-economic

problems which y result 1in revolutionary tension. The

Y

.

&fility of developmental assistance as an instrument to
~>

contain communism ‘has been apparent in Canadfﬁg foreign
policy for quite some time, according to Pratt. He observes
that a significant element of 'Pearsonian Internationalism',
an orientation which has periodically been dominant among
Canadian fofeign policy makers, is the assumption that the
communist "...t at was often better checked by imaginative
developmental assistance than by increased military aid."14

Closely related to the significance the Canadian
Government attaches to stability is the point that Canada
possesses substantial economic interests in the regions
immediately surrounding Central América, such as those 1in
Mexico and parts of South America (see Charts C and G).
Thus, it may be that Ottawa fears the possibility of the
domino effect, whereby the conflagration in Central America
may.—spread to its neighbours, which <could jeopardize
Canadian interests in surrounding regions.

While there may be truth in Reg Whitaker's point that

" ...idealist motives - such as the interests of peace - can
‘\

14. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadian
Foreign Policy," op. cit., p. 120.
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in the last instance only be effective when they run with
the grain of economic interest,"ls’it would also appear that
the historical commitment by Canadian foreign policy makers
to internationmal stability should not be reduced solely, or
even predominant}y, to economlc concerns. Regional
instability breeds other unfavourable consequences for
Ottawa. The Central American turmoil, as we observed
earlier, generates an increasing number of refugees wishing
to emigrate to Canada. Ottawa recently has placed a ceiling
on the number of these refugees wishing to live in Canada,
and has claimed that this country cannot possibly absorb all
those who have been displaced in the region and who want t

reside here. The issue of limiting the numbeg of politica

refugees wishing to emigrate to Canada is quit

controversial, and to this extent the Canadian Governmen

has been placed in a .rather precarious position domestically
due to the instability in Central America.

Further, it may be that Canadian foreign policy makers
view socialism and instability in the Western hemisphere to
be closely related, in the sense that socialist experiments
in the Americas have generally been followed by a US

) -
military response which. in some cases” has sparked
instability. American instigation gf instability in the
Third World may also lead to a more generalizea domestic
protest in Canada - as has been the case particularly Qith

»

respect to US adventures in Vietnam, and to a much lesser

15. Reg Whitaker, op. cit., p. 6.

338



extent, 1in Central America. This 1s a phenomenon which
Ottawa presumably would prefer to do without.
\

Perhaps more importantly, and more abstractly, Canada
as a middle power possesses an interest 1in promoting
stability in the face of a potentlal decline of US hegemony
in the Americas. Such a decline - in the face of wildly
inequitable divisions of resources in $ome US client states
in Latin America, in conjunction with other problems
associated with political repression, underdevelopment,
mounting external debt, and anti-American sentiment produced
by dJdecades of subjugation to US strategic and economic
interests, etc., - may hold the prospect for violent change
in the hemisphere. In a worst-case scenario, the
instability created by a regional war in Central America
might preoccupy Washington to the extent tﬁat the United~™
States would be unable to perform adequately its important
hegemonic role elsewhere in the international arena - a
concern expressed by the‘ﬁirector of research Eor Canada's
Parliamentary Standing Committee report on Central
America.16 Such a scenario could generate increased global
instability, which 1is clearly antithetical to Canadian
national interests. -This may explain in part why Canada has
worked - with the Contadora group in efforts to promote

peaceful change in the region.

16. Interview, Robert Miller, Parliamentary Centre for
Foreign Affairs and Foreign Trade, Ottawa, 31 May 1985.

\~N



Pratt observes that "The most important recurrent theme

/
in public interest group criticisms of Canadian .policies
towards the Third World is that it is so biased in favour ot
immediate narrow economic Canadian interests thét it 1is

~

unable to give any weight to longer-term and more broadly
defined national interests..."l7 This does not entirely
appear to be the case, however, with respect to Canadian
policy towards Central America. William Harbin, an American
official at the US embassy in Ottawa who specializes 1in
Central American affairs, observed that "Canada tends té
look at things in Central America in terms of its membership
in international organizations."lsA Canada possesses a clear
national interest in bolstering the strength of such
organizations. ‘ ~ With its historical support - for
international organizations and “for multilateral processes
devoted to resolving global problems,19 Canada served notice
to Washington with its UN vote on Nicaragua in November 1986
that it is unhapp with the Reagan Adg}nistration's

unilateralist approach $o international affairs. The US has

ignored the mandates of international organizations with

17. Cranford Pratt, "Canada's Internationalist Image," op.
it., p. 41l.

. Interview,'William Harbin, Councilor, US Embassy in
Ottawa, 29 May 198S5.

19. See for example, Kim Richard Nossal, The Politics of
Canadian Foreign Policy (Toronto: Prentice-Hall, 1985), pp.
11. 59, 97; Stephen Clarkson, Canada and the Reagan
Challenge (Toronto: Lorimer, 1985); and,David Dewitt and
John Kirton, Canada as a Principal Power (Toronto: Wiley,
1983), pp. 107 - 114. T e
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respect to Nicaragua, such as those of the United Nations,

"GATT and Contadora. We observed that Canada has warked with
Contadora in an effort to’ establish a regional and
multilateral solutioén to the Central American crisis.

As a middle power, Canada can be most effective 1in
making its voice heard when it acts in concert with other
states in such international organizations as the United
Nations. Strong multilateral institutions provide smaller
states such as Canada with an opportunity to avoid being
trounced by the unilateral measures of stronger countries,
such as the USA. It would appear that Ottawa is convinced
that a multilateral approach to conflict resolution
represents the best hope for global peace and stability, and
thus a policy supportive of multilateralism and
‘international organizations 1is clearly 1in the Canadian
national interest.

Fred Halliday argues that a state's national interest
is conditioned by domestic and systeﬁic international class
relations. Hence, Halliday's approach 1is complementary to
that of Pratt's,’ which focuses exclusively dpon domesgic
determinants of foreign policy. This international
political economy approach fits nicely with Pratt's theory
in the sense that the role of ideology is stressed, and
class and 'state politics are merged. This marxian model
therefore accepts the realist position that the' state
remains the most prominent actor, though surel? not the

exclusively important one, in international relations. It

o



/
also overlaps with the realist conception of the sksata's
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struggle for power in the international arena. The \

framework utilized here differs with the realist tradition
and its modern variants, however, by analyzing the state's
policies as a ;eflecﬁion of the class structure and
political economy upon which they are based.

Further, Haliday's IPE framework 1is useful since it
provides a context from which to examine canadian potlticy
towards the region. The Great Contest betweeQ the two
social systems of capitalism and socialism is quide apparent
in the Central American imbroglio. While it 1is argued here
that indigenous factors breed rgvolutionary tensioﬁ in
Central America, superpower rivalry also has become apparent
in the region. This is not to suggest that Qﬁe Soviet Union
and Cuba  are attemQting actively to subvert US client
states, as the Kissinger Commission claims, but that to S?TE‘
degree they are attempting to exploit existing tensions kor
their own purposes. In this context, Canadian policy is a

reflection of its role as a subordinate state to an American

hegemon which is attempting to reassert its dominance in an

area of the world where the regional orthodoxy of capitaiism

!/
(or precapitalism) is being challenged.

While Canada may be viewed as a subordinate state, this
does not mean that we should expect Canadian policy to
necessarily reflect complicity with American policy..
Canada; with a distinct pdlitical economy and position

within the global hie;@rchy possesses national . interests
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which may not converge with the US. This general phenomenon
is recognized by Halliday who underscores the constant and
sometimes intense conflict between the developed capitalist
states, as we observed in Chapter One. It will be recalled
that Halliday hae—~argqued that the US has not always been
successful in its attempts to lobby its allies into opposing
" international socialism in the Second Cold War. While
Halliday's model is useful for providing a general context
from which to analyze the international determinants of

Canadian policy, this approach must be fortified with a more

specific examination of distinct Canadian national
interests. Ottawa's pronounced 'interest in multilateralism
has already been discussed. Two other points that merit

attention 1include the 1implications of Canada's economic
relationship with the United States and Canada's tendency to
analyze Third World problems from a North-South perspective.

As I argued in Chapter One, it is conceivable that the
structure of Canada's economic relationship with the United
States20 may at times render Ottawa vulnerable to pressure
from the US to support aspects of its foreign policy. It is

crucial to recognize, of course, that American influence

20. A short list of works pertinent to a discussion of the
nature of the Canadian capitalist class as well as the
structural linkages between the Canadian and American
political economies include Robert Brym, editor, The
Structure of the Canadian Capitalist Class (Toronto:
Garamond, 1985), Jorgg Niosi, Canadian Multinationals
(Toronto: Garamond, 1985); Leo Panitch, ed., The Canadian
State (University of Toronto Press, 1977); Glen WIlliams,
Not for Export (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1983);aand&\—
Henry Veltmeyer, Canadian Class Structure (Toronto: '
Garamond, 1986). .

+
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upon Canadian policy 1is quite difficult to document
empirically. However, there have exsited some tell-tale
signs of American preferences being conveyed to Ottawa on
matters of Canadian economic foreign policy to the isthmus.
We have observed, for. example, that CIDA's Chairperson
indicated that the United States "would be delighted «about)
and has encburaged the restoration of Canadian aid to El
Salvador."21 One may venture to presume that Washington has
also conveyed its position with respect to other matters of
Canadian policy towards Central America.
P o ‘ .

v Canada's penchant for employing a North-South analysis
regarding political development in Central America has been
apparent since Ottawa opened an embassy in the region in
1962, as we observed in Chapter Three. Ottawa has tended to
interpret the nationalistic demands 6f( developing states
from the perspective of North-South contradictions rather

than East-West confrontation.22 Further, it has been shown

that Canada concurs with the general Latin American

I

perception that the US repEesents a foreign power whern it -

\
intervenes in the affairs of Latin states, a view whicﬁ is

not compatible with official Amegdican interpretations of the

US role in the hemisphere.

g
21. Globe and Mail, 16 June 1986.

22. See, for example, a quote by former Canadian Secretary
of State for External Affairs Mark MacGuigan, in "Canada and
Latin America,” Canada, the United States and Latin America
(Washington: Woodrow Wilson International Center for
Scholars, 1984), p. 7.




There is no question that Canada 1is supportive din a
general way of the United States' global hegemonic
position.23 For the Reagan Administration; 'stabilization’
in Central America seems to require the eradication of the
Sandinista Government in Nicaragua. "We share that goal of
stabilization, but we hay disagree as to how to reach that

s

goal," observed the diréctor¢of the Caribbean and Central
America bureau of the DEA.24 Washington has employed a
unilateral and heavy-handed military policy 1in Central

America, as we saw earlier. Through polite public

pronouncements which generally have not mentioned the United

States specifically, Ottawa has suggested that such a policy

is inappropri;¥e.25 Instead, the Canadian Government ha-

urged a negotiated settlement to the conflict in Centrai

America.26

Ottawa appemrs to view the Sandinista Revolution
as irreversible, and wishes Washington would accept this.
Thus, Canada's answer to Washington's perceived security

problems in Central . America is that the US should

23. see, .for example, Canada, Competitiveness and Security:
Directions for Canada's International Relationg (Ottawa:
Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1985), p. 7.

24. Interview, Emile Martel, Director, Caribbean and
Central America Division, Department of External Affairs,
Ottawa, 28 May 1985.

25. See, for example, the speech by Canadian Prime Minister
Mulroney before the Interamerican Press Association,
Vancouver, B.C., 15 September 1986, text released by
External Affairs Canada, "Statements and Speeches," Canadian
Foreign Policy Series. '

26. Canada, Department(of External Affairs, Bulletin,
"Briefing Notes on.Specific Countries in Central America,”
14 Janaury 1986. ’
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accommod;te sandinista Nicaragua, but work to ensure that
socialism does not spread to other countries on the isthmus.
Toward this end, Canada %as offered a dvelopmental
assistance package to the region which stresses reform
within a capitalist political economy.27 It would appear
that Ottawa presumes that such a policy can accomplish the
goals it shares with wéshington, but without the disastrous
political and military consequences that may precipitate
from the Reagan Administration's current policyf of
militarization iﬁ Central America.

This distinction between Canadian 3nd American policies
toward Central America is predicted by the combination of
Pratt's and Halliday's approaches. Dominant class theory
hypothesizes that many aspects of Ottawa's foreign policy
will be designed to promote international stabilty and to
advance Canadian economic interests. Halliday's IPE model
predicts that Ehe US will attempt to reassert its hegemonic
position whereby narrowly defined American economic and
security interests will be manifested in US foreign policy.
Taken together, then, these frameworks suggest a potential
contradiction: that the Canadian national interest in global
stability ddes not éoincide with US strategic policy. This
potential conflict is related to the discussion in Chapter
One which suggesta; that a subordinate state must perceive

it to be in its national interest to remain loyal to the

27. See Chapter Four of this' dissertation;,; and Latin
American Working Group, "Overview of Canadian Aid to Central
America," (Toronto: LAWG, 1986). .
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hegemon's foreign policy. Canada's national interest in

global stability may conflict with American sgrategic policy
of employihg military force in its perpetual ;uest to retard
the growth of socialism in the Third World. Thus, we may
expect instances where Ottawa's foreign policy is distinct
from Washington's. The evidence presented in Chapters Four
and Five suggests that this indeed is the case.

A pattern emerged 1in our garLier discussion whereby
Canadian officials seemed to assume contradictory positions
on matters of policy towards Central America.  This was
especially ghe case in the early 1980s. We observed, for
example, that Ambassadors Sirrs and Filleul criticized the
sandinistas' ideological orientation, while Prime Minister
Trudeau expressed Canada's support for ideological
experjiments in the hemisphere. The phenomenon of résident
ambassadors making pronouncements which do hot entirely
converge with those of other staie officials is not a new

one. According to Mattingly, this is rather common in

diplomatic history.

‘It was a complex problem, sharpened
by* the bitterness of ideologicalM
conflict but unavoidable ever since
the beginning of the new diplomacy,
and most acute in the case of
resident ambassadors. '

Ve

e
+
e

e It involved the exercize of
' . fidelity, the observance of truth
and loyalty which was the form of
justice appropriate to the work of
an ambassador. o
Most simply stated the problem was,
'‘What faith does the ambassador owe



to the prince or republic he serves
and what to the principal to om
he is sent? And what must

when the two duties conflict
when the wishes or order of his
goverpmept seem to him cogfitrary to
the true interests of his country?
Or to his own honour? Or to .the
law of nations under which he lives
and by which he is:/ protected? Or
to the interests of ce which he
is supposed to serve?

~

The generally accepted answer to those questions; according

to Mattingly, is that the Ambassador must obey the wish of

his

superiors who formulate spolicy.

To this

tFnt,

Ambassador Sirrs and Filleul may have stepped out of line

~

regarding some of the views they expressed which were not

congruent with those of the Prime Minister or the Department

of External Affairs.
of a lack of coherence in Canadian foreign poli

Central America, particularly during the early 1980s.

That phenomonon seems to be indicative

cy towards

This

pattern has become less observable since 1985, perhaps as a

result of an attempt by Ottawa to formulate a more coherent

and integrated policy as Canada increased its developmental

assistance to the fegion and as Canada began to accept

increasing numbers of refugees from the isthmus.

Contradictions between factions of Canadian

L

policy

makers have also been observed by other students of Ottawa's

Foreign relations.

In Dduglas Ross's study of Canadian

policy towards Vietnam, three 'tendencies' were observable

28.

Garrett Mattingly,

Cape, 1955), p. 219. ‘

Renaissance Diplomacy (London: J.

A
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among policy makers. One of- these was the conservative

tendency, "whose ..value and perception articulation was

founded\ypon undiluted anti—commanism."29 Second was the
left liberal tendency, which was highly critical of US
policy in Vietnam and which appreciated that "...nationalism
and communism could be fused legitimately."30 Ross notes
the "peripheral status"3l of this tendency, whose positions
were incongruent with those of the mainstream Canadian and
American foreign policy elite. A third group, the liberal
moderate tendency, dqminated Canadian policy towar@s Vietnam
and was characterized by an overriding interest in regional
stabiT}ty/EHTough multilateral negotiation. A key component
of this tendency was a strong preference for the
"...establishment of an indepenent non-communist government
w32 ‘

’

It is of interest to note that Pratt's dominant class

in Vietnam...

(::3 theory appears to recognize~elements of the three strains of
ideological dispositions® on the part of Canadian policy
makers that Ross points to. For example, Pratt observes a

facgi?n of foreign policy makers which represent "...the

'

29. Douglas A. Ross, In the Interests of Peace: Canada and -
Vietnam 1954-1973 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1984), p. 17. ) ~

¢ ( |
30. 1Ibid., p. 19.

31. 1Ibid., p. 21.

32. Ibid., p. 12. ; \



te the ‘'conservative' tendency indentitied by Ross, this

4Lomposed of members such as Sinclair Stevens

group has been
and other officials ot the Department of Regional Industrial

Expansion, whose vehemently anti-Sandinista views were

discussed in Chapter Five.
~
Pratt discusses a second faction of Canadian policy

makers whose attitudes are deriv%d from Pearsonian

internationali§h\i:» This group appears to be similar to

wilat Ross deemed to) be the liberal mode(ifeifgpdéﬁCy. Pratt
observes the dominance of this faction with respect to
polic.y making, as does R‘ He also notes this group's
commitment to stability and emphasizes its "...preoccupation

with the perceived threat from international communism."35

4 .
It is this tendency whose views have dominated Canadian
policy towards Central America and which have been
manifésted in Ottawa's commitment to regional stabilfty,
multilateréalism and anti-communism.

Finally, Pratt identifies a faction of the Canadian

Government who appear to be similar to those described by

N
\N

Ross as left-liberals. Pratt points to "...the small band °

’

of all party activists with a Third World interest who

have...become somewhat isolated and now almost constitute an

33. Cranford Pratt, "Dominant Class Theory and Canadiam
Foreign Policy," op. cit, p. 121.
34. 1Ibid., p. 122.

_ [ 4
35. 1Ibid., p. 122.
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anti-consensual public interest grou§;“36 The anti-
consensual views zf this faction have éound scant expression
in actual cCanadian policy, and thus may be relegated to the
‘peripheral' status of the left-liberal tende:cy which Ross
observed in his study of Canadian relations with Vietnam.
Pratt's dominant class theory suggests some of the
parameters of Canadian foreign policy which are related to

the dominance of the faction of policy makers whose

attitudes are a deriviative of Pearsonian internationalism -

N

the group described by Ross as the moderate liberal
tendency. These parameters consist largely of pro—Wesﬁern
values and anti-communism, the advancement of Canadian
economic interest abroad, as well as a commitment towards
the cultivation of global stability. It has been shown in
Chapters Four and Five that this faction of policy makers is
devoted to containment of socialism in the Third World, and
to this extent converges with general US strategic interests
in ‘Central America. This group's commitment to global
stability and - multilaterism, however, clashés with the
unilateral military intervention 1in Central America by
Washington. Thus, while the so-called liberal moderates
concur with general Western interests, in the hemisphere,
they disagree with the Reagan Administ;ation regarding how

those interests can be achieved.

»
< -

36. Cranford Pratt, "Canada's Internationalist Image," op.
cit., p. 36.
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Hence, one facet of an explanation of the
contradictions of Canadian foreign policy towards Central
America may stem from disagreemehts among the tendencies or

- factions of the ¢Canadian foreign policy elite. Perhaps
another element which may contribute to such contradictions
is Ottawa's attempt to balance 1its own interests or
preferences regarding Central America against those of the
Unitea States. We observed earlier that the DEA consults
two groups of its own experts when formulating policy toward
the isthmus, one group which specializes in Canadian
relations with the region and dnother whose expertise is US
strategic interests in Central America. One can conceive of
the fgs&ﬁl'ifyyéhat Ottawa would prefer to avwoid adopting

iboL cids antithetical to expressed US strategic interests

fear of American retaliation. Such was apparently
the ca \>during certain episodes of the Vietnam War, as Ross
observes. "In late 1972 fear of political and economic
retaliation by an American government enraged at possible
Canadiane 'obstructionism' helped to preclude any serious
thought of turning down a role on the new International
Commissionzé? Control and Supervision.“37 Thus, although it
is being argued here that in general Ottawa é;nverges with
perceived US security interests, it would seem that,on the
occasions when Canada contemplates policies which are

distinct from American ones that Ottawa may calculate

whether or not its position will invite US retaliation.

37. Douglas Ross, op. cit., p. 24.



We have noted in Chapters Four and Five that Ottawa
generally has avoided public criticism of S policy in
Central America, although there have been notable excepttions
to this. This general pattern has been observed by other
students of Canadian foreign policy. Some analysts appear
to hold the view that Canada should avoid public criticism
of US policy since this might copgromise potential Canadian
influence upon American policy. Dewitt and Kirton suggest
that this 'diplomacy of constraint', which at times has been
characteristic of the liberal-internationalist or liberal
moderate apprpach,

...is designed to inhibit the
unilateral exercise of preponderant

American power in a manner
unfavourable to Canadian and global
ifAiterests. -

...Tactically, this suggests

private ‘persuasion rather than
public criticism, operating within
defined norms emphasizing co-
operation and understanding, making
limited concessions on subordinate
issues, and, 1in the end, siding
with the US, whether right or
wrong, in order toqg maintain
influence in the future. -

This penchant among Canadian policy makers may help to
explain episodes where Canada has refused to criticize
publicly aspects of American intervention in Central

America. It is questionable, however, that Ottawa possesses

any significant influence upon the US regarding its

38. David Dewitt and John Kirton, Canada as/% Principal
Power (Toronto: Wiley and Sons, 1983), p. 25.

©
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adventures in the Third World. As Reg Whitaker argues 1in
his discussion of the Canadian-American relationship during
the Korean War, "...the capacity of Cfnadians to modify or
con;train American behaviour actually seems quite
negligible, however many diplomatic resources they may have
spent in the effort."39 Perhaps a more plausible argument
to explain Canada's tendency to ;void public criticism of
the US, regarding matters on which they apparently disagree,
may be that Ottawa fears alienating the US due to that
.

country's capacity to employ economic retaliation against
Canada. ,

Hence, it seems that Ottawa must strike a balance
between domestic and international factors when it
formulates policies toward Central America. In some
respects, the international determinants of Canadian policy
would appear more signficant than domestic ones. Canadian
policy towards the region is largely reactive to a dynamic
between the US and a Central American country which 1is
attempting to challenge American hegemony in the hemisphere.
Thus, Canada is réacting to an international crisis which it
had no role 1in ¢reating. As John Holmes has observed;

"...Canadian policies 1in recent, years have been determined

more by what has happened in Washington, Houston, Brussels

s
i

39. Reg Whitaker, op. cit., p. 33

£
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or Tegucigalpa, than what has been decided or sought in
Ottawa."40

Also In relation to the significance of intefnational
determinants of Canadian policy, I have argued earlier that
canada's rank in ‘the international political economy as a
middle ﬁower may also explain why Ottawa's policy téwards
Central America has been characterized by firm support for a
multilateral solution to the regional crisis.

An examination of domestic determinants of foreign
policy, as discussed by Pratt, are helfpul as well to
explain = Canadian policy towards the isthmus. This
analytical framework can be of assistance 1in explaining
ideological factors related to Canadian policy, some.general
parameters of Ottawa's policy to the Third World, in
addition to the relative power between domestic forces which
attempt to influence Canadian policy makers. But the line
between domestic and international determinants of foreign
policy is not always clear. Hence, aspects of international

and domestic factors - which shape Canadian policy are 8o

clokely inter-related that it may be of limited value to.

assess . which of these sets of determinants is most
signficant.

One other point might be of interest with respect to
Ottawa's attempt to. balance international and domestic

influences upon policy. Pratt's dominant class theory

30. John Holmes, "Most Safely in the Middle,” International

Journal, vol. 34, no. 2, Spring 1984, p. 372.

1



arqgues that the Canadian state is relatively autonomous from
societal forces, as we observed in Chapter One. The concept
of relative autonomy may also be useful to explain the
balance the Canadiaﬁ state must strike between domestic and
international influences. This generalcpoint has been made
by Theda‘Skocpol in her review of neo-marxist conceptions of
the state. "A state's involvement 1in an international
network of states is a basis for potential autonomy of
action over and against groups and economic arrangements
within its jurisdiction - even including the dominant class

. . .4
and existing relations of production. 1

LR R KB

Canada“s historical support for multilateralism,
discussed at length above, may represent this country's most
formidable link with Latin American and other Third World
states. As Stephen Krasner points out, strong interndtional
organizations wield éhe potential to provide weak developing

nations with greater power in international affairs.42

Thus, while the Trudeau Administration's discussion. of the

41. From Skocpol's States and Social Revolutions, quoted in

- Tom Keating, "The States, The Public, and the Making of
Canadian Foreign Policy," Paper presented at the Annual
‘Meeting of the Canadian Political Science Association,
Montreal, 2 June 1985, p. 6.

42. Stephen Krasner, Structural Conflict: The Third World
Against Global Liberalism (London: University of Califorina
Press, 1985), Chapter One. '

While Krasner employs a structural realist approach-in
his analysis, the conclusion he reaches regarding the
signficance of strong international organizdtions to Third
World states is compatible with the conclusion reached here
through a marxian analysis.
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Third Option suggested that Canada's strondest bond with
Latin countries lies within the realm of transcending
economic dependency upon the United States, it appeérs that
Canada's most prominent shared goal with the developiﬁg
states of the hemisphere is the preservation or
establishment of strong multilateral regimes to promote
stability in thg\face of unilateral US attempts to reassert

its. hegemony.

Pratt has noted that "...dominant class theory, though

¢

now quite influential, has as yet not been applied much to
the study of Canadian foreign poliéy."43 It -is hoped
that this application of DCT to the study of Canadian
foreign policy towards Central America has,helped_to broaden
the debate concerning explanations of Ottawa's foreign
relations.

This study has provided an examination of Canadian
policy toward a region where American hegemony has been
challenged. While Ottawa :;;Eﬁﬁlly has been supportive of
US hegemonic interests with respect to the Central American
imbroglio, ‘Canada's . support for multilateralism may be
indicative of an effort to bolster the strength of
in{:rnational organizations which may serve as a buffer to

instability which may occur if American hegémony is further

eroded in the hemisphere. . The erosion of US dominance in

the Americas is not an altdéether unliis}y/grospect, as I've

43. Cranford‘bratt,.“Canada's Internationalist Image," op.
cit., p. 28.




argued in Chapter Two, given that Washington traditionally
has supported and still supports rgéimes which preside over
inequitable divisions of resources. within tﬂeir coyntry and
which employ repression to maintaih their rule.

Finally, while this dissertation has focused on just
one facet of Canada's role in the.Americas, there remains a
plethora of relaﬁed topics which merit exploration. Ong
area of research which might grove interesting entails aﬁ
analysis of Canada's role in the changing balance of powér
in the hemisphere. Tﬁap is, Canada's interests and rank in
the hemisphere could be examined againéf the backdrop of the
interests of rising powers - sucﬁ as Brazil, Argentina and

perhaps Mexico =~ and could also be‘analyZed in the context

of the changing balance of class forces in the Am&ricas.
. [ ] :

14
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