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"This is the price we pay for having

lost the last election,n

)‘(‘ '-..4‘ L\"._ I 1 ' .
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Y
rate selfl-conscious adaptation to new circumstances, and»id

distinguished from invention, - Tt is argued that innovation i .
[ . ~ iy
is in the hature of Canadian national parties which, asf' ) i
€

.

, have the incentive to scck change® and, as

compgtitor
!

, have the power to make change legitimate,

and that this dual function of the parties is particularly

institution

important in|#tanada bgoguse 30 other agencies perform them

consistently ﬁat}onwide._ Policy conferences have been N A

extraordi?ary instruments of inno+ation,.which.have émerged

whén ordinary \instruments have failed. They;are éonsidere&
|

heréd as symbolk of the regular ﬁrécess, valuable because \

their genesis. and function can beaisolated anh examined,

It is notable that none of the conferences conteSted the

‘right of the parliamentary Pucus to decide policy, or

"{i‘»?n% ‘ s
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otherwise sought to displace existing internalqurt
" institutions, A major conclusion is that a rec&rrcn

% important cffect -of the conferences was to make the
’ (

host party itself function effectively as an innovatli

ids§rﬁmcnt in the larger political system,

.
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‘China, Was this al

PREFACE

uch likes major parties. They are put up with,

t

\ . '
danghter\fo joig\one. The glamour is in movements, or

"third pat ié@",.especially if they're "new", The defence

electorate, ‘r\"unitc' the country, or do some other dogwork,

Most of all, the mqjor parties are supposed to have no new
o

AR . e B
‘ . .

Yet throh 1 ltS 104 years, Canada‘haa;been governed

the CPR, the CBC, \the Canada Council, medicare, ARDA, the

Official Langu ﬂill, even the reSiSCOVery.ofvmainlahd

due to accident--or theft? Would it

1905, if only a "movement" had won in
\

The major partieb are full of faults--obviously. But

so is the casyal slander of their critics, While professioial

students of p rtles ar usually more objective, I thl*& that

: \
on this subjeot, many of them work w1th1n the context of




with a little help from my advisors, I have tried to

prevailing public prejudice, TIf that is so, our under~

standing of the whole Canadian political system 'suffers.

'Aﬁd even if objectivity abouirdds, it has not focussed

*

cnough on the innovative functions of the major
7
Canadian parties.

My oﬁn prejudices are known. I am active ih\one
of the parties studied, the Progressive Conservative,
which is a major'partxiin'historYNand"aapira£ion, if
not always in behaviour. This paper will reflect that
aSSociatiqn,‘at leﬁst in its reliance upon infarmation

>

. -t
- . ! . . .
and impressions that came to me as a participant in

~

Progressive Conservative affairs and were not so

directly available céncerning the Liberal party., In

addition, T think the self-advertised virtues of "third

parties" or "movements" are accepted far too uncriti-

" pally, by professional and lay observers. However,

L
correct my own extravagances,

Nonetheless, the paper rests on the assumption that

“a concern for policy and change'is evident in the pro-

cesses and results of the major parﬁyes. This paper

examines one means.by which major parties innovate--the

¢

policy conference, held in Opposition,+ There are several

other instruments, miny Qflthem more productive\ﬁhgg,the
policy conference. This was chosed because I had the '

¥
i

- viii o -
p"N‘;
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“good fortune to participate leCCtly 1n che organiza- -

tion of two of tﬁc conforonces at 'Fredericton and

1 N ‘u

4
Niagara Falls;,éﬁd to have Access to the recordg or
2 N
recollection of persons active in each conference.

Very helpful "information and advice ﬁére'provided by’

o

the nght Honourable Lester B, Pearson, the Honourable

Robert L. Stanfleld Mr. N. K. Atklns Mr. Rober't Bedard,

the Honourgble Richard A, Bell, Mr. Dalton Camp, the

o
° N

Honourable Donald M, Flem1ng, the Honourable E, Davle
Fulton, the Honourable Walter L. Gordon, Mi§s Flora
Macdonald, Mr, Lowell Murray, and Professor T, ﬁ.”B-
Symons., The national headﬁuarteés of the Prégréssive
‘ a -

Conscrvative Party and the offipe of the naéi&nal leader

of the ?rogressive Conservative Party made available all

~their official records of the confere;ces at Port Hope,

Frédericton, Montmorency and Niagara Falls. Further
[ : . A
records concerning Fredericton were provided by the

. , T ,
officq of Mr. Dalton Camp. The Honourable Walter Gordon,

%
“n K

provided extensive specific information, 1nc1ud1ng some

records, concerning the Kingston conference. NewS§aper
@ - -

comment was acquired malnly through the 11brary of the

House of Commons and the off1ce of ‘Mr. Camp.

°

The department of Pblltlcal Sc1ence of the University

<

~ of” Alberta has attended the gestatlon of thls thes1s ‘with
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¢

uncommon patience. I am indebted to Df. Richard Baird

A
[

and Dr. Peter Meekison, who were both briefly involved as

“ . v

supervisors, and particularly to Dr. F, C. Engelmann, upon

whom that burden ultimately fell. Dr. Engelmann made

f N »

| -

,; several important suggestions that are incorporated in the

t finél-work, as did Dr, Edwip R, Blapk of the departmpnt of
) )
Political Studies at Queens University. However,. I did

not always take their advice, and neither should be

AN
‘Llamed for what follows.
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{”vln terms of e parllamentary seatg and popular vote, the e

\

A

.

R

: . oy
» ~ CHAPTBR ONE:

. " 1nrrODUETTON

IngSeptemben, 1942, several prominent members of the
Conservative Party 9f Canada met . at Téinity School “in

i

Port Hope, Ontario, to dlscuss varlous questlons of

'
¢

' national policy. There were no Members of Parllament )
i *

o e

resent, and only one Senator and one member of a pravin-
P > \ ]

@
a

cial legislature. The organizers'of the ‘conference had

'‘been carefuf‘to emphasise that the deliﬁegations were"

" ' . . K - )
"unoff&cial" and did not neceSsarily reflect the views of

the parliamentary or - off101a1 leadership of what was then,

‘

. i

natlonls "second" party. That ﬂprt Hope conference was
7]

the flrst of flve natlonal pollcy conferences held by the

N

v K

‘ magor Opp051t10n party in the perlod 1942 to 1969. The,

others were the Kingston conference of the leeraI Party
at Queens Unlversity in 1960, and the conferences of the
S A
Progre851ve Conservative;Party at the Unlver51ty of
4

New Brunswick 1n 1964, Maison Montmorency in 1967, and

N;agara Talls in 1969. Thls paper will con51der certaln

\
d “

chdrActerlstlcs commen to each confeﬁence, 1nc1ud1pgkthe

;‘lg R

¥unct10ns each performed in, the party and the'party system.

P



-2 -

Ehv (wn\r.:l hypothesis is that the major political
partics have a signiticant role as innovators in the
Canadian pnlit.i(‘nl systoem; more particulasly, the paper
will arpue that each policy.conference was an important
agent of tnnovation within a party then in Oppodition,
and enabled the part Yy, more offectively to perform its own
innovat.ive role ift the larger syst.em, Al(hnunh the subject
is relatively specitic, its consideration involves several
assumpt {oas about the Canadian political and party systems;
th‘ro‘is an attempt. to justify those assumpt ions when
necessary, The paper will désc%ibo, in general terms, the
organization and composition of cach conference and indicate

the conditions uader which each met. However it is not
-
intended to be a history of policy conferences. The

BN

consideration is analytical and’svlective, not. chronological
]

-
I3

nor complete.
L 2
. Various other pnlécy activities of the major parties

have been excluded fromfconsidoration.( They include policy

\]
discussions of elected caucuses, of constituent groups of

.. -
national party associations such as youth or women!s groups

I -

‘or policy advisory committees, of provincial parties,'anﬁ
of national annual meetings, That should not be interpreted

to suggest that these other media of policy discussioniare*

.
f
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unimportaht .  In l':\('(,; by the nature of the parliamentary
sys(.«ﬁn, the clected caucus i@i"prnhnbly the single most
important l;‘C\IR ot policy discussion and decision, In
recent. years particularly, the romé%ﬁﬁity and range of
public¢ business has forced pnr(ioﬁ}tn rely cxtensively on

smaller groups with a particular interest or compet.ence in

policy questions. The cancus, and advisory or constituent
groups, tend to influence party pelicy privately and

: . : :
regularly, They hre of‘d\hpocios different from public

.
.

conferences, held occasionally.
The annual meeting is oxcludré~for other recasons, While
policy may be the dominant concern of some delegates to an
« &nmual mecting, most delegates are more interested in
meeting old friends, exchanging party gossip, and becohing
"insiders" again. TIn Canada, the annual meeting of a

national party is best regarded 'as a family reunion, drawing

EN

together scattered members to recall and reaffirm their

affinity and ident{ty. Officers are elected and resolutions
passed, bit the essential function of the annual meeting

-~

has been to remind partisans that their ¢ommon cause is

alive and more important than factional, rcgional, personal

or policy preoccupations, That is by no means a trivial

[

‘function; it is'%ne'qf the most important a party‘performs

in a centrifugal country, _AApolicy conference, on the other



R

‘meetings is not barren of significance, and it may be

~ T
-4 - ‘

»

hand, has a specific focus to which family gossip ind

general business are sccondary. Policy-related mattors

-

ate at. the core of a policy conference and on the cdge of

an aonual meeting. Clearly the policy aspect of annual
4

L)

that this aspect is more important recently than proviously,

But. policy scssions at annual meet ings, in the period

considered here, have heen suf€iciently different in nature {
\

1

‘from policy conferences to warrant exclusion from this study,
A Y

In addition; two policy confer;nces which might have
been considered were not examined: the study conference
held in 1933 by the Ligeral Party at Port Hope under the
chairmanship of the late Right Honourable Vincent Massey,
and the Liberal Party meéting at Harrisoq Hot Springs,
British Columbia in November 1969, As well as haviné c}aim
to be the first instance of a ﬁéjor party resorting, 1:/ N
Oppos{tion, to a policy conference as a means of rejuvenétion,
the Liberal conference at Port Hope was an initiative of lay
partisans about which the leadership was skeptical.l Ip )
addition, ﬁhé‘e¥perience of_that firsg conference influenced
the latervdeciéion of the Right Honourable Lestqr Pearson to
convene the Kingston c.onference.2 VTt is omitted chausa

# . '

I, Vincent Masscy, Whats Past Is Prologue: The Memoirs of

Vincent Massey, The Macmillan Company of Canada Ltd., Toponto,f
1963, PR. 211-213. .

2, "...we naturally studied very carefully the organization

and proceedings of, and the reaction to, the earlier Liberal

Study Conference in the 30s at Port Hope-of which Mr, Vincent
Masséy was chairman." Mr, Pearqon to the writer, January 25, 1971,

» . . o2 .
0 . . s
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information is scarce, and in the koowledge thag cvery
limitation is arbitrary. The meeting at. Harrison Ho§
Springs was convened by a LiQorfl party in power, Policy
conferences by government parties descorve cxamination, but
are chatcd here as a different dpecid with a different /
inspigation and effect than those held in Oppo;ition.

A further limitation is thc‘cxclusion from considera-
tion of policy activities of Canadian "third" parties,
including the CCF/NDP. That too is arbitrary. H;wever, ’
nthird" parties, and particularly th¢ CCF/ND?, conventionally
are assumed to encourage innovation internally and in the

: i M~
political system. That assgmption deserves close examination, (
Relatively less attention has been paid the innovative capaéity
and performance of the major parties whosi influence upon
national poliby has been direct, as gover%ments. It is

J
important to examine whether innovation-f; in fact a functioﬁ
of a particular kind of party, or of the Canadian political.
system. Consequently the focus here is upon one instrument
of innovation which has worked within thg-tYODpartieg qp;ch
consistently have constituted the govgﬁﬂm}ht and aiternhtive
goVernmént of Canada,

The second chapter will consider the concept of innova-
M LY

tion. The third chapter will discuss certain institutional
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influences upon innovation in Canada, incluging the .
; v

influence of federalism and the parliamentary system. The
I \ .

fourth chapter will deal with tﬁe ggnesis and ocﬁéé aspectg
of each of the five poiicy con};rgnces. Chapter five will
examine various functions of le;cy conferences, both
functions intended and functions performed. The sixth
chapter considgfs two subs§antive examples of thehiﬂnovative
role of policy con:erenéesi the change in the okficial
attitude of the PPOéPoSSdi Cpn5qrvative Party to issues
concerning Confederation and’the development within ghe
Progressive Conservative Party of a'commitment to a naéiénal
minimum annual income program: The final chapter states

R ' . .
certain conclusions about policy conferences and innovation,
and includes a note on the new iimitationa on the O0fficial

A\l '
Opposition in the Canadian political system,
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CHAPTER TWO:

i

THE CONCEPT OF TUNNOVAT ION

e mmE

n,

Cgrtain basic functions are shared by.parties in all

Western democratic systems, including Canada

although thé\ ‘
peculiaritiecs of each system naturally aff;ct pqrty functigns..
. -

Broadly speaking, the Canadian parties organize public
opinion, ,

narrowing options so citizens can choose: ec
+

or at lcast inform,
o~ L

H *cate,
s N e
. at le
J .

individual citizens so that some citizens

ast are able to give reasons for their polltlcaf‘
;2 behaviour;

> ‘A
provide a responsive connecting link between
/ © government and public,

so the citizen can feel he parbicxpates
"in, and at times can,

in fact

PER

control the government actlng
in hisg name, and regularly bring forward 1eaders

with-Whom
the citizen can identify, and to whom he can delégate much
of his active pOlltlcal responsiblllty. .Those réles sound-
passive and'mechanical 4 A

.,
and at times ‘they are. .

Thb system
is 1tse1f dynamic, qug of conflicting opinion and cha?glng

’

circumstance, and the party is a little like a gear box,

responding to stlmuli in predetermlned ways. There is this
dlfference- this gear box has a mind of its own, and while

it responds ‘mechanically to some basic stimuli,

it evaluétes
others, ‘ignoring some that seem strong, responding to others

4

L.

that seem feeble, and at times creating stimuli of its own,

.
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"Mind" is misleading, suggesting a single mentality;\"minds"
is more apt, 1nd1cat1ng that several different mentalgties
3

evaluate or create st1mul1, the point is that the parties
ore mecﬂhnlcal and more, with an independent Aability té move
or stay static. This paper will consider one aspect of that
"independent" ability_-thc capacity for in?ovation, as
‘revealed in formal national polioy‘conferencesi'

Innovation is not a "separate" funcoion of parties so
much asAah incideht of the elemental_function of organizing
opinion., Ideas that become "innovgtive" in the handé‘of.
parties are usually\}ying'arouqd somewhere in the polity,
awaiting discovery, Often, however, they are‘far from view
and Qouldlnot Qppeér in the normal balancing of sfrong
interests or opihions. An oxaople is the minimum annual
income proposal, in 1967-68, At other timos they are an
interest to which‘a part1Cular party has not been in ther
habit of respondlng. An example is the claim of . French /

. l.
Canada to which, between 1963 and 1967 the national :
leadership of the Progressive Conservatlve Party had
deliberately not responded, Something causes the party to
.change to espouse interests which that party,~ o; the systém
jhad ignored before. Whatever the causes of that change, its
rgsult is "innovation" .

‘n
-
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The concept of innovation derives from the observation
that, in any organization, there are some forces which
nncouragb,changc and other forces which prefer a static

state; the forces of change are callcd'"innavatlve", the
x

n\‘l e

static forces "consolidativen, and an organlzablon ls decmed

2 - to be hecalthy when the two forcesr:innovation and donsolida—

I ; : o
tion, are in rough balance. The concept has been applied
s éxtensively to the study of organiéations outside¢ "politicsm,
ﬁ : -
“and. is obviously relevant to political institutions and systems.

. Theodore Lowi has written: f 1 -

B - iy
All stable organizations ére in a continual
process of adaptation, Innovatlonlis that
part of the process which :is deliberate,
self-conscious adaptation.. Activities are
innovative if they are attémpts to change
the organization and its eavironment in
keeping wi icies thouéhﬁ\out in
advance of ¥he attempt. Inpovauion is not
to be confjised with\liberalism ot reform,
‘The antogym for inno¥ation is "consolidation™,
not congervatism, sLiberalism and conservatism
are pgStures towards the kinds of change
requiTed. To have-no policy at all for
changing things or to have a policy against
changing things.is to be ne?ther liberal por
conservative; it is to be non-lnnovatlve or
o consolldatlve.3 .5 '
9 . o~ AN -

rote

¢

3. Thebdore'Lowi tTowards Functlonallsm in Polltlcai Sciénce.
the Case of Innovatlon in Party Systgms?, Aggﬁlcan Polltlcal
¥ Science Review, September 1963, §:§§7 . e

e ’

f

-
£
Na M
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Lowis definition adequately describes the concept as
A -h . N

it will be used here, although the adjectives "deliberate,

"

self-conscious" should not be read too strictly. 1In the
. ) ‘

case of policy conferences at least it is né; necessary -

that all of the participants, or even all the organizers,

are aware of or intend an innovative role; the conference

can achieve change even if some, or all of‘ﬁhe participaits

or organizers do not want or intend it to. _Also there should

be no suégestion that innovation requires an exact knowledge

-

of the result .in advance by anyone inyblfed in the process,

However the characteristic stands that:an innovative

.

influence is not accidental, and that it is set in motion by

a

" advogates of change.

It should also be clear that innovation is not inven- -
: R ’
tion: "Invention implies bringing something new into being;

innovation implies bringing somethlng new into use,"4 That
|

is a distinction of particular ipportance in considering
the 1nnovat1ve role of the péiltlcal party. The party o
A L]

generally becomes engaged in the dnnovative process only

v

after’an invention--whether a new "thiﬁg",oidea or attitude-~
- has_gained a momentum of its own, The party responds to

3\ , \ 4 L
4. Lawrence B, Mohr, "Determinants of Innovation in
Organization", American Political Scierice Review, March 1969,
p. 112, .

. .
’

N
>
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pressures generated elsewhere, either becéuse influential -

partisans respect the invention or because they are¢ concerned

P
TN .

to incorgorate the "new"ﬂbhing into the system before the
& .

pressurcs becorie too strong for the system to bear. That
Vresponse occurs in various ways, apy of which can be called

ifnovative. That the focus here ‘is 'on something as concrete .
‘ 5
ESh s

as a poﬁferenqe should not obscure the fact that innovation

RN N

is a process, not necessarily an act, = . e
In any system of dynamism, innovation is always going’

|
-

on, It is‘not necessarily dramatic., It is a particularly"

central process in a dynami¢ political system, which by

definition involves a continuous balancing of demands and
Rl ' ®

responses. Several agencies perform innovative functions
. -

»

within a dyhamic'political systeﬁ. Pﬁobably tﬂ; three most

"important in Canada are the formal government'buTeauéragy,
. &
K

interest groups® and political parties. TInnovation éi'ﬁob“.
. ’ f 2 LI

necessarily "discovery", The operative word in Lowijs i ._?
. . ' T DL e S o
FHi - . ¥ "y " ’
definition is nradaptation". While a social organizatidn 50
g onee “ . * - ® ) hd : *
B - & &

5. What slight evidence is available at the moment suggestd’
that interest groups are much less'influentigl'in Canada than
in.the United States. Limiting the ‘effectivenéss of interest -
groups in Canada are, among other factors: tHe more strict -
tradition of a professional public service; the_morge centra-
lized nature of parties in a parliamentary system; the ,
consequently weaker tradition of independent action by the
individual legislator; the relative sparseness and unsophisti-
cation of organized interest group activity on the national
level; and the allocatiorn in Canada ‘to provincial governments
of relatively extensive powers which require ihterest groups '
to deploy scant resources among -several strpng)goverpments.

. EX -
-~ .
’

L I
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also requ{rés agencies which raise problems, and agehbies‘
which propose sbluﬁidﬂs, innovation concerns the adapta-
. ‘tign of existing structure to take account‘of new reality, &

including new problems and new responses, whether newly
. : . ’ »
emerged or merely newly defined. It follows that innovating

.

agents must have access to the means to modify the whole
system in which the adaptation must be made; 4dnd, to be

"innovating", they must have the incentive to change. As

indicated Before, the natienal political parties are major

_instruments of - adaptation because they have both the‘\\

.-

incentive to accept change, as a means of seeking br keeping

power, and they have the ability to make change.iegitiﬁate.

-

.

o
v 1
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CHAPTER THREE:

NOVATION AND THE CANADIAN PARTY SYSTEM.

?%/ sense, it is the d1st1ngulsh1ng role of Canadian
partie§ to 1nnovate. As well as functlonlng within the

formaL 'structure of Government and Parliament, and among

. 0
the daSS of interests and attitudes whlch seek occa51ona11y

}‘u\i ~to drnw a response from the formal 1nst1tut10ns, the party

]'.occnpnes the isthmus between. The party is the connection.
Morz partlculanly, that is the role of the politician, but
in Canada the politician st:l.ll6 works largely within a.

N

pa%py, and not as an "independent?" . Of -course, other“
égenc1es also "connect", But "connecting" is a larger part

i oh
ofqghe ‘fole of the party than of any other institution of
! Ve ®
| - pofﬂolcs-and the party is both more d1verse and more S
Y :
' pernohenh than ‘the 1nterest groups and issues whlcn erupt
Alrreguinnly from the. public into Parilament or Government.

’

Indeed "éonnectlng“ is the v1tal life—g1v1ng role of the
F .
.party; ié is the one function of the party that, ap the

h recgrd, no othev agency can perform as well.

R - 'The ﬁegislature, puﬁiic servlce or other formal agent\

&t P -

o
X

i
il

.z
e

\»n o 6

demandé If it is conce’ned w1th action, it is moret

Y

‘\\‘ . _ o )
V8. “We should not assume_either that the present close
5rela io between party and politiéian will pePSist or ‘ﬁ

that it 'is’ e cessary to parllamentary demOcracy.
’,(., e k

is usnally very slow to respond to new public pressures or -

3



R ‘ S T - T
.¢oncerned:with process and iQ:QS&%lly slow to.establish ‘-

new channels, Ihﬁeresf\gréﬁps are much more responsive}

to ne&‘pressure§, but they have the right only to go to

. . . . \ . . \\ ’ g
the door of the institutian‘from‘Which'action can issue, o

Y . Feal

\?hene must bhe somethlng Whlch exists permanently on bot?

sides of Rhe 1nst1tutional door some agent w1th th@

incentive to seek out new ‘demands and the rlght to brin '

[N “
i ’ v

N J .
them in to the institutions for action. That agenbﬂia "

the party.' It. may happen that some of the functlons
tradltlonally associated w1th the party w111 either be.. . g

performed by other aggnts7.dr become irrelevant.8 But
& . B . " ’ . . \ .
there ig np evidence so far, that the "connecting" function -

N
£ W P : ’
. can be perfdrmed by any othef agent. Moreover, there is

suggestive evidencé in Canad1an~expe;ience that when a

-~

party stops "connécting' it becomes something else-<an

adjunet of the public\servicq? an instrument of propagéndalo

11

or just another .interest group.

' -~
3 . . - . o
-

© T -.For'example, the party réle in. "public education® 'is
diminishing with the concurrent growth of pervasive medi
and ‘propaganda agencles like" Informatlon Canada.

B Thb "organlzatiot of ' the electoraté“, in Tammany terms,

“* has been)putmoded by the, sophistication and scope of both the )
media agﬁ‘the po')lation in much of the metropolltan Unlted R
‘States, and ‘She.process is beginning here. In. fact, it is

v already technical OSSIble to eliminate 1eglslatures and
fllw . govern by computer refe ;‘um, in which case "oréanlza ion o
of the elector&]e“ w0uld be t to 1nterest groups or no one., .

9. 'The St. Laurent Liberal-s, i-‘or exa

. 10.. The. ?rogre551Ve Conservatlves, under Di
Grosart, for example.

< 11, *The Credxtistes, for examﬁi

JeTe
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A

.parties trylng to change the status quo at’ 1east to the

is easy to accepb. Even then, however, certaln~parties

4:"‘12.'- 'Lowi ag sty 'p 571,.'

S\ | ]
3 —' 15- - ‘ Il.“ . lv‘ ' ‘ ' N | . v

‘Conditions of Innovation, ‘. ‘ ‘;

Lowi.argue$ that "in a party systém, innovation is a
Ve B 0y 0 . .
function of the m1nor1ty party. He does not:exclude

1

the maJorlty party absoLutely from an 1nnovat1ve role,

. 9 , N
" but argues that innovation is more likely té- come from -

the "out" party,:provi&ed that bartf'is close enough to .

‘ ~ - . o \
being "in" to think experiment might win office yét not 3
N . ‘ o ' RN , o ' hd

P

so close as to fear experiment would lose it. Thezlqgicu”

is evident. Parties "in"noffice, and therefore them~

selves part'ofythe societal status duo, wilI not be

1nc11ned naturally to heed or harbour people who would
.

change an equlllbrlum of which the part1es are part; and .‘ »

|

point of‘replac1ng anﬁlncumbent government with themselves

should be diore attracted‘to; or at least leQS“repelled py,éu

o

' prdponents of change in soc1ety at large.

The flrst prop051t10n--that 1ncumbency "consolldates"--v

L

R mlght be 1nnovative in offlce lspnger than others- for . . h;%
example, a Brltlsh Labour government, both because of its :3"

-

1ong experience in* Opp051tion and 1ts relatlve (and

'related’) attract4Veness to radical or rEform elements, 1s

e o C . .
~ 19‘ ‘ . -

!.-\\f\
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more 'likely to be more "naturally" innovative than a
I & ‘o :
Tory government. , M addition, we Are now in a phasoe,
i
which might prove prolonged, in which gruups which
consider themselves disadvantaged aro bringing public

pressure for change upon'govornmcnt; ghé;;mnking
consol}ﬂntion more difflculﬂ;
a . “
“The second pPOPOSitioﬁ‘is more tenuous, Lowi
himself ﬁnggrsgg two conditions in whioh}a two-papty

¥ B
systom-—nnd’morn,partfcplnrly the minority party--will

N fa]

unot. be inpdvative: when ghc bgrby‘doesh}t have to be,
o ‘ " :
- ‘ b '
or when it thinks it cantt nffordﬁco,bc; The first

L]

* condftPen occurs when“the "parties rest heavily upon an -
. &

‘ . oo
earlier but now outmoded set of cloavages"lé—in other

words, a system where party competition is determined by

the cleavages remaining from former political generations

»

may offer no option or appeal.to a contemporary electorate.

. Lowi argues that, in such situations, real conflict tends

“to bypass the parties and seck other roupesvdiiaccess to
L ] X

.
13. After a little more time has passed, ingiII be useful
to test this assumption against the performance of the Heath
government. Inngvation is not ideological--cg, it is as
innovdtive to denatjvnalize as to nationalize. If one takes
at face value the statements of Mr, Heath and his ministers,
they intend a great many changes. Their early action confirms
their statements: If the Heath government does prove innova-
tive that will suggest -(a) that dnnovation owes more to a
party's experience in Opposition than it owes to party
Structure, origin or reputed orientation, or (b) that innovation
begets counter-innovation, ’ :

‘ .
. '

14. Lowi, op cit, p. 573, . N
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authority or redalution. That would create a particu-

larly disruptive potential if other access réutcs did
not exist or were underveloped, -For example, in a
political system where organized in{orcst groups arce
known to be effective and hold to be legitimate, as
in the United States of America, demands which can
find no cfpnéssidn in the party system can seek and
reasonably expect cxpression as an oréanized interost

group, Similnrfy, in a systom with a sophisticated

-

and respected media, d4s in Great Britain, demands

shut out by the parties can be expressed effectively

~—~ 15 . .
in the press, In Canada, ncither the media nor
interest groups possess the legitimacy or the influence

to serve as effective alternate routes of access to

16

authority or resolution., Where the parties are unable

or unwilling17 to accommodate new demands, those

18

demands find expressi®n outside the system.
-

15, 1t would be interesting to complre “the campaign of
the opponents of the Common Market in Britain, whose
spokesmen ipclude The New Statesman; among: other influen-
tial journals, with the wampaign of obponents of
Bilinguallsm and Blcultu 1ism, who found-little media
Support beyond Flesherton.

16. As appears to be the condition of the Progressive

Conservative and New Democratic parties in Quebec.

17.¢ As appears to be the condition of the federal

,Liberal party in Quebec.

18. Once-in the Creditistes, now in the Parti Quebecois,
or the Front de Liberation Quebecois.
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00 &d&l 6aidﬁ€%d.... When party leaders
think their party is within a few percentage
points of victory, they are.likely to sce
their rational strategy as one of intensifica-
tion of existing commitments, tightening of
ranks, activation of existing tollowings. In
a sense....there is no incentive for great
risk if all that is nceded is just a small
marginal gain,’ N

A third condition prefudicial to innovation may be
suggested. It occurs when significant elements in the
minority party don't want{ to win. Tt diffe;s frém the
first condition in that thdre is here a signifiéant internal
disagrecment about the appropfiate course of the party.
The common.assumption is that most partisans want to win,
There is evidence to suggest that this is not necessarily
true in Canada, For ;ne thing,_the Canadian party system
has been influenced heavily by so—cailcd "parties of
principlen, somé of Whose members, however they play the
political game, teﬁd to define it in terms of morality
rather than power., 1In addition,vone suspects that the
strength of sectionalism, and the relative weakness of

.nationa}ism in Canada encourage the belief among some

partisans that the expression of a sectional view is

\

19. Ibid., p. §75.
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' . 2 p
purpose cnough for a so-called "national®" party, ?; , #

o

v

Moreover, in any party there is dlwéys the pussibility
that the partyIQSCAblishmcnc, which is not always
synonomous or sympathetic with the party leadership,
will be unwilling to risk the personal prerogatives and

prominence which they know might be lost tn-the changes

)

associated!&ith victory.21 In any event, "out" parties
which are within striking distance of office but prefer
opposition have no incentive to innovate.

Lowi concludes that innovation is most likely with
an alternative modified one-party syéteﬁ
.+.where the second party is a clear
minority for several elections...but has
a thance..,of becoming the majority
party and always promises to becom&zso
again after eight to twelve years.

20, That is most clearly the case with the present
Creditistes. It is difficult to understand what other

view might have motiwated some members of the PC federal
caucug when they prolonged the flag debate and on some

other occasions, While it might have been unconscious,

that seems to have been the assumption of the. federal
Conservative caucus of 1942, from which J. S, Roy, MP for
Gaspe, resigned, saying a French-Canadian in the Conservative
Party "is and always will be a poor relation,®

21i This can happen in at least three ways. The first is

a result of federalism and an example, described by

Eg¢ R. Black in "Federal Strains Within A Canadian Party",

Dalhousie Review, Vol. 45, 1965, p. 310, was the Progressive
- Conservative Party of British Columbia, whose provincial




FOOTNOTE CONTINUED. .

lecaders were in coalition w}th a Liberal provincial
government. while the national lcaders vigorously opposed
a Liberal national government.. The seccond case can be
stated hypothetically, since no researched cxample comes
‘to mind. Tt would occur when prominent “‘members of a
minority party in a province drew their livelihood or
other prerogatives, in whole or in part, from an
association with a goviernment to which their party
presumably was apposed. The third, and most common,
case results from the practice, ¢ndemic in parties, of
leaving moribund local organizations in the control of
demonstrated political incompetents, who are proud to
carry the party name but unable to carry it far., Often
their most signal contribution to the party would be to
leave it,

22, op cit., p. 575.
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23

Lowi explicitly limits his analysis to "the American™
variant" of party systems. However he adds an obiter-

dictum: "To include multiple party systems I would °

Q

probably broaden the formulation to !the minority second

o \
2 N
party! g 4 That suggests that patrty compctition is the

décisive source of innovation in the party system, in a
Canada as in the United States. While party competition
is an undoubtedly significant factor, the spepial haéure,
of Canadian ﬁolitical institutions and the thadia;
national community provide extra incentives fof ipnOVation
in and by Canadian parties. 1In particular,,the.p%riiaﬁen-‘
tary §ystem accentuates the "outm status of the ﬁipoﬁity
party, thereby creating’a'mentality more conduciv; io\

innovation; and the weakness of other "nationalizing"'
*®, s

¥
2

.agencies in Canada forces the parties to be more responsive

to pressures for change than parties need to be -in more

integrated communities., . : .

\

Innovation and the Parliamentary System|,

The traditions of the parliamentary system require

Canadian Opposition parties to oppose virtualiy éverﬁ L
initiative the Government takes. In the United Stdtes;
‘ .

23. by which he presumably means "United States", \‘_,ﬁ

24. op cit, p. 571 fn,.
Sp civ 0 }
*

R o)
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‘ B
while party divisions are plentiful, there is more
cross-party co-operation, and le$s institutional pressure

on the individual legislator to oppose every measure

introduced by a member of another_party. Indeed, the

.
/
/

separatfon of powers means that the gonflict induced by
formal institutions\}sAqonflict between branches of
govérnmeﬁt, whereas in Canada the confinement of conflict
to one ins;itution tends to magg conflict partisan.
Méreover; in the Uniteq.States it is possible, in‘an
imﬁortant'sense, for both parties to be m"inn government
at the.same time--one controlling the Presidency, one
the Congress.: In such circumstances influential leaderé

of both pafties, §s’qrchitects of current national policy,

develop’a commitment to,that policy and a conséquent
. { y ‘ !

- suapicion of its critics., Whethér or not power corrugts,

*

it certainly consolidates. In Canada, some members of a

pprty‘that is in opposition nationally hold office in a
i
prov}hce{ that situation has some equivalents in the

United States. Naturally that establishes some connection

with a status quo and against innovation25 as, more’

‘powérfully, do’ other socio-economic influences on parties

N r

or partisans. Nonetheless the exclusion of the minority

.

25. It can have the opposite effect Provincial and
federal wings of the -same national party have disagreed
dramatically in Canada, ang a successful provincial party
may keep its federal counterpart at arm!s length and
therefore uninfected by the assumptions of government,

E. R, Black, op cit, p. 311, describes that condition as
"federal-prov1nc1al schizophrenia," ;

f
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party from authority is an independent influence on
‘innovation, present in Canada, absent from the United

States. The participation of the United States minority

L

party in policy-making predisposes that party against
innovation from non-official sources. In Canada, the
institutiopal influence is thegreverse. The minority

. ) I, . ‘
Canadian party has nothing to do with official policy

except to oppose it. Except .in unusual circdmstances,

)

of st}ong personal relations, it is denied the free and

-

frank access to public service collaboration that is.

available to minority party leaders in the United States,

"

It does noe become committed to current policy or

assumptions even by the osmosis of friendship nor does VI

it Have the prejudicing burden of "insidern information,

s

‘ ¢ .
As a matter of practice it is the role of the Opposition
party in Canada to be "against" established policy. That

is more than a stance in Parliament; it becomes a habit

Y

of mind, Instead of consorting with exponents of
existing policy, leaders of Canadian minorigl parties

tend to talk to its criti¢s. Instead of enlisting their

26, This exclusion from "official" assumptions is

mitigated somewhat when a national party in Opposition
recruits senior former federal civil servants, as has
been the practice of the Liberal party, or provincial
premiers, as has been the practice of the Progressive
rConservative Party, o
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intellect in defense of a policy, they direct their
‘attention to its weaknesses. Such parties, when they

2
come to power or when they speak frankly about policy 7

l

tend not only to be free of many of the assumptions of

existing policy, but to be éuséxcious of them. Their |

attitude, if not.innovative,iis.at least anti-consolidative.
The initiétives of the Diefenbaker government deserve

exami;atipn in light of this ;réument. The critics of

that government argue, correctly, that the oppositionist

cast ofvmind of Mr, Diefenbakér and some of -his principal

colleages and advisors was so strong and persistent that

it. became arid a;d'destructive, particularly near the

end. But thé Diefenbaker government undoubte&ly chafiged

the cou;try much more tﬁan‘most governmentas., The

Agriculgure &;habi$itation and DevelopméntlAct, the

. emphasis on regional development,‘the emphasis on social

justice in pensions and medica£e, the recognition' of

multi-ethnicity and even the idypcation of Canadian

identity involved not only a chaﬁge from existing poliqy

buf a cha%lengé of)existing assumptions, What was the

L 2

27. That is the case particularly whén such parties speak
outside Parllament or on Opposition days'in Par11ament.
Regular parliamentary débate is controlléd and structured
- by the government,- who determine the order of presentation
and, now, the duratlon of debate of legislation, One
consequence is. that parliamentary debate tends to focus
. on the details’ of dlsagreement and leave assumptions
unexamined, :

y
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inﬁ}uence of the Opposftion exﬁericnce upon the
inclination to challenge éo many ruling governmental
assumptions? Would awminori€§ pérty in the United States,
having shared power and therefor its assumptions, ha |
~been as inclined to dhange? PePhapS; Certainly the
program adopted in 1933 by the Democratic Party under
. President Franklin Delano Roosefe&é reflected important
innovative influences; it was, hovevef, a response to the
deepening crisis of Deprjession28 which, late the next
year, bfbke the pattern of innovation in Canada too, °
inspiring an incumbent Prime Minister to turn around his
own administration with the "Bennett New Deal." The
response to the Depression might indicate that, in‘Canada
as well -as in the United States, crisis inspirés innovagion.
What is suggested here is a different implication ?hat,.

'in normal times, the experiencg of a minority party in -

parliamentary Opposition has an extra innovative

!

influence that is independent of the stimulus of ‘crisis.

It. would also be wopthwhii;-to consider, in the context of

28, Charles A, and Mary R,.Beard suggest the New Deal was
almost entirely imposed by "financial paniec (which)...hit
the country with the force of a cyclone" between Roosevelt!s
election and inauguration. They suggést that, while . :
Roosevelt the campaigner had endorsed .specific’ programs

of relief for farmers, the poor and the unemployed, there
was no commitment to major reform until crisis forced it.
The Beards?! New Basic History of the United_-States,
Doubleday and Co,, Inc.,. Gardgn City, New York, 1940, -
pp. 422-423. : ~ S ' .
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innovation and c§n§olidati;n, whether the resentment or
surprise of the consolidaﬁors at seeing so ﬁ;ny of their
cherished assumptions rejected, or at least not Honoured,

rushed the defeat of the Diefénbaker government and the

29

restoration of;“normalcy".
The case of the Trfudeau go;ernment shouldlﬁlso be -

‘considered in this light, since it is domiﬁated‘by a

sinéle mentality to an even grecater degree than was the

Diefeﬁbaker government., Such changes 6é polioy the Trudeau

government has sought to introduce--relating principally

- . -

29, So far, there has been only one. serious examination
of this theme. George Grant in Lament For A Nation,
McClelland and Stewart, Ltd., 1965, argued (exp11c1t1y at
page 8 but throughout) that "behind all the stories of
arrogance and indecision (of WP.IDlefenbaker), there are
conflicts—~confligts over principles. The man had a
conceptian of -Canada that threaténed the dominant classes.
This encounter is the central clue to the Diefenbaker
administration." The writer!s own conversations with men
who were ministers in the Diefenbaker government suggest

. there was sometimes extraordinary‘oppositioﬁ, amounting”
to obstruction, by senior public servants, when ministers
decided to change policy. Certainly there is some
significance in the, fact that the group Mr. Pearson
assembled~pb oppose and replacejt JeDiefenbaker government
dq/u,sd*heav1ly upon former senior public servants,
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to exterﬁai, including military, affairs, the conscious
developmeLt of a French Canadian Pfe;ebai presence'", and
the reorganization of Government anﬁ'Parliamcqt in the
name of "éfficiéncy“zo——are largely personal preferences
of the Prime Minister, developed Sefore he came to
Parliamentvand when he considered himself an opponeht of

the majority party he now leads. It’is to the point to

speculate how much more widely his reforms might have

extended had he been a product of Parliamentary Opposition,

« N

B . \ ) .
and thereby forced to scrutinize critically a1l aSpects of

Liberal party policy ‘instead of only those whlch contested

views He had already developed in areas of his personal : bwn‘

~
interest. The outside critic imported into Governmenﬁ,

whetﬁer a Moynihan or a Trudeau, has only his intellect

to illuminate policies'needing reform; the 0ppoSitioq~q§
‘ A

Parliamentarian has, in addition, his institutional

- experience as a required ¢ritic of virtually every@hing;

Balancing this\to,some degree is the fact that experience

in politics and ﬁarliament, like any experience, applies

(USRS N - . .
.30, This list excludes tax reform, which any government

would have introduced, and the response to inflation and
unemployment the form of whmch reflects a narrow

. political- experlehce.

v
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31

its own blinkers® which,may shut out a reality which is
apﬁgrqnt to critics unencumbered by this institutional

involvement. ‘ \

Naticnal Intcgration and Innovatign.

In g country lacking a strong national
political culture and the institutions
fostering it, political parties have a -
special role ‘to play as agencies for

the creation of national symbols,
"experiences, memorie$, heroes and.villains,
not to mention national favours, benefits,
and concessions.|.. An absolutely critical
latent function of the party system in

Canada is,..the role it playsin ‘the ot
development and fostering of a national
polltlcal culture; -it must play a vital o
-role, in fact, in generating support for

the regime. So few other institutions

' do so and,. in any event, few are as 511

suited for this tas% as the parties,

We should dlStlﬂgu1Sh between "generatlng support for the

reglme" and forestallxng ‘serious attacks upon it. " In
Canada the parties do bdth but in dlfferent ways. They

"generate“ support by operatlng nat10nw1de3 advanclng

a

7.Lnat10nal figures and (whenever possible) national’ myths,

generally connectlng the* country. They‘Porestall attack

‘o

! l

E by seeklng’out dlScontent'and expre581ng it wlthln the

system; leaving the aggrieved less eause to seek redress

outsxde the system. In Canada, nq other 1nst1tut10n«perf0rms

\

.
oL N . ¢

“"-—-F—v-
- 31, ...the (Progressnre Conservat&re) party &cted in’
-government as if it were still in opposition." "John Melsel,

"Recent Changes in Canadian Parties", Party Politics in

,either fgnction as con51stent1y as the parties perform both.

s

Canada, -2nd edition;: edited by Hugh' G. Thorburn, Prentlce-‘

Hall of Canada, 1967, p._38.

32, Meisel, o cit, p. 34.
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-be;ng dyyamlc,ndecentnallzed andZnatlonwide, assume an

4 n
- ga - .
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Every communlty, to be effectlve,‘must have séme‘J

~ ¢ \

'means to remlnd its iphabitants regularly that they ‘are

P
"

part pf a community. That is particularly important,

E

and difflcult in -a country tﬁéi is %gographlcally
large and d1351m11ar ‘with scattered ﬁbpulat1on5 uneven

-

economic conditions and more than onejactive 1anguage

“generally play some role és.inFQrmal n ationélizing"

-

agents, 1In dthértdemocrac1es, however, the party . system
- mﬂ
is only one of sevéral agents acéﬁve in developing a

’

sense pf pommuhity-»along with some ‘or all of the media,

national economic instibutions national universities .~

Y

. , - o
rellglon, a commbn 1anguage and other un1fy1ng forces, *

The parti%s are leadlng actors only occaszonally as, for

A

exanple, durlng.electlons. OtheVWis ;theuparties only

- .
f

augment the dominant nationalizing r

’

institutioné, or give life to 1nheren£ly natlonalizing
% 7 . N
1nst1tut10ns 11ke,leglslatures or admﬁrlstrations., In

Canada the other nat10n311z1ng 1nst1tu¥1ons are weak

'.relatlve to thelr counterparts 1n othed countrles'

b -:

gherefqre the»partlés, whlch are unlque 1nst1tutions in

- 0
“ ’

[

-

and- conscious culture, Political parties in any, country -
. N : . \

e of other dynamfé*r
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whusually prominent. and persistent role as nationalizing

. ¢
agents. (Quite probably, the national political parties

¢

ave the single most important active agent. of national
unity and purpose in Canada. 1In any event, the abscence
or incapacity of other normally nationaliziong agenta

leave (‘nnndiﬂn\ml't.ivs with a larger sliare of that role (
. «" /

C

than partiecs in other democracies.,
The problem is comfflicated in Canada by the fact
v Co.

that. many of the agents "hiéh o b‘t.hor countries would

L

perform a nn(,lonnlizin‘i';m TN tﬁm‘ gerform a regionalizing
-

4
function in Canada. The repmtation of Canadian "big

business®" as being concentraled and interested only in
Toronto and Montreal has contributed significantly to
regional resentments and therefore a feeling of "anti-

national community" in Qficbec, Western Canada and the

/

Atlantic region, Virtunﬂly all Canadian newspapers are

seriously parochial, somh.proudly so, With notable
&
exceptions, the Canadiagy dintellectual commnity, when it
T e i
i T ¢ o A
addresses public problems, is preoccupied with internatipnal

questions or, as in Qugbec, with the assertion of a
L}

particularism which is pnti-national in its effect. Much

i

popular culture is similarly anti-national, reflecting

either continental s(andards which obscure or frustrate
' : )

i N
1

i )

i i

; L

i
1
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distinvtive Canadian expression, or sopdl‘nt.iﬂ(, sent. iment
which attacks {t. [ndeed, nn(; (list.in(‘tiivo feature of the
Canadian party system is the frequency and strength of
roginﬁnl partics, or regional caucuses within nationatl
Parhﬂeh,‘whtch foster and feed upon pﬂrticuinrikt anti-"
national feeling. It is, however, signiflrngt that the
only regional parties to endure have been thode which

— .
won powep’ in a province, ™s did Social Credit and the
Union NAtionﬁle, or consciously rejected a regional
accent, as has the CCF/NDP;

That is because it is in the necessary nature of
parties, as iy‘is not. in the nrc;snary nature of other
agencies, to seck the broadest possible active base.
Parties exist to win power--that is their elemental

'organizing purpose~-and if they are to achieve the goal

of power, and kecp!it, political parti8&s have to seek
- LY
support all the time, in all the country--every.region,

culture and occupation, On the other hand, a business
’,

4

can find profit, an 1ntelligéntsia succour, a newspaper

circulation, a public servant socuri@y and even challenge,
with a much more specific clientele, Even if these other
a(encieé-haée the capacity to be "national" they lack the

incentive the parties have.



- 31 -~

Tt must be added that (.I'w part.iecs themselves do

not always feel or respond to that incentive, When one

. . ’
party is firmly established, and its opponents are

- scattered or weak, the majority party tends to became

indifferent to particular grievances and the minority

partics find themselves, or are found, inecffective. In

the long-run, once-cgtablished parties hﬂ(e Leen brought
A\

down as a consequence of grievanoes which}-&hile they

might have been articulated badly at their origin,

33

agcumulatod against the Government party., Imbalance
has contained the seeds of its own correction, insofar
as party alternation is conccrncd.34 That is rather
like acclaiming an operation to remove a lung by saying

that. the surgeon?s cut has hcaled., The important test

r
is tHe health of the organism, its capacity to continue,
4

The removal of a lung is a doctor!s last resort; he

would prefer.to dihdgnose the disease earlier and stop

\

it immediately,éuxmuéé the later operation, while it
may prolong life, nonetheless leaves the organism

weakened, Persons concerned to improve or recast the

33. That seems to have been the case in New Brunswick
in 1952 and 1970, Nova Scotia in 1956 and 1970, Canada
in 1970. , 4
34. That may -change according to observers including
Professor Meisel, (op cit, p. 36) who argue that enough
groups with grievances are going around the parties that
they are marking out an glternative path. - )

e

/

[
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Canadian party system must recognize that the bresont
system too often diagnoses too late, or 15 sat isfied

too ecasily that the wounds scem healed though the
organism is weakened. However, the point this paper
secks to emphasise is that, however imperfectly the.
parties function, they are the only agencies which have
it in their nathre to seokwﬁut dis—oa;e in every part of
the Canadian political system and to propo;e responscs
which would kecp the system whole.

Innovation is the other side of the coin of that
functio;. While some, partisans innovate out of conviction,
parties innovate out of necessity. As the medical .
profession would be nothing without illness, the
political parties would be nothing without grievanées. A
They need grievances to grow an;ﬂberform best when they
seek and‘express instances of neglect and injustice andl
proposalsyfor improvement. The parties seldom originate
either the'grievances or the reform--ingovation is ﬁotﬁ
invention; ;heir function is to carry griévangelor N | ;
reform from its source into the system, 1In Canéha, where
no other agency.consistently shares that function and
where the systém is too fragile to survive ruptures of

L \ o
serious grievance, the innovative role of the party is.

particularly critical,

v
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Misleading Foreign Models, Q

That characteristic has not been cmphasised
. . N
adequatcly by students of Canadian politics. Indeed,

- U TR N R
that reality has been obscured by the inclination to
3 s

apply foro;gn‘ﬁodola nnd‘descriptions to the Canadian
party system;_;Fbr'eiample, th;jtorm "brokerage" might
describe the function 6f the n;tibnal parties in the
United States, but that is a sociéti with a remarkable
and unusqg; tradition of self—aésertion which encourages‘
the statement of grievances, and a nationﬁl perspeptive
which causes the aggrieved to seck their response from
Washington. It is far too passive a description of the
Canadian process where national parties, when they
function as parties, must go opt and dig up the issues,
or at least strive to idengify them as deserving a
national response. And the "missionary" of the
ﬁmissionary" party is a Moﬁmon, not a Jesuit; Canadian
theology encompasses living with pagans. The application
to Canada of the continental European distinction between
"ﬁass“ and "cadre" parties is even more misleading.qs
Among oéher effects, it has.drawn attention away from

distinctive attributes of the Canadian party system which

make that system unusually innovative.
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FOOTNOTE

35. Protessors F. C. Engelmann and Mildred A, Schwartz
employ the "mass-cadre" distinction cexplicitly and

carcfully in Political Parties and the Canadian Social
Structure, Prentice-Hall of Canada Limited, 1967, pp. 133-136.
The distinction as they use it is based on (a) a
difference in source of funds, by which one type of
party is said to rely almost exclusively upon membership
contributions while the other also has significant
contributions from other sources; (b) a difference in
the role of party members, in which one type of party

is said to generate and rely upon the extensive personal
participation of mcmbers while the other relies upon
professionals and party burcaucrats; and (c¢) the stated
commitment of the CCF, Social Credit, Progressive: and
farmer parties to principles: of mass or direct democracy, H

To take each basis in turn: (a), Sources of party

finance continue to be an arca of mystery in Canadian
politics, Collectors for the major parties insist on
secrecy and critics of the major parties dssume, or at
least argue, that anything secret must be both improper
and remunerative, There has been very little evidence of
impropriety, despite diligent inquiry, and, in the
experience of the writer, no evidence at all that this

ecret system pays. The Progressive Conservative Party,

at least, lives in the red. By the same token, the NDP
and Social Credit have long since abandoned an exclusive
reliance upon voluntary contributions by members. The

only factors which keep this "distinction" alive are the
stubborn insistence on sccrecy of major party collectors,

and the suspicions or propaganda of their critics. (b)
While all Canadian parties rely heavily on professionals
there is no doubt that parties claimed to be.of the "massn
type have been successful more consistently in mobilizing
their supporters, That is more likely a function of
campaign style than of party type., What excites member-
ship activity is the prospect of change not' the nature of
party organization. .The index of membership ‘activity was
probably as high in the Progressive Conservative party of
1958 and the Liberal party of 1968 as it was in the
Saskatchewan CCF of 1944 or Social Credit in Alberta in 1935,
Parties described as being of the "massg" type ‘maintain a
relatively high index because they state their electoral
goals more dramatically and achieve them more rarely than
other parties. Apart from that, in an era when professionals
are in every party headquarters and demoéracy is in every

it .

’
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Non-parliamentary influences in Canadian parties

have been strong since before Confederation;.iﬁdividuals

and factors ouﬂsidea&hrliamen£ have been 00nsistcnt1y

influential upon all Canadian parties, wbatever their
particular origin or ideology. All Canadian national !
partie§ are "cadre" in that the influence of their
parliamentary members and permangnt employees occurs
more frequently than the influence of groups or indivi-

duals for whom the party is not a full-time occupation;

and all national parties are "mass membership" to the ,

rtant degree that significant influences . come

r larly and transforming influencés{come occasionally

from sources associated with the party but outside its

s
,

FOOTNOTE CONTINUED

party constitution, tﬁere is no significant distinction
in the relative roles of members. (c) The stated .
commitment continues, and continues to beguile.
Professors Engelmann and Schwartz admit that "mass-
party reality has suffered" (p. 136). The competitive
Canadian parties are structurally much the same,: despite
dlfferent orlglns and advertiscments.

A e
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parliamentary or staff personnel.
The country is federal in law, which means that as

many as ten other caucuses can intru&e on the authority

" of the federal parliamentary caucus to act in the name

of the party. That leaves aside the question of the
' S -

authority, in theory and in fact, of defeated candidates,
elected officers and other non*parliaﬁentary officials of
Can;dian éLtiodai parties wﬁo, as a class, show much less
of the "deference" to leadership which Robert McKenzie

describes as a source of power of parliamentary leader-
ship in Britain.37
. \

36, The most dramatic recent example of a transforming

influence was the decision of the annual meeting of the
Progressive Conservative Association of Canada in 1966

to hold a leadership convention despite the evident
reluctance of the incumbent to resign. As significant

has been the persistent influence: of groups which contest
an official party position and draw their support if not
their leadership from outside caucus--eg. the groups
associated with Walter Gordon, Dalton Camp and

Melville Watkins in the Liberal, Progressive Conservative
and NDP parties respectively., When politics is competitive,
parties in Canada are remarkably open, Witness the rise
of Mr, Trudeau, the introduction of critical path planning
into the office of the Premier of Alberta, the ability of
Mrs., Walker-Sawka to contest the national léadership of
the Progressive Conservative party, the ease with which
anyone with a thousand friends can securec the federal or
provincial nomination of a major party. There are not the
characteristics of a closed system or a "cadre" party,
They deserve more attention,

37. 'Robert McKenzie, British Political Parties, Heineman
Group of Publishers, London, 1963, p. 638.
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"
The country is also federal in fact which means
that a much broader variety of interests must be served,
"‘and be seen to be served, than in a more homogenous
community, lIn a pluralist country like Canada, with a
small Parliament and an electoral system generally
;eighted against minorities, parties would wither if,
they listened oniy~to their parliamentary caucus or
the loyal constellations around caqcus;38 iﬁ fact, they
have remained dynamic by extending consisténtly beyond
the caucus.

A1l ;ational parties have been most sqcceséful in
holding or seeking power when they have appeared to be
most b;oadly based, and least successful when they have
withdrawn tb their "cadre". Of the ten nationai leaders
cPose; by the three presenﬁ nafional parties in the last
three decades, only Mr. Meighen, Mr. Col Yell and
Mr, Diefenbaker came principally fromnthé‘parliamentary
caucus;' The three most recent Liberal Prime Ministers

f have all been drawn, moére or legs directly, from outside

the long-established leadership "cadre" of the Liberal

party, if not from outside the party itsélffsg During

)

38. Dalton Camp describes the gathering of limited
counsel in chapter 11 of Gentlemen, Players and Politicians, '
~ McClelland and Stewart Ltd., Toronto, 1970,

39. All of them served a period of apprenticeship, but
with exalted status,-and. the persuasive epaulets were won

® by Mr. St. Laurent at the bar and in the province:of Quebec,
_by Mr., Pearson in international public service, and ;
Mr, Trudeau at Cite Libre and in the‘'academy.-

* MacKenzie King, as someone said, was sui generis.

, ‘ (
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" the last five decades the threce prairie provinces have
bcen governed by parties which began as "mass movements"

and maintained the legitimacy of at least the idea of "

%
2y

"direct democracyn by continuing to describe themselves

_;{: =

as movements not parties;40 in fact all the provinces‘
outside the Atlaqtic Eegion have been governed in their
short history by parties which conceived, or advertised,

themselves as rising "from the people".41 Open’ national
[V !

convention, not a "magic circle" has been the means
since 1919 of selecting the national leader of the mést
successful nagionallparty, and since fgé7 of its major
compeﬁitor, and there is no evidence that these conven-
tions h#ve been béssed in the manner of Un&te¢iStates
presidential nominating conventioﬁs.42 Thefe have been

bitter quarrels and frequent periods of cgolnesa43

40. In Alberta since 1921, the United Farmers of.Alberta
~and Social Credit; in Saskatchewan from 1944 to 1964, the
CCF; in-Manitoba from 1922 to 1959, the Progressives and’
Liberal—Progressives, and now the NDP,
41, ,The.Uniteq.Farmers of Ontario governed Ontario from
1919 to 1923, 'The Union Nationale was markedly populist
- in its origins. oo ' -
42. See Donald Smiley, nThe National Party Leadership
Convenbtions in Canada: A Preliminary Analysisn, reprinted
in The Canadian Politigal Process, Holt Rinehart and L
Winston of:Canada.Limited, 1970, edited by Orest Kruhlak,
Richard Schultz and Sidney Pobihushchy, ' :

. 43. Sée E. R, Bf%ck, "Federal Strains" etc., op cit., -

'

”



- 38 -'
between national and proviﬁcial leaders of the same
party, and these differences are of more significance
than in a federation with ﬁ?rq.parts; a provincial -
wﬁpremier or leader has more aufhori§§ as one of ten than
héwwould as one'of, say, fift)—one.

This is not the occasion to makeggthe case that
Caﬁadian national parties in fact ha#e not been éon—
trolled by a bowe;fpl parliamentary group,‘and do not
éit the "cadre" "party model, However, the above
phéhoﬁéna are Erimé facie evidence thatHCanAdian

~nati6ha1:parﬂﬂ51; as a type, are chéracteristically more
open and responsive than "cadre'" p;rties; that is a
characferistic of all Canadian national parties aﬁd of
-the Céggﬁian party system; The parliémentary party, as

the only element professionally in national affairs, has

a

" taken most of the decisions in the case of every part&;
that is not.-as signifiéant, however, as the fétt that,
on matters perceived to be important; the authority of
?he caucus, and the authority of the cadre when they are

. differenéﬁ‘is:alwayg assailable, often successfully; he
peopie who challenge g!; caucus or cadre sgmetimés posisess
their own promingnce iabthe party, either as official

or personalities. However, research would almost

) cé?iéfhly yield evidence of important challenges by

’
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. to welcome innovation,
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previously anonfméus in the party. Certainly there

have_becn‘several cases where the challenge has.beén

hl

sustained only by the support of people without party
office”b;‘reputation.44 By itself, that reveals a

disposition to challenge, an assumption that the "'i

established leadership can be both accessible and wroﬁg:g‘
The strength of extra-parliamentary groups in every °

f
party is so established now in Canada that no parliamen-

tary party can be confident it will prevail in a contest,
No leadership can assume it can command support.. That is

significant not simply as a means of distinguishing the

- i//"

R

Canadian part§ systenm, but because that greater oﬁennéss

and responsiveness condition Canadian national Pabties
. - -

i
Professor Donald Smiley has "suggested two more

serviceable -adjectives to distinguish.between the two .
. - f .
major types of party operating’in.Canada: an "inclusivet

M

party seeks support everywhere; an "exclusive" party is

45

more-particular, Obviously "inclusion" is not

_ .
44. For example, the "reassessme g" of the leadership of
the Progressive Conservative Party*of 1966, the rejection
,of cabinet policy on welfare reform and foreign investment
by the leeral party conference of 1970 the "Waffle"

-~

45. Donald Smiley "Consensus, Qonfllct and the Canadian

)

: P#rtx System", Canadiah Forum, v. 40, January 1961,

pb. 223-224.
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synonomous wiﬁp inno atlon. There are k1nds of 1ncluslon——

%

such as co—optation, ‘where groups are- adopteq‘but their

\
\

goals "are abandoned--which are anti-innovatiVe. A good
. example of'consplidat{ve:inclusion was the practice of

both hajor CEAadiaA parties,;for as loﬁg as-i#-workqd,

of including Fﬁgqéh Canadiané'in hiéhlgbverhmeﬁt office
. as a.means to aVoid respoﬁding £o the‘coun£;yis cultural

e A
duallty. To a degree, waever, the very act of looklhg

Coa

T
L

. tive, because it forces an awareness of ?nfamfliar reality; *
e . , ' ' " ™ A

for confllcts and constltuenclﬁihto “1ncluﬂe" is 1nnova_

“in addition, once co-optation has\bccurred, ﬁhé%éo—bpted

can change the nature of the paqty. \Anywhere there is

compet1tion among 1nclu51ve part1es, g&e COnstituent

s -2 ) a

belng wooed has leverage in demandlngtﬁ\nhange and

Jresisting co-optation. - :\\ ‘ \
" N . . * \ n
However, w1th “exc1u51on" and'hnclu51odv Professor
Y .
" Smiley is maklng the tradltional sort of dlst:\btlon'
which, *read -in terms of result ‘rather than’ mptl%e is
; ;
between parties of ﬁictory and parties of defeat.@&?e Rotes:
\
With few 1ap5es, the successful leaders o
of our major parties have striven for'
tolerance and compromlseéggen more
' nrighteous" men (Brown, Pofirassa,
»*" Meighen, Woodsworth) hai® t@ied to . _
" stimulatéethe divisive forces among us, . A

o . ) ‘ : R " L . ’ - e S o ; \3
46. 1Ibid., p. 224.°% : ' E
1 : 5‘ ) . - Ly . . . ’ . ! “ V. .

5 :
- o ¢ . . . L Vo
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"So the "exclusive! party could as well be called "the

o

party whiéh doesn’t(work". Perhaps if we must borrow
foreign terms, we ceuld call i£<the &gsel. The imp&ftant
questlon is whetheri the "exclu51ve" partles functlon to

. create a systéh which doesn't work The current conven-

tlgnal wisdom is that multi-partyism is natural to the
Canadian system, and is”the only way %o‘eeeure representa-<

e

ﬁioh,of‘diversity. The eonventione} argument alsq runs

that the CCF, for example, by its devotion to its mission,
"foréed" the.adqption ef goals that’would otherwise have

B

been ignored, .in practice, that is not an e&gument but

a canoh, and deServes as .much skeptical examlnatlon as

" any other artlcle of falth 47 Is it in’ fact ‘aimless to
speculabe whether Mackenzle Klng mlght have been Just es

progress1ve without J. S. Woodsworth? How’much more
progressive might-King have been'hdd‘WQodswqfﬁh‘sat

AN Y
N > = L3 s = . ) . N )
beside him in his cabinet, as an insistent colleague " ~

«

rather than an, untrusted adversarxg How much more‘ S e
pon51ve mlght the Government of Canada have been in t%ést ’
I94OS and 19503 had the CCF not Bpllt the vote agalnst

~__hM'ackenz:.e.Klng? It is eonventlonally argued that the
4
47 . 47. There is & disturblng odour of self-Justiflcatlon .
about arguments:that-the multi-party model is natural apd
necessary in Canada, It is true that a mult1p11c1ty of
_parties has happened; 1t is far from certain whether this'
 multiplieity has helped 1mprove either polltics or :
.. government, or whether it would survi -without ¥Qe
defamatlon of the major parties by conventlonal and\
popular "authorltles" R 5 M

©

s L . o . |

PR S . H
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CCF bronpght conscience into ]N‘]JJ'( fes, s1tl(l thereby made
. . i
morality irresistible, It oanbe argudd, Crom the samo
’ . |
i
facts, that by associating "conscienced with a permanent.
4

I
i
minority, the CCF made morality ir‘rvlt'»fnm L Indeed, any.

one tamjliar with partisans knops that [t he surest way to

Rive a good idea a bad name {sth have {t advocated by an

\

opponent . It j= not at all Canéiful t¢ suggest that the

wearing of Charity like a banned by thf CCF made the

government. more mean. At the ldast, the enemies of reform

could disarm advocates of reforn by nchnsingz them of
sympathy with nofia.lism. If one) accept.s the p(issjhility
that the CCF, and the mlllt.iapal‘(‘r\/ moddql, have made a
negative comrihﬁtinn to the Can:mlidn system, there is one
other dim‘rnsion to examine, the fonseduences ol splitting
the vote against t,l}n Government.| Only in the gencral
election of 1940‘did Lhe King-St i.aulont, party win more

r
than S0% of the popular vote. If masf of the CCF and

Social Credit vote was anyway antji-Litferal (and it

probably wasntt) the third partids perpetuated Mackenzie

: . -
King.48 The matter is raised only becduse academic fealty

to.the multi-party model needs tg be s“akcn'béfnre there

can be a proper appreciation of Yhe role add frequency of

innovation in competitive major gationa pa§ties.

48. There was caonsjiderable assiftance rom the Progressive
Conservatives of course, bat that party might have become
more progressive and compotitivefhad itf been the only
beneficiary of grievances agains? the Eiberals,

i

o
| |



Thnovation Within Partfices’ i

Before partics can propose innovations in the

larger syatem, they often must approve them internally,

As fnstitutions, parties arc probably more amenable to

1nngvnrion than most organizations, They are open by
nature Samuecl Fldersveld, after his study of parties
in Michigan, argues that parties are "potent.ial -
clientele-conscious", At theie base they are usually
looking for recruits, @ Apd they are open to new people

@ ‘
or proposals "at“the higher levels also, indeed some-
times at the elite apex, if such arstrategy will profit
the party!s power nséirn;ions."db. Innovation is a
marginal concern of ofganizations with a limitrh clientele.
It {s the central concern of organizations, like parties,
which must grow to survive; minority partics must grow
to become majOﬁitips, and majority parties musg grow to
counter that attrition of suéport bases usually .
associated with holding office,

Just as the nature of the party role causes lcaders
to scek‘innovation, the nature of party membership
probably makes pprty workers.more inclined to 5ccept
{nnovétioﬂ»than are members of other organizations. For
one thing, the party worker tends to share the party

49. Samuel Eldersveld, Political Parties: A Belpvioral
Analysis, Rand, McNally and Co., Chicago, 1964, p. §.
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leader!s interest in victory, and to approve changes
which soem directed towards that goal, As significant
as this positive encouragement of innovation is a
negat.ive factor. Most partisans belong to other groups
more salient ofyimportant to them than their party.
James Q. Wilson has hypothosiénd that a "voluntary
organization with broad diffuse goals (typically
agsociatcd with relatively low salience) will adapt more
readily to environment.al changes than williorganizntions
with narrow, precisely ;Lated goals (t§pica11y associated

50 Partisans will accept quite

with high salience)."
ma jor changes without much fuss because, in cffect, they
don't care enough to complain; besides, it might help

51 . .
defeat their opponents. This hypothesis, if true, does
of course raise important questions about the capacity for
innovation of a party of "principles" where salience to
“members is probably higher and responsiveness or adapta-
tion consequently more difficult.
50, James Q. Wilson, "Innovation in Organization: Notes
Towards a Theory", Approaches to Organizational Design,

James D, Thompson, (ed.), University of Pittsburgh Pross,
Pittsburgh, 1966, p. 210,

51, One remembers how few Progressigye Con rvatives»
became incensed when Mr, Diefenbaker\grew suspicious

‘of nuclear weapons, and how few Liberals when Mr, Pearson
became fond of them, e
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Jus€ as thoroyaro obstacles to inngvation in the
larger system, usually located in the institutions
scrved or shaped by the status quo, so are there
obstacles within the parties, often among their most
institutionalized elements, including the parliamentary
caucus, As argued above, a party will not be innovative

when it thinks it does not have to be, or cannot afford
to be, or when some of its influential members don't‘
want to win, Generally, resistance to innovation is
deliberate, not accideptal. Eldersveld!s study, among
others, shows us that a party is not a monolith bgt a
coalition of differcnt people with different goals,
Generally, although not always, they share th; goal of
wanting victory; even then there is a tension between
that common goal and diverse competing goals of indivi-
dual advantage, influence or ideology. Usually those
conflicts can be resolved; politicians tend to bg
flexiblg because their work is cdnciliation.and bargain-

ing, although regionalism and ideology in Canada are

factors which sometimes encourage inflexibility in some

partisans. Even though they are flexible, politicians,

like most people, react suspiciously towards anything
that seems a personal threat, whcther to their interests

or values or those of their constituents, By its nature,

»
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innovation often does seem such a threat, and so does
the source of innovation. The sourcc of innovation is
a particular problch for Members of Parliament who te;d
to regard the proposal of party policy as an exclusive
domain of those party members who have to defend Qhat
is proposed in Parliament or before ic press or
constituents. Reluctant to cede any.ﬁqrb of that role
to any other group, the initial inclination of Members
of Parliament is sometimes to rejéct proposals which
arise outsidc their ranks., Occasionally, since caucuses,
like all groups, have facgions, their first inclinatien
is also to reject proposald of certain of their coileagues.
Very often creative mcﬁbers of a party--even if they have
managea to win public election--come to be regarded as
eccentric by their colleagues. The pe&ple best able to
propose innovafﬂx; are often those least able to
legitimize it. 1In the lérger society, that legitimizing
function cg® be performed by the partiés, whichﬁa?g

regarded as familiar, if not safe, by most of the elements

suspicious of change.s2 The process of legitimizing

52, "Voters tend simply to follow their respective
parties on policy positions as on other matters."

Leon D, Epstein, Political Parties in Western Democracies,
pP. 272, As significantly, when parties don!t embody N
objections to change those objections have rarely-been
influential., - .
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innovative proposals wiphin tho.pnrty may well be more
difficult; although the parties, as competitive bodiesjl
secking power, have an incentive to welcome change -
which the larg;} éociety generally does not.

Innovation in the Larger System,

The "legitimizing" rolec is the ma jor contribution
of parties to the process of innovation in the larger
society. As argucd previously, parties oeccupy a busy
isthmus, connecting the formal institutions with the
\ .
mass of interests and individuals seeking attention,

The parties have an obvious capacity to transmit a demand
from the public dircctly to the center of an institution,
and they have a constant incentive to use that capacity.
Within the public, they enjoy a semi-institutional
status, related directly to their capacity to get action
on a demand more quickly than any other agent., It has
been argued that there is a decline in the importance of
the party in this process, Professor John Meisel has
written:
(Canadian party) policies have become
extremely bland, so as to antagonize the
smallest possible number of people... not
only in the traditionally center parties
but even among most of the more ideologi-
.cally inclined and more extreme parties.
- As a result the task of formulating new
ideas, creating institutional "homes" for

their development. and propagation is no"
-longer ,being performed by the parties on
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the same scale as before. Innova-
tion, in this sense, has become
the busincss not even of minbr
parties but of youth groups,

T ) temporary ideological groups
emerging in response to parti-
cular crisis, or pressure groups
pursuing a particular interest,
To the extent, thereforc, that
parties have formerly played an
important role in the process of
innovation, their role is being
taken over by less partisan and
often less permanent bodies.

Whatever the conscquences for the parties and the
system of a movement away from ideology or towards
timidity, it has not diminished, and certainly négd
not diminish, the role of the party as a legitimizer
of innovation. Certainly otherAagencies exist, more
plentifully than before. But their influence upon
innovation is that they originate or pOpularizel
proposéls for change; the part of social innovation
which requires formal adaptation--the‘vital second
é;agé oé inﬁovation-—still‘relies heavily upan thq
public¢ servite and the parties, which are unique in
the permanence and nature of their connection wifh the
institutio;s capable of authorizing adaptation,
Parties ha#e rarely been the original source of
pﬁopogals for change, or even of the pioneer pressures
to change; those have almost. always bome‘fer outside’

53. Meisel, op cit, p. 36,

v



- 49~
the partieﬁ, and the paffy role arose after invention
had been done and ﬂttention had been won. The processes

Professor Mc¢isel notes are no doubt in train. Some bf.
these new bodies may well develop a more-or-less

3

formal capacity to force or channel adaptation; and
all no doubt have some influence upon public opinion,.
and thus an indirect and informal influence on change, -

N - .
But it is premature to suggest that they have
supplanted fhe role of the partiés in achieving
adaptation in the political system. The increased cry,
for change, rather than diminishing the role of the
party as innovator, can as easily incfease it; the
party can achieve changes whigh "less partisan and
often less permanent bodies" can only propose, and the
parties are under the pressure of khowing that if the&

»

fail, without a substitute succeeding, the regime is

.endangered.

The Policy Conference Focus,

" This study is especially concerned to consider one
means by which.inndvation becomes effective within
major éanadian:natiqpal pa;ties. The idéal means is
to have an innovator as leader since the Canadign

‘party leader possesses an institutional authority far
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stronger than that of any other ihdividual or

)
\

formal position in the party. While national
party %eaders in Canada have been innovators far
more often than not, they can turn their authority
9 v
against innovation. Other sources are necessary,
to augment the influence upon innovation of the
leader in good times, to oppose it in bad. In
practice, these other sources range from the habit
of all parties to describe their own p;st as uniquely
innovative through to dramatic ministerial resignation

or insurrection. The greatest incidence of innovation

is probably achieved by party professionals, whether

SR R
AN

oriented tp policy or organization, who virtudﬂly
constantly'urge or cause the party to movéRtQ meet new
opportunities; whether innovatiop from this source is
as significant as it is frequent is an‘iméortant
question t06 large for this paper to pursue. The
focus here is upon the phenomenon of party policy
conferences, which‘have been kndertaken by both the
Liberal and Progressive Conservative Parties precisely
to perform an innovative function, and which have no

Q

counterpart in any other parpngxstemf—~Poitfy—f~—'-—~»-

innovators than other agents, The conference

«
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bhcnomen;n is chosen solely.because it is a concrete
and convehient example of.the innovative function in
the parties and, through the parties, -in society.

Theorctically, policy conferences can be.sources
of innovation in a party in five ways. (i) The ‘most
direct would be fo% a conference 0 actually proéose
a specific new policy or change in poiicy in terms
which the party could not ignoré. (2) A second would
be to turn public and party attention upon innovative
people o; points of view which had existed within the’
party but without adequate publicity. The role of the
conference in such circum;tances would be to sﬁrengthen
the poiition of existing innovators inside the party.
(3) A third onId be to focus party and public
attention upon innovative people or points of view
which‘ﬁad developed outside the p#rty. In such
circumstances, the?poficy conference would be a bridge
by which an issue'would cross into a part of tpe system

where authoritative responseslare formsd. (4) By

\

bringing together individuals from guch different
s “ N

4,
realms as a parliamentary caucus.,and; a University
' : LI '
faculty, for example, a policy conference could
N . 4
. . . AW )
encourage EO-opebatiOn and.understand§ng whi¢h would



as partisans., As will be indicated, conferences in

* fact innovate‘iﬁ all five. ways.

-~ 52 - /

. !
be innovative subsequently. (5) Finally, a policy
conference could serve as a sign of open-ness whjc
could attract to party %ctivity individuals whose

experience or personality would make “them innovators

.
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R -
B ‘ CHAPTER FOUR:

AT ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCES

rf ; .‘ This chapter.will examine the organization of

:3“{‘five policy conferences, those held by a group of TN
Conservatives at Port Hope in 1942, by the National .
Liberal Federation at Kingston in 1960, and‘by the

: i
Progressive Conservative Association at Fredericton

>
e U _

LT
'

Qf{ :\ in 1964, Montmorency in‘{§67 and Niagara Falls in 1969,
w 1’ A :

A ? Each conference was an extraordinary function of the
'"a( ¥ Sponsoring party and each was dedicated exclusively

to the consideration of national policy,-

oo While they can be considered together, as policy
i ' ! -

fefy n !
+ " ‘conferences, each of the five meetings had significant

ey
e

b 1 distinctive characteristics. This study will consider

|

M o | |
lf /“ only those’ differences which related. to innovation,

I AT [

/A ‘,j '

L Clearly the conferences deserve more extensive treatment. -

,[(ii'l ‘)‘,

%%% ' Each, in its way, travelled uncharted ground and, taken
| ;

together, they are a Canadian phenomenon, withput root

or counterpart in the United States federation or

]

British parliamentarydbmocracy. Regrettably, such
full treatment is beyond the compass iof this study

which seeks only to illuminate the‘relation between

LY . . .
s the conferences and innovation in the sponsoring party.

ﬁ? ' The descriptions below will “emphasise the .organization

{ . .
-~ N N
.

-

of each conference. : : P
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1942: " Port Hope.

The conference at Port Hope, Ontario, September 5

to 7, 1942 was described as "A Round Table on Canadian o

|

Policy Convened by a Group of Conservatives."s4 It was

vl
I

attended by 159 persdns from all provinces, except !
Prince Edward Island, althpugh more than half the o

delegates were from Qntarip.ss While Fost of those
attending were known: Supporters of the Conservative A

party, there was a deliberate56 and successful attempt

to ensure the participation of representatives of

54. Major sourtes concerning Port Hope: Partial records
of the Port Hope conference, includirig a list of partici-
pants, are in the library of the Progressive. Conservatlve
National Headquarters in Ottawa, In addition, °*

Hon., J. M. Macdonnell a moving spirit in the conference
as in so much of the p051t1ve work of his party, wrote
TAmateurs in Politicsm The Queens Quarterly, volume 49,

- 1964, pp. 385-393. Hon. RlchardiA Bell prepared a
private memorandum "A Review of the 1942 Port Hope
Conference" for the party 1xbrary. /There is also useful.
reference to the conference i Arthur Meighen: No .
'Surrender, volume three of the biography by Roger Graham,’
Clarke-Irwin and Co., Ltd., 1965 and The Politics of °
Survival, University‘of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1967 by

J. L. Granatsteln. Valuable additional information was .o -
provided this writer in" correspondence from Hon,

Donald M. Fleming and Hon, Richard A, Bell, As well as
providing factual information otherwise unavallable,
these. gentlemen provided a sense of the atmosphere in
which the Port Hope Conference was called and held.

55. That ‘was due‘to the cost of travel, Wthh was borne
‘,by each’ partlclpant, and’ to the restrictions of wartime,
Mr. Bell has reminded the writer that airlines were
unavallable~for domestic travel and ‘that "travel at that
tlme at’ all...could only be for essent1a1 ‘purposes."

56. "...if we are able, as we hope, to gather together
say. 150 Mmen and women from across Canada,-some of ‘'whom
wiELl have.been active. party workers in the past

~ v
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agriculture, labour and the universities. " There was e
: o

also a‘dcliberate involvement of younger people and SN

ey

others chosen with a view to future rather_than past

57

service to the party, Most notably, it was decided

by the committee planning the cqﬂference58'§hﬁf‘the

presence of Conservative Members of‘Pafiiéméﬁt or of

the legislatures might give the impression that’

conference coénclusions were official party policy,59

and other men and women who are now for the first time
taking an interest in politics...including among them
leaders in agriculturcé and labour organizations...it
will be a_ signal...that the Conservative Party stands
for -something that cdommands the allegiancbiof a wide
diversity of people..t MemoranduMVCovering the Aims of
the Port Hope Meeting, September 1, 1942, by

R. K. Finlayson, corresponding secretary, page 2,

57. Finlayson, Memorandum;;op cit.

58. A representative national committee was struck
comprising H. R, Milner from Alberta, R, H. Tupper
from British Columbia, L. D. H, Baxter from Manitoba,
Hugh Mackay from New Brunswick, J. M. Macdonnell from
Ontario, W. Chester S, McClure from Prince Edward Island,
J. C. H, Dussaylt from Quebec and Arthur Moxon from
Saskatchewan, with R. K, Finlayson as organizer and
Secretary. Mr, Finlayson had been private secretary to
. Rt, Hon. R, B. Bennett and had helped write the Fpeeches
. Proposing the Bennett New Deal. In fact; most of the
~decisions were taken by a working committee, based in
Toronto, headed by Macdonnell, and consisting of
Macdonnell, Finlayson, Donald Fleming, Roland Michener,
Dana Porter, David J. Walker' and, later, Cecil Frost and
-Fred Gardiner. The working committee members were
identified by Mr, Fleming, in correspondence. )

[ 4

S

-1

. 59. That~waé the official reason for excluding MPs, _
Another reason is suggested in a letter of August- 28, 1942,
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provinces, and sceveral subscquont.ly became members of
legislatures, P..u'llmnvn(v, cabinet. and ot hero pubjic
bodles,

The cooference ocenrred at a time when the

Conservative party secemed as near to extinet ton as ‘it

\
s

ever has. The federal eleclion of 1940 had been -
dectsivaly lost., The only Conscrvative eclected from
a French-Canadian const ftuency in that election had

; ) . 62
quit the party to sit as an independent The
Conservative party did not hold office in a single -
province. The Right Honourable Arthuar Mcighen had
been defeated in his att cmpt to rethrn to Parliament
in the by_election in Saquth York. The uncertainty. over
the leadership and the virtual veto power of
"traditionalists" in caucus and around Mr, Mecighen
‘immobilized reform elements in the parliamentary

63 . \

caucus, The CCF, which had won the federal seat of
South York was confident it would subsequently form
———piee——— ’
02. J. S. Roy, of Gaspe, said in Parliament a French
Canadian in the Conservative party ", . .is at best a’
tolerated stranger,..he is and always will be a poor
relation.” Quoted in Granatstein, op cit, p. 88,
63, Members of caucus knew "the Conservative party
had to be reorganized and provided with new polidies,..

(but) Meighen could control caucus and block or delay
its attempts to draft new policies." Granatstein,

op cit, p. 125, .

”m
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the povernment of Ontario and become the principal
Altevnative to the federal Liberal party of
Mackenzie King., It was this very bleak prospect for
.
the Conservative party which (‘(\\15;‘(1 the Port JHopoe
Conference to be called. A small group of private
()4 R
though prominent Toronto Conservatives decided that

some ex{raovdinary measure was required to invigorate

6
the party. 5 Sihce Port lHope,was the seminal conference,

it is worth inquiring why practical political men,

fgcing crisis in their party, would choose a policy
»

i B
conference, and not some other instrument, as their
b4 3

means of response. In the view of the Honourable

Q. A. Rell

e..Jdim Macdonnell and thx others, ..
believed that the survival of the Party
dopvndod‘upon the enunciation of dis-
tinctive policies. The cult of leadership
had been tried and found wanting., As well
there was the natural revulsion during the
war period to pinning the hopes of people
upon leadership., Hitler and Mussolini
were the reasons that we were fighting

a war, If a political party was to

64. Macdonnell, Fleming, Michener, Porter and Walker.
They became, respectively, a privy councillor and perhaps
the most respected parliamentary Conservative of his day;
the minister of finance and of justice for Canada and
twice a candidate for the national leadership of his
party; a Member of Parliament and Governor Genebal; an
MPP, Cabinet Minister and Chief Justice of Ontario;
minister of public works for Canada and a member of the
Senate. : ) K

65. "...the Party was in a statg of decline following
the sheck of the crﬁ:hing defeat of Arthur Meighen.,..
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survive it mast. survive by reason of its
ideas and its philosophy... Tt must be
vemombered that. (Macdonnell) had tried
another technique of restoring the Party,
‘namely ot holding private mectings of
financlal groups in Montreal and Toronto
in the previous year and a few dollars
had been ratsed but little else
accomplished...there was an upsurge at
this particular period of belief in
political philosophy as a melding force.
The philoﬁnphi&ﬂ of communism and socialism
were on the upgrade, internationally and
domestically, and the belief clearly was
that there ought to be enunciated a
genuine philosophy of individual enter-
prisc. On this basis it seemed thgt the
only type of project which could bt
chosen would be a confercence related
primarily to 'pqlicy and one which sprang
from the rcasonably intelligent rank and
file rather than from the leaders.?

J. M. Macdonnell discussed the proposal with

R. B, Hanson, the parliamentary house leader, and a
3
\ s

6
group in Winnipeg as well as Toronto, 7 Only when the

national committee was being cstablished, and after the

in February, 1942... Throughout the balance of the
winter and the spring of 1042 we held regular weekly
Ameetings, thinking through both questions of policy and
matters relating to the future of the Party, We came
to the conclusion that the survival of the Party was gt
stake. Gradually the idea took root that a National
Conference was required..." Hon, Donald M. Fleming,
correspondence with the writer,

66. Correspondence with the writer.

67. 'According to Granatstein, who interviewed Macdonnell,
Macdonnell met in Winnipeg with Finlayson, E, G. Phipps
Baker, Dr, Sidney Smith, G, S, Thorvaldson, all of
Winnipeg, and H. R, Milner of Edmonton, Politics of
Survival, op ¢éit, p. 127,




- 060 -~

N V., }

~

decision had Been firmly taken to organi ze a poli«@
GA
\

conference, was the matter raised with the party

‘ . 68
leader,  Mr, Meighen agreed not to oppose theé copfvrénce.'

" While the .conterence at no time Llaimed to spceak for

69
the party, a memorandum to delegates expressed tho
\ ’
cxptetation that the conference would "enunciate

-

principles which will make clear to the public that

those attending...are fully conscious &f the problems

70

of the world of 1942 and are prepared to mect them, "
68. Mr. Mcighen wrote that Macdonnell "informed me
only after some Al ‘men refused to take part unless it
had my approval. I told him simply that 1 would raise
no objection.” Letter to T, R, Mcighen, September 12,
1942, T. R. Meighen Papers, quoted in Graham, No
§H:rvndor, p. 140.

69. The forewordjof the Report of the Round Table on
Canadian Policy jtad- "This is not a platform, It is

a s‘ftoment ot the aims and ®eliefs subscribed to by a
ghoup of Conservatives from coast to coast in unoffjcial
conference at Port Hope...in an effort to formulate a
present-day political philosophy in terms of modern
needs and the best traditions of the Conservative Party;
we accordingly recognize that we do not speak for the
Party in any official sense. A copy of this document
is in the library of PPogrossxve Conservative National
Headquarters.

7Ph Finlayson, Memorandum, op cit.

I
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1960: Kingston,

.

1 A
The Kingston Conference of the Liberal Party was

d September 6 - 12, 1960 at Queents University,

. .71 . -
kxngstnn, Ontario, Described as a "study conterencen
difected to Canadians who were Liberal in aspiration
. ; . i1 72
if not necessarily in party nfllllntlon, it was
’

organized at the request of the party leader, the

Honourable Lester B, Pcarson, by a ¢ommittee under the

chairmanship of Mitchell Sharp. Mr Sharp had been an
/
. /

influential senior federal public fgrvant ugder Liberal

»
governments prior to his resignafion after the clection

of 1958 and, in 1960, was vice-prdsident of a major
international corporation opcrati out of Toronto,

R
"Prior to his agreement to chair the Kingston Conference

tommittee he had not-boen{idontiind publicly as a

supporter of any political party. His "sponsoring

4 i .
committee” included persons active in universities, the

&

professions, publishing an? business. None of the
—_— ' |

71. Major sources concerning Kingston: Correspondence
from the Right Hon, Lester| B, Pearson and the Hon,
Walter L. Gordon provided very helpful answers to
questions raised by the wrfiter. In addition the book,
The Pearson Phenomenon, Ddell, New York, 1964, by

John Beal and Jean Marc Pdliquin céntains some useful
references. Although the;writer did not: have the
advantage of partisan association with the principals
of this conference, as was the case with the others
considered, their response to questions was full and °
apparently unreserved. |

72. "We were anxious that the Conference not be
exclusively partisan, with invitations restricted to
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committce came from cnucﬁs, and noane had hc{
influential public position in the party when it
formed a government.. Some were iduntifiable as
supporters of the Liberal Party but others had no
previous party idcntiflcution.73 Like the Port Hopé

Conference, Kingston was nn}thor asked for nor-
/. L3
authorized by the National 'Liberal Federation and

[ f

officers of the National Fggeration played as inciden-
tal a role in its organization as did officials of

’ céucus. Howcver the national leader, Mr., Pearson,

i lved himself actively in the Conference preparation,
He chose the members of the ngonsoying committee" and,

in conjunction with that committee, decided discussion
p

topics, speakers and the Selectlon of conference

N

participagtS. Participation was by invitation only
\ ,

N
members or supporters of the Party. This, among other
things, would allow us to get viewpoints and ideas which
were not influenced by partisan considerations,n
Mr, Pearsonjto the writer, January 25, 1971,

('!

73. Members ‘6f the "sponsoring committee" were:
Geoffrey Andrew, Vancouver; Frank Covert, Halifax;
Clifford Curtis, Kingston; Davidson Dunton, Ottawa~

H. A, Dyde, Edmonton; Jean-Charles Falardeau, Quebec,
Robert Fowler, Montreal; Walter Gordon, Toronto- :
William Kilbourn, Hamllton- Michael Macken21e, Toronto
(deputy chairman); William F, McLean, Toronto;
Jean-Marie Nadeau, Montreal; Hilda Neatby, Saskatoon'
"Mitchell Sharp, Toronto (chalrman), Victor Sifton,
Winnipegy Renauld St. Laurent, Quebec.

74. Mr, Gordon, correspondence with the writer,

.« 8
/
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and invitations were issued after qonsideration of

particular party or regional factors. No formula

of representation was followed. While there was an
cffort to attract university and labour leaders, the
conference was not designed specifically to attract

or reprcscnt any particular segment of the community,
"The main objective was to sclect pecople with ideas."75
*Some of the speakers were known to be supporters of

other parties76 and some of the participants subse-

77

quently became prominent in another party. The
Conference was also the first occasion for public

association with the Liberal Party of several of its
\ R A

\
3\

\ —_—0
subsequent lcaders.78 0f the formal speakers;géhly

'

Mr, Pearson,\the Hon, J. W, Pickersgill and

] .
Maurice Lamo?tagne’]9 had been formally associated
with the previous Liberal government.
Threeriears before Kingston, the Liberal Party had
MY

.

been defeated, for the first time in 22 years, in an

75. Mr. Gordon,

76. Professor Frank Underhill, for example.

77. Alf Glea&g, Dr. John Young, for example.

78. Walter Gordon, Mitchell Sharp, Jack Davis,

C. M, Drury, Otto Lang, Jean Marchand, Maurice Sauve,

John. Turner, for example,

79. A former advisor to M}. St. Laurent.
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election in which it% reputation for arrogance and
staleness was an important issue. That defeat was
followed by a rout.in11958, in the first clection
under Mr, Penr$on’s lcadership. By 1960,_t$e
parliamcntary party was reasonably cffective although
reminiscentﬁyn argument and personnel of the rejected
vgovcrhmedt.ﬁeb Weaknesses had begun to appear in the
Diefenbaker government. Those weaknesses combined
with Mr. Pearsonts strong‘personal repﬁtation to
help gcnerateva limited renaissance in traditional
- sources of Liberal suppbrt in the media, universities
‘Aﬁdycorporations. The conference was designed to
demonstrate a vitality in the very fields in which
the "old" party had seemed rigid, and to attract

‘ &
ne@ people. "I had veryﬁﬁuﬂrdn mind new ideas, new

men, new approaches as I began the process of

rebuilding,”

[

80. Its leadlng figures were the Hon, Paul Martin,
the Hon. J. W, Elckersglll the-Hon, Lionel Chevrier,
and’ Mr.}Pearson.

81, Mr. Pearson, correspondence with the writer.
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Fredericton, New Brunswick, September 9 - 12, 1964.
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190 : Fredericton

’/f//)r The Fredericton Conference, formally entitled the

National Conference on Canadian Goals, was held at

82

It was organized in response to a unanimous rggolutlon

xs

of the annual meeting of the Progressive Coqgervative

_Association of Canada calling for "A study conference

in depth to deveibp a full, and comprchensive p;bgifm
to present to the next Annual Meeting of the
s 83 . . .
Association,” The resolution itself was the result
s . - 84 .
of the initiative of various party activists, who by
and large were not members of the parliamentary caucus.
The Progressive Conservative party had recently
re-entered Opposition after-forming the government of
Canada for six years, four of them with a commanding

| -
majority. The preceding two years had been marked by

'

82 Major sources concerning Fredericton: The writer
was corresponding secretary of.the conference and has

had the benefit of correspondence with its chairman

and organizer Dalton Camp, whose office also made records
and c11pp1ngs available.

83. Proceedlngs of the Annual Meeting of the Progressive
Conservatlve Association of Canada, Ottawa, 1964, .

84. Several Progressive Conservatlves disturbed about
the dlrectlon and future of the party tended, at that

time, to ‘express their concern in policy terms, Some ., & -

e

few delegates to the Annual M ing that year were .-
prepared to oppose ghe leader rectly, but the great
majority chose instead to demand a role in PdIity-making.

¢ '
’
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v
'serious internal conflict; including %Pe resignation

from Cabinct or Parliament of five senior privy

c0uncillors85 and frequent criticism of the leadership

by spokesmen of French Chnadian, urban and young

Progressive Conservatives. It should be noted that

a

at this time, the new president of the national
association, Mr. Camp, had neither publicly criticise

the leadership nor participated appreciably in intern 1 :
conflicts conccqning policy or personalities. In 1963,

he had acccepted the invitation of the national leader],
|

Mr. Dicfenbaker, to serve as national director of the

3

fcderal general election campaign and, earlier in 1964i
he had been elected unanimously association president.

Preliminary plahning of the conference was by /
- B \.
members of the executive committee of the Progressive

t

Conservative AsSociation, and subsequent planning by a
\ l— :‘»'" *

working committee of gleven members. That com@}ttee
A
NS

M e
&
; e &

The resolution was moved by E. A, Goodman, and also
proposed prominently by Dalten Camp in his uncontested
campaign for the Association pre51dency.

85. an. Donald Fleming, Hon. Davie Fulton, B P
Hon, Dduglas‘'Harkness, Hon. George Hees, e
Hon. Pierre Sevigny.

, -

EY.

[
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’

included only one member of the\parliamentnry caucus,
86 - o
a Senator, the executive secretary of the national
87 .. ' . .
headquarters which was at that time an office

. : . 8
direatly responsible to the national lenders‘ and
g ‘ ) T .
five ? of the oight executive officers of the national

association, including the national president who

served as chairman. An office was established in
P

the Toronto business premises of the national
president, although much of the physical work was

shared with the national party headquarters in Ottawa.

]

86.. Senator Jvaues Flynn, Opposition leader in the
Sen%ﬁe. . '

S

87. ‘'Miss Flora Macdonald,

88. a constitutional amendment requested by the

national leader and approved by the annual meeting in

1969, the senior officer of the national headquarters,

the national 'director, is no longer the personal

appointment of the national leader alone, but is

appointed by and is responsible to: 12 committee con514g0
of the leader, the president of the ‘national association,

and/ the -chairman of party organizatxon. That was not

th case in 1964. . '

89. Jacques Bouchard, Dalton Camp, Egan Chambers,
Jge Clark, an?.Finlay MacDonald, : S -

-

-

-
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s Although the money was raised by regular party

fund-raisers, it is not clear whether the cbnfercnce

N

. was financed from existing party funds.90 After the .
decision to convenc a conference had been firmly

taken, theﬁhatippal'leader was advised' and invited
. ‘ ‘-‘,. £ \ !
to participate. Of the 200 delegates ta be invited,

a formula deVeioped by the chairman and approved by
the committee stipulated that eleven were to be
designated by the parliamentary caucus from among

theiy numbers, twelve by provincial caucuses on a
o nf .
~ - . \

basis reflectingﬁbopulﬁtion, 63 by various arms of
. R . . . ¥ N
the pational association or by provincial Essociations,
. . 91 .
and 114 by the working committee. In choosing that

“114 Jan effort was made to draw from groups not;

"

norkally associated with the Progressive Conservative

'party aﬁd\to select party personnel 'on the basis of
by . .
: B

potential future rather than past contributions.

»

90. Mr. Camp had requested support from regular
sources, but was“turned down. A group of party
members associated with Mr, Camp then threatened to
s  ‘rafse the funds themselves, at wﬁich news the
v ’;egular fundpralsers changed heart Tt is not known
. 1f . specxal collection was made. . S

Y b,
L

T 91 Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive Commlttee
of the Progress1ve Conservat1Ve,Ass001at10n of Canada,
Toronto, April 11, 1964. ' :
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Thfoughout the selection of' delegates and the

development of the program, there was a particular , )P*

N

exertion to attract good French—Canadian.participants.

In announcing the cbnference, thennational .

.-

‘ pre51dent specified that the originating resolutlon

of the national association was not being iqterpreted

4

in a literal sense: . ' @
' '

¢

The Conference we are proposing will 5
indeed be a study "in.depth" of )
certain public issues, but this can

; lead to the development of a "full
and comprechensive program® only to
the degree that the study en ’htens
and informs.those at the Con ence
to make’ dhelr contribution more
effectivé in future in the process
of devel&ping policy proposals for
the consideration of the Annual
Meeting and for the further‘.
consideration of the Parllam ntary
Party.92 S ¢ - -

f
'

'

s . " ' . B X
< N o
. ) E‘Q' o

92. Mr. Camp, statement announcing the Natlonal
Conference on q€33d1an Goals,

.

o

)
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TvoZ 1 Montmorency
el —a

Unlike the otheg PYlich conterences, the policy

discdsnipn ot the Progedasihe Conservat ive Party at

Maisbn Montmorency, Coufvilte, Qlebeoc, Avgprast 6 1o,

J
\

motther formal andertaking of
“

ished to present recommenda -

1967 was an adfunct to

«).}
the party, Tt wans e
/

ab

tiuns to a policy commiftted of the Centennial Leadershtp

Convention, which commftted would itscelf submit policy
N\
\

' ()A’
recammendht ions to theftull convett ton, Montmorency
- . ~
wan thus ad h\)ri sed infliredtly by the
. '
——— : -
(RN Majorr sources cotfeorni 1 Montmorency s Correspona

cd, dhftector of orsanization of

Vat iy

denee \vl(l,‘ Robart  Bed.
the l‘rn;;rﬂssi\'v Conse P Pacty of Canada, who was
on ot {the Centennial convent fon,
le at

v intor

fnvolved fin organi zat
Some recdrds are on t he nat tonal headquarters
ation was pratherecd {rom

yolo l))' Dalt on (‘,nmp,

o’ the party, and mor
Mewspaper reports and] an art
mtmoeredcy Conterence” in the

i'"l{ol'lr‘ct ions on the )
mey lodo] pp. 186-187,

Queen?s [Quarterly, S

procedule was designed to allow
and policy represpentatives from
consider,| policy pfoposals at a

be too pre-oceupied with leadern
ship 't sonsider polfcey adaogquately, The minutes of tChe
meet ing of the Centehnial Convention Committee of ~
April 1, 2, 1967 realt as follows: ", M, Goodman read
a lt-ttir fram the Nagkional President, Mr, Camp,

sugges ing that a P icy Advisory Committde be set up’
and .hold a conferende in late July or early August.,
preferpbly in Quebeyg City, This gr"oup wituld consist
pof 100 to 150 persogs made up trom members of the -
Caucus} academics apd persons wigh special knowledge
and expertise from fhe various ficlds in the business
world. L\ the deliberhtions of this group could then be
turned} over t.o a larger but!,\"¢‘nllcd \the Convention
Policy| Committte wi ich would consist of one...

ag . Thls complicat oo
experts) to recommend
cach copstitudpey to
conventiion that woul

N
| 3



resolution of the Annunal Mecting of the Progreastive
Conservat ive /\.'a.-iny-l.“\( ion of Canada of November 1006
vequiring a leadership convention which would also
conaider policy, and divectly by the convention
committ oo established by the national execut ive of
the national association to ovganize a leadership
convent ion, I_v(}:nv‘;\ inviting part i(~ip;|l.i.nn at,
Mont morency sa i"d: )

) €3

ca.it i8 essential to the future

suceess of this Party that we evolve

ah intelligent and comprelensive policy
desiipned to mect needs ot Canada and one
that. will merit the respect of all

. R .
element s of our community, ra

—————elp——
constituency delegate trom cach riding, representatives

ot the students, Y.P.C. and Women's Associations, This
latter group would total about 400 and wowld hold its
deliberations dn Tuesday and Wv(‘{noa‘duy prior to the
opening of the full plenary sessions, Their report
would be presented to the convention at large.

"Déliberations of the Conventiion Policy Committee
would be open to the press and to any approved delegate.
It was agreed that the report of the Convention Pglicy
Committee would constitute a statement of fundamental
prin(iiplns and contemporary policies of the Conserva-
tive Party for the consideration of the Leader, the
Caucus, the President and Executive Officers of the
Progressive Conservative Party of Canada,”

95. FE. A, Goodman, Roger Regimbal, MP, standard lette
of invitation tdé participai\v at Montmorency.

i ~

.
b
-

B ——
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The conference Was budgetod as part ot tho leadar-
‘ .

. &
ship conv(sntinn and prepavatory work was done in

the convention officea in Toronto. The annual
meet tg which established the leadershi p convention,
and conscequently the Montmorvency coulerence was the

scene of a serious and public intra-party conflict
LN
in which the majority of mambers of the parliamen-

tary caucus were o6n one side and the ma jority of
. L3}

voting members of the national association on the
other.  Although that antagonism was not forgot ten,

it had 'bean suspended temporarily in the camphigning
to elect a new national leader. A member of the
parliamentary caucus, who had sided with the ma jority
of caucus in November 1066, was co-chairman ;f the
convention cOmmitteeQﬁ and the organization of the
Montmorency confercnce was left largely to a
committee of party employees under the co—ordination
of g‘un)VorsiLy professor whovhad no previous

97 The formal chairman

98 -

was the Honourable William Davis. ]

association with the party,

N

96. ' Roger Regimbal, thek\Membcr of Parliament for
Argenteuil-Deux Montagnes, N

.

97. Professor Victor Valentire of Carleton University.

98. Then Ontario Education Minister. His responsibili-
ties did not" include orgapization, but related exclusively

* to conduct of proceedings at Montmorency.
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Participat.ion was by invitation of the
. : i V) o : L Loo
onference committoeo and was limited to 120

persoas of whom 32 were Membors of Parliament
\
/

representiing the parliamentary cavcus.  In addition

Y

« the national leader was invited, as wolfv‘.d(‘vlnrvd
. . : .. 101
candidates for the national leadership. There
was a deliberate attempt to attract participation
by the Canadian académic community, particularly

: A
those who had shown some interest in the party,

personally or professionally. A.distinguishing

feature of the conference was its emphasis upon the

participation of pePsons alrcady prominent .cither as
partisans or specialists. This emphasis was made
possible 'in part because a (‘ommit.t,cr more representa-

tive of the party would receive the reccommendations

~
.

N

of Montmorency.

09. The minutes of the planning committee reveal

that the gommittee stipulated only that the confdrence'
‘should include represcihtatives of caucus, constituency
associations, party, women!s or youth groups within the
party and unxvorsxty and expert opinion outside the parfy.
Mr. Bedard!s recollection is that the partlcular {
decision as to invitations was madc by the Convention
co-chairmen, Messrs. Goodmap and Regimbal, after N
consultation with members of caucus, the national
association, the convention committee, and pr051dents

of PC provincial associations,

100, 123 were listod~as attending.

101, The leader and candidates for leadership were not
invited for the whole conference, but each for one after-
noen only, This procedure was designed to allow the
cand1dxtes>to meet the policy committee but not dominate.
or disvrupt their proceed1ngs.



\

1009 Niagara Falls

- T4 -

\
The ]'X‘i()[‘it;i(\.x for Canada Conference was held .

October 9 ~ 13, 1969 at. Niagara Falls, Oatario. 2
While the Port Hope and Frederieton Contfercnces were
designed in part to countrervail positions taken by or
ascribed to the party leader, and Montmorency was held
in an inter-regnum, Niagara Falls, like Kingston, was

requestoed by the national leader. Tt was organized

by a committee under the chairmanship of the

Honourable Robert Stanfiol(i, and was held at. all only

03

N : 10! .
because of his insistence. A policy mceceting had

4

been requested and authorized by a vote of the party
and association gathered in leadership convention in
. 4
< . . »
1967 and in annual meeting in 1969, The initial

announcement was issued by the president of the

*

national association, Mr. Frank Moores, MP, acting ¢

in that capacity,. 'I‘h’ parliamentary caucys, the
national association, and the national youth and

gomen’s associations were representéd on the committce,

102, Major sources concerning Niagara Falls: The writer
was active in the organization of the Conference, and has
had the benefit of correspondence or conversation with

others actively-involved, including principally-

Dr, E. R, Black and Robert Bedard. + A ‘

103. Mr, Stanfield gver-ruled the opinion that party j
finances and other priorities should cause . ©
postponement, and perhaps cancellation, of the P
policy conference. . \ N oy

R

-
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‘ ‘ \
which functioned in fact as the working committec. N

Funding was from regular f).’\ﬂ._y sources., Personnel
and ftacilities of the national headguarters, the
party rescarch bureau and the parliamentary oftice of
the leader were sceconded to t'h,(‘ é(nx(‘vmw\co, and a
ﬁtjng,r_;nm statf w«l'\'s established at Trent University
vin Pet.épborough, Ontario, dndor the direction of
the chdirman of the Policy Advisory Committee, a
position nppoin'tod by and responsible ‘t,o the national
. .

lecader directly.

Although the party had changed lcaders, it had o <>,
been defeated docisively in the federal general
clection of June 1968, and its ;cprvsontation in .
Parliament was from the same kind of constitucncios,

largely non-metropolitan and non-French-spcaking, hs_
Al -
before the ‘lcadership convention, It was the largest

-

of the conferences, allowing participation by every

member of caucus, and a delegate of every federal T

105

-»

. A N 1 ,
cohstituency 04 as well as delegates-at-large

-,

b

104 . €onstituency associations were specifically
requested to send delegates with a particular interest
in policy. {" .

105. There were to be 152 delegates-at-large, chosen on
a rough population basis according to th# following
formula: five dach from Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island, ten each from Nova Scoyia,*New Brunswick,
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia,
40 each from Quebec and Ontario, and two from the Yukon
and North West Territories. The president of the

s

v
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10 .
and vesource persons. There was again a

Hdeliberate attempt to secure representation of

groups; not. nortially associatoed with the party, and

{ .
n/p.'\ x‘t.]i cularly encrgetic involvement of advisors from -
1 AY

i -
t.he ua}‘uh\mip community,

lnspir&‘a(.ion and Organization of the Conferences

Three of the conferences were inspired by one
{
individual or a small group of persons--in the case
i t
of Port Hope, J. M. Macdonnell; Kingston,:

Lestep B. Pearson; Fredericton, a group, including
pr‘ominﬂ(‘ntly Dalton Camp, E, A. Goodman and the late
Geoorge Hogan was instrumental ir; achieving a resolution
calling for a "study conference” and Mr, Caﬁp particu-
larly proposed the kind of conference Fredericton

became, with its cmphaSis on ‘problems rather than

-

T

resqQlutions. Montmorency was an incident of the

leadership convention, dnd owed more to the public

Progressive Conservative Association in each province
and the representatives of each province on the national
executive submitted a list containing 50 per cent more
names than the number of delegates-at-large allotted
that province.: From that list, the policy co-ordinating
committece made: final selectiqns. . i /\

T ’ : ' N
106. They were seiecteq and invited by the programme
committee, . <
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cxpectation that a pnrtx would consider policy than
to a private con;iction that , at that point in time,
it must.. The persons most inlCluential in the genesis
of the Montmorency conference appear to hnvé been
Dalton Camp and E. A, Goodman,107 and it. is signifi-
cant. that each had official regponsibility for the
over~all leadership convention, the former ap associa-
tion president, the latter as convention co-chairman,

The Niagara Falls Conference was authorized originally

»
by a Centennial Convention resolution, which probably

v

should be seen as xctlectlng a concensus that p011cy

, - 108
conferences should be a regular activity of the party,
However, the dircct'deciS"n to call the Niagara Falls

Conference was made by Mr, Stanfiecld, against the

D% -

advice of some party officials who believed that other
priorities were more urgent at the time. In four

cases, then, the conferences resulted from the

initiatives of identifiable individual partisans--

J;%M; Macdonnell, Lester By Pearson, Dalton Camp,

“E. A. Goodman and Robert Stanfield. It would be )

N
> !

107, Mlnutes of Centennial Conventlon Committee,
April 1, 2, 1967,

t *

108 That the status of "policy" should have changed
so dramatically i itself significant.
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v
1

. , | .
interesting to examine the approach to politics of

cach, -for evidence of the nature and role “of the
b

. . 109 .
"innovat.ive poersonality® in Canadian politics.
P ¥ P

Representative national organization committces

M
’ ]
. ' N ~
were struck .in the case of caah conference; cach

~

represcnted each region of Canada, and the general
. 3 ‘

0 ) )
organization committeces of the Fredericton,

Montmorency and Niagara Falls conferences also

represanted the various official constituent groups

Cae
a Lo © 11

of the sponsoring Association or party. 0 In each

case, smaller working committces were ecstablished, .

usually located in one city, and responsible, to thQ~
larger group. , The working committeec for Port Hope

was based in Toronto, and- llnkod to the nat1cn?%
-
committee by the -membership” 1d both groups pf /
EY | b R
J. M, Macdonnell and the corresponding secretary,

109. Students of innovation suggest certain characteris-
tics reécur in "the innovative personality.," See

Innovation: The Basis for Culture Change, Homer Barnett,
McGraw Hill Book Co,, New Yoxrk, 1953; Theory of Social

. Change, E, Hagen, The Darsey Presg, Homewood Illinois, 1962,

110. All three committees were drawn from the natlonal
officers of the Pr gressive Conservative Party. In the
cases of Montmorency and Niagara Falls, special ‘
representat1Ves of the parliamentary caucus were
Speclflcally included, o
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Rod Finlayson. The working éymmittce for Kingston

was based in Toronto, under the active supervision

'

of Mitchell Sharp and Michacl Mackenzie, chairman
and co-chairman respectively bf the national

"Sponsoring Committec." The working committee for

»
.

Fredéricton was based principally in Toronto; in the

offices and under the active supervision of the
S
chairman of the genera® conference committee,

y .
‘Dalton Camp. 'The working committce for Montmorency

Lt

was basced prihcipally in Tooonto, in offices estab-

' -

lished for organization of the Centennial

Leaders “onvention, and under the active supervision
of the convention committee co-chairman, E. A, Goodman.
In the case of -Niagara Falls, the planning commitéee'

< - ¢

was based in Ottawa, in the national headquarﬁérs, .

the research office and the office of the“paﬁty leader, .

Robert S£anfield,,who was the active chairman of the

general conferencp commlttee, and fhe prquammé
f ' {/&r

COmmlttee was located at TregﬁlUn1vQ é1hy'in Peter- -

2N
e N

'borough under the dlrectlon of the phalﬂmah of the

U
rl“\

Policy Adv1sory Comm1ttee, ProfesSQf'T H B, Symons,‘

v

who was a member of the over-all commlﬁ%ee and. an .

AE

. official directly responsible to tHe national lead;r.gv
- . . B 4

. . 2 . , s
. : ! 3 .
. , . &

PR . . A "
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—
5 . .' e} y ) ".’. .
The Port” Hope Confarence was divided into sub-.
- committees, cach cordcerncd with an- aspect. of national

policy. J. M. Mncdonnoll‘dclivered a keynote address

to the pleeij? conterence. Rod Finlayson prepared
position ggpers in advance to provide a basis for
fdiscussion, and the Sub—committee reports: were brought

together in "The Port Hope Proposals" by Sidney Smlth.;

This document was approved as a atatement of the

,

conference but great care was taken to emphasise that
n ) :

.the conclusions were "proposals? and the group was ) -

unoffictals The sub—committee\diScussions~Were‘cloSed; \

\xbngxa press conferéhcc was held after each segs\gn. :

4
@he Klngston ‘Conference was also divided acc%;dlng B

to subJect matter, Papers by invited speakers provided
t .

the b351s of discussion and "a very valuable factor'was

the 1nfonmal duscu551on Mhich went on outside of tha .

* a * \
formgl sessions and well into the q;ght."%ll-'There were’
e . : C ' .

na resolutions and, while journalists were.preseht\add ;
some.of the papers became public, “the conference was

intended primarily to be private and aavisory.
. ! et '
Mr. Pearson, as natlonal leader, delivered a keynote at

address to the plenary conference. o, b "

;

The Frederlcton Conference met entirely in plenaay

g,

sess1on, w1th\a dlfferent aspect qof natlonal pollcy .

. Y ) -
B . . . . -
- - . . -

111; Hon; Walter Gordom; correspondence wieh the yb;ter.-‘,‘

. . . ”
- B . . .
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[

considered. on ecach day. The emphasis was upon-

exploration rather than resolution of new national

.

problems, and discussion cach day was generated by

speakers reading papers, or ‘precis of papers preépared
\ - . N .

and circulated in advance. There was extensive
) . N . . . - ]

. s - . SN ’ .
informal discussion every evemning. There was an’

&ening qdﬂreés by the conference chairman, Mr, Camp,

. ¥

N
.

. )

.eight qtreamé, dﬁch concerning a bfoad-agﬁéct of ,

rand an address by the national leader, Mr, Dicfenbaker.

N
' .

No resolutions ‘were taken., ) .

Thé Moéfmorcncy Cogference was ‘divided intﬁ

subdq;mittees, éééofding to subject, pach,d;de} the -

directﬁon of co—cﬂgf;mgn’aesigqated by th; planning
/ -

. / N s - -
committee. There were not major speakers or papers,

althﬁugh.a compendium of existing relevant academic

/ £ ’ . -
and other.writing was cirtulated to conferees in

advance. Each sﬁbiqumittée prepared and approved
. S N

recommendations_foh*consideration‘by the policy

committee of the Centennial Convention.
AR N X | _
' The Niagara /Fails Conférence was divided-into ,

;

-
- - . .
L] . * L - Sy

national bolibf, each pfébided'qver by-:French-and .

. / . ; .
'Englishfspéakf;g co-chairmeg, désignated by the'

ﬂ‘

conférente cﬁalrman. Practlce differed w thln each

N . N ‘.

stream, W1t some adoptlng a Seminar approgch and ‘
\ ,

‘'was the ost comprehens;ve conference and’ dealt,
- S ! . -0 - _ &

:: . . . L . ,. .



"questions,” There were no resolutions. Instcad, the

finance

. was unofficzal;in any. event "There were no such sources,

and tlr Party had no income of any kind 4s such during

- 82 -

A,
LI

somctimes in detail, with'a very wide range of

- ’

co-chairmen prepared, and the sub-committces approved, '
a statement of the "consensus" of each strecam, fand

these statements were directed to the national'leader,

\
v

the national association president and the parliamen-’

. c 3

N ' -y N - 4‘. .
tary caucus for subsequent consideration; As cdhfbrence.

chairman and national leader, Mr. Stanfleld delivered

keynoﬁe and concluding addresses to the plenary' . .

conference. . T : "

There is no record 6f the source of fupd§ or cost ..’

@
-,

of the Port Hope Conference. Fundlng would not have

been. from regular party sources, since the conference
\ : ' .

‘
e

the vear 1942, “112 ,J‘ M.*Macdoﬂneil hid séught to

raise money,for the party earlief that year, with a

sﬁmaes of small fund-ralslng dinners in TorOnto and ‘
‘ N R

Montreal..'There was sSome carry-over from that canvass,

4

l and Macdonnell apparently ra1sq§ the rest, The éducated

guess of the Honouaqble R. A. Bell is "that the budget ) .

.for Port Hope ‘was probably less than $10, 000 .but T have! B

' 11 ,
no information at all about 1t." -3 c' ‘ .

Hpq.'R.‘A. Bell, correspondence with the writer., T

\\ R 9
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Nor was an official estimate available of the

costs of the Kingston Confercnce, nléﬁpugh a special

‘ o A 114 s
- Tund was cstablished to raise the nmoney, The

115 - As indicateé

‘Fredericton Conference cost $35,000.
. ! . I

above, that money was raised by regular party fund-

raisers, although it is not known whether &hey con-

ducted a special collectien. The Montmorency ,J

] ! r . i ) 1
Conference was budgeted at $35,000 and cost $60,00%. 16

A ' gt
The mopey was drawn from funds raised.in connection.

with the Centennial Convention., The total cost of
. N f \

the Niagara Falls Conference was $82,000,117 which

was a’'draw upon regulan party sources. It should not
C ", ) T

néed emphqsis that the ‘cost of the last two conferences,,#

at {gastd subétantiaily‘limiﬁed the' capacity of the

\
»

party to undertake other activities. . oo 1

.Délqggteaselection and Characteristics.,

’

Delegates to the Port Hope Conference were invited

by the conference working committee, on the basis of the

recommendations of the proyincial representatives on the,

3

hhpional committee, BroadlyQSpeaking) particibhtidn i~

- . " ) \ ) - - R (

114. Hon, Walter Gordon, correspondence. . )

: ‘ . o . o n v i

115, Dalton Camp, .correspopdence. =~ {
ll6, Robeft Bedd}d, correspondence, . o ‘

‘ - T e B o PRI

117, ibid. = - o
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N

open to any "lay" Conservative——ie,., anayone not a
. 0 * R

[
EY

cmember of Parliament the Scwate or a provincial
+ i

[}
-
lepgislaturce—-~who wanted to come.  The except.ion was

1

Ontario, where there was a definite ofgort to avold
t

over o prdprescntation of ((hn( province, dr of Toronto,
A Hi)(‘(‘t.’\l effort. was made to attract Prench.speaking
Conscrvatives {rom Quebec. The two mnst! impnrt:\n‘
considerations were to attract people whom it was
presumedl would cont ribut e r\r)i‘\'c‘ly to the party in
vears to come, and to ensure represendation ‘of farm,
.

labour and other' part imlkﬂr‘ groups., ™ .balanced torm
ot represent ation (:Ont;‘ibu(,od to balanced thinking at

11R

the Conference " However, invitations woere restricted

.

to people considéred to be sympathetic to the Conserva-

tive poiAat of view. The emphasts of the organizers of

the Kingston Conference was to attract "new" pcople

‘with idcas. Some regional representation was achicved,

B

through consultation with regional party officials and

with the sponsoring comﬁittoe, which itself had represen-
tation from each region, Hon. Walter Gordon indicates

there was no particular attempt to achieve regional,

19

\ 1
racial or geographic. balance. The authority to

choose delegates rested exclusively with Mr. Pearson,

118, Hon. Donald Fleming, correspondence with the writer,

119, Hop, Walter Gordon, correspondence with the writer,
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s

who sought the advice of the sponsoring committoe.

- I 1

The presence at Kingston of S0 many people who sube
sequent Iy became prominent in { he party suggests the
selectors at least knew the precincets where politiical

interest or ambition might reside. It. scems likvly,
¢ -

indeed, that one funct fon of the Kingston Conference

was to formalize the entry into active part. isanship .
-

of people who had been considering /political carcers

fnr{om(‘ time.

The organizers of the Frederfeton ConFerence

. ’ 120
cstablished a formula of representation which

specified that 114 "at.-largen pfrticipnnts would be

chosen by the committee. Those 114 were selected

alfter consultation with provincial and nat.ional party
officials, and others, including some persons
unassociated with the Progressive Conservative Party

21
at that time.l There was an attempt to attract

"

120, Nine delegates were to be appointed \by each of the
national student federation, YPC and women's associations,
three by each of the provincial associations except
Ontario and Quebec which would each appodint six, cleven
by the federal caucus, two by each Progressive Conserva-
tive provincial caucus, (there were then six) and 114 by
the, working committee. Minutes of the Meeting of the
Exctutive Committee,. PC Association of Canada, Toronto,
April 11, 1964. ;

121, Primarily people in-t,h_o‘ Universities or communication, .
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i

‘ . - RQ'_

youngoeri people and to repalr "the alienat ion between the
Party and the academic community . " The most
stremous special offort w:\s; to attract, st rong
participation from l:‘t‘("n(‘h—-ﬂp(‘;ll\'ing Quebee. The
conference chairman sought help initially from French-
speaking Progressive Cnnsor\':\(.i\’(“ Members of Parliament
and the Senate and, when that proved unproductive, went
himself to Montreal, where he secured the agrceement of
Claude Ryan and Marcel Faribault to participate. 23 The
Montmoroncy Confercnce was designed to bring together
active politicians and academic and other experts.
That guided the selection of delegates, who were chosen
cither for activity in the party at the time or for an
expertise desirced at the C;nfcrence. The "experts”
were often chosen without regard to partisan affilia-
tion, Rougﬁ regional balance was sought, and it was
hoped that French—Canqdian.participatian would be one
side-effect of locating the’conference at Courville.
Invitations were issued by the convention co-chairmen,

Invitations to participate in the Niagara Falls

Conference were extended to every Progressive Conserva-

tive member of the House of Commons, Senate or a

122, Mr. Camp, correspondence with the writer,

123, Mr, Camp, correspondence with the writer, .

14
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provincial legislature, one delegate from cach

1 !
Progressive Conservative Cederal ! connt ituency associa-
»
. {
t.ion, represcentatives ot the yout h and womenls associa-
. . 124 -
t.ions, and 152 delepgates-at-large. In addition,

the programme committ oo was rmpé»w(*l‘l"d to invite an
unspecificd number of "resource people s usually {rom
universities. Association with the Progressive

Conscervative party was not required of "resource people®
P
although carce was takea to ﬂVyid inviting persons
associated with another puliticnl party. As indicated
above, dclegates-at-large were chosen by the ocvganizing
committee, from lists submitted by party olficials in
each province., It was specified that at lceast 2§ per
cent of the delegates-at-large from cach province must
be under 30 ycars of age, and at least 25§ ber cent
must be women, 25
It is diffiéult to generalize about the kind of
people who participated in these policy conferences.
Lists of participant; at cach conference are appended
to this paper. They suggest that most participants

‘
.

{
brought to the conference some personal prominence,

124. Minutes of the 1969 Policy Conference Coordinating
Committee, April 29, 1969, Ottawa.

125, ibid.,
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cither in the party o o oan atea tmportang’ to tLhe
party

X
-
L .
\ . A
Fhey were "olbite® crouph tn that sonse
,
.
althow the questions ace open how or whet her 1 hat,
attected the deliherat ions,  There was a4 consistont
¢
codendone . omore pronotnced in the cane of some con -
'\ - ~
Lereneds, to achicove regional balane e and reproesent a..
.
tion ol sronps not normal by associantod with the
N ~
' . D
Spotsoring party, In one casce, clectod members gt .
the pavty . the traditional "elitem in a parliament ary
: h -
. v,
party system-o were vittually oxvcluded, and in no
’
Wt conlorence were olect od membeoers dominant | ¢ither in .
number or intfluence.  Some persons participated in
more than one conterence
.

, which is not
considering

extraordinary
that four of the contfercences were in one .
party, three in a five-vear period, [t is intceresting
20 .
that at least two persons Attended both Hiberal and
127
Progressive Consaervative contoercences, while ot hees
b Al

A . . '
subscquent 1y became prominent in parties other than
the sponsor of the conference they attended.

“~
‘:
Physical and Media !msi(l(-l‘ati()ns.
Trinity College School was chosen for the Port
. v !
Hope Conference becausega school- locat ‘um;pr-ovid(\d
120, Professor Walter Kuﬁt,ak_, Mr. Brucce Whitestone,
127, Marc lLalonde, James Renwick, Alf Gleave,
»
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privacyy eélatively/inexpensive accommodation, and
an atmosphere conducive to discassion, Sensitive Lo

suspicions aboat "H.‘l)'yl‘t‘(‘l ", the organizers deliber-

.

ately avaided o Toronto site, but wantod the conlferdnce
near that city, trom which so much o' t he planning.

el

cmanat od, In addition, it has boeen supeoestoed that,
Mo Macdoennell might have been better acquaint ed with

Trinity thin with other })'ﬂ‘ivn(‘u school sites since he

|
trequently visited his brob her-in-law, Vincent. Massey, ¢

at Port Hope.o  According to Walter Gordon, Kingston

-

was chosen as ~ite of the Liberal 'conterence "because

we were ablo to ot accommodat ion at Quecen?s University.,

.

Presumably a University site was chosen for reasons

relating to privacy, case of accommodat.ion and

congenial atmosphere.  Sceveral sites were considereoed

tor the National Conference on Canadian Goals, The ) -

'

original criteria stipulated cities small enough that’ -

delegates wouldntt be (liét.?nct,od {from the Con.fc:r‘ence'.-""",‘;v

- . Il

. o -~ . .
yet large enough to have adequatie transportation access

- )

and media facilities. For rdasons of cost, accommodation

and congenial atmosphere, university campuses were€

LT

preferred, Since party meetings were rcgularly hgdd

in Ottawa, and the party was ensconced in Queen!s Park,

it was decided to locate the confercnce outside Onpario.

.
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Sites west ol Ontario were rejected becAuse of
t ransportat ion costs and because the party did not
lack ddentification with Westoern Canada. The ditffi-
‘ -
culty in sccuring PFrench-Canadian participat.ion was
'

cuconntered carly, suggesting that. organi zation of a

conference in Quebee might. involve special problems.,
N

Nonetheless, Laval University was scriously considered,

'
\

and tound unavailable. The advantages of Fredericton

»

were its availability, its adjacence to the summer
. . . . 128 .
habitation ot the conference chairman and its
presence in oa provipce where the provincial Progressive
Conservatite Party was willing to assist materially in
N . , . 122 ‘ :
conterence organization Aand would benefit from the
local publicity and good will a conference engenders.

The Montmorency Conference was held at Courville

;

because the organizers wanted a Quebec site and were

———— ¢
128. "The fact that your..,chairman was born sixty miles

from here, has a summer cottage thirty miles from here,.
and graduated from this University, was not a sijgnifi-
cant factor in the decision," Dalton Camp, Opening
Remarks to the National Conference on Canadian Goals,
Fr‘cdericton,' September 9, 1964.

.

129 A large part of the physical organlzatlon of ghe

conference, at Fredericton, was donc by Richard Hatfield,
MLA . \" b
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cont ident the party position in Quebece had improved.

While not a Unlvérsihy, Mnisnn Mun(murvncy of fered

h

the same advantages of inexpensive.accommodation,
mect ing and media facilities, a contemplative
atmosphere and some distance from distractions. The

& A . . ) ’ .
Niagara PFalls site was chosen because transportation
costs dictated a central Canadian site, it was desired
to avoid a metropolis, and literally nothing else was

available for so large a gathering. The conference

N

was too large for small universities, and larger .

- -

universities were alrecady booked. The conference

was held in two Sheraton hotels, which offered cut-
rates for lodging.
Two factors of unitsual importance in seleéhing

sites were freedom from other distractions and,

’

especially in the case of later conferences, convenience

for the media, particularly television. National

conferences/in large cities always suffer some

i ’.
'

. ; -
attrition because some delegates have never before

‘beeﬂ that ¢lose to Jarry Park or Japvis Sﬁreet.
/ ' . )
130. «Tt is a Tretreat house, of the Dominican order,

some;bf whose number provided spiritual ministration
by tending bar for the conferring Conservatives.’
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.are better dle to éahisfy its roqhiremgr
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-

That danger diminishes in ‘smaller centers. Telgvision

studio and transmission facilities.
parties have noticed that, while camera crews might
tollow a Prime Minister into Siberia, the amount of

coverage of an-Opposition policy conference is related

directly to the ease of coverage. The print press
i P

"

also has special requitements, particularly for
adequate telegraph facilities. These all influence’
site selection,

The Fredericton and Niagara Falls Conferences

were completely open to' the press, although it was

understood that journalists normally would not
participate in the formal discussions. Most of the
Montmorency Conference was open, although some

Sessions met in camera. Certain journalists were

invited to participate in the Kingston Conference,

o

although there was some limitation as to what was

on the record. The, Port Hope discussions were closed,

.
~

but a press conference was held after each session,

‘A
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\

Contemporary Objections to the Confercnces. -

Each conference had its critics. Danald Fleming

\

recalls that Tommy Church, then a’ Toranto MP, spoke

of "the bright young boys who went ﬁown to Port\Hope
and wrote a new Encyclopedia B;itannica,( and

Walter Go;don reports "some scepticism on the part
of the old guard in the caucus" about the Kingston

131 -

Conference. George Drew, as provincial party
leader in Ontario, was openly hostile to some of the
L . : 132
principal organizers of the Port Hopq Conference.
Arthur Meighen saw "no harm" in the Port Hope ini-

133

tiative but didn?!t expect it to coﬁé‘ﬁo much and,

as noted before, the Progressive Conservative fund-
raisers were sufficiently unexcited by the prospectﬁ»-ff
of thé\fﬁedéricton Confereﬁcelfhat they’at first
refused >gnds for it, It is likely that there wés
sometimes i tense oppositiqn to the conf%rences; not

-
just skeptici

1
'

. However, in no case does there appear

e S pondence - ‘with the writer. .

133. Graﬁam, No Surrender,\gp‘cit,.p. 140,'citiqg
correspondence, Meighen to his son.

\ S
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Summary.
Certain important circumstances were common to all

five cénferences. Each was held when the party was in

opﬁosition in the country. In each case, the confer-

N

ciice was called or organized by persons concerned
; .

D : : '
that. other elements of the party in addition to the

v

caucus must be influential and be seen to be
influential, in order for the party té move out éfb
oppositién. With Port Hope, Fredericton and Montmorency
the initiativé for the conference came fyoﬁ persons
ouésidc'theqparliamentary caucus; with Kingston and

Niagara Falls the initiative was from the leader who,

while a member of caucus, was also responsive and

- both leader-sponsofgd'conferehceS'the caucus was

responsible to other elements in the party. In the

case of Port Hope, Fredericton’and Montmorency, no

“

authorization was sought from the leader or the

caucus, although they were advised in each case. 1In
c . ’

adv1seﬂ and some caucus members were 1nvolved in
Rh o

plannlng; but it is 1mportant to .emphasige that no
Lot :

authority!was sought from qéucus in the case of any

(
)
v
- |"“

oﬁ'therflre conferences. In principle, all conferences
- It I3 j . .

- " S ) . - .
were de}iberate attempts to attract or publicize elements

not evidéhtly associ&ted with the parliamentary party.

In pract1be, in all conferences, the program and
dlscussmoh were domlnated by non-caucus members of
§

the parpy‘ 'By the same token;’it was made.clear in
parcyy € n, : _

,“,»‘ " o Lo . .



'substant1a degree, this was also true of the Klngston BN
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every case that_ the conference could not commit the
. - ‘

party--in no case was there an attempt to deny the

formal authority of the Teader and caucus to

‘establish and state party policy.

In terms of informal power within the party two .

LY

slgnlflcast functions were performed con51stently.

Whi;e the power- of the parliamentary party to cstabBlish J

policy was not challenged directly, the capacity of

extra-parliamentary elements to influence policy was

! PN - .

cnhanced. In effect, the successful assertion of the

principle that policy discussion belonged to the whole .
pargy meant that, in practice, in exercising its \
uﬁquestioned right to decide, the parllamentary party
would have to con51der party opinions and public

expectations generated outside the caucus. ' Second,

the pPolicy-conference was usually, significant as the

)

.instrument- of one side in a factional conflict, Tbis

was particularly true in the case of the Port Hope and

Frederlcton conferences, which were conceived as means

(¥R 2a i et GOV CRCIN L) “

of express1ng and axp051ng a range of ﬁhrty opiniop-
dlfferent from, and even contrary to, that identified

with the parlyamentary caucus. Had there,hben no -
conﬁllct there would,have been no conference. Toha

/ b IS

kY ¢ -

and Niafxra Falls conferences. The,digference/was S

a . -,
. - . - o .
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that Port Hope andsFredericton were instruments

.

. : ‘
against the consbiépted authority in 'the party, while
) q i) .
the leader-sponsdred conferences were instruments

used by a newly-constituted authority to demonstrate

the displacement of old‘stylgs. Whatever their otheﬁi'
{ ) .
aspects, these were all conflicbs in which innovation

[ - .

\ ) . . . A
was a serious issue. In each-case, innovators sought -
oo . , . ) \
to expand or assert their influence by means of a

b .

policy conference. Evén the Montmorency conference,

/which differed significantly from the other four,

demonstrated an innovative spirit in a party whose

13

recent behaviour defined it rather as.consoiidatiye.

- ' .

[ !
. I " L
2 [} N
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CUAPTER FIVE:

o
FUNCTIONS OF THE CONFERENCES

Policy conferences are not called or held in a

\

vaccuum,  They occur in respoese to pressures, Some-
\
times problems within the party, sometimes opportunities
in the larpger political system, often both., These
pressures can relate directly to policy development.,
but. frequently tl,h(-_v concern publicity, organization,
morale, or a contesat for influence within the party or
»
the polity., They affect the decision to ¢all confer-
ences, the nature of cach conference, and the functions
cach in fact performs. In the conferences considered
. r )
here, some of these pressures have recurrped or other-
é Al
wise been of unusual Influence. This chapter will
review the major motives that influenced the calling
.

of conf‘err-nc;as and the degree to which these motives

‘were satisfied,

‘The Desirp for Idcology.

There is froqdently a demand, within parties and
oﬁtside them; for some statement of philosophy or
principles which.would distinguish one party from.its
rivals, That occurs particularly when a part} is
‘engaged in re-assessment, as it usually is afte} fresh

or.frcqu;nt defeat, or whepever policy is being

considered. The demand often comes grom rank-and-file
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members who may feel impelled to justity H?M r

artisanship in terms of "ideology®, and Crom
I ] 28 SN

intf'luential institutional _eritics of the partics,

13
like nowspaper (‘Slltnl‘inlin,ﬂ. 4 Somet imes it s

shaved by persons organtzing contferences, and usually
it is recognized as a pressure requiring vesponse,

That. desire for distinction was manifest in the

.

‘ofticial ‘losvr‘lpt,ion of: purrf(')\se‘ of the Port. Hope,
Kingst on and Fredericton -confercnces,  Port Hope was

conceived in part. to begto the generation of a con-
- A

«

. C o 13
temporary and viable alternative to "socialismn® 5
Kingston was described by its organizers as a con-

ference for "liberally_-minded Canadians™, emphasisin
) » P 54

{dentification with the attitude if not the party.

One of the principal architects of the Fredericton

134. The Toronto Globe and Mail, which considers the
Progressive Conservative Party its own except on election
day, chose the morning of the opening of the Fredericton
onference to urge it to "forget about policies and
platforms and talk exclusively about principles and
philosophies. "
135. "The CCF is holding successful meet.ings because
right or wrong they have a creced. The Conservative
Party nceds a creed and that is why I am anxious to see
- the Port Hope conference succeed." Letter of
. August 18, 1942 from Cecil Frost to Mr. A, D, McKenzie.
In addition, the keynote address of J, M, Macdonnell
emphasised the need for a response to "socialism",
Granatstein reports (p. 131) "when the floor was opened
to the delegates, speaker after speaker voiced an
insistence on free enterprise...however, the speakers

-
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. . 136
conference, the late George Hogan, argued
strenously in committee for dedicating one day at
Fredericton to the discussion off Conscervative
: s : ' . ~
"principles”, Responding to various influences,
the chalrman of the Fredericton conference did nllmw,‘A
as part of the progfam, a papcere broadly concerned with
. 137 - . .

philosophy and referred in his own opening remarks
to the nced to "consider both ideas and principles

138 . N .
togecther.” In all five confecrences, contributions
by delegates dealt rather frequently with different
aspects of "principles" or "philesophy", and some.of
the formal papers set out goals couched in philosophic

139 -

language. However, in no conference was a statement
of principle tabled, or ecven agréed upon. Only in the
case of the Port Hope conference could the conclusions

- !

of the delegates be construed as a statemcnt of a

condemned the doctrinaire beliefs of the party elders
and advocated a shift in party policy to a "middle way"
course between the left and right extremes." .

136 . George Hogan wrote The Conservative in Canada,
McClelland and Stéwart, Toronto, 1963.

137. "The Responsibility of the Individual in Facing
Political Questions" by Dr, Robert Clark of the
University of British Columbia,

138. Dalton Camp, opening remarks, Fredericton,
September 9, 1964.

139. For example, the Kingston paper of Tom Kent, whicﬁ
%ppeared subsequently as "Social Policy for Canadae"
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consistent approach to lite or politics, and that was

[

a product. of a wart.ime atmosphere which tended to
emphasise ideology. \In considering the actual effect
of the policy conforcnéos, LNK functions they in fact
performed, the definition of philosophy or ideology
sceems to have had but slight importance, cithor in
terms of public perception or in terms of the
satisfaction of persons concerned with ideology im
that sense. However it is difficult, at this distance,
to determine how much of the momentum of the Port Hope
Conference was founded in a belief that new life hid
been given a previously-beleagured set of principles.

Some conferences did serve to develop a party s
statement or conscnsus on the principles which should

2

guide policy on particular broaq,éuestions. That is
a function different from developing an "ideology"
since it addresses a specific question, not a view
of life. The most obvious case concerns relations

b »
between French- and English-speaking Canadians, on

which. the organizers of the Fredericton Conference

set out to develop a relevant contemporary position,

which was achieved at Montmorency, and confirmed at

Niagara Falls, It is significant béyond its own

substantive importance as an example of a major
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change in party attitude which consecutive policy
conterences tunctioned to achieve. A somewhat more
cconténtious illustration would concern the change in
approach to wvelfare policy which, while due principally
to other factors, was advanced at the Niagara Falls
Confercence, v
LY

In terms of attitude, there is no doubt that the
discussion at cach conference was more contemporary in
tone than the approach to policy generally associated
with the spounsoping party. Port Hope spoke in accents
different, from Mr, Mcighen, Kingston in accents

. /
different. from Mr., Howe or Mr. St. Laurvnt# I'redericton
/
in accents different from Mr, Dicfenbaker.  The
difference generally reflected a willingness to, be
™

more open to more options, What is significant, in

¢

terms of idecology, is the fact that the accents were
also different from those of Edmund Burke or Adam Smith
or, forthat matter, of George Hogan or Tom Kent. It

is as hard to define Canadian party ideology as it is
to discovér it in practice; t?e policy conferences

made the task no easier. What marked each conference
was a desire to accord with contemporary attitudes

£
rather’ than to return to fundamental principles,

\\
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The Desire tor l)(‘('vlﬂ ralizat ion,

A classic concern o liberal democrat s i: (hat,

.
their parties tend towacds olipgarchy, and a classical
: IS
i

response has been to docomtralize pover, even it only |

to other olites, The desive (o decentealize tomds to

be strongest in deteat | when oligarchy scems

.

tncltective as well ax wrong. It is Tikely that
certain kinds of partisans will especially resent
oltgarchy, particalarly it they are not part ot it

Specitically, policy-oriented partisans are probably

-’

. . N 4
more antagonistic to olizarchy than those whose

#
- s
satisfactionp comes trom simple party ident “ication

or combat.,  Among some policy.oriented partisans,

oligarchy offends basic notions ot democ racy. Perhaps
£ 3 A 3

more generally, policyv-oriented partisans sce ol irrarchy
. .‘ N . . .
impeding the natural buoyancey of their own good ideas.

When a party loses, its OTdgarchy becomes vulnerable;
- A

doubt.s erode deference. A partisan who feels st.rongly

'
about an issuc¢, and belicves hist own position is
muted, distorted or betrayed by his partyl!s official

- AN

spokesmen will have ex{fa incentive to change the
spokesmen. That would suggest that policy-oriented

activities arce particularly well-adapted to br‘(-éking

down the oligarchy of a party in opposition. That
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tactor was probably influential in inspiving the
contorences at alort Hope and FPredericton and, in a
‘ .
dirtferent. way, the Kingston and Niagara Falls
Conferences.  The orpanizers ot Port, Nope and
* \
Frederict on were in opposition in the party as well
as {n the country, and in a scase the policy conference
was one ot their weapons in an internal war. The
leaders who jnspired Kingston and Niagara Falls,
while, in tormal command of their partices, were
troubled still by oligarchies Cormed betore their
coming, and used the conferences as both instruments
} .
and evidence of change.

Policy conterences and decentralization are
associated in another way. Parties in opposition
need new supporters, and a policy conference demon-
strates that there is room in the party for new

pcople and new proposals. The Kingston C()nferane
7

N /

/
was a signal that the Libcral Party, reccently removed

from of fice as authoritarian and tired, was marching
to a different drummer and looking for reccruits., A
similar signal had bcen scent out by the 1967 leader-

ship convention of the Progressive Conservative
e

Partyf{ and the Niagara Falls conferencc was designed

in part>to demonstrate that this attitude of open-ness
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had survived the election. The Port Hope, g
ﬁpodoricton and Montmorency conferences also
indicated that different drummers were at least
1y . 4
g
stirring in the party, and might begin a ,marl_

It is difficult to assess whether parties which
are ventilated by policy conferences remain "openf
and, if they do, whether that is due to the policy
conference or other factors. Yet it is an impor-
tant question, if oligarchy is important. Techniques
are now available which would let party managers give
the appearance of membership' participation while

i fieh olisarchic contron, 140
retaining tight oligarchic control. Most of
the pafaphcrnalia of "participatory democracy" .
confirms the power of the oligarchy by disarming
its opponents. Yet the policy conferecnces this
paper considers gave real influence to the opponents
and helped them change the direction of the party.
140. Modern technology makes it relatively easy for’
a party or government with resources to circulate
computer questionnaires, dispense "information", )
"yisit" groups in mass meetings or individuals over, .
television, and bestow honoursgor encouragement
without paying the slightest heed to the substance

of a representation or complaint. What is new is
not the practice but the almost-total scale on which

", it is now possible.

D e

P
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The mMdans in every case was to nffirm the legitimacy
of an eclite other than the parliamentary caucus, an
clit; which had the right to disagree with official
policy but not. the powa; to change ity In effect,
N .
the policy conference constituted an impermancnt
"official opposition” withi; the party. Just as
t he Officiél Opposition in Parliament has more
influence than the individual voter, the policy
cohference had more in 'luence and more ability to
cffect change than th: partisan invited to a banquet
or consulted by compu.ter at an annual mecting, The
idea.of an Official Opposition in Parliament is that
its existence restcains the natural oligarchic
tendency of the Covernmént. The question concerning
policy confcerconces is whether they have impressed
into the consciodsness of the parties-the idea that
an alternative elite is legitimate.

As argued above, elites other than caucus hav;
4nalways had substantiél influence, whethér potential
or exercised, in Canadian political parties. That
'is one characéeéistic_distinguishing Canadian parties
from the British, and it is unfortunate if a reliance

upon British-based descriptions of the‘parliémentary

process and parties has obscured that difference.
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tthe distribution of

141

According to Robert McKenzie
buwer within British political parties is‘primarily
a function of cabinet government and the British )

parliamentary system." In Canada, that' distribution

is also affected by the form of federalism and the

forces of distance and diversity which make a

-federal system necessary. Consequently, the distri-

@ Rt

N . ‘ ko
bution of power is more diffuse. The policy ’

conferences exemplified that distinction.but did not

create it.

It is important that another party elite is active

discuSsing policy. Far more relecvant is the fact that
. .
this "other" elite disavows any claim to declare a

policy which would bind the parliamentary caucus. In

b .

fact, the real process of decision probably does-lie

s
Y 7 .
largely outside the parliamentary caucus—-witih'public ¢ o
. < .

. R
servants and private advisors in the case of the f“' f? -
N * A i R
Y

Government party, and public opinion and private“q’ CT
B - ". e -
advisors in the case of Opposition parties.’. Professoms

e

. 2 A . v
Engelmann and Schwartz suggestl4 that the professiona-

lization of bolicy—making concentrates the }nfluence

over decisions with the elected or parliamentary

¥
o

o -

141, McKenzie, op cit, p. 635 T

142; Engelmann and Schwartz, op cit, p.jZSl.
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lecaders, The very. opp051te may be thc case. ' The : \& .
practice of_seeking cxternal adviqg desanctifies the \\
é;adition of exciusivé reliance on cauc;s. To an -~

increasing degree parliamentary leaders rely upen
ihitigtives suggested by outsiders, or professiongls,
and, in pursuing those initiatives rely largely uwpon
yipformation provided and alternatives ﬁraméd by
prdfessiénals. Even the power to choose the pro-
_fessionals provides only partial contqpl. Moreover,
the practice of 'seeking advice outside the parliamen-

tary elite generates a momentum of its own. Once
. 1 N

consulted on one question, activigks or academics are

more likely to volunteer advice without invitatfon; on

the other side, parliamentarians who have found out-

side advice helpful in one instance will be inclined

A} o

to seek more of it. New patterns emerge in the

.behaviour of hoth politiéians and advisors., 8

As will be argued beloﬁ, the eXigencies of modern

Opposition démgnd more expertise of Opposition parties,

and therefor forge open-ness upon their parllamentary N
143 . o ’

a ..'(,

elite. - This-is not to suggest that parliamentary o,

143. Naturally enough the complex1ty arid range of publlc
business in a modern nation had its first impact on
goveriiment parties. There are strong indications that
elected politicdians in government parties have virtually
abandoned pelicy to the bureaucracy. One assumes that

is one factor which accounts for the preoccupation with -
‘structures of the governments most recently elected in
Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom. They
want to put the elected politicians--in Canada, the
cabinet, if not Parliament--back in control of policy

direction, _ . o
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f/deflned more prcc1§gly as. the power to 10g1t1m12¢.

i

v

A

'Uﬁ Parliamentary- 1eqé/rs rota1n the authority.to state

/

./
7

and legitimizo a position, as they have done nearly
. O ~

always, whether directly on behalf of caucus, or
A,

indirectly through dominance of conventions and

annual meetlngs concerned with resolutions and pollcy.

.
\‘ﬁ W vy

) 1'\ Y

’ 0frcouﬁse, many members of a parliamentary elite

Y

suggest and pursue initiatives, and the influence

of a Member of Parliament at any stage in decision-

‘making is enhanced by his status. The fact remains
/that the parliamentaby-ﬁaucus is more impprtant as
‘the locus rather than the inspiration of policy

. :

‘\decisions. That has been the case for.some time,

0 ’ : < :
'Rresumably, a radical decentralization would have

N

-cﬁallenged the caucus! exclusive power.to legitimize,

\

which, on the contrary, the policy conferences

N
(RSN

N

(! - N
¢0n51stent1y and expllcltly hive confirmed,

$he Desire for New Policy.

hd

A strong and necessaryAmotive for policy'confer-‘
. Kl » v . B

/-

s Ny e . .
- . A ), . . . . ;
cences is ﬁlssatlsfactlon with the exlstlng or recent

¥

here is an 1nf1uentlal de81re for” new~pollcy

S
poli:i/of the party, and a de51re to change 1t That .



lprOposaJs of ‘Tom Kent que artlculated at ’

7by the ﬁapty leader. /.Whether‘/té/ orgam.zers of %he‘

:Montmor ncy éonfel:‘é.r!ée had %Spec.l,fic formula in

K
& -
. .
o
K
. 9

- 409 - .
N Y o /‘v
r
. N .
per se, as well as new policy processes. I fact,

s
[ k .
4 ' K

as just argued, no policy conference ha§/élaimed the

power or the title to declare'officipi policy, new"

v
’ .
‘ ks

, or old, Moreover there is evidencé to suggest thaé

/

/'
“ , S

many of the substantlve recomméndatlohs of pollcy :
ent

/ )
K

conferences would have come to thc party 1n any j .

For one examgle, the substantlal and detai ed regommehn -

.
L

dations of the Nlagara Falls conference o tax reform
/ L ; ]
were largely the ﬁesu1£ of the work of a commlttee of

4
/’ s / N \

experts app01ntbd by the national leader and worklng

l" |

with the cau?us well in advance of the conference.
L ' .

In anticipaéing public attitudes on tax matters, -the
‘I ) n

commlttee<also ant101pated Qhe attitude o6f conference
S~
i .
g
delegatesi and proposed substantial reforms accept-
{ : ) :
/ .

able tofboth the caucus and the confereride, " The

‘

proposal for a reform of welfare policy eriginated
\ .
! ‘ : ,

-
\

similagly, dutside the conference and, 1ndeed a
\ s
varlatmon oP the pollcy had been advocated in the
{ : oo .
1968 pamty electlon program. The "socbal poli y"
i

» /

but .cou i?have followed other roubes to acceptance

l/ 'S

f? — f
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to French Canada. That intention was shared by

all of thosc leaderaship candidates who were con:

N

. ) \ .
sidered at the time of Montmorency and proved-in

the ballotting to be serious contenders. Therefore

A

a different.constitutional pésipion would have
em%rged in aﬁy event. The Fredericton conference
did not éome tg conclusions that could fairly béh
called policy. The P&?t Hope "statement" reflected

a consensus the existence of which, though articulated

at conference, had in fact been the cause of convening

-~

. )
Y AT i ]

in the first place.

’ It can be seen then‘ﬁﬂatgﬁuch of the organization

-« and all of thQ‘authorizaéion of party policy occunped:ﬁ
elséwhere than in the conferences. Nonetheless, the

P - -

~conferences had a significant influence on the develop-
ment of new policy. There was somg originatiéh, if

not 'of themes, at least of details and approaches,

1 . ’ ‘
-+ The affirmation of support at recent Progressive

\

.Conservative‘bonfergnces for a new approaéh to, for :ﬂgu
: e o SH¢ , o

example,. the constitution, taxationhand welfare e
? ' ’ ; oo
policy was.strong enough to make it diﬂficulﬁ‘for a

" . ' : N o . 5
caucus to refuse authorization. :In every case there

was a change in perception, hdth’b?jthq.public‘and
by party members, of theiiﬂportanééfbf_pqlicy to
) c .. et e

I3 s R . " . LR
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the pacty; tde party subscquent.ly begame more policy-

l‘ s
oriented and more attractive to policy-orviented non-
part.isans, But, the fact remaind that the direct
enmunciat lon, on inspiration, ofifagw policy was one

ol the least ﬁlr'.ui.fgir:ant. functions in fact. performed
. \

by the policy confebences.,
1

\

s /.’ \ \
The Deésire to Contirm Policy.

v

It was saggested| carlioer t.hat. , amonyg other
finctions, pélice con f,chcd:s were the instrument of
. R iy I o ! .

. . - ' - C
om\.si'ﬂn in an internaly dispute. TIn every case under
L . '

¢ L " . )
consideratiornr, differeal attitudes to policy were
. . A
involved in the dispute, although that probably need
not. be the gencral case. To some degree, the
conferences were attempts to mobilize support for
one side in a dispute about policy or the approach

to policy. At Port Hope and Fredericton, the attitude

ot; the conference organizers was "againstn that of the

parliamentary lcadership. At Ki n and Niagara

¢

Falls, the conference was an ‘tnstn'x'r‘nent, of new
T
/ v
parliamentary leadership, "against" the re-assertion

0y

L -
of attitudes rejccted‘hhénTQhe leadership was changed.
AShalE At

Montmorency was a méﬁgiﬁal case, reflecting an
attitude which was opposed by the departing leadership

but compatible with the newly-deyeloping leadership.

4
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The major discussion at Ningnr;‘Falls followed
lines established in advanee by the party leader,
The modt influential couclusion of the Montmgroncy
conference, concerning the constitution, was consis-
tent with reforms preferred by cach of the serious
new leadership candidates. The Port Hope conference
reached conclusions, and the Fredericton conference *
had results, very close to those desired and forescen
by their respective organizers.
Confirmation of the policy or attitudes of their
%
organizers is a recurrent function of policy confer-
ences which the conferences generally perform
effectively. Policy confirmation was most explicit
at Niagara Falls, which was the only conference
organized under the direct supor{isinn of thozléadér;
bl ’ .
his positions on welfare reform, the constitution and
tax reform were all adopted, although all were conten-
tioys. Does this imply that\policy confirmatién is
L -
a particu}arly siéhificént functiqn of lecader-
sponsored conferences?  Possibly., It should, however,
be noted that in the case‘éf Niagara Falls leader-
sponsorship of the conference did not stifle critics

of the leader's position, particularly on welfare

reform; neither did it inhibit discussion of contentious

i



ﬂrug usc, ana fnlﬁlgn cconomic

qué%ipns ‘dqﬁ |
~y
infiuapoq # Hoagaﬁr it. is logical to assume that

confor@n%os ;pdnﬁorod by the lecader are unlikely to
challcng; positions of the leader. That raises
questions about the vi;bility of the kind of con-
‘fovonco this paper considers if a leader is in

firm control of the party and {s inclined to dis-
trust or dislike ffee discussion,

JPublicity.

One motivation for conforoncos.is bheir-grent
news value, which far exceeds that of most other
activities of an opposition party or of a group in
opposition to party 1c$dorship. Amdpg those prero-
gatives of power which confipm power, publicity is
very important, and ofteh groups seeking power first
scek publicity. The very necessity of bublicizing
their existéZce probabiy was influential in leading
the "Port Hope fuls" to the little-prccedented step
of meeting in conference to discuss and express
views on which most of them were already agreed.

¢ .

.The Fredericton conference was the most effective
available means of demonstrating the existence within

the Progressive Conservative Party of a progressive

and contemporary elite, concerned about both the



L
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partyfs leadership and the country?s future. The'
Montmorency conference also sought to demonstirate
that. the Progressive Conservative party, as well as
clecting leaders and feuding internnlly; could agree
on contemporary policy. The Kingston conference
sought to d;monstrate that the Liberal party,
recent.ly thrown out of office for being arrogant and
stale, was now open to new and progressive influences.
The Niagara Falls conference soughé to demonstrate
that the attitude of critic, bestowed by the
parliamontary éystom on an Official Opposition, was
balanced by a taste and talent for positive proposal.

Party Morale,

For a party or a group in opposition, publicity
has two targets. Onc is the public, whose attitude
it is desired to change; the other is the membership
of the group itself, whose morale it is desired to

improve or maintain., At both Port Hope and Frederic-

"\ ton one purpose of the confercnce was to demonstrate

to partisans who shared their view that their move-
ment was numerous and worth sustaining. The Kingston
conference was designed to encourage the progressive

members of the Liberal party who had been disapbointed
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by the late goveroment.?!s conduct. as well as by its
defeat., N’()l‘lll(‘ was a motive of the organizers of
the Ningara Falls conference to at. least as groeat

a degree.  In losing the 1968 general clection, the
Progressive Conscrvative party also lost the public
scrvice of many of its\outstnnding men, and it was
conscquently and obviously thin“in pnr{iamontnry
debate. 01d divisions in the party had been
rcopened by the voting on the Official Languages
Bill and werc persistently exaggerated by the media.
Morale was further jcopardized by the continued good
standing in the public opinion polls of the Liberal
Prime Minister, particularly since hi# style was

b

close to that Progressive Com*.ervativé traditiona-

/

!

lists had admired in their own fdrmer’leader. As a
consequence of being in Opposition, ?hc par£y had
next to no control over national eve?ts and must

' /
simply wait for opportunity. Virtuglly the ‘only
national event it could arrange was a policy confer-
ence and that was done with an eye to’the nced,
among others, to remind the party of'its strengths

and so to maintain morale. The factor of morale

was of little influence in the Montmorency case.
'



- 16 -

l}_'\_nnﬁini; An Unpublicized Elite.

James MeCook, writing of the Fredericton

. \ . oy
conterence, obscerved t hat.: tStudy conforences

144

study men as well asooopolicies,” Hee was roeterving

\
to the prescence and portormance there ot men presuamed
interested in the national party leadership, should
it ever become available, But it that was a special
circumstance ol Predericton, it was a common character-
istic of all the eonterences that they revealed men
as well as policies. A party in a parliamentary
system and a scattered country is judged in terms of

;

the handfud off its men aud women who are known to
hold national office or local cminence. Many ol its
best. people are simply unknown and they have neither
the effective media and para-political organizations
of the United States, nor Britain's size and practice

145

of "finding" scats in Parliament to help make them

known as national figures., While other factors

144. James McCook, The Ottawa Journal, September 16,
'1964. ’ =

145. The size of Britainls Parliament--more than
double that of Canadat!s, more than triple if you count
the Lords and Senate--also provides a significantly
larger pool of trained, able and interested politicians
with a national point of view and a potential national
following., Except for rare individual cases, the
status of a Canadian provincial 1egisla?:§ is not
comparable to that of a British backbenchér in terms
of potential impact upon national affairs.



v

117 -
contribute to the notable influence of provincial
party leaders in Canadian n.IIH tonal politics, that
is ulls.u a result of the almost institutional anony-
mity of non-parliamentarians active in national
partics.  That attects the perceptions ;)f both the
public and the partisan wl‘\lo tend toidentify a
party in terms ot that minority of its actual elite
who serve in Parliament.. As argued carlioer, the
LN .
federal nature of the country and the necessity that
the party respond dynamically to a wide varictyA of
influencés means that the Canadian party eclite is
unusually broad; thercfore the public identification
of’ the party solely with its small parliamentary
elite is scriously misleading. Party annual chtisgsi
allow a certain ecxposure of this larger elite,-but
the annual mcetings of the Liberal and Progressive
Conservative Parties, at least, are oriented towards
.
office-holders to a degree greater than the annual

conferences of British parties or the presidential

nominating conventions of the United States. In

- «practice, one of the most significant functions of

the policy conferences of the Progressive Conserva-
tive party Has been as the best instrument available

to the party to provide a public role and public

.



~ 118 -
porcoptién of able partisans who are otherwise
anonymous. That was also an important function
of the Kingston conferonéc although the Liberal
party, with its connections with the media,
corporations and other institutions, has more
a}@Frnative outle%é. However important to the
public at large, it is of critical iéportance to
the membefs of the party to witness a demonstration
of a wider range of party talents than is.evident
in Parliament. -In addition, and perhaps most
important, this experience in public Bational
discussion increases the geﬁ;rél capacity of leading
non-parliamentary partisans to act in the barty and
in the ﬁame of the party. By becoming better ﬁnown
they become more effective, despite their exclusion

from caucus and customary attention. Writing in

The Toronto Star, Dalton Camp likened the names of

the participants at Port Hope to "an illuminated

scroll of the distinguished Conservatives of the
146 : -
1950s and 1960s,n The Kingston Conference

launched Walter Gordon, Mitchell Sharp, John Turner,
Jack Davis, Otto Lang and others on their carecers

as public notables in the Liberal barty. “Party

r'd
conferences were also the most important means by

“

146. Dalton Camp, The Toronto Star, February 23, 1964.

Y

/
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s

which the Progressive Consecrvative Party came to
develop the influence of Mr, Camp himself, and of

Marcel Faribaylt, to whom the party owed so much

*

of its subsequent good credentials amonyg previous

non-supporters or alienated supporters in English-

L

and Fgench-speaking Canada respectively.

Recruitment.

As well as providing an otherwisec unavailable
means of exposure of non—parliémentary members of
the party eiite, policy conferences also function
importantly in the recruitm?nt of persons who might
bécome members of the party elite, or simply Supportéps,
Most qf the people who come to policy conferences a;g
already known to be interested in she party‘147 In ;;me
caseb the conference is a wjtershed, which makes
accivistsw;ut of people who previo@sly were only
interested.. That éan be considered direct recruit-
ment. It occurs at the conf;rence. More signifi-
cant is indirect recruitment, achieved by changing
the perceptions of persons who had previously

. - : '
considered the party uncongenial., NThié«kind‘of
recruitment is not achievgd at the conferences,
but because qf them; General publicjtf or specific
IZ?T-?romlnent among the exceptions are experts whose N

advice is available to any party and academlcs present
to observe the process,

[
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propoéals generated by the conference cause
individuais to revise their personal picture of
the party. This process can be seen to work

148

among journalists. The same process ocghd

among individuals, although it would be dificult
to document, Probably the cumulative effect of
indiQidual re-assessments triggered by policy
conferences is among the mogt ia;drtant cdnse—
quences of the confer;nces.
]

Generally the recruitment function has attracted:
persons who can be broadly characterised as: (1)
"intellectuals" who are often ex?ert in one or more -
specific fields but have an overall interest in the
unison of ideas and effective a;tion; (2) "expertsn
who have a specific competence they want to put to
practical effect; and (3) "progressives" who want
to help meet contemporary é;obiems. While effective,
policy conferences are not the only effective means
of recruiting "intellectuals" or "experts;. Such
148, Later citations in this paper demonstraté the
conclusion of journalists, after Fredericton, that
the Progressive Conservative attitude to French .
Canada was not only not monolithic, but contained
strong strains of sympathy and understanding.
Similatly, vKingston" became the code-word for the

"new" Pearson Liberalism. Other examples could be
cited. ' ~
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persons are usually visible, and can be invited .

i

by party leaders to assist directly in considering

149

specific problems, The important function of
the policy conference is to help create a percep-

tion of the party which will encourage "visible!

‘potential converts to bespond to invitations, and

"invisible" potential converts to recognize a
congeniality which might ripen into support,

The New Public Perception.

»

Probably the most important single effect of

the policy conferences on the system was that they

-
¢

clused a change in the pubiic perception of the
)
major Opposition party. They revealed the interest _

of the party in an electorate and a range of issues

149. The policy conference, while new as a form, was
nat the firs or only instance of direct recourse to
"experts® or |"intellectuals" outside Parliament,
Indeed Canadifan political parties have been remarkably

‘open to the panticipation of "outgide".specialists;

whether thééé'specialists have begn influential is
another question.\ Of the existing-parties the CCF-_

., NDP was mid-wifed-and sustained %y"inteliectuals";~

Social Credit fought its first and Formative campaign

on the promise to bring in technicians whose expertise

would solve problems mere people and politicians

‘couldn’t comprehend; the Liberal .Party, for some time

and successfully, regarded the %stablishment univer-
sities of cewntral Canada as a sort .df*seminary, from
which it could draw properly instructed assistants
and adviceE and even the Progressive Conservative
Party directed some of its limited funds to ﬁh% main-
tenance of a research office before 1954, when it was
supplanted by Allister Grosart and, perhaps conse-
quently, Government, . ~ S

PN
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broader than were current

’

cy perc.eived_,_.ri"':o concern #
y"attEactiveﬂgo some people—-
whether potentialsvoters or\advi§6;5——who had
Aiehospitable to their )
attitudes or :;7{iations. It became a kind of

self-fulfilliug perception;ubreaking old caricatures

aﬁd creatipg new opportunities for the party to
/ ‘ S
expand.¢ In a sense, the policy conferences are
: . ) ) , \ .

means by which the party changeslits’image. It is
. : 2

.

mere than? imagery of course, beceuse the image .
must accord with reality or it will not ecndure.

But the balance between innovative and.consolidative
forces in a.party is always sﬁifting, and the
infusion of innovators, attracted by tbe conference ,

image, can change the reality; it can make theh

53,,2 .

innovative attitude dominant in a party previously

consolidative. While not expressed in'these terms,
that was the centrial motive of the persons calling

Cos

~ the conferences of-Pert Hope, Fbedericton, Kingston
and Niagara Falls, It is more difficult to 3udge

,how'effebtively each realizéd that intention. But

.

three years aftbr Kingston, the leeral party was .

restored to office, and three _years after Fredericton, »

o s

a candidate who embodied the attitude of that -

ety b

conference was elected pationel ieéder'of_the”i L <

e ‘. - «
o [N RN 2 »

.
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- of the participants at Port Hope subsequently became
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Progressive Conservativd/partygl ?hglert“Hop;
conference was- followed by fiﬁfecn‘yéars of
familiar deféét\in federal poiitié;; nHo@ever,
it is worth conjecturing whether the ﬁe#erail
party would have survived at all without the

encouragement and incentive Port Hape gave the .

N - " "
people and attitudes represented.there;lso Port

Hope also had a direct and positive effect on the
momentum of the Ontario Conservétive Party wﬁich o

the next year formed a government which has yet '

" =

150. Mr, Meighen asked: Mr. Mllner, the chairman of
Port Hope to chair the Winnipeg leadershlp conven-
tion in 1942 in the hppe that this would indicdate
to Premier John Bracken "that the spirit of Port
Hope was very much to the fore and not just a
peculiar aberration from the Conservative. norm,
that it was, indeed, a progressive Conservatlve
party he was being asked to Liead." Roger Graham,
No Surrender, op cit; p. 141. A remarkable number

o

leading Progressive Conservative Members of
Parliament, including: ‘Richard A. Bell,
Donald M, Fleming, Hugh John " Flemmlng, J. M, Macdonnell
D. R. Michener, Dr. Sidney Smltg Frank Stanfield,

W. H, A, Thomas, and David J.. Walker, Several

‘others sought election unsugcessfully.

» \

“te . o
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151

to be defeated Obviously the party!s strength

in Ontario contrébuted to its survival nationally,

.

. 3 ) . :
. The Montmorency Conference had other motives more

’

dominant than éxposing the changed nature of the

o oy

¢party, and the Niagara Falls conference iel'at ‘

’ - - B

-a . A ) ) N
this writing.and by this writer, too close to

. .

assess, -

o

B
o

151. Such Port Hope participants as Dana Porter,
Kelso Roberts, Cecil Frost and A. D. McKenzie
played cr1t1cal roles in the. establlshment of a
Conservative government and organ1zat10n in Ontario.,
According to a letter of October ‘5, 1942, from Frost
to Flnlayson, the "Port Hope report was received with
" enthusiasm® by the Ontario Conservatlve executive and-
"we have decided to republlsh it and send thousands
of copies out ‘among the Conservative'’ organlzaﬁion
throughout Ontario" as” a- basis for provincial poldicy
dlscu881on. It is also ‘suggested, by the Hon.
'R. Ay Bell, that the-Ontario: partyls sud¢ess owed
somethlng to—'the impact upon rural Ontario of the \
‘ new national: leader; Mr, Bracken, who mlght not have “
i come to the national party without® the ev1dence Port“
. Hope provided of an influential contemporary menta—";g
"lity. WIf- you plot (Brackenls) .voyages .of> discovery
as a new Party leader and the results ' of the 1943
Y Provincial election you will be able bo establish

,

>

- a deflnltencpnnectlon."_ Letter to the wrpiter,

s L ~
‘o . - -

’ . N ) « . - - .
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CHAPTER SIX:

TWO EXAMPLES OF THE INNOVATIVE ROLE OF CONFERENCES.

This lhnptpr will trecat two i?stnncnﬁ of policy
change ?nd indicate the thflu;nco iﬂ'tho policy
conference in cach case, The first concerns the
attitude of the Progressive FonSorVQFivo party to
the role of French Canada in Confodg}nbion. This
is an instance of an innovation which arose in-
opposition ﬁq the party lecadership and found both
expression and a thrust towards ndoptfnn in a
policy conference. The second concerns the
rcspénso of the party to welfare reform, and specifi-
‘cally to the proposal of a national minimum annuui‘
-incomn program, This is an instance of an innova-
tion whi;h was_prop&scd by the party lecadership
and recommended to the larger paéty by di?cugiion
at a policy conference, among otﬁer means, Twéj
disclaimers: (first, neither case is typical, but
both dcemonstrate a role conferences play in the
process of innovation; sécond, the fact that each
instance concerns a spegific policy change should

.

2
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not supggest. that conferences are innovative only
whon associated with specific policy change,
Innovation is a process of which a changed policy
in only one part; indeed, changes in ir;dividu:\l

and collective attitude might be more Bignifi-cnnt;,

.

b\it are more difficult to document.. This chapter

“is intended to illustrate that innovation by

conterence has some concrecte effects, and is not

simply a theorectical construct.
It is difficult to determine precisely what

the Picfenbaker government.'s attitude towards

~

French Canada was in fact when it took office
in 1()57. Few of the new ministers had much

f-xp(yLure to French Canada before" entering the
) ' A )

A 1]
» L]
Oabi}’\('t.. ‘Very Aft)w spoke or read French, and all

I

werdq pre-occupied by the unaccustomed responsibi-

lities of office. The coasjgnment of Lcon Balcer

to & minor portfolio was retrospectively regarded

152

as ;an act of malice 5 but. was as likely due to

Mr.lDiofcnbaker’s recollection of Mr. Balcer!s
-

152, Peter Newman expressed, and perhaps created,
that consensus. Renepade in Power, McClelland
and Stewart, 1963,:p. 287, '
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convention opposition, or a s{mplo under-
assessment, of tho importance of a "Quebec
lieutenant", as the pﬁrnso then was, or a
belief that someone Boitpr thanvﬁv. Balcer
would arise in the immiﬁunp ncxbvflcction.

The n&tontiﬁh of the country, néd apparently

of the Progressive Consorvnt}yo Quebec caucus,

focussed on other issucs until the double

decaths of Premiers Maurice Duplessis and

Paul Sauve, the defeat of the Union Nntionale

and the beginning of the "Quiet Revolution."

One tangible preyious indication of the attitude

of the Dicfenbaker government to French Canada

was the working out, by Premier Sauve and
‘\Dvnald Fleming, of a university grants agreement

that h;h eluded the ét. Laurent government.,

Another, later, was the Fulton formula for

constitutional amcn;ment, which briefly won

the agrecment of the Lesage Liberal government

of Quebec, The Lesage election caus¢d a certain J

panic within £he Progressive Conservative Quebec

153

caucus but not many specific responses

133. Private correspondence with the writer,
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were proposed, 'i‘hc Diefenbaker government's
introduction of bilingual cheques and simalta-
neous translation have been retrospectively
decricd as tokenism but, without further
cvidence, it would be wrong to interpret |
that as the motive of their sponsors. Certainly
some ministers, and some Progrchi;e Conserva-
tives outside Parliament, were urging a more
extensive recognition of the "French fact“
by the Diefenbaker government, It rcmains an
open question whether the failure té respond
more adequately was due to malice, as is
fashionably assumed, or simply to an ignorance
of French Canada which, though not excusable
in a national government., was widespread
among English-speaking Canadians at the time,
and had been as evident in the St. Laurent
govbrnment.

Whatever the reasons, the Progressive

Conservative party soon renewed a reputation

N
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of lacking much Sympathy tor French (‘.nn:l(la;lsf4
by the time of the general clection defeat
of 1963 a Feputation for hostility was firmly
re-established, The Freputation ig itself
important, 1t influcnced the Fesponse to
the party, positive and nNegative, of voters in
English-and Fronch—spcaking Cannda; and it

became one of the cliches whieh the media

assumed into its coverage of the Progressivc

154. The ¢xtent of that reputation ig evident

most graphically jp the 1962 election results
in Quebec, where the Progressive Conservative
party fell from 50 scats to 14, lost votes in
every constituency, and saw their Proportion
of the vote in Quecbec pProvince fall froqg

49.5 per cent to 30 per cent. Figures are
taken from "The Election in the Province of
Quebec™, by Leon Dion, Papers on the 1962
Election, edited by John Meisel, University
of Toronto Press, 1964,
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Conscrvative party. Porhaps moxt  important,

it intormed the view the party took ot itselt;

many l"l‘()f"l'(‘h‘h‘iV(‘ Conservatives were partisans
tor reasons quite unrelated to l'"l'(-l]('}l (“'.‘\nmla,
and, having no part icular personal opinion
on the questions that issue involved, were

as susceptible to publis and media detinitions as

155. The bias of the media is often not. inten-
tional. Although some journalists deliberately
distort the motives or actioens ot a party, most.
ol the bias derives from the nature ot journa-
lism. which requires writing without adequate
rescarch, and an unusual reliance upon "accepted®
assumpt.ions. Once st became popularly assumed,
amung the media, that the Progressive Conscerva-
tive party was hostile to Prench Canada, facts
were sitted and presented selectively to support
t hat, assumption, not necessarily out of malice,
but. because a journalist nceds some basic
assumpt.ions to give coherence to his report, and
hasnt!t the time to assay the truth of cach
assumption, Often (,hv assumptl.ions arc accurate.
They might have been in this case. Nonctheless,
journalists began to treat as ngignificant" the
relatively junior status of Quebec ministers in
the Diefenbaker cabinet, and as "insignificant?
the very open and swmpnthet ic attitudcto French
Canada of ministers as intluential and different
as Davie Fulton and Alvin Hamilton, And the
media, being in the business of communication,
.implanted their assumption in the public mind,;”
where it fit into conventional wisdom about )
the Progressive Conservative party and French
Canada. N
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any other innoceats. Thus the ceputation became
the reality, as partisans incronsinéiy comported
themselves, and voters assigned their support, in
vesponse to what they understood to be the
nLLitudés of' the party.

prutation was only one source of the position
developed within the Progressive Conscervative party
towards French speaking Canada and Confederation,
0f the other sources, four were particularly
important.,, One was the simple rush of the "Quict
Revolution", which would have raised problems for
any federal government; thg difficulty waé probably
intensified by the absence of any i&timate connec~
tion bebween the Progressive Consoryativc government
and the architects of the "Quiet RcvoluLion."156 A
sccond source was the lack of sympathy for French
Canada, amounting to suspicioﬁ and prejudice, and
the willingness in Opposition to exploit racial
tension fqr partisan gaip. But.ﬁhe balancing two

9

sources--which in time? combined to become innovative--

156. Indeed, if one accepts the account of the Hon,
Pierre Sevigny, This Game bf Politics, McClelland
and Stewart Ltd., 1965, pp. 190-197, there was not
much connection between the federal government and
the leadership of the Union Nationale, and little
or no attemptt}o establish an effective federal
Progressive Conservative organization in Quebec
Province,
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were the awareness that hostility to French-
speaking Canada was simply not viablc‘pblicy for
a national party, and the pcrsisting cmpathy with
French-speaking Canada of influential members of
the party outside Quebec. This latter factor is
particularly important. The recognition of the"
dual nature of Canada was not a. transformation or
a turnabout of the party; there have usually been
influential Progressive Conservatives prepared to
support whatever arrangements were considered
feasible in their time to maintain a viable French-
speaking community in Canada, and this attitude

. . 157 .

simply became ascendent again. The policy
conferences, Montmorency and particularly Fredericton,
playcd an important role in this process. But they
did not create the policy; they were simply
157. Certainly, that attitude prevailed when the
party was formed, by Macdonald and Cartier, and later
it was reflected in the election of Balcer as associa-
tion president, thq bilingualism of the two other
candidates in the 1956 convention (Fleming and Fulton),
the close friendship betweéen some English-speaking
Conservatives and sdme Quebec bleus, Evidence is
difficult to gather retrospectively when it concerns
private attitudes no* public acts. The writer knows
no "documentation" of this attitude but has encountered
it full-grown and assumes it had some parentage.
Documentation would be valuable, particularly against
the backdrop of known hostility or indifference to

French-speaking Canada, as an illustration that
¢ Canadian parties are seldom monolithic,
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instruments for its expression, Indeed, this
case suggests that innovation is instrumental,
not substantial, and that agents of innovation
are most cffcctive in concert with other forces.

That return to ascendanc; was gradual and
the Fredericton Conference was only one point
aloﬁg the route. After it came the dispute over

158

the Fulton-Favreau formula; the resignation of

Leon Balcer; the campaign attacks of 1965 upon
Guy Favreau, Maurice Lamontagne, Rene Tremblay,

- and Lucien Rivard; the defeat of the Liberal

¥

Lesage government and the election as Prime

Ministér of Quebec of the Canadien bleu

\

Daniel Johnson; the public initiative on behalf
of reformrand fraternity by the Progressive Conser-
vatiYe Prime Minister of Ontario, John R%Parts; ghe
public adoption of a "flexible" approach/té the

constitution and French Canada by the four leading

158, In late 1964 a memorandum to Mr., Diefenbaker
from Mr, Fulton was leaked to the press; Fulton,
recently Justice Minister, asserted that the Pearson
government proposal for repatriation of the constitu-
tion, which Diefenbaker was opposing, was in essence
the same as that the Progressive Conservative govern-
ment had itself recently proposed.

.
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. contenders for the national leadership of the

159

Progressive Conservative party; the recommenda-

tion of Montmorency; and finally thc clection and

conduct as national lcader of Robert Stanficld. @Q

e

5
The movement began before the Frederictpn conference.

It was evident in the Diefenbaker government, which

'\

extended to theffﬁénch‘language more recognition
than previous gﬁ;ernm;nts and briefly secured
agreement on rebatriation. Some Fre56h~and some
English-speaking Quebecers were critical of the
leadership!s response to French Canada almost from

the moment the "Quiet Revolution" began, and that

criticism increased as the general elections of

; 160

1962 and 1963 approached, After April, 1963,

. [ 4
there was growing concern about the isolation and

humiliation of Leon Balcer in the Progressive
Conservative caucus and the nature of the Official

s

Opposition’ attack Upoh‘Prime Minister Pearson!s

159. Robert Stanfield, Duff Roblin, Davie Fulton,
George Hees.

160. Chapter 20 of Renegade in Power, and Sevigny!s
This Game of Politics, though written from different
vantages, both indicate the estrangement between

Mr, Diefenbaker and some of his colleagues and
"advisors in Quebec province.

&» . 1
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constitutional policies and Frencﬁ-speaking
colleagues. Léﬁevin 1963, Davie Fulton began a
series of speeched on "The Canadian Union", in
whicﬁ he discussed French Canada;and Copfederation O

in terms notably di}ferent from those édoﬁted by

Mr. Diefenbaker.l61 While-.@t able to”conteét

the national leader directl&, the four Progressive

' . L s 162 .
Conservative provincial premlers set themselves

~

apart from his position on the Canada Pension Plan,
opting out, the Fulton-Favreau formula, the flag,
L)
r

anﬂilingualism federally and, in Manitoba and
Ontario, within their.own jurisdiction, Three of

. 163 . .
the premiers, at least, went out of their way,
in public speeches, to advocate a more flexible

approach to French Canada.

-~

161. There were four main.speeches, at Saskatoon,
Quebec City, Toronto and Vancouver,

162, Duff Roblin of Manitoba; John Robarts of 0ntar10~3
wWalter Shaw of Princk Edward Island; Robert Stanfield
of Nova Scotla.

163 In late Juné; 1965, Roblln, Robarts and Stanfield,
as well a} her leading Prpgre551ve Conservatives, ‘
addressed é¥ght simultaneous.banquets, on the Confedera-
tion theme, in a program organized by the Progressive
Conservatlve Student Federatlon to commemorate the
150th anniversary year of the birth of Sir "John A,
Macdonald., -
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' As suggested ébove, the Fredericton conf;rehce
was conceived, in part, to appeal to potential
‘ProgfeSSive Conservatives who could not support
tﬁo génerah ?nterpretation of thevpé;ty as then
expressed in Parliément. Naturally, in 1964, many
of this group were particularly conqerned about
tﬁe‘attitude of the parliamentary leadership to
'French speaking Canada and Confederation; Oneiof
the four days of the‘conference was dedicated
entirely to @iscussion of the problems of Confédera_
tion, There was‘qQ extensive and energetic 5ttempt
to attract French-speaking partioipation of a high
quality. It is a sigﬁificant coﬁment on the )
reputation‘of the party in French'speaking Canad;
gt,the time that the response was so Slight fpom
French speaking C;;;;iaﬁs‘from Quebec,“whetﬁef
prominent or not. Only 16 attended, out of a
conference total of 205; this‘fignre included one
Mémbér of Pafliament‘dhd two Senators, an eﬁployee
of'the‘party and three formal speakers or resource

)

people.164 However, iY the French—speaking‘partiéi-

-

pation was slight numericall&,'somévof those who
N ' S

©

164. Proportionately, participation from French- °
-speaking Canada outside Quebec was much stronger,
.with six francophoné_delegates from the Atlantic
region and two from the prairies. ’
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gﬁiy articulate and able}65 and, more

camg \v'el‘é‘
A
significantly, their point of view was understood

T
N

and seemed to be shared. This was tﬁe substantive

issue on which the differences between the caucus
- ]

and the confegrence were most clear,

. . » .
* The newspaper commentary on the conference is

b . N »
instrucﬁive. g . .

*7 4 sthe ClOSlng day, of the conference

"4 . owas: devoted largpely to exp051t10n
of Quebec!? omplaints about Confeder- .
ation and :X§Fussioﬁ of what must be
‘done to preserve the 'union., With
hardly a hesit tlon, %h@ majority of
delegates accep ed the view that the
Constitution mg be revised or re-
written to implemknt the French

Canadian claim to gquality in the ¢,

partnershlpa. They Qpplauded the
explicit regectlon of the Didfenbaker
theory that.Canada cah be governed
without 51gn1f1cant representat on

from Quebec. 166 \ A
- e \. R
" And - While an observer at the kqnference
<y had the curious feeling th French-
) Quebec was under—represente he also

had the feeling that despite\ the gr at
variety of topics under dlscu551on,
French Canada was topic number,one’ \

[~

165. Hon. Leon Balcer, Mﬁ 1 Faribault, "Hon.
Jacques . Flynn, Marc Lalon e, Claude Ryan.

166 Toronto Globe and Mail, edlﬁorlai _ L

'September 14, 1964. ’ o SR

L]
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_tive years:to politics.

" English-speaking delegates, particu-

Ay
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v

Tt showed in many llttle ways; in the
immediate, and 1nterested speculation
that Marcel Faribault, pr081dent of the -

Trust General du Canada, was offering
himself as a potential® candidate when
he remarked that men with the ablllty
should give ten of théir most prodhc—

The impact he made on many of the

larly those who have little cvontact
with French Canadlans, was profound,

_Every time he gave a French Cahadian

- the conference buzz1ng. 2 :

o

‘appréach to a subject in his highly
literate and precise, style, he had

. .

o

A comment by Gordon Falrwcather 41_
year old MP fortr Royal, was ‘an indica-

tion of the fatt that French Canada

.+ was the main- topic and that the reform

group has given a new direction-to at.

least part .of thé party.... There’ was
an immediate and prolonged burst of ““h‘ﬁ,

applause when, in discussing the
phllosophy of canervatlsm, he said‘

-~ :
"Tt may be, as some tell us, numeri-

cally possible to, govern Canada ©
without strqng representation from

" Quebec, But, I suggest, it is an

obgeqtlve unworthy of the attemqi n

Ve

Interest. mlght fave ' bgen expected t
- lag after three long days of conferﬁgg

ences on a variety of often profoum&
subjects. Yet fully 150 of the 200° .

A'delegates stayed on Saturday morning

mainly to hear Claude Ryan...and
Marc Lalonde.... '‘There were still

100 interested listeners ¥or the
afternoon discussion on their outlines

and-to hear a closing staQement from
Mr, Farlbault. ' Y

[N

i
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Eean Chambers captured the mood of
hat. English

the majority when he  saty
to begin
with

moderat es such as the panel membeors

Canada would be \v'vll advised

negot vat ing a new constitutid

betore they were torced to negotiato

" with ext roemist . 107
- 1
And : First and foremost, a sharp turn of
» "~
v direction was signaltied in the wide-

spread demand "t hat. the party should

at least try to restore good rolations
with Prench Canada. This bubbled up
spont.ancously throughout the whole
four days....

The spontancous demand for better

relations with French Canada at this

conterence can mean a vitally impor-

tant. gain for all Canada. Whether it

succeeds or fails in producing any

entent ¢ between the Conservative
. party and Quabuc opinion, it is likely
to tnfluence the party leadership., It
reduces the likelihood of a drive for
power based openly or implicitly on
reaction in the rest of the country 168
| against "Lib(‘_rnl pandering to Quebec.

,

The question of the approach to the constitution
waé innovatively important in a symbolic, as well as
a substantive, way. Quite apart from the motives
of empathy and strategy, many of the Fredericton
conferces, and other partisans wbo didn't attend

"the coaference but were impressed by it, wanted to

. .

demonstrate their difference from the parliamentary’
-

»

167. Max McMahon, editorial report in The Montreal
Star, September 14, 1964,

168, John Bird, The Toronto Star, September 14, 1964,
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party, In that summer ot the lag debate, when
the parliamentary ;.).'u‘( y scemed to be isolating
ftselt deliberately in rural older LEnglish

s
k(‘nn.‘ul:\, the Contederation question waa the
hatural ground of dissent. This is not simply
to supgest that many partisans adopted a "tluxiblen
constitut ional position for ext.rancous reasons;
of course they did, as many partisans on the

other. stde had come to an "iaflexible" position

for extrancous recason¥, as. some partisans of all
\ :

.
»

positions nlwnys'hn. What should be emphasised
is that the instinct to change was nbrn.ad in the
party, and that instinct emerged at the Fredericton
conference, and focussed on the Confederation
question, The conference did not create the
innovative impulse but was, in a sense, created
by it. However, simply by happening, the con-
fererice gave coherence and momentum to innovation,
most specifically on the issues of Confpdﬂratipn.
Thg attitude of the conference did not change
the policy of Lhé.leader, nor of the caucus. Only

three months after the conference, Claude Ryan

.wrote in Le Devoir:
e uevoar:
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La co:FBrnncn de Fredericton, tenue on septomdbre
dernier, a confirmé 1' existence, A 1'intérieur
du  parti, d'un important noyau d'hommes ouverte
A uno compréhensjon généreuno dea réalitén
canadionnes d'aujourd’'hui. L'accueil rdégervé A
Martel Faribault et A d'autres porte—parole du
Quédbac n'dtait pans un accuell do fagade. I1 fut
chalpfireux, et sulv{ d'allleurs de multiplen
contacts privés, d'une abondante correspondance

. avac lgs Antdéresaén et d'articles publiés dans
la presse d'a" peu prés tout le pays.

"<e«. Mais 'les mois ont passé et, sauf quelques
rares interventions individuelles qui tranchaient
sur les déclarations du chef, la ligne 'dure!

de M. Diefendbaker a paru reprendre son emprise
sur le parti.... On ne saurait conclure, malgré
ces apparonccs,.quféél'Osprit de Jroedericton’
60it déjA enterré.

That obithnry was premature. The underlining of

.
the differences between caucus and conference on
this fundamehtal question specded the coﬁfrontation
on the lcadership. More significant for the purpose
of this paper, is the very real probability that
persons who wanted Mr, Diefenbaker to retire cquated
a change in leadership with a change in party policy .
towards French Canada. That equation; if not
inspired by the Fredericton conference, was fortified
by it. Consequently, once it was decided to ;allya
leadership convention, the decisﬁpn to adopt a |

different approach to French Canada followed naturally,

and virtually without debate. Montmorency discussed

169. Le Devoir, December 22, 1964.

-
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170

details, and produced a resolution, but. tho

new consensus had aleecady been established, in a

process in which the Fredericton conference played

an important role.
That was the process of change within the

party. It might scem not. to have had much conse-

\

quence for the larger political system. The change
in policy did not improve thedectoral position of
the party, lecast of all in Quebcéc. Nor might it
appear to have reduced cultural tensions in the
country, TIn fact. it did both, There was a short
scason, after the Progressive Conscrvative 1e5der—
ship convention and before the Liberal, when

Mr. Stanficld, speaking about Confederation, in
the spirit of Fredericton and the name of the
Progressive Conservative party séemed to be
successful in reconciling English Canadians to the

prospect of change in national constitutional/and
. /

/

cultural arrangéments. That was his expressed
intention and therec are.reasons it should have

worked, principally the fact that no instrument

.
rpy-———

170. "That Canada is and should be a federal state.
That Canada is composed of two founding peoples

(depx nations) with historic rights who have been
Joined by people from many lands., That the Constitu-
tion should be such as to permit and encourage their
full and harmonious growth and development in equality
throughout Canada." b

’ ' .
X,
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is better able to quiet suspicions than one which
has scorved recently to arouse them. That atmosphere
ended with the general election of 1968,

In clectoral terms, the Progressive Conservao
tive proportion of the vote in Quebee Provinee in
1968 was down only very slightly from the party!s
1965 proportion. Tn 1965 Progressive Conservative
candidates received 21.3 percent of the total vot.e;
in 1968, 21.1 percent. Studies of the motive and
pattern of vot,in:g in Quebec in those two clections
have not yet been published. However, it secems
logical to assume that the incentive for French-
speaking Canadians to vote for the ‘Liboral party
was much higher in 1968 ‘when such a vote would

AN
mean a French-speaking Prime Minister. Of more
significance is the strong prima facie ecvidence
that English-speaking Quebecers found in
@

Mr. Trudeau'!s candidacy and position, an extra-
ordinary incentive to vote Liberal in 1968, Rough

P
evideqce, drawn from vote totals in Quebec
constituencies wish a high or predominant English-
speaking vote, suggest that Mr, Trudeau!s party

won almost all the English-speaking Quebec vote

in 1968, a ‘good portion of which had been won in
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1oo5 by Mi. Dictenbakerts pacty.  The Liberal
proportion of the vote in predominant ly Eogglishe
speaking Westmount, rose trom 55,04 perceat. in 1965
to 78.4 percent. in 19085 in predominantly Eaplishe
speaking Notve Dame de (l’x‘.'n:u from 10,3 percent, in
1065 to 78.4 percent. in 10085 in larpely English-
speaking Mount. Royal, from §7.3 percent in 196§
to 90.7 percent in 19605; with the same Liberal
candidates running, against respectable uppo‘nont.s.
At least two Progressive Conscrvative incumbents,
who had traditionally won a good sharce of the
English-speaking vote in their constituencies, lost
their scats to what they believe was an English-
speaking shit‘t..17l It there was in tact a massive
Fnglish shift to the Liberals in Quebec in 1968,
the t‘a(*,t/. that the Progressive Conscervative pro-
portion of the total remained virtually unchanged
suggests that the Progressive Conservative Party
won a larger proportion of the French-speaking
vote in Quebece in 1968, even against Mr, Trudeau,

In any event, the Progressive Conservative party

was the only Opposition party to hold its own

w

proportion of the total vote in Quebec against the

171. Hewa}d Grafftey in Missiéquoi aﬂd
‘"Roger Regimbal in Argenteuil,
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Truwdean Libevals in 19683, The NDP tell Crom 12 per- '
cent to 8 percent, and the Social Credit and others
from 21.2 percent. in 1965 to 17.0 percent. in 1968,
That suggests that. a process in which policy con-
terences played a central role was on the very

brink of changing onc of the most signiticant and

stubborn features of the Canadian political system,
the dominance in Quebece of a single tederal party
and the consequent absence of a federal option there.

Had the federal Progressive Conservative party not

172

taced Trudeauw it might have buried Riel. That

would have been an innovation of incalculable con-
scequence. It is arguable whether the emergence of
Mr, Trudeau was a consolidative response to innovative

v -
influences engendered in the political system at

\

Fredericton and elsewhere; as it is arguable whether
this innovation has now spent its force. Clearly,

however, within the smaller system of the Progressive

Conservative Party, a significant change did occur

in the policy towards Confederation, and policy

172. Tt is possible that some of the Progressivé
Conservative support in 1968 in French-speaking
Quebec was due directly to a reaction against

Mr. Trudeau, since his views on federalism were
regarded as so inflexible and wrong by some leading
then-moderate French-speaking Canadians that they
would actively support the party that seemed best able
to oppose him., Even given their opposition to the
Trudeau doétrine, however, it is likely they would
not have joined the Progressive Conservative party
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conterences contributed importantly to the change,

Thoere is an importaét historic division within
the Progressive Conservative Party about the extent
and naturce of government involvement in social
scervices. Prior po the 1&56 lecadership convent.ion,
the party had the reputation of oppusing the elabora-~
tion, if not the principles, of the welfafe state,
Changing that reputation was among the most drama-
tic and immediatce changes wrought by Mr., Diefen-
bakerts leadership.‘ The L%bnral govermmnent became
"the six buck boys"173.and the Progressive Conserva-
tive lcader campaigned on a phﬁtform of "socigl
justice.” As the-national government, the
Progressive Conservatives substantially extended
pensions and unemployment insurance, introduced
Winter Works, the Atlantic Provincés Ad justment
grants, and ARDA to combat unemployment and
regional depression, and established the Hall Royal
Commission which recommended medicare. However

without the changes associated with the Fredericton
and Montmorency conferences.

173. That was Mr, Diefenbaker!s campaign response
to the 1957 Liberal government proposal to increase
old-age pensions by $6 a year,
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cont.ent. ious othér aspects of his legacy,
Mr. Dicfenbaker!s commitment and contribution
to social reform is generally acknowlcdged. w
Clearly, however, not all members of his own v
party approved that commitment and critics of
the party assumed that, whcn‘Mr. Diefenbaker was
gone, they could ré~app1y the old stereotype.

In %act, the commitment to social issues in
the party extended well beyond Mr. Diefenbaker.
That was due partly to the influcnce of the new
constitucncy Mr, Dicfenbaker had won for the party,
partly to the process of self-fulfilling percep-
tions discussed above, and partly(to the general
inaccuracy of the recactionary caricature. of
the leading candidates to succeed Mr. Diefenbaker,

174

at least three were clearly in the progressive

175

tradition. Mr. Stanfield in his major address

as a candidate to the conventio? said explicitly:

174. Robert 'Stanfi/eld, Duff Roblin, Alvin Hamilton,

175. As.- well as having been premier of a province
preoccupied with poverty ‘and disparity, Mr., Stanfield
had been minister of education, where he had become
impressed by the inadequacy of manpower retraining

.programs; although less publicized than the proposed

income guarantee, reform of retraining was a twin
pillar of the proposal for welfare reform.

[T
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In my opinion, whatever cause we
scrve, we have a responsibility to
the disadvantagod and the poor. As
a Nova Scotian and a Maritimer, X
bave known something of the problems
created by chronic pPoverty...we in
Eastern Canada have no monopoly on
this aspect of the Canadian society.
Education and technology and the
rush of change .are making two
communities within Canada, one is
s comfortable and Sccure, and the
other is not. T cannot conceive
of a political party, whosec purpose
must. be to make democracy a meaning-
ful expression, that would not view
with concern the growing separation
within Canada of those with o gop_
tunity and those without it}l?

So when the\leédership changed, the commitment
remained. Mr. Stanfield recognized, however, the
need to re-assert the comnitment, partly to head
off ihternal critics of the policy, but mainly
to prevent cxternal critics of the party from ’
re-applying the'Bay.Street Stigma,

Other factors contributed to the determination
to ident;fy the Progressive Conservative pérté
with a strong and positive response to poverty in
Canada. The situation offered a unique opportu-
nity ﬁo ;nite behind one platform both party
progressives, who wanted to extend sbéial'justice,
and traditionalists, who éanted to‘changé a weifare

————————— . . N . ' .
176. Progressive Conservative Centennial Convention,

September 8, 1967.
3
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system thé;'ﬂonsidcrcd ;ncfficicnt and too
expensive. There was a growing publgc’conSCious—
ness of povérty and ; concc;n to attack it,
However, the issue was not a priority of the,
.Liberal government. In addition, it appeared in,
iatbv1967 ;nd early 1968 that the economy was
going'to be the issue on which the Progressive
Conservatives would win the impending general

; ‘ 3 '
election; ;uPpog§és§iVe Conscrvative parfy,
campaigning on its superior capacity for ecoﬁomic
managemedk would be particularly susceptible to
caricature as reactionary, so the determination’
to attack poverty would have to be explicit.
Finallx; even before Mr. Trudeau's selectioﬁ as
Liberal leader, Mr, Stanfield hoped to avoid a
campaigﬁ which would focus on Confederation_
quesﬁions; he believed such a focus would disrupt

A

the consensus then develnping in Eﬂg:[sh—speéking
‘Canada and hoped an emphasis on the

onomy, .
e
including an attack on poverty, woﬁlh deflect
debate from Conﬁéderation and the conétiéution.
The explicit proposal for a minimum-annual

income had two specific sources, beyond the

-

geheral concérn to réspond to poverty and reform
: E Y N 3
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the welfare system. The most substantial was
research being done by the Canadian Welfare Council,

whose officials had proposed a variant of the

negative income tax. Also influential was research,

rand particglarly debate, occurring in the United

States; the fact that the concept of a minimum-
| .
income was acceptable for public discussion in

4 .
the United States ‘encouraged the Progressive Conser-

vative leadership to raise the question in Canada.

After consultations«with the Canadian Welfare 4

A%
who

Council,. and others, Mr.

«..to set out, cousciously and
deliberately and in good faith, to -
eliminate poverty/and provide the
means and the ingentive for all
Canadians to liv¢ full lives.

«+.There are cerfain steps which

it makes sense tp take as a start,

For instance, iy is sensible and

just to pay guaranteed annual
income to at group of Canadians

who need help and are unable to

earn an income of their own.., and
who today live below the poverty line,
This is our firm objective although_it
cannot be'accomplighed immediately.}77

e e

L

177. Speech to the WesternfOntario'Progressive

Conservative Association, London, Ontario,
May 4, 1968.  Delivering the speech in London had
the incidental advantage. ’of directly netifying one
of the most traditional centers of the federal
party, of the determination to maintain a progressive
stance in social pblicy.“ : ’

\
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Almost immediately party canvassers reported a

strong rcaction against the adjective "guaranteed",

The party was by that time engaged in a losing

. 178
semantic argument on another front 7 and did not
nced to cultivate confusion about the meaning of

"guarantced" as well, The issue was pressed in

) 179

only one other major speech in the campaign) and

then in the context of general welfare reform.
That was a tactical withdrawal because the
proposal was too unfamiliar to broach in an election

campaign and required explanation and discussion in

I

1
calmer atmosphere. 80 When it was decided to

convene ‘the Niagara Falls Conference, the organizers

N\

determined to emphasise two policy areas particular-

ly: tax reform, because a government white paper
. N . (/ . ° .
was imminent; and povertx. By that time, Parlia-’

ment had granted funds to establish a small

-

Official Opposition research bureau, whose first

<

T

178, About the meaning of "deux nétions".' C e
. ' ) o . . ) ".
179, Edmonton, June 11, 1968, - o

-~

180, It is perhaps historically interesting that
Mr. Trudeau served early notice of his concept of
rational debate when, in response to the Stanfield

- proposal, he promised to "cut, out the_free stuff.n

SN
Ay

. . - .o
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"major assignment was to prepare a minimum income

- proposal, for discussioh purposes only. During

[

the month before the Niagara Falls®Conference, for

whi¢h tHhis proposal was published in advance,
. | ) s

Mr. Stanfield again discussed the
181

b .
issue in public

speeches.

s

While he deliberately did not advo-

"cate a particular form of program, he stated, as
leader of the party, the goals he believed welfare

' ‘182 ,
Afeform should achieve. 8 He imposed the issue,
but not the response. That was also the effect of =«
- \
specifying that one 'of the eight discussion "strecams"

B )
at 'Niagara Falls would discuss poverty, yet arrang-
ing in the hrogram that more than one possiﬁle policy

. 181. That‘w5§ the theme'of speeches to the "Life
After Birth" Conference of the Young Progressive . -
Conservatives'and,the Progressive_Conservativp )
Student Federation, Queen’s.'University, Kingston,
Ontario, August 23, 1969, and a meeting of PC .
constituency associations of Vegreville, Battle River,
Battleford-Kindersley and Mcadow Lake constituencies,
Lloydminster, Saskatchewan, ,Sgptember 8, 1969.

\

3
'

. 182, "+..any. good welfare program must worﬁ toward
three objeqtives: First, it must try to see that
every Canadian .will have the opportunity of a decent
standard’ pf living., .Second,' it .must make sure that

piblic wélfare funds are not given away to people who

don't need help, Third, it must incorporate a system
of incentives,.a plan that positively encoqr&ge@ a

- man to get out and work as soon and as much as-
possible. Lloydminster, Saskatchewan, September 8§,
1969. - et r

N -
1}
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response would be considered, The "strecam” wap
. :

divided {nto iy halt . day Hn-:ﬂ(u:\:a, two ot which

wore virtually uansteadfured and coconraged oxten-

. e
Aive dincasdsion, No 1« Al vote was aken, sincoe

.
a

the conference had no authority to make pol tey,

* .o 183
but the consensus expressed by the co-chatrman
&
ail
was subject to (llﬁ(‘\]ﬂh‘[un and amggatlment in a morning
e ;fl" e
BRI RN . v v\‘
session the last day Ofﬁh‘\ con‘z"@,!‘cnc('. In the -

event ,. hor (‘()l\sﬁdﬁﬁ,& ,}i-')’ﬂ‘;,a(*(‘(‘p‘tl“;ﬂ v although there

.
oy ek

had been uxt.vnsi’#’érﬁéh:ﬂ:e and disapgreement, In his
own closiag remarks, Mr., Stantield announced that
the agreed consensus would be referred to a policy

. Co 184
committee within the caucus, I'hat has been done,
and the committee bhas adopted the practice of
regularly inviting participation of non.parliamen-

tarians, Mr. Anthony Westell, a newspaper columnist.,

syndicated, wrote that this result was a major defeat

for Mr. Stnnfivld.lss What it nmant instead was that
153, In this case the active co-chairman was )

Mrs. Jean Wadds, former Member of Parliament, Her
co-chairman was Fernand Alie, then president of the
Progressive Conservative Association of Quebec,

184. Speech to conbiudq the Niagara Falls Conference,
October 13, 1969,

185, The original column ran in_The Toronto Star,
October 13, 1969,. Its significance i8 only that

Mr, Westell'!s professignal preference for drama over
fact encouraged a public impression that was the
opposite of what happcned, However, the impression of
a column is as cphoemcerel as the opinion of a columnist.

}
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A content ious proposal originated by the leadership

4
k -andatile at Cievst reacted against .

and which the ran
r/>’.>

- .
unsed and embraced by a representat lve

has been ¢

of the whole party. Since it was not., by mid-1971,

T
official party policy and the sponsoring part y had
not, by mid-1971, Cormed the government. H' innova-
tive effect on the larger political sSvst.em cnnno‘t

be (‘1‘(‘[\[‘1'\" assesscd.  However, at the least, the
process 'had a high cducative value. Most of the

discussion was public, occurring in a way that would

inform partisans and non-partisans about. the proposal,

"and thereby reduce to some degree the suspicions which

might deter an innovative response to poverty, If
some form of minimum annual income proposal is
adopted, the innovative impact of this process on

the system will be even more pronounced.
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CHAPTER SEVEN:

CONCLUST0NS',

This paper has (‘,()I\.‘ii:i(‘l‘r‘d five national party
policy m)nfvl*vhcvﬁ, in the context of t.h(-. require-
ment. and performance of innovat i on_in the Canadian
political system, Certain general cm\.cluninns can
be stated;

1. The Party as Innovator.

Althnugh there is disput.e about. their effective-
ness, partics-are gencrally acknowlgdged to play an
important innovative role in systems which feature
active party competitions At the least. , when
competition exists, parties make it possible period-_
ically to change the personncl of government.,

Usually they do more. When it faces criticisﬁ and
the prospect of digplncomcnt by an alternative party,
the majority party tends to stay responsive to public
attitudes, A minority party tends to embrace new
People and proposals as a necessary means to win
office. The unique function of the party is to
provide a dynamic connection between the citizens and
the state; the party is the isthmus on which public
institutions and private attitudes’ most regularly
meet. Consequently one iAnovative function of

parties is to reflect changes in public attitude and
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thereby contribute to changes in public poltcy.

That. happens most dramat.ically when one party

‘ A}
replacds another in government | but the process s
more vegular than that. .

It. should be cmphasiscd that the crittical change
discussed here is change in attitude, rather than in
the detail of policy. The concept of "policy-making"
is misleading. Parties are compctent only to deal
with the general diro(*(.joﬂ of a pol‘icy. Its
apecific detai] must be worked out by other agent.s
in another atmosphere. Leon Epstein (‘o;‘roct.ly
obscrves that "parties, given their electoral functions,
are not especially well qualificd to assume the
addit.ional functions of pol'1(:)'_making.\'?186 Support -
ing t,h.at. observation is §xt.onsiv0 evidence, which
it. would be perverse to interpret simpl); as proof
of bad faith, of specific proposals made in opposi-
tion and modified or abandoned in office. The
significance of "party policy" is not its substance
or sophistica?ion but rather the degree to which it
repr;sentsAAew attitudes Which will be acted on.

‘fhe element of "action" is crucial. It is what

186. Leon D, Epstein, Political Parties in Westcrn
Democracies, Frederick A, Pracger, New York, 1957,

P. 2690

\
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.

dist ingishes the party from the seminar,  The
&~
tunction of the party is not to give ideas birth,
-

but. to give them effpet. Even then, in foraal terms,

the party is only an intermediary, whose power don-

sists in its Cnpnci(.y to force the tormal institu_

-

tions to respond.

2. _The Particular Need for Party Innovation in Canada,

Party innovation is particulhrly important in

Canada whero it is necessary not. simply to maintain

the soFiu;political system, but also to maintain an

awarcness of the national community. In other

countrics nggraphy, culture or history relicve

nati‘tal institutions of some of the burden of uniting

the nation. In gannda, that role rests more exclusively

with institutions, which must more frequently prove -

the relevance of the whole system to cach of its

parts. To an unusual degree, the Canadian national
- ‘ - .

state must be active to survive. Nations. stronger in

history or homogeneity can rely on those strengths to

résist-particularist internal attacks and to respond

to expensive national chal?enges. Canada cannot,

and is further disadvantaged by the weakne;s of many

agencies which in other sociecties play uniting and

innovating roles. By default, the burden of that

role falls disproﬁortionately upon the national‘
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political parties, which alone among nat ional
Aencies combine both the incentive to proposce
change and the abili ty to lepgitimize ita implomen-

tat.ion,
;=

-~/
Canadlan national unity depends upon political

innovation, As in cvery co ntLry new gricvances
constantly emerge.  In Canafla if a pricvance goaes

without response, there is ] he danger that the anger

i
f '

ot the aggricved will i‘ovu’f; on the regime, not just
the government. of the dag. It inaction is attributed
to regional or racial or bt hew persist.ent p}"o_judice
tAhvr(- is no Canadian myth Myrong cnough to protect
the regime., ‘ Virtually the only way to maintain the
regime is to make it responsive. That is the funct.ion
of the parties-—-and a function which no other nat.ional
agency performs so consistently and broadly.

The formal policy conference is not necessarily
the most important instrument of innovation in a

.

national party, but it is symbolic of the process,

o

Indeed the conferemce phenomenon indicates that

. - . . !
1nnovation is so central a function of parties that
if existing agencies fail to perform it, ncw agencies
will be created. Policy conferences developed when

traditional instruments of innovation stgbped

innovating, as in the cases of Port Hope and
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Fredericton, or needed help, as in the cases of
_l\‘in;;s(,un and Niagara Falls. The conference torm
was chosen preciscly because of its capacity for
innovation, It is important to emphasise that. only
the form of the conferences was new; the function is

. .
traditional and e¢lemental to a compet itive party.
The participation in policy discussion of partisans
from outside caucus was well-established beforo the
conferences, and cevery conference cxplicitly
respected the exelusive powvrﬂ of the caucus to
legitimize policy. In traditional fashion again,
the policy conterences ‘adopt ed proposals for ;‘llﬂllgc
but did not "originate" them. As with the party in
the larger social systvm; the function of policy

f
confergndes is not to pull ideas new-born from the
womb and slap them into life but, after they have
gained a iittlo strength, to propose them for
adoption by un-natural parents. Even then, the
policy conference cannot sign the papers to authorize
adoption; that remains a prerogative of the parliamen-

tary lcadership. The conference can, however,

indicate whether the child would be welcome,
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It could be argued that. conferences in fact
stifle innovation, by deflecting innovators into
a side room where they can rejoice in one anotherts
company, perhaps add some numbers to the total
occupancy of the party housv,‘but still command
only the room, not the house. This may have SGcn
the sort of view taken of the Port Hope and Fredoric-—
ton conferences by Mr, Mcighen and Mr. Diefenbaker
respectively. MF. Meighen thought Port Hope ndid
no‘harm or very little"187 and Mr. Diefenbaker usecd
the occasion of his speech at Froderictog both to
lambast the Liberals and observe that he didntt
rcally need the Beatle wig pPOp;SCd by Dahiel Cappon,
a McLuhanite, as a means of identifying with the "new"
clectorate. The evidence indicaﬁes, however, - that
the conferences served to briné the innovators into
the main rooms of the part§ house, and made the party
itself more competitive in the larger system.

-

3. JInnovation and Independence. -,

2

It would be highly contentious, and virtually
impossible; to attempt to rank the policy conferences

in terms of their importance as innovative instruments.

187. Roger Graham, "No Surrender, op cit, p. 140,
citing correspondence, ﬁeighen to his son.

\
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One would be involved in trading card computatibns:
one Dalton Camp for two Tom Kents, ndeux nationsh

. for economic continecntalism, However it is possi le,
and useful, to distinguish among the conferences in
i . .
terms ot the independence of their innovative fun tion,
Thpee categories seem recasonable: (1) confecrences
&
! 3 o .
which were independent sources of innovation; (2)
¥

cohferences which were part of a latger process of

) s '

innovation; and (3) Conferenccs\largei§ unrelated to

innovation.

The conference held by the Liberal party at

A Y

Harrison Hot Springs belongs in the last category,
It was sponsored by a party which was not only in
government but firmly and relatively freshly there.
Ministers were prominent and proselytizing at and
before‘the conference and, in at least one case,188
the author of a confcrence paper which disputed a
government policy was called to Ottawa for advance
dissuasion.‘ The Harrison Hot Springs experience ié
‘interesting because, while it was described as a

policy conference, it was conducted in an atmos-

phere very much more like that of resolutions

AN

N

%§§ Mel Hurtig, chairman of the confereamce forelgn
relations ,subcommittee, :
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scssions of annual mectings of the two major
pnrtics. It is customary, at thosc mectings, to
encourage the appearance of passionate discussion
while carefully avoiding the embarrassment of disa-
greement with the leadership. Givon~§hc divorsc and
Pcntrifugaf‘ﬁature of the‘nation, anaual mectiﬂgs
are generally designed to reinforce the feeling of
family in a party; while discussion is encograged,
disagreement is not. Their general purpose has
been to consolidate, not innovate. éuch mectings
are of course legitimate, as education programs in
parties of ideology are legitimate, bu£ thcyléonfliot
as directly Qith\free or innovative policy discussion,

To a degree that same criticism applies to the
Montmorency conference, which was more intcresﬁed in
unity than enquiry, Monﬁmorency occurred, however,
during an inter-regnum, and there was no established
leaaership_to articulate or enforce a party line.
The contribution of Montmorency was explicitly to
exténd tovpolicy the innovative thrust inevitably
-associated with a change in leadership, particularly
a forced change. Montmorency was an incidental
result of innovative f‘es already in motion, and

it belongs ghst inside the door of the cond

] : . §
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category of con%orenc¢, those which are part of a
process of innévation. In the center of that cate-
gory are the two 1eadcr~sponsofcd Confcrcnccs,
Kingston and Niagara Falls. In both cases, the
leader-sponsors were innovators and chose the
conference as onc instrument, among others; these
conferences were instruments of innovétion, while

Montmorency was an incident of the. changes associated

with the leadership convention. In conferences of
\

v

this sdcond category, discussion is less fettered,
but’ not pohgletely free. While discussion is not |
forced to follow lines favored by the 1cader-spogsor,
i§ is encouraged to. That would logically apply
also to conferences sponsored By innovators who
were not party leaders; there woula be an inclina-
tion for the direction of discussion to;conform with
the direction of innovation.

| The Tort Hope and Fréderipfon conferences are
in the category of independent sources:of innovati;;.
They occurred because something had to or the syétem
(in this dase, the party) would break down, In a
sense’, theyiwere the.pureét or’freest agents of <.

innovation: because, while gheir participants and

organizers knew what kind of consolidative forces

-
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tgcy were "against", they were nqé bound by an
‘existing direction of innpvation. “That. was particu-
larly so at Fredericton which; with Marshall McLQhan
as its theme speaker, ranged more yidcly in its

discussjon than any other confercencé. Port Hope
. . '

did operate within a scmantic framework of develop-~

ing a viable "free enterprise" alternative to
- ,/'

"socialism", but in fact discussion was not canalized
in advance. Port Hope occurred during a time pre-

Occupied with ideology., A lot ‘was allowecd in the

name of "free enterprise", including ideas which many

"socialists" of the da& could espouse and which some
.“ X . /
(]
"free enterprisers" found anathema.

In effect, these three categories reflect three

different conditions of frcedom of discussion: at
RS X .
Harrison Hot Springs there was not much freedom: at

Port Hope and Fredericton, virtually no limitation;
and in the middle category an implicit but not
stifling limitation in that the route of discussion

. was ”!gested by the sponsors, 0bvio+sly, difcussion

was not absolutely free at any conferenéé; every

administrative‘decision imposed some limitation,

as of courSe did every. prepared paper. The degree of .
'freedom is germane because free 1nqg1ry and comment

‘are essenQia1>to innovation.. A builder ordered to

.innovate W1th stone is léss llkely to flnd new forms

p/

, than an innovative builder who has<his choice of materials,

»
~
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f“ ’ That helps focus attention on a dilemma of
parties. Just as they require innovation to succeed,.

they have required preconceptions to survive.’

-

Partisanship is based on the p)econceivcd view- that
) ) . A

o yourt® party will be right on an issue and its

oppopent wrong;| because of such prcconceptions,

there are people to,man polls in an election, or

‘to respond with skepticism tc plausible panaceas

when an opﬁonent offers them, The dilemma derives

" not ohly_bem the necqssiﬁy of’w;;ning'your partisans
from £heiﬂ preconcep£ions ver&,gen#ly. A habit
develops, of impoéing pfeconceptiogs; in such a

way that policy coﬁferences are policed at Harrison
Hot Springs, or directed towards pre-o£dained topics
;t Niagara Falls; Institutions become socialised
too and it is significant that, in both'pafties,

the fi;stAcpnferenges were the freer. Perhaps the

» i

» vinnovative'policy conference is;already a whoop

“

ihg
crane, being extin)uished by people who claim t6&
f) prize it, -

| 4. Innovation and Third Parties.

By focussing upon formal policy conferences this
) ' /

paper. has excluded’ consideration of the CCF-NDP whichi-:

A,

o
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did not have policy Confcrenqqs Eer sc. - That )r\

omission should npt suggest that the Prog}essive

Conservative and S}Bﬁ?hl parties inunovate in ways -
\ o '

basically different from the CCF-NDP. Such an,

interpretatien would not:only be wrong;'but would

‘contribute to the mistaken view that they arc signi-,
N . :

ficantly different kinds of parties. A gréit deal

‘e

mére atéention should ﬂéLpaid to the open-ness of
all the national parties, and to their service in
seéking intcrests and aspirati$§§ thch, if léft
untended, mighﬁ‘expl&dé into thflié& particularly

destructive to a country as loosely-bound as Canada.

I

It is understandable that the "third-party" phenomenon,
" " ‘ . *
.with its roots in ideology ande?ccehtricity, should

attract more attention than the conventional pérﬁ;es-f
. . B . "

particularly from academic observe&. However that

‘has congributed to the false impression that innova-
¥ , ‘ ‘ .
“tion is a particular function of third parties and

.

is performed only irregularly by the major parties.
A similar ﬁiscohceptiop preVéiled about“thé

British parties, deriving from an assumption that

a left-wingipéﬁty\is somehow, naturally, more

89

.responsive. Robert McKenzie observes' that 41
. // ) : JY . . T i
189. British Political Parties, op cit, p. 15.

!
P

LAt



167 -
Robort Michels ) who originat ed the "mans cadeen
“diatanction and fnapired the contusion that cauwsens,

assumed ripght wing partiecs were by detinit fon undemo..
N

cratic and that lett wing parties, becaune of dheir N
N \ ..

1

Nnatal aszmocination with "mass" movement i were
democratfoe, indigenously and fodest rmag (‘ilxly_

McKenzie has shown that as the British Labour party
N
.

prew beyvond its populist origins and became competd -

tiveyit became orge? fonally almost indist inmuish-

able from the Cofservative partys Mehenzie partion-

larly. emphasises that the similarities persist

despite theie denfal by Labour party spokesmen and
\ f A I

»

despite the appearance ot greater coMstituent partici-
patjon in the Labour party--an appearancoe probabily

sustained because Labour partisans believe they are

d 190
more effective, not because they are in fact,

Clearly there is momhprﬁhip influence in \lmr‘h British
.

.

parties, in that only at its peril would either party

ignore the strong opiniof on an issue of its

. -

190, The Labour party l\l{'l(‘l\p()(\r conference of 19070
wvoted, over the direct objection of Hareld Wilson,
to instruct the parliamentary party to pay more
attention to Labour party resolutions, That the
conforence should vote confidence in itseclf is hardly
surpriging; Mr, Wilson'!s attitude was much more
significant, reflecting the reality that was and

will be. ' s

.
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const btyent =, Just as clearly, in any crunch the
leadership dectdes. That can be called "oligaccehyn
or not, but it {x as mach a teature of so.called
"mana’ as ol so.called "cadee” pacties, and as much
a feature ot Canada an of Dritain., The ormee

national leader of the Canadian CCF, Mr. M, J. Coldwell,

\

acknowledgfdd as mach when l’n\ told the party's 1948
nat ional convention:

[The electoral promises], and the
manner of fultillment , mast be left

to the judgement of the Parltiamentary
croup whose activities will be assessed
by the Canadian clectorate to whom in
the final analyvsis under our democrat ic
and parliament ary system they mast

. . Q
always be l‘(‘.‘ip()n.‘ilhl(‘.l 1

L 4

McKenzie uses a similar argument, of responsibility

to eclectorate and Parliament, to justify the limits

S

192 . R :
on membership control, While that justificatiod

193 °®

scems to involve another fiction it is beside the
point, What {s important is to recognize that the
claim that responsiveness of parties varies dircctly

with their origin or form of organization is no mo’o
: y N ¢ )
f : ; - .
than a myth., The detecrminants of innovation are

: : 0 i TP
clsewhere, and should:be :?MmiXe_d.

ot 14
10l, Quated in F, C, Engelmann, "Membership Participa-
tion in Policy-Making in the CCF", Canadian Journal
of Economics _and Political Science, vol, 22, no, 2,

p. 173,
lo2, McKenzie, op cit, pp, 587-588,

¢

193. Tt is difficult to determine the extent to which
a sense of "responsibility" to the electorate impinges
on practicing parliamentarians. The writer's impression
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5., lnnovat fon and Party Competition,
Necessity is the mother of dnnovation, Partics

accept. 8 propose changgn because that is theé best

way to win or keep officoe. When the pavty systoem
,

A

Cis ifmbalanced, between one strongg party and one or
deweral weak partices, there is often less incentive
t.n_inm{vn(,o. That. can be for three reasons, Firest,
the majority party can consider itselt sate without
. ' N ) * . »
innovat.ion. Sccondythe minofity partics can think

they are so far behind noChing will help. - Third,

minority partics adcustomed to losing sopetimes

develop goals ot,‘h(‘r, than competition foe oftice; by

draining off part of ‘the vo(f against the government
they can in effédct protect the ma jority party and

relieve it of the decessity to innovate. It would

be very useful to have an objective study of the

\

effect upon innovation of third partiecs whose exis-

tence makes the system uncompetitive.

is that it is\hn argument to be used when.it serves,
but not an articlé of faith, and that not many
practicing parlianentarians cxert themselves to know
what. "the public" ‘wants on orftinary issues., Tlicy .
consult their frients and partisan advisors rather
-more closely, or they consult their conscience, Oor .
nothing at all, That impression is gencrally con-
firmed by the Fraterviews rcported in Allan Kornberg:
Canadian Legislative Behaviour: A Study of the 25th
Parliament, New York, Holt, Rinchart. and Winston, 1967,
pp. 126-129, The motive fpr heeding public attitudes
. is probably more often an interest in re-election,
rather than a belief the public is, or has a right.

-

.
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6. Ionovation and Pederalism,
Whenever power s shared, something must Corce
the shaving, The most, sipgniticant influence in Canada
A . .
is faderalism, which requives a division of ofticial
. . . N ~
powers and tfunctions, and reflects a diversity of
interests which maust constant Iy be mediated., The
form ol Lederalism imposes decentralization on
national parties and aceaust oms parties and governments
to livingr with a knowledge of their formal limit.a-
tions, The fact of tederalism, or diversity, means
there will always be a demand for modification, at
~ N
least., of some nat ional policies. Both conditions
encourage innovat.ion, Decentralizatsion mceans there
; .

1

are other avenues to refobm than through the parlia-

A

mentary caucus or party leoadership, Dissatisfaction

with existing policy mcans there is always an .,

incentive for parties or governments. to consid({r

c}mnging policy. .

7. Innovation and the Parliamont'nr‘y Systegm.
R a

’
In practice in Canada innavation has 'been a
. \ /

¢ /

partigular. fupction of opposi\tion partigés., Goverpn-'

ment parties also innovate, but thby yahd naturally
. * / /

to be less cr}tical of éolfcies onagﬂéd in their

/ !

name. Their innovative role behds/go become inciden- -

£

tal both to the innovative actiy} ics of the formal

~

institutiohs of government and/éo the educative and

/ .
/

affirmatiﬁa?dctivities of a party in power,

»
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A p}rt,y in opposition, on the other hand, is
u.-ﬂlu\ll)' preoceupied with the l\(‘(‘(‘ﬂ.‘\'i.‘i ot winning
new support. In addition, the parliamentapy system
cncourages innovation in oppuosition parvt ies, by
isolating them f rom power, by requiring them to
eritioize every proposal and by ranging them
gencrally "against" official policy. Further the
requirement. of immediate and reasoncd response to
goveroment. Lnitiatives, and the pay-offs in morale

N i
and publicity for catching tlic government ‘ut,’
require that opposition parties ant.icipate develaoap-

ment.s, a process which increases their reliance on

dissident or expert opinion in the community.
-

8. Conferences and Tnternal Conflict.

Partics are not monoliths, They contain: most of

.

the tactions and divisions of the largerfsocicty.

Conflict is as natural and -conl,inuous within a
national party as it is within the njt tom, Feom

one perspective, each pélicy conf'orcnco can be seen
as the ihstrument of one side in a factional d{Spute.

Sometimes it was an instrument against the constituted

=

authority in the party, sometimes ary instrument
employed by that authority. In cach case, however,

the conference was an instrument of an ifnnovative

R .

-0



g
faction in contflict with a ¢onsolidative taction,
The confercnces were extraovdinary instraments
tesorted to when traditional inst cumentas ot innova-
tion necded bolstering or olse were controlled by

consolidators. [n el'l'ect, they were born to

funovat.e,

What i~ important to cmphasise is that the

conforcnces arce symbols- ot a cont'lict, that is
. -

';\l\\'.\_\::.) going on in a dynamic pavty. “There h-’xvq

\ i
ill'wi\)‘ﬁ been, in all dynamic Canadian parties, p:\r‘ti—-O’ .
sans outside Parl imnv"nt who influcnced the course of
t he p.ﬁrty . Tn other words, ‘( he parliamentary calicus

has always shared intluence with groups outside

caucus. The one special and distinmuishing power

- )

of the lcader and caucus is the tormal righy to

declare party policy; that was consistently respected
and never disputed by t.hf"pdlic'y (‘().n(‘c‘r‘(‘ncos. A
usc¢ful analogy is to compare the party to Parliament .,
The caucus i§ the "government” and has the power to

" decide, The other faction, represcnted in leicy R .

)

conferences, the national association and clscwhere, : i

, . .
is the "official opposition" with the right to

discuss, the ability to ‘influence and the power,

ultimately, to change its governors.

=
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0.

ANote on the New Limitat ions of Opposition,

Cortain serious clectoral disadvantages attach
to thewwle of Oftficial Opposition in the Canadian

‘ . e
parliamentapy ssystem.  There are undemwiable advan-
tages as well ) involved in the status and visibility
ot some parliamentary leaders, bat probably too
. . N ‘ { . . . Al
little attentiod has been given to the institutional
disabilities of that role, and their implications

1]

Al
tor the party in the role and for the system. [t

is, tor example, difticult to cite a single case,

~

in any of the vl(‘vm; jurisdictions of Canada, where
the pertormance by a party of its respousibilities -
as Official Opposition was the primary source of its
success in'; forming the government in a subsequent

general election. So tar as parliamdntary perfor-

.

mance is‘con(férnnd, the truism holds that office
has bden oft,(;ﬁ lost but seldom won: This is not
to deny that the campaigns conducted by fprme;

Opposition parties have sometfmes been thé critical

fadtor in changing governments, but. those have been

.

™

campaigns in which the parliamentéry performanée of
the challenger has been largely irrelcvan£. An
A | o

inept performance in Official Oﬁpogiﬁion might
\ -
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'

ptoejudica a party sccking to m(mn(: a Suv(:vh‘:ﬂ"ul\
campaign outside Parliament., but Lﬁuvc is little
evidence to suggest that, the ‘“ffect.ive performance
ot the rule of Official Opposition has had any more
t han a marginal influcace in campaigns which
sucdcecded in changing governments. This dogs not

deny the importance.of an effective Official: ()pposi:

tion in parliament or legislature, but is simply to

L atfirm that the imporntance of that role is institu-

/
-

t.ional, not olcctorai; its (‘.ffcc‘t is to criticize
“g()v(‘r‘nm(\n(,s but not to change them. The important
p(\)_ixllt is t,ﬁat t‘h.vcry effactiveness of the Official
Opposition party in parliamentary politics can inhibit

N

[ N
its effectiveness in clectoral politics. Classically,
the Official Opposition has two roles in Parliament,
as critic and alternative. In practice in Parlia-

inent, the role of critict!is paramouné. The ideé_’

‘that the Governor-General could call upon. the

" Oofficial Opposition party to form an nalternative! .

A
government had little life after King-Byng, and

.

virtually none after Mr. Pearson!s retroactive
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|
vredefinition of the naturg¢ ot non—confidence in

1968. It of('(‘.nds‘ not;ion‘s‘ of popular demoaracy
anyway. Any government which came to oftice in
that. way would meet immediate and virtuwally irresis-
tible pressures to have the Judgement of Her

(

zf‘la‘j(\,st,yis representative confirmed or rejected by

. R \

that of the pcople. The limitations inherent in
the role of critic are two, one traditional and

one cmorging. The traditional limitation is that

B L

*q

the party is habitually off-balance, responding

and bougd to the initiatives and prioritics of the
Covernmcnlt. I.t can occasionally flush a gre and
chase it, but that is more divertimg ghan decisive.
Not only is the Official Opposition pa;ty'precluded

. 4

from making its own 1ssues, it is.often so pre-

occupiod with Parliament that it fails to see the

|}

R . ’ .

issues dovecloping in the country,.

“

The. other limitation is that the stance of a
critic is ﬁeceSSarily negative. This is a particu-
5 a
lar burden in modern circumstances, when develop-

‘ments in gducation, infcrmation and the scope and
e . , 4
.complexity oé public business have changed public
perceptions and expectations of Parliament and

) N B« S
parties. There is reason to bélieve that an

increasing proportion of the' Canadian electorate
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perceives the function of Parliament to be legisla-
tive and the function of parties to be the proposal

of "positive" policy for public consideration. That

’

{ .
Tes . : N . ~ b
chtange, from elassical perceptions of Parliament as

a place of debate and partips as the ma jor partici-
. ¢
’ ~
pants in debate, creates particular problems for

Opposition parties, whose institutional role is to

be critical gr "negative?. Changes in the scope of
. ,.-‘.. \\ ) ' ‘
public bhsiness and the rate and spccd of media

-

ﬁransmiﬁsion to the puhlic‘dlso squccze the Opposi-

o
tion, who must counter considered statcments .of .
Government policy, often with little warning,‘prcbara~ ,

tion or assistance, first in Parliament, and R
s . 4 iﬁ

immediately thereafter in capsule form on national
: , o .
television. The traditional "negativen rbqulrements :" .
- ' «'\ . T

of the system are relnforced by tho instinct to ‘be C M

cautious and critical in short-notice response to . -

complex announcehents. So~each'nigh§ on televlslon,

A \(/ N

the image goes foryh oﬁ wa} p‘qygred ministers

':"i‘ 3 '3\‘ .

A, N
trying valiantly tdkactl %ﬁd uni formed Opp051t10n .

leaders trylng-ssubbornly to stpﬁ them ’It is like

’ e

a formula Hollywood Western,,w1th the Opposition

playlng Indlan. o ’ T B ;‘ : .

.ﬁ

L
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Devices arc,availabl® to help Opposition
part.ics balance some of the disadvantages inherent

in the parliamentary role: spcoeches, publications,
y

‘Lodrs and Lelevis?on outside Parliament, dOpposiLion
days" and gencral debaté inside Parliament.. These
"deviccs‘are ineffective, in cledtoral terms, to a
party locked in to Parliament b* the paglinmcntafy
préoccuéapion ofits};cadership, as was the chse

with the parliamentary lcadership of the Conserva-
N\ .

tive" party in 1942 and the parllamentafy leaderShlp

of‘the Progressive Conservative party in 1964,. In.

¢

.

. )
such casts the devices:' of balance are used to
3 .
confirm, not countervail, the image ®gtablished in
Parliament. EVqP when the parliamcﬁtary lcadership

secks to be effective in the country as well as 4n

parliament, the cumulative effect of thede devices

» AR

of balance is seldom sufficient to offset the
"negative" 1mpre331on &;mmuucatcd by the medla
covering Parllament dally, and cultlvated by

tréditionalisb members of the partyfs par11amentary

g

elite. A more dramatlc device is requlred to demon—

strate the "positive or progressive commltment of the Aé-

party. It is the argumen€ here that the most l.m .

v
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significant function performed by the five policy

conferences considered was as such a device.

Al(.hough other important‘function's were also per-

formed--reocruitment yopolicy development, mainte-

nance of morales«-none had the independent signifi-

$ i . :
cance of this demonstration of a progressive

"

dimension capable of attracting previous g .

,

non-supporters.
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APPENDICES
The following appendices are the official lists

of persons registered as. attending the five policy
. 3
conferences. Tnevitably, such lists miss sape
hNT) :
" ~
participants and designate as attond1ng persons

who were expcgtod but, dxdn!t appear A rough attempt

. "

. has boon made ro 1ndlcatg the ausplces under which

. o

qéch participaht came. Th;se who were known partlsdns
when they came, or quickly identificd as partisans,
arc identified by, a "P" for partisaﬁ. ‘Thbse who came
as resoufcc people or iﬂvited-prdgram ﬁgrticipants are

.

desiénated'"R" for resource. Those yho'came és joufna_
lists or othen ;bservers are gcsignatgd non Wherg
thérg is nd desién;tion, fhe wrifer éoes not' know:
the appropriate caégéory. There is no attempt.td

apply this designation to the Port Hope Conference,

because of its. distance in ﬁime,ﬁalthbuéh(it is

.
~ L n o~

understood that_all*pa}ticfpants were active in the

party and could be de51gnated "P" by thls system.

- \ \

'The designatlon is based only upon the 1mpre551ons *ﬁ

of‘the Writer, which aib~1east reliable for thg—
\ . e " -
Klngston Conference. The part1c1pants are 1;stad

alphabetlcally by province. C o i ;
,/. . - ' h 7 -



‘¢, B, Garland

E. G. Phlpps'Baker_
‘-Lleut Col. L. D: M, quter
Ald James Black ’
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v s

4 APPENDIX A:

PARTTCIPANTS IN B PORT HOPE CONFERENCE

Alberta

A. L. Burrows
Hugh C. Farthing
H. A. Friedman

M. E. Minning -

R. Mafbland’ |
H. R. Milner

F. J. Mitchell
pr. G. D. Stanley
Andrew Stewart
John Sydie T
Mrs. W. H. A, Thomas ..
W. H. A. Thomas '

British Coluhﬁ%g' CoL

L )
A. C. Deshriﬁgy .

a

A. E. Jukes : . .
R. H.  Tupper . -

Manitoba , .

S

R, K. Finlayson

Edmonton .
Calgary*
Edmonton
Calgary

Edmonton
Edmonton
Edmonton
Calgary

Edmonton

Edmonto‘}
" 0lds

0lds ‘

Véncouﬁéf
Nelson |
Vancouver
Vancouveg

’ ] -

Winnipég‘

Winnipeg

Winnipég

) Wlnnlpeg




R

Manitobn. (Cont, )

‘.1. D. Henderson
-Ald. Hilda Hesson

Narley M, Mighes
W, w, l\'mn\édy

G, W. Northwood
Charlie <D, Roblin

De. Sidney E. Smith

G. S, Thorvaldson

New Drunswick.

]

K. B, Carson

Hugh John Flemiting
Senator G, B. Jonos

Ihgh Mackay
Mrs, Hugh Mackay
C. F. Phinney

Mrs, C, F, Phinney

P. G. Robertson
W, J. West

Nova Sc’os ia

D. J. Buckley
George S,. Dickie
L. W, Fraser

D. G. Grant

F. H, Patterson
A, S, Pattillo
Cs B. Smith -
C. W, Stairs

Frank T, Stanfield

J
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Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg

Saint Johne
Juniper
Apohaqui
Rothesay
Rothesay
Saint John
Saint John
Plaster Rock

Fredericton

Sydney

Middle Stewiacke
Halifax

Sydney

.Truro

Halifax
Halifax
Halifax
Truro



Ont.atio . «

George Atkins Oakvill
John Alton . Lornﬂvi?’o
William Broder Ottawa

A, I.. Brooks . Welland
Robert. A, Bryce . : Toronto
R. A. Bell Ot.tawa
Ed. W, Bickle ' . Torodto
L. E. Blackwell : Toronto
J. Talmadge -Bryan Sunderland
Floyd S. Chalmers ' Toronto
W.« S. Christie Ottawa
Lt. 1. Alan Cockeram Toronto
Mrs. C. Cockshutt y Brant ford
0. R. Conquergood . Toronto
T. XK. Creighton N Oshawa

J. H. Dcmpsey ' Stratford
T. R. Dcnt Woodstock
M. Desbrisay . Toronto
G4 M, Dix ) Toronto
A. R. Douglas London

N. S. Dowd \ Ottawa

'



Ontario (Cont,)

\

R. R. Evans

Stanley ET Fennell
Ald, Donald M, Fleming
Dr. D. R, Fleming

C. G, Frost

483 -

Professor Grenville B, Frost

F. G. Gardiner
K., C. Gray
John Grudeff

Mrs. E, J, Hallett
John C, Halliday
Mra. W, S. Haney
Thomas J, Hannon

W. I, Hearst
Sydney Hermant
Bert Hicks

Douglas .Gy Higgins

Hamilton
Cornwall
Toronto

New Liskeard
Lindsay
Kingston .
Toronto

"Kirkland Lake

Toronté )
Oakville
Thorold
Sarnia .
Kitchener
Toronto
Toronto
Lindsay
Toronto



Ontario (Cont.) '

/

G, M. Hobart

Harry lopper
Clifford H, Howard
A, H, Humble

John A, Huston
Alfred Kennard

T. Ashmore Kidd
"atson Kirkconncll
Robert A, Laidlaw
John ‘L, Lang

Dr. H, A, Logan

Dr, James McClinton

Spencer McConnell

PR

Miss Evelyn McDonald

A, D, McKenzie
\U. M. Macdonnell

Major Alexander MacKenzie

Argue Martin
N. R. Martin
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London
Hamilton
Toronto
Port Hope
Toronto .
Bgyrtonville P,O,
K?ﬁgston
Carnarvon
Toronto

Sault Ste. Marie
Toronto %
Timmins

Port Burwell
Toronto

Toronto

Toronto
Woodbridge
Hamilton

St. Thomas

.



t Ontario (Cont.)

Mrs, R. J., Meggs

D. Ra Michener

W. K. Molson

T. H. Moorehead

Hon., Dr, Raymond D. Morand
D. R. Morand i
Mayor William Morrison °
W. R. Milton

Thomas Qakley

Mrs, George Otton

Dana H. Porter

Rev, Norman Rawson .
Frank 0, Reeves

Ernest Reynolds

Dr, John M, Robb

A. Kelso Roberts

R. C. Rowland

James A, Sanderson

Dr, H, A. Skinner

George D, Stevens

>
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K 4

-Gorets Landing

Toronto
Port llope
Brampton

" WLﬁdsor

Windsor
Hamilton
Eort Hope
Toronto
Wpolstock
oronto

jamilton &
A \

" Weston

.BrantfTord -
 ®1ind River

. Toronto

Toronto -

.

O0xford Station”

-London
North Bay

[T



_ ~ 186 -
Ontario (Cont.) N/ L |
J. H. Stevens London ] o \
. Te Ha étinéon‘l — Lindsay ’
W. R, Strike Bowmanville . | -
Dr. R. Hobbs Taylor Dashwoaod '
R. H. Thomson - Toronto
Peter Tully - Hamilton
W, Merion Vickers Toronto
Dr, R. P, Vivian Port Hope
David J, Walker Toronto °
George E, Wallace North Bay
0., M, Walsh Hamilton
A, G, Walwyn Toronto .
Howard R. White London A
G..W, Wigle Hamilton s
A. R. Willmott . Cobourg
R, F. Wilson ' Toronto
.3n.‘Fennedy wood Hamilton
Prince Edward Island v
Quebec v \ \\
J. H. Bender Outremont _ \ ~
J. C. H, Dussault Montreal , L \
- Jolin. Farthing \ Lennoxville
Hon. Lucien Gendron v Outremont
"Hon, Sam;Gobeil\J Gatineau
John T, Hackett: Montreal

D, H. McDougall’

Montreal



Quebec: (Cont,)

Leon Methot

G, Monette

J. 0. Montplaisir
J. Panneton
Philias Pare

J. G. Porteous

B, Panet Raymond
Ivan Sabourin

G. S. Stairs

Saskatchewan

Mrs, J. 0. Begg
Mrs, J. H. Currie
Cecil G. Schmitt
i

Territories

'Foreign Addresses’
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»

Three Rivers

Outremont
Drummondville

Moatreal "
Montreal

- Montreal

Montreal
Montreal
Mont real

Swift Current
Vonda
Saskatoon
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APPENDIX B:

PARTICIPANTS IN THE KINGSTON CONFERENCE

Alberta,
e

Professer Grant Davy
James H. Gré y -

J. M. Hope

Mrs. Faith King.

D. N. McColl

British Columbia

Dean G, C. Andrew
John Davis

Donald Moir

Nathan Nemetz
Hume-Wright
Professor John Young

Manitoba'

J. Comeau.

Lorne W, J, Hurd
Dr, Alan Klass
Barrie Knight
John Lamont

.Shane Mackay

J. F, O0tSullivan
Stewart A, Searle, Jr.
Alan Sweatman

New Brunswick

Pavid M, Dickson
Professor A. L. Levine

Newfoundlaﬁd

John C. Crosbie °

o

Hon., J. W, Pickersgill; MP

Edmont on (P)

Calgary
Edmonton
Edmonton

" Edmonton

Vancouver
Vancouver
Vancouver
Vancouver

(P)
9

West Vancouver

Yancouver

" Winnipeg

Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg

innipeg
‘Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg
Winnipeg

St. Johns
Ottawa

(R)

(0)

(0)

'Frederiéton
. Fredericton

(P)
P)



Nova Scotia

Profcssoq John Graham ( ‘ - . Nalifax
Guy Henson . . Halifax
Professor Walter Kontak ‘ ‘ ) Kﬁtfg%nish (R)
0:{ . J. T. Troy . o HalifaXx
Ontario ’
Anthony Abbott . Oakville (p)
‘John Aird . ' : Toronto (P)
David ‘A. Anderson . ) ‘Toronto (®
A. Andras -’ - .o Ottawa (R)
George Bain ' ‘ : : Toronto
Michael Barkway . ' Ottawa (o)
Mayor Vincent Barrie R . St. Thomas
Allen Beckett R Toronto .
Fred Belaire , . T : © Ottawa (P)
Russgll Bell cT .. Ottawa (R)
-Mrs'. Anne Rrancis Bird ‘ A Ottawa (o)
John Bird S n Ottawa (o)
Gordon Blair . ‘ -, . ... Ottawa (P)
" W, Buchanan | o Ottawa ‘
' Robert H, Carley _ Peterborough
Miss E, S, Carscallen.. ) Ottawa /
-William J, Cheesman . Ancaster _/
Hon. Lionel Chevrier (P).
Hon. 'John J, Connolly, Senator (P)
"Professor C,.A, Curtis .
Arthur Davies (P),
Kildare Dobbs ] '
Gordon Dryden ' Toronto
A. Davidson Dunton . AR Ottawa’ (r)
©  Professor James Eayrs © ‘ Toronto (R)
, Marvin Farrell - ' C Hamilton s
( David Ferguson . Toronto N
“Alistair Fraser : Ottawa =~ (P)
Professor G, French, /}fp : “Hamilton
Royce Frith | . - - Toronto ~ (P)
He F. Gibson . o Kingston, .
Alastair Gillespie . . Toront o’ (P)

;parcel Gingras e Ottawa (o)

v
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Ontario (Cont,)
Walter Gordon - /’ o * Toronto » ,!&)n
Miss Therese Goulet Toronto ’
David B, Greenspan Toronto ~(P)
Harold Greer : ‘ : Toronto (0)
D, Hardtman . ' . . Kingston )
Hon. Walter Harris | " Markdale *(P)
Mark Harrison R 4 - "«. Toronto . (0)
Dr, R. H, Hay S Kingston ,
Hon. Paul Hellyer, MP , . Toronto (p)
' W. J, Henderson - : : Kingston -
Larratt T, Higgihs =~ . - Toronto’
Professor W, C., Mood . ' Toronto
Alan Jarvis o . Ottawa
Roger Jeanty : - .Toronto
~ Professor Pauline Jewett Y . Ottawa (P)
' G. B, Johnston , © Ottawa
L. F, Jones § Lo ' Ottawa - (P)
Franc Joubin - ' Toronto .7 .
\H. E. Kidd - : : Ottawa (P
Professor William Kilbourn ™" Hamilton' (P)
Mrs. R. A. Kinnear - Port Colborne(P)
Archibald Laidlaw , : ,
Mis€\Julia V, LaMarsh . . Niggara Falls(P)
‘@a Lamontagne : . o (P)
DA, Lang G . (p)
J. D. Leitch : K -
Douglas LePan b
Profgssor Marcus Long - .
Professor Peyton Lyon ’ 2
~William Mahoney ° _ Toronto )\ -~ (R)
Frederic S, Martin \, . Ottawa
Hon, Paul Martln, MP ' R Windsor (P)
Victor V, Mason “ . " . Burlington
General A, Bruce Matthews ot ‘ Toronto (p)
' Vladan Milic » S : Toronto ‘
Jiln Moore ‘ S Ottawa (p)
Professor John Morgan . . . Toronto
“William”J. Morris o - Toronto
W. A. Macdonald . . Toronto

‘Re A. MacDougall : " Woodstock
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ot

.‘”__Harry-Wt

" Ontaric (Cont.)
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Allaifi MacEachen

Michael Mackenzie -

R, ’ MacIntosh i
we f Macklntosh ; .
Gordon MacLecod | o

D. h. MacTavish <
br,/-E. A, Mc@ulloch

. Miss Alice McKeown

Miss Catherine McLean

A, N, McLeod

Father Peter Nearing-
ProfesSoQ/E P. Neufeld

Peter C,’Newman o

R. OtHagan ' ' : '

. Earl Ofser
. John’ C,

Parkin
Professor John Paul

'Hon.'L. B, Pearson, MP - °

. Miss Annette Perron

H§rvey Perry .
Bruce Powe «
Morgan Reid -

‘James Renwick

" Ronald S, Ritchie

"Edward Roberts

Professor Albert Rose
Douglas C. Rowland °~
Edward-Saunders ,
, Miss Mildred Schwartz
James Scott °

Mitchell Sharp ' ‘} . S
Vern Slhger, MPP. ¢ L L
‘Mrs, Nancy SleeswiJk N

-~ David Stanley . o,
- Stefan Stykolt

R. A, F. $uther1and

Kurt Swi nQPn -

-Andrew: huppson, MPP ’hg
Professor' Frank Underhill
Boyd Upper,' MPP w
Dr, Clauiklei' Vipond -

William" Wiiher . A '
Hon; Robert nﬁnters L.
'f\on N T

s

. Toronto

- Ottawa i
: Toronto"

. Torontp

. Toronto

.

Ottawa

Toronto
Kingston
Downsview

" Ottawa

Toronto

. Kingston

Toronto. .

+ Toronto .
y

Ottawa
‘Toronto

(0)

DOttawa
(p)

Toronto
Toronto
Don Mills
London
Ottawa
Ottawa!
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto;
Toronto-
Ottawa |
‘Toronto:
Toronto* |
Toronto
Toronto _
Toronto: . | .
Toronto.
Toronto ! ‘
Toronto! - (P)
i (R)

(®),

®

. (P)

Oshawa ;

Toronto

(®
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Prince.Edward Island

Quebec - -

Andre Bachand

" Marc Briere

Jacques Brillant
Lucien Cardin, MP
John Claxton

F. E, Cleyn . '
Mrs, ‘Dian Cohen

- Dean Maxwell Cohen
Jean David -
Jean de Grangpre
Monteath Douglas
Brig. ‘C, M. Drury
Yvés Dube
GeorgefFerguson
R, M, Fdwler '

L. -G, Giguerec _

. Carl Goldenberg

Jean-Paul Gregoire
Hubert Guindon

~TesM, Kent Lo .

Lgon Lalande

Andre Laurendeau
Jean Marchand

Hon. George Marler
Roy Matthews
Franc01s Mercier
Claude Morin

David L. MacFarlane

- Re B~ MacPhepson
Jean-Marie Nadeau

- John Payne

Mme.’Jeanné’Sauve
Maurice Sauve'
‘Rt. Hon, Lord Shaughnessy

. Arthur Smith
Edward Stamp

Jamés L. Thom =~
DOUglas Thomas

" P, N. Thorsteinsson ;' .
- Jo Turner :

Mr. 'H, P van Ginkel
Mrs, H, P. van Ginke1'~
Bruce Whlteqpone

- 7 .

Montreal
Montreal
Rimouski
Sorel

Montreal .

. Huntington -

MontTreal
Montreal ,
Montreal
Montreal
Montreal
Montreal
Quebec
Montreal
Montreal
Mont real

Montreal- -

Montreal

Montreal- .

Montreal

'-Mogtréal

Montreal
Quebec
Montreal
Montreal
Montreal -
Quebec
Montreal
Montreal

Montreal .
Montreal-

Montreal
Montreal

‘Montreal

Montreal

-Montreal

Montreal

‘Montreal

ﬂontreall
Montreal
Montreal

Montreal
vMontreal

(P)
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Saskatchéwan

oy
Charlqs Qibbings
Alfred Gleave

Otto Lang

N

Dean J, chdeillMacleoﬂ; MD_

F. Von Pilis
e
Territories

\
'

‘Foreign Addresses

\

Dr, Daris Boyle

Professor Harry G. Johnson 

Peter Regenstreif- -

Regina '
-Saskatoon
Saskatoon
Saskatoon
Saskatgon

-
. rir .

.

Baltimdrg‘f{"
., Chicago ©

Tthaca.



. APPENDTX C:

" PARTTCIPANTS TN THER FREDERTCFON CONFERENCE

N

Alberta /

Senator J, A, Buchanan, Edmont.on (pr)
Mrs. J. A, Buchanan Edmont.on (r)
Joe Clark ' High River (r)
Neil Crawford , Edmonton (P)
Jack bavis ' . Calgary (r)
Roy Deyell . Calgary - (P)
Mrs. Roy Deyoll . Calgary (r) -
Hon., Marcel Lambert, MP X Edmonton . (r)
William McVeigh : Drumhelder.  (P)
pr. John Porter - " Calgary (r)
Miss Lynn Smith Calgary (0)

DBrit.ish Columbia

pr. E. R, Black f Vancouver (r)
Gary Boyd 'Victoria (r)
Dr. H. A, C. Cairns Vancouver (R)
Stuart Fleming, MP Vernon (r)
Mrs. E. D, Pulton ' , Kamloops (pP)
Hon, E, D, Pulton o ) Kamlgops (r)
Bill Macadam L Campbell River
| : e ' (p)
‘Barold Marshall ) winfield & (P)
Mrs, Dorothy Smith- . Kelowna (p)
Miss Mary Southin ' Vancouven (p)
GL hn Taylor ) West Vancouvefp)
Malcolm Wicklon : Vancouver (p)
-
Manitoba
Mrs. Alta Atkinson ) Lac du Bonnet(P)
Charles Birt ’ ’ Winnipeg (pP)
, James Buras Winaipeg (pr)
James Doak : : " Virden (P)
Mrs, James Doak : o Virden (P)
S. J. Enns, MP - Portage la Prairie
(p)
Hon, Olive Irvine - ' Winnipeg (P)
. buncan Jesdiman Winnipeg (rP)
Remi Lafreniere V St. Boniface (P)



Manttoba (Cont,)

. Campbell MacLean
Joe Martin

Arthur V. Mauro
Professor W, L. Morton
James Shorg

Ropert. A, Steon
MSS‘/Robort A. Steon

Professor T. S. Wabster

New Brunswick

Fred J. Arsenault
Tom Bell) 'MP
Mrs. Rusbcll Bennett
, Ian Brown ’ ‘
Paul Creaghan
Gordon Fairwecather, MP .
Mrs. Gordon Fairweather .
Hon Hugh John Flemming, MP
Wendell Fulton
Graham Galloway
br, W, E, Hale
Roger Harley
Richard Hatfield, MLA
" Ralph Hay-
" Don Hoyt: .
Larry Knowles
Alfred Landry
Euclide Leger
Frank E. Lutes
J. Chester MacRae, MP

Professor George McAllister

Lorne McGuigan

Fred Nicholson o
Donald Patterson, MLA
Bernard Poifier

Roger Savoie

C. B. Sherwood, MLA . o
Mrs, Owen Smith =~ &
Richard Stéeves TN
Wallace Turnbull .

Brig. Michael Wardell
Professor Aurele Young

~ 105 -

"

\
St.. Boniface (P)
wWinnipeg (pr)
winnipeg (r)-
Winnipeg (R)
Winnipeg (p)
Winnipeg (P
Winnipeg (r)
Winnipeg )
‘Bathutst (r)
Saint John  (P)
Moncton (r).
Fredericton (0)
Moncton = (P)
Rothesay (pr)
Rothesay (r)
Fredericton (P)
Fredericton (0)
Fredericton (0)
Fredericton " (P)
Fredericton (P)
Hartland (P)
Fredericton (P)
Fredericton (0)
Fredericton (0)
Shediac (r)
St. Anthgny (P)
Berry Mills (P)
* Fredericton (P)
Fredericton (P)
Saint John «{P)
St, Stephen 1{P)
Saint John  (P)
" Moncton (0)
Rogersville (P)
Norton (P)
Fredericton (P)
Saint John  (P)
Rothesay (P)
Fredericton (0)
Moncton . '(R)

r



Newfoundland

Hon. W. J. Browne, MHA

A. B. Butt

W, S. Perlin

Nova Scotlia

!

Nor¥ille Balch

Dave Bazay

John (O, Bower

Dr. William Dalton

Art Donahoe

Hon. R. A. Donahoe, MLA
Maurice Flemming

Professor Duncan Fraser
walter Goodfellow

John Kerr

Dr. Paul Kinsman, MLA
Professor Walter Kontak
Mrs. Alex MacAulay
Finlay MacDonald
Ronald MacDonald

Dr, Lewis Matheson
Lowell Murray

Hon. George Nowlan, MP

Miss T. Pullen
Hon, Robert stanfield, MLA

R. J. Thornhill

Ontario

Professor John Abrdms
Gordon Aiken, MP
Bruce Alexander
Norman Atkins
Douglas Auld
Miss Bonnie Bayne

Jack Béal

Gilles Belanger
‘Elmer D, Bell
ﬁ:no R. A, Bell

s. Ruth Bell

Kenneth C, Binks
Mrs, Kennpth C, Binks

[

1196 -

[ 4

St. Johns
St.. jghns
St.'Johns

Halifax
Halifax
Shelburne
Dartmouth-
Halifax
Halifax
Shelburne
wolfLville
Halifax
Halifax
Aylesford
Antigonish
Halifax
Halifax
Halifax
Sydney
Dartmouth
Wolfville

«Halifax

Halifax

- Dartmouth

Torénto

Gravenhurst

Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Ottéwa
Ottawa
Exeter
Ottawa

Bell!s Corngers

Ottawa
Ottawa

-
-

(r)
(r)
» (P)

(0)
(0)
(p)
(p)
(P)
(P)
tr)
(R)
(r)
(0)
(r)
(R)
(P)
(P)
(0)

(P;
P
"(OL/

(P)
(r)

(R)
(p)
(0)
(P)
(P)
()
(0)
(0)
(P)
(p)
(P)
- (P)
(p)
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ontario (Cont,)

John Bird
Marcel Bure
John Duss
Duncan Came
palton K, C
Grant Campb

-~ Dr. Daniel

aw

ron
amp
ell
Cappon

pr. Robert M, Clark

Ron Collist
Greg Connol
Dr. John Co

David Crane

" Fred Dawes

Norman DePo
Dean Richar
DcAn A, R,
E. A, Dunlo
Mrs., E, A,
Roy Faibish
Mrs, Laura

er .

ly
nway

" Kenneth Cork

e

d billon
C. Duncan
p, MPP
Dunlop

Ferrier

Douglas Fisher, MP

* Meredith F1

W, wo Foot
Mrs, W, W,
Tom Ford

. Dr, Eugene

E. A. Goodm

eming
Foot

Forsey
an

Cameron Graham
Hon, Allister Grosart

pr., J. R, W, Gwynne-Tlmothy
Mrs. J. R. W, Gwynne-Timothy

pr. Phyllis
pavid M., Ha

Hanley
rley

Hon, Irwin Haskett, MPP
Mrs. Irwin Haskett

Alan Heisey
George Hoga

n

John W, Holmes

Warren Hurst

H. N. R, Ja

il

ckman

Don Jghnston
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AN

Ottawa (o)
Ottawa (r)
Ottawa (0)
Oottawa (0)
Toronto (r)
Almonte (r)
Toronto (R)
Toronto (p)
Ottawa (0)
ottawd (0)
Toronto (R)
Toronto’
Toronto (0)
Chatham
Y ottala (0)
London (P)
Kingston (R)
Toronto (P
Toronto (Pe
ottaw (P)
York Mills  (P),
Ottawa (0)
Toronto
Kitchener
Kitchener
Toronto (o)
Ottawa ' (R)
Toronto . (P)
Ottawa (o)
Ottawa (p)
‘London (r)
London (P)
.Toronto _ (P)
Toronto
Ottawa " (P)
Ottawa (P)
Don Mills (p)
Toronto (P)
Toronto _ R)
Toronto . (P)
Toronto ~(P)
Port Credit (P)
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Ontario (Cont,) -
Ken Kelly Ottawa (0)
_ Claude Lajeunesse ‘ Ottawa (0)
Peter Leslie ' Kingston (0)
Charles Lynch Ottawa (o)
Flora MacDonald ‘ Ottawa (P)
I, Tan Macdonald - Toronto (P)
Professor D. C. MacGregor . Toronto
Mrs. Ward Markle Willowdale - (P)
Ed Maynerick Toronto (p)
Jim McCook . Ottawa (0)
Mrs. Jim Mc@ook . ' " Ottawa (0)
Fred McCord o ' Ottawa (o)
Hon, M, W, McCutcheon Toronto (p)
Clyde McDonald Toronto (R)
Mrs, Clyde McDonald ’ » Toronto - (o)
Kaye McFarland ‘ Napanee (P)
pr. A. N, McLeod ~ Toronto (R)
Dr. Marshall McLuhan ' Toronto (R)
pavid B. Meynell . Tovonto - (P)
Mrs. David B. Meynell Toronto (r)
Francois Morriset ' ' Ottawa (o)
W. B, Nesbitt, MP . ' Woodstock . (P)
Professor RQavid Nowlan Toronto (R)
Del O!Brien ' Westmeath (r)
B. T. Richardso ) Ottawa ' - (P)
E. S. Rogers ) ' ) Tepronto (P)
Richard Rohmer ‘ Toronto (p)
Gordon Ross : Toronto (P)
Lionel Schipper Toronto ~ (P)
Douglas S. Scott . Hamilton
A, E. Sheppard London (p)
Sant Singh ' o Ottawa - (P)
Alan Smith ‘ Ottawa (P)
D. S. Stephens Hamilton
Mrs, D, S, Stephens ' Hamilton
Professor Alastair Taylor ‘ Kingston (R)
Jim Taylor . _ Ottawa (0)
pr, E, Llewellyn Thomas . . \ Toronto (R)
William Thomson ) Oakville (R)
R. D. Thrasher _ Ottawa (P)
Professor S, G. Triantis Toronto (R)
Varner Troyer : Ottawa- (0)
John Vivash : i Oshawa " (P)
Mrs, Jean Wadds, MP =~ ~ ‘ Prescatt - (P)
Robert Welch, MPP . , st, Catharinetp)
Anthony Westell o Toronto (o)

Bill Whiteacre " : Toronto ()

-
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Ontario (Cont.)

Mrs. Bill Whiteacre Toronto _(p)
James Williams ) Ottawa "~ (0)
: , 0
‘Prince Edward Island
X .
Fred Arsenault Mount Carmel (P)
Bennett Carr ’ Chanlotteétdwn(P)
Hon, L. G, Dewar, MLA o OtLeary ' (P)
Heath Macquarric, MP : Victoria (r)
Arthur McInnis L Charlottetown(P)
‘Dr, Cyril Sinnott g . ' Charlottetown(P)
Arthur Wright . ' o . Charlottectown(P)
Quebec . . - '
Maurice Allard Sherbrooke.  (P)
W. David Angus ° . , . Westmount - . (P)
Hon, Leon Balcer, MP Co : Trois—RivierefP)
. .
Maréel Belanger ‘ . ~ Montreal (g%
Claude Bigue Amos . (
Arthur Blakely - ‘ _Montreal - (o)
Joyce Blond Montreal (p)
Jacques Bouchard e 4?m§ : (P)
Egan Chambers . ‘ s ontreal (P)
Mrs, Gretta Chambers . Montreal - (P)
Dr. Rosario Cousineau . Sherbrooke . (R)
Dr. Edward Bnglish o ' Montreal (R) .
Marcel Faribault S : . Montreal (R)
Bernard Flynn . B Baie Comeau . (P)
' Hon, Jacques Flynn o ) ... Quebec (P)
_Heward Grafftey, MP o ‘ Knowlton . ' (P)
Peter V, Gundy . Montreal - (P)
Richard B. Holden Montreal (P)
Ernest Kockeritz L o : Montreal “(R) .
Marc Lacoste - ' Outremont (P)
Paul-E, Lafontaine y Montreal - (P)
Marc Lalonde ‘ Montreal ‘(R)
Mme, J,~Rene Lessard Montreal (P) -
Claude Leveille - - Granby (P)
Ronnie Luttrell . o Montreal - (0)
~ William J, Mandzia ‘ City of St. '
. Laurent (P). .

Max McMahon o ' ' Montreal - (R-0)

.

L
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Quebec (Cont,)

)

David Nathansbn
Hon, Josie Quart
Claude Ryan

Tom Van Dusen
Mike Vineberg
B, A, Warkentin
" Bruce Whitestone
W. A, Wilson

. Saskatchewan’

Hugh Arscott

Dr, Lewis Brand . .
Rt, Hon, John G, Diefenbaker
Fred Dunbar

Professor Roger Graham

Hon. Alvin Hamilton, MP

Oﬁfis Keehr

Dr, g. B, Leishman
" -Don McGowan e
Territories

" Mark de Weerdt
Gene Rheaumey MP

Fore{gn/£ﬁ§§§§8es .
i '

Tom Hphckin

Profegsor William Hdl; )
Dr. Burton Weisbrod /

s MP

.

\

\

ongreal (0)
illery (P)

(”ﬂg;?tp¢al (R-0)

Alymer (P)
Montreal + (P)
Montreal (P)
Montreal (R)
Montreal (0)

. . N
Saskatoon (P)
Saskatoon (P)

Prince Albert(P)
Mcadow Lake '(P)

Saskatoon (P)
Fort Qulhppéliﬁ)
Regina - (P)
Regina (P)

- Swift Current(P)
) .
o4

Yellowknife (ﬁL
Yellowknife (P)

T

?gmbridge, Mass.

N (R)
/Burham . (R)
‘Madison

(R)



I

v

, - 201 -

. <N APPENDIX D:
e PARTICICANTS IN THE MONTMORENCY CONFERENCE

+

Aﬁbgrta

G. W. Baldwin, MP

* Jack.Davis

Jack Horher, MR
Mapcel Lambert, MP
Pcter Iougheed’ MLA
B, D. Patterson
“Erick Schmidt

Eldon Woolliams, MP

British Columbia

Préfcssg} Robert Clark
John de Wolf

Dr. R. M. Kaplan
" Richard B, Simmins
Professor Donald Smiley
Mar¥ Southin o
ProFessor Neil Swainson

Manitoba
Hon. Walter Dinsdale, MP
S. J. Enns, MP

Hon. Gurney Bv;hs, MLA
Hon. Thelma Forpes, MLA
Hon, Sterling Lyon, MLA
L. R, Sherman, MP

Professor Norma Whlmsley,

New Brunswick

Gordon Fairweather, MP
pr. W, E. Hale A
Richard Hatfleld, MLA
Alfred Landfy °
.p. D, Patterson, MLA

‘ Newfoundland

Gerald Ottenheimer, MLA

‘St;éJohps

Seace River
algary
Rollockville
Edmonton
Calgary

~ Calgary

Edmonton
Calgary ~

* Vancouver
- Vancouver:

Burnaby
Vancouver
Vancouvet’

Yancouver
Victoria /

(

Brandon
Oottawa
Winnipeg -
wirntrPeg
Winnipeg
wWinnipeg
Brandon

Rothesay. '
Fredericton
Hartland
Mongton
Sainﬁ*JThn

i

(r)
(P)
(P)
(®)
(P)
(P)
(0)
(P)

(P)
(P)
(R)

(R).:

"

(p)
(P)
XP)
(r)

’

(P)

(r)
(R)

o
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“Gordon Aiken, MP

- 202 -

Nova Scotia
-
Hon. Gcrry”Doucet, MLA
Professor D, Hugh Gillis
J. M. Forrestall, MP
Professor Duncan' Fraser
rs nytfeffcrson

ons T, “McRSSUAN, MLA
Ontario

Professor Bill ‘Baker
Professor Eric Beecroft
Richard Bell, MP

- Dr, W, A, Benson’
. Professor Henry Best

Professor R, M. Burns
Robin Bush

Dalton Camp

Professor Dan Cappon
Pr., D, W, Carr

C. D. Crehna

Walter Currie

Harold Danforth, MP

*A, E. Diamond

Mrs, Edward A, Dunlop
Edward A, Dunlop, MPP
Professor Stephen Dupre
Professor Donald Eldon
Mrs., Laura Ferrier
Professor Jack Granatstein

Professor John Gwynne-Timothy
Alfred Hales, MP »

Albert Hearne

Professor Tom Hockin

Mr., D, M, Johnston

Mark Kellow

. Professor William Kilbourn
Jules Kronis

Professor Arthur Kruger
Dr. Dorothy C, H. Ley

* M. T.. McCutcheon, MP

Professor John C, Machnald

E. R. McEwen -
Hon,., C, S.. MacNaughton, MPP

$

Halifax (P)
Antigonish (p)
Dartmouth (P)"
Wolfville (P)
RHET
ax, . {P
Gravenhurst (P)
Ottawa (R)
London (R)
Ottawa (p)
Victoria - oo
Toronto (r)
Kingston (R)
. Don Mills (R)
Toronto (p)
Toronto (P)
Ottawa -~
Guelph A\T%)
Willowdale (R)
Ottawa " (P)
Toronto
Toronto (P)
Toronto (r)
Toronto . "(R)
Peterborough (P)
Willowdale (P)
Ottawa (R)
London (f)
Guelph (p)
Toronto (R)
Toronto (R)
Toronto ()
eterborough ,
Toronto (R)
Toronto ir)
Toronto . {R)
Toronto
Ottawa (pr)
Peterborough (R)"
Toronto (R)
Toronto (p)



Ontario (Cont.)

David Meynell. . '
"Phil Mitches (
J.. H. Moore
Wallace Nesbitt, MP
Professor G. Pacquet
Mrs, Ada Pritchard
Richard Rohmer
Rev, Gordon Ross
Ald. David Rotenberg
Lionel Schipper
Sheldon Silvers ®
Alex Sim . .

Heber Smith, MP

L. A, Soden

Dr. P. D, Stevens .
Hon, William A, Stewart, MPP
Professor T, H. B, Symons
Professor S, Triantis
Gerald Townsend

Mrs., Jean Wadds, MP
Patrick Watson ‘
Hon, ThoﬂaSaWells, MPP
John White, MLA ° , )

3
_Prince Edward Isiand

David MacDonald, MP
Heath Macquarrie, MP-
Quebec X;”

Martial ‘Asselin, MP
"Jean Bazin

Paul Beaulieu, MP
Egan Chambers :
‘Marcel Faribault T
‘M. Gerald Filion
“Praofessor Jacques Gagne
Heward Grafftey, MP -
. Hubert Guindon'

.Russell Keays, MP
Dean Mordell .
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.

*

0y

Toronto
Toronto
London

Woodstock

'Oqtawa

Hamilton
Toronté
Toronto
Toronto
Toronﬁ

*Torapﬁnggg

North‘GoweP

ABarrie

#pudbury
Manotick

Toronto

Peterborqugh 
‘Toronto

i
Toronto "

Prescott
Toronto
Toronto
London

¢

. Ottawa

Ottawa

p

K

£ .
g%tn ) 4

grOttdVa.
~"Montrgal
St.<J§§;j

/

Montreal
Mohtréal
Montre

."

‘Sherbgooke

Knowlton

‘;, Montreal

Ottawa

’qutreal

3

!

4

(p)
(r)
()
(?)

(P)




Quebec (Cont,)

D. A. H," Newman .
?. J. Plunkett ?
"Theo Ricard,; MP
Tom Sloan Lo
Paul 0. Trepanier
Georges Valade, MP
Pcter G, White .
Bruce Whitestone

N

‘Saskatchewan

Dr. Lewis Brand, MP
Reg Cantelon, MP |
Jack McIntosh, MP

Dean T. H. MacLgod
Edward Nasserden, MP

Lawrence Watson, MP
Territories
Erik Nielsen, MP’

Foreign Addresses

A, N. Mcheod'

Professor Michael Stein

d

ad
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) -

Montreal (R)

| Montreal
St. Hyacinthe(P)
Montreal (0)
< Granby _ - (P)
Montreil |, (r)
Knowlton = (P)

Montreal

Saskatoon (P)

Ottawa (P)
Syift Current(P)
Regina -~ (R)
Saskatoohn (P)
Abonlea (P)
, ) Sy
Whitehorse © (P)
Trinidad ‘ (R)
Princeton (R)

.
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APPENDIX E:

‘PARTIC"IPANTS IN THE NIAGARA FALLS CONFERENCE ‘

'7q“lberta

/U/Elmar Abele , _ o Edmonton kP)
) Professor Harvie Andre S Calgary o (P)
,F%A G, W. Baldwin, ME ‘ . Peace River _(P)
"V, Len Berg . Sedgewick «  (P)
j%' Gi M, Burden o . ' . Calgary (p)
/'t Vincent Dantzer ’ . Edmonton (P)
‘rj _Roy Deyell . ‘ “C\’ Calgary - (P)
4. . Cliff Downey, MP ‘ ‘ ' .. Ottawa “(P)
[ '“Hon. .D. S, Harkness, MP ' ‘ " (Calgary (P) ..
“* + Mrs, Roy Henderson , High River . (P)
a Peter Horcica - " Edmonton (P)
; Jack Horner, MP R . S Pollockville (P)
NS David Jenkins. _ ‘ . +  Calgary .. (P)
L Hon. Marcel Lambert, MP . Edmonton (p)
i Larry Lang . Lethbridge  (P)
/M ’ Dan A, Lawrence : . “Red Deer “(P)
i Peter Lougheed, MLA . Calgary (P)
N Ken Lutes Brooks (p)
HN : 'Hugh Lynch—Staunton Lundbreck  (P)
;ﬁk ; Ds R, Matheson  ~ R o : Edmonton (P) ¢
x'. . - Don Mazankowski, MP - Vegreville  (P)
1'\f, . Donald McDougall : : " Edmonton’ (P) '
?“ 'Dongid McKenzie - ' ‘ Edmonton . (P)
.'Charles McMillan " o, ‘ - Edmonton (P)
"\%~ ~C. J. Meagher _ ”' Medicine Hat (P)
'\.‘Carl 0. Nickle. : b .7 Calgary (PM
-Steve Paproski, MP ) . Edmonton. (r)
g Qavxd Parsons ‘ ‘ E - Calgary - {p)
} ¢ W, Dy Piechotta - Sy ' * Calgary (r)
;! \ Ronald Powell : : ' Calgary ~»(P%
E . "“Mrs, Jean-Roen - ' ‘ - Duchess  ° (P) .
1< . {Professor Rodney’ Schneck ‘ . Edmonton ~, (R)
R \Stan ‘Schumacher, MP . . : Drumheller (P)
i _ Anthony A, Taylor . - 3 ‘ ‘Calgary . (P)
; ' 'Robert Thompson, MP  ° . " Red Deer (p)
" 'W. R. Watson T - Edmonton' r
gy Ed Wensell o, . : Camrose
*'\g Eldon Woolllam.,‘MP e Calgary
W\ Professor Peter Woolstencroft S Edmonton °
~ "4Dr, Paul Yewchuck NPT R » Lac La Biche (P)
”ﬁﬁ wCarl Yqungren : 7 ‘ . . .Calgary (r)

i'd Viiliam J. Yurko, MaA o T e Edmonton . (P)



"Mrs:.N. M,

Profes§or Donald Smlley
. Douglas. Smith

British Columbia

T

" Professor

H..A. Cairns
Professor Robert Clark
D. Denhglm =

-

Mrs., Lorraine Devries

Jolhin de W
Mrs. John

Chris Dum

olf

de Wolf
Drysdale
fries

J. A. Fraser
Gordon Hall
Roff Johannson -
Tom Johnstone

L, P, Linstead

M. A. Lundeen
William-Macadam ~~

-

Professor Brucé Nesbitt
W1nston Newman
John Pearkes

Miss Jane

Jo.. T Sax

thchie
elby

John'M. Sherman -

Malcolm Wickson -

t
Manitoha

Don Baizl

Mrs, Joan C.- M; Campbell

. Sam W, Wilson

ey

Rev. -Adanf Cuthand

Hon, Walter Dznsdalé, MP

Leonard D
Floyd Eve

. Professor ‘W.’

Morley'
Duncan -

omino *
nson

eene
ssiman

Dr. George Johnson

Whrnei/fopgenson, MLA

\

Fbx+ﬂecént

' Vancouver (R)
Vancouxsa (r)
North couver -

: (R)
Kamloops (r)
Vancouver (p) .
Vang¢ouver - (P)
Van¢ouver (P)

- Wancgouver = - (P)
Yandouver (p)y
. Sardis - (P)

" Vancouver T(P)

Port Alberni (P).

Comox

(P)

Dawson Creek (P)

Campbell River

Burnaby -

Vancouver.
~ Vancouver -

Victoria

West Vancouver

()

AN

(p) -

(R)

(P).
(2)
(F)

West Vancouver

Vancouver

'Victoria
JVancouver

(P)

(R)
(P)
(P)

Dawson Creek (p)

- Winnipeg ,
Transcona
Winnipeg -

Brandon
Transcona
Winnipeg
Winnipeg,

_ Winnipeg
Winnipeg .

Winnipeg

lwipnipeg.'

g

(p) .
()

(R) .

(p)

(P)

(P)
(P) .

- (P)

(P) .
(p)
(®
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‘Manitoba (Cont’,)

Robert E, Lane '@ _« ¢ °
Jay Livingstone

Mrs. D. McConnell
David McCormick

Bruce Miller -

Mrs. Brucé Miller

rNathah Nurgltz . L
‘TUr. Gordon Ritchie, MP e
Walter Rikchle . :
Mrs, Annis Shaddy

Lee Southern

Sidney Spivak, MLA

Craig’ Stewart MP

Roy Vogt
John Williamson 43
Don Zizzi .

New Brunswick -

John Baxtér, ﬁLA

Mrs ™ John Baxter /";

T, M. Beli A%

Guy Chapéét \ o
Gordoni Fairweather, MP
Edward Harley .
Richard Hatfleld, MLA °,
Professor Robert Kerr:
Charles E, Leger L
Paul McIntyre -
David C. Nicholson . = .
D. D, Patterson, MLA )

-

"Mrs, D, D. Patterson

Dr. John E, Rigby, MLA :
Mrs, John E, Rigby “

".Cs' B. Sherwood, MLA
- . Jean- Maurice Simard

. Horace B. Smith’

. Claude Taylor, MLA

a

John Smith - BRI
Ralph Sykes . - S

'-

, .
. L @ .

WLnnipeg .T (r)

,t> . Q.~
(P)

Saint John 2 (B)

Edmundston (P) .

« Rothesay - (P)-
Kinghurst (P)

.Hartland , (P)

Fredericton .(P)
Moncton (R)

" Bathurst " (P)
Fredericton ' (P)

J’IEaSter Rlverside.

w

(p)

Saint John : (P)-

Saint John (P)
St. Anﬂ%s (P)

© St. Andiws  (P)
~ Norton + = (P)
' Edmundston  (P)
.Fredericton (P)

Hillsborough (ﬁ) 

Bathurst -.(P)

o

" Riverview . . - (P) .

!

"Swan,River  (P)
flamiota (P)

.~ Winnipeg = (P)
Portage la
Prairie (P) -
Portage:la

 Prairie ~€P)
Winnipeg - (P) .
'‘Dauphin ., (P)

"Winnipeg *(P)’
Winnipeg. (p)
Winnipeg ° (P)
Winnipeg (r)
Ottawa -(P)
Winnipeg . (R) ..
Sinclair . (P)
Brandon l(P)@ i

"EasterlRlversideF '

A Y
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New Brunswick (Cont,)

Mrs, Wyndifrod Thy10r~
Chavles Thomas, MP
‘Mark Ycoman

Nova Scot.la
r‘—::—“?*—‘

Professor Agar Adamson
Mrs. Douglas Bowen
John Q. Bower

Robept Coates, MP
Louis R, -Comecau, MP
Profoqﬁor Iohn Connor
Gabrge .T. H. Cooqu //
‘David Covert

A. Widlliam Cox

Lloyd R, Crouse, MP
Arthur Donahoe’

C, ‘Hanson Dowell

Hugh Farin

‘Maurice Flemming
Donald Haggert
Charles Haliburton
Robert Levy

Mrs, Isobel MacAulay '
R. L. MacDougall
Professor A, H, MacLean
Robert McCleave, MP
Robert Muir, MP

J. Patrick Nowlan, MP
Harpell Power

James Russell

Chris Sabean

J. B, Sawyer

Mrs, Monica Scott

C. William Singer

Hon, G, I. sﬂlith, MLA »‘?},A‘{_’_‘ ,‘

: /-“‘ .

Te Wy Sommerville A

Hon. Robert Stanfield,‘MP_}kk

Kenneth Streatch Yo
" David Stuewe )
Rapert James White

Dr. Russell Zinch

Riverview

Moncton
Moncton

Wolfville
New Glasjiow
Shelburne
Amherst
Ottawa
Wolfville
Halifax
Halifax

_Malifax

Lunepberg
Halifax
Middleton'
Wolfville
Shelburne
New Glasgow
Digby
Halifax
Halifax
Truro
Wolfville
Halifax
Ottawa
Ottawa

Fast Jeddore
Halifax
Halifax
Halifax

Lower Sackville

Yarmouth
Truro
Halifax
Halifax
Elderbank
Halifax

. Stellarton

i

Lunenburg

.
b

4

(r)
(P)
(r)

(R)

()
(p)
-(P)
()
(r)’
(R)
(P)
(p)
(P)
(p)
(P)
(P)
(P)
(p)
(P)
(p)

(e
(+)
()

-(P)

@)
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anfnunxinnd

R. J. Greene : - | St. Johns (r).
Frank D, Moores, MP - L Ottawa (P)
Bob Nut.beem ¢ i Harbour Grace (P)
€orald Ottenheimer, MHA . | St.. Jolms (r)
AL | '
Ontario
: . \
John Adams Toronto (r)
Mrs. John Adams ronto . (P)
Michacl Adams Toronto v (P)
‘Gordon Aiken, MP . Gravenhurst (P)
Bruce Alexander - C Toronto . (R)
Lincoln Alexander, MP Hamilton ~  (P)
" Miss Georgia Allen . Ottawa (0)
J. R, Allan Toronto {R)
Robert Amaron Renfrew - (pr)
Jill Armstrong . . Toronto (r)
J. E. Armstrong ‘ Cobalt (p)
Ronald Atkey .  London . (pr) -
-Professor A, D. Auld Guelph (P)
Reuben C. Baetz . Ottawa (R)
Robert Baksi _ ; Windser . (p)
John Barker Scarborough (P)
Leonard Beaton , Toronto (R)
Robert Bedard ~ Ottawa . (P)
Professor Eric Beecroft o London (R)
Miss M, Beer ‘ Peterborough (0)
Elmer Bell ' : ) .Extter (p)
Hon, R, A, Bell o Ottawa (p)
Mrs. R, A, Bell . : : Ottawa (P)
Harold Berry Toronto -(P) -
Mrs, Peggy Berton . : Ottawa (P)
.Professor Henry Best: ’ - Toronto _(P)
‘Dr, Ed Black . -\ Ottawa (pP)
Professor Ronéldﬁalair T ' Toronto (R)
Professor Marvih Blauer e St, Catharines
' ) ' ) (R)
Donald A, Blenkarn . _ Port Credit (P)
Stan Boivin Hanmer (pP)
Richard Boraks . . Toronto (p)
Mrs. ‘G. Bower-Binns o Ottawa (o)
Mrs, Joyce E, Bowerman . 4 . Oshawa (pP)
Professor Alexander Brady Toronto (R)

Bruno Bragoli Hamilton (P)

s



Y o I B Peterborough (0)
BAvara B35 Toronto (R)
Macdonal\ Camgbbll ) London (p)
Mrs, Duslic 'Campbell : London (p)
John Canning N Willowdale (r)
Dr, Daniel Cappon Toronto (r)
Professor Glen Carroll . Waterloo (R)
Mrs, Glen Carroll Waterloo (0)
Murray Chercover Toronto (R)
Dr. D. A, Chisholm Ottawa : (R)
Joe Clark : Ottawa (r)
Professor R, T. Clippingdale Ottawa (R)
Dr. Bruce Connell ® ; Ottawa (r)
Mrs,. Bruce Connell -Dttawa (p)
,Professor G. E. Connell Toronto (R)
Clare Copeland ~_ Tororto (R)
Professor David Cox ‘ Kingston (R)
_Vicki Cripps Guelph (r)
Professor R. W, Crowley ' .Kingston (R)
Walter Currie ' Toronto (R)
Professor J, W, Daly ) Hamilton (R)
Harold Danforth, MP Ottawa - (p)
George F, Davidson ' Ottawa (R)
Ross Degeer - Toronto ~(p)
Hugh Doig ) Sudbury (P)
Mras, Jean Douglas ’ Chippawa (P)
Mrs, Fred Dreger Breslau (pP)
Edward A, Dunlop, MLA ‘ Toroanto (p)
Mrs, Edward A. Dunlop ’ Toronto (pr)
R, Alan Eagleson Toronto (r)
Joe Eisenberg Toronto (0)
Stuart Ellis - St. Catharines
‘ | (P)
Maurice English . : Ottawa (pP)
Professor K, B, Farquhar London (R)
Eugene Fedak . ” Hamilton (pP)
Donald M, Findlay King City (p)
Mrs, Donald M. Findlay King City (p)
. Ron Fisher . * Windsor - (P)
_Eric Ford . Toronto =  (P)
L, D. Foreman. o ‘Poronto (R)
William C. Frank ” . '~ Hyde.Park (pP)

Mrs, William C, Frank . , Hyde Park (P)
¢ /
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Ontario (Cont,)

Dexter Geddes

Dr, W, H, Gerhart

Mrs, G, M, Gerrie

Dr. James Gillies

E. A, Goodman .

Lee Grills, MP . -
Senator Allister Grosart

H. Donald Guthrie

Professor John Gwynnec-Timothy
Alfred Hales, MP L
Hon, Alvin Hamilton T
S. B. llandleman

Dr. J. E, F. Hastings

. Dr, Lionel E, llastings

Paschal Illayes

Jack Heath T SO
Hon, George Hees, MP

G. R, Heffernan

Alan Heisey

Kenpeth Higson

Mrs. Maurice Holt

Ted Horton

R. Michael Huckson

Joe Hueglin -

Professor W, N, H, Hull
Professor C, W, Humphries
G. Gordon Hurlburt
Warren Hurst

W. W, Ince

Jack Ireland

H. N. R, Jackman
Do M, Johnston
Douglas Jure

* Brian Kappler -

Allan B, Kennard -

John Ker

Graham Kidlark

Edward Kowal .
Orest M, Kruhlak

Dr, P. A, Lapp

A. B, R, Lawrence, MPP
Allan F, Lawrence, MPP

>

5
#

Toroato (r) -
Parry Sound (P)
Hamilton (0)
Downsview
Toronto (p)
“Ottawa: (p)
Ottawa (p)
Toronto (p)
London (pr)
Guelph (p)
Manotick (r)
Bells Corners(P)
Toronto (r)
Toronto (R)
~-Fort William (P)
Toronto" (P)
Toronto (0)
Ottawa (p)
" Whitby (R)
Don Mills (r)
Grimsby (P)
Peterbprough (P)
Weston (p)
Waterloo (p)
Niags Falls(P)
St. Catharine(R)
Toronto
Willowdale (P)
Toronto (p)
Kitchener. (p)
Belleville (P)
Toronto (p)
Toronto ()
Islington (o)
Windsor (r)
Kingston (p)
Fingal (p)
Toronto (p)
Toronto (p)
Toronto ° (R)
Malton (R)
Ottawa (p)
“Toronto (pr)
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Bob
Mrs.

Mrs,. Dorothy Lichty
Professor I. A, Litvak
Professor Colin Lock

Lee
Glenda Lewe

Barry G, Lowes
D!Arcy Luxton
Flora MacDonald

Mrs,

K. E. MacIntosh

Elwood Madill
Arthur Malonegy

Mrs,

Karl Manner

Lauren Marshall
Dennis Martin
Joe Martin
Donald Martyn

Miss Deb Matthews
Miss Joyce Matthews

Mr,

Don Matthews

.

Professor C. J. Maule
Murray Maynard )

Ernie McCullough ..

Vera McCullough
Robert McKinnell

Robert McKinley, MP
Mrs. Robert McKinley

Roy Mclaren
TIan McPhail

" John McPhail

Peter McWilliams
David Meynell

Professor T. Miljan

Philip Mitches
Ralph S, Migener

Dr, S, F, Monestime
Professor W, L, Morton

Clark Muirhead
Robert Mummery
Donald Munroe.
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Toronto .°
Ottawa
Weclleby
Hamilton
Hamilton
Toronto
Hamilton
Kingston
Kitchener
Orangeville
Toronto
Sudbary
Waterloo
Don Mills
Toronto
Sutton
London
London
London
Hamilton
Toronto
Willodale
Willowdale
Binbrook
Ottawa
Ottawa
Toronto
Willowdale
Sault Ste.
Marie
Oakville
Toronto
Waterloo
London

(p)
(p)
(P)
(R)
(R)
(P)
()
(P)

(P)
(P)

"(0)

(p)
(p)
(P)
(p)
(0)

(0)

€0)
(P)
(p)
(p)

(r)

(P)
(P)
(p)
(0)
(p)

(P)
(P)
(P)
(R)
(P)

St, Catharines

Mattawa

(p)

Peterborough (R)

Claremont

(P)

Port Lambton (P)

Renfrew

(P)
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Brian Near

Wallace Nesbitt, MP
Professor W, F. W, Neville
G. E, Nori

George C, Norrie
Wayne ‘Nyomtato ~

Del O!Brien ‘
Mrs, Del O!Brien

Liam S, O!Brien

Peter O!Rourke

Professor Robert J. D, Page
T. R. Parker ‘
Professor J. C. Parr
Mrs., Dorothy Patterson
H. R, Patterson

Ed Paul. -

R. Penney

John Pentall

. Professor Geoprge Perlin -
Mrs, E., H, Phinn

Rodney Pinkney

Alan Pope

Mrs, Nancy Powis

- Joseph L, Reid

Professor J., A. Rendall
Bob Richardson

Burt Richardson

Garnet B, Rickard

Lynda Rivington

- Jean-Paul Roberge

~Dr, Hedley Roy

Clayton Ruby

~ Professor D, E. Sanders
William J, Saunderson
Dan Scott B
Graham Scott

_ William Scott, MP

Gordon Sedgewick

C. E, Shand

Sheldon Silver ‘ .
Professor Richard-Simeon

s
-
-
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Windsor (R)
‘Ottawa (R)
Toronto . (P)
Ringston (P)
Toronto , (P)
Peterborough (P)
Kingston (P)
Ancaster (P)
Mississauga (P)
Toronto (P)
Toronto (P)
St, Catharines
‘ (P)
London (R)
Toronto (P).
Toronto (P)
Bowmanville (P)
Ottawa (p)
Ottawa (P)
Toronto (7 (P)
Toronto '
Windsor .+ (R)
Toronto (r)
~‘Toronto (R)
Toronto (P)
Ottawa (P)
Toronto (p)
Toronto (P)
" Toronto (P)

Kingstonﬂ
Woodstock (P)
Peterborough (R)
Sault Ste,
Marie (P)
Oakville (p)
St. Catharines
(p)
Pembroke (r)
Pembroke - (P)
Waterloo (p)
London (p)

Peterborough (R)
Ingersoll (P)

Kingston . (R)

+|
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Ontario (Cont,)

¥r0fcssor George Sinclair
Professor David Slater
David E. Smith

Professor Denis Smith
Professor David Staeger

» William D, Stowe

David Surplis

John W, Sutton

James R, Swanbofough

Mrs. Yvonne Szilagyi
Professor Alastair Taylor
. Professor F, M. Tierney
B, Treister

Professor V, F, Valentine
Patrick Vernon

Audrey Voice

Mrs, Jean Wadds

David Ward

Joseph Wearing

Harry Weihs

Mrs. Ronald P, Williamson
Jack K, White

Professor J. W, Wilson

L. R, Wilson o
Professor David Winch

" David Wood

Robert Wood

Larry Zolf

Prince Edward Island

Ben J. Gallant

‘Claude Ives

George Key

Rev. David MacDonald, MP
Hon. J. Angus MacLean, MP
Heath Macquarrie, MP

Professor Saul‘Silverman i/

. Quebec

John Aimers

Fernand Alie

Hon, Martial Asselin, MP
K. G. Bernhardt Ce

,’ ° r
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i
Toronto, (R)
Kingston ' (R)
Burlington  (P)
Peterborough (R)

Toronto (R) .
Dunnville (o)
Toront.o (P)
Simcde . (P)
‘Burlington  (P)
Welland (P)
Kingston (R)
Ottawa (R)
Hamilton (0)
Ottawa (R)
Toronto (p)
ottawa ; ©~  (P)
Prescott _(P)
" .. Toronto ~ (R)

I‘Peterborough (0)

Don Mills (R)
Peterborough (P)
Brantford  (P)

Waterloo  (R)
London (R)
Hamilton (R)
Thamesford (P)
London (r)
- Toronto (0)
‘Charlottetown(P)
Summerside (P)
. Charlottetown(P)
Ottawa ..  (P)
Charlottetown(P)
Charlottetown(P)
Charlottetown(R)

‘Montreal (r)

Montreal (p)
La Malbaie (P)

Lennoxville (P)
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Quebiec (Cont,)

Y
David M. Bernstein
Fernand Bouchard
Eugene Boudreault

Pierre Boutin
J. Patrick Boyer
Michael Caren
Egan Chambers
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Professor Michel Chéyalier

Michel Cogger
George Daigle

Mme, Germaine Daigle

Roma Dauphin
Marc DeGoumois

Jacques Desroches

Rev.vGeraEd Dion

Dr, John H, Dirks
Jacques Dufresne’

Roland Dugre
Claude Dupras
Bernard Flynn

Hon. Jacques Flynn

Andre Gagnon

'Michgl Gagnon
~Heward Grafftey

D, C., Hannaford

Claude Harari

Professor Benjamin Higgins

Richard Holden .
Mrs. Richard Holden

Henry Horner
Margaret Jones

Dr, Alexandre Kindy
Mme, Irene Laflamme
Dr, Gilles Lalande

" Andre Lalonde

Victor Lambert

Dr, Levis Larocque

Roch Laéélle, MP’

Clehent Lauziere

Montreal (P)
St. Felicien (P)
Westmount (P)
Quebec (P)
Montreal (P)
Quebec . (P)
Montreal = (P)
. Montreal (R).
Montreal (r)
Levis (0)
Levis . - (P)

Sherbrooke  (R)
Quebec

'}aval—des-
-Rapides (P)

Quebec (R)
_Montreal (P)
Montreal -
Asbestos ' -
Montreal - (P)
Dorval (P)
. Ottawa - (P)
Montreal (P)
Montreal (P)

Knowlton -(P)
Town of Mount.

Royal (P)
Montreal (P) .
Montreal (R)
Montreal (P)
Montreal (P)
Shawyille (P)
Montreal (P)
Sherbreooke  (P)
Montreal " (P)
Montreal ~ (R).
St, Bruno ~ (P)
Ottawa (R)
Pointe Gatineau
. s ' (P)
Crabtree '
Corners )
Quebec - (R)



‘Quebec (Cont,.)

Michael Layton
" Francine Lessard
Mme, J. Rene Lessard
Professor Michel Lincourt
Jean Yves Lortie
Peter Lyman
Professor Noel Lyon
Hon, Paul Martimeau
‘Jean-Baptiste McLeod
Michael Meighen
Armand Miron
' Pavid A, H. Newman
Gary Quart Ouellet
Donat Piette

Paul Pouliot

Mme. Paul Pouliot
John R. Pratt
~Andre Prudthomme

Mme, Andre Prudt!homme
Hon, Josie D, Quart
Professor Serge Racine
Keith Randall '
Hon, Theo Ricard, MP
Roland Richer

James W, S, Saunders
John Sedley
' Gorlon Simons
~ Mrs, SuesSimons

Gord Sinclair
Mme, Paul-0O. Trepanier
Paul-0. Trepanier
- Bob .Valcov
Miss Cornelia Vaughan
Lawrence I, Weiser
George Wright: )

Saskatchewan

)
. Ken Black

Bert Cadieu, MP .
Professor J. C, Courtney
Walter Deiter '
Charles Irving
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Montreal (r) ‘:}
Ste, Foy (P)
. Montreal ' (P)
’ (R) -
Montreal (p)
Montreal (R)
Mon?real ‘
Lucerne r(P)
‘Montreal (P)
Montreal (P)
Valleyfield (P)
Montreal . (r)
_Quebec (P)
‘tiJoliette (r)

Sherbrooke  (P)
Sherbrooke (P)

Dorval . (p)
Montreal -(P)
Montreal (p)
Quebec ) (P)
Sherbrooke  (R)
Montreal (pP)
St, Hyacinthe(P)
Quebec {(P)
Ste, Foy (P)
Montreal -(P)

Pointe Claire(P)
Pointe Claire(P).

Montreal (p)
Granby (P)
Granby (p)
Baie dtUrfe (P)
Montreal (r)

Place dtArmes(P)
Pointe Claire(P)

Reégina - (P)
Ottawa (p)
~ Saskatoon (R) -
‘Regina (R)

Wadena (P). -



" Saskatchewan (Cont.)

Orris Keehr ‘ . Regina (p)
Stanley Korchinski, MP Ottawa (P)
Larry Kyle ) . Regina . (r)
Dr. Alan Matthews ‘ _ Fort QutAppelle
. . o (P)
Jim Ormiston _ FA Cupar = (p)
Ernie Pascoe . ' ' Moose Jaw . (P)
Peter Russel ' ‘Saskatoon (p)
Ken Sunquist Regina (P)
Lawrence Watson T ‘ Avonlea - (P)
Territories
Foreign Addresses » \
David Alexander - ) 4 London « gk)
Prdfessor James Duran Buffalo (R)
Gordon Galbraith’ . ~ New Haven “(P)

L. I, Golden ' T New York (R)
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