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and Quebec. The institutianal _. _ . .- and legal consTraints on prdv- 

incial behaviour have been related to the actual distribution 
* 

of powers in foreign affairs. The p,olitical culture analysis 
, 

has been focused on the socio-polirical forces underlying the 

Canadian federal structure, specifically *economic regionalism 

and French Canadian nationalism. 

The Canadian federal system has not provided clear guide- 

lines for provincial international roles. Wherq a dispute has * 

0 arisen over a provincial initiative, it has bken resolved on 

an individual basis between-the province and the federal gov- 

ernment, without setting a binding precedent. While Alberta 

and Ontario have been able to expand thelr international roles 
0 "  

0 
largely unhindered however, the federal government has sought 

to prevent Quebec from achieving a special status, and to 
V 

minimize the province's- role. 

There are few significant differences however, in the 
. . 

range and' level of the international activities of the three 

provinces. Quebec places greater emphasis on cultural relations . 

and Alberta and Ontario on economic ones, and all three conduct 

comparable administrative relations. They all behave as 

pressure groups vis-a-vis the* federal government, as well as 

independent actors.   he Canadian federal system has permitted 

each province to play a decisive role in defining and pursu- 

ing its international interests to the extent that it has'no? 

conflicted with the goals of the federal' government. 
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The Canadian provinc$s have histori.cally been involved 
I 

but' hn&ihcc the 1960' i ,  has t h e  - 

- 
I 

in external' relations, 

'pattrrn of ((heir involvement chan ed significantly. The dramagie 

i '  3 ,  I 
introduction of the provlnce of Quebec to the world stage wlas 
' 0 

I 

1 accompdnied, particularly in the 1970''s; by the7rapidly 

increasing inv,olvement 3of all 'provinces in a wide range of 1 
. \ 

\. \ *  

i 
foreign re,lations. .; ~rovinc&l rol,es in fo4eign affai,rs have 

' \ 

expahded into g complex series of relations at a l l  diplomatic 
L 

1 .  

levels, involving greater and lesser degrees of federal 
. .  

supervision. Among p'olitical sci-entists, the analysis of the 

international roles of the provinces has only begun. While 

-the factors contributing to the trend are complex, one could ~ 

, 
\ 

argue';j;ah3the; essentially relate to the provin~ial belief that 

lche federal gfvernment cannot effectively serve their growing L 
( .-. 

The qdstion of provincial involvement in international 
- 

/ 

affairs is interesting in the legal and poiitical issues it 
Q 

- 

, raises concerning Canadian federalism. While s,uch roles have 
i , . 

been a limited source of conflict since the 19601s, the 

- 

hazy lpgal and cultural guidelines for such behaviour often 

lead todfederal-provincial.disputes. 



 he jurisdictidnal dispute is7 n&, lpnger high-profile 
D . \ n ,  

In the 1970's. Since 1968,. constitutional conferences'have- 

barely raised the matter. What has happened instead has been. 

'I the negotiation of complex arrangements betw-een the federal , 

I 

and provincial g~vernmen~s each issue has risen. Where 

proviiplcial~nitiatives hav gated federal-provincial tensLons, 

they have been resolved on an individualbasis between each 
\. 

'p,rovince and the federal- government. Thus, unique arrange- 
- .* 

ments exist between t~he provlnce of Quebec and the federal 

gqvernment concerning immigration, and between the provinces . > 

*" 
of Alberta, Ontario and the federal go'vernment regarding the 

B . .- 
Canadian embassy in Washington. - 

P 

Rather than falling into a,.constitutional framewo'rls, OP 
8 

* even setting binding precedents for future actions, these 
\ 

. . 

. . arrangements are the result of bargaining over specific limited 

issues. Federal-provincial relations are.therefore important 
' ,  

for establishing the limits to each pr6vince's international 
1 

role. ~rovincial rdles ha"e devAloped to encompass'vast areas 

of provincial administrative, cultural and economic interests. 

c i s  thesis 'will outline the r'ange:of these activities 

of three pr~vin~ces, and explain the differences among the 
3 - 1 

provihces in the roles they attempt to undertake and thee Q 
/ 

reaction of the federal government to each of them. 
e - 

In the phst twenty years, the pro'vinces, haee found an . 

increasing need to be involved in internationdl relations. 
. - 
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\ 

states. The Canadian em has maintained an uneasy 
/ 

between these extremedwith exclusive federal offic 

4, 
on the one hand, and e tensive unofficial provincial 1 
on the other. The explanation for this state of aff 

in Canada's unique position among the world's federations.. 

First, the present distribution of powers in international 

affairs developed in a constitutional vacuum, and the juris- 
8 

dictional dispute is yet to be resolved. Second, the regional 

forces in the Canadian federation far outweigh the centralizing 

ones. 

' The international relations of the provinces are rarely 

a matter of legal and binding nature. Nevertheless, the inter- 

national and Canadian legal framework does establish the context 

for present provincial activity abroad. As Richard Simeon 

indicates, the institutional and constitutional arrangements 
$ 

" .  . . provide some of the basic parameters within which the 
decision-makers operate. They provide both constraints on 

behaviour and opportunities which can be exploiLed, 

The history of prcvincial involvement in foreign affairs 

also contributes to establishing the context for present-day 

1 activities. While provincial roles in the past have, for the 

most part been limited, provincial agents-general have been 

sent abroad since the beginning of Confederation. The Columbia 

River Treaty is one example of a province's strong influence 

on federal foreign policy-making, but it stinds out as an 

isolated incident. The dispute in the 1960's between the 



federal government and Quebec over provincial competence in 

international treaty-making, attendance and membership in 

international organizations and conferences set the tone for 
-/ 

the 1970's in several ways. The federal government during 

this period staked out a position on provincial roles abroad 

from which it has not deviated. It elaborated a legal position 

on its jurisdiction which was exclusive of provincial authority, 
, +  

but which called. for provincial participation. Additionally, 

the federal government established a highly competitive relatiqn- 

ship with the province of Quebec, and continuedr..its intense 

wariness of that province's intentions and activities into the 
. ,. 

1970's. b 

The federal government's continued insistence on 

'exclusive official jurisdictional control over foreign affairs 

was responsible to some extent for the provincial pursuit of 

their activities on a less than official basis. Quebec alone 

has maintained a concern for developing a more official role. 

While no comprehensive theory of provincial international act- 

ivities exists, the variables of' G. Morris, P.'~ainchaud and 

E.. Johannson will be used to explore ?he behaviour of three 

Canadian provinces on the international scene. Their activities 

w i l . 1  be classified according to the available typology by subject 

matter, degree of formality, the nature of federal supervision 

and the extent to which the provinces-have institutionalized . 
their activities. Not only have the three provinces chosen, 

Alberta, Quebec and Ontario, been more noted for such activity, 
P 



t 

but they represent three of Canada's main regions. Alberta 

* 
is the most powerful of the prairie provinces and represents 

's new economic power, while Ontario is the tor; of 

traditionally doninant central Canada, and Quebec the homeland 

of the French Canadians. 

The second methodology allows for an analysis of federal 

foreign affairs issues I t .  . . concerned with many other problems 
than 'those of a legal nature. 'I* The concept of political culture' 

as developed by G. Almond and S. Verba, and developed as an 
P 

approach to the study of federalism by W. S. Livingston and 

C. Tarlton among others, will serve this purpose. Political 

culture, or "specifically political orientationsw3 depicts 

the nature of a society's relationship to its political system. 

This includes perceptions of the important elements of a 

political system and of the rules of the game, all learned 

through a process of political socialization. Livingston used 

political culture in determining the essential nature of federal- 

isr-., which he saw as lying not ". . . in the shadings of legal 
an? constitutional terminology, but in the forces - economic, 

social, political, cultural - that have made the outward forms 

of federalism necessary." 
4 

In other 'r~ords, this approach to federal issues involves 

t5e analysis of a society's territorially grouped diversities, 

and the differing pclirical orientations ari,sing from them. 

Thus  the pressures sr. t h e  insti~utional structures of federalism 

2s regarding jurisdic~ion over foreign affairs may be traced to 



-* 
changes in a federal soci The forces of poli.tical culTure - 
which give rise to these must be recognized. For this 

reason, the various values and attitudes towards the roles of 

both levelg of government in the political system, and the P 

orientation of their respective elites, are important. The 

.. limits of politically acceptable provincial behaviour are 
. * 

largely a function of these attitudes, which reflect, the 

diverging economic and cultural interests of Canada's regions. 

The lack of a distinctive Canadian identity, with little 

suggestion by delegates at the 1969 constitutional conference 

that I t .  . . Canada was anything more than the sum of its parts" 5 

is commonly recognized. This divisiveness would seem to derive 

not only from the &istence of geographic, economic and cultural 

regions, but from the channelling of these interests through 

strong provincial governments. 

The basic philosophy of the Canadian federal regime toward 

 he ~ o l e s  of both levels of government and the position of the' 

Francophone minority establishes the context for bargaining 

over issues. The intra-relations and political cultures of 

ezch province, whether consensual or conflict3x1, will affect 

ITS external relations. Federal-provincial relations -comprise 

crucial constraints cn the acceptable types of provincial inter- 

nztional behaviour. C. Tarlton's concepts of symmetrG and 

asym-etry offer a ~ c d e l  for analyzing these relat*ionships, in 

s P n n -  ,bdrdance -.,7ith his eaphasis on the diverse ways in which each 

7-s7-%c' 
0 

. of the federal system -relates to the central government. 



Because federalism means something different to each member 

of the system, it follows that "Among the several states in a 

federal union- cultural, economic, social and political factors 

combine to produce variations in the symbiotic connection 

I, 6 . between those states and the system.. 

Tarlton criticized  both Wheare's institutional 

constitutional appro.ach to federalism and L.ivingstonts socio- 

cultural approach for their failure to take &to account that 
e' , . %  . 

a federal system may have 'more'or less federal parts to it.'. 

Thus the relationship between each member and the cebtral govern- 

ment may be distinctive in many ways. Political culture 

differences and economic diversity create tensions in different 

areas between the federal government and each province. The 

pbssibility of international support for the international 

aspirations of a province will also influence the man'ner in 

which federal-provincial tensions are resolved. d 

This thesis will outline the extent of the international + 

s: 

relations of the provinces of Quebec, Alberta and Ontario from 

the perspectives of both federal institutions and political 

culture. The foreign affairs of the provinces, while not a 
9 

high-profile federal-provincial issue in the 1970fs, does 

demonstrate the working of the Canadian system under pressure 

from changing circumstances. The rapidly expanding roles of 

these three provinces represent a challenge to the federal 

structure which is being resolved on a piecemeal basis. The 

extent to which Canadian federalism allows the provinces to 



-, 

play a decisive role in defining and pursuing their 
* 

international interests, and the implications of these roles 

for~canadian unity, will be the subject of this thesis. 
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Chapter I1 

THEORETICAL AND LEGAL CONCERNS 

The legal basis for a provincial role in international 
B 

affairs is not easily defined. As Ivan Bernier points out, 

there exists a " .  . . basic incompatibility betG$en inter- 
- 11 1 national law and federalism . . arising from contra- 

dictory approaches to the central concept of sovereignty. 

Common to all approaches to federalism is a notion of 

sovereignty which does not correspond with the assumptions 

of international law. This chapter will explore the possib- 

ility in fedepal theory and international law, of an inter- 

national role for a member state* of a federation. The legal 

positions of the member states of the world's federations 

as well as Canadian constitutional arguments will be assessed 

: to illustrate the present and potential legal status .of the 

~anadia; provinces. 

In the study of federalism, there are many theoretical 

approaches which emphasize varving character~istics. K. C. 

Wheare's principle of federalism epitomizes the institutional 

approach with its emphasis on governmental str.ucture: 

By the federal principle I mean the method of 
dividing powers so that the general and regional 
governments are each, within a sphere, co-or)dinate 
and independent. 



Carl ~riedrich, on the other hand, sees federalism as 

" .  . . a process, an evolving pattern of changing relation- 

ships, [not] a static design regulated by firm and unalter- 

able rules. l f 4  William Riker characterizes federalism as a 

bargain struck between the forces for diversity and the 

forces for unity. W. S. Livingston emphasizes the territor- 

I= ially grouped diversities in society which make " .  . . the 
outward forms of federalism necessary. " whichever approach 

is taken, there is little dispute that for a se; of instit- 

utions to reflect and protect a federal society,, there must 

be some autonomy given-to the&diverse regions which could not 

express themselves under a unitary government. 

Thus the scholars seeking to outline conditions necessary . 

for federal gover>nment have in common their emphasis on a degree 

of autonomy for the various regions. Wheare states: "There . 
must be some matter, even if 'only one matter, which comes under 

-I\ 

the exclusive con-trol. . . of the general government and some- 
thing likewise under the regional governments. . . " '  Ivo 

j 
G 

Duchacek defines federalism as a territorial division of polit- 

ical authority " .  . . between two autonorr-ous sets of separate 

jurisdiction. . . Riker's rule of identification ,,,for a 
*.- 

federal system specifies two levels of government ruling the 

same people, each level autonomous in at least ane area, and 

the existence of " .  . . some guarantee . . . of the autonomy 
of each government in its own sphere. "' A. V. Dicey depicts 

a federal constitution as one " .  . . under which the ordinary 



't -" 
powers of sovereignty are elaborately divided. . . 1110 . 

Sovereignty in a federal state is Fherefore seen as 
A 

divided or is not seen to exist at all in the traditional 

sense. Friedrich, in outlining the two autonomous sets of 

jurisdiction in a federal system, states: "No sovereign can 

exist in a federal system; autonomy and sovereignty exclude 

each other in such a political order. "11 Daniel Elazar points w 

n 

gut that s~vereignty in the traditional sense does not apply 

to federalism: 

In this-respect, federalism stands in direct contra- 
diction to the . . . theories of national sovereignty 
which surfaced in sixteenth century Europe. . . which 
held that political sovereignty was indivisible. . . "  12 

f A. ;$-+ ' While regional autonomy and the absence of a single 

source of sovereign power form the basis of federal govern- 

ment, the very foundation of classical- international law is 

precisely the sovereign nation-state. As Bernier states, 
/" 

"The two positionq are clearly not reconcilable since each 

constitutes a danger to the other. "I3 It is little wonder *' 

that international law makes no distinction in terms of oblig- 

ations, rights and duties between federal and unitary states. 

Andr6 Patry points out that "Aux yeux du droit international 

classique, 1' Etat fgdiratif est un Etat unitaire largement 

d6centralisg. rt14 

Clearly, the changing nature of international relations 

has produced a dilemma for the federal state. International 

b relations today covers a vast field, as Jacques-Yvan Morin 

explains : 



There is nothing which cannot be made the sugject 
of international law . . . whether the subject be 
working hours in industry; social secur>ity; 
responsibility of the aerial carrier; health, - 
education or culture; driving licenses; or human 
rights, treaties today touch all fields. J5 

If the regional autonomy essential to federalism is to 

be maintained, the federal power in external affairs may de 

curtailed and provisions made.for member- state activity abroad. 

The problems raised have found,no ready solutions -at either 

the international level or in most federal states. As inter- 

national relations have altered, however, classical inter- 

national law has been subject to pr>essur>e for change. Wolfgang 

Friedmann points out that the very purpose of law is to reflect 

the social order it seeks to regulate. In view of the profougd 

changes of the twentieth century, Friedmann calls for " .  . . a 

far' more basic reorientation of our thinking in internationall 

law. tr16 Annemarie Jacomy-Millette speaks of the same neca,ssity 
B 

for change in view of the proliferation of actors on the inter'- 

national scene, ranging from international organizations, 

pressure groups and individuals to federal merpber states. A new 
\ 

international law system is developing to meet the needs of this 

" .  . . nouvel ordre mondial . . . 1117 

At the level of the federal state,   he are recognized the 

difficulty, concluding that clumsy foreign relations may simply 

be the price to pay for the maintenance of a federal systemc. 

While the ideal solution to the problem of " .  . . harmonizing 
the local interests of member states with the duties of the 

federation as a member of the interna$ional community (is). . . 



* 

federal state coope_rationU l8 the &ame author notes that such 

a solution presupposes a high degree of int$gration uncommon \ 
I 

to most federations. The regional divers-it&s which maka 
6 4 

i 

federalism essential ".  . . are factors 
- 

differences of outlook on foreign relationsuas*well ks on 

internal social and economic organization. 
'; 14 

Theories of federalism emphasizing the predminance of 

the central government in foreign affairs.raised no difficulties. 

for federations when the ambit of such activity was very narrow. 

The ascendant role of the central government in international 

affairs is as much a part of federal theory as is the autonomy 
i) c 

of regional governments within their jurisdiction. Wheare's 

binion on this matter is typical of the federal theorists: 

"It is usually assumed that the foreign relations of a feder- 

ation will be controlled predominantly, if not exclusively, by 

the general government of the whole territory. "20 one of 

Duchacek's 'ten yardsticks' or conditions for federalism 

include exclusive control by the central government over 

foreign relations. 21 Duchacek explains the logic upon which 

this condition is based: 

. . . the emphasis is on making the federal nation- 
state a separate, sovereign, and identifiable unit 
vis-a-vis other nation-states . . . to present 
itself on the international scene as possessing the 

- power and the will to speak on behalf of its component 
units with one single legitimate voice . . .. 2 2 

Control over foreign affairs by the central government 

is the feature which distinguishes a federation from a con- 



f e d e r a t i p n  o f  s o v e r e i g n  s t a t e s .  T h i s  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  c l e a r  i n  
d 

l i g h t  of  t h e  t h e o r y  of t h e  s t a t e  i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  l a w .  

J .  B r i e r l y  d e f i n e s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  a ' s t a t e  

a s  " .  . . an organized government ,  a d e f i n e d  t e r r i t o r y ,  and 

such  a  d e g r e e  of  i n d e p e n d e n t  c o n t r o l  by any o t h e r  s t a t e  as t o  
6 

be c a p a b l e  of  c o n d u c t i n g  i t s  own i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  r r  2 3 

The unde$lying l o g i c  o f  a  f e d e r a t i o n , t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  t o  a l l o w  
... 

d i v e r s e  r e g i o n s  t o  form a  s o v e r e i g n  n a t i o n  w i t h o u t  f o r e g o i n g  C 
r e g i o n a l  autonomy i n  c e ~ t a i n  a r e a s .  

Although it i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  c e n t r a l  government  t o  

r e t a i n  predominant  c o n t r o l  o v e r a f o r e i g n  a f f a i r s ,  t h i s  c o n t r o l  6 

r k need n o t  be e x c l u s i v e  A s  r e g i  n a l  autonomy i n  c e r t a i n  j u r i s -  , 
/' ? 

d i c t i o n a l  a r e a s  i s  a a s s e n t i a l  t o  a  f e d e r a f i o n ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  

t h a t  s e r i o u a  c o m p l i c a t i o n s  ~ o u l d k ~ r i s e  w i t h  such  e x c l u s i v i t y .  

For  t h i s  r e a s o n  member s t a t e s  may A x e r c i s e  some d i s c r e t i o n  i n  

--- t h i s  r e g a r d .  A s  R .  Bowie and C .  F r l e d r i c h  s t a t e ,  " I n  a l l  
i '- \ 

f e d e r a t i o n s  f o r e i g n  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  f e d e r a l  

+$ government .  . . t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  can  v a r y  however . . .  . 
and i n  a l m o s t  a l l  f e d e r a t i o n s  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n  a r e a s  i n  t h e  

f i e l d  , i n  which t+e component S t a t e s  have  r e t a i n e d  a- c e r t a i n  

\ 1124 amount of  j u r i s d i c  i o n .  

While t h e  making of f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  and t h e  e a  

ment ioned ' l i o n ' s  s h a r e '  o f  f o r e i g n  r e l a t i o n s  r e s t  t h e  hands 

of a  f e d e r a t i o n ' s  c e n t r a l  government ,  a  l i m i t e d  amount o f  

c o ~ p e t e n c e  can  be l e f t  t o  t h e  r e g i o n a l  governments .  The 
F 

d i f f i c u l ~ y ,  a s  Duchacek n o t e s ,  l i e s  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  p o i n t  
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cannot claim a status on this basis. With regard to inter- 

national competence as a criterion for limited international 
-l. 

personaqity, this is based on the assumption that member states 
I 

31 of federations are among those subjects of international law, 
* 

such as the United Nations, which are not sovereign states. 

International competence as a basis for limited *inter- 

national personality was recognized by the International Court s 

of Justice in 1949 in the Reparation for Injuries case. 3 2  The 

potential for a limited international status for member states 

would therefore depend upon whether in fact they do exercise 

international competence or merely act as agents for the central 

government. While some theorists do argue that international 

powers exercised by member states are delegated powers, the 

validity of this argument is widely disputed. Within a federal 

state, both levels of government derive their powers from the 

constitution as interpreted by the judiciary, not from the 

central government. This is in accordance -- . with the supremacy 

of the constitution in a federal state as outlined by Dicey. 
3 3 

Therefore, delegation of powers cannot be said to occur between 

the two levels of government in a federation. 

International powers held by member states, one may con- 

clude, derive from the constitution, but such constitutional 

provisions by themselves do not guarantee a limited international 

status. There are liv.its to the extent to which municipal law 

czn shape international practice and law. As A. Gotlieb states: 
# 

. .. . other states would have to recognize the status 
which the fede~al constitution describes and be willing 



to treat with such states in that manner before 
the constitutional assertion of such powers could be 
regarded as creating a genuine international status. 34 

Whether or not a member state is accorded a limited inter- 

national status by its constitution'and'the international 

community will determine its respbnsibility for its actions. To 

be responsible for its international obligations, the member 

state would have to conduc't its affairs in its own name,'not 

through a body of the central government. Although international 

law has not been finally established with regard to such respons- 

ibility, according to Bernier, the central government remains 

indirectly responsible for agreements concluded by member states 

as long as some control is maintained over their actions. 3 5 

As a sovereign sfate in the international arena, the 

central government is responsible for its international 

obligations. Furthermore, it is a principle of international 

law that "'A State cannot adduce as against another State its 

cwn constitution with a view to evading obligations incumbent 

upon it in international law or treaties in force. " '36 The 

i;:2rld Court, which nade this decision, was acting in accordance 

~ F t h  the earlier rr.entFoned trend of international law. Thus 

t3e Court stated t h a ~  "'From the standpoint of International 

L z w  and of the Court which is its organ, municipal laws are 

?.erelv facts. 1 ~ ~ 3 7  

International law makes nc distinction between the 

,-1 . 
... =.<ing 2nd .irnple~er:Ti~~g sf treaties. In certain states 

h~i;?-~er, a 2isrF~c:lcn is xade he~ween these acts and "Power 

-- -.. - f ( a  .,.-:... ~ E ? G ~ : , E S  7 2  ::?e ?xecuti-;e-, while power to perf orir! - 



internally (inplement) rests with the legislature. " When 

power to implement is divided between the central and regional 

governments, compLications may arise. 

The question of whether or not a member state may claim 

sovereign immuncty has not been fully established. As such 

im-unity is based on sovereignty and independence, the tendency 

has been to answer in the negative. Jurisprudence differs 
# 

mong nations, nevertheless. In 1969 the Paris Appeal Court 

refused such immunity to a German LSnd on the grounds that 

its international coppetence could not justify an imunity 

based on sovereignty. The United Kingdom on the other hand, 

in a case concerning a Canadian province, was prepared to grant 

i~nunity on the basis of the province's internal sovereignty. 3 9 

The codification of international law with regard to the 

trezty-making capacity of member states of federations has been . 
lir-ited by the conflicting positi~ns of sovereign states. The 

Inte~.~ational.Law Cormission prepared draft articles for the 

Con-;ention on the Lacr of Treaties held in two sessions in 1968 

zzd 1969. A paragraph of one of these articles stated "States 

.eAr .k ,ers  of a federal union may possess a capacity to conclude 

rz-ezyies if such capaci - ty  is admitted by the federal constitution 
r 

125 x i t h i n  the limirs rhere laid down. "40 The article was 

- s c c a r ?  at the first session in Vienna, although a majori-ty of 

n. . - 
7 C  ccnTrovers~z- > a r a g r a p h ,  as the commentary of the - - A -  



there exists " .  . . no rule of International law which precludes 
the component states of a federation from being invested with 

the [treaty] power. . . " 4 2  The federal states at the Convention 

argued that the paragraph left open the possibility of foreign 

intervention. Canada's representative, Mr. Wershof, lobbied 

against the paragraph at the second session, arguing that the 

danger of such intervention was all the greater in a nation 

with an unwritten constitution. 43 Despite an article specify- 

ing that such constitutional provisions would have to be manifest 

and undisputed within the federation as well as internationally, 

the paragraph was dropped in 1969 ".  . . due, itawould seem, 
3 r to the active and influential opposition of most federal States, 

!I 44 in particular Canada. 

The deletibn of the paragraph was officially attributed 

to its concern with a non-sovereign entity in a Convention 

'I. . . intended to deal exclusively with treaties between sov- 

ereign states. " 4 5  The deletion does not therefore 

" .  . .modify the generally recognized principle of inter- 

r~ational law. . . which involves two legal orders, domestic 
and international. . . "46 The international competence of a 

reeber state, as well as its limited international status, 

depends on agreement between the two levels of government within -_ 
A. 7 ~ n e  federation as well as recognition on the international plane. 

-4s Jacoq-Millette points out with regard to these two 

juridicially, question at the point of 

cc?vergence berween international law and internal constit- 



utional. law. 47 If the constitution of a fede~ation is not 

clear as to the international capacity of the member states 

and there is no internal agreement, " .  . . it is the duty of 

foreign states to abstain from intervening in the internal 

affairs of the federation. This is in accordance with the 

fundanental principles of sovereignty, consent and recogni- 

4 8 tion . ?  

While the potentia.1 exists, as just seen, for limited 

international status for member states of federations, approx- 

imately half of the more than twenty federations in existence 

d a110 only for a limited international competence, and very \ .. 
, 

few acco,rd their member states a limited internatiAnal person- 
\ 

ality. The federations, ten in number, in which tr&ty-making 
\ 

power and international competence in othet respects is 

completely centralized " .  . . give the'appearance, in %he inter- 
national community and ,in some cases even at the domestic level, 

% 49 
' of being decentralized unitary States rather thhn federations." 

%. 
Two of these states, Czechoslouaki~ and ~d~oslavia, undertopk 

v 
C 

constitutional amendments in 1970 and 1171 respectively which 

allow for some membe+ state participation in treaties within 

their jurisdiction. - 

A second 'formula' for the allocation of international - 
ccmpetence does not invo%ve a limited intern-atio~al status 

for the member states, but does allow them a certain inter- 

national competence under the supervision of the central govern- 

ment. Agreements concluded by the member states in this case, 
_I 



if legally binding internationally, are in the name c/f the 
b 

central government, which is considered the real par 

the agreement. The United States follows this proce 

its constitution carrying a general prohibition agai st state i. 
treaty-making, followed by a paragraph stipulating "I. . . that 

I 
no State 'shall, without the consent of Congress. . 1 .  enter 

into any Agreement or Compact with another State, of with a 

foreign Power. '1'50 Many. of the arrangements conclu 4 ed P y  the 
t I 

states nelate to boundary or administrative questio s with 
i -% 

contiguous Canadian provinces. I 
' I II 

A fiqal category for3 member state internationla1 roles 

involves greater constitutional authority for theid foreign 
I 

relations. There are four federations, the U.S .S .$. , Switzer- ' 

1 I 
land, Nes-t Germany and Argentina, which have such onstitutions 

I 

providing for member state international competencb and limited 

status. The Soviet constitution read "Each Union ;/Republic has 
I 

the right to enter into direct relations with fordign States 
jv-; I 

and conclude agreemengs with foreign states and e$change rep- 

resentatives with them. It 51 In terms of real poliical C power 

however, the Soviet federation is highly centraliked. Although 

the Ukraine and Byelorussia represent the only two federal 

member states admitted to the United Nations as non-sovereign 

nations, this is universally recognized as establishing no 

legal precedent, 5 2  and is seen only as providing the U. s &: R. @* 
with two extra votes. Such limited international status as 

these member states are given, in other words, is considered 



meaningless. Argentina's c ~ n s t i t u t i o n a l ~ ~ r o v i s i o n s  for member! . '1 * .. 
, . 

state conclusion of non-political treaties have similarly lost 

5 3 their meaning in constitutional practice. w 

Switzerland and West Germany therefore, provide the only,. 

two examples in the last category of federations in which the 

member states are considered the official parties to inter- 

national agreements, thereby attaining a limited international 

status. The Swiss constitution provides for cantonal treaty- 

making capacity in the areas of public economy, frontier traffic 

and police yelations, with th% proviso that the agreements 

" .  . . contain [nothing[ . . . prejudicial to the Confederation - 

or the rights of other cantons. "54 Prior consent from the 

Federal Council of Switzerland is required for all international 

agre~m~nts concluded by cantons. Although there is some 

question as to which party mav be bound in an agreeme t con- & 
eluded through the intermediary of the Feder~al Council, there 

is no doubt thht " .  . . to the extent that cantons conclude , 

treaties with foreign states in their own name, they must be 

considered as subjects of international law. 175 5 

\ 
Similarly, the West German constitution provides that 

" .  . . insofar as legislation falls within the competence of 

the LBnder, these may, with the approval of the Federal Gov- 

ernment, conclud? treaties with foreign states. " 5 6  Although 

the Lsnder have been restricted to treaties chieflv concern- 

@ ing border questions bv the Lindauer Agreement, the ag~>eements 

which they do conclude are internationally v a l t d .  The consent 



of the federal government is immaterial to their validity. 5 7 

The international practice of federations, it would 

appear, tends toward a highly centralized treaty-making and 

foreign affairs power. Although the limited international 

status held by the member states of West Germany and Switzer- 

land does set an example and would appear to establish the 

legal lim-its to the power of member states, Gerald Morris is 

correct in the following statement: "The overwhelming trend 

in practice is to a centralized treaty-making powe$. . . , r  5 8  

Furthermore, although the consent of the central government 

may in some federations be immaterial to the international 

validity of treaties, 

There appear to be no examples of federal constit- 
utions which allow the members to make inter- 
national agreements freely and 'independently of the 
federal power or without a right of approval or 
supervision on the part of the central power. 59 

In a federal state, there may be restrictions on the 

power>s of the central government. Such restrictions arise 

fir>st fl-om the division 'in some between treaty-making 

and treaty implementation. In deral states, the . 

central government is restricted from\mplementing a~ treaty 

which it has concluded on a subject within member state juris- 

diction. These three, Canada, Nigeria and West Germany remain 
f 

legally bound internationally for such treaties but are 

internally powerless to implement them. The Canadian decisio~ 

was rendered in the 1937 Labor Conventions case, relating to 

the implementation of the Conventions of the International 



Labor Organization. This decision reversed the trend toward 

federal powers of implementation of treaties related to 
* 

provincial jurisdiction, exhibited in the Aeronautics Case 

and Radio Case of 1932. Lord Atkin, in declaring that treaty 

legislation did not exist as a separate class of subject- 

matter but that the subject of the treaty would determine 

whether the federal or provincial governments had the legis- 

lative power of implementation, commented as follows: 
C 

It would b e  remarkable that while the Dominion 
could not initiate legislation . . .  . which affected 
civil rights in the Provinces, yet its Government 
not responsible to the Provinces nor controlled by 
provincial Parliaments need only agree with a 
foreign country to enact such legislation: and its 
Parliament would be forthwith clothed with authority 
. . . Such a result would appear to undermine the 
constitutional safeguards of provincial constitutional 
autonomy. . . While the ship of state now sails on 
larger ventures and into foreign waters she still 
retains the water-t~ight compar%ments which are an 
essential part of her original structure. 60 

The reasoning in Lord Atkin's judgement was s 

parallelled in the West German Eeichskonkordat case of 1956, 

in which the Federal Constitutional Court upheld LSnd legis- 

lation inconsistent with a federal treaty obligation. 61 1n 

both the Canadian and West German cases, cooperation between 

the two levels of government was called for to eliminate 

conflicts between federlal treaty obligations and their 

internal implementation. ~ -. 

The vast majority of federal states have no restrict- 
- 

ions on central government treaty powers. Either the central 
F 

! 2 
government is given the power to ?egislate within member . \,// 



state jurisdiction for the implementation of treaties, as is 

the case in ~ u s t r a l i a ~ ~  or the treaties concluded automatic- 

ally .have the force of law, regardless of their subject matter. 

The United States offers an example 'of the latter arrangement, 

a decision being made to this effect by the Supreme Court in 

the 1920 Missouri v. Holland case concerning a 1916 tx7eaty 

with Canada over the protection of migratory birds. In 

making the judgement that the federal government could intrude 

into state jurisdiction through a treaty, Mr. Justice Holmes 

commented that the involvement of the national interest alongt 

with the threat of the extinction of the birds made it in- 

sufficient " .  . .to rely upon the States. . . 1 1 6 3  

Scholars are divided as to which system is preferable, 

that of granting central government the power to intrude into 

member state jurisdiction for an uninhibited foreign affairs 

power, or that of protecting the autonomy of the regional 
\ 

government. Wheare, recognizing the fundamentkl nature of 
\ 

0 

Cj 
federalism, argues that " .  . . those circumstan es which make 'F ', 
federalism essential and unavoidable are likely Lo make this 

division of power in the control of foreign relatcons also 
\ 
\ 

essential and unavoidable. "64 Morris on the other hand, 

suggests that the judges in the Labor Conventions case failed 

" .  . . to discern the true relationship of the concept of the 
-?reign national state to the fundamental elements of federal- 

Ism. . .  r he decision represented a] logical aberration from 

t r  6 5 rational federal theory. . . 



Critics of the system which the Labor Conventions case 

advocated argue that 'I. . . Canada's capacity to participate 
in the life of the internationXal community of states remains 

grossly impeded. " 66 As an example of Canada' s inhibitions 

internationally, authors point to the 1947 United Nations 

General Assemblv Resolution on the Teaching of the Purposes 

and Principles of the United Nations in the schools. Canada 

told the Assembly that since education came under provincial 

jurisdiction, it could only transmit the recommendations to 

the provinces, but could take no action itself. 

In West Germany, a solution was found to t&i~ type of 
+ ,  

dilemma in the 1957 Lindauer Agreement whereby the Lander 

agreed to allow the Bund to make treaties within Lander 

jurisdiction, provided that prior consultation and in some 

cases approval, is obtained. 6 7 

with regard to the diff erences between federations \ 

with and without central government unrestricted treaty powers, 

Gotlieb points out that ". . . it is pogsible to exaggerate 

Itheir] . . . significance and effect. . ' . "68 Many federations 

ask for the inclusion of a 'federal state clause' which 

releases them from obligations requiring intrusion into 
<C , ' 

member state jurisdiction.  despite the United States decision 

favoring federal treaty power, it has refused to ratify almost 

all International Labor Conventions because of their concern 

6 9 with a subject under state jurisdiction. Australia has also 

~efrained from using its powers to usurp regional government 



autonomy. Canada, with its inte-1 restrictions, has an 

international record of treZTy~~atification better in some 

,cases than that of the United States, and which " .  . . bears 
favourable comparison wi he achievements of other members 

of the U.N. the incapacitating effect of these 
w 

internal restrictions is brought into question when Canada 

does not ratify a treaty even after a federal state 
C 

inserted. This is the case with the Convention re1 

the astatus of Refugees of 1951, to which Canada is not yet 

a party. Gotlieb points out the following: 

This type of situation brings into clear relief 
the difficulty in assessing whether a particular 
federal state abstains from ratifying a particular 
convention for jurisdictional or for policy reasons. 71 

Canada's international capacity is not hindered what- 

soever in the conclusion of the " .  . . vepy large percentage 
of all treaties which do not even require legislation but 

can be implemented by executive or administrative action. . . I I  7 2  

Many treaties on matters of provincial jurisdiction which 

do require legislative implementation are simply preceded by 

informal consultations to ensure provincial cooperation. The 

Columbia River Treaty was a case in which a province, British 

Columbia, played a prominent role in the lengthy and complex 

negotiation of the Canada-United States agree ent. The I 
British Columbia government was see as havi legitimate A 
interests in the negotiations. Indeed, th~provincet s co- 

/ 

operation was essential, as it retained jupisdictional control 



over the water resource. While the province played a major d 
role in the research teams and saw its Deputy Minister of Lands 

appointed in 1960 as one of the four official Canadian negot- 

iators, Cadada maintained its official diplomatic and inter- 

national signing prerogathes. As Nei9 Swainson stated, 

"British Columbia'ssjurisdiction over the water resource was 

reflected in the intra-Canadian liason committees, in the 

direct provincial representation on the Canadian negotiating 

team in 1960, and in the province's major contribution to the 

r ,73  negotiation of the downstream power sale during 1963. 

The significant ro>e played by the British Columbia 

government in shaping the finalform of an international treaty 
b- 

was recognized in the 1968 Federal Government White Paper as an 
? 

'indemnity agreement. '74 This refers to the supplementing of 

a federal international treaty with a federal-provincial agree- 

ment over its implementation. The federal government, in fact, 

must obtain the approval of the provincial government to 
Y 
execute the treaty terms. If the provincial government fails 

to execute the treaty terms, it must indemnify the federal 

government. The Columbia River Treaty in this way set a 

precedent for the legitinacy of heavy provincial particip- 

ation in the conclusion of treaties related to their juris- 

diction. 

With regard to restrictions on a federation's inter- 

national capacity, one nust conclude that the formal legal 

restrictions are not The deciai7~e factor. Bora Laskin recog- 
, 



nized this point: 

Notwithstanding this omnicompetent legal power, 
both the United States and Australia have been 
restrained by the centrifugal fo ces which are 
present in all federations from ushing their ? 
constitutional authority too far. 75 

Rather than the law playing the most significant role, 

what may be nore important is ". . . the attitude of the 
central and regional authorities towards the general exercise 

of the treaty-implementing power. " 7 6  To the extent +hat fed- 

erations are encumbered therefore, this can be attributed to 

\ the very naturgaf federalism, from which no true federation 

can escape, whatever its laws. 

The legal debate in Canada over the allocation of foreign 

affairs power has arisen because of a failure in the British 

North An-.erica Act to refer to the matter. Promulgated before 

Canada had achieved its independence, the Act's sole reference 
C 

to foreign affairs, Section 132, gave the federal government 

powers to implenent British empire treaties. This scction 

became obsolete when Canada became an independent nation. As 
-.- , 

a result, theqpresen' allocation of authority is based on 

tradition and judicial precedent, the meaning and interpret- 

ation of which is subject to dispute. Clearly, the federal 

government, ~~ccording to the principles of international law, 

is a sovereign state with ail the powers accruing to a full 
A 

I~ternaticnai Ferson. Additionally, the Labor Conventions case 

h ~ s  5econe a ccyrerstone of constitutional practise, safe- 

- .  . - 
r s a r c l n g  - ~ r z - ~ F x c r z ,  authority and limiting to an extent the 



federal treaty power. The legal debate has therefore been 

-- concerned with the status of provincial activities, that is, 
> 

'! 

whe?her or not the federal govern~nent has exclusive legal 

powers. 

The proponents of the arguKnt far exclusive federal 

jurisdiction include the federal government, along with such 

scholars as Ivan Band, Bora Laskin, Gerald Morris and R. J. 

Delisle. This argument refers to the devolution of the treaty- 

making powers'to Canada with her accession to full sovereign 

status. Delisle says in this regard: 

It is submitted that not/%nly is the pdwer 
in the Dominion governm6nt full but it is 
also exclusive. . . As the executive power of 
making treaties came across the seas gradually, 
the recipient was always the Dominion government 
and never the provincial governments. 77 

The power of international relations being part of the 

Koyal Prerogative, the federal government in a White Paper 

points to the delegation of these prerogative powers of the 

Crown in right of Canada to the Governor-General by the 

Letters Patent of 1947. 78 The federal government argues that 

there has never been any such delegation of prerogative powers 

to the Lieutenant-Governors of the provinces. Delisle claims 

that the fact that Lieutenant-Governors are appointed by the 

Governor-General It .  . . precludes the possibility of the 
p~erogative power being delegated to them. "79 Reference is 

zlso made to the commenTs of a Supreme Court judge, Chief 

Justice Duff, in the labor Conventions case4before it was 

referred to the Privy Council. Part of his commentary reads 



' I .  . . in no respect does the Lieutenant-Governor of a 

Province represent the Crown in respect to relations with 

foreign Governments. "80 in its two White Papers issued in 

1968, the federal government argued that external sovereignty, 
-3 

and therefore the foreign affairs power, is indivisible. The 

federal government also called for federal-provincial co- 

operation within the Canadian context, pointing out that no 

federal states allow their member states an independent inter- 

national role. 8 1 

Those who do not interpret Canadian law and judicial 

cases as giving the federal government exclusive authority 

include not only the Province of Quebec but in an earlier 

period the Province of Ontario 
0. 

forward a clear case, as well, 

limited international status. 

weaknesses in the argument for 

. Jacques-Yvan Morin has put 

for provincial competence and 

Many scholars point to the 

exclusivity, while recognizing 

the inconclusive nature of existing Canadian constitutional 

law. For example, the reference made by the federal government 

and several other scholars to the comments of Chief Justice 

Duff was inaccurate in the emphasis on its authority. The 

Supreme Court consisted of six judges in the case who were 

divided as to the power of the federal government to legislate 

in provincial jurisdiction for a treaty obligation. 82 Further- 

more, this Labor Conventions case was thereafter taken to the 

Judicial Cornittee of the Privy Council which chose not to 

pyonounce on the question of treaty-making, while dividing 



the power of treaty implementation between the two levels of 

government. 

The argument for exclusive federal control also points 

to international law as precluding " .  . . the possibility of 
individual provinces remaining members of the federation of 

Canada and entering into an international agreement intended 

to create legal rights and obligations. . . "83 On the basis 
G 

of the above review of international law on the question, this 

is simply not true. The federal government claimed in a White 

Paper that granting autonomy to the provinces in external 

affairs in those fields in which they have exclusive juris- 

diction would create a confederation of states. 84 The federal 

government thus refused to recognize the broad area for member 

state activity in foreign affairs'ranging from no expression 

as in a unitary state to fuli autonomy as a sovereign state in 

a confederation. L. 

The basis in Canadian constitutional law for a limited 

international status and role for the provinces is found 

primarily in two judicial cases. The 1892 case of the ~ i ~ u i d -  

ators of the Maritime Bank of Canada v. The ~eceiver General of 
L r  

New Brunswick affirmed provincial autonomy in its field of 

jurisdiction. The case defermined that the Lieutenant-Gov- 

erndrs of the provinces enjoyed the Royal Prerogative for prov- 

incial purposes just as the Governor-General possessed the 

Royal Prerogative for federal purposes. The second case, the 

Bonanza Creek Gold Mining Company Ltd. v. The King, of 1916, 



decided that the provinces enjoyed the executive authority 

corresponding to their legislative competence. The Labor Con- 

ventions case having determined provincial legislative compet- 

ence for treaty-implementation, it can be argued that they must 

therefore possess the executive power of treaty-making. 

Furthermore the argument of Delisle that the Lieutenant- 

Governors were subordinate to the Governor-General is refuted 

by the Maritime Bank decision. As the Attorney-General for the 

province of Ontario argued in the Labor Conventions case: 

There are no grounds whatever for saying that 
the parties to advise His Majesty in matters 
relating to the jurisdiction of the Provinces 
have in some way come to be the Dominion Min- 
isters. Ontario has a right to enter into an 
agrepment with another part of the British 
~rn~ire or with a foreign state. 85 

The Quebec government's Minister of Education in 1965, 

Paul Ggrin-Lajoie, in a speech before the Montreal consular 

corps, argued that Quebec enjoyed international competence, 

jurisprudence having well established I f .  . . la souverainetg 
des Etats provinc'iaux dans les matiGres qui tombent sous leur 

jurisdiction. "86 Mr. Ggrin-Lajoie claimed that the judicial 

precedents referred to above gave Quebec every right " .  . . 

comrne d'ailleurs toutes les autres provinces Canad-iennes, de 

conclure pour son compte des ententes internationales. r r  8 7  

The distinction lay in the use of the word 'treaty' for 

solemn and official accord likely to affect directly political 

relations between states. Ententes, on the other hand, refer 

to " .  . . les accord relatifs des objets plus restreints, 



de moindre envergure, et qui ne portent pas spgcifiquement 

sur les rapports proprement politiques. . . il s'agit de 
sfentendre. . . de se rencontrer et de se parler, afin de 
rgaliser un accord commun sur tel objectif bien precis. f f 8 8  

' 

Thus, contrary to the claims of the federal government, 

the province of Quebec argued for its rightato reach inter- 

national agreements, though of a less formal and legally 

binding nature. Canada, argued Mr. Gerin-Lajoie, possessed not 

one, but a double international personality, ' I .  . . l'une 
6manant des domaines oh le fgdgral est competent, l'autre 

des domaines que la constitution dgsigne comme provinciaux. II 89 

The Quebec government's Working Paper on Foreign Relations, 

published for the Constitutional Conference in 1969, makes the 

same points, and argues for provincial competence on the basis 
-= 

of common sense 

. . . only the Government of Quebec has both the 
practical information and the constitutional 
responsibilities needed to negotiate and 
implement this type (educati,onal) of agreement. 9 0 

Far from suggesting the type of role which would render 

Canada a confederation of autonomous states, the Working Paper 

explicitly recognized the need for a unified foreign policy, 

suggesting that the provinces inform the feder% government 

before taking any international action to ensure he absence k 
of conflicts. The Working Paper also asked fob con 

when the federal government's international affairs 

cations for the provinces. 

The argument for provincial competence has 



subject to criticism. Morris points out that the two judicial 

cases were decided long before any question of international 

relations or the treaty powers existed, and thus could not 

be said to have pronounced upon them. The frequent allusion 

by Morin to the status of the member states in other. feder- 

ations rgnores the earlier mentioned centralizing trend in 
t. 

these same federations. One can only concur with Leeson that 

"Both the federal and provincial governments are guilty of 

strained interpretations of these Privy Council and Supreme 

court] decisions. 
i 

"'' There$ is no clear constitutional basis 
9- ".,. 

for either exclusive federal control of international affairs' 

or provincial limited international status. 

As Canadian law and practice now stand, the provinces do 

not exercise a limited international status. The 1955 case of 

the Attorney-General for Ontario v. Scott clearly established 

the provincial right to make informal international arrange- 

ments. This particular case concerned a reciprocal agreement 
t 

with Great Britain enforcing maintenance orders against desert- 

ing husbands. For an agreement to have international legal 

effect however, the federal government insists that it must 

intervene. Thus in the 19501s, when Nova Scotia signed an 

agreement with the Netherlands, the federal government inter- 

vened to have the agreement voided. As Morris points out, 

the federal government " .  . . has not always found the provinces 
so amenable to correction. "92 Inthemid196Ofs, theprovince . - 
of Quebec sought a measure of international competence, and 



" .  . . pour essayer politiquement de renforcer sa position 
dans le d6bat constitutionnel et de mett~~e en quelque sorte le 

. gouvernment fgdgral devant le fait a ~ c o m ~ l i " ~ ~  the province 

concluded ententes with foreign states. 

The status and scope of provincial international relations 

has been a source of controversy in Canada since Confederation, 

long before Canada had achieved its independent status. The 

debate became heated in the 1960's as the province of Quebec 

took initiatives in accordance with her view of her juris- 

dictional position. Although the debate subsided by the 

beginning of this decade, Canada's constitutional position in 

regard to international r>elations has not been established. 

The constitutional argument in the mid 1960's revolved 

around the powers of the federal and provincial governments to 

make and implement international agreements. The conflict arose 

over1 two ententes signed by the province of Quebec and the 

government of Fr7ance in 1965 concerming education, a specific- 

ally provincial field of jurisdiction. With regard to the 

first agreement, the government of Quebec suggested in a letter3 

to the Department of External Affairs that the procedure be 
v, 

changed from a procPs-verbal, or record of the discussion to be 

accompanied by an exchange of notes between the governments of 

Canada and France to an entente. The document, called "Une 

entente entre le QuGbec et la France sur un programme d'gchanges 

et de coop6ration dans le domaine de 116ducation" 94 was 

signed in late February in Paris without federal approval. To 



this initidrive " .  . . Ottawa reacted quickly with an exchange 
of notes with the French government, giving the sanction of 

international law to this arrangement. 1795 

The federal position was that the entente was made with 

the permission of the federal authorities and was authorized 

and made possible only by the exchange of letters. The inter- 

pretation given by the Quebec Minister of Education, Faul 

Ggrin-Lajoie, in a speech to the Montreal consular corps in mid- 

April contradicted the federal assumption. The entente, he 

stated, demonstrated "la dgtermination du Qugbec de prendre dans 

le monde contemporain la place qui lui revient et de stassurer, 

a lfext6rieur autant quts ltint6rieur, tous les moyens 

ngcessaires pour r6aliser les aspirations de la socigtg qu'il 

rtepdsente . !I 96 
In discussing the necessity for constitutional change for 

6 

the province of Quebec's development, Mr. G6rin-Lajoie pointed 

out that the province did not need such change for the conduct 

of its international affairs because " .  . . la jurisprudence a 
bien Gtabli la souverainetg des Etats provinciaux dans les 

rnatigres qui tombent sous leur jurisdiction. "97 He further 

rejected the admissibility of the federal government exercis- 

ing "une sorte de surveillance et de controle d'opportunitg 

sur'les relations internationales du Qugbec dans les domaines 

qui sont de la compgtence lggislatiye de cette province. ~ 9 8  

This debate over authority was taking place in the context 

of actions on the part of the Quebec government corresponding 



to its view of i'ts jurisdiction. The federal government, for 

its part, could ooly respond by ratifying agreements made by ' 

Quebec after the fact, in order to preserve its exclusive 

authority. The federal government thus found itself in an 

awkward position, unable to prevent Quebec from taking 

initiatives and yet unwilling to forego its prerogative to 

supervise all such affairs. 

In this way constrained, the federal government sought 

to save face by ratifying such agreements in advance through an 

'umbrella agreement' with France. This accord-cadre, con- 

cluded in November between the governments of Canada and Frlance, 

enabled a province to sign its own cultural agreement by 

referring to the document. The second entente between the 

governments of Quebec and France, signed only one week later, 

made no reference to the general agreement, and the federal 

government 'regularized' the situation through an exchange of 

notes. 

The accord-cadre was to some degree a concession on the 

part of the federal government in Ottawa to recognize the 

distinction drawn between an entente and a treaty. But the 

genera1,agreement was also a means for the federal government 

to preserve its overall authority, no doubt the Quebec 

government's rationale for not referring to it in the 

second entente. The effect of the accord-cadre, aside from 

easing some of the federal government's tension over infringe- 

ments on its foreign affairs jurisdiction, has been to confer 



"international law status upon what would otherwise be simple, 

unenforceable, trans-national accords. "" The ententes in which 

the government of Quebec was interested 'I. . . have raised no 
'foreign affairs' questions, since giving rise to absolutely 

no legal obligations, international or otherwise. "loo Accord- 

ing to E. McWhinney then, the federal government's reaction -to 2 
the Quebec government's initiatives was a response to a thmat 

to its treaty-making power which did not exist. A real con- 

tention did exist however, over the federal government's 

surveillance of the government of Q u e c ' s  actions. Thus the 

after the accord-cadre did not 

question of exactly how much 

holds - as the international 

conference dispute was soon after to reveal. 

, To protect its exclusive status, the federal government 

severed ties with Gabon in 1968 when the nation seemingly 

treated- the province of Quebec as a limited international 

person. Throughout the episodes of the last decade, the 

federal government maintained its exclusive international 

legal authority. When an internal conflict regarding inter- 

national status exists in a federation, it was earlier seen 

that international law requires that foreign states not 

intervene. Thus any attempt by a province to attain a limited 

international status with the help of a foreign nation will be 

frustrated by the federal government's ability to accuse the 

nation of interfering in Canada's domestic affairs. 



The extensive interna'tional activity carried on by some 

provinces is therefore purely unofficial unle~s~the federal 

government intervenes. The agents-general maintained abroad 

are not officially accredited to any government, and what 

treatment they receive is no more than diplomatic courtesy. 

With regard to the provinces' capacity to conclude 

international agreements, ". . . there are several types of 

arrangements or agreements that provinces can make, falling 

short of provincial treaties. 11101 Aside from the informal 

arrangements mentioned, the provinces can operate under 

private international law for contractual agreements between 

government departments. As wgll, the provinces can, with 

author'ization from the federal government, enter into a 

legally binding agreement with foreign governments. In parti- 

cular cases the Parliament of Canada, rather than the government, 

can pass legislation authorizing a province to conclude a 

legally binding agreement. lo2 Such legal authorization, the 

federal government makes clear, " .  . . does not involve the 

province itself acquv??Fnternational rights or accepting 
r 

international obligations. Only the Canadian government is 

bound internationally by the agrleement. . . 1f103 provincial 
participation in official Canadian delegations to inter- 

- 
national conferences provides another means of i n t e q  

national expression for the provinces. 

Despite the confusion in Canadian constitutional law, 

and the debate over provincial international competence, the 



legal parameters to provincial roles are relatively clear. 

The potential exists in international law, and to some degree 

in international practice, for a limited international status 

for a member state under central governmenf supervision. Can- 

adian constitutional law being inconclusive on the subject, 

agreement for provincial status between the two levels of 

government would be essential, as would the cooperation of the 

international community. Given the federal government's 

sensitivity to provincial activity, and the association of the 

foreign affairs power with sovereignty, an accord between the 

federal and provincial governments is not likely to be reached. 

Yet the strictly legal powerlessness of the provinces 

does not accurately reflect the extent.or the importance of 

their international activities. The international relations 

of the provinces are rarely a matter of binding law. Neverthe- 

less, the international and Canadian legal framework does' 

establish the context for present provincial activity abroad. 

As federalism is a function of both society and its p 
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Chapter 111 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN THE 1970's 

The phenomenon of extensive and varied federal member 

state international activity being fairly recent, there is 

no comprehensive typology for such behaviour, much less a con- 

ceptual framework or theory. There is a limited understanding 

on a theoretical basis of the classes of federal member state 

activity which is compatible with the concept of federalism. 

Nevertheless, several authors have begun work in this area, 

Gerald Morris and Paul Painchaud in particular providing 

useful variables or criteria for the behaviour of federal 

member states. Roff Johannson's typology is also applicable 

to this study. For the purpose of examining the international 

activities of the provinces of Alberta, Quebec and Ontario 

in the economic, administrative and cultural fields, their 

categories are relevant. The present range of provincial 

international activities will be put in the context of the 

limited methodology available. 

Gerald Morris, unlike Qugb6cois authors, approaches the 

question of provincial international roles from a centralist 

standpoint. He attributes the Lord Atkin 1937 Labour Conven- 

tions decision, as earlier noted, to a failure to discern the 

true relationship of the concept of the sovereign national 



state to the fundamental elements of federalism. ' Morris 

speaks in terms of 'burdens' placed on the federal government 

with each measure of provincial international competence, the 

Lord Atkin decision constituting ' I .  . . a considerable price to 
pay for safegua$ding regional autonomy. . . '12 In this same 

chapter he systematically swipes at the basic legal arguments 

supporting provincial treaty-making power. He goes so far as 

to argue that the International Law Commission's proposed 

article for the Convention on the Law of Treaties, referring 

to federal member state treaty-making capacity, indicated that 

its authors were " .  . , drawn from a unitary state. . . [witg 

limited experience in the realm of federalism. I '  When 

referring to the province of Quebec's international initiatives 

of the 19601s, he makes no distinction between an 'entente' and 

a treaty. Therefore his emphasis in establishing the limits to 

provincial competence Js based on the extent of their 'inter- 

ference' with the federal capacity to act unhindered in the 

formulation and execution of foreign policy. 

Provincial offices abroad, with their long histories, 

are deemed acceptable by Morris, provided they limit themselves 

to such areas as travel promotion and sales development. Morris 

calls for ground rules for the operation of provincial offices 

and 'alternative solutions' such as the positing of provincial 

officers to Canadian missions. According to Morris, the 

necessity for the federal government to be able to "orchestrate 

total diplomacy" means that the provinces simply ' I .  . . must 



learn to live with this reality. "4 While the provinces could 

undertake international relations on an informal basis, "Even 

here. . . an ultimate veto must reside in the federal power. . 
The veto power alone however, would not be sufficient to protect 

the federal government's full diplomatic control, since a 

federal reversal of a provincial initiative can be complicated. 

Thus Morris calls for prior consultation and co-operation on 

all provincial activities: "Only in this way can the natural 

tension of the federal system be harnessed and the international 

effectiveness of Canadian activity at all levels be maximized." 6 

Recognizing the international political needs of the provinces, 

he calls as well for the rigWt of a province to voice its 
7 

concerns, "whether or not their views are deemed justifiable," 

and to be kept fully informed. Morris argues for federal-prov- 

incial consultation, with the federal government making all 

ultimate decisions. He calls for more provincial offices in 

Ottawa, more joint committees with a real external relations 

function to instill in the provinces ". . . a sense of meaning- 
ful involvement in the development of co-operative for.eJgn 

policies. . . f ' 8  Morris believes d a t  a quiet revolution in 

co-operation is needed, with the guidelines to provincial 

behaviour based on the federal government's approval. 

Paul Painchaud, while recognizing the difficulty in 

identifying variables in foreign affairs studies, brought 

forward several theoretical con'siderations concerning the 

neglected area of federalism and foreign affairs. Relevant 



questions to be considered and explored, said Painchaud, 

related to what paradigms federal member state activity could 

be measured against, and what its significance was in terms of 

social affairs and politics. 

The first and most important feature noted by Painchaud 

was the great extent of member state international activity, 

necessitating changes in administrative structures. In Canada, 

the provincial roles have,been related to areas central to the 

socio-economic development of the nation, and have been 

sufficient to warrant changes at the federal level to accomo- 

date greater federal-provincial coordination. 

In general'$, federal member states of democratic regimes 

tend to undertake ternational roles " .  . . quelles que soient 
les dgfinitions que le droit international donne de leur 

statut . "' To the extent that member states have real respons- 
ibilities in socio-economic international areas, jurisdictional 

t 
d 

distinctions lose their significance in determining their inter- 

national roles. TQe growing interdependence of nation-states, 

combined Gith the increased access of member states' to the 

in-ternational arena, had created a trend towards the "inter- 

8 
,nationalizatio'n of federal, regimes.' Painchaud termed the 

I process 'diffraction' of the federal system of foreign affairs. 

The Zmpact7 of international events on the federal system 

combined with internal pressures on already decentralized 

strudtures h8as led to the deterioration of the monolithic 

nature of the external affairs policy system of the federal 



state. 

If, argued Painchaud, the international activities of 

member states constitute a permanent feature of modern politics, 

it would follow that such activity represents an important 

political dimension of federal systems. He hypothesized that 

for a certain number of member states, access to the inter- 

national political system was one of the conditions fsr the 

effectiveness of their rule. They may thus be seen to have a 

foreign policy in the full sense of the word, transmitting their 

needs to the international scene, and acting also as a receptor. 

The international activities of federal member states consist 

of defending their interests in the international arena either 

direcYly or through the federal government, as well as receiving 

and responding to international demands and needs: 

LrEtat f6d6r6 peut donc Stre consid6r6 comme un 
systeme politique que regoit des intrwts directs et 
indirects de l'environnement international, transform6 
ces intrants en' intgrets, et produit a son tour des 
extrants, quton peut considgr6r cornme sa politique 
gtrangkre . 10 

This view, noped Painchaud, differs considerably from the 

prevailing classification of member stdt&s as simple pressure 

groups within the federal government external affairs structure. 

t ? .  
While the foreign affairs activities of member states usually 

do not reach the level o? general diplomacy and Broad foreign 

policy objectives, this too is within their reach. As an 

example of such a concern, Painchaud offered the strategy of 
. . 

the province of Quebec towards France. For the most part, 

however, member states could be expected to be concerned with 



economic and social issues of concern within its borders. 

Painchaud proposed a categorization of federal member 

state activities, based on a study of the 'province of Quebec, 

with the aim of focusing attention on variables relevant to 

the development of a broader theory. This study aimed at 

Tdentifying the province's international interests and the 

manner with which they were dealt. Governmental acts are 

classified according to several issue-ar3eas; the governmental 

mission, (security and diplomacy) the social mission, the 

F economic mission, and the educative and cultural mission. The 

nature of the acts of the government in pursuing objecti'ves 

in each qf  these areas was the subject of ~ainchabd's typology. 

He proposed the classification of the international acts of 

federal member states in f'ive categories. 
* 

The first category, contractual , refers to all the 
\ 

reached between a member state and a 

private group. While these acts can have 

a political bent, such as the France-Quebec ententes defining 

their framework of cooperation, in most cases these accords 

are at the administrative level. 

Informational activities relate both to the gathering 

of information relevant to the socio-economic development of 

a federal member state, and to the diffusion of information 

with the aim of promoting abroad the interests of the member 

state. These two functions are fundamental, and constitute an 

important aspect of all foreign affairs, the gathering of 



information especially being the motor of social progress. 

Painchaud said that no society can afford to ignore inter- 

national technical and cultural developments. The Quebec 

governm?'t ' 'maisons abroad' serve this purpose, as does the 

province\ participation in international conferences, visits, 
/ 

I 

and missidns . 
ooperation refer to all the tasks pursued by a 

member state tbgether with another international actor, either 

on a permanent or ad hoc basis. Such cooperation can be 

diplomatic, political, scientific, cultural, technical, social 

or economic. 
> 

Acts of opposition refer to those undertaken by a 

federal member state to impede the aim.s of another inter- 

national actor. These acts can also be related to politics, 

socio-economics, culture, science or technology. They are 

less numerous, but equally important to a member states' 
~7 

interests. These acts will generally take the form of pressure 

on the central government to intervene on behalf of the 
,fn 

province. While acts of cooperation are easily undertaken, it 

is more difficult for a member state to defend itself on the 

international scene, not possessing a diplomatic corps, army, 

or jurisdictional powers. Naturally these acts can be directed 

against the central government when its acts contradict the 

&nterests of a province. For example, said Painchaud, the 
/-\ , . - - 

Quebec government has disputed the federal government on 

questions of foreign investment, immigration and cultural 



atory or technical ! 
Painchaud concluded that while the range of member 

2 state activity is wide and parallels that of sovereign states, 

one cannot evaluate them on the ame level. The Quebec g-overn- 
\-\,,A 

issues. 
'a 

Acts of support may be undertaken by a member state for 

private groups at home or abroad which are related to issues 

of consern. The province of Quebec has developed a budget 

for aid to such groups and lends money at a low interest rate . 
, to various enterpris~s. Such aid,,can be financial, particip- 

ment could not for example, be said to have a coherent foreign 

policy vis-a-vis Europe or Africa, but one could speak of an 

embryo of a "politique franqaise." While undertaking consider- 

able numbers and types of activities, the international politics 

of the province of Quebec must be considered fragmentary, since 

there exists no coherent structure of its internationalA @ 

objectives. Participation in an armed conflict does not 

compare with pressure exerted on a foreign government; a seat 

11 in the United Nations does not compare to a seat on the Agence. 

Painchaud stated that it was essential to evaluate the 

importance of a member state's international activities on the 

basis of its internal responsibilities and objectivzs. Its 

international acts should not be judged as though ir vere a 

sovereign state, but against its contribution to the success 

of its internal general goals. 

Roff Johannson's study of province-state relations 



focused the the province with the 

United States, and his framework offered a general classific- 

ation of provincial external relations. He divided province- 

United States contacts according to the level of authority 

,involved, and then examined other foreign dealings of prov- 

inces. The latter relationships he classified into types of 

;. international trading activities. 

, The first category.of province-state relations in 

Johannson's terms is the one which takes place at a "relatively 

low level of authority. "12 These relations involve -the bureau- 

cratic actor, and relate to matters of "relatively minor 

P 
significance," although the bureaucratic actor is also involved 

~.-- 

in relations of some constitutional significance. l3 Matters 

of little import are usually "tightly focussed functional 

interest, "I4 relating to such things as responsibility for the 

planning and management of highways and roads, supervision of 

rivers, and informational exchanges. There are few if any 

diplomatic implications in these basically informational 

exchanges, ". . . indeed, they are scarcely perceived as 
'international' affairs at all.. 

rF 

In the pursuit of local objectives, consultation with 

a V. S. border state on matters within provincial authority 

usually takes place without prior approval from the federal 

government: "Thus Ottawa is left out of the exchange 

entirely. "16 Provinces can also have contacts through 

umbrella agreements between the U. S. and Canada. Factors 



underlying bureaucratic involvement in international affairs 

include geography, constitutional authority, professional 

expertise, and the need for scale for various projects. His 
-. , 

categories of bureaucratic behaviour include 

contacts and membership in professional organizations, 

consultation, the resolution of common problems through joint 

effbrts, contact through provincial offices abroad, and 

matters related,to the implementation and negotiation of 

treaties. 

The second category is ministerial activity which 

centres around two areas, unlike the varied duties of bureau- 

crats. The infrequent ministerial meetings revolve around 

the starting and finishing of the relationships and agree- 

mentyorked out in detail by bureaucrats. Ministerial 
.- 

involvement at its highest level is concerned with inter- 

national agreements, some not sanctioned by the federal 

government. According to Johannson these ' I .  . . go beyond 
a literal reading of the provincial powers in the B.N.A. 

Act. t t  17 

Ministers also participate in federal treaty negotiations 

relating both to matters within provincial jurisdiction, and. 
- 

even in matters beyond their authority. Ministerial inter- 

national activities are inspired in general by geogr'aphy, 

ceremonial occasions, functional responsibilities' and 

personal interest. 

The international dealings of the premiers parallel those %-, 



of the ministers, and involve. ceremonial occasions and agree- 

ments, with little day to day interaction. The premier " .  . . 
d 

sets the tone for intergovernmental relations, thereby determin- 

ing whether or not detailed interactions with the U.S. govern- 

ment will develop. "" His actions are mativated by issues, 

geography, and goodwill. He is involved with activities 

related to h status as head of government, (ceremonial) /" 
formal an& informal consultation, and issues related to 

\ international treaties, including sanctioned and unsanctioned 
$ 

.. 
negotiations. Y - 

The bureaucratic actor is thus the most active, while 

. political actors undertake more constitutionally significant 
matters on a less frequent basis, usually related to ceremony 

and treaties. In general, the factors influencing the province 

of B.C.'s relations with the United States have been geography, 

constitutional authority, ceremonial goodwill visits and 

specific issues. 

As for relations with other states, said Johannson, 

" .  . . the major functional interest is the growth of the 
provincial economy. "19 Trade is the first category listed 

among provincial efforts to "protect, foster and enlarge the 

local economy, "*' including export promotion activities and 
- 
direct contacts between provincial crown agencies and the 

~ r a d i n g  arms of centrally planned economies. 

k second ca~ego-y of international trading activity 

i ~ : - ~ o l - ~ e s  efforts to promote exports, through regulations, 



which may impinge on Canadian international agreements. Such 

activity takes the form of direct provincial subsidies, tax 

rebates and production quotas. 

The provinces have constitutional authority in areas 

such as liquor boards,.which allow them to frustrate inter- 

national trade. Once an action has been identified as posing 

a non-tariff barrier to trade however, the provinces can be 

halted through the courts, although Johannson did not mention 

this. 

Financial activity as a category of provincial inter- 

national involvement relates to the obtaining of operating 

funds through provincial bonds, and attracting direct foreign 

investment. This activity may also contradict federal 

government policies, such as the Foreign Investment Review 

Commission. 

Finally, provinces may play a role in foreign aid, 

usually in conjunction with the federal government. The 

provinces can work through federal agencies and provide direct 

aid to international agencies. 

Whatever analytic framework is applied to provincial 

international relations, the Canadian context for such 

behaviour is one in which the provinces operate from a position 

of strength. Not only is Canada characterized by extreme' 

regional diversity, but also by political decentralization, 

derived from both constitutional and political sources. 

Constitutionally, the British North America Act has been inter- 

1 



preted to the advantage of the provinces, despite the 

intentions of the authors. 

w Two cases in particular. established the provincial 

position in Canadian federalism. The 1883 Hodge v. The Queen 

case established provincial legislative supremacy within its 

sphere of ju~isdiction. And as mentioned earlier, the Maritime 

Bank v. the Receiver-General case in 1892 affirmed the position 

of the provincial Lieutenant-Governor to be equal for provincial 

purposes to the Governor General's representation of the Queen 

for federal purposes. 2 1 

Furthermore, the structure of the Canadian political 

system precludes the potentially unifying force of an activist 

Supmme Court. The principle of parliamentary supremacy and 

cabinet responsibility has placed the danadian legislative 

branch, as divided between the federal government and the 

provinces, above the judicial branch of government. The 

Supreme Court is limited to determining whether legislation is 

ultra vires, and may not undertake further judicial review. 

A variety of political factors have contributed to the 

decentralization of power in Canada. Donald Smiley notes that: 

The story of Canadian federalism from the late 1950's 
onward is that of the relative wedkening of the power 
of the national government and the strengthening of 
the provinces. 22 

Smiley attributes the trend to such factors as the failure 

of national economic policies, and the succession of minority 

national governments in the 1960's. With regard to the same 



t r e n d ,  P a u l  Fox n o t e s  t h e  number of  s t r o n g  p r e m i e r s  i n  

p r o v i n c i a l  governm.ents ,  s u c h  a s  P e t e r  Lougheed o f  A l b e r t a .  2 3 

C o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  p r o v i n c i a l  s t r e n g t h  and  i n d e p e n d e n c e  i s  t h e  

r e g i o n a l i z e d  n a t u r e  o f  C a n a d i a n  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s .  P a u l  Fox 

a l s o  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  p r o v i n c i a l  g r o s s  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  
Q 

which i n  t u r n  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  g rowing  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  p r o v -  

i n c i a l  a r e a s  o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n  f o r  C a n a d a ' s  economic  a n d  s o k i a l  

w e l f a r e .  Under p r o v i n c i a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n  f o r  example ,  a r e  

m a t t e r s  s u c h  as r > e s o u r c e s ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  h ighways  a n d  w e l f a r e .  

Canada h a s  n e v e r  f e l t  t h e  u n i f y i n g  i m p a c t  o f  a n  e x t r e m e  

e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t ,  a n d  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  few o t h e r  i n t e g r a t i n g  

f o r c e s  t o  c o u n t e r  t h e  d e c e n t r a l i z i n g  t r e n d .  

One o f  t h e  p r i m e  m o t i v a t o r s  f o r  p r o v i n c i a l  i n t e r -  

n a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y ,  as J o h a n n s o n  p o i n t s  o u t ,  i s  t h e  g r o w t h  o f  

t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  economy. The e x i s t e n c e  o f  p u r e l y  r e g i o n a l  

economic  i n t e r e s t s ,  combined w i t h  t h e  l i m i t e d  a t t e n t i o n  p a i d  

them by f e d e r a l  d e p a r t m e n t s  o f  f i n a n c e  and  i n d u s t r y ,  have  l e d  

t h e  p r o v i n c e s  t o  " .  . . p o l i c i e s  u s u a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

s o v e r e i g n  s t a t e s  - p r o v i n c i a l  f i s c a l  p o l i c i e s  t o w a r d  f u l l  

employment a n d  g r o w t h .  . . "24 A s  J o h a n n s o n  a r g u e s ,  t h e  

i m p o r t a n c e  o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a d e ,  i n v e s t m e n ' t a d  e x p o r t s  

t o  p r o v i n c i a l  economies  h a v e  p r o j e c t e d  a l l  t h r e e  p r o v i n c e s .  

i n t o  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a r e n a .  S i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 7 0 1 s ,  as 

S a b o u r i n  n o t e s ,  Q u e b e c ' s  i n t e 3 a t i o n a l  r o l e  h a s  s h i f t e d  t o  

i n c l u d e  economic  i s s u e s  p r e v i o u s l y  n e g l e c t e d .  
----. 2 5  Economic 

L r e l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  p r o v i n c e s  i n c l u d e  I n d i v i d u a l  p r o v i n c i a l  



pursuit of international investment and trade benefits 

through provincial trade missions, economic agreements, 

visits abroad of premiers and their ministers, and trade 

offices in foreign capitals. Along with these provincial 

initiatives in the international arena, their efforts to stin- 

ulate their economies include attempts to influence federal 

policy in such areas as the General Agreement on Trade and 

Tariff$, (G.A.T.T.) the limitation of foreign investment 

through the Foreign Investment Review Agency, (F.I.R.A.) the 
- Zr 

renegotiation of the U.S. Automobile Pact, relations with the 

European Economic Community, and international aid through the 
- n  

7- 

Canadian International Development Corporation. Johannson's 

category of provincial interference with federal government 

polzcy contrary to their interests also includes the use of 

non-tariff barriers to trade such as taxes, subsidies,and 

trading co~porations. The provinces may also counteract5 

federal monetary policy through international borrowing. 

Dissatisfaction with the efforts of the federal Depart- 

ment of Industry, Trade and Commerce to promote provincial 

exports and encourage foreign investment led to the numerous 

trade missions sponsored by the provinces and often led by 

premiers and/or their ministers. Such missions are only 

occasionally arranged in consultation with the federal External 

Affairs department, and do not include a federal representative. 

Alberta for example, se-nt an economic misqion to Japan in 

September, 1972, headed by Deputy Premier Dr. Hugh Horner 



to meet. with the Keidanren and discuss trade relations. 
2 6 

In August 1974, Alberta held a trade fair in Japan, this mission 

headed again by the Deputy Premier and including the Minister 

of Intergovernmental Affairs. 27 An Alberta trade mission to 

France in June 1974 emphasized the need ".  . . for people and 
know-how rather-than money. "'* The delegation explained that 
the province would be receptive to proposals for secondary 

industry and not primary industry investment. This theme was 

repeated in the much-publicized October 1975 mission to several 

European states headed by- Premier Lougheed. 
2 9 

The province of Quebec has been involved as well in trade 

missions to New York, London, France and Japan. The France 

mission was headed by Quebec's Minister of Agriculture in 1974, - 
3 0 

and included sixty agriculturists. The March 1974 miss yon 

to Japan included approximately 200 businessmen and was aimed 

at reducing the balance of trade deficit which Alberta runs 

with Japan. The mission was headed by Quebec's Minister of 

Industry and Commerce and the deputy minister for the port- 

folio who acknowledged ". . . that Quebec, as a province, 
r r  31 cannot talk balance of trade directly with the Japanese. . 

I 

The mission could however encourage Japanese trade and invest- 

ment in Quebec, hopefully to offset the tendency ". . . in 
federal initiatives to automatically be of special benefit to 

Ontario. 

Despite the favouritism given Ontario by the federal 

government's economic missions and policy (at least as per- 



ceived by Alberta and Quebec representatives) this province 

too sponsors trade missions. As M. A. M ~ l o t  points out, the 

federal department of Industry, Trade and Commerce simply 

" .  . . cannot be familiar in detail with the products and 
capacities of every province. " 3 3  Thus in March 1972, Ontario's 

Minister of Revenue headed a trad&_mission to the People's 

Republic of China to hold discussions with members of the 

Chinese government as a follow-up To a Canadian trade delegation 
Q 

to China in 1971. As a follow-up mission, it was arranged 

in cooperation with the federal government. 34 The Ontario 

government trade commission sent a mission to Japan in October 

1972 for a ten-day food display. This mission held more than 

100 meetings during its visit to discuss licensing arrangements 

and other joint ventures in a search for " .  . . a reciprocal 

market for our processed goods. " 3 5  One month later the Ontario 

Minister of Industry and Tourism headed a delegation of 

financial and technological experts to Japan and South Korea t6 

promote Ontario products and learn about new manufacturing 

processes. The minister noted that 96 percent of Japan's , 

Canadian imports were raw materials and that Ontario could 

benefit from more liberalized trading practices which would 

allow Ontario to supply manufactured goods. 36 In May 1973, 

Premier Davis of Ontario led a trade and investment mission to 

London in an effort to encourage investment and allay fears 

over the federal Foreign Investment Review Agency. He met 

with the British Minister of Trade and Industry, the Minister 



of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, and British 

industrialists. He said that Ontario supported only moderate 

- economic nationalism, that is, greater Canadian equity in new 

( i capital investment, more Ontario 'value added, greater 
1 '. 

processing im Canada of natural resources, and a majority of 

~anadiaks on boards of subsidiary'companies in Canada. 3 7 

'3 

In another economic'visit To Japan in September, 1977, 

Premier Davis had a difficult time convincing Japanese investors 

of his ability to mitigate the effects of F.I.R.A. The 

Japanese spokesmen argued that Canada was not presently an 

, attractive place for investment. A report by the Keidanren, 

following a.visit to ~anada, spoke of Canada's labour problems, 

and the chairman of the board of the Mitsui corporation 

11 . . . cited labour problems, high corporate taxes, and strict 
environmental regulations as barriers. . . " 3 8  The Japanese 

were skeptical of Premier Davis' efforts to downplay federal 

*- 
inves*ment pollcy, and favoured the continuation of-traditional 

Japanese investment in prima,ry industries. In this instance, 

a province's efforts to undertake its own international dealings 

were largely rebutted by a foreign state which preferred to 

deal with one, and not two,-levels of government. 

Economic agreements between provinces and foreign 

states are not as common. The preferred technique is that of 
3 

encouraging trade and investment through discussions and. sales 

pitches which are l e s s  formally structu'red. Nevertheless, the 

provinces do have the power to make informal, non-binding 



lnternational agreements, as determined by the 1955 Attorney- 

General for Ontario v. Scott case. 39 In this case, former - 

premier Bourassa of Quebec signed an agreement with Premier 

Chirac of France for a general programme of economic and 

technical cooperation on December 5, 1974. Such cooperation was 

to include the exchange of engineers, managers and technicians, 

as well as the creation of a Franco-Quebec industr-ial cooper- 

atLon group, this group to.be responsible to the Quebec 

Ministry of Inter-Governmental Affairs, and to the French 

4 0 Foreign Trade Ministry. 

The province of Quebec's 1975 entente with Iran avoided 

the generalizations on cooperation included in the Paris 

agreement. me Gazette termed the Iran accord signed by 

Premier Bourassa and Prime Minister Hoveyda 'I. . . a signifi- 
cant milestone in the history of - ~uebec' s [internationad 

relations. . . a substantial commercial agreement. . . lt4'  ran, 

unlike Japan, is in a position to find trade with Canada 

beneficial, and the Quebec governqient's agreement- followed on 

the heels of a Canada-Iran $1.3 billion trade agreement. In an 

attempt to diversify its economy and develop secondary industry, 

Iran signed t.he Quebec agreement ". . . which ties virtually 
every sale of tangible goods to the supply of technical assist- 

ance. "42 Iran was to buy fifteen semi-mobile units valued at 

$ 4 5  million, for technical and professional training, from 

quebec. This preliminary agreement, which included several 

such sales, was followed by a ser.ies of specific agreements 



the fo'llowing year, one of which was a contract between 

Hydro-Quebec and the Iranian Department of Energy. 43 

Talks of a natural gas agreement were involved in a 

visit of U. S. vice-president- alter Mondale to Alberta in 

' January of 1976, following' a trip to Ottawa. Premier Lougheed 

of Alberta made clear this would involve U .  S. tariff con- 

ce'ssions on agriculture and petro-chemical products. While 

Vice-president Mondale was careful to state.that his govern- 
, 

ment would negotiate only witK the federal governmen& this 
d, 

- formal veneer did not mask the importance of the premier of 

Alberta to such an agreement. The federal government 'had no 

objections' to an Alberta- U.S. agreement on trade, provided 

the federal cabinet retained its veto power. 4 4  

A measure of the importance attributed to the prov- 

incial international economic role is the attention such 

matters receive from the highest levels of provincial govern- 

ments. The infrequency of such involvement as noted by 

~ohannson, corre5ponds with the degree of importance to the 

matters they do attend. Premiers, ministers and deputy 

ministers are involved not only in the trade missions but in 

official visits abroad to promote economic cooperation. These 

visits are made in consultation with the Federal-Provincial 

Co-ordinat5on division of the federal Department of External 

Affairs. The Department of External Affairs takes respopsi- 

bility, with the provinces paying the cost through the federal 

intermediary. 4 5  Trade missions involving a provincial premier 



are arranged in this manner, such as Premier Lougheed's 1975 

Eusopean visit. 

These missions, visits and agreements made by the . 

provinces in economic matters have varying degrees of success 
P 

in terms of their economic objectives. The receptiveness of 

the foreign state is a factor which may limit their success. 

But the provinces do succeed in bringing to the states they 

visit an awareness of their economic priorities and capabil- 

ities. The numbe~ of activities in this area have been illus- 

trated as a segular feature of all three provinces' inter- 

national dealings. While their acts would tend more often to 

fall under Painchaud's category of 'information' rather than 

'contractualr or 'cooperation' they would seem, again in 

Painchaud's terms, to represent one of the conditions for the 

effectiveness of a province's rule. The objective of the 

growth of the provincial economy, as JohannsOn stated, 

necessitates the multitude of economic and trade contacts 7 
built by all three provinces. 

Premier Lougheed of Alberta paid an official visit to 

the United States in June 1976 to meet with congressmen, 
?&/ 

senators, and officials in the State Department. One year 

later his trip to the $i.iddle East and the Soviet Union 

I I . . . had been arranged n close consultation with the L 
Department of External Affairs. "46 This was termed a fact- 

finding mission to help determine Alberta's policy in the 

areas of oil and wheat production. 



The premiers of Quebec and their ministers have made a 

number of such visits for economic purposes. In March, 1971, 

Premier Bourassa visited New York in search of foreign invest- 

ment, in particular a $300 million bond issue for schools 

and hospitals, and a $220 million bond issue for Hydro-Quebec. 47 

One month later he left on a trip to Europe with official visits 
h 

to Belgium, Britain, West Germany, Italy and France, again to 

attract foreign investors. 48 In London he invited European 

capital for the $2500 million James Bay power project, and just 

over one year later he returned to Britain with the Quebec 

Minister of Industry and Commerce to bring the matter up once 

again.49 During this visit he attended the European Conference 

of Investors, and claimed that as a result of his efforts, 

manufacturing projects valued at $20 to .$3O million would 

begin in Quebec. 50 In December, 1972, Quebec's Minister of 

Transport visited the U . S . S . R .  to discuss general commercial 

exchange policy, 51 and in June, 1973, Quebec's deputy premier 

visited Maine, U.S.A. to discuss oil and electric power 

problems of mutual concern. 
52 

Premier Bourassa left in 

December, 1974, for France with two ministers to deal with the 

proposed export of enriched uranium from the province of Quebec 

to ~ r a n c e , ~ ~  and left again in October, 1975 for Switzerland, 

West Germany, Greece and Iran, to discuss economic relations 

and announce trade agreements worth $20 million with West 

54 .? 
Germany, and worth $600 million with Iran. 

Premier Levesque continued the trend with a visit to 



New York in January, 1977, and a visit toeFrance in November, 

1977, to encourage French economic <ooperation. 5 5  In the spring 

of 1977 Quebec's Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs visited 

France to promote economic ties, and two months later Quebec's 

Minister of Economic Development arrived to discuss specific 

economic projects such as the e_xploration.of copper deposits 

in Quebec, the purchase from France of mining equipment and 

the establishment of a Renault plant in Quebec. 56 In February, 
4 

1979, French Premier Raymond Barre visited Quebec and ". 

signed a major agreement on s&?al security. 'I 5 7  assuring 

transfer of social benefits for employees moving between 

. . 
the 

France 

and Quebec, with the aim of freeing the flow of manpower. 

While France has consistently given Quebec government 

visitors a red-carpet treatment equal or better than that 

given federal officials, the government of Quebec has not been 

entirely successful in reducing the deficit with her. France 

like Japan, has preferred to be cautious in sidestepping the 

Canadian government's policy on foreign investment. 

Premier Davis, apart from his participation in numerous 

economic missions, has sought to reassure foreign investors of 

their welcome in Ontario with official visits to West Germany 

and Britain in September, 1 9 7 6 ~ ~  and New York in May, 1977. 59 

Ontario's Minister of Tourism, Claude Bennett, joined Davis on - 
the European trip, which included for guests at every stop 

about Ontario, a panel of speakers to explain the tax 

and available federal and provincial financial 



incentives. During his January, 1977, visit to Israel he 

met with Prime Minister Rabin and reaffirmed bids government's 

stand against the Arab boycott. During an unoffical 1978 

visit to Israel he receiyed support for Ontario legislgtion 

4 
against trade discrimination-because "It could have an effect 

on the federal government of Canada. "61 This attitude clearly 

suggests the limits to a provincial concern with broad 

questions o'f internationa1,relations. I .  

The provinces have been successful in pro&oting their 

economic interests through ,the establishment of provincial 

# offices abroad, a practice permitted under Section 92 of the 
\ 

British North America Act. The province of Quebec presently 

operat,es fifteen offices in foreign states.,62: four of which 

are g%eral delegations and twelve of which are economi; 
', 

bureaud A sixteenth office is planned for Mexico in 1980. 4' 
since 1970 Quebec has 'been placing an increasing 

\ 

emphasis kin these offlces to undertake export and investment 

promotion. The Financial Post noted this~trend in 1972, 

pointing to the increase in the budget for such ma 

$80,000 in 1967 to $400,000 in.1972. ; Ei As of -~uebec"s IrO" inter- 

national offices opened in 1970 or later, her Washington and 
I 

Atlantic tradeand tourist offices opened in 1978, and the 
b' 

Caracus office opened in 1979. 

The reco&ition of diplomatic status of provincial 

agents-general depends entirely on the inclination of 'the 

foreign state, Quebec's Paris representative enjoys such 



status, but the Quebec delegation in Brussels which opened 

in 1972 does not. However the Belgium office was granted 

T I  , . . the fullest customs and taxation privileges. . . 11  64 

The international branch of the Quebec Industry and 

Commerce Department takes charge of the role of these offices, 

and the concern in the 1970's has been for investment which 

would benefit the Quebec economy. The head of the inter- 

national branch stated: 

. . . the Quebec bureaus abroad are now looking less 
for new investment and-are trying to promote exports 
and foster the manufacturing of foreign products by 
Quebec firms under licensing agreements. 65 

The offices do not attempt to duplicate federal 

'ci efforts in trade promotion, but to organize separate trade 

seminars to inform foreign investors of the special advant- 

zges Quebec has to offer. These special advantages were 

er!unerated in the Fantus studies prepared for the Quebec 

government by a private corporation to identify " .  . . fifteen 
* / 

specific industrial investment opportunities in which Quebec 

is a more favorable location than the rest of North America. I I  66 

Fhese studies ha7]e enabled Quebec to promo*e better the 

>ro7~lncets interes~s and determine the most favourable location , 

\ 

i2r new offices. In f he promotion of exports through such . 
C I~ .c .  ,--~ces, Quebec considers itself in competition with Ontario, 

znd according to Gilles Chatel, the head of the international 

krznck ,  '?uebec is srFl1 far behind. 

'- a 2 5 i ~ F z z  rs I's own offices, Quebec maintains * - 1 '  

officers without diplomatic status 



Canadian foreign immigration offices. Under a 1971 agreement 

between Quebec and the federal government, these orientation 

officers report to the heads of the Canadian missions and 

provide to prospective immigrants details on Que-bec living 

and working conditions. The federal government views the 

step as giving Quebec no special status in the field of 

immigration. The agreement states: 

. . . a Quebec presence in a federal office does 
not have as its objective or effect to place the 
Quebec government in a privileged position. . . as 
compared to other provinces. . . 67 
The orientation officers are to advise only those 

immigrants who have already chosen Quebec as their destin- 

ation. Nevertheless, the Qugbec Minister of Immigration 

declared upon conclusion of the agreement that it would give 

3uebec special status in the field, and represented the 

3eginning of a "global ikmigration policy for Quebec. 1 1   hi.^ 

statement would seep. to be somewhat of an exaggeration of the , 

significance of the move, especially as the federal government 

said the program would be open to any interested province. 

.Alberta maintains three offices in London, Los Angeles, 

,z,nz -,.- Tokyo. The latter opened in 1970. They take an active 

pz?t.Fn Alberta trade and investment promotion, using an 

aggressive approach. Shor~ly after opening, the Tokyo office 

7e~crted a great nurher of enquiries about Alberta products, 

s r ~ d  its officials ccr:tFnually encourage Japanese investors. 6 9 

P-1Se~ta's agent-general - in Britain is concerned as well 

-,-, & - ,.LL A ' k r t a ' s  ex?s-ts. In 1977 Mr. Pickering repcrted that 



Alberta businesses could 'make a killing' in world trade if 

they attempted to enter the Commonwealth market. He proposed 

that Alberta withdraw from the Canadian honey pool to compete 

as an international exporter for a larger share of the market. 

He also recommended that Alberta beef be sold on the Cornrnon- 

wealth market to several African buyers rather than concentrat- 

ing on the United States. 7 0 

Ontario holds the lead in the number of offices abroad, 

with a total of sixteen, four of which opened since 1970. 71 

Its Paris office opened in 1977, with hopes of attracting 

French investment. Ontario obtaim a disproportionately low 

share of French trade and investment in comparison to other 

provinces. 72 While admitting that there is not much likelihood 

of increasing trade dramatically with France, Ontario Industry 

and Tourism Minister Claude Bennett will " .  . . explore the 
possibility of joint licensing agreements with French manu- 

facturers. " 7 3  ~niike the Quebec Delegation in Paris, the 

3rtario House in Paris does not enjoy diplomatic status. 

klrhough Claude Bennett said he expected the office would 

r- receive the same status as the Quebec Delegation, there was 

s5r.e speculation that the government in Ottawa had urged the 

cperiing of the office to-offset the presence of the Quebec 

3elegarion. 7 4 Iz any case, the French government has 

refrained fror. granting such status to the Ontario House. 
t 

13- ,:tario's .+ London Hozse encourages trade and investment, and 

a l s s  zain~ains a sseciai irmigration staff of five people 
7 5 



to recruit immigrants in industry, medicine and agriculture, 

according to Ontario's needs. 

The Canadian government has rarely interfered with 

the establishment of provincial offices. However, both the 

provinces of Alberta and Ontario were prevented from opening 

Washington ofifices in 1971. While the offices were to be 
i 

concerned with export promotion,-the provinces were motivated 

by the United States1 economic measures concerning import 

surcharges through the creation of Domestic International 

Sales Corporations, ( D . I . S . C . )  The provinces realized that 

a better political information system was required from the 

American capital. American policies were crucial to the 

well-being of the provinces. 

The objection of the federal government related to this 

political aspect of the provincial offices. As Morris points 

out, "Problems can become obvious where the provincial office 

consciously functions as an 'embassy' in competition with 

representatives of the Ottawa government. "76 Apparently the 

Parls Delegation of the province of Quebec has a staff and 

'lidget rivalling that of the Ottawa government's embassy, and 

7% Zederal government is determined to prevent the prolif- 

erz~ion of such 'mini-enbassies.' In the 1979 Paris telephone 

lirec~ory the Quebec office is listed for the first time as 

'3-r5assz.de du Qu6bec1 rather than 'Dglggation G6n6rale1 as in 

T - 7  ? r e - , - i ~ u s  years. :Ikl-e the French ministry said the delegation 

- ,.,zs - -st an erbassy, a sress official of the guebec Paris 



Delegation was quoted as saying "In effect, it's an embassy. . . 
-'t 

M. Jean Deschamps, the delegate general, is the equivalent of 

an ambassador. "77 Prior to the May, 1979 election, the 

federal government was said to be 'looking into the matter.' 

The provinces have maintained that they have not been 

able to rely on the government in Ottaw,dto relay the specific 

information required. They have apparently been forced to rely 

on Canadian Press dispatches. 78 The federal government offered 

an office in the Canadian embassy in Washington to an Ontario 

representative, ant negotiations between the two governments 

continued through 1972. This alternative was abandoned in 

view of several basic complications with a provincial- regresent- 
I - 

ative in the Canadian embassy. The Ontario representat& would 

have a difficult time operating for his province's interests in 

the capital without interfering with the single Canadian, point 

of view. Embassy officials foresaw too many difficulties 

involved in the prpject7' and it was abandoned in 1973. 

The final arrangement saw a 1973 'Information Flow' 

program of the Federal-Provincial Co-ordination Division of the 

Department of External Affairs, in which a senior federal civil 

servant in the embassy was designated 'provincial interests 

cfficer. ' * '  The officer sends td the participating provinces 

Alberta and Ontario selected reports concerning energy develop- 

rent, the Auto-Pact negotiations, trade policy and-industrial 

news. The lack of awareness on the part of the 'officer of the 

provinces' of the p~o~inces' specific needs led to 'Interchange 



Canada' under which federal foreign service' officers visit the 

provinces for briefings. This example best illus.trates the 

delicate and complicated workings of Canadian federalism with 

regard to provincial internationa1,initiatives'. . The sensitiv- 

ity of the federal government when combined ,with the determin- 

ation of the provinces to pursue their interests, produces 

extremely complex arrangements. 

The international economic role of the provinces is not 

limited to individual provincial initiative, but includes the 

demand for provincial input and participation in the federal 

government's international economic policies and negotiations. 

The federal government's position at the General Agreement on 

Trade and Tariff negotiations has a direct impact on provincial 

exports and industries. While international trade is the 

federal government's exclusive jurisdiction, the G.A.T.T. 

negotiations touch on provincial matters such as liquor control 

boards. Furthermore, 

The provinces are now more aware of their interest, 
in international trade matters, and notwithstanding 
what the Constitution says, will not stand idle if 
they feel that those interests are threatened. 81 

The federal goTierr.rr,ent responded to repeated provincial , 

der.an5s for policy input with the creation of the Canadian 

F-c- - - a d L  and Tariffs lCorxiir~ee in 1973. According to then Minister 

,r -r 
&- -ndustry, Trade an6 Ccrmerce Alistair Gillespie, the 

1 
r. , . --r_nLttee was to kear ~rrefs  fro^ any interested provincial 

zs-> - including labour, agriculture, business and the provincial. 

8 2 g a - ~ e z - m e n t s  . The ire-~Fnces protested that the Committee 



placed them on the same level as'these other groups while they 

deserved a more direct input as governments with ". . . juris- 
dictions with a responsibility for overall economic develop- 

? I  - ; rnent. . . * 3 -  This led to the Deputy-Ministers Committee on the 
. Multi-Lateral Trade Negotiations 'under which the federal 

negotiating team meets quarterly with provincial deputy 

ministers of industry. ~ccording to Molot, this committee is 

more useful in terms'of passing along information to the 
+ 

provinces thkn in provincial input to the federal position. The 

federal goverfiment consistently refuses to the provinces rep- 
> o,, 

resentbti3n on the federal negotiating team, as well as observer 
i 

, - 
status. khe yeasons given are the secrecy of the talks, their 

technical nature,',and the decision of G.A.T.T. participants 

that only national officials.be a part of delegations. 84 . t 

1 

While Ontario is concerned with mai;faining protection 

of its industries in the G.A.T.T. talks, Alberta has joined 

forces with the three other western provinces to pressure the 

federal government into lohering the tar?ff barriers-. At the 
. ~ 

Western Economic Opportunit-ies Conference in 1973, in a joint 
I 

;ubnission to the federal government in 1975, band in a joint 

corrmunique in 1977, Alberta has argugd.'that the Canadian 

~ariff structure results in an estimated $800 million 

85 - - unrecognized 'transfer payment' to central Canada. 
The western provinces have-called for " .  . . a policy 

cf selective tariff revisions to reduce inequities to western 
C 

Canadian manufacturing. . . "86 as, well as for selective 



bilateral agreements with the U.S. to allow their industries 

to enter the American market. With regard to the latter demand, 

Premier Lougheed has expressed concern for Alberta's petro- . 
; chemical industry, 87 and wants to negotiate tariff rates 

directly with the Americans. The conflicting interests of the 

provinces with regard to tariffs severely hamper the federal 

government's ability to formulate a single forceful Canadian 

position at the G.A.T.T. talks. 

The conflsting economic interests of'the provinces are 

also reflected in their reactions to the federal government 

Foreign Investment Review Agency, introduced in 1972 and 

implemented in 1975. As Holmes points out: I T .  . . Canadian 
nationalism is largely confined to Ontario. . . and is 
resisted by less favoured provinces that want foreign invest- 

ment. . . 11 88 Ontario, with its well developed manufacturing 

industry, favours a moderate nationalism and the discourage- 

ment of foreign direct, or non-portfolio investment. 89 As 

discussed earlier, Ontario has attemptec to downplay the 

Fnportance of F.I.R.A. in its trade missions abroad. Though 

the agenc;y does provide for provincial consultation, the 

provinces of Alberta and Quebec have been far less receptive 

to the efforts of the federal government. 

The province of Quebec has pointed out that Bill C-132 

presumes the existence of a single undifferentiated Canadian 

economy, which it should not, and that.such a policy would 

9 0 only widen the gap-between the economies'of Quebec and Ontario. 



The provinces of Alberta and Quebec are against any 

discrimination. against foreign investors, with the'ir 

effort td improve their respective economies dir cted towards e. 
the attraction of such investment. Their concern over F.I.R.A. 

relates to the control such an agency gives the federal govern- 

ment over their economies through investment restriction. Can- 

adian nationalism to these provinces would mean the persistence 

of regional economic disparities and further difficulties in 

the development of secondary industry. The F.I.R.A. conflict 

,represents one more example of the provinces' lack of con- 

fidence in the national government to promote -Canada's 

interests impartially. 

Ontario, with an automotive industry supplying 70,000 

jobs and 9 percent of the provincial manufacturing employ- 

ment, '' has sought to influence the federal government1 s 
negotiations with the United States concerning the 1965 Auto- 

motive Agreement. This agreement had led to a surplus in 

trade with the U.S. for Canada by 1970, with a 15 percent 

* surcharge on new cars imported from the Americans. The pact 

created an integrated Canada-United States automotive industry, 

with free trade in manufacturers1 auto parts. ItA,also included 

productions safeguards for a minimum .amount of Canadian value- 

added in materials and labour f o ~  all cars sold'in Canada, 

which benefitted Ontario. The Ontariao government submitted a 

brief concerning Canada's renego;tiation of'the pact'to a . . 

t 

November 1911 f ederal-provincial con•’ erence . 



k 

The brief urged the government not to yield to the 

American submission to drop the safeguards, claiming that three- 

quarters of the automobile industry employment would be lost. 

Premier Davis sent two telegrams directly to the prime minister . 

in this regard. 92 Premier Davis also argued in May 1973, that 
; 

the United States D.I.S.C. proposals should not apply where an 

agreement such as the automotive pact was already in effect. 9 3 

The U. S. automotive company did use the D.I.S.C. program 

however, and the Canadian surplus tur ed t a deficit of $1.9 % \ 
'-=%=d 

billion by 1975. 94 ~fter', a meaping between Prime Minister 
- 

Trudeau and President-Ford in 1974, both sides initiated 

studies of their respective industries which were completed in 

1977. The Canadian study pointed to a falling Canadian share 

of the market in the production of auto parts. 95 Under pressure 

already concerning the deficit, the federal government was also 

presented with an Ontario government study in the spring of 

1978. Criticizing the auto pact, the study stated that if 

Canada and the United States received equal benefits there 

would be 25,000 more Canadian auto workers, $866 million more 

investment in Canada, along with 2500 researchers. 9 6 

The federal government held talks with General Motors of 

Canada, the Ford Motor Company, and Chrysler of Canada, which 

failed to bring Ca'nada more business. The Canadian federal. 

government then initiated its own study of the auto industry, 9 7 

and in view of the fact that the deficit had been declining 

since 1976, the Industry and Trade Minister at the time, 



Jack Horner announced a delay in renegotiation of the pact. 

Canadian research and development wguld be encouraged, and 

assistance supplied to auto parts manufacturers. 9 8 

In the case of the federal government's auto pact policy, 

the Ontario government.could be said to be an effective 

lobbyist. This case contradicts Painchaudts conclusion that 

member states are not pressure groups in their international 

dealings, at least in areas where the federal government's 

jurisdiction is clear. 

Quebec's interest in economic relations in Europe led 

to that province's demands for participation in Canada's role 

in the European Economic Community (E.E.C.) The 1976 Canada- 

E.E.C. agreement for economic cooperation set up a number of 

committees, including a sub-committee on industrial development 

to determine areas of industrial cooperation. WhseAe federal 
\, 

government had agreed to allow a role for Quebec in this subr 
i 

'-6 committee, it had apparently withheld the detailed arrangements 

from Quebec, and the meetings continued without Quebect s 

presence. 9 9  Continued delays by the federal government in 

deciding the form of Quebec's participation strained its "\ 
relations with the province. Quebec thus refused to partici- 

pate in subsequent working groups and was denied observer 

status at the E.E.C. loo The government of Quebec nevertheless 

considers that it has a right to participate in.the E.E.C., 

much as it seeks a distinct role in tQ+United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (U.N.E.S.C.O.) 



' and other international organizatTons whose activities-are 

relevgnt to the provinces. 

In a similar case, Premier Levesque was accused by 

Prime Minister Trudeau in the spring of 1977 of attempting to 

seek separate representation in the Commonwealth. The charge 

was supported by Comftonwealth Secretary-General Shridath 

Ramphal, who said that Premier Levesque raised the matter 

during a visit of Secretary-General Ramphal to Quebec, and 

--i. 
# 

that a Quebec official had raised the issue during a visit 

to London. Secretary-General Ramphal had advisedaremier 

Levesque to resolve the matter with the federal government. 

Prime Minister Trudeau joined the issue with the comment that 

provision already existed for provincial representation on 

federal delpgations to Commonwealth education conferences. 

When it was obvious that the Quebec government was seeking a 

rale similar to the one it held within the Agence, Prime 

Minister Trudeau said that no such status existed within the 

Commonwealth, where I T .  . . either you're z. sovereign nation 

l T L o l  or you're not. 

The efforts of the Quebec government to pursue an inter- 

national role separate from the federal government reflect its 

gsneral fcreign policy concerns. Painchaud had pointed out that 

kroad foreign policy objectives, while not forming the basis of 

provincial acti:~Fties, are within the domain of provincial 

i~itiatives. Pai2chaud argued that while the foreign policy of 

-3e quebec goy~ernrert remains fragmentary, its Intergovern- 



mental Affairs Department has been concerned with developing 

objectives for an independent Quebec. Subjects under study 

include the relations of Quebec with the United States and 

western Europe, international trade, defence, and the legal 

status of the St. Lawrence Seaway. While the Quebec govern- 

ment must take into account ''the structures imposed by 

Ottawa" lo2 while in Confederation, Premier Levesque has also 

tried to define the province's international presence and 

objectives for the purpose of the referendum debate. To this 

end he pledged in March, 1978, that an independent Quebec would 

join the North American Air Defense Command, and the2N rth 

Atlantic Treaty Organizafion, to aid the continental def nce 

structure. In May, 1978, he announced that the governmen of 

States if Canada rejected sovereignty association. 103 

i: 
Quebec would not seek economic association with the United 

The prbvinces have an essentially non-conflictual form 

- /  of participa3Son in the Canadian International Development 

Agency. Quebe-c has concluded several agreements with C.I.D.A. 
I 

to provide for the province's international aid. For example, 

a $30 million aid program to Morocco was negotiated and signed 

jointly by the governments of Canada, Quebec, and Morocco in 
9 

March, 1970, lo4 with Canada underwriting the cost. Claude 

Morin, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs for Quebec, says 

 hat such arrangements allow the province of Quebec to take 

105 charge of prograns in Francophone Africa. According to 

some authors, Canada's aid and cultural relations with % 
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regulation, an exclusive federal prerogative, affects a nation 

without concern for regional economies. Furthermore, economic. 

theory which predicts the eve,ntual equalization of growth 

across the land 'I. . . dges not take into account the exist- 
ence of provincial governments responsible before their elect- 

orate for the welfare of the province. "'lo While the provinces 

may not control international trade to the benefit of their own 

industries and exports through tariffs, they have employed 

several types of non-tariff barriers to trade such as taxes, 

subsidies, export/trading corporations, and provincial develop- 

ment corporations. Even when provincial actions clearly 

encroach upon federal jurisdiction, a province will benefit 

because of the"". . . time required to have legislation declared 

Provincial taxing powers. for provincial purposes may be 

used to control international tradec as a non-tariff barrier, 

as Bernier explains. For the protection of provincial wine 

companies and breweries, provincial liquor boards discriminate 

against foreign brands with the imposition of higher taxes. 

Ontario's 1975 tax rebate for North American built caps served 

the same purpose. Provincial Treasurer McKeough said the rebate 

was introduced to stimulate sales and growth in Ontario's 

automotive industry. It also interfered with Canadaf s 

.--' G.A.T.T. obligations, inspiring Prime Minister T~udeau to write 

directly to Premier Davis protesting that the rebate was inter- 

national legislation "under the guise of taxation. 1f113 In this 



instance Premier Davis complied by extending the rebate, 

claiming he had no wish to embarass Canada or go to court 

over the matter. 

Subsidies are also used by the provinces to affect their r? 

"i exports despite federal trade policy: 

. . . if Canada grantsbtariff concessions on cer-in 
products, and the same products produced domestically 
receive equivalent subsidies from the provinces, the 
net gain from the point of view of the foreign 
exporters is nil. 114 - 
One of the difficulties arising from the competitive 

nature of Canada's governments in this regard is the problem 

of proving provincial intent in subverting national policy. 

Ontario's 1973 Industrial Development Corporations Act provides 

financial assistance to firms on the basis of several qualify- 

ing requirements. One of these is the benefit the firm will 

provide Ontario through the amount of Ontario value-added and 

Ontario based research. As Bernier illustrates, this require- 

ment by itself would constitute a violation of federal juris- 

diction. When this requirement is weighed against many others 

in a provincial assessment however, it is impossible to prove 

that the province uses it as the>crucial criterion. 115 

a 

Another illustration of the same problem is the favour- 

ing of local producers by provincial l i q m  boards by allowing 

more domestic than imported wine on the shelves. With their 
r 

jurisdiction over imports, the boards may restrict foreign 

brands under the pretext of consume; tastes. ~ernier 
4 

demonstrates this point with a comparison between Ontario's 



domestic/imported alcohol ratio-of $53 million domestic/$33 

., million foreign in 1933 and Quebec's ratio of $13 million 

domestic/$73 million foreign. Assumingl'that tastes could not 

vary so widely province ,to provisce, it is impossible to prove 

that such action constitutes " .  . . in essence a subsidy to 
, I  11 6 local producers. 

d k .  
Alberta was one of three provinces to introduce an 

* 
export developmen? corporation, dissolved after thr"ee years 

in 1976. The Ontprio government has occasionally proposed 

the creation of such a corporation117 but has not taken action. 

Export corpo~ations promote provincial exports through the 

deyelopment of new markets and the assistance to private 

companies. The federal government objects to these corpora- 

tions for their tendency to ".  . . balkanize Canadian trading 
efforts. Alberta's dissolution of the corporation, 

ostensibly td strengthen its export performance, meant that 

its functions would be absorbed by the Ministries of Agri- 

culture and Business Development. 

The provincial search for capital in the form of 

foreign 1oans.has intensified with the increasing efforts of 

the provinces to expand their economies. Although provinces 

are permitted to borrow on the international market under the 

B.N.A. Act, this activity interferes with federal monetary 

policy. In 1972, then' Finance Minister John Turner visited 
\ 

provincial capitals in an attempt to have the provinces limitt 

their international borrowing because of its upward pressure 



on the Canadian dollar. 'I9- He suggested the formation of a 

central information centre for the federal go-vernment to obtain 

a clear idea of provincial capital needs ".  . . in the interests 
of a reasonable exchange-rate policy, . . "120 The 'provinces, 

especially Ontario, were not receptiwe to the suggestions of c 

the finance minister. Not on y were Canadian interest rates 'i 
higher, but provincial needs &uld not be fulfi.lledS on the 

CanadiaKmarket. Finance Minister Turner withdrew his 

*\ proposals in 1975, the 'national interest' arguments having 

* received no support from provinces with their own interests 

in mind. 

Although arguments of national interest by themselves 

are meaningless to the provinces, the 1973 oil crisis did have 

centralizing effects, to such a degree that Gilles Mass6, 

Natural Resources Minister of Quebec -at That time warned the 

Ottawa government not to ". . . take over permanently matters 

under provincial jurisdiction. "12' The rapid change of heart 

of the Alberta government concerning the sale of oil in Canada 

demonstrated a rather contradictory approach to the national 
*a 

interest question. Prior to 1973, the federal government 

defended -itself, with the support of the Alberta government, 

against a Canadian oil importer for allowing only the higher- 

priced Alberta oil to be sold in western Canada. The.federa1 

government had a nationalist objective, the development of 

Canada's oil industry. After 1973,however, when the inter- 

national oil price exceeded that of the Alberta government, the 



A 
/ 

federal government taxed the province's international sales to 

subsidize eastern Canadian oil prices, again in the name of 

national interest. At this point the Alberta government 

protested that it should be receiving the benefits of its 

natural resource whatever Canada's trade policy. This was in 

spite of the fact that part of the nation had been subsidizing ' 

Alberta industry before 1973. It was clear that national 

interest could be supported by the Alberta government only 

when it would co-incide with its provincial interest. This 

refblects not on the selfishness of the Alberta government as 

much as on the nature of-the Canadian political system, which 

has been seen not only to encourage conflicting regional 

interests, but to intensify them. 

., 'This remains a problem of a federal system which 

imposes responsibility for its citizens' economic welfare on 

both levels of government. % 

This same difficulty arises in the cultural/social aspect 

of Canada's international affairs. Both the government of 

Quebec and the federal government consider themselves the 

representatives of that province's communications and cultural 

needs. With a separatist party in power in the province, the 

competition between the two levels of government is that much 

more intense. The nature of the province of Quebec's political 

culture, as de~elo~ed'under the Quiet Revolution, emphasizes a 

degree of political autonomy for the province in its cultural 

development. As a result, the symbolic aspects of inter- 



national' relations a u o r e  important to this province -than 

to any other. Quebec thus s'eeks participation in inter- 
C 

I 

national conferences and organizations, and seeks such ,parti- - 

cipation in her own name. The federal government, extremely 

sensitiye to a role for Quebec separate from Canada, attempts 

to channel the province's relations through itself, and 

nullify claims of a special status.- 

The provinces' pursuit of the5r economic interests have 

been seen to result in complex federal-provincial arrangements. 
. I 

In the case of Quebec, that government's emphasis on an 

independent role for itself has led to highly competitive 

relations'between it and the federal government. The most 

outstanding example of this is the manner in which the province 

of ~uebec'came to participate in the international ~ranco~hone 

orgsanization, L' Agence de Coop6ration Culturelle et Technique, 

(A.C.C.T.). de Goumois terms the agency the 'keystone' for 

122 
+ -Francophone cooperation. 

The first conference to discuss the creation of the 

agency took place in Niamey in 1969. The Quebec government had 

- intended to send a separate delegation but the federal govern- 

ment's protests led to an agreement whereby the government of 

Quebec was able to appoint representatives to the single 

Canadian delegation. 

~e~otigtions also took place prior to the second Niamey 

conferen4 in 197; which was to establish the agency's charter. 

The Quebec government asked to co-chair the Canadian delegation, 



d 
but the federal government maintained that Canada could 

exercise but one vote from one chairman. They.agreed finally 

that the provincial delegates would speak for themselves, and 

that Canada would sign the charter. 123 The conference witnessed 

an intense confrontation between the federal and the Quebec 

governments, with the government of France supporting the 

position of the province. The government of France moved that 

membership be open to non-sovereign governments, but the 

government of Canada, supplying 32.4 per.cent of the budget, 
0 

opposed the suggestion. 12' With a small army of legal advisers, 

the Canadian government argued that the admission of non- 

sovereign governments would place Canada on the same footing 

as any Francophone association which might want to join. Prime 
, ,  

Minister Trudeau stated in the House of Commons that ". . . only 
Canada, a sovereign state, can participate as a member in 

$ 

international conferences. "Iz5 The Quebec government was 

plevented from obtaining direct membership and voting power, 
, < 

hut prov7ision was made for admission as a "participating 
'\ 

\ 
govekpment," subject to the approval of the federal government: 

i .1 . . . any government may.be admitted as a participating 
government. . . subject to the approval of the member 
state. . . and according to the modalities agreed 
between the . . . [participating] government and that 
of the member state. 126 

The matter was thus left to the federal and the ~uebec 

governments to resolve. The new Intergovernmental Affairs 

Minister of Quebec, G6rard Lgvesque, informed the federal 

government in a letter dated June 11, 1970, of the province's 



desire to become a participating government, and demanding 

talks on the subject. The federal government was not anxious 

to res4ve:the question, preferring to continue the type of 

ad hoc Quebecparticipation of previous meetings at the 

October, 1971, conference. 

As Claude Morin pointed opt : "Pour le ,gouvernement 

fid6ral . . . il suffisait tout simplement de rendre permanents 
-7 

les anrangements ad hoc qui avaient 6t6 llabor6s pour les. 

rencontres de fgvrier 1969 et de mars 1970. "127' To the Quebec 

government, this would be bypassing the possibil'ity,posed by 
-2 

the clause ratified by Canada allowing for participating I 
rnment 1 status. The Canadian g~v~ernment argued that - i ~  % 

had never liked the clause, that circumstances and pressures 

had led to the acceptance of it, and that it would now prefer 

its elimination. 
* 

The image problem for Canada which would be posed by an 

angry Quebec government's absence from the conference gave the 

province .leverage, and an agreement was reached immediately 

prior to the October, 1971, meeting of the agency, giving Quebec 

participating government status. The Quebec government could 

communicate directly with the A.C.C.T. Secretariat, provided 

this was the result of a 'commun accord.' It could exercise a 

veto on the Canadian delegation vote on matters of provincial 

competence, and in effect would dominate the Canadian 
I 

representation in certain instances. This domination made a 

mockery of the federal government's insistence that in 
# 



principle any province could attain Quebec's status. Yet \ 

'adherence to the' principle was perceived neces'sary t o  .nullify 

officially any claims of 'special status for Quebec' and tb 

downplay the Quebec.governmentts special international role. 

The Canadian government would pay the delegation' s share . 

of the A.C.C.T. bu'dget, with the Quebec, government sharing half 

the cost of the Secretariat. 12* The Quebec government could 
' 

+a 

thus participate in her own name, tlTe absolute minimum require- 

ment for a satisfactory role, according to Maurice Giroux. 
129 

The federal government could also be satisfied that Canada's 

single international personality would be preserved. But as 

Morin points out, the federal government's insistence on the 

existence of a 'cornun accord' prior to the Quebec government's 

contact with the A.C.C.T. Secretariat in effect limited the 

province's role: 

En consgquence, le Qugbec est demeurg. sous la tutelle 
entisre dlOt'tawa qui ne tient pas plus qu'avant 2 
lt6tablissement de relations trop 6troites entre - 
1'Agence et cette province qu'il' faut dkcidgment 
conserver le plus possible. 'come les autres.' 130 

The searring between the federal and ~uebec governments' 

relates therefore, both to the symbolic significance of the 

province's role, as well as the ability of the Quebec government 

to establish and strengthen ties with foreign states. 

In another case, the federal gove~nment concluded an 

agreement with the government of Belgium for industrial, 

scientific, and technical cooperation,% without first consulting 
.*- 

the government of Quebec. According to Claude Morin, the 



'7 
federal government was deliberately attempting to prevent a 

possible special relationship from developing between the prov- 
,' 

ince of Quebec and a foreign state other than F~ance. 13' The 
1 

government-of Quebec had been planning a c u l t u k  entente with 

Belgium, and had begun preliminary talks, when Canada informed 

the ,p 
* 

la dernikre minute" of its cultural accord, 

which had' no provisions for an 'accord cadre, or umbrella 

' agreement. presented with the 'fait accompli,' the Quebec 
3 

government refused to sign the agreement5 and abstained from 
r 

participating under its provisians. pbsition of the 

\ province was. expressed in January, 1970, by then Intergovern-. , 

\ mental Affairs Minister Marcel Mass6 on a visit to Brussels. 

He stated fhat the province of-Quebec wanted much greater and . 
more normal cultural and educational relations with-Belgium, 

t .  

and asserted the province's righ* to develop these relations 

on her own. 132 :In 1971, the federal government concluded 

' another accord with ~ e l ~ i u m  which was similar to the 1967 

accord, this time in consultation with the Quebec government. 133 

The federal government's nervou ness over the Quebee. 4 * 
4government' s rapidly increasing networA of international ties 

\ *  . 
resulted in' the refusal in February, -197h,, to allow the prpvince 

' , 
B to op,en its fifth general de1ega;tion in Dak r, Senegal. . The 9 4  

. , delegation would' have been the focal point of increased Quebec 
, 

activity throughout Francophone Africa. The federal government 
1 

claimed that the activities of the delegation would have 

duplicated C. I. D.A. ' s wor'k in the ~anadian embassy, and 



offered instead a bureau for Quebec within the mbassy 

~evoir 'sta~ed that the Quebec government's Paris Delegation 

operates as an embassy ex,cept in name only, and that the 
2-y . 

federal go&ment felt it could not' have its international 

image further eroded. The province's international relations 

were beginning to resemble too closely those of a sovereign 
=-z 

state. .Premier Levesque was correct in stating that the 

federal government was " .  <. . trying, very haqd to make the 
fLde6al presence felt, rather than the Quebec presence. ,1135 
i 

The federal government's r ion to the request of the v Quebec government apparently caugh, the province by surprise. 

i It hhd expectqd disagreement only 6ver the detailed arrange- 

ments. The federal government however, saw the delegation as 

one more step towards an independent Quebec role abroad. 

The anxiety of the federal government over the possibility 

of Quebec gaining a special status in .international affairs 

means that a tight control and close supervision are maintained 

over her attendance at all international conferences. Thus the 

TT federal gove-rnment is careful'to note in its document o-n 

'Conferences of Education Ministers and of Youth and Sports 

Ministers of French-speaking countries' that "Quebec has no 

special status at these conferences. ,1136 Quebec's Minister of 

Education headeg the Canadian delegation u'nti.l 1976, and 

representatives from Ontario and other provinces are included. 
ce - 

The same document notes how'ever, that the Quebec government 

pays half the Canadian budget. Furthermore, as Levy states, 
A 



the provinces of Ontario, New Brunswick and Manitoba are 

suspicious that they are invited by Ottawa not so qpch out, 
r 

I 

of concern for their Francophone populations but to eliminate 

13 7 
the special status Quebec would otherwise maintain. 1 I 

The gouernment of Quebec attempts on occasion to thwart 

the centralizing efforts of the federal government. For 
Y 3 ' 

example, it refused to preside over the Canadian delegation,at 

138 i 

the 1977 Brussels education conference. And, the pro- 

claimed intentions of a Queb inister to speak for Qu+bec and 
. I 

not Canada at the 1977 international water conference made *he 

headlines, as well.as unsympathetic reviews in the ~nglish 

Canadian press. 139 

It is as unreasonable~however, t6 condemn the actions of 

the Quebec government as it is to,condemn the federal govern- 

ment's tenacious concern for seemingly immaterial detaiAs. These 

details and symbols hold a very real meaning in international 

relations, and the federal government has a well-founded fear 

of the intentions of the Quebec government. On the other hand, 

the Quebec government considers its actions a natural and 

inevitable part of the province's cultural and political I 
development, The Canadian political system has simply allowed 

'L 

two governments to make claims on the representation of the 

same citizens for the same purposes. The'Quebec government 

controTs education under any and all circumstances, while the 

federal government, as a sovereign state, controls intep- 

national affairs. 



However, both levels'of government do cooperate on - 
8" 

<. 
I .  I 

occasion with a minimum of conflict. For example, Quebect 

posted an '~ducational Advisor' with~d3iplomatic status to 
1 

Abidjan in 1971, following a ninisterial agreement made on 

recommendation of the Quebec government. 140 ~ l s o  following 

consultation with the Quebec government; the federal government- 
% 

b 3 . 
concluded a social security agreement with ,the government of 

wekt Germany in 1971, a general agreement with the government 

of the Soviet Union in 1971, and a g6,neral agreement on economic 
", - 

and,technical cboperaFion with the gotrerwent 'of ~ameroon in 

Furthermore, the Quebec government'undertakes extensive 
T 

cultural and educational international act-ivity. This takes : 
B . . 

- the form of exchanges and cooperation with the govecnments -df 

P "i France and Louisiana in associations such as fhe 0 fice Franco- . 

~ugb6cois pour la Jeunesse and the Founcil for the Development 

of French in Louisiana. ,These relations have not sparked 

controversy, such cooperation not carrying the special status 
* 

implications of membership and attendance in international 

organizations. 

c In marked contrast to the international economic and 

cultural activities of the provinces, their administrative 
k 

* 

relationships with American states and co&nonwealth nations 

have produced no internal conflicts. These relations usually 

involve the lower levels of the provincial government, with 

prep-iers or their ministers seldom becoming involved. As 



- 1 
Johannson states, " .  . . they are scarcely perceived as 'inter- 
national' affairs at all. ~ 1 4 2  

only rarely is the federal government involved in prov; 
. 

incial administrative relations-: The Senate Committee on 
.b 

Foreign Affairs pointed out in this regard that the agreements 

"are not generally regarded as -binding under international 

law. It 14 3 The agreements all relate to provincial jurisdiction 
- 
and the federal government is usually not informed. Roger 

Swanson discovered in his study of 766 agreements reached by 

all provinces by 1974 that the federal government was involved 

15 percent of the time. 144 Howard Leeson's study of 113 inter- 

actions of the Alberta government with American states showed 

*that the federal government took part in fifteen, or 13 percent 

As most of the relations'do involve American states, 
%&*% ' 

, -.& 

the federal government has been*co'il&nt to rely upon U. S. 

restrictions of the international activities of the states. 146 

In this low-key context the provinces have responded to their 

,administrative requirements through the settling of agreements, 

I participation in American inter-state compacts, joint membership 

.'in international professional organizations of individual 

officials, informal contacts and occasional meetings and 

conferences of governors and premiers. 

The cross-border administrative agreements of the 

provinces concern transportation, natural resources, commerce, 

human services and environmental protection. 147 One common 



arrangement is the reciprocal recognition of drivers' licenses 

and commercial vehicle registration. Arrangements with Comrnon- 

wealth nations often relate to the administration of justice, 

such as the reciprocal enforcement of maintenance orders 

against desertingmvbands. -', 
/ ,- 

Few of the agreements are conclude@-in a formal manner. 
4& 

Swanson categorized only 6 percent of the 766 agreements as 

formal, jointly-signed agreements. In this category is the 

March, 1973, reciprocal recognition of licensed insurance 

agents, signed by Ontario's Minister of Consumer and Corporate 

Affairs and the state of Oklahoma. Understandings in the form 

of unsigned agreements such as communiqu6s accounted for 24 

percent, including the Maine-Quebec joint communique in 1972 
i 

concerning broadcasting. The vast majority of state-provincial 

relations, accounting for 70 percent, are informal procedures 

such as meetings to discuss mutual problems and procedures. 
148 

Leach, Walker and Levy found in a survey that relations of the 

Ontario government account for more than 25 percent of all 

province-state contacts up to 1971. Compared with Ontario's 

forty-eight.of the total 170 reported contacts in the survey, 

Alberta came in second with twenty nine, Quebec came in 

seventh place with seven contacts. 
149 

The provinces have joined American state compacts with 

permission of the Canadian government. For example, Alberta is 

a member of the ~mericdh Uniform V-ehicle Registration Proration 

and Reciprocity Interstate Compact. Independent of 



the federal government, the Ontario government joined the 

Northern Great Lakes Area Council of 1945. After provincial 

requests, the Canadian government and the U. S. government 

exchanged notes in 1970 to permit the provinces of Quebec and 

New '~runswick to join t& Northegstern Interstate Forest Fire 

Protection Compact. This compact started in 1949 and includes 

seven American states. 

Province and state officials join mutual organizations 

and hold informal meetings to ". . . get to know each other, 
exchange ideas, and render each other mutual assistance. . . 1,150 

According to Holsti and Levy, such contacts have "produced an 

impressive network,of intergovernmental associations . . . and 
a persisting pattern of easy-going, informal contact. 151 

Swanson claims that 21 percent of all province-state 

activity involves joint membership in international 

associations. 15* These associations include the American 

Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators, the Conference of 

State and Provincial Health Authorities of North America, the 

International Association of Governmental Labor Officials, and 

the Midwestern and Western Associations of State Departments of 

Agriculture. 

The administrative sphere of international contacts not 

only is conflict-free in the Canadian context, but actually 

serves to relieve some of the federal government's burdens in 

dealing with the United States. The Senate Committee claims - C 
that such contacts actually reduce tensions with the AmericLns, 



and are more efficient than would be the case if the federal 

government dealt with administrative border problems. 15 3 

'furthermore, through the Ontario government's initiatives, 

the federal government was able to conclude the 1972 Great 

Lakes Water Quality Agreement with the United States. After a 

mercury spill by the Americans in Lake Erie, Ontario prepared 

an intergovernmental conference in September 1970 with Premier 

Robarts as the host. In attendance were eight American states, 

two provinces, and representatives from both-federal govern- 

ments. Despite American reluctance to recognize the province's 

constitutional responsibility, the conference communiqu6 

reflected Robart's position, and a subsequent conference was 
,- 

called for August, 1971. The Ontario government then paxti- 
Q 

cipated in a working group with Canada and the U.S., whose 

recommendations were accepted at the 1971 conference. This 

conference, which approved resolutions calling for a ban on 

Vhe discharge of commercial vessel waste and the strengthening 

of the International Joint Commission' to enforce it, 15' laid 

the groundwork for the 1972 federal agreement. Ontario had 

played a major role in the formulation and execution of the 

tpeaty, 15 5 thereby contributing in a positive manner to 

Canadian foreign policy making, while serving its international 

interests. 

All three provinces under consideration have been 

motivated to institutionalize their activities by the volume 

of their international dealings. According to McLaren, this 
\ 



'managerial perspective1 is an excellent indicatto of " .  . 1 
>- 

the real importance of international affairs to %he individual 

province. 11156 Quebec was the first province to introduce a 

Department of Intergovernmental Affairs in 1967, a revision of 

the Department of Federal-Provincial Affairs. While the Act 

~reating this department stirred controversy over the role of 

the minister and the resemblance to the federal Department of 

External Affairs, ~eeson points out that Alberta1 s 1972 Act 
' 

creating the Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs Department 

goes even farther. 157 The Alberta minister is responsible for 

the coordination of all policies, programs and activities of 

the government of Alberta and its agencies in relation to the 

federal government and foreign states. The minister must be 

a party to all international agreements, and all international - affairs are conducted through his ministry. 158 

This same centralization of control occurred in Ontario 

with an Act in June, 1972 which added '~nter~overqaental 

Affairs1 to the title of the Ministry of T~~easury and the 

Economy. This followed two years of coordination of the 

external relations of all Ontario ministries. 159 1n ~ugust, 

1978, the Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental 

Affairs was split, with a separate Ministry of Intergovern- 

mental Affairs created. 

Beyond the creation of its Department of Intergovern- 

mental Affairs, the government of Quebec has appointed a 

registrar for a master registry of all international agree- 



". . 
ments , 160 most *of which are' considered ententes, or under- 

standings. In 1973, the Quebec government had 130 people 

working for the province in foreign states, 16' and in 1977 

Premier Levesque appointed a permanent delegate to interr 

' '' 162 During the premier's 1977 visit national organizations. . - 
to France, an agreement was. made to institute regular yearly 

visits on a formal basis. 163. .+ . 

Ontario introduced a Trade Development Division in its 

Ministry of Industry and Tourism in 1973, to aid provincial 

exporters with a systematic marketing program. 16' This 

' division has its parallel in the' federal Department of Industry, 

Trade and Commerce. All three provinces.have therefore 

assigned a degree of importance to their international dealings 
/ 

and the trend exists towards even greater institutionalization. 

* If Painchaud's approach is to be take,n into account, the 

international affairs of the provinces should be judged not 

only in the context of their effect on the central government's 

foreign policy making. Rather the province's foreign affairs 

must be judged according to its internal-objectives. This 

relates to how well Canadian federalism allows the provinces 

to identify and pursue their international objectives. I? 
# 

the government of Quebec's internal cultural and education 

policies depend upon international contacts, then not only 

must~the s,uccess of these contacts in serving these goals be 

evaluated, but the ability of Quebec to establish inter- 

national contacts. All three provinces in the 1970's have 



3 
been seen to respond to internal objectives wit.h efforts to 

n 

pursue them on an international scale. Particularly in the 

economic field, the provinces have clearly defined interests 

which they attempt to pursue. ~ e s ~ i t e '  an array of provincial 

international initiatives, the federal government has kept 

careful limits to the international capacities of alQ three 

provinces. 8 

None of the three theoretical classifications offered 

by#Johannson, Painchaud and Morris offersadequate categories 
1 

b for provincial international activities, or clear definitions 
1 

of the limits to acceptable provincial international behaviour 

in a federal system. Morris' variables for acceptable prov- 

incial behaviour are placed entirely within the -context of. 

the federal government's foreign policy capacity. The call 

for prior consultation on all provincial international 

activities is simply unrealistic in terms of the vast numbers 

of international contacts made by provinces. His recommend- 

ation of increased federal-provincial cooperation .can apply 

only to those areas under federal jurisdiction in which the 

provinces have an interest, such as G.A.T.T. As Painchaud 

emphasized however, the aspect of provincial foreign affairs 

which can be seen as pressure group activity is limited. 

Painchaud's description of the 'diffraction' of federal 

regimes comes closer to characterizing provikcial international 

affairs. The Canadian provinces have been seen to engage in 

foreign affairs at many levels in response to internal needs. 



Yet Painchaud's categorization of acts as contractual, inform- 

ational, cooperative, opposing and supporting is not a workable 

framework for provincial international activities either. These 

broad categories mask the complexity of provincial initiatives 

within the many types of 'cooperation' or 'information' under- 

taken. While the categories do indeed cover the ways in which 

a province pursues its international objectives, they offer no 

perspective on the acceptable limits to provincial behaviour. 
1 

They do not take into account the federal-provincial relations 

and negotiations underlying a multitude of provincial inter- 

national~acts. While recognizing a basic distinction between 

the international roles of a sovereign state and a member state 

of a federation, Painchaud has produced a framework that tends 

to ignore its implications. 

Johannson's approach to provincial international affairs 

based on the l'evel of authority involved was helpful in 

clarifying types of provincial activities. The 'bureaucratic' 

level was indeed shown to be an area of provincial activity 

conducted independently of the federal government on an eSery- 

day basis. The involvement of ministers and premiers was a 

. signal for the significance of a province's actions in terms of. 

its internal interests. 

Johannson's categories of provincial international 

economic activitv fairly represent the outline offered of a 

range of provincial relations. Provincial pressure on the 
, 

federal government in areas of federal jurisdiction which are 



of interest to the provinces is a category of activity which 

is missing from his ty~ology. 

Clearly, provincial international activity in the areas 

o-f the econorJ&, culture, and administrat on is wide in scope P 
and quite extensive. This has been seen to interfere with the 

federal government's ability to conduct its foreign relations 

in a comprehensive manner. Johannson agrees that this activity 

serves to ". . . complicate the design and conduct of Canadian 
foreign policy. . . to frustrate central control. . . 1,165 

As well, the provincial role projects a ". . . confused 
image of ~anaba. . ." and opens the possibility of foreign 

interests "to play off province against province. . . to use 

a provincial government as a proxy to get concessions from 

Ottawa. "166 The Japanese in particular were not impressed 

with the conflicting aims of two levels of authority. 

Only in the area of international administrative 

relations were the provinces found -Po contri.bute to, rather 

than complicate, the federal governmefit's foreign policy making. 

The conflictu31 federal-provincial relations in the economic 
6 

and cultural fields however, could not be resolved with the 

centralization of foreign policy making power1. The federal 

government lacks the specialized knowledge, skills and authority 

to fill the often conflicting needs of Canada's various regio 

With the impact of international events and developments on t 

ns. 

he 

provincial sphere of jurisdiction it seems, according to one 

author: 



. . . untenable for the provinces to allow the federal - 
government the sole propitiary right to partlcipatk 
in international negotiations concerning matters 
within provincial competence simply because external 
affairs are involved. ,167 

.While cooperation has been seen to occur between the 

federal government and the provinces, the conflicting interests 

of Canada's regions ensure greater discord than harmony. The 

strength of both levels of government in this decentralized 

system has meant that when cooperation does occur, it'takes 

the form of competitive bargaining to produce complex arrange- 

ments. The Quebec government's emphasis on not only i"nter- 

national competence sought by other provinces but an 

international role; changes the nature of its relations with 

the Ottawa government. This province seeks not only sub- 

stantive benefits but a symbolkc role in accordance with its 

national identity. _Thus the province's attendance and member- 

ship in international conferences and organizations becomes 
7 

a contest between it and the federal government. The concern 

of the federal government over a province's activities depends 

on its " .  . . manner of submitting claims, whether they corn& 

The relations of the federal government with the prov- 

inces of Ontario and Alberta are of a confli&ual nature in 

many of their foreign affairs activities. The struggle of the 

federal government with Quebec however, surpasses these con- - 
flicts in the effort to achieve legitimacy with the French- 

Canadians. Given the perceptions of all thr7ee provinces that 
7 



5 4, 
the provincial government is an appropriate and legitimate 

instrument for the realization of regional goals, the outcome 

of these contests is yet unclear. 
,+- 
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Chapter IV 

POLITICAL CULTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

There is a powerful relationship bet wee^ political 

culture, (the political attitudes and forces behind pol-itical 

structures) and provincial international behaviour. As Pain- 

chaud states: 

la coriposition ethnique, de mGme que la culture 
politique, constituent. . . [des] variables qui 
favorisent ou freinent, selon le cas, les 
responsabilit6s internationales des Etats f6dGrgs. 1 

Divergent provincial political cultures bring with them 

varying attitudes to their foreign affairs roles. A province's 

perception of its place in the federal system, and its 

definition of the 'national interest' in a federal state, makes 

a great deal of difference to the type of international . . 

behaviour it will pursue and the federal government's accept- 

ance of it. 

While Canada has commonly been analytically divided into 

large regions encompassing more than one province, the nature 

of the political system leads " .  . . territorially based 
interests to find an almost exclusive outlet through the 

provincial governments. Such interests have not found 

eipression at the federal level. Despite their regional 

representation, neither the Senate nor the cabinet acts as an 

outlet. Nor does the electoral system provide regional 



representation proportional to the popular vote. The in- 

adequacy of the federal government in this regard is evidenced 

in growing provincial demands for provincial appointments to 

federal regulatory agencies such as the National Energy Board, 

the Canadian Transport Commission, and the Canadian Wheat Board, 

as well as appointments to the Supreme Court of Canada. Premier - 

Lougheed of Alberta has been extremely vocal in this regard. 3 

Canadian political scientists argue that the provinces 

comprise distinct polit.ical systems within the.Canadian whole, 

with " .  . . distinguishable socio-political communities at the 

provincia.1 level. "4 Other authors have noted " .  . . systematic 
variations in basic orientatiqns towards politics from provinc& 

to province. . . "5 In discussing provincial international roles 

therefore, one must take into account the distinguishing 

political characteristiqs of the provinces of Quebec, Ontario 

and Alberta., These political culture differences will account 

not only for the nature of each province's relations with the 

federal government, but will help determine the'legitimate 

limits to its role abroad. 

Canada's most pronounced regional cleavage in terms of 

political culture is that.which exists between French and 

English Canadians. As .Van Loon and Whittington state, the 

cultural cleavage is deep,' but " .  . . it is the coincidence of 
the ethnic dimension of this cleavage with economic, geograp*hic 

and religious cleavages that hasmade it loom so important. 11 b 



121 

Since the Quiet Revolution, the Qu6bGcois political culture 

has involved a strong orientation towards its provincial govern- 

ment as the tool for both the protection and development of the 
b 

Fi-ench community.  he' emphasis has shifted, as Smiley notes, 

from mere 'survivance' to '6panouissement. I 7 

The French Canadians see themselves as comprising a nation , I '2: 

seeking political control over its own destiny. This attitude 

distinguishes Quebec from all other provinces. It explains the 

province's approach to a foreign affairs role, inasmuch as the 

competence of the Quebec government to undertake inter$ational 
f 

activi9es is perceived as essential, as are r-elations with 
7 

other Francophone nations. In outlining the objectives of 

Quebec's int'ernational relations, Quebec's Minister of Inter- 

governmental Affairs, Claude Morin writes in terms of fulfilling 

Quebec's economic, cultural and immigration requirements. He 

,explains how the province of Quebec, through the opening of 

delegations, the trips of government ministers, the signing of 

ententes, the participation in international conferences, and 

general exchanges, " .  . . a commenc6 2 Stre reconnu de par le 

'I 8 r+ 
monde. Clearly, as.plnchaud states, Quebec's international 

role is seen as part of the socio-political development of a 

distinct national community. Behind the province's inter- 

national role since the Quiet Revolution, and under several 

different governments, a philosophy of an emerging nation's 

development and needs has presided. It remains inconceivable 

for the government of Quebec to submit its international 



to the paternal care of the federal government. 4s one 

Qugbgcois author states, 

Ce dernier, en maintenant les Qu6bkcois en situation 
de minorit6 dominge, accepter>ait ainsi de prolonger 
la conquste de 1760. . . 10 
Conflictual federal-provincial relations are reinforced 

with this underlying French-English tension. The Qugb6cois 

carry a deep resentment of the consequences of the conquest, and 

the attitudes traced back to Lord Durham's Report which called 

for the assimilation of the French Canadians into English 

society. The pervasive Qu6b6cois sentiment of occupying 

second-class status is not without basis. John Porter in The 

Vertical Mosaic documented the lower socio-economic positions 

held by French Canadians, as well as their lower representation 

in the ranks of political and civil service posts. The deter- 

mination of Quebec's leaders to alter these circumstances and 

combat the shrinking of the French population has led to much 

of the province's international activity. 

In marked contrast to the Quebec governmentf ppr.oach to 

foreign affairs, the political cultures of the provinces of 

Ontario and Alberta give rise basically to a pragmatic concern 

for provincial economic interests. Ontario occupies a position . , 
of dominance in Canada, both economically and politically. The 

\ manufacturing centre of Canada, Ontario, "By every standard. . . 

is and always has been the first and foremost 'have' province 

in Canada. . . "'I With Ontario bureaucrats pervading the 

federal civil service, and the4?mportance of the to 
d 



federal political parties in elections, it comes as little 

surprise that "Ontario identifies nation and province in a way 

that no other province can or does. 11 12 The identification of 

Ontarians with Canada results in an entirely different perspect- 

ive of the role of the provincial gover7nment, as compared with 

Quebec. "They identify with the federal government and see it 

as more important than the provincial government knd are] 

more likely to regard the federal government as their govern- 

ment. ir13 While the province of Ontario does undertake inter- 

national activities, these are mainly oriented towards the 

protection of its dominant position in Confederation and the 

expansion of its economy. There being little or no conflict 

between the national interest and Ontario's interests, the 

role of the federal govermment in international affairs is 

accepted as paramount and overriding. 

The province of Alberta, despite its oil wealth, shares 

the traditional grievances of western Canada concerning federal 

economic policies which favour central Canada. If represent- 

atives of Quebec see Confederation as a 'two-nations' concept, 

1 
with Anglo domination of French Canada), those in Alberta relate 

to a hinterland-heartland economic c ncept. Specifically, C 
Canada's tariffs protect Ontario's manufacturing industry, whose 

goods are sold in western Canada at prices that are higher than 

international prices. Western discontent also relates to 

discriminatory freight rates, the operation of commercial banks, 

and monetary and transportation policy. 



- 4  I Alberta feels most deeply the 'obstruction' of the 
>*.. . g federal govenment which has prevented fuller develop- 

ment of industries in that province and has approp- 
riated its oil wealth to the whole country. 14. 

The forum for this regional discontent has not been the 

federal government. Rather, " .  . . the governmental party. . . 

became the predominant instrumentality. . . "15 Despite the Y 

popular sentiment that the federal system does not work for 

Alberta's benefit, there is " .  . . little question that 

Albertans are confident of their own ability tg develop the 

province's natural resources. . . This confidence translates 
C 

into tough intergovernmental relations with Ottawa over the 

province's resources. In the 1970fs, Premier Lougheed's stand 

with the federal government earned him a,reputation which the 

Montreal Star recognized in 1977, "If Premier Levesque seeks 

political sovereignty within an economic union, then Lougheed's 

actions seem to be taking him towards economic sovereignty 

within a political union. (1.7 

Alberta's role in foreign affairs is thus more competitive 

with the federal government than that of Ontario, but the 

federal-provinc"ia1 strain is different in nature to Quebec's 

'nationalist' approach. Alberta looks after itself inter- 

nationally because of the federal governmentts neglect in doing 

so, not because such provincial involvement is deemed necessary 

for its own sake. Alberta's international needs are seen as 

clear-cut, the only question being whether they arje served by 

the federal or provincial government. Quebec's international 

needs are not as clear, and thus cannot be defined and met by 



an Anglophone dominated federal government. Such was the 

message that Premier Lougheed gave the provincial legislature 

in 1977. Unlike Quebec premiers, he was careful to assure his 

audience that he was a Canadian before an Albertan. He then 
3 

explained the necessity of the province's international 

activities as arising because Ottawa was not doing a 

satisfactory job. Though the 'Canada first' attitude usually 

maintained by the premier removes the edge of tension from its 

international dealings, this has not prevented Alberta from 

showing an aggressive, competitive spirit in pursuing its 

international needs. 

The three provinces all approach foreign affairs issues 

as they would any other federal-provincial conflict, and it is 

" .  . . not singled out for special treatment because it is 

related to the international system. . . 1' 18 While their 

approaches to an international role vary according to the 

subject area, a common presumption underlies all provincial 

activities, that of the legitimacy of provincial involvement 
@ 

in foreign affairs. While Ontario comes close to a willingness 

to recognize exclusive federal legitimacy, this is but a 
/ 

strategy to prevent the opposing economic interests of other 

provinces from prevailing. To the federal government, foreign 

affairs is 'not an issue like the others' because of its link 

with sovereign status. Particularly sensitive to the activities 

4 of the Quebec government, the very disunity of the nation has 

led the federal government to insist that when provincial 



interests are channelled abroad they are r~epr3esented primarily 

through the federal government. The federal government has been 
P 

successful particularly with regard to the official levels of 

international relations, including international conferences 

and organization, and less effective in supervising and 

controlling the extensive unofficial dealings of the provinces. 

As the federal government has consistently failed to meet the 
, 

expanding needs of Canadian provinces, and could not feasibly 

respond to their international requir>?ments, strict official 

diplomatic control over formal relations has been the limit of 

its qentrol.  man^ of the conflicts of the 1970's related to 
G 

provincial demands to expand their roles into the international 

diplomatic arena, and federal resistance to this. Whether the 

provinces will play a significant role in the many international 

issue-areas, therefore, depends to a great extent on the 

diplomatic importance of the matter in the eyes of the federal 

government. 

Given the distinctions among prwvincial political 

cultures, one should not expect similar approaches to the 

concept of federalism. It is true for Ontar.io, and very nearlv 

so in Alberta, that " .  . . la relation Ottdwa-pr)ovince en est 

souvent une de supgrieur 2 inf6rieu11, 1719 while Quebec rep- 

resentatives consider the two governments as equals. For1 the 

same reason, those in Quebec tend to interpret feder7alism on 

a sociological basis, while English-Canada views federalism in 

legalistic teltrns. 



Common to all three provinces however, is a growing 

conviction that the federal government does not represent the 

national interest. Rather, national concerns can only be met 

through the coordination of federal and provincial efforts. The 

federal government, while insisting on equating 'national' ~ 5 t h  

federal institutions, has not been successful in acting as a 

broker to accommodate provincial interests. The necessity of 

a dominant central government, pa ticularly in econsmic and P 
fiscal affairs, (that is, taxation, welfare and public 

spending) was supported by Keynes' theory of the role of 

government in regulating economic trends. This doctrine was 

so convincing: 

that the provincial policy-makers believed it them- 
selves and could not escape the haunting suspicion 
that the conclusions drawn in Ottawa as to the need 
for federal supremacy were probably correct. . . 
This myth lives on in the notion that somehow the 
federal government inherently is, and ought to be, 
superior to the provincial governments. 20 

The growing and persistent challenge to this doctrine 

by the provinces of Quebec and Alberta is behind much of their 

international activity and demands. Accordin 

Johnson, the challenge to the federal governrnedt's right to ", 
speak for Canada did not originate in Canada's west: "The 

concept of a national policy as distinct from a federal policy 

was put forward by Arthur Tremblay, Bourassal s deputy 

minister of intergovernmental relations. J o h n s o n  s t a t e s :  

The doctri e grew in popularity as provincial~civil 
services g R! ew larger in the past decade,,as provinces 
established departments dealing with federal, prov- 



incial and interprovincial relations. ,The provinces, 
at least the larger and richer ones, began to feel 
that they knew as well as Ottawa what is good for 
the country. 22 

The quGstion of who speaks for Quebec, as Johnson po' 

out, is a matter of dispute between the federal and provincial 

governments. The same is true for the province of Alberta, the 

mandate of each government to represent citizens on inter- 

national economic issues being far from clear. The identific- 

ation of Ontario's interests with those-of the federal govern- 
2 

ment, a widely recognized circumstance, accentuates the lack 

of clarity for tQe roles of Alberta and Quebec in national - 

affairs. The tendency for -the-provinces is to view their 

 jurisdiction as encompassing the general economic and cultural 

well-being of their citizens, including the extension of this 

responsibility to the international arena. With the exception 

of Ontario, the provinces have little faith in the federal 
* 

government as representative of their interests, and they 

consi.der provincial international activity a necessary and 

legitimate exercise. 

A 1977 Gallup poll supports this assessment of provincial 

conceptions of federalism. The survey questioned the public 

rightfully gain more powers. Of the Quebec population, 

63 percent favoured more provincial power, only 10 percent 

believing that federal. authority should be increased. The 

prairie provinces hid 4 4  perbent ffaouu.ing greater p r o ~ ~ n c i a l  



powers, with 7 percent siding with the federal government. 

In the province of Ontario, 3,6 percent favoured increased 

provincial powers, with 14 percent-calling for increased 

federal authority. Ontario and the prairie provinces 

favoured by 39 percent and.38' percent respectively the 

present power distribution, in comparison with a meager 19 

percent in the province of Quebec supporting the status quo. 
/ 

These figures cosrespond with the political culture 

differences outlined above. Quebec stands out as the most 

alienated province -in the Canadian political system, looking 

to its provincial government for leadership, and very dis- 

satisfied with the extent of federal powers. Alberta's dis- 

satisfaction with its ec.onomic standing in Confederation is 

reflected in the desire for greater provincial powers, 

although the dissatisfaction is not as accentuated 3s it is 

in Quebec. After all, a sizable minority in Alberta is 
& 

satisfied with the present distribution of powers. Ontario, 
4 

b?hile not far removed from Alberta's position (as .a member of 
t 

the prairie provinces) does take a more moderate stance on 

provincial pow-ers in accordance with its influence at the 

federal level. In general, the provinces may -be said to 
/ 

view .Canadian federalism'as a system which must allow for the 

5i;~erging in.terests and values*of the provinces to be 

reflected on the international-scene. 

These basic approaches towards Canadian federalism and . 

the i?oles 3flthe provinces in international affairs, based as 



they are on political cultures, translate into conflictual or 

consensual relations with the federal government. Clearly, 

the nature of each province's relations with the federal govern- 

ment, and provincial intra-relations, comprise constraints on 

the acceptable limits to provincial international behaviour. 

As a model for analyzing these relationships, Tarlton's 

concepts of symmetry and asymmetry focus on the various ways. 

in which each province relates to the central government. 

The concept of symmetry -allows for the classification of 

federal relationships according to ". . . the level of con- 
formity and commonality in the relations of each separate 

political unit of the system to both the system as a whole 

and ,to the other component units. "24 The symhetrical model 

at its functional ideal would be found in a federal state whose i 

component territories featured similar economic and socio- 

cultural conditions and whose relationships to the central 

government would be comparable. There would be no divisive 

socio-economic issues nor different approaches to the political 

system, and 'I. . . each of the separate political units would 
in effect reflections of the important aspects of 

she w d f e d e r a l  system. l t 2  The ideal asymmetrical federal 

model, on the other hand, would be comprised of political units 

with widely differing political cultures ,.and interests. Each 

political unit would have distinguishing characteristics 

setting it apart from features of the rest of the system. The 

asymmetrical federal system would ill afford a definition of 



interests and features which would be national in scope. 

Conflict in a federal system then, argues Tarlton, 

between the regional and central governments " .  . . can be 

thought of as-a function of the symmetrical or asymmetrical 

pattern prevailing within the system. "26 The viability of the 

federal state depends upon the predominance of harmonious 

relations and forces of unity as opposed to a greater degree of 

divisiveness. Using the United States as an instance, Tarlton 

pointed to the ~alifornia of the 1960's as an example of 

symmetry within American culture, and Mississippi as a sfate 

distinguished from the " .  . . social, economic; cultural, and 

ideological configurations of the nation. 'lZ7 Conf lictual 

federal-state relations would be likely to be more frequent 

and intense in the latter case. The analysis of Canadian 

federalism and conflicts must take into account therefore, the 

extent to-which the provinces participate in the mainstream of 

Canadian political, cultural, and economic life. 

What must be noted, is that a province may participate 

in a nation's cultural but not economic mainstream, which is 

partially true of Alberta, a province clearly set apart in the 

economic context. The province of Quebec may be seen as more, 

integrated in the economic sphere but clearly distinguished in 

terms of culture. The province of Ontario alone has set the 

Canadian 'pace' in all subject areas. Thus one would expect , 

conflictual relations between the federal government and the 

Alberta government over economic but not cultural matters, 



between the federal government and the Quebec government 

primarily over political, cultural and social autonomy in 

international relations, and minimal conflict between the 

Ontario government and the federal government over the latter's , 

occasional deviation from Ontario's economic interests. 

Tarlton's model must in this respect be refined to accommodate 

the possibility of a combination of conflictual and consensual , 

federal-provincial relations, depending upon the subject matter. 

The setting for the conduct of conflictual/consensual 

federal provincial relations is a nation with confused goals, 

and clearly conflicting economic and cultural interests among 

the provinces. The federal government is forced into the 

position of broker in these interests in domestic afid-inter- 

national relations. Yet the competitive atmosphere of Canadian 

federalism, as opposed to a climate of cooperation, serves only 

to heighten existing intergovernmental conflicts. The philos- 

ophical struggle is strongest between Quebec and the 6sderal 

government, the latter insisting on its representation and 

responsibility for the welfare of all French Canadians, and the 

former convinced of its mandate to guarantee French Canadian 

interests. 

The disunity of Canada has been responsible for the 

federal government's continued insistence on a monopoly over 

high-level official relations. International conferences, 

organizations, and negotiations, as well as diplomatic status, 

are jealously guarded by a federal government insecure in its 



sovereign status. Quebec, with its search for political 

autonomy and 'national' characteristics, clearly represents the 

most potent threat to the federal government in this regard. 

Quebec's international role may be seen in that province as a 

natural projection of an emerging community's development, but 
A 

the federal government thinks only in terms of containing its 

role within safe limits. Such concern is hardly raised with 

regard to Ontario, and this province along with Alberta is 

given a freer hand internationally. Their place in Confed- 

eration is not as strongly questioned. Both provinces express 

support for the Canadian political system. In Alberta furthelq- 

more, only the fairness of the distribution of Canadian wealth 

and industry is being questioned, and not basic political 

authority and legitimacy. 

The federal government may be expected therefore, to 

react differently to the international initiatives of the 

provinces, and to carry on relations with them which may be 

conflictual depending not only on the subject matter, but on 

the compatibility of the province's political culture with 

the attitudGas in Ottawa. The acceptable limits to a provincial 

role are therefore complex, as each province will place varying 

amounts of emphasis on a particular issue and the manner in 

which it will pursue it. The federal government may react 

differently to extremely similar international initiatives of 

various provinces, the only outer limit to any province's role 

being-the official integrity of the federal government znd its 



monopoly over hikh-level relations. 

While the Ontario government has taken a significant 

interest both in developing relations w5th foreign states 

and participating in the formulation of Canadian foreign 

policy, one would expect, according to Tarlton's model, 

fewer conflictual relations between this province and the 
w 

federal government. Ontario being the dominant province, 

whose economic interests have consistently been made federal 

policy, has citizens more likely ". . . than residents of 
other provinces to identify with Canada as such. l f 2 *  0ntario 

not only participates most in the Canadian mainstream but 

also defines its predominant cultural, economic and social 

characteristics. The preponderance of Ontario bureaucrats and 

politicians in the federal arena, combined with the strategic 

importance of the province for a federal political party, have 

meant that Ontario has not found it necessary to spar with the 

federal government in order to have its interests served. 

While intra-relations in Ontario may not be consensual, 

there is Common agreement on Ontario's role in Canada and 

abroad. Conflict does not characterize Ontario's relations 

with the federal government in ?he 'area of foreign affairs, 

but there has been intense conflict over tax sharing and 

shared cost programs. Clearly for the province of Ontario, 

B " .  . . the key aspect of federal-provincial relations is 
finance. . . not constitutional nor jurisdictional matters. It 29 

The federal government's international dealings have tradition- 



ally suited Ontario's economic needs (as in the case of 

tariffs) and Ontario has been unhampered in its own extensive 

search for foreign economic investment. The exceptions to the 

smooth relations are few, compared to those of Alberta and 

Quebec, and are related to economic matters. The Foreign 

Investment Review Agency, an attempt t-o limit foreign invest- 

ment, was met with some consternation in Ontario, albeit 

without the angry resistance put up by other p~oGinces. Aside 

from discreet lobbying against the agency, Ontario has chosen 

to downplay the importan'ce. of the agency in visits abroad, 

arguing that its functions are limited in comparison with the 

protection used by other states. 

The 1971 United States import surcharges act creating 

Domestic International Sales Corporations (D.I.S.C.) represented 

another threat to Ontario, which found the federal government 

too slow in passing on vital information. -This led-to the' 

conflict over provincial representation in a Canadian embassy, 

resolved with the 1973 '~nformation Flow' program. . ~ h ;  factbr 

in this conflict was the federai government's insistence on' 

maintaining the ' only ' official' intG~nationa1 relations. 
The renegotiation of Canada's automotive pact with the 

United States also concerned vital Ontario economic interests, 

and Ontario let its views be known in a brief to the 1971 

federal-provincial conference, and in two telegrams to the 

prime minister. such anxiety over the federal government's 

stance was in fact unwarranted, since the position of the .. 



federal'government reflected that of Ontario. Ontario's 

efforts to influence and guide the federal government's 

foreign relations in areas of .its own economic interest are 

often in direct conflict with the economic interests of the 

western provinces. In the case of ~ ~ ~ ' G . A . T . T .  negotiations, - 

Ontario's economic needs and those of Alberta are in opposition 

on many points. As G.A.T.T. negotiations involve high level 

diplomacy however, both provinces have had to content them- 

selves with what mechanisms the federal government has been 

willing to instigate. Provincial representation at the 

negotiations has been considered out of the question by Ottawa. 

Ontario has reciprocated the responsiveness of the 

federal government, no-t wanting to jeopardize friendly 

relations. The selective Ontario tax rebate on American 

automobiles which overlapped federal jurisdiction in inter- 

national trade and presented difficulties for Canada's G.A.T.T. 

obligations was rapidly withdrawn under the federal g'overnmentfs 

gentle reprimand concerning " .  . . mistaken action taken in 

good faith. 
.. . 

u 3 0  Premier Davis assured the federal government 

t.hat he had no wish to embarass it or engage in a judicial 

31 dispute .. 

' Ontario's economic interests resulting from the 1973 

oil crisis explain the province's support and need for a 

strong federal stance in the price dispute. Thus Davisf 

report to the,Pepin-Robarts task force called for a " .  . . 
-constitution which emphasizes federal responsibility for 



economic policy and provincial jurisdiction over social 

affairs. "32 At the January, 1974, f ederal-provincial energy 

confer\ence, Premier Davis ". . . emerged as a strong advocate 

of federal power, or at least fell far short of denying 

Ottawa the right to intervene in resource policy. It 3 3  Premier 

Davis advocated a single domestic price, higher export taxes 

to underwrite the cost of oil in the east, and the distribution 

across Canada of the profits. At the 1975 federal-provincial 

energy conference, Premier Davis argued strongly with a series 

of economic reports against the raising of the Canadian oil 

price, stressing the inflationary impact and severe damage 

to be caused to the Ontario economy. He claimed that without 

federal leadership in the issue and the denial of a price 

increase, If. . . it is directly denying thousands of people 
in Ontario the right to employment." This was followed by the 

warning that "Damage to the economy of Ontario can create a 

ripple effect through the Canadian economy. . . "34 premier 

Davis claimed that a price increase would not serve the 

'national interest,' as defined by Ontario. In this instance, 

the federal government could not serve only the interests of 

Ontario, and compromised on a smaller price increase than that 

demanded by Alberta. 

While relations with the federal government are therefore 

more smooth than rocky, Ontario occupies an ambiguous position 

with regard to Quebec. Prior to Premier Davis' term in office, 

Premier John Robarts was widely known for his close association 



with Quebec premiers. For his part, Premier Davis supported 

Premier Bourassa's re.jection of the Victoria Charter, claiming 

that if Quebec were unwilling to sign, then Canada must be 

said to be unwilling, " .  . . the governments of Quebec and 
Ontario may speak in two languages, but %hey speak with one 

voice. 11  3 5 

Both Premier Levesque and Premier Davis have something 

to gain in friendly relations. For his part, Premier Levesque 

wants to demonstrate his government's honourable intentions, 

he being " .  . . under renewed pressure to show Wall Street 

how well he can get along with his fraternal enemies within 

~anada," 36 and anxious to downplay the implications of 

sovereignty association. The cross-country travels of 

Quebec's Intergovernmental Affairs ministers serve the same 

purpose. And as Keith Spicer states, Premier Davis knows that 

I' . . . Queen's Park cannot afford to let P.Q. sweet-talk about 
independence scare off New York investors from an Ontario seen 

as part of a 'doomed' country. " 3 7  The 1978 Davis-Levesque 

'summit' meeting waul* hopefully demonstrate, with ' I .  . . a bit 
1 of back-slapping with Rene [that] Ontario will stay a good place 

to chase a buck Land] Ontario and Quebec will somehow muddle 

through as buddies. " 3 8  ~dditionall~ however, Premier Davis is 
'-2 

attempting to continue Ontario's tradition of championing 
I 

national unity. The province of Ontario clearly has the 

greatest stake in Canada, and the most to lose with Premier 

Levesque's proposals. Premier Davis therefore emphasizes his 



province's links with Quebec, as well as what Quebec has to 

gain by remaining in Canada. In his relations with Premier 

Levesque he is careful to point out that the friendliness does 

not extend to any form of approval of sovereignty-association. 

It cannot be ignored after all, that Ontario represents the 

overbearing English majority which is next door to the French 

minority attempting to forge a new political system model. 

According to a 1977 poll conducted for Southam Press and 

the Toronto Star, Premier Davis has been successful in e s  

-?! efforts to champion national unity.. Premier Davis actu lly 

came ahead of then Opposition leader Joe Clark in the 

national opinion survey listing prominant people standing up 

for federalism. Rated first in the poll at 57 percent was 

w- 
then Prime Minister Trudeau, followed by John Diefenbaker with 

17 percent, Premier Davis with 13 percent and Mr. Clark with 

12 percent. Among those who said that provincial premiers were 

standing up for national unity, Premier Davis was named by 

52 percent, compared with Premier Lougheed's 11 percent. 3 9 

Ontario with its premier clearly came across as the province 

loath to al-ker the status quo. 

The strategy of the Ontario government to maintain 

friendly relations with Quebec is not matched in Ontario's 

relationship with Alberta. Alberta's lengthy list of economic 

grievances against the federal government arise from the 

latter's representation of Ontario's economic interests. The 

two provinces have diametrically opposing economic interests 



with regard to tariffs, freight rates an3 oil prices. The 

Alberta bumper sticker, 'Let the Eastern bastards freeze in 

the dark', accurately reflects the deep resentment against the 

powerful central province. Alberta first gained bargaining 

leverage after the 1973 oil crisis, which it has pressed to 

its advantage as much as possible. Ontario's tactic has been 

to use its clout with the federal government and strongly 

support increased federal (as opposed to provincial) powers 

in the resou1,ce dispute. To the Albel-tans then, Ontario is 

identifiable and interchangeable with the federal Liberal 

government. This is a cause of complete distrust of the 

Liberals, and unswerving Conservative support in the federal 

election. 

Alberta is clearly a province with a cause against the 

federal government, one easily understood and shared by 

Alber~tans. In the 1970fs, intra-r7elations in this province 

have been entirely consensual with regard to Alberta's position 

in Confederation. Loca17issues are subordinated fo this cause. 

In 1977, the Toronto Star wrote that in this long,time one- 

party, one-man province: 

. . . political opposition to Lougheed is almost non- 
existent. Those who carp are cast as unpatriotic 
because Lougheed both articulates and amplifies Alberta's 
sense of grievance with Canada. 40 

Albertans have presented a united f&nt to the rest of 

Canada, to the benefit of Premier ~ o u g h e e d " ~  Conservatives. 

The solidarity of Albertans vis-a-vis the rest of Canada 



intensified following the 1973 oil crisis. Premier Lougheed's 

bargaining with,the federal government allowed the Conserv- 

atives in the 1975 provincial election campaign to use the a 

slogan, 'Vote for ~ l b e r t b  As Long and Quo state, the 

election was not a choice among parties, but rather " .  . . a 
Y t e  of confidence in the Lougheed leadership. ft41 

r The Alberta government's lack ofceffective input at the 
,' 

I b d e r a l  level and alienation from the federal gover>nment has 

focussed its citizens attention on the provincial 1evel.of 

government. Premier Lougheed stated in 1977, as to why he 

didn't enter federal politics: 

\ If you go to the centre you have to compromise your 
position,as a spokesman for the West. I don't have to 
compromise anything to anybody in terms of Alberta. . . 
The West has to rep$esent itself. Because of the 
nature of Confederation, the provincial governments 
have to do it. 42 

In Tarlton's terms, Alberta is distinguishable from the 

Canadian mainstream not only in economic terms as a primary, 

resource-producing province seeking industrialization and 

diversification, but in terms of political culture. In 

common with the Prairies, Alberta has inherited a frontier 

ethic from its history. Unlike the rest of Canada, the 

Prairies saw: 

the influx of an ethnically heterogeneous population 
settling on homesteads spread over thousands of square, 
miles where services were expensive and attainable only 
through local initiative, a unique set of attitudes, 
beliefs, values and skills developed. 43 

The oil dispute brought the federal and Alberta govern- 4 



ments into a tough series 

more the bargaining among 

dictional dispute between 

Y 

of negotiations, which resembled 

sovereign nations than a juris- 

two levels of government. The 

dispute is particularly interesting in its demonstration of 
d t. 
the growing vital importance of areas under provincial juris- 

diction. In this instance, provincial control and ownership of 

resources involved one which was shifting the balance of power 

in the international arena. 

Oil pricing policy being vital to Alberta's economic 

interests, this issue represents the one area in which Alberta's 

politic21 culture deviates from its ' Canada first' stance. 
Followinpthe 1973 Middle East war when oil became a powerful 

international resource, Alberta found itself in a strong 

position with 83 percent of Canada's gas and 85 percent of 

its oil. 

The oil crisis demonstrated Alberta's muscle, for 

provincial authority clearly included the control and ownership 

of natural resources, and the right to levy royalties. The 

federal government had jurisdiction over only interprovincial 

trade and corporate income tax. 
-- 

Premier Lougheed was in a majority position in Alberta, 

while Prime Minister Trudeau until July, 1974 was running a 

minority government. The perceived strength of Alberta allowed 

the province to sell oil directly to the Americans, as well as 

impose a higher Canadian price in two dramatic federal-prov- 

incial conferences in January and March of 1974. The C nadian 

?- 



Annual Review pointed out tKat "Seldom in the history of 

federal-provincial conferences.had there been such manoeuver- 

I 
ing'for position and nggotiating as before the ~anuary First 

r, 44 ~inisters' Conference.. 

I , '  I .  

A bitter and lengthy. dispute over the distribution of 

oil revenues ensued, but the fe-deral government consistently 

relented to Alberta's demand for ever-increasing p,rices. - 

The federal government continued to suppor? and adhere 

to a policy,of gradually increas'ing oil and gas prices. 

~elation; in this area only became seriously strained with the 

federal government's announcement in 1978 of a 'temporary pause1 

in-the pribe increases. Oil prices had be,en raised $1.00 per 

barrel bi-yearly since July 1977, provided they remained below 

 he United States average p~ice. While the federal government 

claimed the last proviso was not being met, the Alberta gov,ern- 

ment argued that it was being met. In fact the devaluation of 

t3e dollar and U. S. oil price increases did mean the U. S. 

price was higher.* But the federal government was under increas- 
/ 

ing pressure from outside Alberta to resist the inflationary 

price hikes, and the energy department's argument that higher 

prices were required for exploration incentives was undercut 
nf- 

by the Nat5onaS'Znergy Board report saying ". . . there is 
enough oil to supply present needs from Ontario west until 

r r45 19%. 

Maclean'r article on the issue points to the lack of 

sy~pathy even in.the national Conservative party for the 



'4;ving aleeady foregone Alberta government's complaint 

$J4 billion because " .  . . royalties keep Alberta taxes at the 
lowest level in Canada and have created a $4 billion Heritage 

Fund.. "46 ~lberta's' influence is limited in the oil issue 

simply because the province is considered in any case a write- 

off in an election. Nor do the conflictual relations with the 

federal government serve the province's international oil 

interests. They serve only to dramatize Alberta's position in 
4 

confederation and garner Premier Lougheed local support. 

-Although the Alberta government carried on the oil battle 
I \ 

with the federal government without teamwork with Saskatchewan, 

the 'western provinces have formed a united front on the basis 

of economic grievances against central$ Canada. such inter- 

provincial' cooperation is " .  . . a critical factor in the 
""47' The prairie outcome of federal-provincial bargaining. A , 

Economic Council formed in 1965 became the Western Economic 

Council in 1973 to include British Columbia, and was later re- 

named the Western Premier's Conference. In response Vo the 

western alienation demonstrated in .the 1972 election, the 1973$ 

federal throne speech intimated high hopes for federalFprov- 

incial cooperation and called for a Western Economic Opportun- 

ities Conference. In preparation for the confere~ce .the four 

western provinces attempted to forge a united front, and 

prepared joint position papers on economic and industrial 

development transportation, agriculture, 

capital financing and regional financing institutikns; 

and 

Along 



with demands for changes in discriminatory freight rates 

and transportation policy, as well as more aid for regional 

development, the provinces jointly demanded changes in Canada's 

tariffs, which gave 'unrecognized transfer payments' to the 

east. They called on Ottawa to " .  . . press vigorously for 
selective revision and tariff reductions at the forthcoming 

G.A.T.T. negotiations. 48 The premiers saw the conference as 

an opportunity to negotiate specific policies, while Ottawa 

had initiated the conference simply to air grievances. This 

frustrated the premiers, who were able 'to obtain only promises , 

that the federal government would consider their arguments. 

There is little doubt that the Alberta government's 

position is strengthened vis-a-vis the federal government 
d 

through such communication, and the province has continued to 

play a leading role in the Conference. The Report of the 

Western Premierst Task Force on Constitutional Trends was 

the latest example of their efforts. The report, sent to 

Prime Minister Trudeau, contains an inventory of federal 

'intrusions' into provincial jurisdiction, presumably considered 

intolerable by the west. With regard to non-renewable 

rekources,.the report referred to the federal 1974 tax measures 

making royalties nonLdeductable, which adversely affected a 
4 

province's ability toitax its resources and diversify its 

ecqnomy. The report says that the provision represented 

a serious challenge to the fundamental rights of 
the provinces to control and benefit from the 
developmen? of the resources they own. 49 



Complaint was also made over oil prices being set below 

world market levels, preventing a province from receiving 'fair3 

market value' for its resource. But the provinces' chief 

complaint over oil was the lack of provincial involvement in 

policy-making. For example, the Federal Emergency Supply 

Allocation Act does not provide, in case of an oil supply 

emergency, for provincial representation on the Technical 

Advisory Committee. This section concluded that the provinces 

as owners of resources should play an important  ole in federal 

policy-making. Importantly, the federal government's ultimate 

prerogative in this matter of crucial international economic 

importance to the provinces was not being challenged. 

The report also refers to the inadequate consultation of 

the provinces in Canada's G.A.T.T. negotiations. The western 

provinces hkve jointly attempted many times to influence 

Ottawa's G.A.T.T. policy, having presented briefs concerning 

agricultural and industrial matters in December 1974 and 

December 1975, April 1977 and October 1977. 50 Although the 

B government+ of Alberta, Quebec and Ontario sent separate 

delegations to the Geneva talks, such direct provincial input 

was refused by the federal government for the sake of a united 

Canadian front. The success of each province in gaining 

industrial tariff concessions depends " .  . , not only upon 

federal-provincial consultation, but also on the progress of 

the Geneva talks. , I  5 1  

Despite these factors inhibiting a provincial role, the 



provinces continually press the federal government into 

creating mechanisms geared to provincial input. The Canadian 

'Trade and Tariffs Committee led to the Deputy-Ministers 

Committee, but according to Winham the most effective arrange- 

ment was worked out in 1977 with the appointment of a Canadian 

Coordinator for Trade Negotiati.ons (C.C.T.N.). The Coordinator 

was to liaise between the Canadian negotiators, the cabinet, 

federal departments and the provincial governments. The 

 ordi din at or was considere,d to be linked with the highest 
federal policy-makers, the ad hoc cabinet committee. The 

Coordinator also chaired the federal-provincial Peputy- 

Ministers Committee and shared the chair of the Interdepart- 

mental Committee on Trade and Industrial Policy. The importance 

of the position combined with the access given ". . . prov- 
incial bureaucracies to penetrate -an otherwise decentralized 

5 2  
federal. bureaucratic structure" have the provinces 

with some influence. winham states howev,.er that the provincial 
, . 

influence has been of a bureaucratic ,rather than political 

nature. While provi-ncial input into the federal policy ,has 

reached high levels, this does not prevent Premier Lougheed 

from continuing to use the national tariff structure as part of 
\ 

his ammunition in the continuing economic war with Ottawa. 

- The '~lberta government's conflictual relations with the 

federal government over international affairs issues are very 

nearly limi,ted to the oil drama and provincial input into 

federal i'nternational economic policy-making. Unlike Quebec 



the province does not seek political goals which are at odds 

with the sovereignty of the federal government. Therefore the 

federal government does not feel threatened by its international 

activities, and does not attempt to restrict them sharply. 

Thus, during Premier Lougheed's much-publicized 1975 European 

trip he arrived 'I. . . carefully stating that he was following 
up the prime minister's initiatives in seeking links with the 

European Economic Community. I1 5 3 

The federal government did not condemn the trip, although 

whether it would have remained as passive in the face of 

equivalent Quebec government activity is questionable. 

Observers of Premier Lougheedls negotiations with the European 

states noted that if the Quebec government had done the same 

there would have been an uproar in English Canada. As 

Christina Newman stated, the trip was a clear: 

affirmation of Alberta's intention to show itself 
to be not a subservient province, but an increasingly 
powerful element in the Canadian federation. . . whose . 
energy resources are vital to Canada. . . 54 
The European trip also *served to illuminate the Alberta 

goverfiment's political perspective on issues not related to oil. 

While the trip had been planned intensively for months and was 

considered important to Alberta's trade interests, Premier 

Lougheed allowed Prime Minister Trudeau to interrupt the 

remainder of his stay for an emergency conference on the 

creation of the Anti-Inflation Board. Despite his aides' 

advice to pursue his trip and ignore the prime minister, 

Premier Lougheed chose instead to 'snub' the Queen who 
r 



he had planned to visit, and return to Canada. There was 

speculation in the news media that Premier Lougheed was 

planning to run for the Tory leadership, and in returning 

early to the prime minister's meeting he gave the image of 

putting Canada first. 

However, when Alberta's oil resources are involved, as 

in 1974 and at the June 1979 international oil conference in 

Alberta, Premier Lougheed gave the impression that Alberta's 

interests were paramount. At the First International Conference 

on the Future of Heavy Crude and Tar Sands, co-sponsored by the 

United Nations Institute for Training and Research, no Canadian 

flag flew alongside those of Alberta and the invited nations 

that had heavy-crude oil resources, such as Venezuala, Qatar, 

Costa Rica and others. Nor did Premier Lougheed advertise the 

fact that the province was conferring with over 200 delegates 

from some thirty foreign states on the crucial question of the 

future of the production, refining and marketing of heavy crude 

oil and tar sands. Carol Seguin, Coordinator of Missions and 

Conferences for International Affairs within Alberta's Federal 

and Intergovernmental Affairs Department, said t M t  the 

I 
Canadian government was not a co-sponsor and therefore was not 

represented. "But the Federal Government fully supported the 

conference," says Seguin. ''The fact that the U.N. sent the 

invitations de-politicized the conference. . . we always co- 
operate with the Federal Government on international confer- ,- 

ences. We didn't pull a Quebec trick, and we don't consider 



. ourselves a bloomi.ng nation. 11 55 

It remains a q;estion wHethkr the'.*l)uebec gcvebnment would 

find the federal government equally cooperative under similar 
/ 

circumst+nces. The conference represents a strong inter- 

national initiative on the part ofaAlberta, with clear 'Alberta 

first' overtones, not,negated with the prior notification of 
, . 

Ottawa. 

The Alberta government conducts a s u n p r i ~ s i n g l . y ~ s y m b i o t i c  
. . 

relationship with the Quebec a common distryst of 

the federal government underlying the friendliness. The 

election of the Parti ~u6bgcois is not viewed as a national - 

crisis, for Alberta perceives "The real 'enemy' . . . [to be] 

the federa.L 'central' government and particularly Prime 

Minister Pierre Trudeau ' s Liberal Par-ty , whi'cfi is widely 
. . . . 

considered as remote and unrlesponsivs to 'western Canadian 

problems and needs. I1 5 6 

When P-rernier Lougheed talks of a 'new, looser.. form of 

federalism' that would not reduce the provinces to the rank of 
. 

. 
'junior government,' and when one considers the existence of 

an active western separatist movement based in Calgary, the 

Alberta-Quebec empathy is easier understood. In September 

1977 Premier Lougheed said "We in Alberta, like Quebec, want 

more control over our own destiny but the problem is compounded 

for Quebec because it is fighting to preserve its culture and 

language." 5 7  In April of the same year Premier Lougheed again 

drew the comparison: 



Just as Albertans want more control over their 
destiny, primarily for economic reasons, Quebecers, 
I sense, want also more control. . . essentially 
for cultural and linguistic reasons. 58 

While both provinces seek decentralization and less 

'suffocationt by the federal government, Alberta rejects the 

notion of sovereignty association put forward by the Parti 

Qu6bgcois. Alberta would have little to gain economically 

under the system, and at official levels is committed to the 
! 

concept of Confederation, 

In the sharp political and cultural contrast of Quebec 

with the rest of Canada, this province stands out according to 

Tarltonts model as the one most likely to carry on antagonistic 

relations with the federal government. Quebec corresponds to 

Tarlton's description of " .  . . regions of the country where 
federalism is most hotly questioned, its constitutional 

features most frequently argued, and the propensity for sub- 

verting the national interest the highest. . . "59 The nation - 
alist orientation of the Parti Qu6bGcois, elected in 1976, 

makes Quebec unique among provincial governments In its inter- 

national aims, and in the federal government's reaction to them. 

The federal government's concern over the Quebec 'threatt 

has meant a policy of containment of all forms of activity, 

including the independent visits abroad and relations common to 

all three provinces. 

Intra-relations in Quebec in the Lesage period and 

Johnson years were of a consensual nature. The nature of Quebec 

society at this time can only be understood within the context 



of the Quiet Revolution. Controversial moves by Quebec in the 

field of foreign relations began in the context of new social, 

political and economic priorities of the Quiet Revolution. The 

end of the Duplessis era and the election of Jean Lesage as 

premier in 1960 signalled the beginning of a series of reforms 

in education, the economy, social policy and elsewhere, all 

geared toward modernization. This opened the way for a new 

collective self-awareness, a new nationalism marked by a 

spirit of gpanouissement, and consequently the will of the 

province to run its own affairs. The Lesage government 

h succeeded "au moins en apparence, a fixer la collectivit6 

qu6bgcoise des objectifs dlEtat auxquels une majorit6 de la 

population s16tait rallige. lf60 There was a new dttitude 
L, 

towal'ds the state, and this &tatisme was fbcussed upon the 

government of Quebec. "Only this government, under the control 

of ~ranco~hphes, could assume the new responsibilities that 
a 

Quebe9' 

s social and economic d lopment demanded. T "'l With 

developments in Quebec's intra-relations, the Quebec 

goals with the federal government'became more 
2 

aggressive. The Quebec government's initiatives in foreign 

affairs were directly related to the new positive conception 

of the role of the provincial government. 

The death of Premier Johnson marked the end of consensual 

intra-relations in Quebec, along with the Quiet Revolution. 

The Levesque administration, as well as the governments of 

Bertrand and Bourassa has not been able to rally the majority 



of the population $0 objectives which are increasingly debated. 

There is much debate and confusion over the basic political 

goals and future of the province. Change in the political 

system is a common aim but the nature of this change 'is a 

matter of dispute. The victory of the Parti ~u6bgcois was not 

a clear victory for separatism. Premier Bourassa lost the 

battle not on his anti-separatist stance, but on his socio- ' , 

economic policies. The lack of consensus was reflected in the 

polls taken in Quebec in 1977 and 1978. Depending upon the 

phrasin(of the question, lower and higher percentages of 
i 

Qu6b6cois were willing to give Premier Levesque a mandate to 

- negotiate. Favouring independence and sovereignty-association 
n 

were 1 5  percent and 26 percent respectively, while 56 percent 

favoured a mandate to negotiate 'new constitutional arrange- 

ments.' Clearly, " .  . . the farther from independence the 

option became, the greater public support it received. 11 6 2 

There is no doubt however, that the province seeks some 

measure of cultur~al/political sovereignty, and the competition 

between the province and the federal government includes 

matters of symbolic nationalist importance. The extremely 

sensitive negotiations leading to the Quebec government's role 
t ' 

in the Agence de Coopgration Culturelle et Technique, the 

dispute over the role of the Quebec government in the Belgium 

cultural accord, and the refusal of the federal government to 

allow a Quebec general delegation in Senegal, as well as the 

strong reaction to Quebec behaviour at international con- 



ferences, all reflect the underlying contest for legitimacy 

and the federal determination to contain any hint of an 

independent Quebec role abroad. The symbolic statements and 

gestures made by Quebec in the international sphere provoke a 

greater federal reaction than from any other province because 
B 

matters of high-level diplomacy are too closely related to 

sovereignty. 

Changes in Quebec political culture since the mid- 

1960's have influenced the province's relations with the 

federal government on international affairts. During the 

premierships of Jean Lesage and Daniel Johnson, consensual 

relations within Quebec supported the province's strong demands 

on a weaker federal minority government. Richard Simeon points 

to the relationship between a successful effort in inter7- 

national bids and a s*ong political culture. Furthermore, 
\ 

the federal government's perception of its own weakness 

" .  . . seems to be a major reason for the federal concessions 

on pensions, finances and other issues during the period. "63 

These concessions stemmed directly from the federal Liberal 

perception of the threat posed to Confederation by the 

separatist movement and were made " .  . . in order to maintain 

unity. "64 Very simply, the degree of support held by Premier 

-? 
Lesage was perceived by the federal government as strong, while 

the minority federal government was perceived as weak and with 

a weak Quebec presence. Thus Quebec's initiatives in inter- 

national affairs came at a time when the federal government did 



not dare to take strong steps 'to defend a jurisdiction not 

clearly defined. 
-a, 

Perceptions had changed considerably by the time of the 

second period of conflict over international' conferences. 

Federal officials felt the best wayto maintain support was not 

to concede to provincial demands. The 1968 federal election 

brought in a French Canadian prime minister with a majority 

government and a strong federalist platform. The accession to 

power of Premier.Bertrand meant less provincial commitment to 

an independent foreign affairs role. Both Premier Bertrand and 

Premier Bourassa had to face Parti Qukbgcois opposition, and 

both therefore had to be careful not to come across themselves 

as separatist. The Quebec government could not look 'nation- 

alistic' in its foreign relations for fear of indirectly 
R 

helping the Parti ~ugbgcois if it did so. Thus, from the 

1960Ts, political culture changed.within Quebec society. 

Premier Bourassa was brought to power with among other 

thing.s, a campaign for,f6dgralisme rentable, or profitable 

federalismi, by nature less conflictual with the federal govern- 

ment. Sparring with the federal government in the international 

arena was to be replaced in 1970 with a pragmatic approach to 

federalism. He was " .  . . not interested in harassing Ottawa 
on external affairs. . . pt] would be pursued in cooperation 

with the federal government. " 6 5  Along with cultural sovereignty 

at home and the primacy of the French language, the emphasis 

was on technical, economic international relations, which are 



less repugnant to the federal government. Rather than confront- 

ation, the strategy was to be the infiltration of the crucial 

policy-making areas. Thus Arthur Tremblay, Bourassa's Deputy- 

Minister of Intergovernmental Relations played a role in the 

federal government, influencing its policy along lines favorable 

to Quebec. "'He was our school teacher,' said the civil servant 

in charge of intergovernmental relations in one Western 

province. "66 The removal from the overt political bargaining 
i 

arena of international issues was evidenced in the bureaucratic 
P 

nature of provincial input into federal G.A.T.T. policy. 

terms of Quebec's 'gains' in the international arena, it is not 

clear that the strategy has been more successful than the 

confrontation approach. The Bourassa years showed little 

advance in Quebec's international role. Aside from immigration 

agreements allowing Quebec a measure of control, (one of which 

was signed by Premier'Levesque in 1978) 6 7 few or no advances 

were made in the nature of Quebec's representation at inter- 

, national conferences, or status in international organizations. 
The strategy of infiltration of the federal government 

was a direct outcome of the changes t n  Quebec's political 

culture. Relations between the federal government and the 

Quebec government during the Bertrand and Bourassa 

years because of this change within Quebec. 

This national identity focussing on the Quebec provincial 

government has worried the federal government since the early 

13601s, but the election of a separatist govern~ent in 1976 made 
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Levesquets visit to France in 1977; when he received the 

highest honours and warmest welcome possible for a foreign 

visitor. He was decorated with the Legion of Honor, and 

invited to speak to the French National Assembly while the 

session was suspended. One could only interpret that " .  . . 
it was not only the man who was honored, but the man's message, 

- 
a message of separatism that was given honor and the amplif'ic- 

ation of so unique a rostrum. "73 There was little of substance 

to show for the visit. There were no agreements, 

simply a generally worded communique calling for greater 

cooperation and a commitment to meet yearly. 

The high-level treatment of Premier Levesque in France 

spurred the federal government to action. An embassy spokesman 

claimed that it was against the law for a Canadian citizen to 

accept a foreign medal without government approval, and Prime 

Minister Trudeau later dismissed the decoration as unimportant. 

Canadian Ambassador to France, Ggrard Pelletier asked France 

on behalf of Canada for clarification and assurances concerning 

Frenqh policy towards Quebec, for details of the proposed yearly 

'meetings, and for an explanation of France's support of Quebec 

'along whatever road it decides to follow.' Premier Raymond 

Barre informed Canada that it had no right to interfere with 

France's treatment of visitors, and he reiterated President 
> - 

Giscard dlEstaing's promise of support for Quebec's actions. 

Such an international interchange would have been 

unimaginable in the context of Premier Lougheed's 1975 visit, 



This was partly because his visit was planned , w i d  the federal 

Department of, External Affairs afid .'the Canadian embassies 

of the countries he visited, and the " .  .. . nigh degree of 
cooperation " 7 4 ,  between the tio governments. Although Premier 

. > 

~ougheed's statements during his visit with regard to the 

federal Foreign Investment Review Agency " .  . . would chill any 

nationalist's heart, " 7 5  there-w6re no symbolic displa9s of 
. - 

Alberta as a a n d  the federal government L. remained 

unperturbed. 

What the Calgary Herald dubbed the "diplomatic two-stepG 

is unique 10 the federal government-Quebec government relation- 

ship, because the province's polltical culture distinction from 
$ 

Canadian life carries the most serious implications in terms of 
4 

the province's international role. The fact that Premier 

Lougheed carried his province's economic objectives into the 

international arena brought up no questions of sovereignty or 

nationhood. On the other hand, the dispute over the visit of 

E.E.C. representative Roy Jenkins.in 19-78 revolved around 

whether or not his trip would include a visit to Quebec to meet 

Premier Levesque. 
77 

>The fgderal government had invited Premier 

Levesque to Ottawa to meet MY. Jenkins the same day as Premier 

Davis had been invited. Meanwhile Premier Levesque had invited 
, - - 

Mr. Jenkins to his province. Without the symbolic emphasis of 

the provin-ce, the' locale of the meeting would hardly have been 

raised as an issue. 

In relations with the Francophonie, since the late 1960's 



the federal government has attempted to forge a stronger link 

between itself and French nations than the link between those 

French nations and Quebec. Beginning with the Chevrier mission 

the federal government has pursued a policy of aid to developing 
L, 

Francophone nations in an attempt to influence their treatment 

of Quebec. The severing of relations with Gabon was designed 

to demonstrate the consequences of too friendly a relationship 

with the-province. The intense negotiations which resulted 

in Quebec's role in the Agence de Coopgration Culturelle et 

Technique as a 'participating government' initiated a unique 

set of circumstances surrounding the organization. The use of 

the organization by the Quebec government to advance its claims 

of political sovereignty is countered by the federal govern- 

ment's financial support of the agency as well as many of its 

members. The conflict over the nature of a summit meeting of 

Francophone states in 1977 demonstrated the difficulties. While 

the federal government insisted-that summit meetings could 

include only heads of sovereign states, the governments of 

France and Quebec claimed that without Quebec's presence there 

would be no summit. The Globe E Mail wrote: 

[~uebec' s] . . . concerted drive in Africa for support 
is posing a difficult dilemma for many countries that 
have appreciated the dramatic increase in Canadian 
federal aid. . . 78 

France however, has not been under this restraint to 

" .  . . not publicly encourage self-determination in Quebec. r t79  

French Minister M. ked the federal government on its 



summit stand, ann0uncin.g France's recognition of " .  . . 

competence in Francophone cultural affairs to Quebec alone, 1780 

an extremely pr6vocative statement to, the federal government. 

The French connection then, can be pinpointed as the 

single most influential external forceaon Quebec's or any 

other province's international capacity. The Ottawa-Paris- 

Quebec triangle, "toujours sans modsle et sans replique, 11 81 

has been a source of the Quebec government's strength in 

dealing with the federal government, and a cause of tension 

between the federal government and France. While France's 

concern with Canadian affairs may have altered wnsiderably 

since the days of President de Gaulle under the influence of 

changing international circumstances, 8 2  its perpetual red- 

carpet treatment of Quebec's leader>s is interpreted on the 

Canadian-Quebec side as a continuation of the intervention- 

ist policy. 

With France's encouragement and support for an inter- 

national role for Quebec, the Quebec government has gained 

leverage through the triangle. The federal government, 

despite its efforts to reduce Quebec's role " .  . . au niveau 
de celui des autres provinces," and to eliminate Quebec's 

" .  . . poids politique spgcifique 11int6rieur du triangle, I ,  8 3  

J 
is forced to recognize Quebec's special ties to France. As 

Painchaud states, even if- Quebec remains within Confederation, 

one of the terms would surely be the recognition of the 

special diplomatic status of Quebec vis-a-vis France. Francets i= 



role in Quebec's political evolution has been the diplomatic 

'recognition' of Quebec's international identity. In this way 

France has contributed " .  . . 2 la formation et 2 la consolid- 

ation de 1'Etat du Qugbec. "84 As And& Patry phrases it, the 

Quebec-France relationship has afforded Quebec, through the 

French high-level treatment of the province, a 'window to the 

world. ' 85 Federal efforts have been towards closing it. 

Jacques Brossard, in his book on Quebec's possible 

accession to sovereignty, even speculates as to what would 

happen if France or several African states recognized Quebec 

as independent. International law on such questions is highly 

complex and subject to dispute. Brossard emphasizes that 

should Quebec choose sovereignty, the task will be easier with 

foreign recognition and Canada's consent, but its success 

" .  . . ne dgpendra pas des reconnaissances qui lui seront 

accordges. "86 Such speculation by Brossard reaffirms the 

premise that Quebec's international relationships play a 

special role. The provinces of Alberta and 0ntario are never 

seen in this light in their international dealings. 

Yet, for,the purpose of the separatist goals of the 

Parti Qugbgcois, France's role is limited to 'diplomatic 

courtesies.' In terms of real-politik, and the balance of 

international power, Denys Lalibert6 points to the necessity of 

U.S. support. France may have influence in Africa but " .  . . 
son action en Amgrique du Nord reste fort nggligeable et 

nettement incomparable avec celle des Etats-Unis et de 



1 'Europe. "87 Any action taken by the Quebec government towards 

independence depends on international support, the international 

arena playing a forceful role in the det,ermination of a . - 

sovereign state. The United States furthermore, if only 

because of the uncertainty a break-up of Canada would cause, 

would be loath to support Quebec independence. The insecurity 

arising from the creation of a sovereign state would hardly 

be welcomed by the super-power next door. 88 

Desp'te the seemingly favourable role played by France '4. 
in Quebec's international efforts, the French influence is not 

entirely welcome in the province. Quebec nationalism and pride 

make for a resentment of France's "'imp6rialisme culturel. 1 I' 89 

Thus the overly warm relations at the official government level 

are not parallelled in Quebec society. The r e ~ ~ n t m e n t  is 

perhaps analogous to the nationalist English-Canadian's feelimgs 

about the daily invasion of America media and culture. In 

its striving for political sovereignty, whether this means a 

break with Canada, Quebec would not have France playing a 

vital role. 

Political culture differences within Canada have greatly 

influenced the nature, extent and acceptability of provincial 

international roles. The motivation.for such international 

activity is clearly " .  . . rooted to a considerable degree in 
certain economic and socio-cultural cleavages in Canadian 

society. These cleavages determine the nature of each 

province's relations with the federal government, and the 



latter's response to various provincial initiatives. According 

to Tarlton's framework, and depending on the subject area, 

various provinces may be considered asymmetrical, the resulting 

federal-provincial conflicts extending to the international 

roles of the provinces. The federal government has not 

responded, on the international scene, to the various needs 

and demands of Canada's regions, whereas an effective federal 

system " .  . . should provide the means whereby a province or 
region whose interests are blatantly flouted can have effective 

political ana constitutional recourse. In the absence of 

such recourse at the federal level, provinces tend to take 

matters into their own hands. 
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Chapter V 

CONCLUSION 

The international roles of the three provinces 

demonstrate, perhaps more than other issues, the regionalism 

and conflicting interests within the Canadian federation. The 

; -$ 
international activities of Alberta, Ontario and Quebec are z- 

wide-ranging, and clearly essential to provincial economic and m - 
/- 

cultural development. Yet both legal and cultural constraints 

inhibit some px~ovinciaf. international behaviour. Federal- 

provincial disputes in particular affect the ability of each 

province to pursue its international interests. As long as 

both levels of government remain responsible for their 

citizens' general cultural and economic well-being, such 
0 

conflicts are inevitable. 

The legal framework for a provincial role in foreign 

affairs, while not definitive, does provide parameters for 

provincial behaviour. The potential exists in international 

law for a limited international status for the provinces, not 

\ presently enjoyed by them. Canadian constitutionai law being 
Q, 

*'inconclusive on the matter, agreement for such status would 

have to be reached between the federal government and the 

provinces. The law does provide for activity at unofficial 

levels, and for official diplomatic activity with federal 



approval. 

In international law, the federal division of sovereignty 

between -&a levels of government is accorded no special 

consideration. Sovereignty is the very foundation of classical 3 
international law, and represents the line between a federation 

and a confederation of independent states. The regionalism 

which makes a federal structure necessary causes complications 

for the international affairs of the federal or central govern- 

ment. Some means must be found for regional expression on the 

international stage without compromising the unity of the state. 

The growing overlap of provincial Turisdiction in issues 

of international interest created the dilemma for federalism. 

The autonomy of the regional government within its jurisdiction 

may be jeopardized by exclusive federal power in international 

affairs. Federal theorists all point to the necessity of some 

regional autonomy. Yet one of the essential features of a 

federal state, defined at a time before foreign affairs 

involved a wide range of issues, is the official exclusive 

\ 
control of foreign affairs by the central government. Never- 

theless, federal theory does not preclude some measure of 

international authority for individu members of a federation: \ 
A International law, inconclusive on t$e subject of a 

limited international status for member states, is equally 
2 

unsettled with regard to member state treaty-making capacity. 

The International Law Commission draft articles of 1968 and 

1969, allowing treaty-making capacity if provided for within a 



staters constitution, was not passed, due to the concerns of 'r 1 

federal states, Canada in particular. 
, 

There are few relevant examples of-federal states with 

member state involvement in international affairs for comparison , 

with.Cana'da. Approximately half the world's federations are 

completely centralized in their foreign affairs powers. The 

LJ,nited States allows some international competence, but not 

status, for its states under federal supervision. Only four 

federations provide for some official international status for 

their-member states, and two Of these are centralized in 

practice. The international trend has been toward the central- 

ization of the international prerogative in federations. Only 

Switzerland an4 West Germany,provide f o ~  limited international 
I 

status for their member states. Furthermore, only three 
+ .  

federations,',Canada, Nigeria, and West Germany, protect their 

regional governments' autonomy with a division between treaty- 

making and treaty-implementation. In each case the federal 

gcvernnent may. not implement a treaty it has concluded,if it is 
8 . .. 

wilhin member state jurisdiction. Despite controversy in 

Canada ,over t-he apparent ~estrict'ion in federal power, A. E .  

.Co:lieb c l a i m s  that there is no evidence to support this. 

Those nations without8restrictions on treaty implementation 

2s not appear to Wa7~e a better record of treaty ratification. 

- A - -  z?pears that official jurisdiction plays a smaller role in 

SLC:? czses than t h e  regional political forces within each 



Canadian constitutional law is clear on few matters of 

international affairs power, with legal debate continuing over 

several essential issues. Canada, recognized internafi~nall~ 

as a sovereign state, has all the powers of a full international 

person. The 1937 Lord Atkin decision established the division 

between treaty-making and treaty-implementation. But the 

question of the legal exclusivity of the federal government's 

power's, is yet unresolved. The complek legal debate, with 
5 

references to several court decisions, was essentially played . 
out between the Quebec and the federal governments in the 

1960's. Where there is no clear constitutional argument against 

a limited international personality, and such a debate-exists, 

it remains the duty of foreign states to respect only the 

authority of the central government. 1' ; 
The challenge to exclusive federal author5ty came in the 

1960's from the province of Quebec. In 1965 two ententes 

signed' by the governments of Quebec and France concerning 

education were hastily followed by an exchange of notes between 

Canada and France, at the federal government's insistence, to 

give them international legal effect. While the Quebec govern- 

ment argued that it had the p g h t  to conclude ententes, or 

jlnderstandings, with fcreign states on the basis of provincipl 

authority over education, the federal government refused to 

zeccgnize the distFr:ction between an entente and a treaty. The. 

S-debec governnent csn~inued tc take initiatives, with the 

federal gove_rnneEt responding to each by ratifying agreements . 



after the fact. The umbrella agreement between ~ r a n c e  and 

Canada represented' an effort by the federal ,government to 
% 

ratify such agreements in advance, and was ignored by the 

Quebec government. 

The ententes themselves did not appear to raise inteF- 

national legal questions, since they were not intended to 

function as treaties, but there was conflict over the federal 

government's insistence on monitoring the Quebec government's 

actions. This was demonstrated in a controversy over the' 

province's attendance at international conferences. The Quebec 

government contended that it ha4 the right to do so 
A 

independent of the federal government. 

The federal government's continued determination to " 

maintain its official prerogative in international affairs 

leaves foreign states no choice but to respect its wishes, or 

risk being accused of interference in Canada's domestic affairs. 

The international activity of the provinces is therefore 

legally unofficial, unless the federal government lends iits 

sanction. Thus the legal parameters favor federal authsrity, 
e - 

but are not strongly inhibitive of unofficial provincial inter- 

national relations, 

There is no comprehensive typology for the range of 

provincial international activities. Morris' framework is 

set unrealistically within the context of complete federal 

co~trol. That of Fainchaud is more useful in its elaboration 

of the connectior Se~ween a province's foreign role and its 



i n t e r n a l  p o l i t i c s .  J o h a n n s o n ' s  economic t y p o l o g y  i s  a l s o  
\ 

u s g f u l ,  f o c u s i n g  on p r o v i n c i a l  e f f o r t s  t o  promote t r a d e  and 

e x p o r t s  t h r o u g h  s u b s i d i e s ,  t a x  r e b a t e s ,  and p r o d u c t i o n  q u o t a s ;  

a s  w e l l  a s  t h e i r  i n f l u e n c e  on i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a d e  t h r o u g h  

l i q u o r  c o n t r o l  b o a r d s ,  f i n a n c i a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and f o r ~ i g n  a i d .  

The c e n t ~ a l i z i n g  t r e n d  o f  many of t h e  w o r l d ' s  f e d e r a t - i o n s  

i s  n o t  e x h i b i t e d  i n  ~ a n a d a ,  due  t o  such  f a c t o r s  a s  c o u r t  

d e c i s i o n s  f a v o r a b l e  t o - t h e  p r o v i n c e s ,  th'e s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  

Canadian p o l i t i c a l  sys tgm l i m i t i n g  t h e  p.ower o f  t h e  Supreme ' 

~ - 
C o u r t ,  and t h e  r e g i o n a l i z e d  n a t u r e  of Canadian p o l i t i c a l  . 

p a r t i e s .  

The f o c u s  of  economic e x p e c t a t i o n s  on n o t  o n l y  t h e  

f e d e r a l  b u t  t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  governments  h a s  l e d  t o  t h e  prov-  
* 

i n c i a l  6fVfforts  i n  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  economic a r e n a .  I n  t h i s  

c o n t e x t ,  a l l  t h r e e  p r o v i n c e s  have  u n d e r t a k e n  s i m i l a r  a c t ' i v i t i e s  

such  a s  p r e m i e r s 1  v i s i t s  ' a b r o a d ,  and economic and t r a d e  

m i s s i o n s ,  T h e i r  s u c c e s s  a t  p romot ing  p r o v i n c i a l  economic 

growfh i n  t h i s  way depends l a r g e l y '  on . t h e  r e s p o n s i v e n e s s '  of 

 he f o r e i g n  s t a t e s .  I 

The t h w a r t i n g  o f  t h e  f e d e r a l  government  i n . i i h e  f o r e i g n  

7.n kYL-cy i ; f i e l d ,  u s u a l l y  p e r c e i v e d  i n  c o n r l e c t i o n 9 w i t h  t h e  p r o v i n c e  

~f ? u e b e c ,  i s  no  l e s s  common i n  t h e  c a s e s  o f  t h e  p r o v i n c e s  o f  

3 r ~ a r i o  and A l b e r t a .  For  example ,  t h e  l a t t e r  two p r o v i n c e s  

3 k s - ~ e  ~ a d e  s t r e n u o u s  e f f o r t s  i n  international d e a l i n g s  t o  , / 

dz-nplay,  i f  n o t  c i r c u ~ . v e n t ,  t h e  g o a l s  o f  t h e  f e d e r a l  govern-  

- - e r r t  s r  reign In7~es : renr  Review Commission. And t h e  O n t a r i o  
-=+&//- 
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All three provinces attempt to influence the federal 

government's foreign policy-making. Alberta's efforts have 

been directed chiefly towards Canada's role in the G.A.T.T. 

negotiations. Ontario's main concerns have been with regard 

to the Canada-U.S. Auto Pact, and all three provinces 
t 

participate in Canada's C.I.D.A. activities. 

As Johannson's framework indicates, the administrative 
D 

international relations of the provinces, in comparison with 

their &onomic and cultural efforts, involve a low level of 

authority, and a minimum of federal involvement. Their 

administrative relations usually involve the American states 

such as natural resources or environmental protection. Usually 

their contacts are through professional organizations or 

participation in inter-state American compacts. The under- 

standings reached are rarely concluded in a formal manner. 

Ontario undertakes more of such activities than the other 

provinces, and %his province's research and involvement in 

inTergovernmenta1 conferences with the U.S. was actually an 

z i d  to the federal government in its conclusion of the 1972 

Sreat Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 

The growing importance of the provincial international 

roles is reflected in rhe increased attention paid them by 

~ o p  levels of governzent, and the institutionalization of 

Their acti-~ities . -$-11 rhree provinces have ministries entirely 

c r  partially concerned with their international relations. 



The type of international role pursued by each province 

is determined not only by its regional economic interests, but 

by its perceptions of its role in terms of political culture. 

The political culture differentiation is most accentuated in . , 

the case-of the province of Quebec, the homeland of the French 

Canadian minority. The nationalism of Quebec leads to a 

greater stress than other provinces on the symbolic and 

independent nature of its foreign role. Alberta and Ontario 

are basically concerned only that their economic interests 

are met, whether through the federal government or themselves. 

Ontario has been seen to identify most strongly with the 

federal government, and Alberta to share with Quebec a distrust 

of the federal government for its economic favoritism to 

Ontario. 

All three provinces view their international affairs 

?ole as any other federal-provincial issue, while the federal 

government has consistently linked such roles kith sovereign 

status. The federal government is limited in its ability to 

supervise all international dealings, but maintains a clos'e 

watch on any activity of a more official or diplomatic level. 
A 

Whether a provincial initiative will bring a reac=tion from the 
. I  C 

federal government depends largely on the diplomatic importance ' 

of the event in the eyes of the federal government, a'nd,its* 

-elations in general with the province. Its o,concerfn overs the , 

goals of the Quebec government has resulted in far more 

disputes over that province's activities. In additi6n, Quebec, 
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the creation of the Canadian Trade and Tariffs Committee, 

the Deputy-Ministers' Committee, and the appointment-of a 

Canadian Coordinator for Trade Negotiations. These changes 

represent the most successful efforts of the provinces acting 

as pressure groups within the federation. 

When Alberta oil resources are involved, as in 1973, 

and at a 1979 international oil conference in Alberta at which 

the federal government was not represented, the impression is 

given that' the i-nterests*of the province of Alberta are 

paramount. On issues not related to oil, this perspective 

changes. Premier Lougheed chose to forego his visit with the 

Queen and return to Canada early for a federal-provincial 

conference on the creation of the Anti-Inflation Board, 

giving in this case, the impression of putting Canada first. 

Quebec's clear cultural and political differentiation 

from the rest of Canada means according to Tarlton's model, 

that the province is most likely to carry on c~nflic~tual 

relations with the federal government. The federal government, 

antagonized by a hint of official diplomacy being carpied on 

without explicit recognition of its sole official prerogative, 

is most attentive to the Quebec government's activities. For 

this reason, the provinces of Alberta and Ontario may be able 

to expand their roles without significant federal pressure, rC 

while the Quebec government's role is constantly scrutinized. 

The Belgium accord represented an attempt by the federal 

government to minimize the Quebec g3vernmentts international 



ties. The attempt was made unsuccessful in this case by the 

Quebec government's refusal to sign the agreement. The 

federal government's refusal to allow Quebec to open a fifth 

general deleg in Dakar, Senegal, can be seen in the same 

light. As federal government has heightened its'- 

presence in Africa to prevent the Quebec government from 
z 

strengthening its ties with Francophone African states. 

The changes within Quebec political culture from the 

1960's to the 1970's resulted in fewer conflictual inter- 

governmental relations. The grq> the Parti Qudbd~ois - 
A -" 

had forced a more moderate stance on the part of the Quebec 

premiers, who attempted to 'infiltrate,' rather than 

confront, the federal government. With the election of the 

Parti Qugb&ois in 1976, the strategy reverted to symbolic 

nationalist demands. The gestures made by Quebec at inter- 

national conferences in 1977, for example, provoked a greater 

response from the federal government than the activities of 

any other province. In another case, Premier Levesque's 

1977 visit to France was followed by diplomatic protests from 

the federal government. In terms of external influence on 

provincial roles, France's relationship with Quebec is seen 

as most influential. Its potential role in case of an attempt 

by the Quebec government to separate from Canada is also grea$. 

None of the contacts of the governments of Alberta or Ontario 

could be considered in a similar light. 

The nature of the rapport between levels of government 



thus plays a great role in the acceptabilfty of provincial 

act'vities. In terms of political culture, the actions of the 1 
Que$c government are not acceptable, while the low-level. 

/ 
diplomacy of the o t h e ~  provinces affords them a long inter- 

national leash. The federal government feels that the Quebec 
.. 

government cannot be trusted. The distinctive, national 

characteristics of Quebec society make any diplomatic dealings 

of the province dangerous and intolerable to the Ottawa govern- 

ment. 

There is a limited theoretical basis on which to evaluate 

comprehensively the international activities of Canadian 

provinces. The relatively recent surge of provincial interest 

I in international activity has posed problems and questions over 

the nature of their roles which have not yet be d e a i  
\ 
\ 

The Canadian federal system has not been able to respond with" 

clear formulas for provincial activities. Rather, the prov- \, 

inces have tended to pursue their interests, and the federal 

government has attempted in some cases to contain them. In 

these instances, federal-provincial relations and negotiations 

become paramount, and complex solutions are found in the form 

of detailed arrangements for a province's activity. 

The provinces may thus be seen to conduct international 

relations both as a pressure group in areas under federal 

jurisdiction, and as governments with foreign policy in the 

full sense of the word in Painchaud's terms, in areas under 

their jurisdiction. The pursuit of their international 
* 



objectives is contained only by the degree of receptiveness 

of the foreign state, nd by the federal government's monitor- P 
ing of their activities. In the case of Quebec, the federal 

government has been seen to go beyond such monitoring in an 

attempt to minimize the province's tiesawith Francophone 

states. 

, The intehational affairs of the government of Quebec 

have been seen as distinct from the other provinces. The 

province of Quebec seeks broader international goals, yet one 

could  not^ say that its international activity represents a 

higher level than that of Alberta or Ontario. The special role 

of Quebec in A.C.C.T. is as unique an arrangement as that 

worked out for Alberta and Ontario in the 'Information Flow' 

program. Only the province of Quebec's general delegations 

are not matched by the efforts of other provinces' offices 

abroad. Yet many observers feel that Premier ~ough~eed's 1975 

European trip and the 1979 oil conference in Alberta would have 

elicited a strong federal reaction if the initiatives had come 

from Quebec. 

Given the simila~ range of economic and administrative 

international affairs of the three provinces, one is forced to 

csnclude that there is little distinction between the levels of 

?>sir international affairs. The differences are in  he nature 

cf the :asks pursued, :he provir'ce of Quebec being more 

5r:sresred in cultcral activities, and the provinces of Alberta 

2-3 3n~ario more i r ~ 5 r e s t e d  in economic issues. 



The two methodologies, one focusing on political culture, 

the other on institutional factors, were used under the 

assumption that the ability of each province, and within Quebec 

the French minority, to pursue its international interests 

depends on both the operation of the federal principle as 

defined by Wheare and on political values and attitudes. 4 

Provincial foreign relat'ions represent an area in Canadian 

federalism which is ill-defined and largely unstructured. The 

haphazard manner by which acceptable and unacceptable prov- 

incial foreign activities are measured and contkolled by the 

federal government does not enhance federalism as a working 

arrangement. 

The conflict over the distribution of powers in foreign 

relations was brought into focus with th6 use of 

institutional framework. But the greatest 

provincial international roles is related to the political 

culture frame ork provided by Livingston and Tarlton. Yet a 
I* 
I Y 

measgbe for comparing the activities of different provinces 

is left lacking in both frameworks, and rep 

theoretical limit to the study of provincia 



184 

SOURCES CONSULTED 

BOOKS 

Almond, Gabriel and Verba, Sydney. The Civic Culture. 
Toronto: Little, Brown & Company, 1965. 

Benjamin, Jacques. Planification et Politique au'Qu6bec. 
~ontrgal: Les Presses de 11Universit6 de ~ontrgal, 1974. 

Bercuson, D. J.,red. Canada and the Burden of Unity. Toront6: 
The Macmillan Co. of Canada Ltd., 1977. 

Bernier, Ivan. International Legal Aspects of Federalism. 
London: Longman Group Limited, 1973. 

Bowie, Robert R. and Friedrich, Carl J., eds. Studies in 
Federalism. Toronto: Little, Brown and Company, 1954. 

Brierly, J. b .  The Law of Nations: An Introduction to the 
International Law of Peace. 6th ed. New York: Oxford 
university Press, 1963.. 

~rossard, Jacques., L'Accession 2 la Souverainetg et le Cas - 
du Qugbec: Conditions et ModalitCs Politico-juridique. 
MontrBal: Les Presses de llUniversitE de Montrgal, 1976. 

i 

Brossard, Jacques; Patry, Andr6; and Weiser, Elisabeth, eds. 
Les Pouvoirs Extgrieurs du Qugbec. Montreal: Les 
Presses de l'Jniversit6 de Nontrgal, 1967. 

Castel, J. ~nbernational Law.   or onto: University of 
Toronto P,~ess, 1965. 

Cheffins, R. J. and Tucker, R. N. The Constitutional Process 
in Canada. 2d ed. Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd., 
1976. 

Currie, David P., ed. Federalism .and the New Nations of 
Africa. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964. 

Dicey, A. V. Introduction to the Study of the Law of the 
Constitution. London: MacmillanF Co."Ltdd., 1964. 

'uchacek, Ivo D. Comparative Federalism. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart I Winston, Inc. ,- 1970. 

- ;lazar, Daniel J. The Ends of Federalism: Notes Tow;L~d a 
Theory of ~ederal Pol.Ztical Arrangements. .Working Paper 
No. 12. Philadelphia: Centre f-or the Study of 
~ederalisn; 1375. 



Friedmann, Wolfgang. The Changing Structure of International 
Law. New .York: Columbia University Press, 1964. 
- .  

Friedri*, Carl J. Trends of Federalism in Theory and 
- Practice. New-York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 
1968. 

Gotlieb; A. E. Canadian Treaty-Making. Toronto: 
Butterworths, 1968. 

Jacomy-Millette, Annemarie. Treaty Law in Canada. Ottawa: 
University of Ottawa PP-, 1975. 

Leeson, Howard A. and Vanderelst, Wilifried. External , 
~ffairk and Canadian Federalism: The History of a 
Dilemma. Toronto: Holt, Rinehart and WinGton of 
Canada, Ltd., ,1973. 

Lyon, Peyton V. and Ismael, T.Y., eds. Canada an 2 the Third 
World. Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, Ltd., 1976. 

Macdonald, R.ST.J,; Morris, G.L.: Johnston, D.M. Canadian 
Perspectives on International Law and Organization. 
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974. 

McWhinney, Edward. Comparative Federalism: States' Rights 
and National Power. Toronto: -University of Toronto 
Press, 1965. . '7 

Martin, J. The Role and PJace of Ontkio in the Canadian 
Confederation. Ontario Economic -?-+ I 1974- 

1 

Martin, R., ed. Canadian Provincial Politics: +arty 
Systems of the Ten Provinces. Scarborough: Prentice-Hall 
 of^ Canada, Ltd., 1978. 

- 
Meekison, J. Peter, ed. Canadian Federalism: Myth or Reality. 

2d and 3d ed. Toronto: Methuen Publications, 1971 and 
1977. 

Morin, Claude. Le Combat Qukb6cois. Montrgal: Les Editions du, 
Borkal Express, 1973. 

f - 
Morin, Claude. Le Pouvoir Qugbgcois. . . en Nggociation? 

Qukbec:  org gal Express, 1972. 

Oppenheim, L. International Law: A Treatise. 8th ed.- 
London: Longmans, Green E Co. Ltd.., 1955. 

Painchaud, Paul. Le Canada et le Qugbec sur la ~ c g n e  Inter- 
nationale. Qugbec: Les Presses de 11~1niversit6 du 
Qugbec, 1977. 



Posgate, D. and McRoberts, K. Quebec: Social Change and 
Political Crlsis. Toronto: McClelland & Stewart, Ltd., 
1976. 

Riker, William H. Federalism: Origin, Operation, Significance. 
'Toronto: Little, Brown and Company, 1964. 

d 

Robin, Martin, ed . Canadian Provincial Pblitics :   he Party 
Systems of the Ten Provinces. Scarborough: Prentice-Hall 
of Canada, Ltd., 1978. 

Simeon, Richard. Federal-Provinciai Diplomacy :   he Making of 
Recent Policy in Canada. Toronto: University of Toronto 
Press, 1972. 

Simeon, R.,ed. Must Canada Fail? Montreal: ~c~ill-Queen's 
University Press, 1977. 

Smiley, Donald V. Canada in Question: Federalism in the 
Seventies. Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd., 1976. 

Thomson, Dale C.,ed. Quebec society and Politics. Toronto: 
McClelland and Stewart Ltd., 197.3. ' 

Van Loon, Richard and Whittington, Michael S. The Canadian ,-, 7 - . .  - - - - 
rolltlcal.System: Environment Structure and3Process. 
2d ed. Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1976. 

Vaughan, Frederick; Kyban, Patrick; and Dwivedi, O.P. 
Contemporary Issues in Canadian Politics. Scarborough: 
Prentice-Hall, 1970. 

Wheare, K. C. Federal Government. 4th ed. New York: .Oxford 
University Press, 1963. 

ARTICLES IN JOURNALS 

Armstrong, Gregory. "Aid Policies as a Reflection of Canadian 
Domestic Concerns." International Perspectives (March/ 
April, 1975): 44-48. 

Atkey, Ronald G. "The Role of the Provinces in International 
Affairs.'' International Journal 26 (1970, 1971):249-273. 

de Goumois, Michel. "Le Canada et la Francophonie."'~tudes 
Internationales 5 (~&e, 1974):355-366. w 

Holmes, John W. "Impact of Domestic Political Factors on a 

Canadian-American Relations: Canada." International 
Organization 28 (1974):619-624. 



Holsti, K. and Levy, T. A. "Bilateral Institutions and Trans- 
governmental Relations between Canada and the United 
States." International Organization 28 (Autumn, 1974): 
46.a-482. 

 acorn^-~illette, A. "International !Diplomatic1 Activity of 
rn Canadian Provinces, with Emphasis on Quebec Behaviour." 

Revue Ggngrale de Draoit 7 (1976):7-23. 
-f 

Jacomy-Nillette, A. "Treaty-Making Power and the Provinces; - 

From thy 'Quiet Revolubion' to Economic Claims." Revue 
Ggngrale de Wit 4 (1973):131-153. 

Johannson, P. R. "Provincial Tnternational Activities." Inter- . national Journal 33 (Spring, 19'78):357-378. 

Leach, Richard H ~ .  ; Walker, Donald E. ; and Levy, Thomas Allen. 
Province-State Trans-border Relations: A Preliminary 
Assessment." Canadian Public Administration 16 (Fall, 

1973):468-482. 

Levy, T. A. and Munton, D. "Federal-Provincial Dimensions of 
State-Provincial Relations." International Perspectives 
(March/April, 1976$:23-27. B 

McLaren, Robert I. "Management of Foreign Affairs Reflects 
Provincial Priorities." International Perspectives 
(September/October, 1978):23-30. - 

a 4 
McWhinney, Edward. "The Constitutional Competence within 

Federal Systems as to International Agreements." 
Canadian Legal Studies 1 (May, 1966):145-151. 

McWhinney,' Edward. "Canadian Federalism and the Foreign Affairs 
and Treaty Power: The Impact of Quebec's 'Quiet Revolu- 
tion,"' Canadian Yearbook of International Law 7 (1969): 
3-31. 

d 

Meekison, J. P. "Provincial Activity adds New Dimension to 
Federalism." International Perspectives (March/April, 
1977): 8-11 

Morin, Claude. "La Politique Extgrieure du Qugbec." Etudes 
Internationales 9 (June, 1978):281-289. 

Morin, ~ac~ues- van. "La Conclusion dlAccords.Internationaux 
par les Provinces, Canadiennes la LumiGre du Droit 
Compar6." The Canadian Yearbook of International Law 3 
(1965):127-186. 

Morris, Gerald L. "The Treaty-Making Power: A Canadian 
Dilemma." Canadian,)Bar Review 45 (March, 1967):478-512. 

a 
6 



Painchaud, Paul. "~6dgralisrne et ~h6ories de Politique 
Etrangsre. " Etudes ~ntern%tionales 5 (1974) : 25-44. 

Sabourin, Louis.  he ~ a i n f u l ~ ~ i r t h  of an Agency to Link 
French-speaking States." International Perspectives 
(January/February, 1972):23-32. 

?,ests on Idea 

Y Simeon, Richard and Elkins, David J. "Regional Political 
Cultures in Canada." Canadian Journal of Political 
Sc'ience 7 (September, 1974). 

Swanson, Roger F. %'The Range of Disect Re+ations between 
% States and Provinces." International Perspectives 

(March, Ap il, 1976):18-27. f l  
/ 

7 - 

Szablowski, G. J. "Creation.and Implementation of Treaties in 
Canada." The Canadian Bar Review 34 (1956):2€)-59. 

Tarlton, C. D. "Symmetry and Asymmetry as Elem'ents of Federal- 
ism: A Theoretical Speculation." The Journal of 
Politics 27 (November, 1965):861-874. 

~orrelli,~aurice. "Les Relations Ext6rieures du Qu6bec." 
Annuaire Franqais de Droit International (1970):275-303. 

Vaugeois, D. "La Coop6ration du Qu6bec avec 11Ext6rieur.'! 
Etudes Internationales 5 (June, 1974):347-387.. 

Winham, G. "Bureaucratic Politics and Canadian Trade Neg- 
otiations " International Journal 34 (Winter, 1978-1.979): 
64-89. 

ARTICLES IN BOOKS 

Archer>, J. "The Prairie Perspective in 1977." In Must Canada 
Fail?, pp. 73-84. Edited by Richard Simeon. Montreal: 
McGill-Queen's University Press, 1977. 

Beaudoin, L. "Origines et ~eveloppemeqt du R81e International 
du Gouvernement du ~u6bec." In Le Canada et le Qu6hec sur 
la ~ c s n e  International.e, pp. 441-469. Edited by Paul 
Painchaud. Quebec: Les Presses de 11Universit6 clu 
~ugbec, ,1977. 



Black, E. P .  and Cairns, A. C. "~,~ifferent perspective on 
Canadian Federalism." In Canadian Federalism: Myth or 
Reality. 3d ed., pp. 31-49. Edited by P. ~eekison. 
Toronto: Methuen Publications, 1977. 

Conway, H.. "Geo-Politics and the Canadian Union." In Back- 
ground Papers and, Reports. Vol. 2, pp. 28-49. Ontario 
Advisory Committde on Confederation. Toronto: The 
Queen's Printer of Ontario, 1970. 

Delisle, R. J. "Treaty-Making Power in Canada." In Background 
Papers and Reports. Vol. 1, pp. 115-147. 0ntario Advisor 
Committee on Confederation. Toronto: The Queen's ~rinte 1 

T of Ontario, 1967. \ 
Fletcher, F. J. "The View from- Upper. Can da." In Must Canada 

Fa'il?, pp. 93-106. <.- 
Fox, P. W. "Regionalism and Confederation." In Background * 

' Papers and Reports. Vol..?, pp. 1-27. 

Annemarie. "Aspects Juridiques des ~ctivitgs 
du Qugbec." In ie Canada et le Qugbec, 

\ 
3 

LaLande, Gil1es.L "Quebec and International Affairs." In 
Quebec: ~o'ciety and Politics, p p .  239-250. Edited by 
Dale C. Thomson. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Ltd., 
1973. % 

Laskin, Bora. "The Provinces and International Agreements." In 
Background Papers and Reports. Vol. 1, pp. 103-113. 

Laskin, Bora. "Some International Legal Aspects of ge'deralism." 
Tn Federalism and the New  ati ions of-~frica, pp. 389-414. 
Edited by David P. Currie. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1964. 

Leeson, Howard A. "Foreign Relations and Quebec." In Canadian 
Federalism: Myth or Realfty. 3rd ed., p p .  510-525. 

1 

Levy, Thomas Allen. "Le R81e des Pr)ovinces." In Le Canada et 
Le QuGbec, p p .  109-145. 

TIivingston, W. S. "A Note on the Nature of Federalism-." In 
Canad-ian Federalism: My-th or3 ~eality . 2d ed., pp. 19-30. 
Ed_ited by P. Meekison. Toronto: Methuen Pub,lications, 
1971. 

J .  A .  a n d  Quo, . 0. "Alber'-tx Politics of Consensus." In 
Canadian Provincial Pol i tics : (, The l'alltv Systems of the 
Frovinces, pp. 1-27. Edited bv'M. Robin. Scarhorough: 
Frentice-I-1a11 of C'.inada, 1 , t d .  , 1'178. 



Morin, Jacques-Yvan. "The Treaty-Making Power of Quebec." In , 
s Contemporary Issues in Canadian Politics, pp. 128-138. 

Edited by F. Vaughan, P. Kyban, an?l 0. P. Dwivedi. 
Scarborough: Prentice-Hall, 1970. 

Morris, Gerald L. "Canadian Federalism and International Law." 
1n Canadian Perspectives on International Law and Organ- 

: ization, pp. 55-71. Edited by Ti. ST J. Macdonald, Gerald 
L. Morris, and Douglas M. Johnston. Toronto: University 
of Toronto Press, 1974. 

Patrv. Andrk. , , . "La Capacit6 Internationale deg Etats F6dkrgs." - .  

In Les ~ouvoirs Ext6rieurs du Qugbec, pp. 19-100. Edited . 
by J. Brossard, A. Patry, and E. Weiser. Montr6al: Les 

Penner, N. "Ontario: The Dominant Province." In Canadian 
Canadian Provincial Politics, pp. 205-221. 

\ 
Regehr, T. D. "Western Canada and the Burden of National Trans- 

portation Policies." In Canada and the Burden of Unity, 
pp. 115-141. Edited by D. J. Bercuson.,Toronto: Mac- 
millan of Canada, 1977. 

e 

~abourin; L. "Canada and Francophone Africa." In Canada and the 
Third World, pp. 133-161. Edite8 by P. V. Lyon and T. Y. 
Ismael. Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1976. 

Savard, P. "Les Canadiens Franqais et La France de la 'Cession' 
2 la r6volution tranquille." In Le Canada et Le Qugbec, 
pp. 471-495. 

Simeon, Richard. "~e~ionalish and Canadian Political Instit- 
utions." In Canadian Federalism: Myth or Reality. 3d ed., 
pp. 292-304. 

.r 

Smiley, D. V. "Fedeqa3-Provincial Conflict in Canada." In 
Canadian Federalism: fiyth or Reality. 3d ed., pp. 2-18. 

Smith, D. E. "Western Politics and National Unity." In Canada 
and the Burden of Unity, pp. 142-168. 

Westmacott, M. and.Dore, .P. "Intergovernmental Cooperat n in 4 
Western Canada: The Western Economic Opportunities Con- 
ference." In Canadian Federalism: Myth or Reality. 3d 
ed., pp. 340-352. 



PUBLIC DOCUMENTS AND REPORTS 

Federal-Provincial Conference of First Ministers. Apri&d-10, 
1975. List of Documents. Ottawa: Canadian Intergovern- 
mental Conference.Secretariat, 1975. 

Federal-Provincial'Relations Office. Federal-Provincial 
Programs and Activities: A Descriptive Inventory. 
External Affairs, Ottawa: 1977. 

Government of Canada. Development Directions, News. Ottawa: 
May, 1978. 

Martin, Hon. Paul, Secretarv of State for External Affairs. 
Federalism and ~nternational Relations, Ottawa: Queen's 
Printer, 1968. 

Martin, Hon. Paul and Sharp, Hon. Mitchell, Secretary of State 
f b r  External ~ffairs; Federalism and ~nternational 

b Conferences on Education. Ottawa: Oueen's Printer. 1968. 

Morin, Jacques-Yvan. Le Fgdgralisme Canadien et le Principe 
de lr~galit6 des Deux Nations. Royal Commission on Bi- 
lingualism and Biculturalism. Research Studies, Ottawa: 
1966. . ,  , 

Ontario Advisory Committee on Confederation. Background Papers 
and Reports. 2 Vols. Toronto: Queen's Printer of Ontario, 
1967, 1970. 

Quebec delegation to the Constitutional Conferenc 
Committee-of Officials. Working Paper on F 
Relations. Quebec: February 5, 1969. 

The Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Hon. 
George C. Van Roggen, Chalrman. Canada-United States 
Relations: The Institutional Framework for the Relation- 
ship. Vol. 1. Ottawa: Queen's Printer, December, 1 9 ' 1 5 .  

Task Force of Ministers. RSeport of the Western premier21 Task 
Force on Constitutional Trends. Victoria:& Queen's 
,Printed, 1977. 

YEARBOOKS 

, .  Canadian71nstitute of'1nternational Affairs. -International 
Canada. 9 Vols. Toronto: 1970- 79. 



Gouvernememt du Qugbec, Bureau de la Statistiql 
~inistsre de lfIndustrie et du Commerce. 
Qugbec. Quebec: 1973-76. 

le du Qugbec, 
An'nuaire du 

Institute of Intergovernmental Relations. Federal Year in 
.Review. 2 Vols. Kingston: . Queen's University, 1978-79. 

Saywell, J., ed. The Cangdian Annual Review. 6 Vols. Toronto,: 
University of Toronto, 1971-77. 

NEWSPAPERS AND MAGAZINES 
I 

Brown, .I. "Back to the Wellhead." and "A Pause that's 
Pregnant." Maclean's, October 23, 1978, p. 43. 

The Citizen (Ottawa): September 1972-September 1977. 

t Le Devoir: April 1965-March 1979. 

?he Financial Post: March 1972. 

The Financial Times: December 1977. 

The GazAette (Montreal): March 1974-December 1977. 

The Globe and Mail (Toronto) : August 1972-February 1979. 

The Herald (Calgary): December 1976-January 1978. 

The Journal (Edmonton): April 1971-March 1977. 
f 

The Province (Vancouver): June 1977-June 1978. - t 

The Star (Montreal): February 1977-February 1978. 

The Star (Toronto): March 1972-February 1977. 

The Sun (Vancouver): March 1977-May 1978. 

THESES AND OTHER PAPERS 

Bernier, I. "Provincial Interests and International Trade 
Regulation." A paper presented to a conference on the 
'Federal Dimension in Canadian External Behaviour.' 
Ottawa, Carleton University, November~, 1975. 



f - 
Levy, Thamas Allen. "Some Aspects of the Role of the Canadian 

Provinces in External ~ffairs: A ~?udy in Canadian 
Federalism." Ph.D..Dissertation, Duke University, 1974. 
A 

Economic Relations of the Provinces."l975. 
to. the Carleton University conference. 

Swainson, Neil A. "Some Reflections on the Inter-relationships 
between the Governments of Canada and British Columbia 
during the 'Formative Years' of the Columbia River 
Treaty." A paper presented to the Carleton University 
conference. 1975. 

INTERVIEWS 

Carol. Coordinator.of Missions and Conferences for 
Seguy;nternational Aff-airs, Federal and Intergovernment,al 

Affairs, Government of Alberta. Interview, October, 1979. 
I 




