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One of the most striking phe-
nomena in contemporary North
American life has been the
greatly accelerated thrust toward
fine-tuning and adjustment of
important elements in the Cana-
dian-American relationship. This
push in the direction of a more
ordered and rational continental-
ism, evident enough in such
areas as pollution control and the
handling of toxic wastes, has
been most dramatic in the do-
main of economic affairs. The
move toward regulation, proce-
dure, and discipline so clearly
manifest in the negotiation and
signing of the 1989 free trade
agreement has not yet yielded the
frictionless functioning of the
world’s largest trade partnership
which some quarters hoped it
would. As recent events centered
on the trade in fish, steel, pork,
wood products, and other com-
modities show, much in that part-
nership continues to be dis-
ruptive and irritant-producing,
but such difficulties ought not to
obscure the important advances
in other areas. In particular, the
two countries’ front-line negotia-
tors are showing a heightened
awareness of the principle that
negotiations become meaningful
and relationships well founded
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only if the parties to them take each other’s vital interests seriously.!
Nothing less than the making of the free trade accord itself testifies that
life has been breathed into this old and venerable notion, for it was only
when officials and politicians on each side of the table recognized and
moved to accommodate some of the deepest concerns of those on the
other that an arrangement became possible.?

If action in conformity with this critically important principle of
conduct can be clearly discerned in the way Canadian recognition of
U.S. preoccupation with energy and services helped ease the path to
agreement and in the manner in which U.S. acknowledgment of Cana-
dian worries about dispute settlement smoothed movement along it,
such positive behavior did not characterize all parts of what went on.
In the realm of cultural policy, and particularly areas in which Canada’s
interests are centered, no significant progress is evident, though this
does not mean the total absence of moves to address Canadian anxieties
in the spirit called for. In some measure persuaded of the meaning
government ownership, regulation, and subsidy in the cultural field
has for Canadians, U.S. officials did finally agree that “cultural indus-
tries” should not be brought within the largely free market terms of the
pact. Thus in making a gesture toward a vital Canadian concern, they
contributed mightily to the successful outcome of the talks.3 Little real
rethinking of positions was involved, however. Although the clauses
in the agreement leave Canadians the right to subsidize, regulate, and
control their cultural industries, they also reserve to Americans an
equally clear measure of authority to retaliate if they think action
resulting from the exercise of that right affects their interests.* And
though U.S. pronouncements on the matter seem to confirm American
acceptance of Canada’s view, a glance at the language in which those
pronouncements are cast makes it plain that Washington officials were
in actuality little more sympathetic to, understanding of, or even
knowledgeable about what Canada thinks than they ever were. Still
imbued with the idea that cultural industries are economic phenomena
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like any others,” and much taken up with the fate of a major export
earner,® the authors of the “Confidential Briefing Paper” circulated by
the U.S. government to specify the meaning cf the agreement came very
close to replicating the tone of the dicta earlier issued by certain of their
most (it has to be said) gratuitously ill-informed colleagues. Pulling
back just a bit from U.S. Ambassador to Canada Thomas Niles’s 1985
judgment (“We think that these questions should be resolved on a
commercial basis and that governments shouldn’t get mixed up in
them”)” and distancing itself only a little more from U.S. Trade Repre-
sentative Clayton Yeutter’s 1987 expression of the free market view
(“I'm prepared to have American culture on the table and have it
damaged by Canadian influences after the free trade agreement. I hope
Canada’s prepared to run therisk too”8), their document did all it could
to make clear that positions long considered essential had been secured
in the most complete way possible. Even affirmation that “maintaining
and promoting ‘cultural identity’ ... is of significant political impor-
tance for any Canadian government” was rather an invitation to min-
imize the issue’s importance than the reverse, for in conveying the
impression that Canada’s politicians and negotiators were concerned
with it mainly because of lobbying and pressure, that apparent conces-
sion functioned to encourage classification of the matter as something
with little real, substantive, or lasting significance. And when the text
referred to the Canadians having been compelled during negotiations
“to limit [their] freedom of action . . . to promote cultural development
to specific industries (publishing, film, video, music, and broadcast-
ing),” when it talked of their having been got to agree “that measures
they take will not impair the benefits we would otherwise expect from
the provisions of the agreement,” and when it summed up by saying
that “we were unable to resolve.. . . a few other irritants but we retained
the ability to take trade remedy actions on these issues,”? it could not
have made more plain the feeling of its authors that the neighbors to
the north were to be seen as creatures in relation to whose cultural
activities U.S. interests could best be served not by a program of
comprehension, generosity, and understanding, but by one of contain-
ment, limitation, and restraint.

Nor was this continuing concern to keep a close watch on Canadian
cultural policy evident only in relation to fears about that policy’s
possible impact on U.S. interests in the U.S.: Canadian action continued
to be scrutinized because of its bearing on U.S. interests in Canada.
Beyond the limits of a negotiation concerned with establishing condi-
tions of access to each other’s markets, this extraterritorial surveil-
lance—and, more important, the actions to which it sometimes
led—were not even discussed. As bound and determined as they had
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ever been that, in any circumstances in which American cultural indus-
tries operated, those industries should face the absolute minimum of
constraints, U.S. officials thus used all the tools they were accustomed
to using in their efforts to avoid such constraints.

That so tough and unyielding a U.S. stance poses serious problems
for Canadian policy makers has, of course, been clear for some time.
Those policy makers are very much aware of American thinking and
of the actions to which it can lead when U.S. officials or legislators
become unhappy with Canadian cultural initiatives!® and have since
at least the 1960s felt much pressure as they attempt to structure a
cultural environment that will serve the needs of their compatriots.!!

American concern to get Canada playing by its rules can set in
motion a process that complicates discussion, sours the Canadian-
American atmosphere, and makes problems more difficult to solve.
Canadians are not always willing to let go unchallenged what they
regard as narrow, self-interested argument and behavior (Communica-
tions Minister Marcel Masse’s September 1989 reaction to U.S. insis-
tence that film distribution in Canada be kept largely in U.S. hands is
a perfect case in point!2) and sometimes respond to that argument and
behavior in testy and exasperated terms. They thus ensure that the
relationship is anything but smooth.

Perhaps the way these well-established realities work to perturb
and unsettle relations is familiar and need hardly be noted. What does
require comment is the extent to which their preservation and continu-
ance stands to perpetuate the rough functioning in the system it is at
least part of the purpose of the new regime to diminish. Keeping much
Canadian cultural activity and many of the programs necessary to
support it in an essentially besieged, defensive, and insecure position
does not simply signal maintenance of a tension-producing situation. It
does not even mean merely that moves toward the more rational and
well-regulated continentalism putatively in view will be more compli-
cated and difficult than they need to be. The demonstrated determina-
tion of Canada’s cultural activists to protest anything they think
dangerous to what they consider a vital component of national life, and
the considerable strength they possess in carrying such protests for-
ward, 13 raise fundamental questions about the possibilities of success of
those moves. Not much imagination is required to see that no more than
a minimum of mutually beneficial cooperation and sound dealing is
likely to emerge from a situation critical elements in the basic character
of which are unsatisfactory to an important group involved in that
situation, not only because those elements putin question the conditions
of that group’s existence but also because they raise doubts about
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anything more than the purely formal survival of the nation to which it
belongs.

The way to deal with this potentially serious state of affairs is
readily apparent—have U.S. officials and legislators react to Canadian
policy toward culture in the more informed and comprehending spirit
that has not so far marked their responses to it. Knowing this solution,
however, does not help much. Generating such a posture falls squarely
into the category of things more easily talked of than accomplished. A
look, nonetheless, at what would be involved in such a movement
suggests that the prospects for success are not as bleak as at first
appears. The key difficulty, of course, is that almost all the shifting of
position necessary to a resolution of the problem would have to come
from one side. Once, however, it is realized that what creates that reality
also offers the possibility of dealing with it, the situation begins to show
marked and obvious signs of a capacity to resolve itself. If Canadians
see their culture as vulnerable and in need of husbanding and so allow
little latitude in deciding what is necessary to preserve it,14 the fact that-
Americans view theirs as strong and capable of competing bespeaks
just the kind of confidence in its capacity to survive and prosper which
gives them room for concession, compromise, and generosity.!S Nor is
this all that permits flexibility on the American part. Though there is
not much now in U.S. life that supports the view that culture deserves
special treatment, there is something, and in the past there was more.
Alook by Americans at what some of their own students of culture and
society—Kenneth Boulding, for example!®—have been arguing about
the issue is, then, possible, and it could work to generate a certain
sympathy for the Canadian point of view. That Americans once had
cultural nationalists of their own—Daniel Webster, Joel Barlow, Ralph
Waldo Emerson—and that those distinguished figures argued actively
for exactly the sort of relationship among national vitality, self-aware-
ness, and an indigenous culture that preoccupies Canadians provides
them with a considerable body of domestically produced material,
examination of which could help them comprehend why their neigh-
bors are so concerned and anxious.!” There is even a body of institu-
tional and policy practice in American life the contemplation of which
could provide citizens of the republic with ground for sympathy with
the idea that, in certain circumstances, culture should get state support.
That practice has been limited, '® but, as use of the tax system to provide
indirect public subsidies shows,!? it has not been nonexistent, and in
time it even took on the form of a measure of direct state involvement.
This close association between government and culture manifested
itself, moreover, not just in Cold War-driven efforts “to structure an
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international environment which is hospitable to American values and
ideas”?0 through government participation in international broadcast-
ing, travel abroad by American artists and performers, or circulation
overseas of American published material.?! It can be seen as well in
such domestic action as the founding of the National Endowment for
the Arts.?2

That there are at least a few factors that might permit U.S. policy
makers to come to terms with the Canadian position is, of course, one
thing: whether those policy makers have an interest in letting them-
selves be moved by these factors is quite another. Luckily, they do. A
refusal generously to acknowledge Canada’s concerns in the cultural
field would keep the country under wholly unacceptable pressure, all
but guarantee continuing tension and difficulty, and so fly in the face
of everything an association working in the interest of all the parties to
it should be. The point, moreover, is far from general, abstract, and
theoretical. It is concrete and urgent, for even if, as the friends of the
free trade agreement insist,?? that document does not turn out to
require adoption of any particular policy or program in the cultural
field, a number of issues outstanding in the area at large—in broadcast-
ing, publishing, postal rates, and film distribution—are likely soon to
need work. If they are not approached in the right spirit their potential
to be disruptive and tension-producing will be very great.24 Not only
can U.S. policy makers capable of a general and overarching apprecia-
tion of the need to foster the smooth running of the Canadian-American
system be said to have reason to reach out to Canadians in respect to
these issues: legislators and lobbyists tied directly and closely to U.S.
cultural industries possess this too. Failure so to extend themselves is
likely to result in exactly the Canadian action that will be almost certain
to damage their clients’ interests. As the advance of the notorious Bill
C-58 (1976) against the position of American publications in Canada
showed, American failure to consider Canadian requirements in the
cultural area practically guarantees policy and legislative action north
of the border that will be altogether at variance with what Americans
would prefer.>

The central message contained in these pages must by now be clear.
Presentation of that message, however, should include more than a
sharp and insistent restatement that, in the interests of a sound and
healthy Canadian-American relationship, Americans have to learn to
take Canada’s cultural needs seriously. Patently required is a demon-
stration of precisely why it is that Canadians see matters the way they
do. Only if Americans appreciate the full measure of and complete
reasons for the Canadian commitment to state action in the field of
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culture will they be able to know why the onus for change and accom-
modation in this critical area must rest on them. In the cause, then, of
moving U.S. policy makers away from the simple—and condescend-
ing—sense that what Senator Lloyd Bentsen once called “the cultural
question”2% s, in the words of an anonymous trade department official,
an “emotional”?’ one for Canada and heading them in the direction of
the much more constructive realization that many Canadians see that
question as lying at the heart of their national life, being, and existence,
let us now look at its origins, history, character, and meaning.

At the outset, of course, the inhabitants of what would become
Canada had little consciousness of themselves or their society as any-
thing separate, special, or distinct; they were not much concerned with
building a national culture, and they felt no need for government
support of cultural activity. Early British North Americans, aware of
themselves in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries simply
as inhabitants of tiny and isolated communities in a great and extensive
empire, derived such sense of self and identity as they possessed largely
from their contact with the artifacts disseminated from the center of
that worldwide entity. Fur traders relied heavily on reading from
home;?8 the earliest grand buildings were conceived within the con-
fines of Old World architectural styles;?? theatergoers saw the staples
of the English stage;3 and when attention was paid to what lay close
at hand, this—as G. J. Parkyn’s color aquatints of Halifax (ca. 1800)3!
or Thomas Cary’s Pope- and Goldsmith-inspired poem Abram’s Plains
(1789) show®2—was done squarely within the framework of conven-
tional methods, fashions, and approaches.

By the 1820s, the pattern was beginning to change. As the passage
of time made British North Americans gradually more conscious of
place and shared experience, they became interested in encouraging
cultural undertakings by means of which this sensitivity to the near at
hand could be accommodated and expressed. Montreal's Canadian Mag-
azine and Literary Repository (1823-25) was one indication of the new
impulse,3 the emergence of an indigenous style of architecture in the
Maritimes another,3* and a growing concern that the school system
inculcate a sense of British North America’s values and history showed
it being focused and formalized.3® Writing and painting of course re-
mained derivative in style, but there, too, a steadily developing interest
in indigenous subject matter was clearly evident. By the 1840s the
Literary Garland (1838-51) had established itself as a major vehicle for
the expression of this self-consciousness;3¢ John Richardson3” and
Thomas Haliburton38 gave proof of its existence in their fictional explor-
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ations of Upper Canadian and Nova Scotian themes; and, building on
romanticism’s fascination with the “indigenous,” “natural,” and “prim-
itive,” Paul Kane displayed it in his canvases of Indian life in the west.3?

Cultural activists were not, however, simply concerned with the
production of cultural goods. At least as important an expression of this
early interest in the local as direct involvement in the creative process
was the emergence of a concern to stimulate it through state action,
which was evident not just in relation to government involvement in
science?® and education®! but in respect of the arts as well. Richardson
demanded—and got—a subsidy from the Province of Canada to help
him publish his history of the war of 1812,42 and, under the influence of
the publishers’ lobby, an elaborate program of subsidized postal rates,
tariff protection, and copyright legislation was proposed.#?

Much of what occurred in this realm was, of course, interest- based,
but that this activity had to do with more than a simple jockeying for
position and advantage by a small number of colonial publishers was
made clear by poet, politician, and Father of Confederation D’ Arcy
McGee: aware, as a nineteenth-century romantic nationalist could not
help but be, of the critical role culture played in defining, building, and
consolidating a community, he insisted that culture and its support
were a “state and social necessity.”#* Of course, this pronouncement
left much unsaid. There was, in particular, nothing in it to indicate that
McGee was thinking of anything even approaching a full-blown alli-
ance between government and culture for the purpose of endowing the
new Canadian state with what he considered to be a principal attribute
of national life. But if all this was clear, it was no less obvious that, in
McGee’s view at least, culture was important, was to be encouraged,
and therefore had to be seen as an entirely suitable candidate for public
recognition and support of the kind that would ensure that it got its
ample, extensive, and necessary due.

The impulse toward cultural growth, discernible in the years just
considered, became even more pronounced in the post-Confederation
period. Essentially a consequence of the continuing increase in Cana-
dian society’s complexity—of which the steady proliferation of writers,
musicians, theater groups, artists, and, of course, readers, audiences,
viewers, publishers, galleries, concert halls, theaters, and patrons was a
measure—the enlargement in cultural activity was also stimulated by
the seriousness with which cultural producers viewed the need to equip
their new national society with what they saw as a key attribute of
national life. “Now more than any other time”—journalist H. ]. Morgan
articulated this feeling perfectly—"ought the literary life of the New
Dominion to develop itself unitedly. It becomes every patriotic subject
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who claims allegiance to this our new.northern nation to extend a
fostering care to the native plant, to guard it tenderly, to support and
assist it by the warmest countenance and encouragement.”4°

Much of this “fostering care” continued to be associated with
private effort. Book purchasers, magazine subscribers, theater and
concert goers, cultural entrepreneurs, patrons, and, not least, the con-
siderable efforts of the cultural producers themselves, provided the
foundation for most cultural work. State involvement was evident too
as government, enmeshed in the society over whose affairs it was
presiding, became caught up in what was happening. This involve-
ment, moreover, went beyond simply patronizing the arts—though the
Dominion did commission such works as Arthur A. Clappé’s masque
“Canada’s Welcome,” performed in honor of Governor General Lord
Lorne and Princess Louise at Ottawa’s Grand Opera House in 1879,46
and Robert Harris’s monumental painting The Fathers of Confederation
in 188447 Responding to the concern with consciousness building
spoken of by such observers as Morgan—and not a little moved by the
activity of cultural lobbyists—the government found itself directly
involved in promoting national self-awareness through the establish-
ment of cultural institutions. The founding of the Dominion Archives
(1872) grew out of a romantic nationalist sense of history’s importance
in the shaping of the nation,*® and creation of the National Gallery
(1880) was also closely linked to the nation-building enterprise. As one
commentator put it, “An event such as this, in the history of Art in
Canada, cannot fail to interest, not only the lover of pictures, but all
who have a stake in the growing institutions and general purposes of
our country.”4?

Less obvious but at least as critical was the work the government
did to structure an environment favorable to cultural production
through its continuing and increasingly more sophisticated manipula-
tion of tariffs, postal rates, and copyright. The role played by those with
“a stake in the growing institutions. . . of our country” was particularly
important as lobbyists strove to get the concessions, arrangements, and
subsidies they considered the health of their businesses required.>0 It
would, however, be a mistake to conclude that concern with a public
presence in cultural life was interest-based in some crude, direct, and
unsubtle way. Nor was it simply a function of society’s natural growth
and increasing complexity. More nuanced factors were at work—the
romantic nationalist vision was one of them—and they began to take
hold in an increasingly firm, directed, and obvious manner.

This can be clearly seen in the influence of the deepening conviction
that, in an age of materialism, culture had an important role to play in
society’s uplift and should be given the resources it needed to do so.
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Alive to the arguments in Matthew Arnold’s Culture and Anarchy (1869)
and taking the view, as the Canadian Monthly expressed it in 1874, that
one must be “devoted . . . to the advancement of all that tends to elevate
and refine the popular character,”>! cultural activists sought assidu-
ously to involve the state in their projects for uplift and regeneration.
The Ontario Society of Artists, moved by this impulse to improve, got
government support for its School of Arts in 1876,72 and the governor
general, mindful of art’s “elevating and refining power,”> acted to give
culture the dignity and status of state recognition by serving as patron
of—and helping to organize—the Royal Canadian Academy (1879) and
the Royal Society of Canada (1882).

Even more important in stimulating government support for cul-
ture and the arts was the strong feeling that, because of Canada’s great
size and small population (by 1880 the Dominion was slightly larger in
land area than the United States—3,665,224 versus 3,610,000 square
miles—but had only a tenth of its population—4.5 million versus 45-50
million), cultural products could have no impact—could not, indeed,
even get produced and distributed—without state intervention.>4 Pub-
lishers particularly had difficulties in this domain, for the small market
for Canadian books hardly justified the expense of producing them,
and imperial copyright legislation (by which Canada was bound) made
it easy for cheap, mass-produced British and American editions of
popular British and American works to circulate in Canada and further
reduced Canadian books’ prospects of finding a clientele. Their call for
the government to correct this situation—and the politicians” own
sense that it was fundamentally inequitable—enmeshed the state in
problems of publishing, regulation, and copyright until well into the
twentieth century, creating a relationship that still exists.%®

The most critical role in generating support for the idea that the
state involve itself in the community’s cultural life was concern about
the growing American cultural presence. As Canada’s proximity to the
U.S. and, in much of the country, the absence of a language barrier,
caused Canadian contact with American newspapers, books, theatrical
companies, vaudeville groups, and popular music to grow, it became
increasingly easy to argue that Canadians were being drawn closer and
closer to the life of the republic and, perforce, losing contact with their
own. As one observer put it in 1889, “American papers, magazines,
books, periodicals, secular and religious, for children and for adults, fill
Canadian homes . . . daily intercourse popularizes the same peculiari-
ties, slang expressions, and technical words throughout the continent.
Whatever the position of the Dominion may be in detail, it is more and
more recognized that its general history is necessarily bound up with
that of the Great Republic, alongside of which it stretches like a fringe
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on a garment.”% It was also becoming distressingly clear to some
observers that even those upon whom the Dominion had to depend for
a sense of itself were being subverted by the American reality. Increas-
ingly attracted to the American market, they found themselves com-
pelled to produce what it required. “The market for literary wares,”
noted an anxious Sara Jeannette Duncan in 1887, “is self-evidently New
York, where the intellectual life of the continent is rapidly centraliz-
ing.”%” Some Canadians accepted the irreversibility of these trends, but
to others they were a spur to action. A Canadian cultural life was very
much worth preserving, they thought, and the circumstances created
by America’s cultural might created a clear need to ensure that it was
preserved. Deliberate and conscious action was required, and, taking
a leaf from the book of the economic nationalists, they set out to build
that action through intervention by the state. What was done to shape
what the Canadian Magazine described in 1902 as “a home market for
Canadian writers and artists”58 turned out—not surprisingly, given its
provenance—to be renewed and more vigorous efforts in the fields of
copyright, preferential postal rates, and legislated measures to slow the
flow of American periodicals into Canada.?® Even though it was abso-
lutely consistent with the interests of the publishers, an important part
of the impulse behind it came from a deeply felt concern about matters
of identity and survival which fundamentally distinguished that im-
pulse from the sometimes narrowly based, self-interested initiatives of
business.

The significance of all these actions must not be exaggerated. Even
taken together, governors-general, politicians, and civil servants ac-
complished only what one historian of them describes as “the first few
hesitant and tentative steps”®0 to use state power to build a national
culture, keep United States influences at bay, and uplift and refine the
people. But in supposing that a real relationship between state and
culture could be—indeed, was—a reality, the performing of them
signaled that a basic element in Canadian life and development was
in place. So far was the legitimacy of such a tie from being questioned
that when in 1907 McGill University architect Percy E. Nobbs ad-
dressed the federal minister responsible for cultural matters on the
need to organize a coherent government policy on that subject, what
he pronounced to be at issue in “the education of our people towards
an homogeneous and distinctive taste in national architecture and
design” was not state involvement—that could be taken for granted—
but the level at which that involvement would occur: it was, thought
Nobbs, “surely a National rather than a Provincial Matter.” To him it
was obvious that the state aid necessary to pull things together and
givea lead to provinces and municipalities—particularly in the all-im-
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portant area of establishing museums—could come only from the
Dominion government.6!

Not everyone accepted Nobbs's view of where the argument led.
Quebec, in particular, refused to have the provinces so readily written
out of the emerging cultural scenario. But few found much to say in
opposition to its central assumption. The exigencies of shaping and
maintaining a cultural life in Canada’s space and under Canada’s
circumstances had already caused a sense of the need for and desirabil-
ity and importance of state action to support culture—at whatever
level, in whatever guise—to seep too deeply into Canadian conscious-
ness for that to happen.

In the early decades of the new century, the impulse toward cul-
tural creativity quickened substantially. Driven in part by the continu-
ing growth in Canadian society’s complexity—by 1921 the balance
between the country’s rural and urban populations was almost even,52
with the concomitant growth of audiences, proliferation of galleries
and museums, and development of musical groups—and in part by the
new burst of nationalism stimulated by pride in Canada’s accomplish-
ments during World War [,3 this materially strengthened thrust in the
direction of painting, literature, musical endeavor, and theater pro-
duced a body of work that, in both quality and quantity, was superior
to anything that had gone before.

As in earlier years, much of what was produced was the result of
private effort. Moved by a sharper sense of Canada as a northern
nation, fully in touch with international influences, and operating very
much in harmony with the requirements of the market, painters and
their patrons developed a new view of the nation’s landscape.®* Pub-
lishers, responding to the heightened interest in things Canadian,
produced and promoted work intended to demonstrate the existence
of a Canadian cultural life.> Authors, wanting to take advantage of
and promote sympathy for Canadian themes and subjects, formed a
national association.®¢ And composers, noting the new Stravinsky-
inspired enthusiasm for the primitive and the authentic, built indige-
nous themes into their work.6?

Equally, however—here, too, we see a familiar sight—the state was
involved. But just as the volume and quality of what was being pro-
duced show signs of change, so also did the character and extent of the
state’s presence alter. No longer manifesting itself merely at the mar-
gins and in principle, it began to play a full, active, and altogether
central role.

Several factors moved it in this direction. The more complex and
extensive cultural life that was coming into existence required ordering
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and regulation. In publishing, for example, firms were demanding
resolution of the copyright question not just on the old nationalist
ground but because they could not conduct business in the absence of
clearly demarcated rights of ownership and control of what was being
produced.® The new broadcasting industry was more clearly in need
of intervention, as the struggles of early station owners to get access to
unencumbered frequencies made clear.®” The steadily enlarging role of
government had roots, too, in an essentially nationalist concern to
showecase the nation’s accomplishments. That motive moved the state
to involvement in the Canadian War Memorials Fund, set up by Cana-
dian-born Lord Beaverbrook to record Canada’s contribution to the
Great War effort through painting and sculpture,”0 and, after 1916, it
played a part in the politicians’ support of Beaverbrook’s War Office
Cinematographic Committee.”! Concern to show off what the nation
was doing manifested itself, too, in the field of domestic development
in the 1916 creation of a Canadian government film agency whose
celebration of the nation was intended to attract tourists, investment,
and immigrants.” By the 1930s, the state was even seeing cultural
activity itself as an object to be displayed, as its moves to notice and
mark theatrical accomplishment through support for the Dominion
Drama Festival (1932) showed.”3

The most important factor in the state’s move toward a larger role
in this period as earlier was concern about the continuing problem of
American cultural penetration. New technologies were making the
vulnerability to American influences which Canada’s small popula-
ton, large geographical size, and proximity to its great neighbor had
created seem more a source of weakness than ever. The forces singled
out by American journalist S. E. Moffett, when he wrote in 1907 of the
way railways, steam presses, and the telegraph had knit the cultural
life of the continent together,”* were now being made effective beyond
all imagining by the advent of movies and radio. As early as 1920
Archibald MacMechan added American films to his catalog of reasons
for “the subjection of the Canadian nation’s mind and soul to the mind
and soul of the United States,””> and an equally disturbed radio listener
saw an equal danger in the broadcasting of the republic: “Britannia
rules the waves—shall Columbia rule the wavelengths?”76

These worries were, of course, rooted in much the same places they
always had been. There were interest-based feelings of anxiety and
resentment as Canadian broadcasters and filmmakers watched Amer-
ican competitors enter their market.”” There was a strong belief that the
perceived shallowness and superficiality of American creations would
undermine culture’s moral role.” Members of the old elite feared that
as Canadian society “Americanized,” they would lose their status,
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prestige, and authority.”” And there were strong convictions, based on
the careful working out of the relationship between national mainte-
nance and the retention of a Canadian sense of self, history, and
tradition which McGee had begun long before, that support of culture
was essential to national survival.80 But whatever their point of origin,
they all tended toward the same end: the strengthening of the already
potent sense that—in Canada at least—state and culture could not be
separated in any absolute, dogmatic, and unqualified way. Because it
seemed so clearly to be, as one activist put it, a matter of “the state or
the United States,”8! there could be no question as to which should win
out.

If effort powered by these concerns produced the Canadian Radio
Broadcasting Commission in 1932, and, in 1936, the Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation, similar effort based on similar anxieties yielded a
similar move in relation to film. Here, to be sure, the impulse was in no
small measure bureaucratic: government filmmaking, in existence
since at least 1916, had by the late 1930s reached the point that it badly
needed rationalizing and reorganization.2 The sense that film was an
extremely potent force for the shaping of outlook and values had also
grown, and there was a strong feeling that what American films were
yielding in the way of close knowledge of, sympathy for, and orienta-
tion toward the United States needed qualifying. Lobbying by the
National Film Society (1935) fostered interest in Canadian films,® and
when the government established the National Film Board in 1939, its
first director carefully stipulated that “it will through a national use of
cinema see Canada and see it whole.”84

By the end of the 1930s the nature of the culture-state situation had
changed in important and striking ways. Earlier honored more in
principle than in practice, state action in the field of culture had now
become a fixture of the national life evident in relation to the new
media, plain in what happened to theater, and to be seen as well in
relation to art and even music. Whether state action’s new prominence
would allow it to power Canadian culture to new triumphs remained,
of course, very much to be seen; that it had that prominence, however,
could not be doubted.

As before, both continuity and change were evident in the years
after 1940. Factors in operation for a century—the ongoing evolution
of society, the steady amplification of national consciousness—still
worked to stimulate cultural activity, while imperatives present for
decades—the thrust toward government regulation, the desire to dis-
play the splendors of the nation, and, above all, the concern with U.S.
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penetration—persisted in fostering state involvement. In each of these
areas, however, change was an unmistakable force and resulted in a
range of phenomena and a set of responses to those phenomena which
had an altogether new strength, vigor, and comprehensiveness.

An unprecedented vitality was certainly evident in the forces stim-
ulating the production of culture. Social growth had, indeed, reached
the point at which increased numbers of talented people and an ever
larger cultural clientele were leading to two important sets of results.
There was, first, more cultural accomplishment at a higher level of
achievement, as the formation of the Toronto New Play Society (1946),
the Royal Conservatory Opera Company (1950), and the Painters Eleven
(1953) made clear. But there was also a thrust toward sophisticated
organizational structures and lobbying techniques characteristic of a
maturing society. As early as 1941, a militant group of activists who were
convinced that the time was ripe to agitate for increased recognition met
at Kingston under the leadership of painter André Bieler and sculptor
Elizabeth Wyn Wood to form the Federation of Canadian Artists.85 The
momentum thus created was maintained when in 1945 sixteen arts and
culture organizations came together to create the Canadian Arts Council
(after 1958 the Canadian Conference of the Arts). The power and author-
ity of the movement were augmented by the establishment of such new
groups as the Society of Canadian Music (1953), the Society of Cooper-
ative Artists (1954), the Association of Canadian Television and Radio
Artists (1963), and the Writers’ Union of Canada (1973).

The no less evident growth in national consciousness—spurred by
a combination of changed historical circumstances and an increase in
the numbers and confidence of the people expressing that conscious-
ness—took the form of moves away from the idea—present as late as
the 1930s86—that the country was to be understood mainly in terms of
its ties to or affinities with some other country and toward the notion
that its essence could best be grasped by looking at its own unique
characteristics. Leading in some cases to refinement and extension of
the multicultural notion which John Murray Gibbon had begun to
systematize in the 1930587 in others to elaboration of the northern
theme after Northrop Frye gave it a new lease on life in 1943,8 and in
still others to a fleshing out of Donald Creighton’s powerfully orches-
trated Laurentian idea,® the conviction that Canada was to be under-
stood on its own terms powerfully strengthened the confidence and
certainty with which Canadians went about the task of explaining its
character and meaning, a development that not unnaturally found its
clearest expression in the new forcefulness and determination with
which issues of identity were approached.
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In the domain of the forces making for a government presence in
cultural life, a new strength was certainly to be seen in the part of them
centered on concern that the nation’s accomplishments be displayed in
a way that was organized, systematic, and likely to come to the atten-
tion of people outside the country. Nor did the intensified thrust in this
direction arise simply out of more determined efforts to use art for such
purposes as demonstrating the nation’s valor—though such efforts as
the government’s organization of an art program on World War Il were
clearly made.®! It came as well, and, in the event, much more impor-
tantly, from a new, more subtle sense that art in itself had value and that
the possession of art showed Canada to be truly a nation—cultivated,
urbane, and worth taking seriously as a member of an international
community of civilized states. Stimulated partly by the war-born con-
viction that the struggle was one of civilization against barbarity,
reinforced for a time by similar Cold War notions, and powered, finally,
by the policy makers’ conviction that getting the country recognized as
a mature and cultivated entity ought to be a principal objective of
Canadian external policy, this sense underpinned the Department of
External Affairs’ sponsorship of the CBC’s International Service (1945)
and was evident in such undertakings as that ministry’s later involve-
ment with the Musicanada Festival in 1977 and the Toronto Symphony
Orchestra’s tour of China in 1978.92

The circumstances making for government involvement with cul-
ture in the form of regulation and bureaucracy showed an even more
obvious strength. The proliferation of cultural activists so evident in
the postwar period made it all but certain that demands for regulation
and order would come with increasing frequency. Private broadcasters,
for example, sought, and in 1958 got, a regulatory agency (the Board of
Broadcast Governors) that would look after their concerns,®® and the
need to take in hand new realities in the broadcasting field generally—
cable systems, satellite broadcasting, telecommunications—played an
important role in the formation of the Canadian Radio and Television
Commission (1968).7* The enlarged number of activists in the arts
fostered an enhanced role for government by demanding that it take
responsibility for funding their efforts. First taking up that line during
the war, maintaining it in testimony before the Royal Commission on
National Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences (the Massey
Commission, 1949-51), and keeping it alive during the 1950s, they
finally saw it bear fruit in the formation of the Canada Council (1957).95
By 1969 the government’s responsibilities in the area of communica-
tions had become extensive enough to justify formation of a Ministry
of Communications, by 1972 the Department of the Secretary of State’s
work in the cultural field had grown to the point that an arts and culture
branch had to be established, and by 1980 a reorganized and greatly
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enlarged Department of Communications was given responsibility for
much of the government’s work in the now greatly expanded cultural
sphere.

The strongest influence making for a government presence in the
cultural realm was, however—as always—that coming out of the
United States. Some of what gave American culture its new reach and
potency did not, of course, much affect Canada. But if the institutional
apparatus set up to power American culture in its drive around the
world—the United States Information Agency, Radio Free Europe, the
Voice of America, the Fulbright program—had little impact to the
immediate north, the technological innovations of the period had a
great deal. American popular culture, assisted by new devices—televi-
sion—and improved versions of old ones—film and radio—penetrated
Canada to a greater degree than ever before, and, not surprisingly,
moved Canadians to update and revise the concerns they had been
expressing since at least the 1880s.

If the threat was greater than ever before, the response also took on
an unprecedented comprehensiveness and sweep. The better-organ-
ized, more numerous, and clearer-sighted cultural activists now in
existence were able to react to this more powerful variation on an old
theme with an unprecedented vigor—not to mention ingenuity and
cleverness. Their pressure for a policy response to the American
“threat” played a key part in the formation of the Massey Commis-
sion,”® helped shape that body’s recommendation for a funding agency
for the arts, and materially affected the final decision to establish such
an agency in the form of the Canada Council.?” Nor were the new
cultural nationalists concerned simply with the way the American tide
might erode high culture; they were also concerned over the state of
the mass media and popular culture. Formation of the Royal Commis-
sion on Publications (the O’Leary Commission, 1961),%8 the Committee
on Broadcasting (the Fowler Committee, 1964-65),% and the Senate
Committee on the Mass Media (the Davey Committee, 1971)100 clearly
reflected concern with the extent to which periodicals and broadcasting
were dominated by American content, and a major reworking of cul-
tural law and policy in the 1960s and 1970s led to new instruments (the
Canadian Radio and Television Commission’s content regulations,
1970) and new tax provisions (Bill C-58, 1976) designed to meet that
concern.1%1 Film, too, got attention, with the government moving in
1968 through creation of the Canadian Film Development Corporation
(CFDC) to create a Canadian feature film industry, a step it augmented
in 1983 with the establishment of Telefilm Canada.102

Notwithstanding the great growth in the strength of the forces at
work, the pattern of the events they shaped remained essentially the
same as it had been for decades: American culture, entering the country,
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generated concern, anxiety, and a search for ways to ensure that it did
not overwhelm Canadian culture. In the 1960s, however, that pattern
changed. Noting the undoubted appeal of American cultural products
for many Canadians and not terribly concerned with the uplift and
self-definition that were mainstays of cultural nationalism, many of the
new cultural entrepreneurs in postwar Canada, particularly in broad-
casting and film, began to seek government support, not to keep
American culture out but because they wanted assistance (or at least a
free hand) in bringing it in, so they could reap the resulting profits.
Some, indeed, reversed the trend even more dramatically by seeking
that support as part of a strategy to produce, in Canada, American
cultural products mainly for sale in the U.S. market. Thus taking steps
that carried them far beyond the point reached by earlier entrepreneurs
(the action of those nineteenth-century Canadian publishers who had
sought government intervention in the form of tariff assistance and
copyright legislation, not to help them get Canadian material into the
Canadian market but to aid them in delivering British and American
material to that market pales by comparison), private broadcasters and
cable companies in particular worked hard to get government aid to
ease the path by which they could import American material. Success-
ful in procuring a softening of the CRTC requirement that they produce
minimal amounts of Canadian programming, the cable companies got
government to agree to allow them to rebroadcast American programs
without payment of royalty fees to the copyright holder.!% Film inter-
ests were busy too, lobbying to maintain the framework of legislation
and subsidy that had been put in place by the CFDC and basing their
action less on a concern to keep conditions conducive to the making of
Canadian films than on a desire to preserve the help they needed to put
out—often in close association with Hollywood—products for the
American market.104

All of this was important. It certainly complicated the picture. And
if it gave many Canadians cause to think that their cultural policies
were being subverted, it also presented Americans with reason to add
to the argument that Canadian government action was complicating
their access to the Canadian market the claim that it was opening them
up to subsidized and unfair competition in their own. One must not,
however, assume that these departures from the traditional shape of
things constituted an absolute and total shift in Canadian direction.105
The CRTC might have yielded consistently to the blandishments of the
private broadcasters concerning relaxation of Canadian content regu-
lations, 106 but it also took the country’s leading private network to the
Supreme Court for failing to comply with its directives concerning the
production of Canadian programming.1%” And the CFDC-Telefilm bu-
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reaucrats might have precipitated a situation in which, as one recent
observer puts it, “a large part of [private Canadian film companies’]
success relates to servicing U.S. industry, producing programs that are
competent, Canadian-made, U.S.-conceived, and murderously
banal,”1%8 but they were also maintaining the skilled technical assis-
tance and infrastructure without which there could be no hope of a
Canadian film industry capable of dealing with Canadian themes and
subjects.10?

Cultural nationalists could take stock, too, in the fact that govern-
ment regulation and subsidy had played a clear role in maintaining a
Canadian presence in several areas of the country’s cultural life. Bill
C-58, it could reasonably be asserted, had made a national newsmaga-
zine possible;!10the CRTC’s content regulations had stimulated growth
of a recording industry;!!! and the CFDC had fostered production not
just of feature films in Canada but of Canadian feature films.112 There
was thus ample room for the claim—and the nationalists did not
hesitate to make it—that the “traditional” approach was still alive, still
working, and still to be supported: far from having degenerated into a
set of interest-manipulated schemes to bring American culture into
Canada or enable Canadians to service the American market, Canada
continued to do essentially what it always had done.

The idea of a state role in culture continued, in consequence, to
attract much support. Nor did that support manifest itself only in
anxiety that the free trade agreement might sweep away the cultural
industries’ foundations in law, policy, and subvention; polls confirmed
its existence;!!3 as did the action of the provinces in moving into the
area of cultural support.114 Perhaps most striking, that Canadian re-
sponses to the emergence of global systems of culture and communi-
cations have been cast in terms of familiar Canadian nostrums about
state involvement makes clear the extent of their vitality. In observing
that “only by making national public broadcasting strong throughout
the world can cultural development continue and cultural sovereignty
survive” 1> TV Ontario President Bernard Ostry thus made a statement
that was at once timely, apropos, and evidential of the continuing
strength of a Canadian tradition.

Belief in an essentially Deutschian conception that the state is an
entity held together by the ability of its people to communicate with
and understand one another thus remains strong, and no less strong is
the conviction that that ability must be maintained and strengthened
by the activity of the state itself. When, therefore, journalist Bronwen
Drainie notes that “Canada has a tradition that says artistic and cultural
activity is necessary to our well-being and sense of identity,” and when,
further, she underscores the Canadian determination that “we will
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support such activity out of public funds,” she is not simply making a
casual reference to a minor phenomenon: she is—and the significance
of the point can hardly be exaggerated—expressing a view that many
Canadians consider cuts to the heart of national survival.!16

Even a cursory glance at the country’s cultural history makes it
clear how deeply embedded in that history the state has been. No less
fully in view—and at least as much to be noted—is the widely held
feeling that that is exactly what it should be. Some of the support for
that feeling—another obvious point—has been based on foundations
and given for reasons that do not entitle it to be taken with great
seriousness; much of it, however—this, too, is evident—rests on more
substantial ground. Moved by the conviction that, in the special cir-
cumstances created by Canada’s small population, large distances, and
very close proximity to the United States, Canadians cannot experience
a “normal” attribute of national life—contact with their own culture—
in any other way than through the intervention of the state, substantial
numbers of thoughtful, articulate, and informed citizens of the Domin-
ion have, in fact, been a good deal more than merely the dupes of clever
and manipulative interest groups, or the victims of a push by elites to
maintain their influence, or puppets pulled along by some Weberian
thrust toward bureaucracy and regulation. Directly in touch with the
notion that, as a matter of principle, communities and societies have
the right to contact with their own culture, that they are entitled to resist
the imposition of the culture of some other community, and that they
can do what they think necessary (so long as their action does not
conflict with preexisting obligations and responsibilities) to secure
these objectives, these people are the captives of nothing more than
their own—sometimes quite acute—analysis of the situation in which
they find themselves.

Underscoring the existence of this reality for the benefit of those
who would change the policies and approaches it has helped foster and
sustain is not, of course, necessarily to endorse maintenance of all,
some, or even any of those policies and approaches. It is, however, to
say that seeking to change them without a full grasp of how strongly
they are rooted in a widespread conviction that state action is required
for effective exercise of the Canadian community’s right to know things
about itself and to see the world from its point of view is to invite the
most troublesome of difficulties. Moving, in particular, to raise what
will inevitably be perceived as casual and thoughtless questions about
the Canadian belief that Canadian culture—high and low—must be
state-aided cannot help but chill and embitter the atmosphere. It will
strike Canadians as at once ungenerous (the result, as they see it, of
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doing away with such aid would be to deny them access to what makes
life in definable and self-conscious communities possible) and, given
the Americans’ own early concern with national culture, not a little
hypocritical. Returning at last to where we began, that one of the most
venerable principles in the world of negotiation and diplomacy is at
issue in all this, this paper concludes with the simple counsel offered
at the outset: offense, bad feeling, and irritation ought not to be created
if they can be avoided. Getting along—let this, too, reinforce an earlier
message—requires understanding of each by the other and what that
other perceives to be his needs. It can therefore be of no help to the
process when one of the actors in it behaves in ways that have the effect
of suggesting that he sees the necessity for that understanding as being
of little—even no—account. Nor—this above all is worth repeating—is
this advice brought forward purely in the service of a Canadian interest.
As was shown by Canada’s concessions on the cable retransmission
issue during the free trade talks, even the most modest American
movement (in that case the one toward the Canadian position on
cultural industries sufficed) offers the prospect of American gain. There
can, of course, be no guarantees. But bluster, incomprehension, and
rigidity have produced not much more than half-measures, unsatisfac-
tory compromises, and sometimes bitter stand-offs, so an approach
more fully centered on acceptance of the legitimacy of Canada’s posi-
tion is worth trying, Certainly conducting the frequent negotiations
that will be an increasingly important part of an ever more intricate
relationship will require at least some adjustment in a stance that has
so far bred little other than irritation, annoyance, and frustration,
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