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JAMES COWLES HART BONBRIGHT
Consular Officer
Ottawa (1930-1936)

Canadian Affairs
Washington, DC (1936-1941)

Ambassador James Cowles Hart Bonbright was born in 1903 in
Rochester, New York. He received a bachelor's degree from Harvard
University. He entered the Foreign Service in 1927. His career included
positions in Canada, Belgium, France, and Washington, DC, and an
ambassadorship to Portugal. Ambassador Bonbright was interviewed by
Peter Jessup in 1986.

BONBRIGHT: I was pretty much in Rochester. Finally the doctor said I could go back to
work. The question of my reassignment came up. To show how kind the State
Department of that time could be, they assigned me to our legation in Ottawa, Canada, in
the belief that it would be helpful for me to be that close to my own home in Rochester,
New York, and easily accessible to my family. Everything has got too big for that kind of
thing to happen very often anymore, I imagine.

Q: In those days, the Department didn't have a huge medical service, did they?



BONBRIGHT: No. I arrived in Ottawa on the First of March, 1930. It was a Sunday, and
a wild blizzard was blowing. I didn't know anybody there; nobody met me. I had no place
to go, but I had heard that the Chateau Laurier was a good hotel, so I got my bags
together and got a porter and asked him to take me to a taxi. He put me in the taxi, and |
said, "I'd like to go to the Chateau Laurier Hotel," whereupon the man drove me across
the street and said, "This is it." [ learned later that there was even a passage under the
street, whereby you could walk from the station into the hotel. But I thought at the time
that the people were going to be tough, to take a dollar for this much of a trip.

Q: Did you have just a suitcase and the heavy stuff was coming later, or did you have all
your worldly goods with you?

BONBRIGHT: The stuff had been checked in the train. We had had a consulate general
in Ottawa for some time, but we had never had a diplomatic mission there until 1927,
when it was opened up as a result of the Commonwealth Conference and the different
status it accorded to the dominions at that time. The first minister was William Phillips,
who had been ambassador to Belgium, went there and opened things up in 1927. He left a
couple of months before I got there, so [ was sorry I never had the chance to serve under
him.

The office consisted of a couple of rooms in an insurance company building, and the
legation staff consisted of a charge affaires, Ben Riggs, and myself. So it wasn't a very
high-powered outfit. Actually, our government bought a nice property opposite the
Parliament building and built a handsome legation on Lincoln Street, which was opened,
I think, in 1932. It seemed, after our previous quarters, very luxurious and would last a
long time. Actually, I think it became too small shortly after I left, which is the way of
the growth of those things.

The first minister to come there in my time was Hanford McNider, who had a terrific war
record; I think he was the youngest major in the Army. He was interested in politics and
became head of the American Legion, and being made minister to Canada was his
reward, a staunch Republican, of course, at that time under Mr. Hoover.

Q: So in effect, he was a political appointee.

BONBRIGHT: Yes, he was. He was a fine man and I liked him, and his wife was
charming. They got on very well. It was entirely easy for him, because when I got there,
the government was still run by Mr. MacKenzie King; the liberals were still in power.
The election a few months later in 1930 turned the liberals out and the conservative party
came in under R.B. Bennett, a lawyer from Calgary, who was never noted for his pro-
American feelings.

Q: Had the Depression struck yet?

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes, the Depression had indeed struck. Actually, in 1932 they had the



Ontario Conference in Ottawa, in which emerged the system of imperial preferences in
tariff matters, which were a great thorn in our side. Actually, it was our own damn fault.
They were only reacting against our own so-called Tariff Act of the Twenties, which put
a lot of their people out of business. So I think we got what was coming to us that time. It
was bad.

In 1933, I was married to Sybil Rhodes, whose father came from Nova Scotia and was a
member of Bennett's conservative government, first as Minister of Fisheries and later as
Minister of Finance. He was always very kind to me, I was fond of him, and he had a
very fine career. He was the youngest speaker in the Canadian House of Commons
during the war, and later he became Premier of Nova Scotia.

Q: In those days, did the Department require special permission to marry someone of
another nationality?

BONBRIGHT: That began just about that time. I think it originated with William Bullitt,
who went to Moscow in 1933 and announced that having dinner with his staff was like
having dinner with the League of Nations, or something like that. I never had any trouble
getting permission, and I don't think anybody did who married a Canadian. I mean, it
didn't make a distinction. I think I had to ask for permission, but things worked out. I
think some of them, when they asked for permission, had to submit their resignation, as I
remember it, which could be accepted or not. But I think what was aimed at was Europe
and some of the Latin American countries. I can see the point if you had too many
foreign wives in your official family, it could have been an embarrassment and awkward,
but the ones that I saw, they were just as good wives as anybody.

Q: Maybe better than some. Was there any evidence in those days in the Thirties of
Joseph Kennedy amassing vast quantities of Scotch for when Prohibition was over, or
was that sort of a covert business?

BONBRIGHT: I don't remember that at all.

Q: It's alleged now that he accumulated a vast fortune by buying Scotch and taking it to
Canada and then pushing it through when Prohibition was over.

BONBRIGHT: Of course, in Prohibition times, every time we crossed the border in a
train, that train was taken apart, looking everywhere for liquor. People got quite
ingenious, but it was small-scale, somebody trying to take a bottle in.

But the fellow I was talking about, the first minister, Hanford McNider, he was a great
character. Not only did he fight in the First War, he fought in the Second War; I think he
was a general out in New Guinea. I often thought that if [ ever was in a fighting war, I'd
just as soon be under him as anybody I've come across. He was real tough and good. He
had some good stories to tell about himself, too. One time he went home to Mason City,
Iowa, where he came from, and the train crossed the border coming back from Ottawa at
Windsor, I think, Ontario, between Detroit. He was awakened early in the morning by the



immigration customs officers coming through the train. He was mad as hell at waking up.
He was very sore. He was "god damning" it up and down, "Why don't you people leave
me alone? and all this stuff. The inspectors finally withdrew.

A few minutes later they came back, and they said, "Mr. Minister, we hope your new
congregation likes you."

Another one he told was, shortly after he was made minister to Canada, he was invited
back to Milton Academy, where he had gone to school, to make the commencement
address. He responded to this invitation by writing a letter to the trustees, saying,
"Gentlemen, if you would look back in your records, you will find that on such and such
a date of such and such a year, a by-law was passed which forbade one Hanford McNider
from ever setting foot again on the school property." As a result of that, they had a special
meeting of the board to rescind this offensive article. That amused him enormously.

Q: It implied he'd been fired when he was a student.

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes, I think so. One of the things I remember while he was there was
Lindbergh and his wife flew into Ottawa on their way northwest, going to Japan, on that
trip. It was a very interesting evening. The MacNiders gave a dinner for them at their
house and high-ranking military people from the Canadian Government, particularly the
Air Force, and much of the evening was spent by these officers trying to persuade
Lindbergh not to take the course that he was going to take. There were no facilities.

Q: Beacons and radar.

BONBRIGHT: They, of course, knew that if anything happened to him or he
disappeared, with his reputation and all, they'd have to turn out everything that they had
that would fly to look for him, and they couldn't afford it.

Q: Was he going to cross Canada and go up around the Aleutians and down that way?
BONBRIGHT: Yes.

Q: Terrible weather.

BONBRIGHT: Certainly. And he did.

Q: With Anne Morrow.

BONBRIGHT: Yes. She was his radio operator on the trip. She was a lovely person. But
he thanked them very nicely but was absolutely immovable. This was the way he was
going to go. Now looking back on it, I think they could have said, "You can't. We won't

allow it," in which case he couldn't have gone. But they didn't. They were very unhappy
and very relieved when he made the trip safely.



Q: And he probably didn't come back the same way.
BONBRIGHT: No, I don't think so.

Q: Ottawa was a lot colder than Rochester, wasn't it?
BONBRIGHT: Yes, yes.

Q: Couldn't it get much, much colder?

BONBRIGHT: Rochester was right on Lake Ontario and created a dampness, whereas in
Ottawa, further inland, it was colder but clearer and a better climate. Rochester wasn't as
bad as Buffalo.

Q: It's the worst of all, isn't it?

BONBRIGHT: It's right at the end of Lake Erie, where the winds are tremendous. But in
Ottawa, I saw it 33 degrees below zero; that's the coldest I experienced there, but
glorious, sunny weather. You could hardly breathe, it was so cold on your lungs, but it
was bracing, to say the least. [ was very fond of it. I had five very interesting and nice
years there.

Q: Were there days when cars wouldn't start, or did the people solve all that with
heaters?

BONBRIGHT: They had trouble, and, of course, the ruts in the street in the early spring
weren't to be believed; they were a foot deep. But they fought the snow pretty well with
what they had at that time. Everybody wore chains. [ know on my car in the garage I had
one of these little electric bug things that you put in and heat it and keep it warm.

Q: So it wouldn't freeze overnight. This is a little bit apart, but since we're on Canada, [
always heard, and from what limited observation I have had, the Canadian foreign
service is extremely good. They've had some outstanding people, and it's a high quality
service. Is that your observation as you went different places in the world?

BONBRIGHT: Yes, very much so. I think they have a splendid service. It is much better
now, but when I was there, the Canadian Department of External Affairs -- what they call
their Department of State -- [ don't think they had more than 15 or 20 officers in it, but all
of them were good. Mike Pearson, for instance, was in it at the time, and he later became
ambassador to Washington, foreign minister, and prime minister. Norman Robinson was
another very bright man. Charlie Richie from Nova Scotia was ambassador to France and
to Germany and high commissioner to Great Britain; he had a very distinguished career,
very bright.

Q: Did you ever hear of a man called Leolyn Wilgress?



BONBRIGHT: Yes.
Q: 1 think he served in Moscow.

BONBRIGHT: Yes, he did. I knew him -- very fine. His first name was Dana -- Dana
Wilgress. I'll mention him when I get to my next stage.

Q. Good morning, Ambassador Bonbright. You mentioned that you were in Ottawa
almost five years. I was wondering about that. I thought the assignments were three years
or four years. Did they vary a great deal?

BONBRIGHT: There never was a firm rule about it. I think the average was about three
years. I thought that two was too little and four or five was too much. In my case, I never
knew exactly why I stayed so long. I suspect it may have been due to my marriage to the
daughter of a member of the government, and that they hoped to get something out of
that. If so, they must have been very disappointed.

I might just mention the governor general situation. The governor general when I arrived
there was Lord Wellington, who had been Viceroy of India. He was a very aristocratic,
intelligent man, and I think quite well-liked by the Canadians. His wife was something
else again. She had a way of acting in a more than viceregal manor, and when she went
into the home of some Ottawa family and saw something that she liked, she would expect
that object. As a result of this, many of the local families were reluctant to have the
Wellingtons honor their household by coming, so all the more they enjoyed the following
little anecdote. As in London, where their newspapers carry a statement every day about
who had the honor of doing what at Buckingham Palace, the Wellingtons also saw to it
that the Ottawa papers would carry a daily statement of their doings, their comings and
goings at Government House. There was a young liberal fellow named Graham Spry,
who was somewhat of a prig, I thought, but he was an ambitious young man and was
around town quite a bit. So it was with some surprise that the citizens of Ottawa woke
one morning to read the following in their local paper: "Yesterday afternoon at 5:00
o'clock, Mr. Graham Spry had the honor of Lady Wellington at Government House."
This, of course, immediately became a collector's item in Ottawa.

Q: Was this a disease like kleptomania or a weird trait?

BONBRIGHT: I don't know if it was quite that far, but she had a very high opinion of her
rank, I think.

To go back to events in the American legation, after Hanford MacNider retired as
minister, his place was taken by a career officer named Pierre Boal, who was Chargé
d’Affaires and remained that for well over a year before another minister was sent. Pierre
was married to a French woman of some charm and was an intelligent officer. I must say
he was a little on the devious side, in my choice, but still, in looking back, he was a good
representative. He had a very good war record, and in the first war was affiliated with
Lafayette Escadrille; that's presumed to be by his French wife. He, of course, was in



charge of the creation at that time of the Commonwealth Conference, the passage of the
imperial preference tariff laws.

He was followed by Warren Delano Robbins, a career man of some charm. He clearly
owed his appointment to his middle name of Delano, which indicated his relationship
with FDR. He had had a good career, but unfortunately, by the time he got to Ottawa, he
was on the way down. To be quite honest, he'd become quite a lush.

Q: That was obvious to other people in the community?

BONBRIGHT: Yes, I'm afraid it was. He was married, his wife, who I think was an
Argentinean by birth, was a very attractive and very strong-willed woman. I think she
saw the fading hours very quickly and this resulted in her intruding into the affairs of
state to an extent, which hurt him pretty badly. If we had a problem that the minister was
to take up with the Department of External Affairs, we would coach him as carefully as
we could in the morning and have everything pretty well lined up. He would then go
home for his two- or three-martini lunch, and he would explain everything that had gone
on to his wife, who would automatically and immediately take objection to it and get him
turned around the wrong way, usually by saying he shouldn't let his "underlings push him
around." So when he got back after lunch, there we were, going in the wrong direction, so
nothing we could do but just retire, regroup, and resume the charge the next day. But that
was not at all satisfactory.

Q: Did she have her own foreign policy, or was she just thwarting advisors?

BONBRIGHT: A combination of both. She was interested in all these things and had
very firm opinions. She just confused her role with her husband's too much -- not unheard
of. Actually, she was the cause of further difficulty. When the Wellingtons left
Government House, the successor was the Earl of Bessborough, who was married to a
very lovely French woman. The difficulty was that Ilene Robbins had been to school with
Countess Bessborough, and therefore regarded herself in every way as the equal of the
governor general's wife. She therefore declined to curtsy before her former schoolmate,
as was the local custom, and addressed her in the way that was regarded as a little too
familiar.

Q: First name?

BONBRIGHT: I think so. So this just added to it. It's a small matter, but small matters
can cause trouble.

Q: Especially if you're living with them.

BONBRIGHT: Yes. The episode had an unhappy end, as Mr. Robbins went to New York
on a visit after he'd been there some time, where he caught pneumonia and died. So that
was the end of that interlude.



Q: Was he relatively young? Was he in his sixties?

BONBRIGHT: I don't remember. I think pretty close to 60. After that, Pierre Boal
resumed as Chargé d’Affaires and remained in charge as long as I was in Canada.

My own tour of duty ended in the middle of 1936, when I was called back to the
Department to take over the Canadian desk. So I spent four years on that stint. In all I
spent nine years on Canadian affairs, which was enjoyable and interesting, and probably
longer than I should have.

Before I left Canada, the Department sent me out west to visit our consular offices to get
some picture in the field. I went to such unsavory places as Sudbury, Ontario, Fort
William, Fort Arthur, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Regina, Saskatchewan, Calgary and
Edmonton and Alberta, Vancouver. Vancouver was the only city on the trip that I ever
had any desire to see again. It was quite a nice place.

Q: There still is a consulate there, I think.

BONBRIGHT: Yes, I think so. I was to have gone on to Victoria, but I had the bad luck
to fall down on a slippery street in Vancouver and was run over by a T Model Ford that
only went over my foot, which was badly sprained. The pain was considerable, the
humiliation even more disagreeable. So I didn't get to Victoria, but I did recover enough
to take a fast trip up to Prince Rupert, where we had a one-man consulate. I had a lovely
voyage up on the Inland Passage, beautiful, but Prince Rupert itself was a horror. The
smell of fish was everywhere. The poor consul did nothing that I could see except sign
consular invoices for shipments of halibut to the United States.

Q: It was sort of a commercial attaché's job, wasn't it?

BONBRIGHT: Yes. Anyway, I was to leave by Canadian National train, which went
only every other day. After the first 24 hours, I stayed very close to the railroad station,
because that was one train I didn't want to miss. I made it along with one Pullman car and
about eight freight cars full of fish.

When I got to Washington to take up my duties, I was under the immediate supervision
of John D. Hickerson, who had previously been a consul in Ottawa, and who we always
have referred to as "Mr. Canada himself." He was a splendid boss, intelligent, hard-
working, very, very nice and understanding. I was put in a room with two other men,
John Stewart and -- I've forgotten the other man's name. To show how things had grown,
the three of us in that room handled the whole British empire. One did the United
Kingdom and colonies, another one did Australia and New Zealand, and I did Canada. I
had the assistance of one maiden lady named Clara Borjes, who had been in the
Department for many years and was our expert on rum-running. She knew all the famous
rum-runners by name and all the famous bootleggers, a most unlikely assignment for a
lady of spotless virtue. We never would say the word "damn" in her presence. Actually,
by this time, Prohibition had passed, but she was still busy on rum-running cases, left-



overs from those days. The famous "I'm Alone" case was still...
Q: That was a ship, wasn't it?

BONBRIGHT: It was a rum-runner that we had intercepted off the Gulf of Mexico inside
our three-mile limit, took off, and the Coast Guard took off after her and finally caught up
with her, but well outside our territorial limits. We advanced the theory of hot pursuit,
considered legitimate in our eyes. This case dragged on in the courts for many years.
Finally it was settled. I think we had to pay $25 million.

Q: It was a Canadian rum-runner?
BONBRIGHT: Yes.
Q: Did it go to the International Court of Justice in Hague?

BONBRIGHT: I don't remember what court it finally ended up in. There was one other
left-over from the rum-running business. The Bronfman Brothers in Montreal, who
owned Seagrams, the makers of B&O and other Canadian whiskeys, had been running
stuff pretty regularly, and this greatly offended our Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Henry
Morgenthau. Morgenthau was determined to hit the Bronfmans hard. Well, he finally
made such a fuss over it at the White House, that the story was that FDR called him in
one day and said, "Now Henry, you say you're suing this family for $6 million. That's
what you think it's worth? Let's write that down on a piece of paper." So he wrote down
$6 million. He said, "Now Henry, let's write down what the actual value of this thing is.
It's worth absolutely nothing." So he put zeros down and a little line under that, and he
said, "Now let's divide it by half. $3 million, Henry." And that's the way it was settled.

Q: This was a suit against the Bronfmans?
BONBRIGHT: Yes.

Q: Miss Borjes must have known something about Joseph Kennedy's involvement in
liquor.

BONBRIGHT: Probably so.

Q: 1 think he had some relationship with the Bronfmans as well.

BONBRIGHT: Probably so, but I never heard of that connection, although I should have.
Q: It came out later, and it might come under the head of muckraking. I don't know.
BONBRIGHT: A friend of the bureau in which our affairs were handled was Pierrepont

Moffat, who was a very intelligent and good officer. I never had too much to do with him
in my time. [ wasn't there too long. He, frankly, showed little or no interest in Canada,



which was my feeling.
Q: As if it were no-account?

BONBRIGHT: Europe was his cup of tea. As a result, more than ever, Jack Hickerson
became the top level to me. I always thought it was a little poetic justice when Moffat
was in the field. For his first post, they made him minister to Canada. I think I could have
helped him, but he never showed any interest. Unhappily, he got phlebitis when he was
up there and died.

Q: I guess that was before they had those thinning drugs like heparin, because I think
about that time, if they had invented it, instead of taking it in pill form or however they do
it, they had to drip it with a needle into the vein in a very complicated, uncomfortable
way. But you don't hear of people dying of phlebitis anymore unless there's a clot.

BONBRIGHT: It was a real loss. Among the problems of that time, the most important, I
guess, was the St. Lawrence Waterway. We had been negotiating with the Canadians for
this since the early Twenties, and it was batted back and forth. The cities of the Great
Lakes were all for it, but it was very strongly opposed by the railroads, who felt, quite
rightly, that it would take a lot of freight away from them. It was an interesting battle, and
it finally went through. If I remember, the treaty was not actually signed until after my
time, even though we did a lot of work on it.

Q: Where were you physically when you were in Washington? Were you in the old
Executive Office Building? Right next to the White House?

BONBRIGHT: Yes. The Navy Building, which was a wonderful building to be in.
Q: 1 did six years in it. I loved it.

BONBRIGHT: I loved it dearly. It's not pretty, but it looks like what the State
Department ought to look like.

Q: High ceilings, fireplaces.

BONBRIGHT: Long corridors with swinging doors like into a bar room into the offices.
The only bad rooms in it were some among the inner court; they got pretty hot. Of
course, there was no air-conditioning or anything of that kind. Most of the time I was
lucky enough, in this particular assignment, [ was on the side facing the White House, so
I would see Fala playing on the lawn, the President's scotty, where I would watch with
disgust Easter egg rolling by a lot of grimy little children.

Q: Cordell Hull was the Secretary of State.

BONBRIGHT: Cordell Hull was the Secretary of State. He'd come in with FDR. He was
an extraordinary man. I don't think he was very happy as Secretary of State. I don't think,



on the balance, he was a particularly good one. He was totally committed to the lowering
of tariffs and pursued the trade agreement program with great tenacity, which I think was
good, but in other respects, he didn't function so well, I didn't think. I was trying to think
if Sumner Welles came in at that time. I guess so. Sumner Welles was the Under
Secretary of State who was close to Roosevelt, an entirely different kind of mind. He was
very brilliant, full of devil and go, we called it, although he wasn't very old. To read his
memoranda of conversation was a lesson to all of us. He was superb, accurate and
concise, just the opposite of Mr. Hull. Of course, the President leaned heavily on Welles
because of these traits, but due to Mr. Hull's strong support on the Hill, he had no choice
but to keep the old man on.

Q. Sumner Welles was rather arrogant, wasn't he?

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes, he was indeed impossible and had a rather bad ending which I
won't go into. Mr. Hull detested him.

Q: He did? They were cut from different cloth.

BONBRIGHT: Among his friends in the Department, he referred to Welles as "the
horizontal son of a bitch." I never quite knew why that was considered worse than a
vertical one, but he apparently did.

Q: I've never heard that expression.

BONBRIGHT: I hadn't heard it either. The other big issue, an issue which was not really
an issue, but another big job while I was in there was that we negotiated two trade
agreements for Canada which were of considerable importance. The negotiations were
about as pleasant as they could be. Our side was headed by Jack Hickerson, and I was his
assistant, and then we had David Durand, the head of the entire commission, a man from
agriculture with Stewart. On the Canadian side they had the leader, Norman Robertson, a
very bright man from external affairs, supported by David Wilgress from the Chamber of
Congress department, and Hector McKinnon, who was head of their Tariff Commission.
Negotiations were friendly, very informal. In fact, once or twice we adjourned
negotiations by unanimous consent to carry them on in Griffith Stadium, where the
Washington Senators were playing. While Mr. Hull was a great advocate of tariffs, the
American team in the negotiations soon learned that it was a fatal mistake to ever seek
the Secretary's approval for a reduction of the tariff on any article manufactured in the
state of Tennessee. We remembered that lesson.

Q: Tennessee was exempt?
BONBRIGHT: Tennessee was pretty exempt, yes.
Q: That's not unknown in Congress or people who grew up in Congress.

BONBRIGHT: No, no. It's very common. We should have known better to suggest it.



Q: Cordell Hull had a temper, didn't he?

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes, quite strong. I didn't get to see him too often; I was too far down
the line. But once or twice I would be there when he was having a meeting with the
Canadian minister or something and would take notes. I'd write up a summary of the
conversation. He was a very difficult man to understand. His speech was very
roundabout. The only two officers I knew who could really understand what the old man
was saying were Ray Atherton and Jimmy Dunn, but this was in a later period just before
the war. When we come to that, I have a little piece of paper I'll read, which shows Mr.
Hull's style in a press release.

One smaller matter that came to our work at that time was that we had the Neutrality Act
going, and Roosevelt, whatever he may have been trying to do on the side, he was
certainly trying to keep us out of the involvement in what soon became the growing
danger of war in Europe. He wanted to build up a Navy rapidly, and this involved very
small boats, patrol boats. At that time nothing could be built on the Great Lakes of a
military nature according to the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1827, or something like that.

Q. Between Canada?
BONBRIGHT: Between Canada.
Q: As if we were going to seize something?

BONBRIGHT: Which provided for the disarming of the Great Lakes. It was all part of
that 3,000 miles of undefended frontier which was on the mouth of every orator on the
subject of Canadian-American relations. We got very sick of that speech. The Navy
wanted to use some of the shipyards in Chicago, Lake Michigan, Detroit, and Cleveland,
to build some small boats that were armed. We couldn't do this under the Rush-Bagot
Agreement, so we had to get the consent of the Canadian Government to quietly do away
with it. I was given the responsibility of drafting the note on this subject, and of all the
mealy-mouthed things that I've ever read in State papers, this was one of the worst. It was
so bad that Captain Strubel, later Admiral Strubel, of the Navy Department, who was
negotiating with us in the State Department, thought it was one of the finest papers he'd
ever read. He used to howl with laughter when he saw me ever after.

Q: But it was swept away?

BONBRIGHT: Yes. It was quietly put to rest. There wasn't any great fuss about it. We
thought there would be more because of the constant references to it as a great statesman-
like agreement of its time.

Q: After the war broke out, I think there was one aircraft carrier in the Great Lakes, and
it must have been something that was converted. I don't think it was built from scratch. 1
don't know whether it stayed there during the war or went out into the Atlantic, but 1



think it was mostly used for training in an aircraft carrier.

While you were there in what they call the EOB, were clouds of war obviously gathering?
Hitler was rampaging, wasn't he?

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes. I was there from '36 to '39. Hitler was doing all his stuff.
Q: The Spanish Civil War was coming to a close.

BONBRIGHT: That's right. That's where poor Jimmy Dunn used to get hit over the head
by the press. The press was awful.

Q: Loyalists.

BONBRIGHT: The government against Franco. Our policy was not in that direction.
That's one thing I always held a little bit against Mr. Hull, who avoided getting out in
front with great care of this fight, and the President, too. The fellow who really took the
rap was Jimmy Dunn, who was a wonderful man and didn't care. He let them cut him to
pieces.

Q: Was he chief of the European area?

BONBRIGHT: Yes, he was at the time.

Q: He wasn't ambassador in Madrid?

BONBRIGHT: No. This was before he was ambassador. But he took it well. He was a
very good ambassador later. Later he was ambassador to Italy for a long time.

Q: He had many posts, didn't he?

BONBRIGHT: Right after the war, he was there during the 1948 election in Italy, in
which a few tricks were played saving the country for democracy. He was ambassador to
France.

Q: Who was Mrs. Dunn? Was she an outstanding person?

BONBRIGHT: She was an Armour, I think, a very charming woman.

Q: She wasn't Norman Armour's sister, was she?

BONBRIGHT: No, I don't think so.

Q: Since you were connected with the United Kingdom and that area, specifically

Canada, was it apparent to people in the Department then, some of Roosevelt's -- not
covert, but more or less undisclosed getting closer with the British, for instance, Sir



William Stephenson being in New York and setting up sort of an apparatus?

BONBRIGHT: I didn't know too much about that until I read about it in Stephenson's
book. There was a very close relationship, no doubt, and the destroyers for bases took
place in that time, I think, didn't it?

Q: Just about. Roosevelt had a farsighted vision of what was happening, didn't he?

BONBRIGHT: Oh, yes, I think he did. I'm sure he did. But he also was head of the
government at a time when neutrality had a very strong appeal.

Q: Isolationism.
BONBRIGHT: Isolationism.
Q. America first.

BONBRIGHT: Yes, no doubt about it. I think he maneuvered himself in every way that
he felt he could to help the British.

Q: Good morning, Ambassador Bonbright. We've had a brief lapse of a few days here.
It's a nice cold Saturday morning in your overlook here on Massachusetts Avenue.

BONBRIGHT: There's one small family matter that I think I should mention here before
I leave off with my Canadian experiences. In 1937, I think it was, my wife decided to
become an American citizen. This was her decision alone, and I had never asked her or
intimated to her in any way that this would be a good thing to do. I know it was not an
easy decision for her, because she was very proud of her Canadian and particularly her
Nova Scotian background. I was pleased that she decided to do this. It was, of course, a
direct result of the problem that the Department had had in previous years when they had
made it impossible for Foreign Service officers to marry non-Americans without the
Department's permission. Anyway, | was a little worried about it -- I didn't tell her so --
but her urges were strictly artistic -- painting. Although she came from a political family,
she had no interest in politics or history as such. So I wasn't sure how well she'd make out
on the examination. But the day came and she came home from the exam, and I was
much relieved when I asked her how she thought she had made out, and she said she
thought she had done all right. I said, "That's fine. Were there any questions that were put
to you that gave you trouble?"

She said, "Only one that really bothered me."
I said, "What was that?"
She said, "They asked me, "Who is Ulysses S. Grant?"" After that [ decided I'd ask no

more questions. But anyway, she did pass, and I don't think ever regretted it. At times
when we were traveling abroad, I think it was useful that she was traveling on an



American passport.

My assignment then was to go as second secretary of the embassy in Brussels. Before
sailing, [ went up to Nantucket to take a final farewell from my father and mother. This
was a rather sad occasion. My father was very ill, he'd suffered a heart attack in March,
and while he had been improving some over the summer, he was confined to his bed and
didn't look right. I felt quite sure that there was very little chance that I would ever see
him again. Unfortunately, this feeling proved true, because on September 6 I got a cable
from my mother telling me that he had passed away. This was just a few days after the
start of the war, so there was no question of my being able to go home, particularly as I'd
just arrived at my post a few weeks before.

DOUGLAS MACARTHUR, IT
Vice Consul
Vancouver (1935-1937)

Ambassador Douglas MacArthur, 1l graduated from Yale University. His
career in the Foreign Service included positions in Austria, Canada, Italy,
Belgium, France, Japan, and Belgium. Ambassador MacArthur was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1986.

Q: As a matter of fact, looking at this, I would say that your time as a seaman certainly
prepared you for being in the consular business, which is the main responsibility, often,
of seamen, in dealing with the administrative tasks and the problems of Americans whom
you might never have met if you'd just gone from Milton Academy to Yale, to the Foreign
Service. You were getting really an excellent training for your later work.

MACARTHUR: I couldn't agree with you more. It was really very useful.

In those days, when I came into the Service, about 1,000 people took the examination. It
was the depth of the Depression and some of them, I think, just took it as a flyer. Of the
1,000, there were 105 who passed the written examination. Then following the oral
examination, there were 35 of us who were selected. But in those days, you had no
training before being assigned abroad. After you passed your examination, you were
called down to the Department, given your railroad ticket or your boat ticket and your
passport, and told to go out and report to the place where you were sent, usually a
Consulate General. There you would be exposed to the various types of work that you
would get in the Service, except a very important part, which I'll touch on -- political
reporting.

So you arrived in the post, green as grass, with absolutely no experience or no briefing in
the Department. You spent about three months in each of the major sections, and then
you were assigned to one until you were called back to the Department to the Foreign
Service School. You were usually gone about 15 months on this probationary period.



You were not secure in your job until you had passed through the Foreign Service school
after this first probationary post.

I was assigned to Vancouver. I started out in the visa section. After about three months in
the visa section, I did three months of general work, including shipping -- that is, the
visa-ing of crewists, the discharge of crew members who sought discharge, the signing
and stamping of commercial invoices that had to accompany export shipments to the
United States, and general protection work.

While I was doing this work, the old Seattle-Alaska line went on strike. They were
controlled pretty much by Harry Bridges' left wing union on the West Coast. There were
several strikes stranding a ship in Vancouver. I went down to witness the discharge of
these striking seamen, and by a sheer coincidence, I found that one of the seamen was
one of the people that had been with me on the old Isthmian Line when I had taken that
ordinary seaman's job. The shipping job was interesting, particularly the discharge of a
striking crew. There was the usual tough-minded labor union labor leader on each ship, if
the crew was unionized, as they were on the West Coast. The union leader always wanted
to be present when a crew member was questioned so he could intimidate any seamen not
favoring a strike. I got involved in what the French call a prise de bec, a nose-to-nose,
with union representatives, saying the seamen had the right to speak alone with the
consul and the captain when he was asked the question of whether he accepted the
discharge voluntarily or not, or why he was striking. But it was an interesting experience,
where, again, my background on a merchant marine ship taught me a lot in understanding
the problems of seamen.

Q: Did you find that your contemporaries in the Foreign Service, which one normally
thinks of as being recruited from either the middle or the upper classes of the United
States, not being very sympathetic to union problems?

MACARTHUR: No. I think of all the 35 people that came into the Service when I came
in, only two or three had any outside income. The rest of us were dependant totally on
our salaries, on what we earned. We had no outside income.

Q: What was the salary at that time?

MACARTHUR: The salary was $2,500 a year, less 5%, which ran to about $199 a
month. You did get a housing allowance, and that, of course, made it possible to live. It
wasn't rich living. There were, of course, in upper positions, a certain number of people
who had come into the old diplomatic service, before the Rogers Act in 1924, when the
Rogers Act combined the consular service and the diplomatic service. Some of them were
rather snobbish and affected, but some of them were extraordinarily capable and able
people. But when I came into the service in the Thirties, as I say, in the depths of the
Depression, you felt you were extremely fortunate to have been selected into the Service;
you felt that the Service was an elite service, and there was a great deal of pride in it.

I want to go back, if | may, to make one further observation about training in the first



post. In addition to visas, shipping, general protection work, citizenship -- that is,
passports, registrations of births and deaths etc., there was one other very important type
of work, commercial work. I spent three months doing commercial work. Let me say that
in those days, when you went out in a large Consulate General, as Vancouver was, the
hard working corps of the Foreign Service that gave continuity were the non-career vice
consuls. They were people who had worked up from clerical jobs. They were not
"career", but they were extremely expert and proficient in their particular line, visas,
citizenship work, invoicing, shipping and commercial work.

I had the great good fortune to work three months with a non- career vice consul, Nelson
Meeks, who taught me, for the first time, the tremendous importance of commercial
work, which was in those days not looked down on, but, not considered terribly important
by some "old school tie" boys in some of our embassies. Nelson groomed me, and then
sent me out to do several reports. Later, when we were in the Foreign Service school
where one spent two or three days in each of the other interested departments --
Agriculture, Commerce, Justice, etc., they distributed some of the reports that they
thought had resulted in sales. Among them was a report that [ had done on the toy
industry in Vancouver under Nelson's excellent supervision. I think that early training in
the importance of commercial work and what it means to our companies helped me
immeasurably later. I got some very nice letters from the companies that sold some toys
to the toy retailers in Vancouver and Victoria.

It was one of the reasons why, in later incarnations, when I became an ambassador, I
attached so much importance to the commercial aspect of our work. In the Foreign
Service, the commercial attaché is the fellow with the title, but the ambassador is the only
one with access to the government at top level, at the prime minister level, at the minister
of commerce level, the minister of finance level. So the ambassador is really the chief
commercial attaché. The role of the commercial attaché is to prime the boss -- that is, the
ambassador -- keep him fully briefed and informed, and when the proper moment comes,
prod him into action, to go and raise hell with the prime minister or the appropriate
cabinet minister if we're being discriminated against or our industries and our business
badly treated.

Q: In Canada, was John Davis the consul general when you were there?

MACARTHUR: Yes. John Ker Davis was the consul general. He was known as "China"
Davis. He had grown up in China. When the rape of Nanking took place, he escaped over
the walls. He had spent much of his career in China, and had been the son, I think, of an
American missionary in China.

Q: I note he was born in Soochow.

MACARTHUR: Yes. He was an extraordinarily decent man, a very able, capable man, a

man who never lost his cool, not terribly charismatic, but tremendously capable and very

respected, and a very wonderful person. In those days, we must remember that the United
States Foreign Service was very small. I have here a booklet published by the State



Department in 1936. I'd been in the Foreign Service just about a year. The total number
of Foreign Service officers in 1936 was 683. We had 1,619 clerks and 1,291
miscellaneous employees of various kinds. That's a total of 3,647, from janitors to Class 1
Foreign Service officers. We had diplomatic missions in 57 countries, because in those
days, we're apt to forget now the number of independent countries was relatively small.
There were 20-some countries in Europe, if you include Eastern Europe, Russia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Estonia, etc. There were almost 20 in Latin America. That leaves perhaps 12
or 15 for the rest of the world.

RANDOLPH A. KIDDER
Vice Consul
Montreal (1938-1939)

Randolph A. Kidder entered the Foreign Service in 1938, three years after
graduating from Harvard University. Mr. Kidder’s career included posts
in Canada, Australia, Vietnam, and an ambassadorship to Cambodia.
Ambassador Kidder was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1989.

Q: You entered the foreign service is 1938, could you describe a bit how the initial
assignment and the training was at that point?

KIDDER: At that point, they generally sent you abroad for a year and a half before
bringing you back to the Foreign Service School. The married couples they sent to nearby
places. In those days they did not pay the wife's travel expenses. I came out of it quite
well, because I didn't mention my wife was with me in the car, and anyway, I only had to
go to Montreal from Boston.

Q: The idea was not to spend much money on this raw material. I interviewed Robert
Woodward recently and he said it cost him something like $7 to go by bus to his
Canadian post from Wisconsin or Minnesota. What type of work were you doing in
Montreal?

KIDDER: There were two newcomers at all times and they started us out in the Visa
section, issuing visitor's visas, and then they had us for a brief time in the economic
section and then for a brief time in the citizenship section. Then we sat in the outer office
for a time to greet people as they came in.

Q: How did the foreign service strike you? This was your first look at the real thing.

KIDDER: Well, of course it wasn't all that different. My wife and I lived in Westmount
which was then the English speaking part of Montreal, and she and I both talked fluent
French, so that wasn't a problem. I just enjoyed it, I had very congenial colleagues.
Homer Byington was my chief; he was called a chief in those days, part of the jargon of
the Department. It was a very congenial atmosphere and we made a lot of good friends.



Q: How did you find Homer Byington?
KIDDER: He was a delightful and wise person.

Q. The name Homer Byington means a lot to me because my last job overseas was as
Consul- general in Naples, and he was "Mr. Naples" for so many years.

KIDDER: That's right; then his family went after him.

Q: Did you get much of a chance to learn the ways of writing for the foreign service and
all that?

KIDDER: I would say not very much, because it was a routine job and didn't provide
much occasion to do it.

Q: Were you particularly interested at that time in the political life within Canada?

KIDDER: Oh yes, I was quite fascinated. With Montreal being in Quebec, where we had
a consul stationed in those days. There were all kinds of disputes going back and forth
between the French-speaking and the English-speaking units in the society. We found a
number of very good friends, and our first child was born there, and we were very much
at home.

WILLIAM L. BLUE
Consular Officer
Niagara Falls (1941-1942)

William Blue was born in Memphis, Tennessee in 1914. He received a
master's degree from Vanderbilt University in 1936. After studying at The
Fletcher School, Mr. Blue joined the Foreign Service in 1941. His career
included positions in Canada, Venezuela, Italy, Switzerland, Portugal, and
Washington, DC. Mr. Blue was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in
1991.

Q: You showed persistence, etc. Part of this is just gaining a little more experience in the
world, a little more maturity. Well, when did you come into the Foreign Service?

BLUE: In 1941. I passed the exams in January and then was sent of all places to a small
consulate in Niagara Falls, Canada. Of course, the war was on the way and they were not

sending people to Europe.

Q: How long were you in Niagara Falls?



BLUE: I got there in June '41 and must have left in August of '42.
Q: What were you doing there?

BLUE: It was all consular work. I don't know whether the Consul General, who had been
in Shanghai, did any political reporting or not. We had an awful system in those days. |
was a career officer, therefore I was the next officer down from the Consul General and
there were three non-career people. That wasn't quite fair. I didn't know the difference
between a visa and a passport. So he brings me in and treats me as if [ were his deputy.
And those poor guys; one of them had been in Milan for 25 years -- this was the old
system before they had the Foreign Service Staff category -- and they stick him in
Niagara Falls. He and his wife were miserable -- his wife probably more than he was. We
had a mail clerk who had been in Paris for 30 years and here she is sitting in this funny
little town in Canada, which wasn't really very Canadian, and miserable. It was a very
bad system. I learned a great deal and did my best to make these people feel that it wasn't
my idea to be put in there over them. But it was a good experience for me.

C. GRAY BREAM
Vice Consul
Halifax (1941-1942)

Born in Indiana in 1914, C. Gray Bream graduated from Midland College
in 1936 and earned an MA and a PhD from the University of Chicago.
Bream joined the Foreign Service in 1941 and served overseas in Nova
Scotia, Greenland, Sweden, Pakistan, Amsterdam and Germany. He also
worked in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research as well as the Arms

Control and Development Agency. Bream was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1995.

Q: Yellow fever, very handy in Halifax. When were you in Halifax?
BREAM: From September 1941 until the summer of 1942.
Q: What was Halifax like at that particular time?

BREAM: The city was very much at war. It was a staging point for shipping overseas.
The ships would gather there and then convoys would go out across the North Atlantic,
and then they would come back. Part of my job was to look after American merchant
seamen who were signing on there and signing off there. Some of them would sign on in
New York, get to Halifax, and then decided they didn’t want to go any further and sign
off. I recall in particular one group that signed off on the return trip from the eastern
Atlantic. They had been torpedoed. There were four of them and one of the four men had
been torpedoed three times. Among the four, they had one foot left. They had been in
open boats in the North Sea. There wasn’t much of that because, while most of the



merchant shipping came in there, the merchant marines rarely got off of their ship. They
went straight overseas.

Q: Was there a consulate general there?

BREAM: Yes, a consulate general. We had a pretty good visa business. There was also a
representative of the Immigration and Naturalization Department whose job was to pre-
clear people coming from Europe for the most part, and I guess once he did that, that was
enough to get them on their way to the States.

Q: Were you getting any training? Was it more or less, “This is the manual and this is
how you do it?”

BREAM: No training. In those days the Foreign Affairs Manual was probably only a
quarter of an inch thick. [laughter] The consul general, who had started out as what they
then called non-career, a vice consul, also a so-called non-career, and two consular
officers who had been in the Foreign Service for quite a few years. Both the consul
general and one consular officer I think, retired from there. The Counselor Officer was
transferred, that would have been his last post.

RALPH N. CLOUGH
Junior Officer
Toronto (1941-1942)

Ralph N. Clough was born in 1917 in Washington. He attended Lingnan
University in China from 1936-1937. He graduated from the University of
Washington in 1939 with a B.A. He received his M. A. from the Fletcher
School of Law and Diplomacy in 1940. In 1941, he joined the Foreign
Service. His postings included Toronto, Tegucigalpa, Puerto Cortes,
Kunming, Peiping, Nanking, Hong Kong, London, Bern, Taipei, and
Washington D.C. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1990.

Q: Then we move back to your Foreign Service time. You were in Toronto from '41 to '42.
What were you doing there most of the time?

CLOUGH: Oh, I was doing the usual things. You know, it was so-called probationary
period. The system at that time was that you reported for one year, usually at a nearby
post, so it wouldn't cost much to send you there.

Q: Why didn't they send you to Vancouver?

CLOUGH: Well, that would have been a little too... No, I was envious of a few friends
who got sent to places in Western Europe. That was really foreign service. Toronto...not



much foreign about that. So I did border-crossing cards, passports, a variety of consular
work. And then I had a short period of doing of economic reporting.

The idea was that you'd spend one year at your post and then, assuming that you
qualified, you were brought to Washington for six months of training before you went off
to your first real Foreign Service post. But in my case, the war intervened. In December
of '41, the war with Japan broke out. The training period for Foreign Service officers was
canceled, so we were sent right on from the probationary post to another post.

GEORGE F. BOGARDUS
Visa Officer
Montreal (1941-1944)

George F. Bogardus was born in lowa in 1917 and graduated from
Harvard University in 1939. He served in the U.S. Army in 1941 and
joined the Foreign Service later that year. Mr. Bogardus' career included
positions in Canada, Kenya, Czechoslovakia, Algeria, Germany, and
Vietnam. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1996.

Q: We'll come to that. But I just wanted to get the dates at the beginning. What were you
doing in Montreal?

BOGARDUS: I was issuing visas of all kinds. After a year and a half or so, I was head of
the visa section. Montreal's main function was as a visa mill. In those days, the
Department sent out all beginning young officers to Montreal or Toronto or Vancouver,
or Havana maybe. Those were the big visa mills. We had a lot of refugees. The Alien
Registration Act had come into effect the year before, in June of 1940, whereby all these
aliens in the United States, of whom we had no real record, were required to register. It
turned out that there were hundreds of thousands of refugees and others who had come to
the United States on temporary visas. They had to be converted to immigrant status.

Q: What was the policy and the attitude towards the various types of refugees in
Montreal where you were doing that?

BOGARDUS: The attitude was determined by about five different immigration laws,
that's what. We had to look out for immigrants. We had people who were just coming
down for a short time. As soon as we entered the war, then the Canadians all had to have
visas, even for a weekend trip to New York or Detroit or something like that. I myself
issued, like a lot of others, probably about 1,500 immigration visas to refugee Jews.
They'd received non-immigrant visas, temporary visas, in 1938 and '39, and had stayed
on. It was a real education as to what is Moldavia and Bukovina and Galicia and
Lithuania and so forth with documents in four different languages, that you would begin
to learn to translate through comparison of texts.



Q: It's been said that the State Department put sort of the "go slow" on Jewish refugees,
but, of course, these were people already in Canada.

BOGARDUS: No, they were in the United States at that point. It's not surprising though.
Because the rule at that time was, in order to get an immigration visa, you had to get it
outside the country. Nowadays, for the last 30 or 35 years, you can change your status
from temporary visitor to permanent in the United States with the Immigration Service.
At that time, only the Foreign Service could issue a visa, and it had to be done abroad.
Now, [ have personally seen at least 150 Jewish families who turned up with non-
immigrant visas still in the United States, who according to the law, really should never
have been given immigration visas in 1938 or 1939. It was obvious that they were never
going to leave and go back to where they came from. I remember particularly one man
with a Belgium passport. He and his wife and three kids had originated somewhere in
Poland. This sticks in my mind because he came up there while employed with the World
Zionist Organization. I said, "Please, isn't the Zionist Organization's idea that all Jews
should live in Zion, in Palestine?" He expostulated, but that's about all he could do. I gave
him the visas, of course. But the point is that our colleagues abroad in the two or three
years before that, young vice consuls, Foreign Service people, career and non-career, had
been fudging the legal rules out of the goodness of their hearts, as charity. That may be
different from the official policy in the higher realms of the State Department -- possibly.
But these people were doing it out of kindness.

Q: I think, so often, you can make a law, but if it doesn't sort of make sense, the people
who are administering it kind of take it unto themselves. What type of training were you
getting? Were you getting any sort of "This is the dispatch and this is how one addresses
for certain..."

BOGARDUS: A little bit, but very little of that. A few words, "The proper thing to do is
this and here's the way. Look at the regulations." Some hints about your cards and calling
on people and having relations with other consular officers in the community, how to
behave with the wife of the Consul General and so forth. That Consul General was
Homer Byington, who had been chief of personnel himself.

PAUL F. DU VIVIER
Vice Consul
St. John's (1941-1942)

Assistant Commercial Attaché
Ottawa (1946-1950)

Paul Du Vivier was raised and went to school in France for four years
and continued his education in Munich, Germany. He received a
bachelor's degree in history from Princeton University in 1938 and a
master's degree in Foreign Service in 1940. Mr. Du Vivier served in



Marseille, Accra, Ottawa, Stockholm, Berlin, Paris, Bordeaux,
Nice/Monaco, Edinburgh, and Frankfurt. He was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy on February 20, 1990.

Q: How did they train you, or what did they do when you entered the Foreign Service?

DU VIVIER: There was no training; they couldn't be bothered. I came down, checked
things out, received no shots or briefing, and since I had a Ford roadster car, I said |
would drive to Newfoundland, in two weeks. I went through New Haven to bid my
parents goodbye and caught the boat at Halifax, sailing through submarine-infested
waters to the colorful seaport of St. John's where John Cabot landed in 1498 and
immediately I got to work in a wartime atmosphere with blackouts and rationing and
practically no visa work but a great deal of public relations with the Canadian Navy and
the Americans. There was an American regiment, the famous 3rd Infantry -- based at Fort
Pepparell, and after a few months the Atlantic Charter was signed in an outlying bay
called Placentia Bay. I was only dimly aware of what was going on, serving as a code
clerk.

Q: It was highly secret at the time.
DU VIVIER: Yes, highly secret. No reporters.
Q: The meeting between Churchill and Roosevelt on the...

DU VIVIER: On the U.S.S. Augusta, I think it was.

Q: On the Augusta, no, Prince of Wales.

DU VIVIER: Prince of Wales, you're right. It was highly secret, and I carried messages
back and forth. I knew something extraordinary was going on, and I never asked
questions. In those days, you didn't ask questions. Once I was mistaken for Douglas
Fairbanks, Jr. It was the height of my glory. But afterwards, of course, we heard quite a
bit about it. And because I performed satisfactorily there, after a year's probation I was
brought back to a very intellectual man called G. Howland Shaw who was Chief of
Personnel. He sort of sized me up and said, "You seem to know French very well," and I
said, "Yes," and he said, "The Consul General in Marseille has just come home and he
needs a replacement for George McMurtrie Godley," whom I'd known in college, and
"Would you like to go to Marseille?" and I said, "Fine," knowing nothing about it. So I
had thirty days leave and met my wife, incidentally, and then I went off on the China
clipper, or the equivalent, Pan-American clipper, that took a day and a half of continuous
flight from Laguardia airport.

Q: What was your job in Ottawa?

DU VIVIER: In Ottawa I was assistant commercial attaché under Homer Fox, who was a
brilliant...I mean that...a brilliant Commerce Department official. The economic section



of five officers was headed by Henry G. Bankhead, the commercial counselor, who was
the uncle of Tallulah Bankhead, and the brother of William, the Speaker of the House,
and John, a senior Senator. And "Daddy" Bankhead, as we called him, only wanted to sit
in a large swivel arm chair behind a large map of the United States, smoke his cigars, and
receive visitors or phone calls. And he let Homer Fox do all the work. I was still very
junior -- and early on he said, "We are going to coordinate here all of the reporting on
minerals in Canada. You will hear every three months from the various consulates" -- we
had fifteen -- "and you will write the required reports to Washington on minerals." And |
had flunked in school a course on geology, but I quickly went back and boned up on it at
home, and I did a tremendous amount of work on geology, and to a less extent on
shipping which was done by Halifax. I wrote, for four years, five hundred pages of
dispatches every year. I kept them all for a while. Most of them were unclassified. Some
of them were published by the Department of Commerce and the US Bureau of Mines. [
was known for my attendance at mining conventions and became an expert on gold,
nickel and the iron ore of Labrador. I wrote the first reports on that -- on the petroleum
discoveries in Alberta; Leduc, Redwater and Lloydminster. ['ve forgotten the other
names. | went out there to Edmonton one week in January and almost froze to death. I
spoke to the engineers there, and really loved the work and learned a great deal.

Q: You left Canada in 1950...

JOSEPH N. GREENE, JR.
Visa Officer
Montreal (1942-1943)

Political Officer
Ottawa (1943-1944)

Joseph N. Greene was born in New York, New York in 1920. He received
a bachelor's degree from Yale University in 1941. Mr. Greene joined the
Foreign Service in 1942. His career included positions in Canada,
Algeria, Italy, Singapore, Germany, Nigeria, India, The United Kingdom
(England), and Egypt. Mr. Greene was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy in 1993.

Q: I'wonder if you would give a little background; when and where you were born, a bit
about your family background, and where you were educated.

GREENE: I was born in New York City, April 9, 1920. My parents were both New
Englanders, although from different directions. My mother's side of the family had been
seafarers and traders in Connecticut and New London, the Lawrence family of New
London. My father's family, the Greene family, was actually an Army family. My
grandfather had married an Adams from Massachusetts, so I always thought of myself as
a born-again Yankee.



I went to day school locally in Pelham Manor, New York, and then I went away to
Hotchkiss School, graduating from there in 1937. I went to Yale in the class of 1941.

While I was at Yale, I spent time visiting my grandmother still at the Lawrence home
nearby in Milford. One of her sons, my mother's brother, was at that time in the Foreign
Service. He was a language officer in China, married to a local Milford girl. During my
freshman and sophomore years, I remember the way he talked about the Foreign Service
and I knew it was something I wanted to do. I majored in international relations at Yale
with Arnold Wolfers. Fred Dunn was the International Law professor. It was a great
roster of professors, including, on American diplomatic history, Samuel Flagg Bemis and
A. Whitney Griswold. So it was pretty heady stuff.

I guess I got a little better than acceptable marks, and came to Washington the summer
after graduation in 1941 and went to Colonel Campbell Turner's cram school for the
Foreign Service exam. One of the teachers was Dean Acheson and, as it turned out, I got
my best marks in the written exam in economics. It was the subject that Dean Acheson
taught. In those days, the Foreign Service Entrance Exam was three and a half days long.
It was all essay questions.

Having surmounted the written exam, but before I was called for the oral exam, along
came Pearl Harbor. I, meanwhile, had taken a low-level job at Phillips Andover on the
understanding that if I were appointed to the Foreign Service I could leave. Even before
my oral exam, in circumstances I only later came to fully understand, the State
Department wrote all of us who looked like we were going to get jobs in the Foreign
Service. We were asked if we would join the visa division, which at that time was
overwhelmed with trying to regularize the status of thousands of refugees from Europe.

So, my first job on the payroll was to settle the fate of whether people whose files were
sent to me would be allowed to stay in or come to the United States. I had nothing more
than a guide sheet referencing something about public dependency, good behavior and no
prison record as criteria to consider. When they were approved they had to go somewhere
for a visa; they usually went to Montreal or Toronto. Only much later did I comprehend
the enormity of the refugee problem that Uncle Sam was dealing with, particularly the
Jewish refugees from Nazi Europe.

Pearl Harbor happened in December and I passed the oral exam, I think in January. Joe
Green, was the chairman of the board of examiners at that time. Even before Pearl
Harbor, my friends were going off to join the Marines, the Army, and the Navy. I
remember Howland Shaw, and particularly the Board of Examiners, saying the Foreign
Service was just as important as the other services. And the administration's policy was
just that. They assured us that if they wanted us and we wanted the Foreign Service, they
would square it with the draft boards. My decision was simple, I had invested a lot of
time and effort to get in the Foreign Service.

Meanwhile, a nice young lady whom I had gotten to know from Lake Forest, Illinois said



she'd marry me. We were married in March, 1942 and went off to my first posting,
Montreal, where the Consul General was Homer M. Byington. I found out only after I got
to Montreal that he had been chief of personnel when my Uncle Larry had been asked to
leave the Foreign Service. Evidently, while Uncle Larry was in language school in
Peking he was living too well. As chief of personnel, Byington, fired him, but later didn't
seem to hold it against me.

At that first post, I quickly realized that after studying international relations,

government, law and international economics, I was the only one who thought I was
ready for that great world out there. At the grunt-work level, the Foreign Service isn't
very romantic. Along with another neophyte, Jim O'Sullivan, I was assigned to the task of
dealing with border-crossing traffic, natives of Canada who wanted to visit their friends
in the United States. [ wasn't even in the immigrant-visa mill. It was just a daily routine
of border-crossing-temporary visas which was a pain in everybody's neck and didn't do
much to preserve our security. But, one did what one was told.

Byington was a good teacher. He didn't let you lose heart by the routine and quite simple
level of the work. One day I asked whether I could do something. His answer has stayed
with me all these years. He asked me whether I had ever heard of the monk story. Well, I
hadn't. It seems there was a young fellow who joined the monastery. His first day after
lunch he joined the other brothers out in the garden. He looked around and went over to
the abbot to ask if it was alright to smoke there. The abbot said no, it was not allowed.
"But those brothers over there behind the big rhododendron bush are smoking." And the
abbot said, "Ah, my son, but they didn't ask." The lesson learned was, before you ask a
question be sure you need to know the answer and that you can live with the answer.

I remember one day, the counselor, the number two in the embassy in Ottawa came by,
Lewis Clark. Only later did I find out that he was recruiting for a junior political officer
in Ottawa. I guess I did something right because I was transferred to Ottawa in the
summer of 1943. We had been in Montreal about a year.

I loved doing political reporting and reading all that I could. It was fun getting to know
people who would tell me things. One of the most valuable contacts [ made, most
interesting for me and useful for whatever we were doing at the time, was Jack
Pickersgill, the assistant to the prime minister Mackenzie King. We had lunch every two
or three weeks. In my innocence, I assumed this was a great advantage to me. Only when
I grew older could I see it from another perspective, and appreciate he was getting
something out of it too.

We didn't have an ambassador, Pierrepont Moffat had died while I was in Montreal. Ray
Atherton had come along and he was a real pro. From him and Lewis Clark, I observed
how senior professionals behave; the importance of attention to detail, the importance of
sharing what you find out, and being careful what you share outside the embassy.

Q: In the luncheons with the assistant to Mackenzie King, did you get any impression of
the prime minister? He was sort of an interesting character, a long-time minister; but



also he sort of lived in his own world.

GREENE: I don't remember what I got from a whole range of Canadian junior diplomats
with whom I kept in touch. What I do remember is before our departure from post, the
Athertons very kindly included us in a dinner for the prime minister at their residence.
Mr. King was such a cool customer, a man unto himself. I've never forgotten one of the
things he said in conversation that night: "In politics never make a decision until you
have to. The art is knowing when you have to." (A later extension of that I learned at
someone else's knee: Politics is the art of timing.) Mackenzie King was a consummate
political artist and he cultivated his relationship with Franklin Roosevelt very carefully.
What I didn't realize at the time, and don't know how many people in the embassy did,
was that the two leaders were discussing the uranium mines in Canada leading up to the
Manhattan Project. The project was nuclear research which led to the atomic bomb.

Until 1944 in the context of the presidential election the administration's position was that
Foreign Service officers' work was just as important to the national effort as anybody
with a gun. The State Department figured if I were assigned to the new embassy for Italy,
which was waiting in Algiers, the Department could notify my draft board that I was
doing important work in a dangerous place and should be left there.

Everyone didn't share that view. For example, Mrs. Patterson, the publisher of the
Washington Times Herald, published a rather strident piece in the context of the 1944
election campaign. It drew attention to what she called the State Department's draft
dodging.

I went to Algiers and then to Italy with Alexander Kirk who was the Ambassador-
designate to liberated Italy. We waited in Algiers until we could go to Italy. Meanwhile,
the State Department notified all the draft boards we were now at their disposal. (I was in
Rome by the time the news trickled down to me, 6-8 months later.)

WILLIAM BELTON
Vice Consul
Winnipeg (1944-1946)

William Belton was born in Portland, Oregon in 1914. He entered the
Foreign Service in 1938. His career included assignments in the
Dominican Republic, Chile, Australia, and Brazil. Mr. Belton was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1992.

Q: You left the Dominican Republic in 1942. Where did you go then?
BELTON: We went home on leave. Previous to 1939 the Department of Commerce and

the Department of Agriculture had their own foreign services. In 1939 there was
legislation that consolidated those two departments' services into the regular Foreign



Service operating under the State Department. Those departments then had to find within
the Foreign Service people who would meet their requirements for reporting and doing
all the things that agricultural attachés and commercial attachés were doing. At the
Foreign Service school the Department of Commerce and the Department of Agriculture
each had people who came over and lectured to the class about the wonders of working
on their behalf in the Foreign Service. As I think I mentioned earlier, I had always had an
interest in the outdoors, forestry, and that sort of thing. It so happened that Judy's father
was a professor of agriculture, which gave agricultural specialization a particular appeal
to me.

When we went to the U.S. in 1942 for home leave we went through the department for
consultation and in the corridor I passed the same man who had given the lectures in the
Foreign Service school, a fellow by the name of Louis Michael, who was the Department
of Agriculture's representative to the Department of State and whose job it was to recruit
agricultural officers in the Foreign Service. He spotted me, and as I had expressed some
vague interest at the time of the Foreign Service school, asked me if I was still interested.
I'said, "Well, I might be; I was interested in knowing about it." He gave me more of a
pitch and I, somewhat innocently as I look back on it, decided it would be interesting to
go into the agricultural branch of the Foreign Service. From the point of view of the war,
agricultural production was very significant item at that time. He said, "All right, we are
going to assign you to the Department of Agriculture for a period of training." So that is
what they did. We went home on our leave and then I came back to Washington and went
to the Department of Agriculture for a training period.

That was not nearly as productive as it should have been because their idea of training
was to sit you down in the middle of a bunch of people in the Division of Foreign
Agriculture and let you swim for yourself. I swam for four or five months and I did learn
quite a bit about what they did, which essentially turned out to be reporting on the crop
situations in foreign countries. There was relatively little negotiating of any kind, at least
at that level. Then I was told, I don't remember when, but at some stage of the game I was
told that I was to go to Winnipeg as Vice-Consul. My job was to do agricultural reporting
for the prairie provinces -- Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta. So I went up there and
spent a little less than two years there. Again it was a post where there were not a lot of
people and when there was a vacancy in the consular section I issues visas or did other
consular work. But essentially I was there to report on the wheat situation, the oat
situation, the rye situation, the flax situation, and so forth. Each week I had to send off a
report. We had an agricultural attaché in Ottawa to whom I was also responsible and with
whom I worked on a close basis. At the end of this period I was assigned to Ottawa as
assistant agricultural attaché.

Q: You were there from about 1944 to 1946? Who was the ambassador at that time?
BELTON: Ray Atherton.

Q: How did you find the embassy in Ottawa? You had been in Quito, Bogotd, etc.



BELTON: It was a much different place. It was a going concern as opposed to the other
places. Relations between Canada and the United States were on a vastly differently level
than they were between the United States and the Dominican Republic. We had a fairly
substantial staff, we had high powered people at various levels and it was very much of a
going concern. | already saw that I didn't want to spend all my life being an agriculturalist
and so I went around to see the deputy chief of mission, whose name was Lewis Clark,
and told him that while I was in the agricultural section of the embassy I would very
much like to keep up with what was going on in other sections. He understood that and
let me peruse through the files and see the outgoing dispatches and telegrams and so
forth; it enabled me to keep up with the overall tenor of the activities of the embassy. |
am sure [ wasn't in on everything, but I could see the larger picture, My boss, the
agricultural attaché¢, Clifford Taylor, was a very fine agricultural officer, but he was
totally dedicated to agriculture and his vision was rather channeled. Cliff and I would go
to luncheon together. I can remember standing in line at the cafeteria in the Chateau
Laurier with Cliff, who instead of taking a break from the office, would start speculating
on hog production in Canada for the next year. There wasn't anything to talk about with
CIiff Taylor except agriculture and agricultural reporting. That contributed to my
increasing restiveness and my realization that I didn't want to spend the rest of my life
reporting on the wheat crop, the pig crop, the cattle and beef situation, and so forth. I
arranged to come down to Washington and talk to the then deputy chief of personnel and
tell him my woes and how I would like to escape if I could in some gracious way. He was
Harold Tewell, who had been the number two man in the Consulate General in Havana at
the time I was there, and who was a very likeable and sympathetic sort of a guy. Again
this is a feature of life as things were in those days -- you kind of negotiated your next
post on the basis of what your personal needs were, what your interests were, and what
the department's interests were. It wasn't a formal business the way it is now. I told
Harold Tewell my problems and went back to Ottawa and before long received a letter
from him telling me that they were contemplating sending me to Porto Alegre, Brazil
where the consulate had had an agricultural reporting officer that they were withdrawing
-- by now the war was over. They were also reassigning the principal officer and wanted
me to go down and take the job as principal officer with the understanding that I would
also do the agricultural reporting. That was a very good solution from my point of view,
in the sense that [ was able still to continue with some of my reporting activities and feel
that I wasn't abandoning agriculture flat, while at the same time I got valuable experience
as a principal officer.

MARY SEYMOUR OLMSTED
Junior Economic Analyst
Montreal (1945-1946)

Ambassador Mary Seymour Olmsted was born in Duluth, Minnesota and
raised in Florida. She received a bachelor’s degree in economics from
Mount Holyoke College and a master’s degree from Columbia University.
Ambassador Olmsted’s Foreign Service career included positions in



India, Iceland, Austria, Washington, DC, and an ambassadorship to
Papua New Guinea. Ambassador Olmsted was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1992.

Q: So it was a very practical approach.

OLMSTED: Very practical, yes indeed. And to my surprise when I talked to Walton
Ferris, whom you may remember as one of the old timers in the Personnel Division, he
seemed interested in my background, and what I had to offer. And I went on for a few
other interviews, went back to New York, and a few weeks later I got a letter from
Walton Ferris offering me a job as a junior economic analyst in our Consulate General in
Montreal. I thought that was pretty exciting.

Q: What was the structure that would call for a junior economic analyst? Normally you'd
come in as an undifferentiated Foreign Service officer, or something like that.

OLMSTED: I'm not sure that Montreal was necessarily consulted on this. I think its quite
possible that it was someone in Washington who decided that the economic reporting
needed a little beefing up and instead of hiring someone at a senior rank, they hired
someone at a very junior rank. There were 17 officers in Montreal at that time, and I was
number 17.

Q: '45-'46 you were in Montreal. Did you get any training before you went there?
OLMSTED: I was sent to the Foreign Service Training School which was then in the old
Lothrop mansion. It was the training that was being offered to all incoming officers
whether they were attachés or whatever. That was a six week course, and that was the
extent of it.

Q: Did you get any feel for your group? Were you with a group doing that?

OLMSTED: Yes.

Q: Because I think one of the things that would be interesting, here the war is just over.

OLMSTED: This was just before the end of the war.

Q: To get a feel for what were these people like who came into the Foreign Service at
that time? What did your group see as the role of the United States?

OLMSTED: It was a very mixed bag. Many of the people were quite a bit older than I
was, and they had quite differing backgrounds. Some were in labor, some in economic
affairs, some in political affairs, and so on. One of them was Bill Cobb, and he and I like
to reminisce when we run into each other at DACOR.

Q: There was an interview with Bill Cobb in our collection. I take it then this was before



the big in-rush of veterans?
OLMSTED: Oh yes.

Q: So this was a particular group in a way because the next cut that would be coming in
the next six months or so -- the war ended in August of 1945 -- and then came the great
influx of veterans. But this was a group, as you say, of people with more professional
backgrounds of various sorts that pertained to the Foreign Service.

OLMSTED: Yes.

Q: Did you feel that there was a sense of mission, or anything like that for the United
States? Or was it just a job?

OLMSTED: Maybe a little more than a job but not a great sense of mission, no.

Q: It wasn't, the United States was going to go out and make sure there were going to be
no more wars, or something like that?

OLMSTED: No, I don't think there was that feeling. I think people felt they were doing
their part, and they realized it was very, very late in the war, that things were obviously
winding down. I think a lot of the people there wanted the chance to live abroad, and see
what things were like abroad, and that was part of it.

Q: When you went up to Montreal you say you were number 17. You went in as an
economic attach? Was that the title?

OLMSTED: Junior Economic Analyst was my title.
Q: What did you do?

OLMSTED: Well, mainly I helped other people with what they were doing. We had a
section of...I think there were four of us in the economic and commercial section, and a
lot of the work I did was of a support nature.

Q: Did you feel that you were welcome there? I'm thinking in particular your saying it
sounded like they wanted to send somebody there to shore up the economic reporting. Or
did they feel, what do we need another economic analyst for? We're doing all right, or
something like that.

OLMSTED: I'm not sure I could answer that. I think they were a little puzzled that I had
arrived on the scene, but they were pleasant enough about it. And a few months after |
got there I took the Foreign Service examination which was advertised very shortly after I
got there, and I passed it. Then I was called down to Washington to take the orals. I think
people were very surprised that I passed the written examination, and also that I passed
the orals because the Foreign Service officers at the post I think had mostly had the



experience of taking it three or four times before being passed. And they weren't used to
having someone pass it on the first go-around.

Q: This is very much the pattern. Did that change your assignment? In the first place,
back to Montreal. Why did we have such a big staff in Montreal doing economic
reporting? I would have thought that, one, Toronto would be the business center, and,
two, Ottawa would be the political omega economic thing.

OLMSTED: Montreal is a considerable city, and there are American business interests
there. There's no question about that. We did not only the economic reporting, but also
the labor reporting and there were some concerns over the stability of the labor situation
there. And the French angle, of course, was of concern even at that time.

Q: Did you find there at that time that the English speakers were very much running
things, and the French speakers were shunted to one side?

OLMSTED: To a considerable degree. I might add that politically that was less true than
it was economically. But the store owners, I think, were very largely English, and the
store clerks were very largely French.

Q: You really didn't stay there very long did you?

OLMSTED: No, I was there just over a year.

PAUL F. DU VIVIER
Assistant Commercial Attaché
Ottawa (1946-1950)

Paul Du Vivier entered the Foreign Service in 1940. His career included
posts in Accra, Ottawa, Stockholm, Berlin, Edinburgh, Frankfurt,
Marseille, Paris, Bordeaux, and Nice. He was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1990.

Q: Well now, you say your personnel in Africa, and back in Washington, understood your
unhappiness, but rather than let you resign, transferred you to, what was it, Ottawa?

DU VIVIER To Sydney, Australia.
Q: To Sydney, Australia.

DU VIVIER: But we never went there, because, after I'd had my appendix out, and we'd
recovered our health and outlook, I was called in by Burke Elbrick, to be told that the
ambassador in Ottawa, Ray Atherton, needed an interpreter for a meeting that weekend of
the Permanent Joint Board of Defense, and would I go? I said, "Of course." And he said,



"Furthermore, if Mr. Atherton likes you, you may stay there. We'll see." And so I was
sent up to Ottawa on a plane with Mayor Laguardia, and General Foulke. In May I almost
froze but I did my job as an interpreter and, as a result, I was allowed to fly back to New
York and gather my wife and get my belongings off a U.S. Army transport ship, called
the USS Monterey. It was about to sail through the canal to Sydney, but my father called
up the U.S. dispatch agent, Howard Fyfe in New York, and said, "Mr. Fyfe, our children
are not going to Australia. They're going to Canada." And Mr. Fyfe, in his English
laconic way, said, "How like the Department." (Laughter) He was a great fellow.

Q. Howard Fyfe was an institution...
DU VIVIER: You must have known him.
Q: ...for years and years.

DU VIVIER: He was a great man. And he got all our stuff, the golf clubs, shorts, and all.
And then we started buying sweaters and underwear.

Q: What was your job in Ottawa?

DU VIVIER: In Ottawa I was assistant commercial attaché under Homer Fox, who was a
brilliant...I mean that...a brilliant Commerce Department official. The economic section
of five officers was headed by Henry G. Bankhead, the commercial counselor, who was
the uncle of Tallulah Bankhead, and the brother of William, the Speaker of the House,
and John, a senior Senator. And "Daddy" Bankhead, as we called him, only wanted to sit
in a large swivel arm chair behind a large map of the United States, smoke his cigars, and
receive visitors or phone calls. And he let Homer Fox do all the work. I was still very
junior -- and early on he said, "We are going to coordinate here all of the reporting on
minerals in Canada. You will hear every three months from the various consulates" -- we
had fifteen -- "and you will write the required reports to Washington on minerals." And |
had flunked in school a course on geology, but I quickly went back and boned up on it at
home, and I did a tremendous amount of work on geology, and to a less extent on
shipping which was done by Halifax. I wrote, for four years, five hundred pages of
dispatches every year. I kept them all for a while. Most of them were unclassified. Some
of them were published by the Department of Commerce and the US Bureau of Mines. [
was known for my attendance at mining conventions and became an expert on gold,
nickel and the iron ore of Labrador. I wrote the first reports on that -- on the petroleum
discoveries in Alberta; Leduc, Redwater and Lloydminster. ['ve forgotten the other
names. | went out there to Edmonton one week in January and almost froze to death. I
spoke to the engineers there, and really loved the work and learned a great deal.

Q: Well then, of course obviously there's a time limitation, so why don't we move on. 1
have you going to Stockholm. You left Canada in 1950...

DU VIVIER: Yes.



WILBUR P. CHASE
Vice Consul
Montreal (1948-1949)

Wilbur Chase was born in Washington, DC in 1920. He received a
bachelor's degree from George Washington University in 1942. Prior to
becoming a Foreign Service officer, Mr. Chase served in the Naval
Ordinance Laboratory, the War Shipping Administration, and the Coast
Guard. In 1945, he joined the Foreign Service. His career included
positions in Iraq, Canada, Germany, Israel, Turkey, the Philippines, and
Washington, DC. Mr. Chase was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy
in 1990.

Q. Now, moving on to your own personal career. Where did you go?

CHASE: I then went to Montreal. I arrived up there in February, 1948. It was very much
a visa mill. That was not for me a happy experience, maybe since I'd come from Iraq,
where I'd been the senior officer. When I left, I had been the principal officer. Going to
Montreal, they said they had all the work, but they didn't have a desk for me that I could
call my desk. It was just confusion.

And I never quite understood, all the time I was in Montreal, what in the hell were the 7-
C documents. Why do they call it 7-C? The idea that there was a law, the Immigration
Act of 1924, that detailed how these things would be done and the various regulations
that would implement it, I never got any sort of training in that sort of thing. I was just
told to look for a birth certificate and see whether or not there was any financial support.
It was day in and day out, sitting at one desk or another desk, never knowing quite what
was happening.

And then we were supposed to answer correspondence, people who inquire in: Well, why
haven't I gotten my visa yet? I didn't really understand what I was doing. And it seemed
that every day things were being done differently.

They were all very nice to me. I was the only bachelor on the staff. I got to know some of
the other officers socially and had a good time -- and met my first wife. She came into the
office to get a student visa, to go down to Radcliffe to get in what eventually came out as
the Harvard Business School. She came in and qualified for a visa. And after the visa was
in her hand, I said something about would she accept a dinner invitation if I'd call up
sometime. She didn't answer, but she didn't leave. We chatted along about other things,
and finally I asked the question a second time. She acknowledged yes, if I'd call up, if she
were free, she'd go out to dinner with me.

Q: I notice that you moved rather quickly to Hamburg.



CHASE: When I got to Montreal, I just didn't feel I was getting any place. I didn't enjoy
it. Somebody came back from Washington and said they were looking for people to go to
Germany in the refugee program, to issue visas to refugees. So I called up a fellow in
personnel, who I knew was involved in this, and said that I'd be glad to volunteer for the
program. And so about three days later a telegram came up, transferring me to Germany.

ALBERT STOFFEL
Visa Officer
Toronto (1948-1950)

Albert Stoffel was born and raised in Rochester, New York. He joined the
Foreign Service in 1947. His career included positions in Saigon,
Toronto, Berlin, Paris, and Bonn. Mr. Stoffel was interviewed by Thomas
Dunnigan in 1994.

Q: That is one of the more unusual Foreign Service duties that I have heard of. Now you
left Saigon in 1948 and went to Toronto. That was a sea change in many ways, I presume,

for you.

STOFFEL: It was and that was really an emergency move. Because while my wife was
pregnant with our first child, they discovered that there was a spot on her lung, as it was
diagnosed at that time. However, in Saigon there was not a single lung doctor. By the
time the baby, William, was born in July 1948, the doctor told me that my wife was a
very sick lady and should be removed forthwith.

I had warned the Department of this situation when we had the earlier diagnosis. Finally,
having received no response, I reported them that we were planning to leave in
September. I learned later that the Department prepared a response -- to the effect that, if
I left, I would leave at my own expense. Mr. Reed, in the meantime, had been assigned to
the Department and intercepted the message, turned that around so that the Department
treated it like a regular transfer.

I was first transferred to Washington after we put my wife, Jill, in a sanitarium in
Rochester, New York. The doctors immediately put her on the danger list because of a
very serious condition. The Department then transferred me to the Consulate General in
Toronto so that I would be near my wife and could make arrangements for our baby to be
taken care of, by my sister, Marion, in Rochester.

Q: What did your work consist of in Toronto?

STOFFEL: I was in-charge of immigration visas.

Q: Of which I presume there were a good many.



STOFFEL: There were because a lot of people were coming from Europe to Canada.
Often they would immediately go down to the American consulate to see if they could
get a visa to go to the United States.

PHILLIP C. HABIB
Economic Officer
Ottawa (1949-1951)

Ambassador Habib was born and raised in New York and educated at the
University of Idaho, the Sarbonne and the University of California at
Berkeley. Entering the Foreign Service in 1949 he served in: Ottawa,
Canada: Wellington, New Zealand, Port-of-Spain, Trinidad; Seoul,
Korea: Saigon, Vietnam and Paris, France. In Washington, Ambassador
Habib held the senior positions of Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Southeast Asia, Under Secretary, and Senior Advisor to the Secretary of
State. He was also Political Counselor in Saigon and participated in the
Vietnam negotiations in Paris in 1967-1968. He served as US Ambassador
to Korea from 1971 to 1974. Ambassador Habib was interviewed by
Edward Mulcahy in 1984.

O: May 29" with Phil Habib. Phil, you got to Washington, and entered the Foreign
Service, and went to the Foreign Service Institute, and you probably expressed a
preference for your first post. Where did you want to go to start with?

HABIB: It wasn’t very clear what the score was. About that time I thought I wanted to go
to India, and I think I put in India. I ended up going to Canada. What happened, they
needed somebody in Canada in the economic section. I would be the assistant agriculture
attaché being that I had had some economic analysis experience in crops, and I’d had
some professional training at the university, they decided to send me to Canada. I spent
two very pleasant years there. There was an awful lot of reporting. We used to have a
very heavy, regular reporting schedule, and I shared it with the agriculture attaché. He
was a marvelous man, called Francis Flood. He died some years later. Francis was an old
newspaper man, a lecturer. Francis Flood was the first man to ride a motorcycle across
Africa from Lagos to the Red Sea, along the southern Sahara. They rode two
motorcycles, his companion wrote a book about it which Francis gave me. He was an
adventurer. You know, rafted down the Yukon, and the Irrawaddy, and things like that.

Q: Was he an agriculture specialist?

HABIB: He was an agriculture...he came out of Oklahoma originally. Francis would
never claim to be an economist, he was just a practical guy who knew how to write. At
one time he was head of the Foreign Agricultural Service. He was a very prominent guy,
but beyond that he was just a wonderful human being. And he and his wife treated me



extremely nicely. My first post, and I was lucky to have a boss like that. We got along
from the first day.

Q: Who was your ambassador?

HABIB: The first ambassador was Laurence Steinhardt, who got killed in an airplane
crash in Canada as a matter of fact, flying out of that airfield up there in a C-47. And the
next one was Stanley Woodward, who was a great fellow, a great guy. I still love Stanley.
I used to travel with him. Dean Brown and I used to write Stanley’s speeches for him. He
was a political officer, I think it was his second post. Dean Brown was a political officer,
and I was in the economic section, being the assistant agriculture attaché. Stanley liked to
give talks, and travel around the country to the different groups. Dean and I used to write
his speeches and travel with him often and take care of the press. So it was a very good
exposure to me. First of all, writing speeches, both on political and other matters, and
then handling the press for him when we’d go places, handling the luggage, if you had to.

Q: Hold the door open.

HABIB: No, he was not that kind of guy. We used to have a great time with him. You
know, we’d be traveling west through Canada and by the time we’d get to Winnipeg, he
would send his secretary out to get a copy of Robert Service poems, and we’d read “The
Cremation of Sam McGee,” or one of those things. He loved to read from Robert Service.
We’d come back from a reception, or a dinner, and we’d sit in his room. The famous one
that we all loved the best was probably “The Cremation of Sam McGee.”

Q: 1 used to know it.

HABIB: The Marge of Lake LaBarge. It’s one of the amusing Robert Service’s poems
where Sam McGee was from Tennessee — is the way it started out. I did, as I said, an
awful lot of reporting, a lot of commodity reporting on everything. As I used to tell the
guys who worked for me years later, when they wouldn’t get their reports in on time, I’d
say...everything was deadline, you had to get a report in by a certain time, and I’d say,
“when I used to sit up all night writing a hops report, a British Columbia hops crop
report, just to get it in on time, and you guys left it... “ Of course, nowadays everybody
wants to make high policy from the day they enter the Foreign Service. But in those days
you learned from the bottom up, and I wrote commodity reports about everything from
poultry and eggs in Ontario, the crop situation in Montreal, the wheat situation in the
western province, very important reports in terms of the commodities.

I used to tease some of the guys that are ambassadors now who I used to help train years
ago about how they didn’t realize how important it was to get something in on time. The
one thing that Francis Flood and I used to pride ourselves on was that all our reports went
in on time. If I remember right, we had 65 crop reports a year.

Q: Better than one a week.



HABIB: Better than one a week. He used to write some, and I used to write some, which
meant you had to get the information, you had to get the statistics, you had go to the
departments in the government in Ottawa. You had to know somebody in the trade. Also,
it probably was the first time I ever sat in on an international negotiation. It was in
Ottawa. [ remember when the Secretary of Agriculture came up to negotiate something
about potatoes with the Canadians. I was part of the delegation. It was good experience.
In those days, of course, the Foreign Service didn’t take care of you as thoroughly as they
do now. You had to find your own place to live. I remember the first place we lived in
was real Victorian. I remember getting up in the middle of the night with a tennis racket
banging the bats down because they were flying in the bedroom.

Q: You had to bring along all your furniture too. Or buy it.

HABIB: We didn’t have any. As a matter of fact, [ used to play a lot of poker in those
days, and I won enough money playing poker...within this group, we had about six of us,
we used to meet once a week to play poker—small stakes. But [ was very lucky, I used to
win regularly. My wife is awfully fond of saying when the fellows would come to our
house to play poker, they’d point to the furniture and say, well, I lost that, and I paid for
that one. I remember we went down to Sears Roebuck’s in Ogdensburg, New York and
bought furniture for the first house that we had. I still have two overstuffed chairs, that
have been recovered at least three times, from that first furniture, and a couple pieces of
sort of a bedroom set. That’s about all I’ve got left from that first batch of furniture I ever
bought in the Foreign Service.

Q: Very fine pieces.

HABIB: Yes, that’s right. I’ve still got them. It was hell in Canada, that’s what I
remember about Canada, about how cold it could get in the wintertime.

Q: [ remember once being told in Ottawa when complaining about the cold in August,
and they said, oh, you should have been here last month, we had summer.

HABIB: I remember once I went to Manitoba, [ was in Winnipeg...I guess Stanley or
somebody was making a speech somewhere, and I walked from the consulate to the place
where the speech was being given, it was 37 degrees below zero. I had never been so cold
in my life. The consul said, come on, it’s not far, we’ll walk. Of course, he had winter
underwear on, and a fur hat and everything else, and there was I in just a plain old
common overcoat. Well, anyway, we survived. In those years we had some very nice
trips across Canada. The Ambassador once took a speaking tour from coast to coast, and I
wrote the speeches, took care of the press, went to the formal dinners. The first time in
my life I ever wore striped...well, the first time I ever wore a tux was in Canada. Never
owned one, never wore one all my life until I was in Canada. But the first time I ever
wore striped pants was on a formal occasion and I borrowed a pair from a guy at the
embassy because I didn’t have any.



L. DEAN BROWN
Political & Economic Officer
Saint Johns, New Brunswick (1949)

Political Officer
Ottawa (1950-1952)

Ambassador L. Dean Brown was born in New York in 1920. After
receiving his bachelor’s degree from Wesleyan University in 1942 he
served in the US Army from 1942-1946. His career has included positions
in Belgium Congo, Ottawa, Paris, EUR, Rabat, Senegal and the Gambia,
Lebanon, and an ambassadorship to Jordan. Ambassador Brown was
interviewed by Horace J. Torbert in May 1989.

Q: Now, this Saint Johns, New Brunswick--a very pleasant place as I know nowadays
because I vacation in northern Maine.

BROWN: Yes. It's a nice little town. There was no reason for a consulate there at all. We
were three officers headed by a consul, I was doing all the political and economic
reporting, and a vice consul did the consular work. When they closed it down, it made no
difference at all.

But, at one time, in that little tiny province of New Brunswick, they had three American
consulates. We'd keep wondering how we did that all those years, and why.

Q: It always seemed to me later on, we closed up a few too many.

BROWN: Well, we had modern communications, and when the economic importance of
New Brunswick, all the Maritime Provinces, went down, the posts became redundant.

Q: Then you moved down fairly shortly, I take it, to Ottawa.

BROWN: Very quickly. What happened was, Ottawa asked me to come and work there
temporarily. I worked there for about six weeks doing some catch-up-economic reporting
for them. Then they transferred me to the political section. So I spent less than a year in
Saint John.

Q: Less than a year in Ottawa or less than a year in Saint John?

BROWN: No, less than a year in Saint John.

Q: Then, basically, you did political work after the first in Ottawa.

BROWN: Yes.



Q: By this time, were you a French linguist already? I mean, did you speak French?
BROWN: Yes. Never very good. I could never speak it very well.
Q: Of course, in Saint John's you didn't need it.

BROWN: Certainly didn't need it, no, but we used to go down a lot to Quebec and
Montreal.

Q: Your French used to sound pretty good to me because I was fairly illiterate for Latin
languages. [Laughter]

BROWN: Just speak quickly, and that will fool the Americans, anyway.
Q: It might get you by in Quebec, but in Paris, no way.

BROWN: One time I was driving in Quebec and drove into a gas station. As I did, I put
the brakes on and skidded.

So the guy came out there and, in impeccable French, he said, "Il faut fixer le lining de
brake." [Laughter] That is pure French Canadian. I understood every word he said.

Q: Wonderful! [Laughter]

BROWN: Laurence Steinhardt was the ambassador and Julian Harrington was the DCM.
Laurence Steinhardt was killed in a terrible airplane accident, in one of the embassy
planes, along with several other people. Stanley Woodward, who had been chief of
protocol for Harry Truman, came up as ambassador. So most of my service was with
Stanley, who is now over 90 and whom I see quite often because he's remained a very
close friend.

Q: Were there any unusual problems in Ottawa?

BROWN: No, it was still a small embassy. We were still in the days of small embassies.
There were two of us in the political section. Dick Bird was the counselor, I was the other
one. The economic section was small, but it did include one illustrious character, and that
was Phil Habib, who was, actually, assistant agricultural attaché at the time.

Stanley Woodward was a marvelous ambassador because he simply said to me and my
wife, and to Phil and his wife, and to the labor attaché, who had come out of the--
International Garment Workers Union in New York--Joe Godson and his wife, he said,
"Whenever I travel, [ want you three, or you six, with me." It was marvelous. We
traveled all over.

Q: You filled up the attaché plane?



BROWN: We filled up the plane, which was a converted B-17 bomber, and flew all over
Canada.

Q: So you got your early sightseeing in.

BROWN: Nothing really was unusual there. As I say, it was an old-fashioned embassy in
which the staff never saw anybody's telegrams. You did dispatches, but you didn't see
what the brass was doing, except the ambassador used to keep us informed, but not the
minister. It was that old style of embassy where everybody went in on Saturday morning,
and the minister came around to check the guard's book to see if you'd come in and
volunteered to work on Saturday morning.

Q: Most of us later had to work on Saturday morning in order to catch up with the paper.
BROWN: Well, that's often true.
Q: Well, that lasted until 1952, roughly, or something like that, and then you moved.

BROWN: I became the Canadian desk officer and finally got to see the cases. We were
quite involved in military discussions. The desk officer in Washington knew far more
than the junior officers in Ottawa because of the lack of downward communication.

But the most notable thing that we got through was the St. Lawrence Seaway Treaty,
which was a long, hard, complicated, internal, political fight in the United States.

The way it got through is an interesting example of how you can do things in diplomacy.
I had the idea that we weren't getting anywhere with the government. We knew that
President Eisenhower had to make an NSC decision in favor of US participation.

So I wrote a draft letter from the Secretary of State to the secretary of the NSC saying,
"This is a draft of what the State Department might say."

I had someone approve it, a lawyer. And then the same thing happened in the Department
of Commerce and in the Corps of Engineers, and all of that. So we all had draft letters
which we circulated to the chiefs, so that when I finally sent my draft letter up to the
Secretary to look at, it was accompanied by favorable comments from every other
agency--they were all drafts. And that way, we sent a unanimous opinion from the US
Departments' concern--all of them--over to the NSC, and the President said, "Yes."

Q: Now, the NSC was pretty fully operating by that time.
BROWN: Yes. You had the NSC and the OCB.
Q: I have a note here that you were also, at one time, assistant to the assistant secretary.

BROWN: I moved on from the Canadian desk.



Q: Who was that? Perkins?

BROWN: It was Livingston Merchant, aided by Jamie Bonbright, Wally Barbour, and
hiding in an apartment building, Julius Holmes, because he wasn't allowed in the State
Department at that time.

Q: Great man, Julius Holmes.

BROWN: Absolutely. I used to go, every night, with the cables on the streetcar, with all
these cables stuck in my pocket, to show them to him; little notes from Livy and the
others about what they wanted him to think about the next day. It was an incredible
performance. I always thought, if I'd been arrested on that streetcar, I'd still be in
Leavenworth! [Laughter]

But Livy Merchant, of course, I think was one of the greatest of our Foreign Service
officers, a great teacher and a very wise, decent man.

Q: I didn't work that closely, but I did work for him briefly in the Department. He went to
Canada, of course.

BROWN: Yes. He went to Canada twice.

Q: Well, I guess it was a little early that the great Canadian spy trials occurred.
BROWN: Yes.

Q: Did that affect you at all?

BROWN: No. The US ended up with an overt CIA operation. The FBI backed up.

LOUISE S. ARMSTRONG
Vice Consul and Economic-Commercial Officer
Montreal (1950-1953)

Mrs. Armstrong was born in 1917 in Tokyo, Japan of American
missionary parents. After moving to the United States she attended
Wellesley College. After graduation, Mrs. Armstrong was a researcher for
Time and Life magazine before joining the Foreign Service in 1947. As a
Consular and Political Officer, she served in Madras, Prague, Palermo
and Montreal. Following her marriage to FSO Willis Armstrong in 1959,
she resigned her commission and accompanied her husband to Ottawa,
where he was assigned as Deputy Chief of Mission. Mrs. Armstrong was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2000.



Q: Well, then you went to Montreal and you were in Montreal from 1950 until when?
ARMSTRONG: ’53.
Q: What were you doing in Montreal?

ARMSTRONG: I was vice consul and economic commercial officer. And mainly they
needed someone in that slot who would respond to the many required reports expected
from the department of agriculture, the department of commerce, mines and mineralogy —
what do we call that department if it is a department?

Q: Department of the interior.

ARMSTRONG: Department of the interior. And so I became acquainted with people in
the pulp and paper industry. For example, the headquarters of the association is in
Montreal. And I became friendly with people in the mining industry, a number of whom
were Americans, and would invite me up to visit their mines and their exploration camps.
And then the textile industry, I think, had its headquarters in Montreal and that was
another one that there was required reporting on. And one time I had an assignment of
investigating the market for small appliances in Montreal. It doesn’t sound like very
much but by the time it was done my boss said to me, “I didn’t think a woman could do
something like that,” which I thought was ridiculous because women are more after small
appliances than men are as a rule. I mean irons, toasters, things like that, what was the
market, what was the potential market for American exports? I found out what they were
selling now, what they thought they’d be interested in selling.

Q: Who was the consul general?
ARMSTRONG: A good question. I’ll have to fill that one in later.
Q: You can fill that one in later, no problem.

ARMSTRONG: I’ve reached the stage where names don’t spring to mind. We enjoyed
Montreal. As I mentioned I think, it was a segmented society, a divided society. We meet
almost nobody what they would call the French community. And the upper class French
community tended to keep to themselves anyway. Fortunately the English community,
the Anglo community, was very well-established and very open and easy. There was a
garden club in which my mother had participated and made many delightful friends,
English friends, a lot of Anglo friends there, whom I came to know as well. McGill
University had a substantial number of American medical professors in those days. They
had begun to be imported, oh, some 10 years at least earlier. Most of the women I met
would have been older than I, so their husbands had been there some time teaching. And
they couldn’t have been nicer. So we made some very pleasant friendships



GEORGE F. BOGARDUS
Consul
Toronto (1951-1954)

George F. Bogardus was born in lowa in 1917 and graduated from
Harvard University in 1939. He served in the U.S. Army in 1941 and
Jjoined the Foreign Service later that year. Mr. Bogardus' career included
positions in Canada, Kenya, Czechoslovakia, Algeria, Germany, and
Vietnam. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1996.

BOGARDUS: That's why we were sent then to what we thought was a rather pallid
posting, Toronto, where after a year, [ was promoted to be Consul. We arrived there
when the Korean War started. One of the important things I did for the Department of
Commerce was to make a basic thorough survey of the machine tool industry in Canada,
which was very helpful to the American machine tool companies looking to subcontract
war contracts. There were various kinds of machine tools, six or eight different
categories, all that sort of thing. They could pass on to them war contracts. I think it
helped very considerably.

Q: We're talking about the Korean War and where we were mobilizing again to produce
military equipment.

BOGARDUS: Another big job I had was reporting on mining all the time. Canada was
extremely important. Mining was 10% of the Canadian GNP and probably still is. There
was an enormous American investment of nine or ten billion dollars at stake, and a lot of
interest. My reports were incorporated in US Mining Year Book. They were particularly
interested in nickel promotion for armor plate and that sort of thing. Then there were
developing oil fields out in the west. I had to keep track of them. Also, the approaching
St. Lawrence seaway. There were lots of aspects of that: who can draw water out, who
was going to be in charge, all that sort of thing.

Q: How did you find the Canadians as far as getting information from them?

BOGARDUS: Oh, splendid. I did another survey on liquor control there. We were eager
to get into the liquor sales in Canada and it was all controlled by provincial liquor control
boards. The boards were and still are very protectionistic of the Canadian beer and
whiskey industries. We had a delightful time with the Scottish people there, going to St.
Andrew's Ball and learning Scottish dances and that sort of thing.

But I do want to get to this one incident that really shook me. In the summer of 1953,
George Haering, who was the Consul General, turned to me and said, "I've been invited
to go to an Israeli bond rally. Would you go in my place?" So, I said, "Well, I've never
been to one of these shindigs." It turned out to be quite a shindig, at one of the biggest
movie theaters in town. The big speaker there was Moshe Sharett, who was the Israeli
Foreign Minister at that point. He had arrived there from Los Angeles and Detroit and



was going on to New York. It's important to remember that background. He gave the
usual boast, what you would expect, even going to say, "We've got potash deposits down
there in the Negev" and all sorts of things. But the one of the other big things was, he was
telling his audience -- the wealthiest, most important Jewish people in all of Ontario --
about 1,400 of them. He subtly, "You folks stayed comfortably home while we overseas
were being put through the Holocaust. What have you done about it? If you don't come to
join us and live in Zion, the least you can do is to haul out your wallet and sign over a
big, big check. It's a good business deal, too." So, that's the sort of thing I expected and
we did get. But what I did not expect was, toward the end of his speech, "Hey, put the
spotlight up there in the balcony. There is (something like) Sammy Steinberger, Squadron
Leader of the RCAF. Stand up, Sammy!" Sammy stood up with his RCAF uniform and
medals and the MC announced, "Sammy has just come back from Israel. He spent his
vacation there and he helped out the Israeli Air Force, shooting down two Egyptian
planes, and now he's back." Everybody gave a big and long applause. Well, I thought,
"Had the same thing happened in Los Angeles and Detroit, with the American Air
Force?" I believe I reported this routinely with zero response. I was in the Department a
few years later, with Tom Hirschfeld, who was a young FSO working for me in
Intelligence Research. He happened to be a native of Darmstadt, Germany, and had also
been a Marine Corps aviator in the Korean War. When I told him about this, he just blew
his top. He said, "That man should have been court-martialed!"

Q: Yes, he should have.

BOGARDUS: Certainly. But it shows you how these people were cajoled into this sort of
thing and confusing Israeli citizenship or Zionism and being a Jew. I kept that in the back
of my mind ever since and I have occasionally been able to bring it out with some of my
Jewish friends. Incidentally, later on about that time, Dulcie Anne Steinhardt, daughter of
Ambassador Steinhardt, who had married an RCAF officer, a veteran of the Battle of
Britain. She and her husband, Alan Sherlock, were stationed in Toronto. We saw them a
number of times. A few years after that, we were down here and they had a son born to
them. Dulcie Anne had become an Episcopalian like her husband, the son, Victor, was
going to be Episcopalian. We were asked to be his godparents. We were and still are. He
is quite active and we know the family very intimately.

Q: She is the daughter of Laurence Steinhardt?

BOGARDUS: That's right. She was 20 years old when we knew her, in January of '46.
We're very, very close with Dulcie Anne, Victor and his sister Lauren. We attended his
wedding just a couple of years ago. We see them all the time. I'm just pointing this out.

GEORGE S. VEST
Vice Consul
Ottawa (1951-1954)



Ambassador George Vest was born in Virginia in 1918. He graduated
from the University of Virginia and served in the military during World
War II. Ambassador Vest joined the Foreign Service in 1947. His career
included positions in Bermuda, Ecuador, Canada, and Washington, DC.
He was Deputy Chief of Mission and ambassador to the European
Community, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, and Director
General of the Foreign Service. Ambassador Vest was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1989.

Q: You obviously got your second chance, and also the real opportunity to show what
you could do. Then you went to Ottawa. This was from 1951 to '54. What were you doing
there?

VEST: In Ottawa, I really had my break. It certainly was a break to go and work for the
Simmons. I had a chance to sort of catch up. In Ottawa, I was the junior boy in the
political section. Now, initially there wasn't a whole lot to do. My wife and I enjoyed the
team, enjoyed everybody there. In fact, it may be worth just noting how I happened to go
to Ottawa, because that's how they can do things in personnel.

Point of fact, when I was due to leave Quito, [ was assigned to go to the Dominican
Republic. In other words, there was a rational trend, and they were going to run you
through several posts in an area. We spent what little savings we had and bought some
tropical clothes in Washington while I was there in an interim for a little course.

Q: 8.S. Schwartz?
VEST: Well, yes. S.S. Schwartz and anything else.
Q: In Baltimore, yeah.

VEST: We were prepared to go. But I did go into the personnel people, who were not
Foreign Service; they were civil service covering the area. And I said, "Now I'm prepared
to go, but I think you should know something. And that is that my closest friend in
Ecuador was Juan Alfonseca, whose father is a major exile who claims he ought to be the
president of the Dominican Republic and probably one of the people most hated by
Trujillo. Everybody in Quito knew that the Alfonsecas were our closest friends,
practically. So I just want you to know that."

That went like a lead bullet into personnel, and the next thing I knew, I was told I was
being sent to Canada. [Laughter] Just one of those, again, quirks of fate we live with. So
we took our tropical wardrobe and went to Canada.

Before Canada, for the first year, I had not done political reporting. I had not done any of
that kind of activity. In Ottawa I had, again, good training. I was trained by a wonderful
political counselor named Jack Morgan, who just was a superb man, and a great DCM
named Don Bliss, who later was ambassador to Ethiopia. Mr. Bliss had come in through



the commercial service, so he had a very strong sense of what I'd call the economic side
of things, and Jack Morgan was the traditional or what I'd call political purist officer. I
was constantly sort of being pushed or invited by one or the other to do things. Couldn't
have been a nicer kind of training. They were the best representatives of the old Foreign
Service we could have encountered, I don't think I could have found a better pair then
they were, the two senior officers.

They gave me, as a portfolio to follow, what was considered a dead subject at the time.
They said, "You follow this and get to know everybody involved in this area." It was
called the St. Lawrence Seaway. And I got to know the engineers, and it was one of those
cases where no one thought much was ever going to happen. In the end probably the
Canadians would build their own seaway, because they were determined to do so. But it
was wonderful fun. I got to know every single person I could. It was a case of you may
never be able to do anything in it, but here is a pond. You can paddle it, and I paddled as
madly as I could.

And then Eisenhower got elected, and he passed the Wiley- Dondero Act that would call
for a joint American-Canadian St. Lawrence Seaway. And I will never forget the DCM
called me in, Mr. Bliss, and said, "Now, George, there are those who would like to take
over this activity and feel they should take this activity over now that it is going to be a
high-class negotiation, of top concern to everybody. But you have been involved in it and
you know all the people in it, so I'm going to leave you responsible for this negotiation."
That was what I would call the real break of all times.

And that meant that the people down the Bureau of European Affairs knew that I was
negotiating it. The people in the Defense Department knew it because the Defense
Department was ostensibly in charge of the whole thing.

Q: Corps of Engineers and all.
VEST: Corps of Engineers.
Q: Like the highway program, all of which had a defense underline.

VEST: You had the states of Illinois and Michigan and New York and the provinces of
Quebec and Ontario, everybody had a hand in it.

Well, I was left to do that. I began the negotiations and did a good portion of the
negotiations. I got to know everybody as a result of it, including Livy Merchant, who was
the assistant secretary for European affairs. That was another break.

Q: George, later you had a great deal of experience with NATO, and, of course, Canada
is often forgotten, but it a member of NATO. We're talking about the early '50s. What was
our attitude at the embassy and through the State Department, and maybe your attitude,
too, towards Canada? The Canadians talk more about how Americans...



VEST: Take them for granted.
Q: Take them for granted, but how did we look at Canada at that time, would you say?
VEST: Let's divide the we. The embassy first.

The embassy was a very high-spirited, strong morale group, and it took Canada very
seriously. Everybody was impressed with what Canada could do or would probably do,
and this went all the way through. It wasn't a big embassy. It was a wonderful group. The
military were impressed with what the Canadians were doing in the far north and what
they were cooperating with our military on. The agriculture attaché thought Canada was
one of the greatest things in the world and was going to be one of the breadbaskets of the
future. They were building the trans-Canadian pipeline. It doesn't matter what area you
were in, for those who worked with them, this was one of the great periods of Canada. I
mean, the prime minister was Louis St. Laurent; the foreign minister, external affairs
minister, was Mike Pearson; the man in charge of the economy was a great old man
named C.D. Howe. These people were tremendous leaders, very important, and they
knew everybody in Washington and in New York and in Chicago. It was a very
interesting time.

So, in the work terms and in the embassies -- down to their embassy in Washington, and
ours up in Ottawa -- it was a period of tremendous appreciation. If you went outside that,
to some extent to the other areas of the U.S. Government, to elsewhere in the country,
there was a general attitude of, well, Canada is a splendid place and the Canadians are
splendid people and they're particularly splendid because they're so nearly like us. And
there was a considerable atmosphere of taking Canada for granted. Even when the
Canadians sat down and said, "We're going to negotiate and have a joint Canadian
seaway, and we're going to do it our way. We're not going to expose any of our citizens
traveling on that joint Canadian seaway to McCarthyism or anything like that." They
were very forthright and strong on this. But even so, to the Americans at large, there was
that attitude.

Q: How did you find the Canadians as negotiators? I've talked to somebody who is on
our negotiating team -- on the last couple of years, we've just had basically a free trade
pact with Canada -- and said the Canadians were able to play the "You don't understand
us, and we're a little country” to a fare-thee-well and that they're some of the toughest
negotiators you could imagine. How did you find them in the '50s?

VEST: That is exactly the way they were then. There is no strength like the strength of a
weaker neighbor dealing with a relatively moral, strong neighbor. They played the
weaker neighbor. They would play the fact that their Constitution was weaker than ours
where they had a very bad -- they always used to claim that, you know, if we have a
problem, well, "the provinces won't let us do that." And, boy, we got the provinces
rammed down our throat over and over. Not that it wasn't true up to a point, but they used
it. They are very, very tough, able negotiators, and they're just as your other friend
described it. That's the way they were then. [Laughter]



I will say this -- and I've done a lot of negotiations since- -they were tremendously fair
and honorable negotiators. There is something special about the Canadians which you
cannot transpose to many other situations, and that is at a point where we would appear to
face irreconcilable difference over something, the Canadians were people you could sit
down with over a cup of coffee or a beer and talk and say, "Now come on. We've got to
find our way through all this." They have a nice genius for knowing when to move on
from total hard-line position to search for a compromise that's palatable to both sides, and
they showed it many times.

McCarthyism was a case in point, and they were very, very insistent to protect their
citizens. But they found a way, and they started very hard and emotional about it that they
would not expose people traveling on the seaways -- their people -- in any way. In the
end we found a working compromise, which, again, was something that they found as the
last resort. Oh, I have a great respect for them.

Q: George, you mentioned McCarthyism. You might, for the uninitiated, explain why
McCarthyism would be a problem. But also, you came into the Foreign Service at a time
when McCarthyism was rampant, although you were overseas most of this time. What
was your impression at the time, and what did it mean to the Foreign Service that you
saw?

VEST: Okay. I came in just ahead of McCarthyism, and McCarthyism got well underway
shortly thereafter. It did not really impact on me until I got to Canada. Quito was so far
away. It is best illustrated by the fact that there was no airplane line that went directly
there from outside the country. It had dirt runways, and it never had a congressional visit.
[Laughter] That describes Quito, as left to itself.

Canada was very different, indeed. We had not been in Canada very long before we
began to hear the horror stories. People we knew who were being accused of all kinds of
things which we felt could hardly be true. In fact, we were confident they weren't true.
People we knew who were leaving the Foreign Service because of this particular kind of
thing. And then it hit home when my wife's cousin, who had been raised in China and
was a very fine scholar in that area, was hounded out of his -- he was a professor in the
United States -- was hounded out of his job and got a job promptly at the University of
Toronto, where they were delighted to have him. His only sin had been that, like most
China scholars of that period, they had worked with people who were under accusation
for one reason or another because, if they were good, they had had some contact with the
changing China scene.

It hit me with real force in two episodes. First one was a story in which Scott McLeod in
the State Department, who was then head of the security bureau and a great buddy of
McCarthy's, questioned whether or not we should be reading magazines like the

Reporter.

Q: This is a moderate left wing, very slightly left wing.



VEST: I was just going to say very slightly left wing. And this was carried in a little letter
to the New York Times magazine section. So I wrote to the Foreign Service Journal. And
wrote them a letter, which I invited them to publish, which said that I had subscribed to a
wide selection of magazines and felt that, as a Foreign Service officer, I should, and that
it included the Reporter and the Atlantic Monthly, both of which were allegedly viewed
with some suspicion by Mr. McLeod. And that I thought that we in the Foreign Service
should be told whether or not in the Foreign Service this was the kind of conduct that was
approved or not. Very interesting. The Foreign Service Journal carefully wrote me right
back and said, "We're going to publish your letter, and we will forward it to Mr.
McLeod's office, the text, but we are withdrawing your name because we think it might
be too controversial."

Q: It gives an idea of the era.

VEST: That gives you an idea of the era. In point of fact, McLeod did come back and
say, "No, the New York Times magazine was wrong. We don't disapprove of Foreign
Service officers subscribing to a broad range of magazines. We do think they should be
very careful that they are not seduced by ultra liberal propaganda." [Laughter] And my
name did not appear. It made me realize then, you know, how sensitive it was.

It reached the stage where I was reporting on Canadian attitudes to McCarthyism, and the
telegram went to the ambassador, who was a political appointee -- a very nice old
gentlemen named R. Douglas Stewart -- to be approved, and he was very upset. He called
me in and he said, "I'm not going to approve this kind of thing." He very much favored
what Senator McCarthy was doing, thought he was doing the right thing, and this was
terrible.

Now I'll have the say that Ambassador Stewart was always very nice to me, and I never
felt he held anything against me. I watched how things could be done. This DCM, Mr.
Bliss, got into the middle of it and said to the ambassador, "Well, I understand how you
feel about this, but George is only reporting Canadian attitudes so that the United States
Government will know how things are viewed in Canada and can affect their conduct of
policy. But you don't want to have your name on this as approving it. In the future, any
telegrams that are reporting on McCarthyism and whatnot, why don't I just have them
held until after you've gone home, and I will initial them." The ambassador was very nice
and agreed to this compromise that all telegrams on McCarthyism would come after he
went home. [Laughter]

We followed it. We got more and more stories. I don't mind admitting it made a big
impact on my wife and me, and it reached the stage when it hit relatives and friends
enough that we seriously had a discussion saying, "Look. If this goes on and unchecked,
and we find it impossible to be in the Foreign Service, we might just possibly immigrate
to Canada." Because I had this feeling if I wanted to, I could go there and I could, indeed,
serve -- | would have felt comfortable serving in the Canadian Foreign Service, and I felt
I knew enough people that it was a conceivable thing. That was only casual talk between



us and never got further than that. And then, of course, Eisenhower and the Senate and all
the rest just gradually took care of all this.

Q: Well, George, I came into the Foreign Service in 1955. I'm not sure if I'm speaking for
everybody, but I think this was the attitude. If things got rough on reporting or something,
you could not depend on the State Department to back you up. This was a reflection of
how we felt about Dulles.

VEST: That's exactly right. That's why I mentioned that DCM, because we did not have
confidence in the State Department. We did have McLeod coming out and acting as he
did. We didn't see anybody in the State Department reining him in, and we knew our
senior Foreign Service officers were terribly worried. You could tell. It permeated the
building. This was why I really was so impressed with the action of that DCM saying,
"We have to do this reporting, and I will initial it if you don't want to do it." But I was in
the lucky position in that the senior officers in the embassy were of such a kind that I was
fundamentally inspired by them. They provided leadership.

Q: I'm sure if somebody were to go back and to take a look in our reporting for that
period, they would find a great many of the embassies did not report on the reaction to
McCarthyism, which was a major issue which obviously should have been reported if
you're doing your job. But because of this, this lack of trust.

VEST: Ours was the DCM. He was a rock. He was a Vermonter and he was all those
things you think of in Vermont. There were two or three junior officers there. The junior
officers who worked through that embassy were Phil Habib, Dean Brown, and I, in
succession, so we had a pretty good crowd. I followed Dean there, and I remember one of
them -- I don't know which one it was -- saying of Mr. Bliss, he said, "Well, he's a
Vermonter. You get the satisfaction of working for him because on your efficiency
report, if he says, "Well done,' it means that you're a superman. He's never going to go
beyond well done." [Laughter]

RICHARD P. BUTRICK
Consul General
Montreal (1952-1955)

Richard P. Butrick was born in Lockport, New York in 1894. He joined the
Consular Service in 1921. His career in the Foreign Service included
positions in Chile, Ecuador, Canada, China, Brazil, and Washington, DC.
Mpr. Butrick was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1993.

Q: Then you went to Montreal.

BUTRICK: I went to Montreal. They offered me two different embassies, and this may
seem a little strange to you, but my mother was a great influence in my life and she was



ill and in a nursing home in my hometown of Lockport, N.Y. and I wanted to be near her.
In order to be near her I took a demotion and went to Montreal as Consul General. I was
promised, however, by Loy Henderson, that he would make me an ambassador at some
later date.

I was happy in Montreal but I expected to be made an ambassador, but [ never was.
Instead of that I was transferred to Sao Paulo, probably the most important consulate
general in the world. Did you know that Sao Paulo is the third largest city in the world? It
wasn't then, but it is now, after Tokyo/Kyoto and Mexico City. New York is fifth and I
think Seoul is fourth.

As Consul General in Montreal I was very well thought of there. One of the Montreallers
said, "I have never seen an American who came to Montreal that so quickly adapted
himself to Canadian customs as you have." But that was my whole life. I never wanted to
force my ideas onto other people. Let them have their own civilizations the way they
want them.

WILLIAM D. BRODERICK
Visa Officer
Windsor (1953-1955)

William Broderick was born in Detroit, Michigan in 1924. He attended the
University of Detroit and then served in the U.S. Army in World War IL
Mpr. Broderick joined the Foreign Service in 1951. His career included
positions in Colombia, Canada, Yugoslavia, Bolivia, and Washington,
DC. Mr. Broderick was interviewed by Henry B. Ryan in 1990.

Q: How long were you in Medellin?

BRODERICK: Just over two years. Shortly before my tour was up I had gotten word that
my mother had had a cancer operation and was not expected to live very long. So I wrote
to the Department to say that if it was possible I would like an assignment in Canada and
they assigned me to Winnipeg. [ was in Detroit on home leave and looking around for
winter underwear and then I got a call from Personnel, and they said, "Listen, the vice
consul over in Windsor has just been selected out and he is leaving and we figure it is
cheaper to assign you there than anyone else, so you are assigned to Windsor." That was
very nice. My mother died about six months later and it was a real privilege to be there
during that period. I have always been grateful to the State Department for that.

Q: It has to be the least "foreign" assignment in the world. Did you live in Detroit?
BRODERICK: No, you were permitted to if you wanted to live in Detroit. We decided

not to. First of all it was just inconvenient to get from a residential area in Detroit to
Windsor. We had a son at that time and we would be over on weekends in any case



visiting the grandparents and so forth.

Being in Windsor was interesting. It was a big visa mill. I was first the passport and
citizenship officer and then visa officer. The general run of the mill stuff was pretty
routine, but occasionally you would get some very interesting kinds of cases. [ had a
woman come in one day applying for an immigrant visa and on her application she said
she had been born in Cleveland. I said, "You are an American citizen, aren't you? Why
are you asking for a visa?" Her story was that she had been born in Cleveland, that her
parents had come from the old Austro-Hungarian empire before the first world war. She
was born in the early twenties in Cleveland and then the parents had decided to go back,
perhaps during the depression. When they got back to their former home, what they used
to know as part of the Austro-Hungarian empire was now Romania. They were not ethnic
Romanians but there was a law in Romania requiring that by such-and-such a date you
had to go down and inscribe yourself in a book at the local town hall. The act of doing
that would make you a Romanian citizen. She was a minor, but her parents did it for her
as well as for themselves.

As soon as the war ended she was fleeing Romania ahead of the Russian army and got to
Vienna. She went into the American embassy there and asked for a passport. They said,
"No, you have lost your citizenship, because under the immigration law anyone who has
accepted foreign nationality had to have reapplied for citizenship in the U.S. before the
age of twenty-one to stake a claim to American citizenship.

Well by 1946 she was twenty-three or so and therefore she was considered to have lost
her citizenship; they made out a certificate of loss of nationality. This sounded awfully
unfair to me and I started reading in consular texts and other sources to see if there were
not some way to overcome this presumption of loss. I discovered some court cases that
dealt with the case of an Italian to whom the same thing had happened. The courts held
that where there was a state of war in existence which prevented an individual from
getting to an American consulate, provided that the person applied as soon as possible
after the end of hostilities, citizenship was not lost. That was her case.

I documented all this and sent it in to the Passport Office, then run by the famous Mrs.
Shipley. I thought I had come through with a very cogent, persuasive case. Their answer
came back that this was a decision by a district court and unless it had been upheld by an
appeals court, State would not recognize the precedent. So I talked to her again and asked
about the others in her family. She said, "My brother is in the same situation, but with the
additional complication that he, by force, was required to serve in consecutively, the
Romanian, Hungarian and German armies." That, of course, was another basis for losing
U.S. nationality. I asked, "What happened to him?" She said, "Oh, he has got his
American citizenship by taking the bus across to Detroit and after the Immigration
Service questioned him about this; they admitted him as a citizen. I said, "Well, my
advice to you is to take a dime for bus fare and do the same thing." I never heard from her
again. I suspect that the Immigration Service may not have known all these details, but
what the hell.



Q: You were there how long?
BRODERICK: About two and a half years.
Q: Your work was mostly various kinds of consular issues?

BRODERICK: Very much. Most of them were run-of-the mill. We did have some fights
with the legal profession because we put up a sign to say that you did not need a lawyer
to apply for a visa. The Detroit Bar Association was up in arms about this because some
of them were making a lot of money; they would charge some people $150 to make out
an application. They did not like to see this business melt away.

Q: Who was the famous Mrs. Shipley?

BRODERICK: She was known as "Ma Shipley" and had been head of the Passport
Office for about thirty years, at the time, and was tough as nails. She was a strict
interpretationist when it came to nationality cases. She was very popular with the
conservatives in Congress like John Rooney [Representative from New York on the
House Appropriations Committee] who used to pass on the Department's budget. She was
always very well treated by John Rooney.

There is another story about Rooney. While I was in Windsor a man that none of us liked
who had been on Senator Styles Bridges's staff was made head of the Bureau of Security
and Consular Affairs. This was Scott McLeod, one of the former dog-robbers for the
McCarthy types. He visited Windsor. On Congressional correspondence he was sound;
he said, "Look, you guys get letters all the time from Congressmen and if you do not
answer them properly I get in trouble with them. What you want to do is when you get a
letter from a Congressman (it is almost always about a visa case) you start off by saying
‘we are very pleased that you are personally interested in the case of John Doe'. The
reason you do that is because that while the Congressman probably does not give a damn
about the case of John Doe or his relatives, he always sends a copy of whatever letter you
send him to the constituents. So don't understate his interest. Then you state what the
situation is, but use a lot of words about how marvelous the Congressman is. The only
exception to that rule is John Rooney. Rooney called me one day, he had gotten one of
these letters, and he said, "What is all this crap about my personal interest? I don't give a
damn about these people.' So don't write letters like that to him."

There is one other case I wanted to tell you about, a very sad case. I got this call from the
Justice Department. This woman attorney said, "Did you issue an immigrant visa in
Windsor in 1954 to John Palavchek (I'm not sure of the name)- -a Ukrainian?" I said,
"Well, I have issued thousands of visas, and if you said I did, I guess I did." She said, "As
a matter of fact, we have got the actual document here in front of us and your name is on
it. We are investigating him and it turns out that he has been involved in some of these
concentration camp crimes and the killing of Jews. The question is, when he appeared
before you, did he tell you any of this?" I said I am sure he didn't as it would be grounds
for refusal. She said, "Would you be willing to testify in court that if you knew the facts



as we now believe they are he would not have been issued a visa?" I said, "Sure, [ would
be prepared to do that." I did not hear anything for another six or seven months. Then the
same woman called to say, "We just called to tell you that you will not have to concern
yourself about appearing in this case. We notified Mr. Palavchek two days ago that we
were undertaking deportation proceedings against him and last night he committed
suicide." That was kind of a shocker.

Q: I don't imagine you came across a lot of cases with ramifications like that?

BRODERICK: No, but we had strange ones; we had an English woman who came in, a
youngish woman in her mid-thirties, married to an American citizen. They were living in
Windsor, and he was teaching in Detroit. She had a British passport so she could pass
back and forth as a visitor with no visa, but she wanted an immigrant visa. During the
British general strike of 1926, her father was one of the working men on strike. During a
big meeting where Lady Astor was addressing a crowd of strikers, she said, "If all of you
love Russia so much, why don't you go there and I will pay your fare." Well, her father
accepted this offer and he took his family to Leningrad and he worked in a tool and die
plant. (I can't remember if she was actually born in Russia or in Britain.) He died rather
young, so the widow was left to raise these two small kids, the woman and her brother.

When the German armies came in, the mother took the girl -- the boy may have been
drafted in the Russian army by then -- and in effect became a camp follower of the
German army. Then the mother died and this girl, who was by then 19 or 20, became the
mistress of a German medical officer and traveled back with him as the Germans
retreated. All of this came out of files we had gotten from Germany where she had been
in a DP [Displaced Persons] camp. Later she left the German and met the American and
married him. He was in the military government at the time. The reason we got the
information was that she had applied for a visa some place in Germany, and these facts
were on file there. The concern in those early days was not the Russian background but
the German connection -- we were still mad at the Nazis. By the time she got to us, this
was '54 or '55, the problem was the Russian connection because it turned out she had
been a member of the Komsomol [Communist youth organization] and the Communist
Youth Brigade and they had actually sent her to an intelligence school somewhere to train
her to be a spy. So she was clearly ineligible under the McCarran- Walter Act; it was very
complicated business interviewing her since usually her husband would be with her. But |
did discover that she was very articulate and had lived for some years in Britain after
coming out of Germany where she had made speeches to local clubs, women's clubs, and
given newspaper interviews about how terrible life was in Russia with these awful
communists. By that time we had a so- called 'defector clause' in the law. I documented
all of this stuff and said that she has established she is a defector by all of these speeches
she has made criticizing the Russian government and therefore she has overcome the
communist presumption. We got the visa for her.

We had another case of a woman who was again married to an American; she had been
arrested once for prostitution, or soliciting, I forget which, in Germany before she had
married this guy. I had to interview her about this, and she said, yes, she had a small child



by her German husband, who was killed in the war, and she was starving and only did it
once, and so forth. I wrote to the Department and said there is this defector law for ex-
Communists. Two questions are, a) how many times do you have to have been proven to
do it before you are a prostitute and b) there is no similar status for the reformed
prostitute. As I put it to them, under our law Karl Marx could conceivably qualify for a
visa but Mary Magdalene couldn't. It did not help, it did not cut any ice, we could not
give her a visa. So much for Windsor.

LOUISE S. ARMSTRONG
Economic-Commercial Officer
Ottawa (1953-1955)

Mrs. Armstrong was born in 1917 in Tokyo, Japan of American
missionary parents. After moving to the United States she attended
Wellesley College. After graduation, Mrs. Armstrong was a researcher for
Time and Life magazine before joining the Foreign Service in 1947. As a
Consular and Political Officer, she served in Madras, Prague, Palermo
and Montreal. Following her marriage to FSO Willis Armstrong in 1959,
she resigned her commission and accompanied her husband to Ottawa,
where he was assigned as Deputy Chief of Mission. Mrs. Armstrong was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2000.

ARMSTRONG: Eventually I was transferred to Ottawa, and I arrived on Coronation Day
[for] Queen Elizabeth II. You never saw a city looking more splendid, banners
everywhere, magnificent. It gave one a great lift. [ was there on my own. My mother had
gone down to the States. [ was going to have to find suitable housing and so forth. But
there was just a thrill to walk down this main thoroughfare, near the Parliament buildings
and see all the bunting, all the banners, parades. You can imagine what it was like. Again
the job was economic commercial and again some of it overlapped with what I’d been
doing in Montreal. We were able to make friends readily because my mother joined a
book club where we met some very interesting people. There was the younger set, not so
young some of them, the governor general was crazy about barn dancing, so he set quite a
pattern for society with that. He loved skiing and barn dancing and his name will come to
me in due course. One could also go skiing very readily, half hour to the ski slopes,
which is about half what it took to go to the ski slopes from Montreal. Wonderful lake
country for swimming and canoeing. In fact, endless opportunities to go on canoeing
weekends in relatively unpopulated areas, as long as you were with somebody who knew,
who had his bearings and knew where we were going. You could go off and camp, spend
the night and then canoe some more.

Q: Did you run into something that I’ve heard people who served in Canada at other
times say — one problem about the Canadians is, that when they hear you're American,
particularly attached to the embassy or consulate, it’s “big you” and “poor little us” and
“you have to understand us” and that sort of thing, which meant you better keep your



hand on your wallet as far as negotiating.

ARMSTRONG: Well there’s a certain type of Canadian, yes, who’s impossible. We used
to go to an annual summer conference at which these Anglo-Canadian super-intellectuals
would gather and it was always very “loftier than thou” when it came to anything
American. We were the uncultured barbarians. We got awfully tired of that. The Globe
and Mail was must reading, but it was so full of anti-Americanisms. It’s par for the
course. I don’t think it will ever change.

Q: Did you get any feel within the French community about the role of the Roman
Catholic Church at all?

ARMSTRONG: Well I was there at a time before the big change, which is probably why
I met so few French Canadians, and those I met were lower class. They were still very
much under the influence of the church and the old style. It’s only in, well I can’t say
recent anymore because it’s taken some time [for this] to happen, but you go to Montreal
now and, by george, they’re even beginning to feel so much at home that they don’t mind
speaking English. And they’re on top of things. As we all know, they’ve got a lot going
industry wise, high tech industry wise.

One of the things when we lived in Ottawa that we did was visit outside of Montreal and
Quebec the asbestos mines, the asbestos industry. I think it was General Dynamics was
trying to make a purchase there. Or else get rid of something they already held, I've
forgotten. The curious thing was, the man who showed us around one of the most
significant mines and mills of asbestos, came from a family that had worked in that area,
with asbestos for three generations and never had any problems with the lungs. People
living in the village somewhere else might, but he didn’t. In the plant, in the mill, they all
wore masks. The mining itself seemed to be open pit mining. But [ remember New
Jersey, Manville, New Jersey, they had terrific lawsuits. They weren’t necessarily the
result of people working in the plant, but people living nearby. So it’s rather like tobacco
I think. It could be that some people are more sensitive than others.

Q: How did you find the Canadian market? Were there various obstacles put on trying to
sell American products in Canada?

ARMSTRONG: No, I never felt that way. Immediately after the free trade agreement was
signed, which was of course bitterly fought by some vested interests in Canada, not by
Canadians who were in senior official positions, who were all for it. But there were lots
of smaller manufacturers of things like furniture and so forth who were suddenly making
money hand over fist because they had the cheaper Canadian dollar and easy access to
raw materials that were used and were doing a land office business here. So on the whole
I think Canadians have no regrets though there was an initial bitter, bitter internal dispute.

Q: Well at the time though you were, this was "50 to °53 period —

ARMSTRONG: That was too early for [it.]



Q: Was it hard to market American goods then?

ARMSTRONG: I don’t remember that there were any serious impediments. Very often
people who were handling, let’s say small appliances, had made long term commitments
with their suppliers so they were in no hurry to change. But there was no, I never
determined that there was any serious objection. If they could make a connection they
would. One thing, which has nothing to do really with ordinary commerce, was that you
couldn’t buy any American wines and very little American booze in the
provincially-controlled liquor stores. That’s one thing they absolutely shut us out cold.
The American wine industry kept working at this and working at this. I don’t know how
things are today, but very rarely did we see any decent American wines.

Q: I'm told that it was very hard to get American whiskey, I mean regular whiskey
because Canadian whiskey —

ARMSTRONG: Well Canadian and British whiskey were better than ours.
Q: Well, it’s a matter of taste.

ARMSTRONG: Well I know we don’t have bourbon. But the Canadian rye is first class.
Of course they could import British scotch quite readily and perhaps more readily, with
the trade agreements they had with Britain, than we could. It was the wine that was the
big hang-up.

Q: Did the embassy do much to try and open it up?

ARMSTRONG: Oh, yes, constantly. I think we’ve succeeded to a degree, although I just
don’t know because I haven’t visited recently. There was at the time, when I was there
with my husband, a group of commercial attachés who would meet once a month, each
one being the host. It would at a hotel or a dining room of some sort, a public dining
room. And the entire menu would be representative of the host country. And the wines
that went with it would be representative. When it came time for the Americans to do the
entertaining, my husband looked around to see what officer he could spare to send down
over the border to Ogdensburg and bring back American wine. He hit on this chap in the
administrative office who really wouldn’t have known one kind of wine from another.
And he came back with Gallo red and Gallo white. Well we had to make the best of it.
But afterwards the French commercial attaché came up to Bill and he said, “These wines,
you’ve got us worried,” being sincere.

Q: How about during this "50-’53 period, did you get involved in complaints that the
Canadians had about cultural invasion — Maclean’s Magazine and all that?

ARMSTRONG: Oh, yes, and afterwards when [ was there later with my husband. It
began to be a more and more burning issue for them. And some of the civil servants who
ramrodded these restrictions through were among our best friends. But it was a point of



survival for them, an issue of survival. And of course Readers Digest protested. Of course
Time magazine protested. But honestly you can see why they needed to do something
like this. Of course they can’t control what comes in from Buffalo, over the radio and
television. But their own domestic material is so high class, I’d much rather listen to
some of those Canadian stations than our own.

RICHARD E. JOHNSON
Consular Officer
Toronto (1954-1955)

Richard E. Johnson was born in Winnetka, Illinois. He received a
bachelor's degree from Harvard University in 1942 and then served in the
U.S. Navy during World War II. Mr. Johnson joined the Civil Service in
1947 and the Foreign Service in 1951. His career included positions in
Hong Kong, Canada, Poland, Bulgaria, Brazil, Yugoslavia, and Brazil.
Mr. Johnson was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1991.

Q: Yes. You then left there for a much more mundane world, didn't you?
JOHNSON: Yes, I went to Toronto after that.
Q: Yes, you were there for about a year or so.

JOHNSON: That was, I would say, a rather dull assignment, being in the consulate in
Toronto. I did only consular work, and it was very open and shut. We didn't find Toronto
very exciting, although we had Maple Leaf (hockey) season tickets.

Some of our vice consuls at that time found Canada a surprisingly hostile milieu. They
were people, I guess who, like me, had been brought up to think that this was a brother
country. Their parents had talked to them about the thousands of miles of undefended
frontier. So they expected to be welcomed as brothers. And they were surprised to find
the Canadians a little bit prickly about being called brothers, because they thought there
was something condescending about that.

One of our vice consuls resigned while he was there. He had, before he resigned, written
an article for Macleans magazine, which was titled "I'm Leaving Canada and I'm Glad of
It." Fortunately, he had left about two days before Macleans hit the newsstand, because
our consul general really blew his stack -- here was a U.S. vice consul stirring that pot.

I don't think I was there for more than maybe a year in Toronto. And I applied for Polish
language training.



JOHN A. LINEHAN, JR.
Consular Officer
Quebec (1956-1958)

Ambassador John A. Linehan was born in Gloucester, Massachusetts in
1924. He entered the Foreign Service in 1952. His career included
positions in France, Canada, Australia, Liberia, Ghana, Washington, DC,
and an ambassadorship to Sierra Leone. Ambassador Linehan was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1993.

Q: Well, then, you went to Quebec. You were there from 1956 to 1958.

LINEHAN: That was a quiet post, a delightful post. I might say that the French in France
were difficult to get to know. French businessmen entertained in restaurants. They very
rarely entertained at home. On the other hand, once you made a French friend, you had a
friend for life. We did have a few. We were very interested to find that the French
Canadians were totally different -- much warmer and more hospitable. We thoroughly
enjoyed our time there because of that. They were just more open types. Now, the French
language spoken in Quebec is a little bit different from that spoken in France. French
Canadians have preserved some old terms. They've been heavily influenced by English
over the radio and now television.

After two years in French Canada I returned to Washington at the time the Department
had instituted language testing. [ went, with some trepidation, to my language test, which
was conducted by Marie-Louise something or other from Paris and an American who was
bilingual. I walked into the room and said that I had just come from Quebec and asked
whether either one of them had ever been to French Canada. Well, no, they hadn't. My
heart sank, because I knew that I would say something in Canadian French. So instead |
said, "Well, it really is very curious. The French Canadians say this, they say that, and the
other." And the two of them were saying, "Mais, c'est impossible, incroyable!" [But that's
impossible, unbelievable!] I ran out of steam after about 15 minutes, and they said,
"Thank you very much."

Q: Which is called taking command of the situation.
LINEHAN: It was sort of a desperate attempt, [ might say.
Q: But it worked.

LINEHAN: We had a happy time in Quebec. Nothing very exciting. At that time it was a
two man post, with four French Canadian female employees. When I arrived, the consul
was George Renchard, who became somewhat famous in the Foreign Service because
after he retired, he was appointed an ambassador, presumably because his wife made a
very large contribution to the president at that time. He left soon after I arrived, according
to schedule. However, he was replaced by an "integrated" officer [i.e., who had not
originally been a Foreign Service Officer] who had also been in Paris but in NATO



Affairs, in USRO [United States Regional Office], you might say. He didn't know
anything about consular affairs, much less about general Foreign Service matters. So the
following year, when he did my efficiency report, he said that he had figured he could
learn all about visas and passports in about three weeks. He added, "I'm still ignorant, but
nobody has complained, so Linehan must be OK." I really enjoyed Quebec.

Q: Tell me, did you get any feel for the seeds of separatism? Were we playing with that at
all?

LINEHAN: No. Those were the days of a man whom many people called a dictator,
Maurice Duplessis, the Premier of Quebec. He ran things with an iron hand.

The Catholic Church was very important in those days [1956-1958]. There was very little
opposition in Quebec. The only opposition that I'm aware of, however, was a religious
order -- I must admit that my knowledge of Catholic orders is not very good. There was
an order, composed, I think, mainly of Benedictines, who ran an institution of some kind.
They would write and publish things in opposition to the Duplessis Government. But that
was about it. This was still a place where people were church-going, where French
Canadians had very large families, and where the long-established English families in
Quebec City ran the show commercially and financially. The only thing that I saw which
gave some indication of what might happen in the future was that many of the people
who were of my generation, who were English and running businesses, were also
bilingual, although their parents were not. I belonged to an informal group which met
once a week with business people -- some French but mostly English speaking
Canadians, I should say. The whole problem of separatism and what has happened in
terms of the use of the English and French languages in the province, has changed
drastically since my time.

Q: How did they feel about the United States?

LINEHAN: I think that it was better to be an American in Quebec City than to be an
[English-speaking] Canadian from Ontario. In part this was because almost all French
Canadians have relatives in the States. There was a lot of crossing the border, back and
forth. Americans were very well appreciated there. I certainly felt very welcome during
all of my time there.

Q: Then you came back to Washington.

LINEHAN: Yes, that was at the time [1958] of the integration of civil service employees
into the Foreign Service, as you may recall.

LOUISE SCHAFFNER ARMSTRONG
United Kingdom and Canadian Affairs
Washington, DC (1957-1959)



Mrs. Armstrong was born in 1917 in Tokyo, Japan of American
missionary parents. After moving to the United States she attended
Wellesley College. After graduation, Mrs. Armstrong was a researcher for
Time and Life magazine before joining the Foreign Service in 1947. As a
Consular and Political Officer, she served in Madras, Prague, Palermo
and Montreal. Following her marriage to FSO Willis Armstrong in 1959,
she resigned her commission and accompanied her husband to Ottawa,
where he was assigned as Deputy Chief of Mission. Mrs. Armstrong was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2000.

Q: She had an operation dealing with Berlin, with Germany.

ARMSTRONG: That’s right and where could you go from there? And I wasn’t, I didn’t
have a German background. So I found a slot in INR [Intelligence and Research], and I
was working there for a while when my application for advanced economic study was
granted, and I went to Berkeley. So I spent the academic year, *56-57 at Berkeley. When
I finished that — I’m sorry I’'m getting ahead. Before that I went to a tariff conference in

1956 in Geneva. That was out of INR. They needed each particular- [end of tape]

So that was a very happy occasion in the end because who would object to being in
Geneva for three months. The rate of exchange was tolerable, and the per diem was quite
tolerable. And the weather initially was balmy and then it turned cold. But one could go
skiing every weekend, only the man who was head of my team was biting his nails for
fear that I and another officer who would go skiing would come back with a broken limb
and that would put the kibosh on the broken limb to some extent. But that never

happened.

And my particular group was negotiating with the Italians and the Austrians, and we had
a representative of the department of commerce on our team and also the international
tariff office guy. The representative from the tariff commission knew what he was doing;
the rest of us were sort of learning on the job. Bless his heart when we discovered that the
Austrians did not have any calculators, that they were doing all these figures in their head

to see what would be the trade impact of lowering the tariffs on this or that item, he did it



for them. And they were a very nice group of people that we worked with. They were
relatively new because the government was just pulling itself together in those days. And
the Italians were very affable so everything went quite well I think. Only we were
looking forward to just another few days after Easter of enjoying life in Geneva when the
word came back that the bureau of conference affairs had run out of money. Then we
didn’t have congressional opportunities to go and finish assignments. Then we were just
living hand to mouth with what the bureau of international conferences could afford. So it
was get out of there, ready or not! Fortunately my work was finished, but there were
some people who were very embarrassed by this; they had to do things at the last minute

that they had no intention of trying to do in a hurry.

Back home, I guess that’s when I went to Berkeley, not immediately but some time soon after.

Then I came back to trade agreements, and after a period in trade agreements, which was in the
old munitions building, there was an opening which somebody mentioned to me, which was in
the Bureau of United Kingdom and Canadian Affairs as economic officer. I jumped at that

opportunity and spent most of my time actually on work dealing with Canada.

In the course of that I’d already met Willis Armstrong, but it so happened that since he was
economic counselor in Ottawa and we had regular meetings of Americans and Canadians and
some cabinet level commission, that he would have to call the desk and the desk would be me.
And I wouldn’t be on the phone very long, but I would be setting things up with other people that
needed to talk to him. When the telephone bills were totted up at the embassy in Ottawa, the
woman working in the office responsible said, “An hour and a half, Mr. Armstrong to Louise
Schaffner. It’d be cheaper if he’d marry the girl!” At that point we were already becoming
serious I should think. But if we told anybody it would discredit us with respect to the

arrangements we were making professionally at either end. So we had to keep very quiet about it.

DONALD A. KRUSE
Administrative Officer
Toronto (1957-1960)



Donald A. Kruse was born in Philadelphia in 1930. He later attended Wheaton
College and majored in history. Following his graduation in 1952, he received a
masters degree in political science at the University of Pennsylvania and then
joined the army. Following his two year run in the army, Kruse joined the
Foreign Service and served in posts in Canada, Luxembourg, France, Belgium,

Jerusalem, Italy, and England. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in
March 1997.

Q: Only one of many. You were in Toronto when?
KRUSE: From ’57 to ’60.
Q: What was your job?

KRUSE: I was the administrative officer. In fact, I tried hard to stay the admin. officer all the
three years because the only alternative was the visa mill, which is essentially what Toronto
was in those days. Out of the 20 or so officers, [ would say 15, were doing visa or consular
work. All of my predecessors had been rotated out of the admin. To consular at a certain
point. Having observed that visa mill, I thought to myself, “You know, this is not a bad job
up here as admin. officer. Let’s just see if we can’t stay there.” So, I spent my three years
doing admin.

Q: Who was the Consul General?

KRUSE: We started with Ivan White, who eventually became quite a senior officer as the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for EUR in the late ‘50s. I'm not sure if he did get an embassy,
but he got his own post, whether it was a consulate or just what. He was favorably looked
upon by the Washington establishment because Livingston Merchant was the ambassador in
Canada and when he left Canada took Ivan out and back to be his deputy in EUR. So, that
was my first consul general. He was a good boss for younger officers. He paid some attention
to us, gave us some good advice.

He was replaced by Bob Memminger, who was a different kind of officer, mostly a consular
officer, kind of a southern, laid back fellow, who was pleasant to work for, but a totally
different kind from Ivan, who was a political officer. Memminger was very helpful to me.

Q: What type of work were you doing? You say admin., but what does that mean?

KRUSE: It was everything combined, the GSO, the security. I was it. We had three Canadian
FSNs working in the section with me. But I was the officer for signing everything. The only
thing that, I think, may be remembered 40 years later is that we put air conditioning in the
building in Toronto. This apparently took a great revolution in Washington’s thinking that
any place in Canada would need air conditioning. They kind of think you can keep that
winter air all year long without recognizing that it’s a pretty warm summer. So, we managed
to install air conditioning.



Q: Did you get any feel for what relations were like with Canada at that time?

KRUSE: Yes. I guess this was my interest and I could do it kind of on the side. They sent me
out to speak at a couple of Rotary Clubs. There were Canadian elections. In fact, it was rather
exciting if you can think of U.S.-Canadian relations as ever being exciting, at least from the
American standpoint. Every day it’s exciting for Canadians, but very seldom is it for
Americans, it seems. This was the time that John Diefenbaker was Prime Minister, who kind
of made it his forte to put the jab in the Americans when he could. He had won a landslide
victory. So, it was something that Washington became interested in. How are you going to
deal with John Diefenbaker? Basically, that’s what the consul general said: “Give me your
impressions?” So, [ wrote him some things. He seemed to think they were well-done. I guess
he put some good words for me in Washington. I think my next assignment was really
attributable to his reporting favorably on my progress.

Q: What did Diefenbaker think? What was our thinking at that time, that you were getting
sort of internally, talking to your fellow officers and all, about this nationalistic anti-
American stance? How did we react?

KRUSE: As you could imagine, we expected loyalty of allies in those days. It was the heart
of the Cold War and we didn’t like some of the Canadian rhetoric. We understood that the
Canadians may have some gripes about our foreign policy and our actions, but when it came
to defense and security arrangements, we thought that allies should be allies and it was
exactly on nuclear issues that we had our biggest problems. Walton Butterworth was the
ambassador at that particular time. It became publicly known that he was carrying critical
messages to Diefenbaker about American unhappiness. The Diefenbaker-Kennedy
relationship was not a happy one at all. So, I would say those were not easy years, not that
later years with Trudeau were that easy as well. I think it’s necessary for Canadian leaders at
some point to show their own electorate that they’re standing up to the Americans. But when
it came to these defense issues, we really thought that the Canadians and Diefenbaker were
unnecessarily tough on us.

Q: How about in Toronto, was this an Ottawa-Ontario manifestation, too, or was this more
from elsewhere?

KRUSE: I always think Ontario has the quintessential Canadian attitude toward us because
they think of themselves as one of the reasons that Canada is separate. If you try to define a
Canadian, it’s not often easy to do that as an American. The Ontario situation is usually
where there is perhaps the most intellectual argumentation against American foreign policy.
I’ll never forget seeing the Canadian protestors outside the consulate. I don’t know what in
particular the issue was, but one day the first fellow came with the sign “Dull.” The second
guy came with a sign that said, “Duller.” The third one said, “Dulles.” That was a fairly good
imagination for a Canadian to come up with that, not that Canadians don’t have good
imaginations. But they tend not to be too demonstrative. They don’t like to dramatize their
problems with us because in the long run, they recognize that the ties are too close. Of
course, in Ontario, Diefenbaker won very handsomely.



WILLIS C. ARMSTRONG
Economic Counselor
Ottawa (1958-1960)

Deputy Chief of Mission
Ottawa (1960-1962)

Canada/United Kingdom Desk
Washington, DC (1962-1963)

Willis C. Armstrong was born in 1912. He served in the Lend-Lease
administration from 1941-1946. He joined the State Department in 1946, serving
in the Economic Bureau, at the Canadian/UK desk, and as Assistant Secretary for
Economic Affairs under the Nixon administration. Mr. Armstrong was also
Deputy Chief of Mission in Canada and Minister for Economic Affairs in Great
Britain. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1988.

Q: You were assigned for your first overseas assignment in 1958, to Ottawa as economic
counselor. Had you joined the Foreign Service?

ARMSTRONG: I became Wristonized, as we used to say, somewhere around 1956. I had taken
the Foreign Service exam for lateral transfer around '46 and '47, when I was in the Department as
a civil servant. The trouble was, under civil service rules, I was in an economic position, but I'm
not an economist. I never said [ was. I'm an historian, a political scientist. 've got a smidgen of
economics and a certain amount of common sense. But I was a bachelor and had a dependent
mother. My father died when I was in college, and my mother was psychologically and
economically dependent on me, and I didn't really think that the Foreign Service was a good
idea. But when it came to the crunch, it was the only choice to make.

Livy [Livingston] Merchant was ambassador to Canada, and he asked for me as economic
counselor. With a 79-year-old mother, that was perfect, so my mother and I went to Ottawa in
1958.

Q: I have here that Wigglesworth was ambassador in Canada in '58.

ARMSTRONG: He came in '59. Livy was before that, and Livy was after him.

Q: I see.

ARMSTRONG: This involves also my wife. My wife was a Foreign Service officer, and she
served in Madras, Prague, Montreal, Ottawa, and then in tariff negotiations in Geneva. She was

in the economic burecau when I was, and that's how we met. She was later in BNA, which was
desk for Canada, Britain, and Scandinavia.



Q: BNA stands for what?

ARMSTRONG: British Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs. It covered Scandinavia,
Ireland, Britain, Canada, some pieces of the West Indies, and Malta. I was its Director for two
years when I came back from Canada in 1962.

My wife, Louis, was involved in backstopping me, in effect, because she did the economic work
in BNA. We became engaged between '58 and '59, were married in May of '59. So Louise, who

had served five years in Canada, came back to Canada, lived there three more years as my wife.

My mother survived until the autumn of '59.

Q: In those days Louise had to resign.

ARMSTRONG: She had to resign because of the rules. Her expertise on Canada was a great help
at all times. I went there as economic counselor in '58. In 1959, Livy Merchant left Ottawa to
come back to Washington and became Deputy Under Secretary for Political Affairs.
Wigglesworth came. My wife had helped brief him in Washington, and we became very friendly
with the Wigglesworths. He was a fine man and a good congressman, a very decent, sensible
guy, but on the cautious side, which is all right. He and I had a very happy working relationship.
He chose me as his number two when Tyler Thompson, who was number two, left to become
ambassador to Iceland.

So I became DCM in 1960. Unfortunately, Ambassador Wigglesworth died in the autumn of
1960. He'd been a four-letter man at Harvard and thought he was indestructible. He developed
phlebitis and didn't follow what the doctor told him. He'd come back from the hospital and
seemed to be all right. I'd gone off for a week's holiday. I hadn't had any holiday all year. Louise
and I drove down to New England in October and were on Martha's Vineyard when we got a call
from the embassy -- we'd been gone two days -- saying the ambassador had been taken to Peter
Bent Brigham Hospital in Boston by RCAF plane. We left immediately for Ottawa, stopping to
lunch with friends in Lexington or Concord, Massachusetts. I called up and talked to him. He
said, "I feel all right, but the doctors say there are some problems." The next day he was dead.

We went on to Maine. I had a cottage in Maine, and we quickly closed the cottage. I drove all
night to Ottawa to take charge. Suddenly taking charge of an embassy, with the ambassador
dead, was an experience.

This was just before our 1960 election, and people said, "How long do you think it will be before
we get a new ambassador?" I said, "It will be at least March and maybe April, because the
outgoing administration isn't going to appoint anybody, and an incoming administration isn't
going to make up its mind." So I was chargé from October until about March or April of 1961,
when Livy came back.

After he came back, President Kennedy had him doing all kinds of other things, going to
Pakistan and Afghanistan and so forth. He didn't pay much attention to the Ottawa job because
he had done the job before. He sort of said, "You do it." So I did it. I'd known Livy during the



war in Lend-Lease matters, one of the world's nicest people. We were very, very fond of him and
his wife. We were very fond of the Wigglesworths, too. We still see Mrs. Wigglesworth. She
married John Hollinter, an old friend whose wife had died. He had been a congressman.

Q: You are mentioning something here on Canada, with the ambassador coming back for a
second time. This might be true in any case, but one of the Canadians' great claims which again
came up during very recent elections they had up there was that the United States takes Canada
for granted, we don't pay enough attention to them. Was this a constant refrain when you were
there, or is this something fairly recent?

ARMSTRONG: Every refrain, including this one, that has been heard in Canadian politics is
familiar to me. I've been on television in Canada and on public platforms and so forth. My
response to that claim is, "How would you like it if we really gave you our full attention?"

"Oh, my God!" they say. "We couldn't stand that."

Q: I'm never quite sure exactly what this means, because we obviously give our full attention to
what's happening maybe in the Soviet Union. Let's go back to the time you were there. What did
the Canadians want from us that we weren't doing?

ARMSTRONG: The whole time I was there, Mr. Diefenbaker was prime minister. He started out
saying, "We're going to divert a lot of our trade from U.S. orientation to the Commonwealth."
That didn't fly at all. He was arguing about economic forces over which he had no control. The
Canadians were worried about their excessive dependence on trade to the United States. It's a
legitimate worry.

The second worry was American investment in Canada, which was responsible for their quite
extraordinary rate of growth during the time, but which made a lot of nationalists unhappy.
Diefenbaker was sort of a nationalist, but not really as bad as he sounded. He was a prairie
populist. He could have run for office in Minnesota or North Dakota and made it without any
trouble at all. He came from Saskatchewan, just over the border. Same framework, only he
happened to be Canadian.

Canada had just done a big study under a commission headed by a man called Gordon. They
always have going some big study by some royal commission, always examining their identity or
looking at their navels or whatever. It produces quite a lot of fairly interesting stuff. If you just sit
down and read all of it, you learn a hell of a lot about Canada. The study had just come out when
I went there, and I didn't know much about Canada. I had been there on tourist trips and had
Canadian friends, but I really didn't know anything about Canadian politics. And I learned. I got
there the day Diefenbaker won his landslide, March 31, 1958. I watched the television all
evening. I didn't know what I was looking at. So I became immersed in learning about Canada.

Then when I became minister, I was responsible for supervising the consulates; we had 11
consulates in Canada from St. John's, Newfoundland, to Vancouver, and I had to visit them a
couple of times a year to see their operations and write the efficiency ratings and all that. So I got
around in Canada and met people all over Canada. I felt fairly comfortable about it.



Canada-U.S. relations are very much sui generis. They want to be different, but they want to
participate in our politics. They're very partisan about our politics. I remember going to an
election-night party in 1960. It was neck and neck between Nixon and Kennedy. It got to be
midnight, and nobody had won. We said, "We're going home. Got to get our sleep. I've got work
to do tomorrow, you know."

They said, "Don't you want to stay up and see how it comes out?"

I said, "Louise voted for Kennedy. I voted for Nixon. We're both reconciled to a victory by either
candidate. We're going home and go to bed." That's it. They couldn't understand that, because
they were so passionately for Kennedy. If you told people in Canada that you were Republican,
they looked at you as if you were some kind of monster. "What is a Republican? Why are you a
Republican? You've always been in the Foreign Service." I was a Republican because that's the
way I felt about it. The state of Maine is my spiritual home, as my wife says, and that's the way [
feel. I found this also in Britain, this wonderment at someone being a Republican.

Anyway, the things that bother Canadians are that they want to have everything the way it is in
the United States, in terms of material comforts. Now they have it. In 1958, they didn't. The
society has matured and grown tremendously. But the same nationalism is there. They have a
problem of having an inferiority complex about the United States, and then they have a problem
of having a superiority complex towards the United States. You never can tell quite which mode
they're going to be in. They switch.

Q: The inferiority complex is because of size and power?

ARMSTRONG: And feeling neglected because they're alone on a continent with a great big
power, whereas in Europe, there are a lot of countries.

Q: And on the superiority side, the qualitative thing.

ARMSTRONG: Quality of life and so forth. They used to talk a lot about the quality of life back
25 years ago, but it wasn't that great. Now it's good. It's first class. Lovely, clean cities, good
medical care, no poverty, really, no slums, no underclass, very little crime, good gun laws. It's a
delightful place to live, except when it gets too cold.

Q: Besides this sort of amorphous problem of dealing with the Canadian identity crisis, what
were the major concerns that you had to deal with?

ARMSTRONG: The weapons crisis was the major one.
Q: What was this?
ARMSTRONG: Canada had been building its own interceptor plane, the Avro Arrow. About

1960, Canada came to the conclusion that there wasn't going to be any market for it, as the
Canadian domestic market for an interceptor plane was limited. You couldn't get a long



production run unless you could sell it to the United States or some other ally. The chances of
selling it to the United States against competition from American aerospace companies was zero.
So they decided to junk it and stop the whole thing. It was a courageous decision. It was the right
one to make, but it was courageous. It caused a lot of nervous stomachs in Ontario, where the
industry was located.

But the Canadian armed forces said, "Here we are, part of NORAD. What are we going to use
for weapons? We've got to have interceptors." This was in the early stage of ground-launched
missiles. So they bought from us a batch of interceptors and a batch of Bomarc batteries, a short-
range ground-launched defensive missile. They were to be located in different places. Of course,
they were integrated with us in NORAD, and that agreement has gone on and on and been
renewed and renewed. The armed forces of Canada and the United States are like that, very
chummy, indeed. The Canadian armed forces' personnel are first class, highly qualified
professionals and splendid people.

For the last two years of being in Ottawa, and for the two years I had the British-Canadian desk
in Washington, a great deal of my time was taken up with concern about defense matters. I had
started as economic counselor and suddenly I found myself primarily a politico-military officer,
in addition to running the embassy and dealing with all the normal odds and ends. There's an
enormous amount of trivia that goes on between Canada and the United States, and it takes up
the time of the guys in the embassy. It takes up an enormous amount of time. You have questions
such as, "Who arrested that Indian on the wrong side of the boundary?" and all that kind of stuff.

The trouble was that the Canadians accepted and bought these two weapon systems, but did not
make provisions for the nuclear warheads to go with them. They said, "We're going to deal with
that later." And within the Canadian government, the defense minister was all for moving ahead
and acquiring the warheads. There was a certain time interval available because it took time to
get the equipment in place. But by about 1962, most things were in place. But there weren't any
warheads. They were useless weapons, interceptors without weapons, and missiles without any
warheads. Of course, because they're nuclear, it takes a special deal, special clearances for
everybody that deals with it, a special deal all across the board.

The Canadians had people with clearances. They knew what they were getting into the armed
forces. They were anxious to proceed, because who wants a weapon system that doesn't work?
We had to be very careful about Canadian sensitivities because of another aspect of defense,
which was overflight rights for SAC, Strategic Air Command. We had SAC bases in
Newfoundland and Labrador, and SAC bases in the U.S., of course. What we needed was to be
over Canadian air space on continual patrol, because that's the way you watched the Russians in
those days, because they were airborne, too. Their big missile thing didn't come until years later.

Diefenbaker refused to make up his mind about taking the nuclear weapons, and Minister of
External Affairs, Howard Green, was firmly opposed to any nuclear weapons or anything nuclear
anywhere in Canada, overlooking the fact that Canada was a pioneer in nuclear energy and had a
big uranium industry, big reactors and all that, and was selling nuclear equipment around the
world, including to the Indians who went ahead and made a bomb with it. But Howard Green
didn't want any nuclear weapons, and he was also anti-American, fundamentally. He'd never



been to the United States until he came down to a meeting of the United Nations as External
Affairs Minister. Can you imagine that? He grew up in Vancouver and had never been to the
United States. He fought in World War I in Europe, but he'd never been to the United States until
about 1960. Funny man. He looked exactly like Grant Woods; American Gothic. I found myself,
as chargé, doing a lot of business with him. He was always a nice enough person, but he had his
convictions on this subject. He was very firm.

Mr. Harkness, who was Minister of Defense, was up the wall because he had weapon systems
that wouldn't work. How could he carry out his defense obligations with weapon systems that
wouldn't work? As I said, we didn't want to be too rough on them because we were concerned to
protect our overflights which was, in our minds, more important. The situation ground on, and
the Cabinet was deadlocked. The problem hadn't been settled when I left Canada in the summer
of 1962.

After I was back here about a year, the issue really sharpened up. General Norstad, who was
retiring from SACEUR, visited Canada and made a speech. He said, "It's pretty stupid to have
weapon systems that don't work," some very commonplace remark like that. That led Mr.
Diefenbaker and Mr. Green to say that Norstad was intervening in Canadian domestic affairs.
The deadlock went on and on.

Diefenbaker made a statement in the spring of '63, in which he undertook to explain to the
Parliament what U.S. policy was on nuclear weapons. He had it all wrong, upside down, inside
out. It was atrocious, this statement, totally unconscionable. So we in the embassy in Ottawa, and
we at the Canadian desk decided we ought to clarify our position. We just could not let his
remarks stand. So we drafted a statement which said Mr. Diefenbaker was wrong, but politely,
and the way it was like this. We said, "We've been waiting for the Canadians to come up with a
proposal to put warheads on these weapons, and they have so far not produced anything that will
work." (They were talking about two keys, keeping them in the U.S. until you needed to fire
them, and all that.) Ours was a stern statement, but fair. It was correct. We decided instead of
putting it in a note (Canadians often ignored our notes), we'd put it in a press release. So we
issued a press release, and all hell broke loose in our relations with Canada. Mr. Harkness
became convinced that he never was going to get his weapons, so he quit the Cabinet. The
Diefenbaker government collapsed. They had to call a new election. Lester Pearson won and
threw out Diefenbaker. I'm the guy who wrote the press release! I went back the other day and
read it. I thought it was pretty good.

Q: Why did we do it in a press release rather than a note? Just for the reader, a note would have
been delivered to the foreign ministry and would have been purely a government thing, whereas
a press release went all over.

ARMSTRONG: It was responding to a public speech, so it was not inappropriate to respond to a
public speech with a public statement. Also we did this in view of our record of dealing with the
Canadians on notes. Ordinarily you don't publish notes when you give them. It's not considered
good form. You may later, but you don't do it then. Our experience on this had been very poor,
because the Canadians frequently would lie about having not received any notes from us. In my
personal experience, I sent them a note from the embassy back in 1958, when they were



proposing an amendment to their trade law. I said, "We'd like your assurances that what you do
with this trade law will not be a violation of your commitments under GATT." A perfectly
legitimate note. When the minister was questioned as to whether he'd received any
representations from the United States, he said, "No, we haven't heard a thing," implying that we
didn't see any problem.

So the press all came over and landed on me and said, "What the hell's the matter with you guys?
Why don't you protest? This is terrible legislation!" -- which it was.

I said, "Well, we did. We sent them a note." So I took the complimentary heading and closing off
the note and gave a copy to the press. We made our point. You have to do this every so often,
because they like to bury unpleasant things.

Q: In other words, for somebody looking at this, for each country you have to vary things in a
certain manner, and you found that the Canadians, for all the openness and all, had a selective
memory in dealing with what they wanted to release to the public.

ARMSTRONG: Yes, and also under that particular regime, a very close-hauled kind of
nationalism, which was substantially added to by Ed Ritchie, who had served here as minister,
and who was later here as ambassador. He was the Senior External Affairs Under Secretary I had
to deal with when I was there. I had known him for years. I thought since he'd served here he'd
be helpful. I found he was not. He's a very genial guy, but I found that things weren't always as
genial as they had seemed. The Canadians have a very good Foreign Service, very highly
qualified, very competent, and very good people. But when they're in negotiations, they're tough
as nails. This idea in recent talk in Canada that they got done in by us in the free-trade agreement
1S nonsense.

Q: You're talking about the trade agreement which was quite a matter of controversy in an
election which was held about a week ago, in which the side in favor of basically a free-trade
agreement with the United States, the forces there won on an election that was pretty much
based on whether or not to have this agreement.

ARMSTRONG: It was. The opposition was outrageous in its campaign.

Q: L used to meet a man from the State Department who was involved in negotiations, talking
about the Canadians putting them through the wringer every time because they're very tough
negotiators.

ARMSTRONG: They are very tough, indeed. They're as tough as anybody I've ever
encountered, and they're also very knowledgeable. They know the detail right down to the
ground. I've kept in close touch, and my wife and I have done some work for the Atlantic
Council and published a couple of things on Canada within the last ten years. We were very
interested in this. My wife just did an article on this for a newsletter which I was reading this
morning. In it she said that the French Canadians were very important in the election, because
Mulroney got 63 out of 75 seats in Quebec. The French Canadians have their identity problems
vis a vis the English Canadians, not vis a vis us. So they're a leavening factor in the situation.



Americans and French Canadians always get along fine.

Q: How was it when you were there? You were there before the French Canadians found their
soul, in other words, before they fully blossomed forth as a confident power which sort of got rid
of the yoke of the Catholic Church and of British business.

ARMSTRONG: I thought it was high time when they did it. I was all for them. For example, I
belonged to the Rideau Club, which was a downtown number-one club in Ottawa, and I found,
after I got in as a diplomatic member, they had no French Canadians and no Jews.

0: My God.

ARMSTRONG: In the year of our Lord 1958, they had no French Canadians and no Jews, and
they're across the street from the Parliament. Now, of course, things have changed. I used to have
a little fun. For example, Lou Rasminsky, who was deputy governor of the Bank of Canada, was
a friend of mine. I'd take him there to lunch. He couldn't belong because he was Jewish. He later
became Governor of the Bank of Canada and, of course, did become a member. I used to take
French Canadians there and I used to take the Israeli ambassador there. I thought the club policy
was outrageous. The way Anglos talked about French Canadians I found shocking. Every so
often I would tell them so. They would then turn around and criticize us for the way we treated
black people. It was kind of amusing sometimes, but the Anglo Canadians can be terribly stuffy
about the French Canadians.

I remember calling on the lieutenant governor of Prince Edward Island as part of my wanderings.
A nice guy. It was in the middle of a lot of uproar about the French in 1961. It hadn't really
started yet, but it was beginning. He said, "You know, my view about this is to let the French go.
To hell with them. You'd take us in, wouldn't you?" Well, you know, what's the minister in the
American embassy and the chargé d'affaires going to say in response to a question like that?

Another thing I was going to mention about the time I served in Canada was the Kennedy visit,
which was a major political event. I think I've covered the warheads issue. But the Kennedy visit
is related to the election of 1963, also. Kennedy came in May, I think it was, of 1961, his first
visit outside of the United States as President. I managed the visit because I was number two in
the embassy. Livy Merchant was supervising and always there if needed, but I did the pick and
shovel work with the staff. The mechanics all went off smoothly enough. It was all right.

But Mr. Diefenbaker had liked General Eisenhower very much. They were of the same age
group. He felt comfortable with Eisenhower. I remember seeing him off when he came down to
sign the Columbia River Treaty. He had his own plane to take him down, a government plane. I
went out to the airport in freezing weather to see him off. I had a nice chat with him and Mrs.
Diefenbaker. She was a lovely woman. He was comfortable with Eisenhower. Kennedy was half
his age. I think he considered Kennedy a young squirt. Kennedy was abrupt, rough, and he
considered Diefenbaker an old bore. They were both right about each other, you know.

So in the meetings they had, Mr. Kennedy dropped a piece of paper, left it behind in
Diefenbaker's office. The piece of paper was a memorandum from Walt Rostow to Kennedy, in



sort of shorthand: "We must push the Canadians on the following things." Just the kind of stuff
you'd use privately. One of them was to join the OAS, which I thought was an insane idea. Who
needed the Canadians in the OAS? We had enough trouble in the OAS without them. Kennedy
left the memo behind in the office and we didn't know it. He didn't know it. Nobody knew it,
except Diefenbaker. Some months later, damn near a year later, Diefenbaker called Livy
Merchant over and told him he had this memorandum. He was going to make use of it to teach
the United States a lesson. You couldn't push him around, goddamn it, and so forth. This was just
as the nuclear weapons crisis was shaping up. Livy had never heard of this memo. He had no
idea about it. So he banged off a telegram and somebody did some good research in the State
Department, and they came up with the text of the memo and sent it back to us. We didn't think it
was very exciting. Diefenbaker didn't do anything about it then, but he, in effect, had told us that
he had something on us, or he thought he had something on us.

Livy Merchant retired and left Ottawa in 1962. I was replaced that summer by another chargg¢,
which is very unusual. Ivan White came up. He had been supposed to be ambassador to the West
Indies when it federated, but it didn't federate, so he was out on a limb somewhere, so they sent
him up. I'd been there four years, after all. I came back to take over the BNA desk.

I came back in September. In October, I think, of 1962, there was the Cuban Missile Crisis, and
in that Mr. Diefenbaker behaved very badly. Livy Merchant was selected to go up and give him a
special briefing. He didn't want to believe it, he didn't do the right thing, he didn't say the right
thing. The crisis proceeded. The Canadian armed forces, as our NORAD partner in a joint
command, went on the same level of alert as our armed forces. The Canadian Navy said to our
destroyers on picket duty off New England, "Go on, move further south. You'll be needed down
there. We'll put ours out to sea." They didn't have Diefenbaker's authorization for this at all. But
the armed forces decided they'd do it on their own because it was the right thing to do.
Diefenbaker always believed that we got them to do this and to contradict his orders.

I had the Canadian desk in the winter of 1962-63. I used to have an occasional lunch with
Charles Ritchie, who was then Canadian ambassador here. That's another Ritchie, a delightful,
entertaining man who has written some wonderful memoirs. He and I would get together and
discuss how we could do business with each other in a situation in which the President and the
Prime Minister couldn't stand each other. But we managed to conduct business, nevertheless, and
most things went along more or less, with no excitement.

Then came the collapse of the Diefenbaker government, which was about February or March
1963. There was to be an election. Of course, Mr. Kennedy was extremely anxious to have Mr.
Diefenbaker defeated by Mr. Pearson, so one of our chief problems was keeping Mr. Kennedy
out of the Canadian election, because he just wanted to get in there and campaign for Pearson.
Can you imagine where Lester Pearson would be when somebody said, "Look, while you're
making a speech, the President of the United States is on the phone." We said to the White
House, "We think the liberals are going to win, and we're going to do a detailed analysis." We
were right within two seats in our analysis of how it came out.

Q: You probably felt that any influence of the President would be counterproductive to the
extreme.



ARMSTRONG: Sure. Just as if Reagan had intervened just now. But the White House was very
impatient, very impatient indeed. Incidentally, on that press release, which led to the fall of the
Diefenbaker government, I had been urged to put out the release by the National Security
Council staff and the White House, as well as by our ambassador in Canada, and it had been
approved by George Ball, who was Under Secretary of State. The President was out of town, but
I had a clearance from Rostow. When the President came back to town, some Canadian reporter
who was a friend of his got hold of him, and he distanced himself from the release; he didn't
know anything about it. Dean Rusk was called before a Senate committee, and they said, "Who
wrote this?"

He said, "I'm responsible."

They said, "You weren't in town."

He said, "I'm responsible."

They said, "We want to know who wrote it."

He said, "I'm responsible." Never told them. There were people on the Senate committee who
somehow felt we had mistreated Canada, we'd been too rough. Every time the U.S. Executive
Branch gets rough with Canada and it becomes public, the public reaction in this country is
always against the Executive Branch for having been too rough with a nice little country like
that.

Q: Again, this is sort of a condescending attitude, in a way, that we're bigger and we should be
nicer, no matter what.

ARMSTRONG: It's such a good place to go fishing or shoot goose or whatever. They don't
realize you're talking hard business, the national defense, SAC, you know, real business.
Territory, air space, and all that. You're dealing with a country that is totally underarmed at all
times and you have to make up for it. Their NATO contribution is only a shade better than
Luxembourg's in being insufficiently armed.

Dean Rusk stood firm and never said who wrote the memorandum. I liked Dean Rusk before, 1
liked him a lot better after that. We struggled through this period.

Later, President Kennedy told Walt Butterworth, "Those fellows in the State Department who
wrote that press release, they were right, and they kept their nerve."

Q: Butterworth was our ambassador at the time to Canada.

ARMSTRONG: Not the best choice because he was so overbearing in style. The Canadians
didn't like him. They got on well socially.

Q: When you had the desk, did you also have the British desk?



ARMSTRONG: Yes, I had the British desk. I wasn't very familiar with British relations, but I
learned fast because that was the point at which there was a discussion about Skybolt.

Q: Skybolt seems to dominate that period. Could you explain for the record what Skybolt was?

ARMSTRONG: Skybolt was, in concept, not unlike what we now call an air-launched cruise
missile. The concept was an extension of a bomber or of an airplane which would be remote-
controlled and which would fly on its own over enemy territory and, on instruction, dive
downwards as a missile and hit a target. The RAF in Britain had staked a great deal of its cash
and future on the use of Skybolt, which was being developed by the USAF, as an extension of
the RAF bomber force and thereby as a process for keeping Britain's nuclear deterrent still in
being. Psychologically an independent nuclear deterrent is extremely important to the British and
has been for a long time.

In the autumn of 1962, there was some talk about the idea of the U.S. Air Force dropping any
further work on Skybolt. It was in the developmental stage. I think they probably had a perfectly
good point, that the engineering was not up to the concept then, though obviously it is up to the
concept now because we and the Russians both have air-launched cruise missiles. Essentially it's
that sort of thing.

Our British desk was very concerned about the fate of Skybolt. What we were particularly afraid
of was that this would be treated by the U.S. as a simple choice of weapon on practical and
financial grounds, and it would not be recognized that the matter was of major political and
psychological importance to the British government. We wrote a memorandum to that effect,
saying, "Please pay attention. This is a major psychological political issue for the British
government."

Q: To get a little idea of the working, this was coming to you from our embassy?

ARMSTRONG: It came to the State Department from the Air Force here, as well as from the
embassy in London.

Q: Our embassy in London was saying, "Look, this is a big issue," and telling you, and then you
were telling the White House?

ARMSTRONG: The embassy in London knew about it, but we acted on information from the
Pentagon. After all, the State Department has a Bureau of Political and Military Affairs. We kept
track of what went on with Britain and Canada. My Pentagon contacts included being the
American member of the Joint Board on Defense, which is a Canadian-U.S. institution. But in
general, it was the State Department's Pentagon contacts that brought us the intelligence that this
was liable to be scrubbed.

Q: The idea that, "Look, we better take care because it's such an important political issue," was
coming from our embassy?



ARMSTRONG: They didn't need to tell us that. We knew that. They said the right thing. They
said the same things we did, but we didn't need them to tell us that. We knew it. So we banged
off a memorandum which had my name on it to Secretary Rusk. But nobody paid any attention,
and the decision was made on the usual basis of money and practicality. Then the British blew up
privately.

Q: Looking at the State Department in the 1960s, I've talked to a number of people who dealt
with it during that period, and while they have very nice things to say about Dean Rusk, they
often said that Europe was not high on Dean Rusk's agenda. It was delegated to George Ball or
somebody else, whereas the Far East absorbed his attention. Did you have this feeling that the
Secretary of State wasn't the person who was going to take a commanding position on something
such as this?

ARMSTRONG: I think that was a factor, but he was also a Rhodes scholar and quite pro-British.
His regional interests was primarily Asia, yes, because he had been assistant secretary for that.
But he was perfectly responsive on Canadian matters, and I backstopped a trip for him to Ottawa
just after I came back. He was just going up to play golf in Montebello, was going to stop in
Ottawa and see the embassy and go see Lester Pearson, his old friend. I said, "You can't do that.
You've got to go call on Mr. Green. He's the foreign minister."

He said, "Why do I have to do that?"
I said, "Because he's the foreign minister."

I said, "If you call on any of the opposition after you've seen the minister, that's all right. Then
get off to the golf course." I liked Dean Rusk very much. But in the Skybolt case, he was not a
man to argue with the military. As I saw it in retrospect, he would see this as a case of, "The
military makes its own decision on hardware. There's no reason for us to interfere with that."
And he was not an Anglophile in that sense. We've had people like Lovett and a lot of other
major diplomats who are Anglophiles, so they spent a lot of time there. Dean Rusk wasn't that
kind of man. He didn't go with the British aristocracy in style. He's a plain man.

McNamara was a very strong Secretary of Defense and he made the decision. Kennedy
supported McNamara. There you were. The British, of course, reacted, and there was enormous
consternation in the British government over this decision. It put in question the whole U.S.-U.K.
relationship. This is why you had to go to Rambouillet and then to Nassau. The British went to
Rambouillet and talked to De Gaulle, and there was a lot of talk. We fetched up with the Nassau
agreement.

Q: This is where Kennedy and Macmillan met.

ARMSTRONG: Kennedy gave Macmillan the guidance system for Trident missile submarines.
Q: Or Poseidon in those days.

ARMSTRONG: I guess they called it Poseidon. They had a nuclear submarine. Their guidance



system was not as good as ours. Giving them the guidance system, as [ understand it, made all
the difference in the world between a good functioning weapon system and one that was only
middling. To get the U.S. Navy to go along with this was very hard work. The U.S. Navy does
not believe in giving any other navy anything except the back of its hand. They had to be
dragged, kicking and screaming, into this.

Q: Were you involved in this?

ARMSTRONG: I was involved in a political sense in the Department, because before Nassau,
we had to do the buildup: "This is what the British are going to ask for." We'd write briefing
memoranda. Then afterwards, how do you implement the agreement? How do you keep the
Navy from sabotaging the whole thing, which a lot of people suspected they would try to do? So
we were involved as briefers and not as negotiators. We had to run against an undercurrent in the
State Department and other places in the government which saw this as an absolutely beautiful
opportunity to eliminate the British independent nuclear deterrent. A lot of people thought the
British shouldn't be allowed to have one any more than the French should be allowed to have
one; only we should have one.

Q: Since we couldn't do much about the French, at least we could get to the British.
ARMSTRONG: Yes, that's right.

Q: Where did this come from within the military and State Department?
ARMSTRONG: Some of it came from the Europeanists in the State Department.
Q: The George Ball group?

ARMSTRONG: George Ball, Bob Schaetzel, Henry Owen. But some of it was more Henry
Owen, who was in Policy Planning. It was more that than George Ball, because George Ball, in
the end, would be an Anglophile. when you got down to cases. And Schaetzel wouldn't block a
British independent deterrent, although he didn't like it. I may be misquoting him; that's my
impression. But we had a very rough time. I wasn't involved, except in making sure that the flow
of paper from the European bureau said the right thing. By and large, it did.

There was a funny Canadian connection with Nassau, because Diefenbaker thought he'd come
down to see Macmillan, since he was nearby. We heard the President talk about this later in a
briefing session. The President said, "Well, Macmillan and I hadn't quite finished our business,
and Diefenbaker's plane landed, and there was nothing for it except for the three of us to have
lunch." Macmillan didn't like Diefenbaker very much either, you know. Kennedy said, "We sat
there much like three whores at a christening." A wonderful Boston Irish remark, you know.

That takes me back to one other point about the Canadian election, because this was before the
Canadian election. In the election, Diefenbaker kept saying that he had a piece of paper that
showed how the United States had tried to dominate Canada. He used the "push" word. This is
the piece of paper that he told Livy about. And he implied that it had written on it, in Kennedy's



handwriting, "What do we do with this S.0.B.?"
We asked the President, "Did you write anything on that piece of paper?"

"Oh, no, I didn't. I couldn't have written that because I didn't think that of him at the time." The
President was very open about that.

So we get into the Canadian election, which was won by Pearson. Then there was a great
business of preparing Kennedy to meet Pearson at Hyannis Port. [ was involved in the briefing
for that. One thing Kennedy had to learn was that even though Diefenbaker wasn't there
anymore, the Canadians were still going to be difficult to deal with on a lot of subjects, because
they're Canadians. Pearson, of course, was all over the countryside in terms of most issues. A
nice guy, but kind of a screwball. Kennedy and he got on reasonably well. Of course, Pearson
and Johnson -- this was after I was off the Canadian scene -- had kind of a hard time getting
along.

I'd say the Skybolt was the major British event, Skybolt and Polaris, during the time I was in that
job. The other concern was Britain and the Common Market, because the first turn-down of the
British by De Gaulle came during that particular period. He vetoed the British application. Our
Atlanticists in the group, Schaetzel and company, could not believe that this had happened or
was real. I'd been in London and Paris just before that, and I'd talked to the embassies in both
places. Neither of our embassies expected the British to get in. Our economic minister in Paris,
Jacques Reinstein, an old friend, said, "Of course they're not going to get in."

I said, "Have you told anybody in Washington?"

He said, "They wouldn't believe me, so I didn't tell them." I had the same experience in Canada
when [ was trying to explain to Schaetzel that the Canadians didn't like the idea of the British
going in, for fear of losing Commonwealth preferences and other special U.S.-Canadian
arrangements. He never paid any attention to my view on this, because he said, "Well, the
Canadians are just wrong, that's all." Schaetzel always knew what was right and what was
wrong. Many times he was right. He was a great public servant, but he didn't like to pay much
attention to what the Foreign Service really had to say until he got to be ambassador in Brussels,
and then he found out. He was very good, a very competent guy.

I'd say the British effort at joining the EC was a major event then, and then became, the second
time around, the major event when I was in the embassy in London, where for a while they
weren't doing anything about it, then they shaped up to it. It was a major issue on the front burner
when I left.

ALAN HARDY
Rotation Officer
Toronto (1959-1961)



Mpr. Hardy served in the Army from 1957-1959. He joined the Foreign Service in
1956 His career included positions in Canada, Madagascar, Italy, Somalia,
Hungary, Mexico, and an ambassadorship to Equatorial Guinea. Ambassador
Hardy was interviewed by Lewis Hoffacker in 2001.

Q: Will you give us some dates?

HARDY: I joined the Foreign Service in August of ’56. Let’s see, I was drafted in ’57, had two
years in the Army, came out in ’59. It was peace time but the draft was in effect then. From my
point of view, the army was a waste of two years. But I fulfilled what was a legitimate obligation
at the time. That’s the way it goes.

I don’t know how I got into the Foreign Service in some ways. I was a poor writer. Writing
wasn’t in the Foreign Service exam, although there was a written question-and-answer thing
about how to write. But there was no real sample required. I was not a good public speaker. In
retrospect, [ wasn’t very tactful. I didn’t have a work ethic. I didn’t appreciate the value of
networking, either with my college schoolmates or with my first-year Foreign Service Foreign
Service colleagues. I lacked polish.

So you may ask, how did I ever get in? Maybe it was because it was a period when the Foreign
Service was expanding. In my favor, I was articulate in small groups. I regard myself, rightly or
wrongly, fairly intelligent and imaginative. I can be assertive. And I can be very tenacious. As it
turned out, in my career I overcame most of those deficiencies that I mentioned - some of them
early, some of them late. Never overcame the public speaking deficiency, which may have hurt
me. Result a satisfactory, not a brilliant, career. So I hope I don’t lose my readers with that, but
we’ll keep on going.

My first post was Toronto. Now we’re in 1959. In those days the idea was that when you started
you would do visa work, or consular work, you would do administrative work. Then you would
do economics work. Maybe someday if you were lucky, but they didn’t put it that way, you
would wind up doing political work, the most sought after work of all. Which was different from
the cone system, which I think is still in force, isn’t it Lou?

Q: As far as I know.

HARDY: So, that’s going to be a little bit of a theme in some of the things I have to say.
Anyway, I started out in visa work. In terms of my later career and my aspirations, I thought
most of the visa work I did in Toronto for a year and a half was wasted. I did some
administrative work in Milan as well, including carrying out a local wage survey, that seemed a
little bit better. It was helpful as I progressed to some other administrative posts in Milan, Italy
and Madagascar. Anyway, [’'m not a fan of training in visa mills for anybody.

I had a hard time coming to my own conclusion about whether one should come in to specialize
in a cone or whether one should get around to different positions in one’s early career. On
balance the cone system seems better, where if you come in as political, you come in as
economic, you receive assignments in that field. Yet it shouldn’t be so rigid that you wouldn’t



get some out-of-cone experience. I’ll have my comments on my very prolific out-of-cone
experience in the rest of my career as I go on.

NICHOLAS PLATT
Consular Officer
Windsor (1959-1962)

Ambassador Nicholas Platt was born in New York, New York in 1936. He
attended Harvard University and Johns Hopkins University, and entered the
Foreign Service in 1959. His career included positions in Hong Kong, Japan,
China, Washington, DC, and ambassadorships to Zambia, the Philippines, and
Pakistan. Ambassador Platt was interviewed by Paul McCusker in 1994.

Q: I see you promptly got a consular job in the Windsor consulate in Ontario. How did you like
that as an introduction to Foreign Service work?

PLATT: The Windsor consulate was a place where lots of people started and ended their careers.
Foy Kohler started his career there. And, lots of people who were not as illustrious ended their
careers there. It was a very unprepossessing post. Its main job was visas. I learned a lot about
visas. [ had taken the consular course when I was at FSI, but I took the correspondence course
again because I found myself in effect running a busy visa section. My boss was an alcoholic and
a very nice man but his basic concern was that he not sign a sour visa. I could do pretty much
what I liked if that was...

Q: Was it a two man post?

PLATT: It was a four man post. My immediate boss was an alcoholic and my overall boss was
an incompetent, so I had a lot to do. I learned the visa laws cold because I found myself in the
position of being judge and jury to people who could see the promised land over my shoulder out
the windows of the consulate and who were accompanied by very smart visa lawyers who came
across from the American side, and as a 25-26 year old I had better know what I was talking
about. So in the end I did. I learned a lot about how to run an office, how to manage people, and
how to say "no." I learned a great deal about my own country because I found myself really in
the middle of the middle west and as a Yankee easterner from New York, this was a foreign
country to me.

Q: I grew up in Niagara Falls, New York, which, of course, had an American consulate on the
Canadian side. The consul there, who my mother knew, lived on the American side. Did you live
on the American side?

PLATT: I lived on the Canadian side because I thought that was very important. One of our
people did live on the American side. But the Canadians really felt strongly about it and being so
close to us and so close to such a huge city and economic zone, they were enormously sensitive
about their sovereignty. You had to convince them that you thought they were sovereign, and the



first way to do that was to live in Windsor, itself.

JOHN A. BUCHE
Rotation Officer
Toronto (1959-1962)

Born and raised in Indiana, Mr. Burch studied at St. Meinrad Seminary, Purdue
University and the University of Tubingen, Germany. After service in the US
Army, he joined the Foreign Service, where he served primarily in African
countries, including Ethiopia, Malawi, Niger and Zambia. Other assignments
took Mr. Buche to Canada, Germany, Austria and Switzerland as well as to the
State Department in Washington. He was an Amharic language specialist.

Q: I'll go get my calendar, and we’ll pick it up later. I like to quit at a post, so we are going to
Toronto in December of 1959. I can’t think of any great political crises at that time in Toronto,
but maybe we’ll find out what happens.

BUCHE: Canada was not only completely devoid of political crises at the time, but the
Consulate General was about to close for the holidays. I called Consul General Robert
Memminger from the Department, but did not get through to him. His secretary said it was really
not necessary to speak to the Consul General to say I was coming, since they had been informed
of that. She would tell him of my call. The most-recent arrival at the post, Jim Marshall, would
meet me at the train station. He was there to greet me. He took me to the hotel. He said “I
suppose you are going to go home now. I understand you are from Indiana.” I replied I planned
to stay in Toronto since I had been told by the Personnel Officer in the Department that I was
urgently needed. Jim seemed puzzled and replied that the Consulate was closing for the
Christmas holidays. “We can not take leave during the summer because of the rush of visas, so

we close the Consulate from the 20th of December to about the 10th of January, so everyone can
take leave. There will be only a few of us in town, but you are welcome to stay in your hotel and
get to know the city.” Jim urged me to go home to spend Christmas with my family in Indiana. I
decided that was a good suggestion.

Q: So we’ll pick it up at that point.

BUCHE: Since this was my first assignment as a Foreign Service officer, | was on a rotational
basis. I started in the Visa Correspondence Section working for a Canadian national employee
who taught me what I needed to know. I just kept thinking if I had just had %er in the visa course
at the FSI, I would have learned a lot more. For about a year, I answered correspondence from
people wanting to know about the status of their case, whether they were eligible, what to do
about the various types of INS petitions, checking employment certifications, etc.

Q: These weren’t Canadians, were they, for the most part?

BUCHE: A good part were Canadians, since most of our correspondence concerned immigrant



visas. About half of our cases were Europeans who had come to Canada, and had decided they
would like to move to the United States. We had some correspondence involving non-immigrant
visas, but that was perfunctory. Canadians did not need a visa just to visit the U.S., but if they
wanted to work, they needed an immigrant visa. I spent a year doing that. Since I was interested
in political and economic reporting, and there was no political officer, I was able on the side to
cover the developments in local politics. Canada was going through a nationalistic phase at the
time.

Q: This was when to when?

BUCHE: I was at the Consulate General from December of 1959 until January of 1962. Canada
was going through a phase of trying to distance itself politically, to some extent, from the United
States. They were tired of being taken for granted. When I arrived, there were several issues in
the air. One was a sudden cancellation by the U.S. of a large defense contract. One of the
Canadian companies was to be a subcontractor to a US manufacturer for bomber parts or
sections. For some reason or other, the Pentagon decided to cancel the contract. [ am not sure
which U.S. company was the prime contractor, but for them it was only a minor problem. They
would just put more resources into another plane or weapons system, but for the Canadian
company, it meant bankruptcy. The company had staked everything on being an important
subcontractor to an American weapons system. That was just one event, but there were a lot of
others. There were disputes about television advertising of American products, the flooding of
Canada with American publications, American content on Canadian television, and the reception
of American TV in Canada. It was an interesting time, and I did some reporting on the latent
anti-Americanism. One of the constant messages from the Canadian business world was: we love
the United States; we spend winter vacations down there, but you really cause us problems with
your policies and laws. Also there were numerous auto manufacturing facilities in Canada,
subsidiaries of Ford, GM, and Chrysler. We were in the midst of an economic downturn, and the
clich¢ “the United States catches a cold, but Canada gets pneumonia” was once again evident.
There were layoffs in the U.S., but the headquarters of the American car manufacturers would
shut down entire plants in Canada. The feeling in Canada was that American management felt no
loyalty to Canadian workers, regardless of the economics involved. This was not only in the auto
industry, but in most of the Canadian subsidiaries of American corporations. It was nearly
impossible to prove such a case, but the Canadians believed they unfairly were the victims of
economic imperialism and bullying by the U.S.

Q: John Diefenbaker was the prime minister?

BUCHE: Yes, he was the big winner in the election. He and his Progressive Conservative Party
came into power after many years of Liberal control because the Canadian voters saw Lester
Pearson, the incumbent Liberal Prime Minister as just too internationalist, too liberal, too much
in the pocket of the Americans. Reality may have been otherwise, but that’s basically the way the
Canadian voter saw it. Diefenbaker based his campaign on an appeal to Canadian emotions,
pride, fear, and nationalism (read veiled anti-Americanism) and won. He was never a beloved
figure, but he was a clever politician who knew how to manipulate the issues, especially the
appeal to Canadian nationalism. We covered the Ontario by-elections (held when a sitting
Member of Parliament died or retired).



Jim Marshall and I reported on the 1960 parliamentary election for the Province of Ontario. This
taught me a lesson I remembered for the rest of my Foreign Service career. I spent lots of time
trying to figure out which of the five candidates would be successful in winning the Progressive
Conservative nomination to run against the Liberal Party’s candidate. It was the Canadian
equivalent to the American primaries, except the choice was made at a convention rather than by
a popular vote. Since Ontario was traditionally Progressive Conservative, the winner of the PC
Party nomination usually won the ensuing election. While the outcome of the PC Party
convention was of some interest to the Embassy, it was fascinating and important to me. I
attended some of the preliminary rallies and met the candidates. I decided who was going to win,
who would come in second, third, fourth, and fifth. The actual process involved a series of votes
by the convention, with the candidate receiving the least number of votes being eliminated until
there was only one candidate remaining. Two days before the actual convention vote, I put my
predictions and the reasoning behind my choices in a telegram to the Embassy and to
Washington. I followed the proceedings at the convention carefully. When the results came out,
they were exactly as I had predicted. I had hit the jackpot; I had correctly picked the double
Trifecta. I was elated. The Consul General congratulated me, but I wanted also to get some
kudos from the Embassy. A day later, the Counselor of Embassy for Political Affairs called me
with some questions about the convention. He opened the conversation by saying “We noticed
you called the winner.” And I replied, “I called not only the winner, but I called the correct
sequence of elimination of the other candidates.” He replied “You know, John, that’s all fluff.
You were rather foolhardy to do that, though. We don’t care who’s going to be the first of five
eliminated or the next. We want to know who the winner is likely to be. Very often, if you want
to be so clever and try to call them that way and you are wrong, you might be criticized for the
secondary miscalls, even if you call the winner correctly. Don’t be a show-off. In the future,
concentrate your efforts on who is going to win an election and what it means to the United
States or what it does not mean to the United States. Pay attention to what is important in
political reporting. You are not paid to be a handicapper for a horse race.” By this time I was
standing at attention holding the phone. I said “Yes, Sir, Yes, Sir.” He said, “Well, you’re new at
the game. You were just damned lucky.” I replied, “Well, I guess I was.” He closed by thanking
me for putting in the effort, but told me to remember his advice.

Q: It was a good lesson.

BUCHE: I agree.

Q: 4 good lesson to be learned, because I think this is sort of the psychic prizes you get if you
can call elections, which sometimes doesn’t really make a hell of a lot of difference, but we
spend an awful lot of time at it.

BUCHE: I also came to realize it really did not matter that much in the big scheme of things who
won the parliamentary nomination of the Conservative Party in Ontario. Well, in any case, |

learned a lesson. But I still was pretty proud of what I had done.

Q: Of course you were. One has to set these things up. You had your own little reward system.



BUCHE: Then I went back to visas and passports. I eventually went from the Visa
Correspondence Section to issuing passports to the large number of Americans in Ontario. [ was
not thrilled with consular work, but I knew this was part of my training, something I had to go
through, like being a novice in a monastery, or a pledge in a fraternity. What really began to
interest me, although I had no interest whatsoever before Toronto, was Africa. Africa was just
coming into the headlines — the independence movements and the retreat of colonialism. I got
involved in a fund-raiser to set up scholarships for African students to study at Canadian
universities.. The project was the idea of a Canadian business man, Jim Grant, and was taken up
by a consortium of Toronto churches. One of the fundraisers came to the Consulate and asked
whether one of the officers would volunteer to call on American businesses. I asked Consul
General Memminger whether I was allowed to do that, and he said, “Why are you asking me?” I
replied I did not know whether I was permitted to call on American companies and ask for
money for a registered Canadian charity. He said, “ John, you can send a request to the Ethics
Office in the Department of State, along with written disclaimers, or you can just go out and do
it.” “I’'m going to tell you a story, John. There were two monks in a very strict, isolated
monastery who had spent their whole adult lives there. On the day they were celebrating their

50 anniversary of entering the monastery, they were invited to the abbot’s quarters. One monk
went in, spent some time there, and came out. Then the other went in, sat down, and said to the
abbot, “I’ve been a good monk for fifty years and on this special occasion, I want your
permission to do three things that are not allowed by the Holy Rule of the Order: smoke a
cigarette, drink a Coca-Cola, and read a newspaper.” The abbot replied that such things were not
morally bad, but were not allowed by the Holy Rule, so he said, “Permission denied!” The monk
was shocked and hurt, and he blurted out, “I know my confrere did it, because I can smell the
cigarette — there’s the butt — and there are two empty Coca-Cola bottles over there in the corner,
and I see some newspapers around. How come he got to do all those things and I can’t?” The
abbot looked him in the eye and said, “He didn’t ask!” So I solicited money from several
American corporations.

Q: Did the issue of Quebec come up in Toronto? Were we monitoring that at the time?

BUCHE: The prevalent attitude in Ontario in the early 1960s was “those dumb Frenchmen in
Quebec wouldn’t dare to break off from Canada.” The Ontario people did not take the threat of
Quebec independence seriously. “It will never happen,” and “They’d be stupid to even consider
it.” We reported the prevailing feeling, but were not doing any special monitoring. The Embassy
was covering the issue from a national perspective. One issue we did follow was the debate over
the sale to the U.S. of oil and gas from the western provinces. The headquarters for many
Canadian natural resource companies were in Toronto. They wanted to sell petroleum products
to the U.S. on a log-term basis, with dedicated pipelines and refineries and processing plants.
Canadian national policy at that time was against long-term arrangements. They could sell
certain amounts on a spot or short-term basis, but no north-south pipelines from some of the
fields directly down to Kansas, the Dakotas, or Chicago. The U.S. would welcome new supplies
of energy for some of our northern states. Most of the American oil companies had Canadian
subsidiaries, and were eager to direct production southward. The western provinces of Canada
would also have benefited. The national government was mindful of the U.S. auto industry’s
damaging practices in Canada and was determined to keep the energy sector from falling into
American hands. Ottawa also wanted an abundant, secure, Canadian source of energy for the



eastern provinces, where the bulk of the population lived. While the prairie provinces were not
talking secession, they were upset at Ottawa’s policies. I think this showed up in the election
results later on, in the mid-’60s and ‘70s. The western provinces protested the policies of both
the Conservatives and Liberals by voting for what had been previously splinter or protest parties,
the New Democratic Party and the Socialist Party. That was something normally not associated
with farmers and businessmen out in the west, but they were really upset with the policies of the
eastern-oriented government.

Q: Also regarding anti-Americanism, the Canadian version thereof, I understand that Ontario
was the hotbed and it was a residue left over from the loyalists who left the United States. The
people in other parts came to Canada with well-developed ties backwards and forwards and did
not get as upset over America as they did in Ontario.

BUCHE: Well, I think there are other reasons, too. One of the economic reasons is that
manufacturing was centered in Ontario, and it was also where the financial interests were. The
banks and insurance companies were headquartered in Ontario. This was the heart of British
Canada, and the big money was in Ontario, at least the headquarters. The headquarters of Bell
Canada was across the street from the Consulate General. The Canadian companies welcomed
capital from the U.S., but they preferred loans rather than equity investments. American
companies were so much larger and better capitalized, and often took over Canadian companies
and made them American subsidiaries. They had previously been independent, but ended up as a
medium-sized subsidiary of an American corporation. I think there were other reasons for the
recrudescence of nationalistic emotions. The fact that Ontario was such a predominantly English-
speaking province meant they could understand the nuances of what the Americans were saying
or not saying. Sometimes the fact that the Americans across the border did not say anything
about Canada and simply ignored its presence may have hurt as much as actual criticism.
Ontario, and particularly Toronto, was the center of the anti-American sentiments.

There was a differentiation, however, regarding the feelings toward the U.S. between the “old
Canadians” and the “new Canadians (those who immigrated after WW II). The new Canadians
had come from Eastern and Southern Europe and were very active in their ethnic associations,
strongly anti-Communist, and favorably disposed toward the United States. We were seen as the
liberator of Europe, the bulwark against Communism, the great leader of the Western world. The
Consul General often would receive invitations to participate in the Latvian, Estonian,

Lithuanian independence day celebrations, or the 200th anniversary of such-and-such a battle in
Poland, Hungary, or Yugoslavia. Memminger had a standing order for his secretary to regret for
him, but to pass the invitation to Jim Marshall or me. He joked that we were both bachelors and
might meet a nice, attractive Croatian, Latvian, Polish or Macedonian at one of the celebrations.
Whoever went in the place of the CG would always be called upon to speak a few words. We
were often the fourth or fifth on the roster of speakers and well-wishers. We had a set speech. It
was along the lines that the United States has long been a strong supporter of name the country.
Our Congress has recently passed a resolution in behalf of name the country. Read the
resolution. Offer congratulations for whatever the occasion was and end with a rousing, “Long
live Latvia (or whatever)!” My horror was that I would at some time say the wrong country, so I
carried a three-by-five card with “This is your host”, “This is the occasion”, and “This is the
country.” Fortunately, I did not make that error.



Q: Did you meet that young Latvian girl?

BUCHE: I met young women from Latvia, Estonia, Poland, and from all over Eastern Europe. I
mentioned in passing one day to Bob Memminger that I had just met a young woman from
Estonia at one of the celebrations and was somewhat interested in her. Bob looked at me and
said, “You know, of course, you will have to resign from the Foreign Service if you marry her.” I
looked at him incredulously. He said, “Didn’t they tell you in the A-100 course that if you
married a foreign national you had to resign. The Department could either accept your
resignation or not depending on how the security clearance came out? As far as I know, John, the
Department is not going to allow you to marry anyone from the Soviet Union and probably not
anyone from Eastern Europe, either. Can’t you see the blackmail possibilities?” I said, “Oh, my
God!” He said, “Well, I just wanted to let you know before you get too serious with her or any
other foreign woman. Fortunately, we had just recently met, so we remained just good friends.

Q: You were there 1960-62. Was there a comparable interest in Canada as in the United States
to the election of Kennedy and the young couple taking over?

BUCHE: He probably would have gotten a majority in Canada, too, at least in Ontario, where
polls showed that he was quite popular. Despite Kennedy’s popularity, there was heavy criticism
of our policy toward Castro and a lot of gloating on the part of the Canadians regarding the
differences in our two approaches to the Castro regime.

Q: The Bay of Pigs.

BUCHE: That, yes, but even before the Bay of Pigs, there was delight on the part of the
Canadians on how Castro was tweaking the nose of the United States. The Canadians took
delight in describing the terrible conditions of Cuba in the 1940s and 1950s, the gambling, the
prostitution, the corruption, the terrible health conditions, and the huge gap between the elite and
the peasants. They were cheering Castro because he was targeting American investments and
was careful not to do very much against Canadian interests. Then came the Bay of Pigs, and the
Canadians could really gloat over an American humiliation.

There was also a cultural issue involving our China policy that caused the Canadians to ridicule
the U.S. When the Beijing Opera Company came to Ontario, we were ordered by the Department
to publicize the fact that it was breaking American law if an American purchased a ticket to the
Beijing Opera, because we had the boycott against China. Some Americans who were interested
in the Beijing Opera ignored the notice, and some attended just to show their opposition to the
boycott. Of course, the Canadians made a big thing about the Opera and packed the halls. They
thought our China boycott was short-sighted and stupid, but what angered them was the U.S.
Government’s attempts to enforce our laws extraterritorially by preventing Americans in Canada
from going to a cultural performance there. These were really irritants in American-Canadian
relations, and almost daily something new would come up.

Q: You were in a place, where at one level, things were going well, but at another level, at
whatever would pass for the intelligentsia, I would assume that they were definitely not pro-



American.

BUCHE: No, they definitely were not. They recognized some great accomplishments that had
been done. The intelligentsia recognized and admired much of our literature and music, our
inventions and scientific discoveries, our efforts in the two World Wars, Presidents Lincoln and
FDR, but there were so many aspects of the United States they just could not stand. I do not
know whether they spent much effort in analyzing exactly what they disliked about us and the
reasons why. I suppose many accepted it as a given. If you were a native-born Canadian and
considered yourself an intellectual, it was de rigueur to be critical of the U.S. The Canadian
intellectuals whom I met were apparently able to compartmentalize their feelings against the
United States without antagonism against individual Americans. I detected no personal enmity
toward me, but rather an open and welcoming attitude. They were able to distinguish between
the person and the Government I represented. My posting to Toronto was interesting more for
the political and economic work I did outside the office than the visa and passport tasks
performed within.

In my second year of Toronto, I began to think about my next assignment. I was influenced by
the frequent messages from the Department pleading that if an officer volunteers for Africa or
for African-language training, he or she will be given priority consideration. I told Bob
Memminger about my interest in learning an African language and a posting in Africa. He
advised me to learn French and to think long and hard about requesting hard language training
for Africa. “Don’t waste your time on one of those languages you can’t use anywhere else in the
world.”

Q: Like Twi or Fang.

BUCHE: He insisted that I request training in a language that would serve me well. I agreed and
said I would probably ask for French training. I had already started studying French on my own.
Not only was I interested in Africa, but also in the Middle East, Turkey, and Iran. I went back
and forth in my number one preference. I was attracted to the idea of learning a hard language,
but did not want a language with limited use, unless that country was of strategic importance to
the U.S. Arabic, Turkish, Greek, and Persian met my criteria. Of the African languages, Swahili
seemed the only one to fit my set of conditions. I asked Bill Eilers, the Commercial Officer at the
Consulate, for his advice. Bill told me there were plenty of Mideast specialists in the Department
who studied Arabic. He also said the Middle East was a tough area to serve in. He suggested I
focus on Iran and learn Persian, since there were not many officers who knew the language or the
area. | knew it was a key country in a strategic region. I sent in my request for hard-language
training with Persian at the top of the list. Since I had to submit several alternates, I added Greek,
Turkish, and Swabhili. Within a few weeks, I was told I had been selected to study Persian
beginning in January of 1962. I was just delighted. I drove down to Washington to check out
apartments. I decided I would live in the same building where the FSI language classes were
held, Arlington Towers. I would be in Washington one year before going to Iran. I bought a
dozen books about Iran. Psychologically, I was beginning to phase out of Toronto and Ontario
and concentrating on my next post. I learned this is a tendency in the Foreign Service

Since the consulate closed at Christmas, I went back home to West Lafayette, Indiana. My



family was supportive, as always, of my decision to study Persian and spend the next three years
in Iran. The prospects were very exciting for me, so I did not pick up the nuanced reaction of my
parents who were hoping I might be posted somewhere closer and safer. I returned to Toronto to
pack up and depart post for Washington. There was a message waiting for me at the Consulate
saying that I was to study Amharic instead of Persian. My first reaction was, “My God,
Personnel strikes again”! I called PER/Training and asked what was going on. The reply was
circuitous and involved transfers, an illness, a shift of priorities, and other factors. The net result
was that I was to study Ambharic. The training officer assured me it would be an excellent boost
to my career.

LOUISE S. ARMSTRONG
Spouse of Deputy Chief of Mission
Ottawa (1959-1962)

Mprs. Armstrong was born in 1917 in Tokyo, Japan of American missionary
parents. After moving to the United States she attended Wellesley College. After
graduation, Mrs. Armstrong was a researcher for Time and Life magazine before
joining the Foreign Service in 1947. As a Consular and Political Officer, she
served in Madras, Prague, Palermo and Montreal. Following her marriage to
FSO Willis Armstrong in 1959, she resigned her commission and accompanied
her husband to Ottawa, where he was assigned as Deputy Chief of Mission. Mrs.
Armstrong was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2000.

Q: Let’s cover the period after, while you were a foreign service wife. Did, you go up to
Canada?

ARMSTRONG: I had already served there of course. So I went back as married to Willis
Armstrong, I had a lot of friends. And many of them he already knew because I had given him
their names. And they all seemed to be not only very surprised, but very pleased and very
welcoming. So it was, in that sense, a very happy way to start one’s married life. Fortunately for
me, my husband was the kind of person who liked to talk shop. He didn’t reveal any secrets, but
he enjoyed talking shop. Some men want to get rid of it as soon as they leave the office. And in
that sense I felt I was still part of the game, so to speak.

Q: So who was your ambassador?

ARMSTRONG: It was Livvie Merchant and then Richard Wigglesworth. I’d briefed him for the
post when he was being groomed. I briefed him in the sense of taking him around to see the
contacts he needed to make before he went to Ottawa. He was a 30-year congressman from
Boston, Massachusetts. Wigglesworth had his, he was a New Englander and his wife Florence
was from Kentucky. She was a spirited, outgoing person whereas Richard, or Dick as he was
known, was somewhat silent and seemingly retiring. But he didn’t miss anything obviously. At
any rate, what ticked me was as I took him around to meet the people he was supposed to meet,
he was writing everything on the back of an envelope, literally. But a very nice likeable man.



And she lent a great deal of sparkle to the situation. We all enjoyed her.

It so happened though that he thought he was indestructible. He came from Massachusetts, and
when the cold weather set in, he went around — he was lucky if he wore galoshes, he rarely wore
a topcoat. He used to worry us all. But in the end what did him in, and he died in office, was a
blood clot, which seized him when he was on a trip I think, somewhere in French Canada or
Montreal. It may have been Montreal. And of course [he] was hospitalized there. But he didn’t
survive. I guess he had a stroke. It was pretty much immediate and very shocking. So he was to
be replaced by Livingston Merchant who was going to serve a second tour there. But in the
meantime, Livvie Merchant was designated to be on the team that was to negotiate with the
Indians and the Pakistanis on Kashmir, the eternal Kashmir dispute. So he was gone for some
time on that project. In the meantime my husband had moved from, he succeeded Tyler
Thompson as DCM, when Tyler was transferred to Finland. And therefore as DCM, he was
chargé. And he was chargé for a very long time. So that was a very nice experience for him; he
enjoyed every bit of it. He was hobnobbing with ambassadors who were treating him as an equal
because after all the United States is important enough that even a charge is important.

Q: What was your impression of the ruling political and economic elite of Canada at this time?
Because I'm sure you were meeting them at this time.

ARMSTRONG: Well the thing that struck me was that there was a very small group of elite,
intellectually and commercially and socially, but they all knew each other even though they
spanned the whole horizontal side of Canada. That is, the people who were upper class in
Vancouver and Victoria knew the people who were upper class in Montreal. They had grown up
together, gone to the same schools together, gone to the same summer places. It was very unique
I think in that sense. But everybody that one met in that group was really very approachable,
easy, friendly. For example, if we would go on an official visit to St. John’s, Newfoundland, the
local governor I guess he was, living in Government House, was an elite member of that
community. They would spend their winters in Bermuda or on the Mediterranean. Perfectly
charming man. I met the woman who was the wife of the Governor of British Columbia; she was
a Montreal woman. Her son, whose name was Turner, later became a political aspirant, never
made it to be prime minister. He was Finance Minister. But this is just talking in a sense about
the social elite.

The intellectual elite, they also rubbed elbows constantly. As for the senior bureaucrats, our
dealings would be only with those in Ottawa. It would be the Consul General in Toronto, the
Ontario bureaucrats and so forth. We couldn’t have been luckier with our contacts. There was
only one senior bureaucrat, very charming, very affable, who my husband didn’t quite trust
because of his fundamental anti-Americanism. He made Under-Secretary of External Affairs.
But he was succeeded by a French Canadian named Marcel Cadieux who couldn’t have been
easier, no anti-Americanism whatsoever probably because he was French Canadian. A very able
man. But we’ve just always been in close touch with those people, heads of the department of
finance, external affairs and so forth.

Q: Were there any major that you can think of, obviously you’d been on the economics side and
all, during this time, but you got married in ’59, how long were you there with Willis?



ARMSTRONG: We left ’62 I think it was.
Q: Was there any economic problems that you can think of?

ARMSTRONG: Well there’s always. Fish is always a big problem, both east and west fisheries.
We’re always invading each other’s waters and being accused of doing that. And lumber was an
issue of whether, because they have a different tax system for lumber, exploiting and cutting
down timber, that it would be selling in the United States at a disadvantage to our lumber people.
Must be a half dozen other things. We have the environmental issues always. Our smokestacks
are blowing up to Canada, and the acid rain is polluting Canadian lakes. It goes on like that. If
you were to subscribe to a publication which is put out by the embassy here, it’s very well worth
having, I get it free of charge, two-thirds of this monthly report has to do with commercial,
economic disputes. It’s just a fact of life. They’re handled amicably enough.

Q: You must have been in Canada at the time when President Kennedy came up to visit because
it’s usually Canada, Mexico are the two places that a new president visits.

ARMSTRONG: Yes, this was his first visit out of Washington.
Q: How did that work?

ARMSTRONG: Well my husband was in charge through the embassy. And it worked
handsomely thank goodness. We had a certain amount of advice beforehand as to what the
president required. For example, down pillows no, he was allergic to down pillows. And we were
on easy terms with Government House and it’s controller, so he and my husband would get
together whenever necessary to discuss the further problems that might arise with the hospitality
being offered by government house. And everything went swimmingly. The only time you have
a problem is with the Secret Service colliding with the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCNP),
and that’s a universal problem.

Q: Yes, [the Secret Service] are an immovable force.

ARMSTRONG: It went very happily. The only trouble is that Government House was always
inviting guests of his stature to plant a tree. And he did that and he hurt his back again.

Q: It put him on crutches when he went to Vienna to meet Khrushchev.

ARMSTRONG: It was a great colossal mistake, and nobody anticipated that. They should have.
And Kennedy I guess was too proud to admit that this was something he shouldn’t do. What they
should have done was have him throw a few pieces of dirt on the tree and not let him dig
anything. But everything went swimmingly and here’s an amusing note. After Jackie, who of
course knocked them all dead — she had the most gorgeous gowns and she looked so positively
entrancing, and she had this demure manner of seeming to hold back and be shy, which she may
well have been — after she’d gone, the Russian ambassador’s wife commented that it was as if
she herself, she felt like the grandmother and Mrs. Diefenbaker like the mother. You see



Jacqueline brought out maternal instincts in all the right places.

Now we were having problems with John Diefenbaker and of course that consumed the embassy
and the office back here. Books have been written about it. First of all we had the advance visit
of the president’s own mafia. These were all guys who’d been working for him from the time
he’d been running for office as senator. And they all seemed to come from Revere Beach and
were about that caliber of social attractiveness. But they were his boys and they did some stupid
and embarrassing things. But the Kennedys themselves won everybody. One of the stupid things
was they had to rent tuxedos, these fellows, they hadn’t brought any of their own. And there was
a place called Classy Clothes from which they rented their tuxedos. And after this preliminary
visit, the proprietary visit was over and the real visit was all but taken place, my husband got a
call from Classy Clothes which said, “I found a piece of paper in a pocket and somehow I don’t
think it’s something I should be reading.” He was a nice guy.

Q: Well there was that piece of paper that Kennedy had left —
ARMSTRONG: “~that SOB...”

Q: “—that SOB”, about Diefenbaker, and Kennedy said “I didn’t know he was an SOB at the
time.”

ARMSTRONG: “I didn’t think that at the time.” Direct quote. He seemed surprised, quite taken
aback. “I didn’t think that at the time.” That’s been in history books, and I couldn’t begin to do
justice to it all.

Q: How was Mrs. Diefenbaker?

ARMSTRONG: A lovely woman, I liked Olive very much. I didn’t dare call her Olive to her
face, but I thought she was a splendid woman.

Q: Did you sense, you’d obviously been dealing with the Canadian scene for some time then in

one form or the other, where do you think he was coming from in your estimation. John
Diefenbaker?

ARMSTRONG: Well I should know this but it was one of the western provinces and of course
he was in a sense, provincial, in that respect. And his appointments were of people to the cabinet
who had limited foreign experience. And one I particular was the Minister of Foreign Aftairs,
whose name was Green. And he just needed to be tutored on the job all the time, not only by his
own people, but by us. He was always very prickly about what the Americans were up to; he was
darkly suspicious. On one occasion, at an Iranian reception, he came up to my husband and he
pointed his long bony finger and said, “We must have a talk.” Well the entire diplomatic
community was all ears. And eventually it developed that what he wanted to talk about was the
fact that some Canadian Indians who were sneaking across the border and stealing things,
especially from summer camps and stuff, had done this and had been caught in the act by the
Americans. And now we held these Indians in our jug, and Green didn’t like that. I suppose he
would have had to answer to his own constituents; he hadn’t been up in arms about it. But this



gave him an excuse to be up in arms. And my husband did his best to calm him down. But the
next thing that happened came a call from Montreal, from our consulate there and said, “I’m in
deep trouble.” A group of American businessmen were up here, no, it was a Greek order, of
Greek businessmen or whatever their professions were, a Greek social order. They’d gone up to
Montreal for a celebration. They’d gone into a local tavern and partied after hours. The hours for
closing and serving drinks were very strict. The police raided the place and clapped them all in
jail. So when the Consul General from Montreal called up Bill and said, “I’m in a terrible jam,”
and Bill said, “That’s the best news I’ve heard in a long time.” Then he could turn to Green,
Howard Green his name was, “What are you doing with my American citizens in jail?”

Q: You're pointing your finger at me, yes.

ARMSTRONG: You’re pointing your finger at me about some Indians. What about the
Americans who’re clapped in jail. So things shook up.

Q: Well did you sense, I talked to people who served in Mexico and they were saying, our ties
with Mexico of course are very close too, that the foreign ministry is sort of where a lot of the,
particularly at the top, where a lot of the left-wing, sort of anti-Americans end up. Did you have
any sense —

ARMSTRONG: It was true in the sense that initially a very distinguished Oxford scholar,
Rhodes scholar, was head of the foreign office. The civil servant is the under-secretary. So he
had the under-secretary’s job for years and years.

Q: Top sort of professional job.

ARMSTRONG: He was venerated in external affairs. He was brilliant and cultivated and so
forth. But he was essentially very suspicious of Americans and didn’t have sufficient suspicion
with respect to the Soviet threat. Livvie Merchant once said about him, “He was a fine man but
his instincts were all wrong. So Norman Robertson was his name. He’s a Canadian icon, but
from the United States standpoint, he was always a problem. Though you’d have this cultural
dichotomy frequently of being outstanding Canadians, who were usually distinguished Rhodes
Scholars, but they would have a different point of view. I don’t think that’s true so much any
more, but it was then.

Q: One does get the feeling that foreign policy is the one place today where the Canadians sort
of like to stick it to the United States in a way. I mean, particularly on Cuba and all.

ARMSTRONG: Cuba is a problem in that sense, but I don’t think it worries us. For the most
part, we have to give the Canadians credit for standing up to us under a lot of circumstances.

Q: I don’t know.

ARMSTRONG: I think by and large we can count on the Canadians. It’s just these occasional
poobabhs that give us a problem. And he was a poobah.



Q: When did you leave Ottawa?

ARMSTRONG: We left in ’62. We were also having the problem, and I’'m not as well-versed in
this, over the extent to which the Canadian military was going to be allowed to develop. Within
the military there was a lot of enthusiasm for strengthening their defenses. But we had to share
the aerial defense.

Q: Blue Streak, wasn't it?

ARMSTRONG: We had a number of problems because we were their protective shield when it
came to flying defenses. And we had radar defenses strung across Canada, and we put them up at
our expense too. And the Canadian military were eager to expand but the politicians were eager
to cut back the funds. Diefenbaker was one of those that maintained that Canada was being taken
advantage of unfairly. I should read up on the history issues there because I really didn’t expect
to be talking about this. I thought I’d be talking about my own immediate opportunities.

Q: I'm really talking about what you were picking up as essentially a professional in a
non-professional job.

ARMSTRONG: I would be more conversant if I had read up on it. It’s just a little too long ago.
1960 is, what is it, almost 40 years ago. I can quickly refresh my memory, but I can tell you there
were points of exasperation on military issues, largely led by Diefenbaker.

Q: In fact if I recall, he was essentially brought down on —

ARMSTRONG: Yes, he was. On having made a promise, which he denied having made or
something like that. And that’s very significant. And if you ask a Canadian historian, he’ll know
in an instant what you’re talking about.

STEPHEN J. LEDOGAR
Economic Officer
Montreal (1960-1962)

Ambassador Stephen Ledogar was born in New York in 1929, and received his BA
from Fordham University. He served overseas in the US Navy from 1949-1952.
Ledogar entered the Foreign Service in 1959 and was posted in Montreal, Milan,
Quang Tri Province, Saigon, Paris, Brussels and Geneva. He was Interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy on March 1, 2000.

Q: You were in Canada from 59 to when?

LEDOGAR: ’59 is when I started in the Foreign Service. By the time I finished training, A-100,
the consular course, etc., it was early spring of *60. I was in Montreal from 60-’62.



Q: Were there any Canadian-American issues? You were pretty low in the totem pole, but you
were an observer.

LEDOGAR: Within the context overall, the U.S.-Canadian relationship was very close and very
intimate. We are each other’s biggest trading partners. There were, however, some abrasive
issues. One set that sticks in my mind was the so-called “split run” questions with regard to
publications and broadcasting. Essentially, this was Canadian irritation at U.S. laissez-faire
attitudes which allowed U.S. magazines like Readers Digest and Time Magazine and others to
publish “Canadian” editions if they wanted to. The U.S. didn’t care. Publishers would take their
basic magazine, take out a couple of articles, replace them with a couple of Canadian-slanted
articles, and then go sop up all of the Canadian advertising dollars. Similarly with radio and
television broadcasts along the border. Somebody who was broadcasting in northern New York
or Vermont would manage to pick up Canadian sponsors. So, the Canadians were trying to
correct this and were threatening restrictive legislation. We were working to try to get some of
our publishers to be sensitive to the way the Canadians saw this as a threat to their own basic
magazines, and also sensitive to how much they would lose if “Canadian” editions of U.S. media
were outlawed. Canada’s Maclean’s magazine, for example, was very prominent in saying that
the competition for the Canadian advertising dollar was unfair because these big American
publications, for very little additional cost, could produce a “Canadian” edition that was thicker
and slicker and had more resources behind the stories, and so forth. So, that was one of the things
we worked on.

Another one that I found rather interesting concerned liquor. My arrival at post in Montreal,
early ’60, coincided with the end of the regime of a rather reactionary Quebec province premier
by the name of Maurice Duplessis. He was quite a tyrant and dictatorial, very right-wing, and
very corrupt. In Canada, the whole question of alcohol and beverage control was a Provincial
prerogative. So, the Province of Quebec set its own rules on foreign imports. The Quebec alcohol
and beverage commission did not allow any bourbon whiskey to come into the province. I'm
sure there was a little bit of a deal with the Canadian whiskey manufactures. Bourbon and
Canadian whiskey are very close. Oddly enough, the U.S. couldn’t get any U.S. vodka into
Quebec either. That was more Mr. Duplessis’ anti-Communist attitudes. He thought all vodka
was Soviet and who wanted that?

So, we had the U.S. Bourbon Institute trying to encourage our economic section in Montreal to
crack this wall. We did succeed. It was a rather interesting way that we were able to get U.S.
bourbon accepted. In 1961, the Canadian hotel industry, especially in Montreal and Quebec City,
went on a big push to attract U.S. trade organizations to hold conventions in their facilities. We
at the U.S. consulate made the case that “You’re not helping to attract big U.S. conventions,
especially with certain kinds of associations, where the businessmen at the end of a hard day
would normally go down to the bar and order a bourbon and branchwater, only to find out that in
Montreal you can’t get a glass of bourbon. It’s not helping your convention business.” This
argument was developed. In the process, I learned a little bit about spirits through folks from the
U.S. Bourbon Institute coming up to Montreal and talking to me about the differences between
Canadian whiskey and bourbon. What broke the ice was when we finally got 12 big convention
hotels excepted from the anti-bourbon rule. Then the Quebec Commission quickly found that it
was too cumbersome to have to have a separate stock and controls, and they just let as much



bourbon in as could be sold.
Q: Did you come up against the Bronfman Liquor empire?
LEDOGAR: I didn’t know what was going on behind the scenes.

Q: Did you get any feel for Diefenbaker, the Canadian prime minister? From the American
perspective, he was kind of a loose cannon. Did that reflect itself in Montreal at all?

LEDOGAR: Not too much. We at the U.S. Consulate in Montreal were more engaged in
provincial politics. At that time, I think there were 10 or 12 U.S. constituent posts across Canada.
Our embassy in Ottawa would just have the Consulates feed out political and economic stuff into
them.

Incidentally, I made an early reputation for myself in that I had a friend, a journalist who was
American, who had gone to school at the University of Toronto. She was very aggressive. I think
they called them “investigative reporters” later on. She really dug for stories. She came to me
one time and started inquiring about what kinds of deeds would cause one to lose one’s
American citizenship. At that time, fairly fresh from the consular course, I could rattle off the
answer to that pretty easily. As you may recall, it was at that time fairly easy to lose your
American citizenship.

Q: Oh, yes. Taking oath of allegiance to other places, voting... It changed within a couple of
years.

LEDOGAR: Exactly. Well, this newswoman had a lot of contacts in the netherworld. She was
asked if she would participate in what was known as “telegraphing,” which was quite simply
election fraud — the nefarious practice of getting your hands on legitimate registration chits that
were issued to voters a week or so ahead of time and either stealing them or forging them or
duplicating them — all sorts of things. The description of the person was there. Then there would
be a pool of street people of all ages, sizes, and shapes. When they had a chit and needed
someone to approximate a description, they would look around and cast someone from the pool
and send them off to the polls. Her story came out in banner headlines in MaClean’s Magazine,

under the title “How I Voted 22 Times on the 20th of June.” She, an American, voted 22 times in
a Canadian election. I told her, “I can guarantee you won’t lose your American citizenship if you
tell me in detail how it’s done.” I got the whole story of the way this network of voting fraud was
organized and executed-details she could not publish-and I wrote some colorful diplomatic
despatches. Fortuitously, the party that she was working for fraudulently was defeated by the
good guys. It was Rene Levesque, who was quite famous later on, whom she was working
against. When he won anyway, she had a story. If the Union Nationale Party had won, then it
was just election fraud. But when the Liberals won, despite all the cheating by the Conservatives,
she was able to expose it as she did in this story, which was a real show-stopper... So, for a
brand new officer, I got a couple of good political reports at that time.

Q: Who was the consul general?



LEDOGAR: Gerard Gaspard.
Q: Was there any thought or consideration about perhaps Quebec going independent?

LEDOGAR: The separatist movement was at its very beginnings at that time. They had not yet
begun terrorism. They did so shortly after I left. There may have been the first of the so-called
mailbox bombings toward the end of my tour in ’62, but separatism was certainly was boiling in
the salons and among the French-Canadian young Turks.

Q: As a young officer, did you have much contact with the French speakers?

LEDOGAR: I probably had as much as anyone in the consulate. As a bachelor, I was going
around to various social events. The higher your rank, the more you had to deal with the
establishment, which in Montreal was mostly Anglo-Canadian. So, the Consul General might
have a couple of... For example, of the Consul General’s few French Canadian contacts would
be future Canadian prime minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau, who was then a law professor at the
University of Montreal. But the boss would much more likely pay attention to the chairmen of
the boards of the Bank of Montreal and the Canadian Pacific Railroad and so forth, all Anglos.
But we were very conscious of the differences and the separatist storm was really gathering. I
was in Italy on my second tour when things in Quebec started getting ugly and they started
hurting people.

Q: You were Catholic. Did you get any feel for the Catholic Church there? Later, the Catholic
Church was practically repudiated by the younger Québécois. From your experience in New
York, did you find this a different church than you had been exposed to before?

LEDOGAR: Well, there were political overtones. The Catholic Church in Quebec was quite
reactionary and had been much too cozy with the former political regime, which was the
Conservative Union Nationale. In many ways, the church kind of turned a blind eye to the source
of some of the largesse that came its way. But I'll tell you an interesting story. Going back for
decades, the French Canadian citizenry felt discriminated against, including in financial
institutions-getting mortgage money, and so forth. So, the parishes of the church, in order to try
to organize better economic opportunity for their parishioners, started little church banks, known
as “Caisse Populaire.” These parish banks soon became quite affluent. The French Canadian
citizens would deposit their savings there and would borrow mortgage money from there. It was
non-profit. People were dealing with these matters in an honest and straightforward fashion.
They repaid their loans and the “Caisse Populaire” became very solvent. Just after I arrived at
post, Duplessis died. There was a Conservative successor for three or four months. Then they
had this election, the one in which my friend voted 22 times. The Liberals came in. It was a
landslide.

The Union Nationale had the blue color. The Liberals were red and white. Some parish priests
were saying before the election, “Where is Heaven? Heaven is in the sky. What’s the color of the
sky? Blue. Where is Hell? Down there? What is the color of that? Red.” But of course they
weren’t telling you how to vote or anything like that. But the Liberals came in. They had a strong
sense of French-Canadian nationalism. As the saying went, they no longer wanted to be “Hewers



of wood and drawers of water” for the Anglos. Rather, they wanted not just to export raw
materials but to process them. They wanted to build steel mills and not just to ship ore. They
wanted to add value in the aluminum industry and in the paper industry. So, in order to develop
these things, they needed capital. Where was their capital? The “Caisse Populaire” were loaded.
The Liberals clumsily started making noises to the effect that they would require these parish
churches to produce funds that could be used for the capital development of new secondary
industries, and so forth. There was a very sharp negative reaction on the part of the Catholics.
“We may be in favor of some of your ideas, but don’t you touch our money.” That was not
understood by very many people, but if you understood the banking system, it became quite
clear. The Quebec Catholics jealously guarded the parish banks. That was for the mortgages.
That was where you could borrow money to start small businesses and to send the kids to
college. Not that they were against building steel mills, but not with that money.

Another thing that might be of interest: the visa business. In summer months I did non-immigrant
visas and that was the largest part of the Consulate General’s business. Canadians don’t need
visas to visit the United States, but so-called “new Canadians” do, those immigrants to Canada
who are not yet Canadian citizens, but are awaiting their time. In 1956 Canada was very open,
and I think admirably so, in taking in Hungarian refugees after the Hungarian revolution came
acropper at that time. There were a lot of new Canadians who had stateless papers but they were
of Hungarian origin. There had been a practice in Austrian refugee camps, to which many
Hungarians had fled, of moving people through and letting them go off to Canada much more
expeditiously if they came across with information about the Communist regime in Hungary — in
other words, if they would snitch on somebody. So, there was a lot of finger pointing, which the
new Canadians from Hungary thought was rather good-natured. One way to grease the skids to
get your exit out of Austria was to point out somebody and say, “He was a Communist.” So, on
the Canadian and U.S. records, there were a whole lot of these former Hungarian workers who
had been tagged as having been members of a Communist union. The U.S. law said that if you
had to belong nominally to an organization in order to have a livelihood, that was excusable. But
some of the finger pointing had been a little bit too vigorous. We had a number of problems
where the name searches would come up with somebody saying that this guy was a shop steward
and a dedicated Communist Party member. It became fairly apparent after a while that there was
a pattern to this. You could get, as I did one time, a substantive group of people from the same
shop in a helicopter factory outside of Budapest, and I got the whole story as to how they pretty
much went en masse across the border, went into camp, and agreed that in round-robin fashion
“I’m going to point at him and he’s going to point at him and so forth, and we’ll all get out.”
There was a whole lot of testimony in which they revealed this. I think that was of interest and
helped ease up some of the blackballing.

Q: Were these non-immigrant Hungarians true visitors or were they going to the United States
and staying there?

LEDOGAR: Oh, no, they were true visitors. They wouldn’t even come to the visa officers’
attention before they had been very effectively screened. We had requirements that people had to
produce bank books and job letters and mortgages and other things that made it quite clear that
they were coming back home to Canada. The visas were mostly for skiing in Vermont or
shopping in northern New York. We had no problems with people jumping or overstaying. We



were dealing with people who very clearly were putting in their time to become Canadian
citizens and were gainfully employed in Canada, and that’s where their families settled and were
making their homes.

Q: What was the impression that you were getting from your social contacts about what one
might describe as the Kennedy phenomenon? He was elected at the end of 1960. The Canadians
pay a lot of attention to American politics. Did he catch on in Quebec, too?

LEDOGAR: Very much so. That was also my experience in Italy, where I spent the period up to
and including his death. President Kennedy was much more popular in Canada and in Italy than
he was in the U.S. and was regarded with an adulation that I didn’t find to be the case in the U.S.,
where his legislative record was not terribly sterling. He had a number of difficulties in terms of
solid accomplishments and was a whole lot less successful at home than he was popular in these
foreign countries.

DONALD C. TICE
Administrative Officer
Montreal (1961-1963)

Born in Kansas in 1932, Donald C. Tice received his BS from the University of
Kansas and served in the U.S. Air Force form 1954 to 1956 as a second
lieutenant. His foreign assignments included Antwerp, Montreal, Sofia and
Belgrade. He was interviewed on February 10, 1997 by Charles Stuart Kennedy.

Q: Let’s move on to Montreal. When were you in Montreal?
TICE: About 18 months, from January, 1961, to the summer of 1963.
Q: What were you doing there?

TICE: Again, I started out as Administrative Officer. I couldn’t seem to “shake” assignments like
that because I knew something about the administration of the Foreign Service. I did that kind of
work for about nine months. Then, during the remainder of my stay in Montreal, I again had the
citizenship job. However, at that time the Consulate General in Montreal was one of the biggest
“visa mills” in the Foreign Service. Everybody assigned there issued visas at one time or another.
While I had my own Citizenship Unit and that kind of thing, on rotation I would go over and
spend two hours a day working in the “visa mill.”

Q: Who was the Consul General in Montreal when you were there?
TICE: It was Jerome T. Gaspard. He had worked in the “Point Four” program in Europe and then

came into the regular Foreign Service under the “Wriston Program” [lateral entry of civil
servants into the Foreign Service in the mid-1950’s]. He was in Montreal as Consul General, I



think, for three or four years. Then he moved up to Quebec as Consul General, which was his
“retirement post.” He was Consul General in Quebec for a couple of more years.

Q: During this period, 1961-1963, what was the political situation in Canada?

TICE: That’s where I really got into political work for the first time. While I was assigned as a
consular officer, I had the great, good fortune to live in an apartment house which was a short
way down the hill from the Consulate General. It was an easy, five-minute walk from my home
to the office. It was on the main street which goes over the top of Mount Royal.

One day I was admiring a Ford Thunderbird which was parked next to my car in the parking
garage under the apartment building. I struck up a conversation with the man who owned it. It
turned out that he was the Member of Parliament for the Mount Royal Riding [electoral district].
His name was Allan McNaughton. We became good friends, although he was quite a lot older
than I.. At that time he a key figure in the election campaign of Lester [Jim] Pearson, the leader
of the Liberal Party, who was running against incumbent Prime Minister, John Diefenbaker, the
leader of the Conservative Party.

I got involved in that campaign because Allan McNaughton started using me as a channel to get
information down to Washington. U. S. policy at the time of the election was “neutral,” but fairly
clearly the Department wanted Jim Pearson to win. However, the Department kept saying “dumb
things” which made it more difficult. McNaughton was using me as a channel to “pass the word”
to the Department. When he first asked me if I could serve in that capacity, [ went to Consul
General Gaspard and asked him what I should do. He said: “Write up what he tells you and send
it down to the Department. I’ll try to get somebody down in Washington to pay attention to what
you write up.” This process worked.

During the final weeks of the campaign I remember an incident that at that that related to the
“DEW Line” [Distant Early Warning Line], a radar defense for the United States, which was
being built in Canada, with Canadian Government permission. There was a supposedly
“classified” Senate Committee hearing in Washington on this subject. I seem to recall that a
prominent figure in the U. S. Government, I think that it was an Assistant Secretary of State, or
somebody like that, was testifying in favor of the construction of the DEW Line. This person
said to a critical Senator: “Do you want Soviet bombs to drop on us or do you want Soviet
bombers to be shot down and the bombs dropped in Canada? You have a choice.”

This comment was “leaked” to the press. Allan McNaughton called me up about this. He was
“howling mad.” He said: “What’s the matter with those people [in Washington]? They just can’t
seem to get it straight.” Nevertheless, I was able to keep up this relationship with McNaughton
during the whole time that we were in Montreal.

When Pearson won the election, McNaughton became Speaker of the Canadian House of
Commons. On a couple of occasions he invited us up, once when my mother-in-law was visiting
Montreal, to have dinner in his chambers, which was a very “royal” kind of place. Before dinner
we had drinks with him, and Allan had invited a bunch of Canadian political types to dinner, too.
I remember that Allan showed my mother-in-law, who was then in her 60’s, the dining room.



She said: “Oh, my goodness. Look at all of that cutlery! How will I know what to use first?”” He
said: “You’re going to sit by me. Watch me, and whatever I pick up, you pick up. Don’t worry
about it.” [Laughter] He was really a very wonderful guy.

Q: While you were there in Montreal, although only as a consular officer, did you sense any
dislike of John Diefenbaker by official Americans? Certainly, President Kennedy had an intense
dislike of Diefenbaker. Did you feel that dislike through the consular and diplomatic
establishment we had in Canada?

TICE: Yes. The Quebecers [residents of the Province of Quebec, in which Montreal is located]
tended to be Liberals and not Conservatives at that time and were very much anti-Diefenbaker.
The other political current was the beginning of the Quebec separatist movement. Advocates of
separatism for the Province of Quebec were blowing up mailboxes in Montreal. There was an
upper middle class, English speaking enclave in Montreal, and one of the separatists’ tactics was
to drop bombs in the mailboxes, causing shrapnel to spray the immediate area. So that was going
on.

It was interesting that one of the people who was in our younger, social “set” who circulated in
the university circles and the Consular Corps was a man who always dressed very dramatically
and wore a cape. He was Pierre Elliot Trudeau [a future Canadian Prime Minister]. He would
always show up at these functions accompanied by a beautiful young woman.

Q: Were you in Montreal during President Kennedy’s visit to Canada? One of the more or less
obligatory first visits of a U. S. President is to Canada and another one is to Mexico.

TICE: I don’t recall it. If I was there at the time, it was not something that affected us in
Montreal.

What did touch us, of course, was the Cuban Missile Crisis [October, 1962]. That was the first
time that I felt hostility toward the U. S. on the part of the Canadians. Even then, the Canadians
had this affinity for the Caribbean Sea and Cuba. God knows, if I lived in Canada, I’d want to get
to the Caribbean too, as often as I could.

Q: Did you find yourself getting into arguments about Fidel Castro and U. S. policy toward
Cuba?

TICE: Oh, yes. In social settings you would get into that kind of thing. At times it was really
“nasty.” The opposition of many Canadians to U. S. policy toward Cuba was very heartfelt on
their part. During the Cuban Missile Crisis there were big demonstrations in front of the
Consulate General in Montreal.

Q: Was there any appreciation in Canada that this really was not a confrontation between Cuba
and the United States but between the United States and the Soviet Union as part of the Cold
War?



TICE: Oh, yes, it was very much understood that this was a confrontation with the Soviets. That
was when I really focused in on the whole nuclear question for the first time.

Q: If the Canadians were demonstrating against us, what did they want us to do?

TICE: They wanted us to avoid a confrontation with the Soviets. They felt that we were
endangering the whole world by confronting the Russians over the Soviet missiles in Cuba.

Q: Really, the Canadians were somewhat “out of step” with the rest of Europe and other places
on this issue, weren'’t they?

TICE: Yes, but this was not unusual.

SIDNEY FRIEDLAND
Consular Officer
Toronto (1961-1965)

Sidney Friedland was born in Milwaukee, Wisconsin in 1932 and graduated from
the University of Wisconsin at Madison in 1955. He served in the U.S. Army from
1955-1957, during which time he was stationed in Stuttgart, Germany. Mr.
Freidland entered the Foreign Service in 1957. His career included positions in
Canada, Austria, Yugoslavia, Switzerland, and Washington, DC. Mr. Friedland
was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1993.

Q: You finally got out in 19617

FRIEDLAND: I finally got out the week after JFK's inauguration, and of course my first
assignment, here I was with this central European background, language training, and my first
overseas assignment was to English speaking Canada as a consular officer in Toronto. When I
got the assignment, I noted that on the same list, there were a couple people going to Montreal,
and Quebec, and I went to the personnel people and said, You are assigning me to a consular
post in Canada, O.K., but there is a choice evidently between English speaking Canada and
French speaking Canada, and you just gave me a four month language course, why don't you
send me to French-speaking Canada? I was told in so many words that they didn't take that into
consideration at the time, and had we known, we would have but it is too late now, the orders are
cut there is no way of changing this, so I spent the next two years issuing visas in what at that
time was the second or third largest visa issuing post in the world.

Q: But no particular fee, you were just a transit point for other places.

FRIEDLAND: Really and truly, here I was really hoping I was a political officer, I was hoping
that maybe I could use some of my academic, linguistic whatever, and of course that wasn't the
case. I could have been sent to issue visas in Munich, that would have really been me, but that
would have possibly been too logical, but I didn't know what criteria they used at that point, but



at any rate, there was no input from the officers that I recall, but as it happened, it proved
interesting in a number of ways. Although when I got up there it was really quite bizarre. We had
a personnel situation that was very strange.

The principal officer was a man by the name of Bob Memminger, and this is where I learned
what happens to a person who is on the wrong side of a policy decision, or people who are at the
wrong place at the wrong time. Bob Memminger up until 1965 was the Baghdad Pact, the guy
responsible for the Baghdad Pact, and when, in the summer of 1958, I was at the fountain in the
center of the University at Madison, and the Iraqi students were going crazy, yelling and
screaming, having an absolute ball, and Bob Memminger was held responsible for all of this, and
Bob's next assignment was in Toronto, taking advantage of his great expertise. Memminger was
a nice, pleasant guy, but had two problems, his wife and his son. His wife was wild, and would
drink anything she could get her hands on. He was a handsome guy, and had been a stage actor,
very courtly gentleman, tall with white hair from South Carolina, the model of a distinguished
American Ambassador. She looked 75, wore her grey hair in a bun, flat soled shoes, shapeless
garments, red nosed, and you could not imagine any connection between these two people, other
than the fact that they were married, and he would leave town any weekend that he could
possible leave town, and the vice-counsels were assigned baby-sitting duty, each of us would be
assigned for the weekend to the residence, to make sure that the old lady didn't get her hands on
liquor.

There was a roster, and the total postings at the consul general at this point, something like 12
FSO 7's or 8 on their first overseas assignment. This was one of the world great visa mills. So,
every time a new person came they were put on the roster, and I was put on the roster but I never
got to do it because their were 13 ahead of me when I arrived. He was gone within 13 years. And
remember when I said that I left when Kennedy was inaugurated? Kennedy's first foreign visit
was to Canada, per tradition, and this was the big visit where he injured his back planting a tree.
This was a whirlwind new administration, and in Ottawa, Livingston Merchant was the
Ambassador at this point, and he yanked in all the consulate's generals from across Canada to
serve as his aids to put on the visit and to generate publicity etc. Memminger was away often in
Ottawa, visiting t he Ambassador. Also having been on the stage and in public relations before,
the Ambassador relied heavily on his judgment. The big publicity was that Kennedy hurt his
back, but the visit went very well, and one of the reasons that it went well was that Memminger
put virtually all of his time and effort into it, and as a result, the two days before Kennedy
arrived, he had a heart attack.

Medevaced back to the states, never had a chance to shake hands with Kennedy, after all this
work, and was medically discharged, and retired. The other problem was Memminger's son, Tito.
He was approximately 20 years old, took after his mother rather than his father, not a very nice
looking kid, unable to get into any college or university that his father approved of, and therefore
was living at home. He spent his time down at the consulate general propositioning the sweet
young things that we had working there in abundance, and causing all sorts of problems. He'd
pull diplomatic immunity in terms of parking, when he was picked up for under age drinking,
probably now he would be accused of assaulting these women but in those days they would do
that. We heaved quite a sigh of relief when Tito, well, what happened was that when his father
was Medevaced, and it was determined that he was going retire, his wife and son followed. They



ultimately left. In the meantime things were happening with regards to the visa business, and as
you recall, the Christmas eve before Kennedy's inauguration, Fidel Castro overthrew the Batista
government in Cuba. Also you may recall that one of Jack Kennedy's best friends was George

Smathers from Florida. The question was as soon as Kennedy, no wait a second, I am a year
off...

Q: Well, in very late '58, no, '59...

FRIEDLAND: O.K., '59, the visa law at that point said that anybody who enters the United
States from contiguous territory, on a tourist visa, or any visa other than an immigrant visa must
go back to their contiguous home country to get an immigrant visa, their status cannot be
adjusted in the United States. The law does not envisage contiguous territory in communist, well
you know and of course the day after Fidel takes over, the prosperous type folks started fleeing,
and they all flood to the United States where they all have back accounts, relatives or whatever.
By 1961, Bay of Pigs time, there are already hundreds of thousands, if not millions of Cuban
refugees in the United States now they all came in as refugees. Bay of Pigs happened, it failed,
and it is obvious that the U.S. and Cuba are not going to get together, and what are we going to
do with all the at least a million Cuban refugees? It would seem obvious that what you would do,
they are all in the States, why don't you amend the law saying in the case of Cuba, people's status
can be adjusted, and they don't have to go back to contiguous territory.

Nope, Smathers doesn't like that because his buddies are lawyers, immigration lawyers in Miami.
And JFK is also his buddy, and what happens ultimately, is that the law is not changed, and
Cuban immigrants in the United States refugee or any other non- permanent standing must leave
the U.S. to get permanent residence. A lot of these people don't have any money, medical doctors
are swabbing halls to work. We were advised that Smathers did not want this changed. Also
there are lots of immigration lawyers in New York City, and New York is also JFK territory, so
what they did was got Canada to agree if you Americans agree to take these people back even if
you don't issue them a visa, let them come up to Canada, and you take them up at your
consulates in Canada.

The entire United States was divided up into areas assigned to aid an American consulate in
Canada with New York City going to Montreal, maritime to Quebec, Florida and the South to
Toronto, Chicago to Windsor. Closed down Niagara Falls, before I got there, but Windsor was
still going strong. California to Vancouver, and it went on this way for years. As a result, you
had to have Vice-Consuls and actually it would have been a good post to send vice-counsels if
you were going to send out Vice-Consuls for their first post, it would be great for Spanish-
speaking FSO's. Not one Spanish speaking junior officer visa Vice-Consul was dispatched, But,
somehow we were able to locate a Cuban refugee in Toronto, a lovely young girl and we were
able to put her on the payroll, and she served as an interpreter, and ultimately married my
successor, Ray Balen.

Plus we had the largest resident American citizen community outside of the U.S. There were
25,000 on the books, and probably at least double that not on the books, who just blended in. I
have another special memory of Toronto in that when I got my assignment, my parents were in
Florida for the winter, and the people in the next room at their hotel were from Toronto, and so



they mentioned me to them, and they said, "How old is your son?" Same age as our son, and here
is his name, have him get in touch. As it turns out, I did. I got up there, and he is a very wealthy
young bachelor who is in the magazine subscription business, but as an executive. Marvelous
bachelor pad, just rolling in money, and he had a black book of all of the interesting young
beauties in town, so he started to fix me up. Ultimately, | met my wife and was married up there.

My assignment stretched to one month less three years, and our first daughter was born three
weeks before we left, and for most people, Toronto was an absolute bore, but for me it turned out
to be fascinating. And my father-in-law was the personnel manager of the Toronto Symphony
Orchestra, and I got an entre into all sorts of local music, arts, whatever surfaced there. I met
Seiji Ozawa, who spent five years in Toronto at my in-law's house. A number of world famous
artists, all sorts of people, it was absolutely fascinating. And here we had gone up there as sort of
an exile, but it really turned out to be fascinating. Also university circles, Marshall MacLuhan, I
was at his house, he was on the staff at the University of Toronto. It was fascinating.

MAYNARD W. GLITMAN
Economic Officer
Ottawa (1961-1965)

Ambassador Maynard Wayne Glitman was born in lllinois in 1933. He received
his BA from the University of Illinois and his MA from Fletcher School of Law
and diplomacy MA, and served in the U.S. Army in 1957. His postings abroad
include Nassau, Ottawa, Paris, Brussels, Geneva and Vienna, and served as the

ambassador to Belgium. James S. Pacy interviewed the ambassador on April 24,
2001

Q: Then we move on to you becoming Economic Olfficer in Embassy Ottawa, specializing in
international trade and financial and trade policy issues for years 1961-1965. While in Ottawa,
Ambassador Glitman served under Ambassador Livingston T. Merchant and Ambassador
William Walton.

GLITMAN: We were there relatively short time with Ambassador and Mrs. Merchant. But they
made a very strong impression on us. Very professional people, both of them, very good and nice
people. We were there for most of our tour with Ambassador Butterworth and Mrs. Butterworth.
I enjoyed him very much. In some ways he was one of the last Victorians. Great use of the
language, and very forceful personality.

It was an interesting time to be in Canada and both my and I wife enjoyed it very much. A nice
place to raise the family. We liked the climate, unlike the Bahamas this place has a really nice
winter and I was able to combine business and pleasure often. Skiing with my Canadian contacts
and friends, fair amount of work got done going up in the chairlift as well.

There were a number of issues while we were in Ottawa. The U.S. and Canada were constantly
having trade issues and that’s simply a function of the fact that we are each other’s largest



trading partners. I don’t know the exact numbers now but I am sure they are in the hundreds of
billions of dollars a year in annual trade. And if you have that much business you are bound to
have problems. And we had many of them, but by and large we worked well together with the
Canadians. They were reasonable people I felt and I enjoyed working with them.

It was a busy post, in part because of these activities but there were two or three specific issues
that came up that I found interesting. Perhaps if I look back on what I felt I accomplished there,
one would be the Automobile Agreement, in 1965. Canadians were trying to increase their
production of automobiles, and as you probably know at that point the companies were the same
and the unions were the same, in the U.S. and Canada. Same automobile companies on both
sides of the border and same unions on both sides on the border. So that made a difference in
how we could approach this issue. What the Canadians tried to do was work out some sort of
subsidization in effect, a program which would shift production as much as possible to Canada at
our expense. There were different opinions about how we should deal with this, but it seemed to
me that we ought to take a very firm line. We had countervailing duty law which essentially
works to counter the advantages that another country gives to its trade through some form of
subsidies. Some of our colleagues in Washington were hesitant to push forward on this approach.
I felt that we should use it, not because I wanted to countervail but because I hadn’t though we
had another solution to this and needed the leverage a threat to countervail would provide.

And in October of 1963, I believe, I had an opportunity, a cocktail party, to talk to Ed Ritchie,
Canadian Foreign Service Officer, also a very able man. During our discussion of this issue and
how to deal with it, I asked him whether or not is would be possible to work out some sort of a
free trade agreement in order to deal with this. He and I discussed it at some length and I came
away persuaded that if we worked it right, were patient, keeping the threat of countervailing duty
there, as an element in it of course, but the emphasis would be on trying to work out an
agreement whereby we would essentially get close to a free trade agreement on automobiles and
automobile parts. That took some years to complete but in 1965 indeed the U.S.-Canada
Automobile Agreement was signed into law by President Johnson. It avoided a trade war. It
helped I think consumers and producers on both sides of the border. And quite frankly, I had a
deeper motive and that was my feeling and a view that eventually we ought to have a free trade
area with Canada. That had been tried many times and failed, but I thought that the automobile
agreement if it were a success would help set the stage for that. I was not in favor of any political
union with Canada, I think we and the world are better off if there is an independent Canada. On
the trade side, economic side, the amount of activity is so huge that it makes perfect sense to try
to reduce the barriers as much as possible.

So that was one thing that [ was able to accomplish while I was there. Another was dealing with
a certain amount of economic nationalism on the Canadian side, which took the form of efforts
to “buy back Canada,” which was the slogan at the time. It didn’t really make much sense to
spend money to buy back a plant that was already there and functioning. But it was symbolic or
emblematic of certain mindset that had set in. I did try to work against that. I tried to ease it and
demonstrate that American investment was helpful to Canada and to the U.S. We ran into
difficulties with things like Time magazine putting ads in the Canadian edition. Again, the
Canadian government was concerned that Canadian magazines were being forced out because of
the strength of the American magazines, particularly Time magazine, Readers Digest. That was



another issue that I worked on. We made some temporary fixes to the problem but I notice in the
newspapers that it hasn’t totally gone away. I can appreciate the Canadians’ concern, they want
to maintain a magazine industry of their own and not to have everything coming from the U.S.
By the same token, they have to try not to be discriminating against the American journals.

And then another issue I got involved in, Quebec. This was at the time of the so-called quiet
revolution in Quebec when the French Canadians began to sense that they had to move out of
their old culture, not the basic culture, but adjust somewhat more to the modern world and get
involved in finance and so on. The Quebec government began by purchasing, nationalizing
Hydro-Quebec. The thing that was interesting about that operation was that it was cited as a
perfect example of how to do a nationalization of a firm. A bond issue was successfully floated,
the bond market approved of this arrangement, and it was accomplished without any punitive
actions against the companies. But I found that this was also tied in to some degree with Quebec
interest in, if not separation, then more autonomy. And then, I would go to Montreal to talk to the
business community, financial community there. During one of those visits I was able to get a tip
off that the Canadian dollar was likely going to devalue and it did. Just in talking to the
businessman I could see that was where it was heading.

It was interesting going into the banks. I met a couple of times with one of the money traders for
the bank. The man must have had nerves of steel. He would sit there and talk to me about the
future of the market and then he would get interrupted by a phone call and you could hear him, I
couldn’t hear the other side of the conversation, but he would listen and say how about this how
about that and then he would listen to the response, and then would say, “Sell a million at 340.”
Just like that. I asked him, “Do you go home at night and think about what you’ve done?”” And
he said, “No. Once it’s done it’s done.” I had to admire that.

In this connection with Montreal, Fred Rope, a Foreign Service officer who was number two in
Consulate General Montreal, introduced me to Jacques Parizeau, who at that time was a
professor at University of Montreal but who had been involved in the takeover of Hydro-Quebec,
a friendly takeover. I had two meetings with him and learned an awful lot about where Quebec
was heading at least in as so far as people like Parizeau were concerned, where they wanted it to
go. It really came down to a sense that if they wanted to protect their culture they had to make it
possible for people to work in important business, in international businesses and so on, in
banking and finance, in production, in companies where they didn’t have to give up their French
when they got to the office. In other words, the phrase was that you had to “take off” your
French language and culture, as if it were an overcoat when you went to work and become
anglicized. He made the point that you could never really get ahead in some of these companies.
Many of the Canadian companies were headquartered in Montreal, Sun Life and some of the
others, banks, at that time, and have since left, but if you want to get ahead in these large
companies, you could, but you had to move into English speaking parts and there was no school
for their children in French so the children would lose the culture. They just didn’t want to see
that happen. So they began to figure out ways to try to increase the number of companies in
Quebec that would be Francophone owned and operated. It was a complicated scheme, it
involved pension funds and so on to use to buy up things like Hydro-Quebec. If not run by the
government at least there would be some government tie-in. This was a beginning of what
eventually turned into an independence movement. We know that goes on today, it hasn’t



succeeded yet in wining any of the votes that they have taken on it, referendums on it. But they
don’t give up. I’'m sympathetic to their concerns about retaining their culture, I think, again, that
the world is a richer place for it. I only hope they can do it in a way that doesn’t tear Canada
apart. It ought to be possible. In any case, that was in the early *60s, that whole movement sort of
began and I was able to report back on that to Washington and give a heads-up that it’s coming.
It was interesting work. Those were things that went on, that I did while I was at the embassy.
They were full years, and a lot of good work with the Canadians there.

Q: The Cuban missile crisis, how did that affect your work there?

GLITMAN: It taught me something, a little lesson I guess. We had plans to disperse our aircraft
in case of an emergency, and some of them would be dispersed to Canada, to Canadian fields. If
you look at the map, at the globe, you could see that a lot of activity was likely going to occur
over Canada anyway, if the Soviets decided to head our way. So they were involved with this.
But what happened was that when the crisis broke out the Canadian Foreign Minister, Howard
Green, I think he was from British Columbia, became quite agitated and concerned that if
American planes were dispersed to Canada this would somehow be seen as a provocation and
create a war and end up in it itself. The lesson I took away was you really have to be concerned
about people reacting that way, and set up arrangements in such a way that it becomes automatic
and it isn’t seen as a provocation. For example, you need to exercise those things a lot. If you
know you are going to disperse there, exercise it. Not when there is a crisis, just do it so that it is
a routine kind of thing. Because if you don’t have it set up that way then someone is going to
come up and say, “You are creating a provocation. You are going to trigger something we want
to avoid.” I don’t know, I think in the end something was worked out, but that was the lesson I
took from that. I was able to apply it a couple of times later in my work.

Q: Did you have a presidential visit while you were in Ottawa?

GLITMAN: No. President Kennedy was assassinated while I was in Ottawa and like most
Americans, I can remember exactly where I was and who I was with at that very moment.

Q: How about Congressional Delegations?

GLITMAN: I didn’t have much to see or do with that. If they were there, I don’t recall any visits.
Later in life I got to see a lot of them, but not at this point.

Q: How about activity amidst the diplomatic corps?

GLITMAN: There was a fair amount of it. We were young, in our early ‘30s, maybe late ‘30s at
that point. Chris and I did get around a lot. We lived in a small house, but she was able to make it
work and we would often have people over. Sometimes after cocktail parties we would just
gather up a group of people and pick up some spaghetti or something and come over to the house
and she’d get things set up in no time. So we’d entertain that way. A lot of parties, and usual
diplomatic back and forth. I have to make it clear, they are not all fun, most of it is work. I gave a
couple of examples already about cocktail parties and agreements coming out of them.



Q: Generally your wife and all, were your children of school age then?

GLITMAN: My two boys went to school there and our eldest daughter was born there, on this
tour. We remembered how much snow accumulated in Ottawa and began to think, as we
reminisced about this, that we were probably exaggerating. We went back to Ottawa, took our
daughter who was born there and her daughters. We went back so she could see the house where
we were living when she was born. It was in the winter and we were not exaggerating. There
were huge piles of snow outside everyone’s driveway. It was a long way to school and again we
thought we exaggerated how far our kindergartner and first-grader had to walk from the house to
the school. But it was a long walk. And they made it longer by climbing up every snow pile on
the way home. It was a nice place to live. I had good friends there, Canadians. We would go
fishing together, sometimes we’d do a bit of business, but that would take place on a drive to and
from the stream. Some of them were kind enough to show me good fishing holes in the area.
There would be skiing, the same thing. I would occasionally work it out so instead of just going
to lunch with somebody, I’d pick them up, we’d both go across the river to Gatineau and ski for
the afternoon. Of course, there is a plenty of time for talk on the chair lift. We had as I said, a lot
of good opportunities and fun together with the Canadians.

Q: What about travel beyond Ontario and Quebec?

GLITMAN: No, we didn’t really. We did circumnavigate Lake Superior in one of our summer
vacations and that was good fun. And then into Quebec was easy because it was just across the
river. As [ mentioned we skied there. Learned fairly interesting things about different cultures.
There were two ski resorts, Camp Fortune which one Japanese colleagues referred to as Camp
Misfortune. I forget the name of the other place, but it was an English name. The funny thing is,
Camp Fortune had fairly large French Canadian clientele and this other place was almost all
Anglophone. So when you got to Camp Fortune I noticed... it took me a while to figure out what
was going on. At the other place, there were lines. Everybody got in line and queued up. But at
Camp Fortune there was the same phenomena we later saw in the Alps; there were what I refer to
now as “French lines.” These are triangles, the apex of which is at the entry point. So I learned a
lot from the French Canadian kids on how to beat the system. Because if you look at the shape of
this triangle, you do not want to enter the line at the back. You want to go off to the side and
that’s what those kids were doing. So I watched them a bit and I said, “Wow, okay.” I got in
there and it worked out fine. But when I went over to the Anglophone place, I joined the queue,
which I preferred. But we found that same phenomena in Europe. These are good natured lines,
these “French lines.” You can find some cultures where this becomes a very serious issue. But
with them it’s just a joke, if you get ahead, you get ahead. If not, well, you take your time. Just a
small little thing that popped up there.

Q. Any comment on Ambassador Butterworth?

GLITMAN: Yes. As I said, he was probably one of the last Victorians. Wonderful command of
the language. One thing that sticks with me is his reaction to a message we got from the
Department of State. This was before one of the Canadian elections, and we had been putting
together a series of messages, what were the issues and how the elections were likely to effect
the U.S., how was it likely to turn out and how would that affect us, what might the U.S. be



doing in preparation for this. I had written a certain number of them with my colleagues in the
political section. A telegram came in from Washington and it effectively said, there is going to
be an election up there, how about you guys sending us some information about it. We’d like to
know what’s going on. Butterworth was furious when he saw this and he called me and said “I
want you to compile for me a list of all the telegrams that we have sent in...” Including our
aerogrammes we had in those days as well as telegrams. “...on this election, little bit of what the
subject is and get back to me as quickly as you can.” I went back and went through all the things
we had done, brought it in to him, and he said, “Umm, okay, thank you.” Next thing I saw was a
telegram from him back to Washington. Essentially it said something like this, we had been
sending back messages on this election and so on and so forth, and then he said, “The
Department, like Aunt Sally, having gotten a glimpse of the obvious now proposes to have us tell
it about this election. Well, we already have, and here are the cables. Why doesn’t Washington
read these?” “Department, like Aunt Sally, having gotten the glimpse of the obvious.”
Wonderful. That was kind of funny with him. I enjoyed him very much.

LOUIS A. WIESNER
Labor Attache
Ottawa (1961-1967)

Louis Wiesner became interested in foreign affairs in graduate school at Harvard
from 1937 to 1942, where he earned a master’s degree and went on to do part of
the work for a Ph.D. in European history. He was however unable to complete his
dissertation due to World War Il. He joined the Council on Foreign Relations in
New York in the post-war planning unit. His career took him to Germany, Turkey,
Southern Rhodesia, Canada, Vietnam, Pakistan and Bangladesh. He also served
as Labor Advisor of EUR. He was interviewed by Don R. Kienzle in 1992.

Q. After EUR where did you go?

WIESNER: Now, we had to fill the job of Labor Attaché in Ottawa, Canada, one of the most
important jobs. We agreed that Saul would go, but his wife objected and said that the children
are in school, etc. Whatever it was, he couldn’t go. I came home and talked to my wife about this
and said we just haven’t been able to find anybody for Ottawa. She said, “Why don’t we go?”
And we did. Saul and I assigned me. That was the longest Labor Attaché assignment in my
career. [ went there in February 1961 and left in July 1967, because I had volunteered to go to
Vietnam.

It was one of my most interesting [assignments]. Everybody says Canada is a dull place. Nothing
ever happens in Canada. It’s just an offshoot of the United States. It wasn’t true at all. During
that period the longest and bitterest international labor dispute between the United States and
Canada occurred on the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Shipping Labor Dispute. There’s a book
about it that I helped [with by providing information] written by William Kaplan, who was a
lawyer at the University of Toronto. [Everything that Floats. Pat Sullivan, Hal Banks and the
Seamen’s Unions of Canada.] This was a dispute that arose out of . . . Well, the Seafarers




International Union of Canada was as corrupt and violent an organization as you can find
anywhere. It was headed by one Hal Banks, who was a crook and a bully and who just terrorized
his own men. The union was anything but democratic. He had sweetheart contracts with the
largest Canadian shipping company, and eventually this got to the point in 1961 when some of
the men, with the encouragement of another shipping company, Upper Lakes, formed a separate
union, the Canadian Maritime Union. This organized that one company, as I say with the help of
the ship owner. The SIU then, and Paul Hall was of course very much involved in this, boycotted
the ships of that company and went to the extent of beating up the members and leaders of the
CMU, I think that was its name.

Q: That was the independent union?

WIESNER: The independent union. The Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and
General Workers, the CBRT, supported the independent union. First the CBRT won the
representation with this company and then formed the independent union.

Q: How were you involved as the Labor Attaché in the process?

WIESNER: My job was of course primarily to report on what was happening, and I did. I went
and interviewed Hal Banks, sitting on his throne, literally a kind of a throne-like thing in his
office in Montreal. I got well acquainted with . . . I had already known the people in the CLC,
Claude Jodein, the President and so forth, and the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport
and General Workers, which was a big, powerful union. The CBRT had William Smith as its
president. I got acquainted with the CMU people, the independent union when that was formed,
and I reported on what was happening. I followed what was happening in the United States.
These ships of the Upper Lakes were bombed in Chicago and other places, and shaped charges
were place against them and blew in part of their hulls. I was pretty scathing in my reports to the
effect that the SIU was acting not only illegally in the sense of perpetrating all this violence, but
the SIU of North America was defying Canadian sovereignty, because first the CBRT and then
the independent union were certified by the Canada Labor Relations Board as the bargaining
agent for that company and those ships. This is something I said should be respected. Well, it got
to the point where the Canadian Government appointed a commission of inquiry, with the
Commissioner being Mr. Justice Thomas Norris from British Columbia. He held almost a year of
hearings from 1962 to 1963 and called witnesses. It was a very thorough [investigation] like a
Royal Commission. I attended as many of those meetings as I could, virtually all of them in
Ottawa. When they moved to Montreal, I didn’t move with them, because I had other things to
be doing too. In the middle of that, Paul Hall came to Ottawa and among others he wanted to see
me. So I had him out to the house. He had one man with him, and I had our Economic Counselor
with me as a witness. We had drinks and dinner. I explained that if he didn’t get Hal Banks out
of there and didn’t respect Canadian sovereignty, the SIU of Canada was in danger of being
destroyed. Mr. Justice Norris had told me confidentially, and I had reported this to Washington,
that if they got Hal Banks out, that his report would not be nearly so tough as it would be if he
remained.

Q: Plea Bargaining?



WIESNER: Yes. Well, I passed that on. Paul Hall was absolutely adamant that as far as he was
concerned this was strictly a trade union matter. The Government of Canada had nothing to do
with it, and the CLC was nothing but an enemy and a tool of the employers, etc., etc., etc. It
turned out that he had recorded our meeting. There was [recorder in] a briefcase that his assistant
had. So he went back to Washington and he demanded that I be fired. Instead, I was promoted.
The top labor advisor in the Department of State at that time was Phil Delaney, a trade unionist.
He listened to the tape and was given a transcript of it, and others listened too. They said there
was nothing improper in my behavior. But in retrospect, what I should have done, and what I
would do if I had this to do over again, was I should have offered to Paul Hall to mediate, then
done a proper mediation. As it turned out, two Presidents of the United States, Kennedy and
Johnson, and two Prime Ministers of Canada were involved eventually and of course the Labor
Minister of Canada Mr. MacEachen and Willard Wirtz on the side of the U.S. and I think there
was another one; they were all involved in this. Well, the report came out in May of 1963; and it
recommended that this union be put under trusteeship; and the government did that. It also
recommended that Hal Banks be prosecuted, and he was prosecuted for inciting to grievous
assault, and he was convicted. He appealed, but before his appeal could be heard, he fled to the
United States. In this book, there is a lot about the fight to extradite him. I didn’t know about
that. [ wasn’t involved in it. Eventually the Secretary of State decided not to agree to extradite
him, and the Canadians were absolutely furious about that. The union remained under trusteeship
for about two years. It was a very gentle trusteeship, and it held democratic elections in a manner
of speaking, then was freed from the trusteeship and rejoined the CLC. That was a very tense,
bitter dispute that I as Labor Attaché couldn’t help but be involved in.

Q: Center of things?

WIESNER: Well, not at the center really, because once the Secretaries [of Labor] became
involved and the Presidents, the Labor Attaché was nothing, particularly with Paul Hall being so
determined to get me out of there.

Q: How would you describe your relationships within the Embassy as Labor Attaché?

WIESNER: They were wonderful. They were absolutely wonderful. Of course, that dispute was
only one of the many things that I did. I was in the Political Section. I had the ear of the
Ambassador. There were two ambassadors while I was there, one was Livingston Merchant, and
he was followed by W. Walton Butterworth, who was a diplomat of the old school. He dressed
conservatively. He kept wide lapel suits long after they had gone out of style, and he used to say,
“Protocol oozes from my skin.” But he was good. I went everywhere in Canada, visited all the
Consulates. It’s a huge country, physically speaking a lot bigger than the U.S. I guess not now
that Alaska is part of the U.S., at least certainly bigger than the lower 48. And we had ten
Consulates...

I followed the employment situation there and the economic situation very, very closely and did
a lot of economic reporting, which I hadn’t done in Germany. That wasn’t really relevant to what
I was doing in Germany. I was not an action officer except involuntarily in this labor dispute, but
Canada being the largest market for U.S. goods in the world at that time and the largest supplier
of goods to the U.S., the largest trading partner in other words, was of interest not only



politically but primarily economically to the United States, so I became very, very enmeshed in
the Canadian economic and labor-economic situation and did a lot of what I think was damned
good reporting on it. They had an excellent statistical institute, which was really the counterpart
of the Bureau of the Census in the United States headed by my very good friend Sylvia Ostrey,
who is still my very good friend and was down in the U.S. and gave a lecture in Cambridge just a
few months ago. [ became well acquainted with the then newly formed Economic Council of
Canada under the leadership of Professor John Deutsch of Queens University. As I visited the
provinces I met of some of the Prime Ministers, all of the Labor Ministers of course, and one of
the things that I discovered and reported on very fully was labor-management cooperation, which
was more highly developed in Canada and particularly in province of Nova Scotia than in the
United States. For example the firm of Bowaters-Marsey, a big paper company, which was
British, had labor-management councils that really went into things like production methods,
productivity, and marketing. It wasn’t Mitbestimmungsrecht [German co-determination]. They
didn’t have the legal power to participate in management, but this was done voluntarily and it
worked. The reports showed that, where it worked, it did improve productivity and profitability
of companies, and I reported on this quite extensively. At the same I was pulling back from the
U.S., principally the Labor Department, information about our economy, our labor conditions,
and labor-economics, and such labor-management cooperation as existed here and giving it back
to these people. So it was a two way street. It was very interesting and very rewarding.

At the same time we had a number of military bases in Canada at Argentia, Newfoundland;
Goose Bay, Labrador; and I forget what the others were. They had their problems with the
workers on the bases, who formed unions or joined unions, so I advised our military on labor-
relations on the bases, and we had a labor-management committee of the military and myself.
We would go visit these various places and a fellow came up from Westover Field in
Massachusetts. He belonged to the Air Force, and he was their labor-management expert. I forget
his name now. There was never a strike during the period I was there on any of those bases. It
would have been illegal, but unions sometimes do things that are illegal. Anyhow, it didn’t
happen. The relations were good, and new contracts were developed.

In October of 1962, the Military Attaché in Ottawa . . . Well, he had a plane, a C-54 plane
equipped for arctic navigation with a huge crew and all sorts of instruments, because you get up
there, and the magnetic pole doesn’t mean anything. Every few months he would take
distinguished members of the Canadian military on flights up to the DEW Line, which was the
distant, early-warning system, which ran roughly along the 70" parallel, and BMEWS, which
was the Ballistic Early Warning Systems, which was located in Thule, Greenland. I got to go one
of those trips in October of 1962 to the high arctic. It was really fun. It was a wonderful thing.

Well, there were of course labor union problems. There were Communist unions in Canada,
particularly on the West Coast, and I reported on that too and you had in Canada, a Canadian
Labor Congress and the Christian trade unions, principally based in Quebec, so I got acquainted
with them too, under somebody by the name of Marchand. I forget his first name. Their
negotiations were of interest. I don’t remember details at this point, and I reported on that. I got
acquainted with the trade union people across the country and with management people. This
was the first time in my career as Labor Attaché that I had gone out of my way to become
acquainted with people on the management side, and they appreciated it, and it helped the



reporting, and as I say the labor-management cooperation experiments were really very
impressive.

Q: Did you find that the Canadian managers were more supportive of a structured labor-
management relationship than say U.S. managers might be?

WIESNER: It varied by industry and by company. Some of them were, and some of them had
the same adversarial relationship as is the norm in the United States. In automobiles the
companies were the same, General Motors, Ford and Chrysler and so forth. During that period
the U.S.-Canadian Free Trade Agreement in Automobiles was negotiated and signed. The
Canadian auto workers were always pretty independent minded, and they won autonomy from
their headquarters. The same with the Steel Workers. There was no struggle like this; they were
autonomous; their autonomy was respected, and of course, as I say, the auto workers were
dealing with multinational companies, but the steel industry in Canada is largely national, and
that worked quite well. There were strikes of course. The hard rock miners were one of the
Communist unions in Canada. There’s gold mining and all that sort of thing way up in the arctic,
a really tough bunch, but I think overall there wasn’t all that much difference. It just varied by
company and by industry.

Q: Was the percentage of organization higher at that time in Canada than it was in the United
States?

WIESNER: Yes, I think it was.

Q: Now it is something like 40 percent in Canada and 12 or 13 percent in the private sector in
the United States.

WIESNER: Yes, it was higher, and there wasn’t the resistance to it. They have never gone
through a Reagan-Bush period of restriction and fighting trade unions on the Federal
Government that we’ve had here. The public service unions, of course, are strong in both
countries, but yes there was a higher proportion, and even out on the prairies. Some provinces at
that time were led by the New Democratic Party, the NDP, which was a socialist party, like
Saskatchewan. Other provinces have gone that way later. I think British Columbia even for while
— I’m not sure about that — after I left. During the time I was there it was under the control of
what was called the Social Credit Party, which was an agrarian, rather right-wing party, but
never did they have the kind of legislation and government fighting of trade unions that we have
seen in the U.S. in recent years. Altogether it was a very, very enjoyable period.

Q: Was that your last labor assignment?
WIESNER: Yes, it was.
Q: Would you describe briefly what you did afterwards?

WIESNER: Yes. One of the things that irritated me about the Canadians was that they were
almost like Swedes and Indians in the sense of being sort of preachy about the faults of the



United States, and of course nothing brought that out more clearly than the Vietnam War, where
Canadians by and large thought that we were absolutely wrong to be there. Actually behind the
scenes the Canadian Foreign Office was very helpful in trying to mediate between the U.S. and
the South Vietnamese Government on the one hand and Hanoi on the other hand. A fellow by the
name of Blair Seaborne in the Ministry of External Affairs was sent over repeatedly as a
emissary. [ became quite well acquainted with him too in Vietnam. So what [ was reading in
Canada was that the U.S. was wrong to be in there, and I wanted to become a part of it, just as I
wanted to become a part of the thing in Germany, so I volunteered to go out and I was accepted.
I had tried to go to the Senior Seminar in the United States, but I wasn’t selected for that, and one
of the reasons for it turned out to be a fluke. I told you I have only one eye, but somehow it had
gotten in my record what belonged in the record of another fellow with the same last name, who
belonged to AID, that he had had detached retinas. I found that out after I was rejected for the
Senior Seminar, because nobody with that kind of defect could serve abroad again. I screamed
over the telephone at the personnel people that I couldn’t possibly have detached retinas in both
eyes, because my right eye is artificial. But it was too late anyhow.

ROGER A. SORENSON
Consular Officer
Calgary (1962-1965)

Roger Sorenson was born in Utah and graduated from Brigham Young
University. He joined the Foreign Service in 1960, serving in Italy, Canada,
Switzerland, Ireland, and Washington, DC. Mr. Sorenson was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1990.

SORENSON: It was against the stimulation and excitement of this first assignment that I learned
with some reservation that my next post would be Calgary, Alberta.

Q: Why reservation?

SORENSON: Because I feared the ennui that I had known in Utah. Even so, I went, and
retrospectively I am glad that I did. I confess to having enjoyed all my assignments.

Q: What were you doing in Calgary? You were there from '62 to '65.

SORENSON: It was my first exposure to the more vicious side of the bureaucratic life and an
enormous contrast to Genoa. To go back again, the Consul General in Genoa had been a man of
some distinction -- a gentleman in the old fashioned sense of the word. A cloud had fallen over
his career during the McCarthy era, as it apparently did over the careers of many, and I have the
impression that it was not one of the Department's finer hours. In the case of my first boss, a man
who should have been an Ambassador was consigned to a diplomatic backwater, but he
nevertheless bore the ignominy of his situation with dignity. He came from an old family; he had
been well educated; he was cultivated; his wife had been the daughter of an American General;
his first post had been somewhere in China; he had had a wealth of experience; he represented



the best of what had been the old Foreign Service.

My new boss in Calgary, on the other hand, represented the new Foreign Service of the time -- a
service that had been democratized -- and the irony of my own situation gradually came home to
me: the considerations that had led the Department to recruit from universities so far afield as
Brigham Young had been the same considerations that had led it to move people laterally into
the Foreign Service from areas of the bureaucracy where they had had little to do with the
practice of diplomacy. I would meet a number of these people during my career. Too often, their
major skills were self-promotion and the art of bureaucratic infighting.

I should have prefaced this part of my reflections by noting that one of the considerations that
persuaded me to accept the Calgary assignment was an assurance I received from the Department
that it was a post of some importance. Not only was American investment in the province's
petroleum industry substantial, but the consular district had the distinction, it was said, of having
the largest number of American citizens of any consular district in the world. Indeed, according
to the Department, such was Calgary's importance that consideration was being given to
elevating the post to a Consulate General.

However, it didn't take long after my arrival in Calgary for me to realize that the Consul -- the
officer in charge -- was scheming to get the Consulate in Edmonton (which was the provincial
capital) closed in order to get the Consulate in Calgary elevated. I would not fully appreciate the
extent of these machinations until the man had succeeded, in the process of which he was
transferred to Auckland and I was left temporarily in charge of a much enlarged consular district
until a Consul General could be named.

In retrospect, much of what happened now seems amusing. For example, I found upon my arrival
in Calgary that the post was issuing visitor's visas to the United States valid for only six months,
whereas the Department's practice was to grant two-year visas. When I pointed out the
irregularity of this practice following my arrival, my new boss hinted darkly that there were
matters to which I, as a mere junior officer, was not privy, and he reminded me that his former
jobs in the Department had been in the security area (I discovered later that he had managed a
program having to do with monitoring locks on security vaults and bar-lock cabinets). After his
abrupt departure for Auckland, I came to realize that the sole purpose of issuing visas valid for
only six months was to multiply by four the number of visas that the post issued, thus creating an
impression in our statistical reports of intense activity.

Unfortunately, this wasn't the only activity that had been artificially rigged. We were inspected
shortly after my arrival, and I found to my surprise that several day's of normal appointments for
consular work had been concentrated into the two days that the inspectors were with us. For
some time prior to their arrival we saw nobody; while the inspectors were with us, however, the
office suddenly assumed the aspects of a refugee camp. Dismal lines of visa applicants and
citizens requiring consular services at times trailed through the entrance into the outer hall and
up to the elevator itself. I was stunned, but the inspectors were impressed. Machiavelli had
become our mentor.

The long and the short of it was that the Department finally became convinced by the post's



reports and the apparent statistical evidence that Calgary was indeed a post of considerable
importance; what the Department was not convinced of was that its man in Calgary had the
requisite stuff to manage a larger operation, and he was forthwith consigned to play golf in New
Zealand. The Consul in Edmonton was ignominiously sent packing -- poor devil -- and I was
temporarily placed in charge of a consular district that, I had been told, already contained the
largest number of Americans of any in the world and which had suddenly doubled physically in
size.

Under instructions, my first task in this new role was to call on the provincial premier in
Edmonton to explain Washington's considered decision to close its post in the provincial capital
while elevating Calgary -- the province's second largest city -- to the status of consulate general -
- not an altogether easy task. Following a script written in the Department, I explained that one
of the factors justifying my government's decision was the number of Americans resident in the
Calgary area -- some 30,000 according to the consulate's reports. Imagine my consternation
when the premier asked how this could possibly be and whether anyone in Washington had ever
examined the Canadian census. There were not as many Americans as | had averred, he said, in
the whole of Alberta, British Columbia, Saskatchewan and the Yukon, with the Northwest
Territories thrown in, much less in the environs of Calgary alone. Like all the statistics coming
from Calgary, this too had been rigged.

Even now, I am still amazed when the notion crops up in various quarters, including the
Department, that Calgary teems with Americans. My old boss in Calgary, whose only interest
was in getting himself promoted, might have had his limitations, but he was a superb
propagandist.

Q: You were there until '65, and then you came back to Washington.

DOROTHY M. SAMPAS
Spouse of Foreign Service Officer
Ottawa (1963-1964)

Dorothy M. Sampas was born in Washington D.C. in 1933. As a foreign service
spouse she lived in Ottawa, Paris, Iceland, and Washington D.C. After re-
entering the Foreign Service she had positions in Brussels, China, New York, and
an ambassadorship to Mauritania. Ambassador Sampas was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in October 1998.

Q: Where did you go in Canada?

SAMPAS: He was in Ottawa, so we settled in in Ottawa and stayed pretty much there. [ had a
child in Ottawa, and we didn’t do a great deal of traveling around.

Q: You were in Ottawa from when to when?



SAMPAS: We must have arrived there in very early ‘63 and we must have left in the summer of
1964.

Q: Having been newly married and with a child shortly thereafter, I take it you must have not
been overly enmeshed in the diplomatic social life.

SAMPAS: Certainly not, no, I wasn’t. That didn’t seem to be the case for many people until you
got to the rank of counselor there. It’s a big embassy and a kind of modern city. It reminded me
of Washington 20 or 30 years ago.

Q: You'd probably have gotten in the way if you tried to be too active.
SAMPAS: Yes, I think so.

Q: Well, did you get any feel for Canadian politics vis-a-vis the United States? Were you getting
— I'm not sure if Diefenbaker was still there or not. This was not the sunniest time for American-
Canadian relations. Did you pick up any of this?

SAMPAS: Some of it. You have a very good memory for all of these places. Yes, at one point
Diefenbaker had talked about some confidential American documents on the floor of the
parliament, and that did not make our government happy at all.

Q: 1 think it had to do with missiles and airplanes, airplane missiles, or something like that.
SAMPAS: Yes, and shortly after that, what would you know? He was defeated. So I think Lester
Pearson was much more friendly with the United States. Certainly not a pawn, by any means — I

wouldn’t say that.

Q: Your Canadian friends — did you find that generally Diefenbaker was no — I mean the people
you’d meet — a particular model for them?

SAMPAS: Oh, I think they were somewhat embarrassed by him. He was not the quality that I-

Q: He was really a populist, from the Midwest, in a way. I mean he represented something that
normally isn’t — I mean he was almost an oddball in the Canadian premier line.

SAMPAS: Yes, there was another what you might call oddball group, even further out — the New
Democrats — and it was always interesting to listen to comments about them on the radio. Even
further out, there was a religious sect out in the Canadian emarch and west called the
Dukhabours, who removed their clothing upon hearing speeches they didn’t like.

Q: Is this the “True Believers” or something?

SAMPAS: Yes, and they gave a very amusing side to Canadian politics.

Q: Did you get from your Canadian acquaintances the thing that’s still here alive — poor us and



big you and you’ve got to sort of plan on the idea that somehow or other we have to be especially
nice to the Canadians because we 're so big, and so forth.

SAMPAS: Oh, yes, so powerful and so forth. Yes, there is a bit of a chip on the shoulder of
many Canadians. It’s really too bad because they have been able to carve their own little niche
and, I think, have things to teach us as well.

Q: Oh, absolutely.

SAMPAS: But there are times that we’re not too sensitive in listening.

STEPHEN T. JOHNSON
Consular Officer
Montreal (1963-1965)

Stephen T. Johnson was born in Tokyo, Japan in 1936. After serving in the US
Army from 1956-1957 he received his bachelor’s degree from Occidental College
in 1960. He entered his Foreign Service in 1961 and his career included positions
in Canada, Paris, Vietnam, Laos, Romania, and Kenya. Mr. Johnson was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in January 1997.

Q: So you were in Montreal from when to when?

JOHNSON: Well, I guess I arrived there in September, it might have been a little earlier to 1965
—two years.

Q: What was the status of Quebec Province during that period of time?

JOHNSON: Well, it was bubbling. Separatism was becoming respectable. Though it certainly
had an unrespectable side. There had been bombs put in trash cans and at least one fellow was
killed.

Q: A minister or something.

JOHNSON: That was later on. This was an unfortunate watchman who stepped into the alley at
the wrong time. There was great ferment. Montreal was a really nice place to live. The consulate
was up on the side of a mountain and was in two old houses and was quite nice. This was 1963-
65. The Vietnam War was kind of percolating along, but the student, well, the students and
things were not agitating about it as far as the United States was concerned even in Canada at the
time — beginning to.

But the University of Montreal had lots of ferment about separatism. I think separatism was kind
of centered more in Montreal than Quebec City. My impression was that the French Canadians in
Quebec City, which was like 95% French Canadian, were rather secure, while the ones in



Montreal, where the English-speaking population was much larger and economically dominant,
were not so secure. You did have quite a bit of ferment.

At the time, Rene La Veque was a minister in the liberal government of Jean Lesage in Quebec,
and we could see that Rene La Veque was moving towards separatism. When he became a
separatist, then separatism would really become a serious proposition. In due course, that
happened. We could see that going on, and the consulate had a job in reporting on it. We found
not that much interest back in Washington in all this. I think Washington basically goes from
crisis to crisis. The fact that you might be a crisis 10 or 15 years down the road, I guess,
understandably, doesn’t excite anybody too much.

The consulate had a little bit of tricky relationship with the embassy in Ottawa. It obviously saw
itself as the premier reporting post in Canada, as it should be. Most of our reports were Airgrams
and the like. The telegram was a wonderful and exciting thing. We had no machines or anything
like that for encoding and decoding, so we had to do it by the old one-time pad. We had a lady
whose job it was to do the coding and decoding, and I learned how to do it myself. Of course, a
three or four paragraph telegram would come in, and it would take you all morning to sort it out.
So we didn’t do much of that sort of thing.

In fact the consulate got bombed one night. I guess, it seems to me this was May, and I really
forget if it was 1964 or 1965, somebody put a bomb under kind of a bridge between the two
houses that made up the consulate.

Sometime about midnight or one o’clock the thing went off. There was nobody in the consulate.
I guess the little man who cleaned up after hours might have still been there. But anyway it blew
in about 80 windows. It didn’t harm anybody. We called the Operations Center and said we had
been bombed. But the consul general was reluctant to send a telegram because of how difficult it
was to do so. We were all home. I guess somebody must have called the consul general or
something, and he called me and there were several junior officers [who] kind of trooped down
there. The police were crunching around in the broken glass. The CG [consul general] gave me
the job of staying there all night because there was no longer any security with all these. I kind of
sat in the consulate with this wind blowing in and out, listening to the police crunching around
outside. There wasn’t much else to do. I kind of looked around and found a paperback novel
about the kind of high life of the diplomatic circles. I forget the name of the thing. So I read that
while I was in this kind of desolate consulate.

The bombing was kind of strange. This was before terrorism and bombing. The consulate had no
fence around it or anything like that.

The separatists who were the principal bombers, one might say, had no real argument with the
United States. In fact, one of the things that I like about French Canada was in those days at
least, when in the rest of the world things did not work out right they blamed the United States,
in French Canada they blamed the English Canadians. When you met, separatists and the like,
were always very friendly and interested in convincing you of their argument.

[In those days,] the Quebec FLQ was kind of the semi-terrorist organization. When they did do



bombings, they normally announced it and why they did it. No one ever did [time] for this. My
theory was that it was Jurassic separatists from Switzerland who had mistaken us for the Swiss
consulate next door and then were too embarrassed to say anything. But no one else bought that.
I don’t know if anybody ever found out about it.

The principal work of the consulate was visas, and that was my principal work was well. The
junior officers rotated around the consulate. In the summer, there was a tremendous amount of
NIVs. We concentrated on that and did about 80 immigrant visas a day. In those days, under the
peculiarities of our law, people who came from Cuba and other Caribbean Islands, particularly
all those Cuban refugees, had to leave the United States in order to get an immigrant visa. They
couldn’t just change their status in the States. So typically, every day we would do about 25 out
of our 80 Ivs would be what we called U.S. cases.

Those were for the most part bleary eyed Cubans who had done all their paperwork and would
have to get on the bus in New York City and ride up to Montreal, arriving about 5:30 in the
morning. They stood around on the icy streets for several hours, came to the consulate at the
opening of business, and did the formalities, then got their visas and went back to the States — I
guess before lunch, if things worked out well for them. You had to learn a little Spanish as it
turned out.

The balance of the cases was mainly Canadians. The NIV load was non-Canadians because
Canadians didn’t need visas to go to the United States. So it was kind of like a mini-United
Nations of people coming in, most of whom were what Canadians called “landed immigrants.”
These would be our resident aliens — Greeks, Italians...

Q: Was there the feeling that people were becoming landed immigrants in Canada but using this
to move into the United States for warmer climes?

JOHNSON: There were a few. No. This was the NIV visitor’s visa thing. I don’t think that too
many of the people, these landed immigrants, that we gave visitors visas to stayed. [ am sure
some of them did. One of the peculiarities of Quebec was that if you wanted to go to the beach,
for instance, the nearest place was Lake Champlain, New York. It wasn’t like if you were doing
a visa to someplace in Ethiopia. You know, this was going to be a really tremendous deal; the
guy wanted to go to the beach. It was perfectly reasonable. And if he was a landed immigrant,
and he had been there for a year or some time and had a job, you gave him the visa.

One of the other things was that the Quebec fathers had decided that the drive-in movies were
dens of sin. I guess there was some justice in that view. So they had none in the province of
Quebec. If you were a hot blooded landed immigrant in Canada — in Quebec — and you wanted to
go to a drive-in movie with your girlfriend, you had to go down to Plattsburgh, New York. There
was some question as to whether that was “212-A-13,” going to the United States principally to
perform an immoral sexual act. But we said, “No, they were principally going to see the movie.”
But one of the thing you learned not to do was hit the border when the drive-in let out down at
Highgate Springs. So you had a lot of the visa flow and some colorful people.

One of my additional jobs was kind of being the bouncer at the consulate general. We didn’t



have any guards or Marines or that kind of thing. Most people were well behaved, but when
there was a necessity to actually take somebody by the scruff of the neck and pitch him out, it
fell to me. But it was a nice consulate.

Q: I'd like to catch the flavor of the times. Here is Montreal, which is the commercial and
cultural center, but during the 1960s when you were there, the French Francophones and the
Anglophones were having problems.

JOHNSON: They were having real problems.

Q: What was the fit of the consulate then? Did you find that you were absorbed into the Anglo-
phone community or were there efforts to bridge the gap? How did it work?

JOHNSON: The consulate was not actively trying to influence the evolution of events. We were
obviously observing them. When I got there the consul general was Jerome T. Gaspard, who had
been there about six years and then was transferred to Quebec. So he really knew Quebec
Province. The later part of my time there, the CG was Richard Hawkins. We tried as much as
possible to be in both communities. The commercial side of things was heavily Anglophone.
You are correct, the Canadians had been a very kind of repressed right-wing — I’'m probably not
doing this justice — but kind of clergy-run society for a long time. There had almost been a
dictator in Maurice Du Placie, who had been the leader of Quebec for a long time. He had died
just a few years before I got there.

So the French Canadians were sort of bursting out of the confines of this closed, inward-looking
society. In looking for economic power, looking for political power, they kind of already had
political power but more freedom and great effervescence in their universities and their schools.

There was evolution taking place in the economy of the country. There was lots of embracing of
left-wing ideas, which would have been anathema before. Obviously, this was causing ructions
in the church and other places. There were French Canadians who were strong Federalists. What
is his name? Trudeau was a professor at the University of Montreal, and he was reviled all the
time in the separatist press because he was an eloquent spokesman of federalism. They were
obviously important English speaking Québécois. But everything was in effervescence.

The consulate tried as best it could, given the relative indifference of Washington, to report on all
this and keep an eye on it. But we had to watch our step. I know one of my colleagues
interviewed or just went down to talk to a fellow who was the head of the Quebec branch of the
Social Credit Party, which was a relatively important party in Canada in those days. I think it
Saskatchewan. But not so important in Quebec. Basically, he went down to ask him what the
program of the party was and things, and the next day the headline in the paper was, “American
interference in Quebec political life/internal affairs.” You had to be very circumspect.

I might say at the same time, Quebecers — probably for the most part-English Quebecers — were
going down to work in the campaign for Bobby Kennedy down in the U.S. Because you could
watch CBS and NBC in these places, they really felt so much a part of our culture that they
didn’t see anything really wrong or any reason why they shouldn’t intervene. At the same time,



they were fiercely guarding their own independence and their cultural integrity and got very
excited when it appeared that we might be intervening in their lives.

Q: As vice consul, did you get any of this feeling from the leadership level about American
cultural dominance and so on? This seems to be a theme that is still very strong, not by the
consumers in Canada but by the leadership.

JOHNSON: Well, one of the things about being in Montreal was that the provincial government
isn’t in Montreal. It is in Quebec City. So we weren’t dealing with government officials for the
most part. With the mayor —not me — the consul general would do that. Not so much with the
French Canadians. The French Canadians were not so worried about American domination of
their culture because their culture was quite different than ours. Therefore when I went to places
which were separatist and talked to separatists, they were trying to tell us what bad guys the
English Canadians were and [pushing] the necessity for an independent Quebec. But the idea that
the United States might take them over or was going to absorb them really didn’t seem to be
uppermost in their mind. I think that it was much more the English Canadian establishment,
particularly in Ontario, that worried about that kind of thing. So we didn’t have that so much.

WILBUR P. CHASE
Head of Consular Section
Ottawa (1963-1968)

Wilbur Chase was born in Washington, DC in 1920. He received a bachelor's
degree from George Washington University in 1942. Prior to becoming a Foreign
Service officer, Mr. Chase served in the Naval Ordinance Laboratory, the War
Shipping Administration, and the Coast Guard. In 1945, he joined the Foreign
Service. His career included positions in Iraq, Canada, Germany, Israel, Turkey,
the Philippines, and Washington, DC. Mr. Chase was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1990.

Q: Mainly because of time constraints, 1'd like to move on to Ottawa.

CHASE: Then I went up to Ottawa because my tour time at the department was coming to an
end, four years, and that was a place I could go to and get schooling for my children, which was
at that time very important. So I looked around to find a job that I could grab, and it turned out to
be in Ottawa as head of the embassy consul section and also coordinator of consular activities
throughout Canada.

Q: You served there from '63 to '68. Canada has always had, particularly in this period, a real
spread of consulates. How did they fit into the system? Were they purely working offices, for the
local visas, passports, and that sort of thing, or did they play much of a role in our overall
American-Canadian policy at the time we're talking about?

CHASE: Back in history, we had, in 1900 I think it was, forty-some consular posts up in Canada.



When I was there, there were ten consular posts. If you think of certain functions being
important, then you need the number offices to carry out these activities. So that when we had
forty, that was a time when there was a lot of shipping going backing forth, and their crews left
visas all over the place. When I was there, each one of the offices, I think, was carrying out a
very important function. There was not a marginal post among them, at least at the beginning.

Canada itself is big. It's so much like the United States. But to an extent, if you go around in
Canada, it's an archipelago. It's a whole lot of little islands of activity that don't always relate one
to the other; they're little principalities.

So that Newfoundland has its problems and its perspective. We had some important military
establishments up there. And whether we were going to be able to carry them out required we
had a consulate there that would keep in touch with the Newfie government and see things were
done.

In Halifax, the consulate general is at the site of the Military Atlantic Command for Canada. I
think it's one of the three major headquarters. It has some other important industries, coal mining
and things. They gave out quite a number of visas.

St. John, over in New Brunswick, was there just as really an immigrant visa-issuing mill. If you
don't have immigrants, there's no reason to have a consulate. New Brunswick is economically
unimportant, politically unimportant.

Then in Quebec Province is Quebec City, which is the capital of the province, and if you're
thinking about what is going on in Quebec right now, the same forces were afoot then. Montreal
was not only a big, major visa-issuing post, but it also is the hub of the economy, the political,
the education.

So that each one of these posts is important.

Windsor, again, it's important or it's not important. See, a lot of aliens were living in the United
States. They weren't eligible for adjustment of visa status. It was arranged that they could enter
Canada and then come back into the United States. And that was Windsor's business, and St.
John's business.

Q: Well, how about the ambassador, Walton Butterworth? Did he pay much attention to the
consulates? He was involved in other things. I mean, these were in many ways performing more
technical functions, weren't they?

CHASE: Butterworth knew what was going on, and he kept his fingers on those things that were
important. It was surprising to me the way he would come into a consular problem that would
interest him, that was affecting the political and economic relationships of Canada, and he knew
exactly what he wanted to know about that. Some of these public relations things, the draft
dodger issue, Americans fleeing to Canada to escape the draft, Butterworth knew about that very,
very definitely. And yet whether Montreal gave out a hundred visas a day or five visas a day, he
wouldn't be interested in that.



Q: What was our attitude? The Vietnam War was peaking at this point, and people were using
Canada as a means to get away. What was sort of both the official and you might say what was
the attitude of the ambassador, in other words, towards these people? [ mean, they're making
their choice, let 'em live with it, or do something to 'em?

CHASE: We were concerned by the political implications of this. The total number of draft
evaders was really pretty small. It was, though, something that was embarrassing to us. Since it
was embarrassing, we were trying to do various things to downplay it, so the newspapers, both in
the United States and Canada, wouldn't do anything about it. They wouldn't give these people
publicity. I had lots of talks with draft dodgers, and I also had lots of talks with the draft boards
down in the United States, and finally evolved the approach that we had to handle this issue very
carefully because we were also going to be violating the United States' civil liberties. And also
really almost a third of the Canadian men, during the draft ages, were technically U.S. draft
dodgers.

Q: Because of going to school in the United States?

CHASE: They were going to these schools, yes. Some were dual nationals. You'd have a person
who had lived all their life in New Brunswick and yet when their mother was expecting them,
instead of going to a hospital in Canada, which was remote, they went across the border to a
hospital in the United States. So this child, a hundred percent Canadian but by accident had been
born in the United States.

As the child was growing up, there would be a little bit of a funny affair at the border. The family
would come up and they'd say, "What's your nationality?"

And they'd say, "We're all Canadian."
And the immigration officer would say, "Where were you born?"
The fellow says, "In Maine."

"You're an American citizen, come on in, you Yank. What are you going to do, associate with all
these Canucks up here?" And they'd joke along in this way.

That little kid, over the years, going back and forth, always "American citizen."
Then at eighteen years six months, the immigration officer says, "Where's your draft card?"
"I'm a Canadian!"

"Hell you are, you're an American. You've been coming in here all the time." And so then the
fellow would say, "Well, then you're refusing to register for the draft?"

"You're damn right [ am."



"All right, abandon residence in the United States to avoid the draft." Or he'd tell him, "Ok, go
up to the consulates and renounce your citizenship."

And then the consular officers also told him he had to renounce his citizenship because he didn't
want to register for the draft. And so I then instructed my consular officer, I said, "For Christ's
sake, look at this case realistically. Is this fellow a Canadian or is he an American? It's just an
accident of birth that he is a U.S. citizen. And what you do is you fill it out, saying: "I am
renouncing my citizenship because I realize there are conflicts in the citizenship. I don't want to
be a dual national, I only want to only be a single national."

Q: In other words, not to taint it for later on.

CHASE: Right, why taint it? Well, we had a whole lot of these little cases, where a lot of
Canadians were being labeled draft dodgers.

And then Butterworth and I had a long conversation with the head of the Canadian National
Bank. His son went down to Harvard to get a degree, was offered a good job, and the job was
going to involve his taking up residency down there in the United States. So he went down and
did his work, and this went along very happily. And then along came the draft notice.

Well, the fellow, first of all, thought that he would never be called, thought he'd have a draft
deferment. But eventually, by God, he has no alternative, he has come. So then he comes back to
Daddy and says, "I've got to get out of the United States, I can't stay there any longer, I'll be
drafted. But also I will then make myself permanently ineligible to go back to the United States."

Well, a whole lot of different politicians called up, saying can't you help this young man? He
came and called on Butterworth, and Butterworth asked me to come in, and we talked to him.
And finally this fellow really admitted that he was a goddamn draft dodger. When the things
were good in the United States, he'd taken it. When the things began to become difficult, he
suddenly remembered he wasn't an American.

And that sort of, what do they call it, summer soldier? really that concept still irritates me. And
Butterworth, in various ways, said, "Look, in this life it's a matter of making choices. And if you
make a choice and you accept the goodies, you then have to pay the piper when that comes
around."

Now for the other side, the Canadian who just was tricked into it, he had utmost sympathy. And
what we found out, though, our U.S. Draft Boards were purposely picking up Canadians,
because they'd look over their roster and they knew Johnny and Bill and Jim all had families
living in their districts, but Oscar from Canada doesn't have anybody around here, so we'll draft
him. There was an awful lot of skulduggery. On these things, the draft issue was a very maligned
issue. It was a political issue.

We did have a major case that I think got me in particularly good graces with Butterworth and
Joe Scott, the DCM. We had an FBI agent come up into Canada and conduct an investigation



without clearance, as if he was doing it down in the United States. This was again a draft dodger
case, and that really hit the fan.

And we had another case of a fellow who was actually involved in drugs, Revard. He was living
in Montreal and had a network going down into Mexico. His runner was picked up at the border.
The fellow had a telephone number; it turned out to be a public telephone. We discovered who
he was, and we then began to try and extradite him to the United States for drugs. And then this
fellow found a way that he began to bribe people. In fact, there was a lead that was going into
Pearson's cabinet, Lester Pearson, the prime minister. So here was one of our people, the
Customs at this time working legitimately. We were going after Revard, and all of a sudden the
trail of this was leading us around to bribery within the Pearson cabinet, which, if the thing had
developed the way it appeared to be, Pearson would have been disgraced and thrown out of
office.

Q: So how did that resolve itself?

CHASE: The real thing there was to realize what the danger was and be sure that the prosecution
of Revard was handled in a way that didn't go beyond anything other than to get Revard. We
eventually were pretty sure that this other trail wouldn't involve bribery of the cabinet, but it was
a danger there if it had come out. This Revard, the FBI going up there... There were some other
consular problems that did threaten our...

Q: But it was not a quiet, non-challenging post.

CHASE: As much as I had disliked my assignment to Montreal I liked my assignment to Ottawa.

JULIUS L. KATZ
Economic Bureau Officer
Washington, DC (1963-1979)
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in 1943 and served in World War II. Mr. Katz graduated from George
Washington University and then entered the Foreign Service in 1950. He served
at EUR, the Economic Bureau, and was Deputy Director to the Special Trade
Representative. Mr. Katz was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1995.

KATZ: There's one other major issue that I should talk about, and that is an issue with Canada.
The Canadians had this somewhat contradictory policy of being basically supportive of free
trade, but were concerned about whether this would permit them to gain sufficient investment to
build their own industries. And this came to a head in the case of automobiles. Their efforts to
encourage investment were not working very well. The situation was that Canadian consumers,
living astride the U.S. border, wanted the same kind of cars as U.S. consumers. And so their
purchases were increasing, notwithstanding a rather substantial price difference, which was a
result of Canadian tariff policy. The Canadians then introduced a so-called import for export



scheme. They had developed what was then considered to be a large trade deficit in automobiles,
about $600 to $700 million and they proposed to correct this through this import for export
scheme. Basically, a vehicle manufacturer could import duty free a dollar's worth of goods for
every dollar worth of exports out of Canada. And what this was designed to do was to skew the
trade more in Canada's favor.

This came at a point where there were also some things happening in the U.S. industry. Right
about this time Studebaker decided to go out of the automobile business, but they did it by
announcing they were moving their production to Canada. In fact, what they were doing was
phasing it out. They were going to continue in Canada for a while, but they closed their plant in
South Bend. And this caused a big ruckus. A parts manufacturer of mufflers then brought a
subsidy complaint against Canada because of this duty remission scheme. And that produced
absolute hysteria in Canada at the thought that we would countervail against imports from
Canada. Douglas Dillon, who was Treasury Secretary, was just about to issue a countervailing
duty order, when Phil Trezise came up with a brilliant idea.

Phil noted that what we had was a single industry sitting astride the border, with the Canadian
plants in Windsor Canada is actually south of Detroit. The industry produced the same kind of
vehicles, on both sides of the border, except that the production in Canada was inefficient as
compared to the U.S., because the Canadian production runs were so small. For example, in the
case of Ford, they produced 90 different models in Canada to meet consumer demand there.
They would literally have to stop the assembly line to change from model to model. Wouldn't it
be better, Phil suggested if there were an integrated industry across the border?

That led to the U.S.-Canada Auto Agreement. Basically, it was negotiated by four people. It was
Phil Trezise and myself from the State Department, and two people from the Department of
Commerce, Bob McNeill and Ted Smith. We negotiated this agreement over the course of about
seven months, and it was a fairly dramatic event in U.S.-Canadian economic relations. There had
been several attempts over the years to have free trade, going back to the 19th century. There
was a so-called reciprocal trade agreement, which was abrogated at the time of the Civil War.
There was a free-trade agreement that was negotiated in the late 19th century, but it was defeated
in Canada after the Speaker of the House, Champ Clark, said that "with the approval of this
treaty the Stars and Stripes will soon be flying over the Parliament Building in Ottawa." That
didn't sit very well in Canada. There was a secret effort after World War II which came to
naught, and never got to the stage of negotiations. So this was a pretty big event, especially in
Canada, and the agreement was signed on the banks of the Perdinales (Texas) by President
Johnson and Lester Pearson and the two Secretaries of State.

Q: Can we talk a bit about this. One of the themes in these interviews I've been doing is about
negotiating with the Canadians. Most foreign service officers who've done this, this and
negotiating with the Soviets are about on a par. Could you talk a bit about your experiences with
these negotiations?

KATZ: 1 think it is worth commenting on. The thing about negotiating with the Canadians is
that, at least in those days, is that you have two parties that are speaking the same language, 1
mean literally and figuratively. There are some minor cultural differences, but for the most part



the negotiations are between people who think pretty much alike. Negotiations tend to be very
direct and very blunt. In this particular case, (the Auto negotiations) the Canadians had a team
consisting of four deputy ministers, including one who was very flamboyant, Simon Reisman,
and a dominant personality. Simon was a very smart, but volatile person, so that frequently the
negotiations were characterized by a large amount of shouting, table thumping, profanity across
the table.

The session that really broke the back of the negotiations occurred in Montebello, which was a
resort half way between Montreal and Ottawa in November of 1964. We were holed up there for
three days and two nights. There was one point in one almost all-night session, when there was a
fair amount of disagreement, not only across the table but within each of the delegations as well.
Tension was running high. Simon was misbehaving and then one of this colleagues tried to bring
him down off the ceiling. Simon turned on his colleague and said, "who is running this f---ing
negotiation?" That produced some shock and then great laughter, which broke the tension.

Q: Who were the people on our delegation?

KATZ: At that point we had others than the main gang of four. We had some lawyers there, and
I can remember Phil Trezise also of blowing up. He was angry at both the Canadians and his
American colleagues. I walked him back into a little ante room to calm him down. So,
negotiations with the Canadians can be pretty wild swinging affairs. They are not quite as
structured, or as diplomatic, as they are with other countries.

Q: It sounds much more closer to union management negotiations and automobile industry...

KATZ: That would be a fair comparison. In other negotiations I've been in people get excited,
but there is much more civility because they are foreigners. But with the Canadians, there are
many fewer inhibitions.

Q: Did the Canadians pull the "Big You and Little Us"?

KATZ: Frequently. There is the inferiority complex factor in our relations with Canada. There's
an old story about the Canadians that they are a nation that suffers from two inferiority
complexes: one with respect to the mother country and the other to the neighbor to the south. (I
sometimes said to my good Canadian friends that the reason they had an inferiority complex is
that they really were inferior.) So there is that, and much of their argument was that without
some protection, everything will go south. That was something was had to constantly deal with.

Q: As this with Phil Trezise and all this idea of doing this industry wide negotiation, trans-
border negotiation; was sort of the example of the coal and steel community, which was really
the guts of the European Common Market.

KATZ: There is some parallel here. The Coal and Steel Community in Europe was seen as a
forerunner of European economic integration. The Auto Pact had a somewhat similar impact, but
it was not undertaken with the larger goal in mind. The Auto Pact was intended at the outset to
deal with a specific problem.



It just didn't make sense to have economic barriers at the border in the auto industry. But of
course there was the Canadian sensitivity about absorption -- being the 51st State. So one had to
be sensitive about this. The idea of free trade, complete free trade as we have now, would not
have washed at that point in time. But still, here was a sectoral free trade agreement. Of course,
the biggest item of trade between the two countries was in the automobile sector. Much more so
now, it's about a third of our trade now - I don't remember what it was then, but it was very
important.

The success of the Auto agreement did give rise to questions whether there might be other
sectors which might be appropriate for free trade. Simon Reisman, who at the time was the
Deputy Minister of Industry, was a key Canadian figure in the negotiation because he had done
an earlier study on the automobile industry in Canada, trying to address its inefficiencies. The
remission plan, this import for export scheme, was a kind of integration scheme. What it did was
to permit the companies, the four major companies, to integrate their operations across the
border, although it was vulnerable to attack as a subsidy under our countervailing law. Simon
was sympathetic to the notion of integration through free trade and had some notions that this
idea could perhaps be extended to the tire industry, and chemicals and other things. But a lot of
that was very private, and not an element of the negotiations.

Q: Well, one almost has to look at this type of thing incrementally, isn't that so? To get people
used to these things.

KATZ: Yes, but that can cut two ways. There were times subsequently when the people began to
see Canada as more of a threat, particularly as the trade balance shifted. And then for a while it
was going up and down but after it began to shift, when John Connolly came along, I think he
had a somewhat different view. In fact, well, we'll get to that later. But there was another point of
view.

Q: With Canada, were there problems over cultural that got into your orbit?

KATZ: Yes, there was an issue and some of these issues continue today. There was an issue then
about advertising in Canadian publications. They didn't like the idea of split editions of Time
Magazine and the Readers' Digest. What they did was to sell Canadian advertising in the
Canadian runs of those publications. They had been there for a long time, so they were somewhat
grand fathered, but the Canadians didn't like the idea of American publications running a
Canadian edition with Canadian advertising because this competed with Maclean's and other
Canadian publications. Canadians had a serious preoccupation with maintaining their own
cultural industries, although they have not been able to persuade Americans that cultural
industries were essentially different from other industries.

Clearly, the Canadian economy was a somewhat difficult thing to manage, because Canada,
although a vast country to the north, in terms of population. was a country of about 100 miles
deep and 3,000 miles wide. And the natural economic forces flowed north and south, and not
east and west. And to make them go east and west, there were various subventions and policies
to force economic relations to go east and west. Their railroad system was designed to unify the



country at tremendous cost in subsidies, which they are now giving up; it's just too expensive. So
they are ending the subsidies, and they are privatizing what is left of the railroads. But for more
than a century they have maintained transportation and other subsidies. That has given rise to
many problems with the U.S. This notion of maintaining an independent Canada is an everyday
preoccupation with many Canadians. Of course no country is fully independent today, though no
country will admit that.

There are a lot of bad jokes about Canadian culture, which I won't go into now, but we have
believed that Canada's cultural policies amount to plain old fashioned protectionism. In addition
to the problem of periodicals. we have had problems in broadcasting, and with acquisitions of
Canadian book publishers by U.S. companies, which were disallowed.

There was also a banking problem, where CitiBank was denied the right to acquire a Canadian
bank, whereas a Dutch bank was permitted to do so. I used to say that at any given time in our
relations there was somewhere between half a dozen and a dozen issues with Canada. None
tremendously large in money terms, after the auto issue, but very noisy disputes, particularly in
Canada. Canadians, if not dominated by, live in fear of domination by the U.S. They are in a
sense dominated by all of the noise that comes across the border, that generally flows in one
direction. In the U.S. on most days when you pick up the Washington Post or New York Times, I
daresay you won't see any stories about Canada. Pick up The Globe and Mail, and there will be
half a dozen stories about what's happening in the United States. And that is a cause for
sensitivity as well. The Canadians feel they are taken for granted. It's occurred to me the other
day that the U.S. Canadian border has the longest one-way mirror in the world. It faces North.

Q: During this time, I'm not sure if you were involved in these types of negotiation: was
Diefenbaker the Prime Minister then?

KATZ: No, he had already departed.
Q: This did mean a change, then, because he was very much a nationalist.

KATZ: He was very nationalistic. And Lester Pearson was much more international. But the
other thing that began to affect the relationship, particularly after '64, but it was not something I
was directly involved in, but it was Vietnam. Lyndon Johnson's resentment over Lester Pearson's
less than enthusiastic support for our policy was a sore point with LBJ. In fact, one of the reasons
I guess, that the Auto Agreement was signed on the banks of the Perdinales, was so that Johnson
could ream out Lester Pearson, which he did. In fact, some of this is written about in the Doris
Goodman book about Lyndon Johnson.

RAYMOND F. COURTNEY
Consul General
Vancouver (1965-1968)
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Q: So Vietnam must have played a fairly big role in your final assignment, 1965-68, in
Vancouver. Canadian-American relations were pretty cool at this time weren't they, particularly
over Vietnam?

COURTNEY: Yes. Not so much in British Columbia as I think, perhaps, in Ottawa. I talked with
people in Vancouver and Victoria and on occasion talked to a public gathering and wrote a
couple of pieces that were picked up by a couple of newspapers and given some dissemination in
Canada. And, as I said, I was convinced that our policy in Vietnam was necessary and right. I
remember one article that the Vancouver Sun published giving it the headline, which I wouldn't
have...World War III Starts Here. It was something of an overstatement of what I had tried to
say.

I think the feeling in British Columbia was perhaps more sympathetic, more convinced.
Q: It is a more conservative area isn't it?

COURTNEY: Yes, it was then. I believe it is not quite so conservative now as it was then. And,
of course, they look to the Pacific and the Far East as much as they do back across the mountains
to the east. They are very much concerned with stability in East Asia.

Q: What were your main concerns when you were in Vancouver?

COURTNEY: Well, I really didn't have any difficult problems. I was there to try to keep Ottawa
and Washington somewhat informed as to developments. There certainly were no difficult
problems in any sense between Washington and Victoria during my time there. It was a very
pleasant, friendly relationship.

Q: Were there any reflections felt about the increasing Free Quebec development?

COURTNEY: Yes, although it was not so prominent during that time as it has become, but there
is a distinct feeling there that if Quebec should separate, British Columbia possibly in association
with Alberta and Saskatchewan might elect to establish their own independent identity. I would
be very much surprised if that ever happened. But there is certainly that sentiment there. They
would have just as much reason to separate themselves from Ottawa as Quebec would.

Q: Well, did you have the feeling that you were in an area that was not emotionally connected
too close to the central government?

COURTNEY: Yes.



Q: There are so many ties in the United States that run not from Ottawa to Washington but
basically north to south. Did you find in many ways you were dealing more with the State of
Washington than one might think?

COURTNEY: Yes, in a sense. There is that very distinct interest in the southern part of the
continent in terms of business. Of course, some industrial products are the same and in direct
competition with those in Washington or Oregon. British Columbians are very well aware that
California, for example, would dearly love to have some of their good water. There is a natural
connection of some of the natural gas resources in the northern part of the continent. And, even,
to put it in somewhat vague terms, there is a cultural affinity, perhaps just by being on the
western side of the continental divide.

Q: How about consular problems? Did you have any problems with Americans coming up and
having a good time in Canada and getting into trouble?

COURTNEY:: Nothing serious occurred during my time. Of course there is a great flow of
Americans. During my time we reckoned there was at least about a million American visitors to
British Columbia in the course of a summer. And from time to time someone would turn up with
a hardship story and we had to try to get them some help one way or another. But I don't recall
having any problem when an American got himself into legal difficulties.

Q: The drug culture wasn't a problem particularly there then?

COURTNEY: Not really. Only just beginning. What I just said probably wouldn't be true today.
Q: Yes, I am sure both sides are having...I remember talking to a Canadian consul in Seattle
talking about problems with Canadian Indians coming down to Washington and getting into
trouble and having to get them back. You didn't have the reverse side of that?

COURTNEY: No.

Q: At that point you turned 60 and retired. Is that right?

COURTNEY: Yes.

Q: Well this has been fascinating and I thank you.

COURTNEY: Well, I enjoyed it.

RICHARD J. DOLS
Visa Officer
Toronto (1966-1968)

Richard Dols was born in Minnesota in 1932. He joined the Foreign Service in



1961. His career included posts in France, Canada, New Zealand, and Swaziland.
Mr. Dols was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1992.

Q: Then you moved from dealing with this problem to dealing with a more passive area...you
went to Toronto from 1966-68.

DOLS: What happened was that Congress passed the 1965 Immigration Act Amendment. They
were radical amendments as far as the system was concerned. Suddenly the Canadian posts were
overwhelmed because they were given jurisdiction over large hunks of the United States for
immigration purposes. Western Hemisphere applicants could not change their status while within
the US. They had to go abroad to get immigrant visas. There were loads of Cubans, in particular,
in the northeast part of the country. Toronto was overwhelmed by the law change. The Personnel
people said, "We know you don't want to go back to it but you are going to have to because we
have to deal with this new problem." So off we went to Toronto which we found a great post.

Q: Basically we did away with many aspects of the quota system. What type of people were you
dealing with and how did you find this was working?

DOLS: We were dealing with basically the usual category of Latino refugee. Many of them,
Cuban, Haitians, etc., had been recruited in the islands from New York. Remember we had a
World's Fair in 1966, or somewhere in there, in New York. The typical fix by the visa fixer was
to have a letter from old aunt so-and-so or old uncle so-and-so to nephew in Haiti, etc. to come
up and see the World's Fair. We will pay the fare. Actually this had been put together by runners
on the islands who had recruited these potential immigrants. These people were given NIV, non-
immigrant visas, and they came up and got lost immediately. They took dishwashing jobs, etc.
Then they began the process of trying to get their status adjusted.

For the first six months it was easy. You floated for six months because you had that much time.
Then the visa lawyer would have a secretary go down to the INS office and get another
automatic extension for another six months. Of course that cost a few hundred bucks and this
poor guy who is laboring in a hot kitchen in Manhattan somewhere in a restaurant had to pay.

At the year point, INS would breath a little harder on the necks of these people. The visa fixer
would say that it would cost a little more. Does uncle have a house? Oh, yeah, he has a house out
in the Bronx. Well, it is going to cost you x number of thousands of dollars for me to take this
case and [ want a mortgage on that house. I want money up front in some way. So they would, of
course, buy in. Each time there was a problem it would cost a little more. It was always family
members or whoever who had to come up to finance the thing.

Eventually we would get the case. We would have to go through the process of deciding. In most
cases these people were eligible but they had been ripped off in the process.

Q: Speaking as a professional consular officer of many years, one developed a deep contempt of
immigration lawyers. Some, of course, were obviously above board, but many were ambulance
chasers who could no longer keep up with the ambulances and began to do immigration work.



DOLS: Exactly. When I was a prosecutor I saw the equivalent cut defending drunk drivers.
Q: In your Foreign Service experience, what do you think you gained from this hot house?

DOLS: I gained a lot. I gained mostly management experience. We were in terrible condition.
The Consulate was receiving mail by the huge mailbag full. They could not even open the bags.
They would simply put a date tag on the bag. They had thousands and thousands of pieces of
unprocessed mail. They were receiving 15,000 phone inquiries a month because, of course,
everything was delayed. We had five people working the phones because of that. We were
getting 20 some Congressionals a month because of all these delays. When someone called to
request the status of their application, the person on the phone would ask when they had sent in
the last piece to process and with that date the women in my section would go searching the
mailbags to see if they could unearth the missing letter, etc. It was chaos. The card file had about
125,000 cards in it. To file a card correctly you had to go down to about the fourth letter in the
alphabet before you got it into the right slot. You can imagine the errors.

They had a kind of assembly line immigration processing system where one person handled one
little part of it and then passed it on to another, etc. This was chaos because you had no
accountability at all. You couldn't figure out who was making errors and why things happened.

We had to do something. We culled that card file down from 125,000 to less than 25,000, the
active cases. That was an obvious start so we knew where we really were. We retooled the
assembly line so that one visa clerk handled the case all the way through right up to the final
appointment. That way you knew who to blame if things went wrong. You knew how fast they
were working. You knew a lot of things.

We put together the first teach-in which was basically a re-do of the consular course given at
FSI. The locals had never had any kind of really good formal training. So we put on a training
program for them. I did huge charts and put them all over our offices showing the flow of
applications, etc. We eventually had great success. In fact, it went very quickly. Within 2 or 3
months we were current on the mail. We were able to cut the telephone people from five to two.
Our calls went from 8,000 a month or so down to 1,500 or so. Congressionals dropped from 20
some a month to less than five. We had a lot happier crew in the process. Everybody felt so
much better about it. So it was really a neat management experience.

Q: Within the Foreign Service often the consular business, especially the visa business, is
something to be avoided. But there are great lessons to be learned here. It is one place where
you can get management experience at a relatively junior grade.

Then you moved to what was to become one of your two areas of specialization...the first being

Southern Africa and then Micronesia. Your next assignment was in Swaziland from 1969-71.
How did that assignment come about?

ALLEN B. MORELAND



Consul General
Toronto (1966-1970)

Allen Moreland was born in 1911. He received a bachelor's degree from the
University of Florida and served in the U.S. Navy overseas during World War II.
Mr. Moreland received a law degree from Georgetown University. He entered the
Foreign Service in 1947, serving in several capacities in Washington, DC, in
Stuttgart, and in Montreal. Mr. Moreland was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy in 1989.

Q: And part of it was not only did we need it, but also there was the need on the part of
management to demonstrate the State Department has moved beyond the quill pen. It was sort of
revolutionary, but now almost in 1990, one cannot imagine how one lived without it, but then it
was men like Crockett and yourself who was forcing this into one small area of the foreign
affairs apparatus.

MORELAND: That is certainly the feeling that I have, yes. After this thing was a success in
Toronto I was asked by Crockett and the Western European Office Director to take time out on
my home leave to lead a small delegation to key posts in Europe to lay the foundation for
expanding the system to Paris, London, Frankfurt, Stuttgart, and Rome. I did that and
subsequently this system was expanded to those points. At the same time, the posts that didn't
have the volume to warrant this expense of a direct connection, we reduced the look-out book to
microfiche and set up the machines so reference to the contents of the books could be speedier.

Q: Microfiche is film that can be reproduced very cheaply.
MORELAND: And it is much easier to send out because it can be put in an envelope.

Q: Before, it used to be a big book. The look-out book is the book where it is found that people
who are ineligible, they appear in a book and it means that you look at them extra carefully, and
you have to check with the visa office in order to issue them a visa. Well, in your time in Toronto,
you were consul general from 1966 to 1970, was this your main work in setting this up?

MORELAND: No, we had the normal programs of a large consular district, The province of
Ontario was one of the most important economic cogs in the economy of Canada and the
political situation there was such that it was the key to the political success of the Federal
Administration. So we had a political program, an economic program, and a visa program. We
didn't have as elaborate a public affairs program in Canada, as in Germany.

Q: Really wasn't necessary. Because of the spillage across the border. How did you find dealing
with the officials in Ontario, were they sort of annoyed? The "Well America doesn't pay enough
attention to Canada and all this?"

MORELAND: Well, I arrived in Canada in January of 1966. At that time an American could do
no wrong. Members of the staff at the Consulate were very much a part of the community, very
well liked, and we had very few problem except, of course, we did hear the media complain



about American investment in Canada, and that American advertising was too pervasive, and
that Reader's Digest and other periodicals were all were coming across the border with their
advertisements. The Canadian media was particularly irritated that Canadians could go across the
border to Buffalo and advertise Canadian products on the Buffalo television. These complaints
were not voiced by the population at large. As the process of disturbances increased incidental to
Vietnam, by the time we left at the end of '70, we had threats on our lives; we had guards around
the house; and at times my wife and I wanted to go off on the weekends, police guards were
automatically assigned to guard our residence because our daughter didn't go with us. It was a
tremendous transformation over a period of three years.

Q: Who were doing the threats? Where were they coming from?

MORELAND: One very interesting vignette. One day the senior Canadian staff member came to
me and said "I have just had a very interesting telephone conversation, with a University in
Southwest Ontario. I got a call from a Dean of one of the Schools there who said, '"how well are
you acquainted with the immigration people?" This senior representative replied, "American or
Canadian?" He said "Canadian." The reply was, "Well, I know them alright, but what is your
problem?" He says "we have recruited a Professor from the U.S. for our staff here, but Canadian
immigration won't let him in because he has three convictions. Is there any way you can
intercede? Can you get the Canadians to waive his ineligibility and let him come in?" The
response was "There is no way." The problem was many universities were recruiting U.S.
activists, and when they came in their activism was given full vent in Canada and a lot of silly
things were done due to their agitation. That is to say nothing of the activism of the students who
had fled from America and were enrolled there.

Q: How did you deal with them? Did they bother you or did you bother them?

MORELAND: No not really. The front of the American Consulate General in Toronto was a
favorite meeting place for all of the activists and the media. Because all one needed to do was
say there was going to be a demonstration in front of the American Consulate General and full
media coverage was instantaneous. It was right downtown and very convenient for everybody. I
never will forget one day that we had a tremendous demonstration out front. I looked out the
window and heard the chant "Get Canadian banks out of Trinidad!" I mean it was a completely
local issue, but they had found a formula to phone the media and say we are going to
demonstrate before the American Consulate General. We had nothing to do with the substance of
it, but this is what happened.

Q: This has been fascinating. Then you left Canada when?

MORELAND: In September of 1970.

CORNELIUS D. SCULLY, IIT
Visa Officer
Montreal (1966-1968)



Cornelius D. Scully 11l was raised in Washington, DC. He entered the Foreign
Service in 1961. His career included positions in Nice, Montreal, and
Washington, DC. Mr. Scully was interviewed by William D. Morgan in 1992.

Q: She, Auerbach, and Frances Knight might have had a lot in common. Then you went on to
Montreal?

SCULLY: In 1966, yes, I went to Montreal. There I was assigned specifically to the visa section.

Q: So there you could get a direct feeling for what Washington's policies and machinations
meant to the field. Tell us about that.

SCULLY: It was very interesting. I arrived in Montreal in the fall of 1966. The post was
preparing for Expo '67, the World's Fair, which was held in Montreal from April of 1967 through
the fall of '67. I was assigned to the visa section. There was much concern about volume. It was
clear that there was going to be an immense international attendance at Expo '67.

Q: Up to now we've spoken mostly of substance of the visa function, the admissibility issues, the
details; the minutiae, if you will. Now we're talking about the other half, which has become today
an overwhelming issue, and that is volume, the number of people moving to the United States
and wanting to come. You were struck by it in Montreal for the first time.

SCULLY: For the first time it became an issue, because it seemed clear to us, from everything
the Canadians were saying about their expectations of attendance at the World's Fair, there were
going to be millions upon millions of international visitors to Canada from all around the world,
and we fully anticipated that we were going to wind up with a major, major surge of visa
applicants from among all those people who would decide, "I'm already in Canada. I want to go
to the States." They would not have gotten a visa in their home country for whatever reason, and
the expectation was that there was going to be a gigantic avalanche of visa applicants.

Q: After all, they'd come all the way to Canada, and the United States is only thirty, forty miles
to the south.

SCULLY: Just so.

Q: Maybe that's a good way to "sneak in the back door.” We must remind the reader that
Canadians do not need visas. We're only talking about other nationalities.

SCULLY: That was one of the problems that we faced, was that since Canadian citizens didn't
need visas, the normal flow of visa applicants in the consulate, while there and meaningful in
terms of people passing through Canada or non-Canadian residents of the country, was radically
smaller than it would have been if Canadian citizens themselves had had to get visas. So the post
was staffed around what would ordinarily be a workload that was way below what the population
base in the district might normally have created if it had been a country other than Canada.



Q: The visa section in Montreal being maybe three officers and ten Foreign Service nationals?

SCULLY:: Probably not more than that. I think there were two immigrant visa officers plus a
supervisor. So you had two non-immigrant visa officers, two immigrant visa officers, and then
the visa chief, and then maybe ten or so Foreign Service nationals, ten to twelve. That's not really
a very large staff. It was quite appropriate for the volume that they had had without the influence
of the World's Fair, but this was the issue that we faced -- what to do with this anticipated huge
surge?

Q: And especially in a nice, little, old Victorian, extraordinary inefficient building.

SCULLY: We were downtown in the Stock Exchange Building. That had happened just before I
arrived in Montreal. They'd moved out of the Victorian complex up on McGregor Avenue and
they'd moved downtown to Place Victoria, which was the stock exchange building. Only the visa
section. The rest of the Consulate General was still up the hill on McGregor Avenue, but the visa
section was down at Place Victoria on the ground floor of the stock exchange building. I think, in
part, that move had been made in anticipation of the World's Fair.

Q: It gave a wonderful example of Quebec, Place Victoria.

SCULLY:: Exactly. One of the things that I encountered when I got to Montreal has always
fascinated me a bit. We were the second post in the Foreign Service to receive the Automated
Visa Lookout System, AVLOS. The first post was Toronto, and that was because of the
influence of the man I mentioned earlier, Mr. Moreland. Mr. Moreland, while he was Director of
the Visa office, had been one of the pioneers in automation and was really the father of the
AVLOS. When he left the Visa Office, he became consul general in Toronto, so Toronto became
the first pilot post for AVLOS. We became the second post that went on line with AVLOS, and
Montreal was chosen as the second post precisely because of the World's Fair and the idea that
having an automated lookout system would facilitate the processing of all these people.

I remember Neal Parks, who was chief of the visa section, and I used to sit and sort of fantasize
about all the wonderful things we could do with AVLOS, and how we could send administrative
messages and we could send in requests for advisory opinions and do this and do that and all the
various things that one could do with it. In fact, for a while we persuaded the Visa Office to let
us do things like that, so we were sending requests for advisory opinions by AVLOS messages
and all this sort of thing, until we got caught at it. Something happened, one message went awry,
and a congressional inquiry didn't get a response back, and there was much storm, and then the
people in the Communications Division suddenly realized that here was this post abroad that was
sending messages to the State Department outside of normal communication channels, and they
issued a dictate that you couldn't do that anymore. So a lot of our wonderful plans went right up
in smoke at that point.

Q: I think you've given us the first example of the difference between the field and the home
office, and how the field has to make things work, and not always is the home office satisfied with
that. And we're going to get you transferred after Montreal back to the home office, where all
kinds of behind-the-scenes things happened.



But first, more impressions of Montreal. This is your last overseas assignment. What did you
gain from this influx of visa applicants or other experiences in Montreal you want to share with
the reader?

SCULLY: One of the things that struck me, as we were in the end of 1966 and beginning of
1967, we were struggling to get sorted out and get ourselves prepared for what we felt was going
to be an onslaught, there was a series of very strange triangular communications between
Montreal and Ottawa, the embassy, and the department over staffing, what staffing we would
get, how many officers we could expect, what we needed, and this kept going around and
around. At a given point, it finally became apparent that we were talking off different pieces of

paper.

The problem was the department was looking at a staffing pattern that they had and saying,
"There are already X number of officers assigned to the consular section in Montreal." Neal
Parks and I were looking at the number of bodies that actually reported to work every day in the
visa section, and it was noticeably smaller than what was on the staffing pattern.

Q: People were out sick, or what?

SCULLY: No, the slots were there, but the people weren't there or they were slotted against the
consular section, but actually were in other functions, or maybe Ottawa had grabbed the position
for something, and although the department staffing pattern showed there was a slot in the
consular section in Montreal, it wasn't. I'll never forget, this finally came to the point that the
DCM from Ottawa, Joe Scott, and the administrative counselor and Will Chase, who was the
counselor for consular affairs -- I can't remember the administrative counselor. I think it was Idar
Rimestad, as a matter of fact. Came down to Montreal to meet with us to discuss this.

Q: Count bodies and heads?

SCULLY: Exactly. The consul general, Richard Hawkins, and Neal Parks, the chief of the visa
section, and I met with these three gentlemen, and we spent some little time discussing this. It
became apparent to me, as the discussion wore on, that nobody who was participating in that
discussion had a clear fix on what Montreal's complement was, as opposed to how many people
were there. | use the word complement. I don't know if the State Department does. In the
military, the complement is the authorized number of slots. A ship's complement is the number
of personnel authorized to be assigned to that ship, as opposed to the number of people that are
actually there.

One of the problems was that nobody had a clear fix on what Montreal's complement was, and,
therefore, nobody could figure out how many slots were filled, what percentage of the slots were
filled.

Q: Therefore, how many new ones you needed.

SCULLY: Exactly. We had been saying we needed five officers, and the department kept



insisting we only needed three at most, and it finally became apparent that the reason was they
felt we had more people than we had. It was one of the most bizarre exercises I was ever
involved in, and I think it's something that is not altogether overcome, even today, twenty-five
years later. I still see some anecdotal evidence that there are these misunderstandings between
posts and the department about, "What is the complement?" And, "Where is Junior Officer
Smith?" Junior Officer Smith is supposed to be in the consular section. That's what the staffing
pattern says. But the chief of the consular section says, "No, Junior Officer Smith is working as
the ambassador's aide. He's not in the consular section." Only the personnel people in
Washington don't know that. There's a great deal of that even today.

Q: My experience, picking up from that point and paralleling yours back here in the Department,
is not only is that true, but it's magnified by ten, twenty, thirty times. Today we are so
"understaffed," we are bringing in substitutes (call them whatever you may) in order to solve this
tremendous continuing burgeoning of the population. What you saw in 1966-67, over the next
twenty, twenty-five years has been exactly the same -- failure to count the bodies correctly -- but
maybe even avoiding counting the bodies correctly.

SCULLY: That may very well be. This may not be an accident.

Q: 1 think you've discovered on tour too in the field something that has continued and is
probably far worse, and often becomes the pushing force behind decisions that really shouldn't
be personnel oriented. Maybe you remember, Dick, Barbara Watson's expression at one point
where she had to issue a certain number of visas, called the Silva case, in which all of a sudden
hundreds and hundreds of visas had to be issued, and the answer from the administration, from
the management of the State Department, was, "We don't have the bodies.” To which I remember
well she said, "Well, then you go to jail, Director General, for failing to carry out the
requirements. I'm not." Personnel staffing, as you know, is vital.

SCULLY: A couple of other anecdotal things that I think reflect problems that still exist today.
We were very experimental with AVLOS.

Q: Which is just the beginning of a whole series of highly computerized advances.

SCULLY: Exactly. You had a data entry clerk who sat at a terminal, and every visa applicant's
name was entered into the AVLOS system, typed in by the clerk, and then certain keys were
pushed, and what, in effect, was being done was that name was being matched against the
database of names of aliens who had been found excludable.

Q: It typed it out on a long teletype-like, primitive, holed piece of paper.

SCULLY:: Exactly. It was typed out on an old tickertape that was run through the machine.

Q: Clunkers!

SCULLY: The system was fine within certain limits. But I'll never forget, on a certain day we
had a Portuguese applicant whose name was Gomes. So the operator who ran the thing cut the



tape and put Mr. Gomes' name into the system. The printer started typing out all the Gomezes
that were in the system. Needless to say, all of them were Spanish Gomezes with Zs, and this
was a Portuguese Gomes, with an S. But it didn't discriminate well enough. Forty-five minutes
later, while it was still printing, I simply said, "Turn the machine off. We'll all go to lunch." It
was approximately noon. "Eventually it will stop printing Gomezes," but it completely tied the
whole system up for nearly an hour. I issued an order. I was chief of the non-immigrant visa
section at that point, and I simply issued a decree, "No more Spanish names are going into the
AVLOS system. They're all going to be looked up manually in the old visa lookout book,
because we cannot afford to have the system run for thirty or forty-five minutes printing
irrelevant names every time we enter one in."

Q: There was nothing in the law, nothing in the regulations, nor instructions that gave you that
authority.

SCULLY: Well, we still had the lookout books.
Q. Common sense.

SCULLY:: But what that reflects, I think, is the limits of technology and the necessity to refine
the technology and for human beings to make thoughtful decisions about how you're going to use
the technology, because when you're doing a name search like that and you're using as your basic
elements the name, the date, and the place of birth, you have to make certain decisions about the
scope of the electronic search or the computer search that's going to be made. There's always a
tradeoff between overloading that system with a very broadly defined search and thereby making
it almost impossible to use the system, and making it so narrow that you're going to miss an entry
that you really need to get. Those kinds of things cannot be solved by the technology; they can
only be solved by people.

Q: Those words are words I heard from you many years later in the Visa Office, in a very
responsible position, in which you said, "Officers in the field are commissioned. They are
commissioned to act as sensible human officers, not as bureaucrats, but people with brains and
common sense." You certainly learned that in Montreal. You carried it back to Washington. Can
we bring you back now to Washington, where some of those practical experiences perhaps came

from the field?
SCULLY: Yes. My tour in Montreal was great fun both professionally and personally.
Q: How did the onslaught of visa applicants go?

SCULLY: Actually, it worked quite well. We were ultimately given additional personnel. We
managed to reconfigure the workspace.

Q: And they weren't all Gomezes?

SCULLY: They weren't all Gomezes. The volume increased substantially. It never increased
quite as much as we had projected, based on some statistical analysis with numbers that came



from the World's Fair organizing committee and those sorts of people, but I'd say it pretty close
to tripled. We had anticipated more than that, but it pretty close to tripled. Thanks to the fact that
we did have the AVLOS system and we did get extra personnel and did get some money to
reconstruct the section so that we could get a better workflow, we were able to deal with it.

Q: And a lot of good common sense.

SCULLY: Although I have to say it was very amusing. We were a ground floor tenant in the
Montreal stock exchange building, and, needless to say, our clientele was not exactly at the same
socioeconomic level as the people that normally frequented the stock exchange building. One of
my comic memories is this building manager in his uniform pacing back and forth through the
lobby at about ten minutes to two, anxiously waiting for us to open for the afternoon so that this
motley mob that was all out in his lobby could be taken in behind our curtained windows and
hidden from the lawyers and the stockbrokers and other elegant people that were going through
the rest of the building. But we managed to make it work, and it was fun and it was a very
interesting experience.

Q: And those experiences from Nice and Montreal you brought back to the "real world."
SCULLY: [Laughter] Well . . .
Q: You were assigned to the Visa Office?

SCULLY: Yes, I was assigned back to the Visa Office in early 1968. Initially I was supposed to
go into the anti-fraud branch, which was then under the Advisory Opinions Division under good
old John T. McGill, who all the old-timers will remember, who was a great character.

CHARLES E. MARTHINSEN
Public Relations Officer
Montreal (1967)

Ambassador Charles E. Marthinsen was born in Missouri in 1931. After receiving
his bachelor’s degree from Gannon College in 1953, he served in the United
States Army from 1953-1955. His career has included positions in Dacca, Beirut,
Jeddah, Damascus, Montreal, Cairo, Tripoli, and an ambassadorship to Qatar.
Ambassador Marthinsen was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in July
2003.

Q: What were you doing in Montreal?

MARTHINSEN: I was handling public relations—actually a tour guide for White House, USIPs,
senators, House of Representatives, and an array of state government officials plus assorted
realtors, automobile dealers, etc. A lot of interesting and nice people turned up, jumped the line,
and were given a quick tour of our pavilion and escorted to see other pavilions comprising the



quite spectacular Exposition. So I had to arrive very early in the morning and leave very late at
night to play tour guide for an army of visitors to Montreal. We enjoyed our life in that beautiful
city. We were there when De Gaulle visited and ended his speech to the Québécois: “Vive le
Quebec! Vive le Quebec libre!”

Q: De Gaulle was disinvited to come to Ottawa after that.
MARTHINSEN: I dare say.

Q: Independence with Quebec, who knows where it will be. It reached a peak and now it’s died
down quite a bit.

MARTHINSEN: But the emotional appeal is still there. That’s something I learned. I expect the
increased emphasis on bilingualism together with the exodus of many English speaking
Canadians from Montreal and other cities led to the return of calm. I wouldn’t be surprised if
over time the pressure for independence should revive.

JACK SEYMOUR
Canada Analyst, Bureau of Intelligence and Research
Washington, DC (1967-1969)

Mr. Seymour was born in the Philippines, the son of a U.S Navy family. He
earned his bachelor’s degree from Dartmouth University in 1962. He joined the
Foreign Service in 1967 after serving in the U.S Army for three years. His career
included postings in Canada, Yugoslavia, Poland, Germany, and Belgium. Mr.
Seymour was interviewed by Raymond Ewing on November 20™ 2003.

Q: That was their program in Berlin?

SEYMOUR: Yes, it had just opened there, sort of competing with the University of Maryland
and its extensive overseas programs, but BU was coming in at the graduate level. It was very
good; I did a lot of research in the Free University library to which we had access and also a lot
of extensive writing. I’ll never forget when Martin after a few weeks on the job asked if I would
do a study of Quebec and tensions between Canada and Quebec. This was in the fall of 1967, not
long after de Gaulle had made his controversial “Vive Québec libre!” call that outraged
Canadians, the English-speaking ones, as least, during a state visit that was consequently cut
short. Partly because of the concerns his visit raised, INR decided it needed a full-time analyst on
Canada. It turned out to be an absolutely fascinating time because of a changing of the political
guard in major parties, the progressive conservatives, the Diefenbaker party, changed leaders
when Robert Stansfield succeeded Diefenbaker, and then Lester Pearson relinquished leadership
of the Liberals to Pierre Trudeau. Eventually Trudeau won the next elections and launched major
reviews of both foreign policy and defense policy, and that was very interesting to follow. Then
in Quebec René Lévesque burst upon the scene with a liberation manifesto and a new
organization the Parti Québécois. All this created much interest in New York and Washington.



I could tell a little anecdote involving a living former statesman, you might say, and that was
Zbigniew Brzezinski, who was then in the policy planning staff. He called me very excitedly on
the day that the formation of the Parti Quéebécois was announced in the press wanting to know if
we had the text of the Party’s “manifesto.” Fortuitously, I’d just been reading it in French in one
of the Montreal newspapers. So I did a cut-and-paste job and brought it up to his office. He was
very excited and kind of grabbed it away and went off with it. And then next thing there was a
high-level meeting called, and Averell Harriman was there. He was Ambassador-at-Large, |
believe, and Martin Packman attended as head of the Western European office of INR. Martin
recounted that Brzezinski presented the problem in alarming terms, describing the possibility of a
“Cuba on our northern doorstep.” There was a lot of discussion about that, and Harriman, the
“crocodile,” seemed to be sleeping at the far end of the table, when at a certain point he “roused
himself” and declared that the whole idea was nonsense. That pretty much ended the meeting,
according to Martin, and it ended the perhaps overly emotional concern about Quebec.

We continued to watch the situation, but from a more sober perspective after that. Brzezinski had
grown up and gone to school in Canada; including to McGill University; I think his father was a
Polish diplomat there, just before or during the war. So he had a special interest in Canada.

Q: Interesting. So you were the INR analyst for Canada, your first Foreign Service assignment,
and you probably didn’t have a lot of experience with Canada before, except you went to college
at Dartmouth, not too far away.

SEYMOUR: Yes, and I had gone up Canada to ski several times but that was it. Still, it turned
out to be a really interesting assignment, and I valued what I learned. Later, I enjoyed keeping up
with Canadian politics with Canadian colleagues in overseas posts, and I think they appreciated
an American who knew something about it.

Q: I was, you know, about this same period, from 67 to '69 was in the trade agreements division
of the economic bureau and working on the Canadian auto products agreement and some of the
trade issues that we had with Canada at that time and went to Ottawa a couple of times and to
Detroit but I don’t think I was all that interested, and you probably weren’t that interested in the
economic trade aspects and I wasn’t that interested in the politics at that juncture.

SEYMOUR: That’s right. I remember on any given day we would get a stack of cables from
Canadian posts and usually three-quarters of them had to do with economic issues of various
kinds and a few with politics. But some of those economic issues were interesting, and they were
certainly important. It was amazing the tangles we could get into with a neighboring country
over things like branding whiskey; which at one time some Canadian firms were producing and
calling bourbon, and our people making bourbon in Tennessee and Kentucky got pretty upset
about that. There were also pollution problems in Allagash River in Maine and tariffs on our
publication like Readers Digest and so forth, so each side had plenty to quarrel about.

Q: And there were issues involving trade and potatoes and turkeys and carrots.

SEYMOUR: Yes. There’s so much interchange and along with that along come many problems.



Q: Okay. So, how long were you in INR on the Canadian desk?

SEYMOUR: A good two years, and then from there I went to Zagreb.

MICHAEL E.C. ELY
Canadian National Defense College
Kingston (1969-1970)

Michael E.C. Ely was raised at U.S. Army posts. He entered the Foreign Service
in 1955. His career included positions in Malaysia, Algeria, Somalia, Italy,
Japan, Belgium, France, and Washington, DC. Mr. Ely was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1992.

ELY: So, anyhow, I packed up and went off to Kingston, Ontario, for a year at the Canadian
National Defense College. And went to a marriage counselor, who pronounced the marriage
healed. He was wrong. And I had a marvelous year there. I was under a lot of strain. I had
intestinal parasites. I had psychosomatic symptoms connected with marriage problems. And I got
my head screwed back on in Canada.

Q: One always hears about the Canadian attitude: Poor little us; if you go to bed with an
elephant, you may get crushed. All these things, which sometimes seem to be played to a fare-
thee-well, but the Canadians always seem to get a little extra out of it. Did you find this at the
Defense College, or was this a different game?

ELY: The people at the Defense College were Canadian military. There were three American
serving officers, and myself from the State Department; there were three British serving officers,
one guy from the Foreign Office; and the remainder were Canadian civilians and military. And
by and large, they were very pro-American, very well disposed. They liked to say things like,
"Yankee go home, and take your Canadian friends with you." They'd all served in Europe, in the
Canadian NATO air units there. And they'd all visited Washington. They have Americans and
British there not because they want to educate us, but because they want our viewpoints for the
Canadians. So I energetically defended American viewpoints, which is what I was supposed to
do. Made a lot of new friends, and generally had a very good year. Compared to Harvard, it was
not all that intellectually stimulating, but the lectures were interesting and I learned a lot about
Canada. The idea was that I was going to go on as economic counselor to Ottawa afterward. But
the job opened up early and had to be filled, so I was going to be sent to Washington to work on
Canadian affairs. And my wife said she would divorce me if we went to Washington, so I wrote
to the director general and said for once, send me somewhere else. They sent me back to Paris.

There, my marriage continued to deteriorate.



LILLIAN E. OSTERMEIER
Secretary to the Ambassador
Ottawa (1969-1971)

Ms. Ostermeier was born and raised in lllinois. After graduating from Business
College she worked as secretary and administrative assistant with a number of
organizations in the private and government sectors. From 1956 to 1969, she was
assigned to the United States Embassy in London as Secretary, first to Minister
and Deputy Chief of Mission Walworth Barbour and subsequently to
Ambassadors John Jay Whitney and David Bruce. Her final overseas assignment
was as Secretary to Ambassador Adolph Schmidt in Ottawa. Ms. Ostermeier was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2002.

OSTERMEIER: 1971, 1972. I left London in 1969, and went to Ottawa, from 1969 to 1971.
Q: Oh, let’s talk a little about Ottawa. What were you doing in Ottawa?

OSTERMEIER: I was secretary to the Ambassador with Adolph Schmidt who was a political
appointee. It was a very nice post, but quite a contrast.

Q: Did you feel that it was kind of “small town” stuff.

OSTERMEIER: I suppose I did in a way. I just adapted to the occasion. Are you familiar with
the city of Ottawa?

0O: No.

OSTERMEIER: In those days, the Ottawa government was on a hill. The American embassy
was across the street. They used to refer to their departments as the block, the south block, the
east block, the west block, the north block. They jokingly referred to the American embassy as
the south block. We had a very close relationship with the Canadians. But, now they have built a
new embassy in Ottawa. I haven’t seen it, but I understand it is quite nice.

Q: The government turned over the old embassy to the prime minister, something like that.
OSTERMEIER: Oh, did they? I don’t know.

Q: How did Adolph Schmidt work?

OSTERMEIER: He had been a friend of Ambassador Bruce. He was quite impressed to get
Ambassador Bruce’s secretary. He was extremely nice to me. He treated me like an officer. I sat
in on meetings. [ had a wonderful relationship with him. Of course, I only stayed a year. This

lisle seal is my parting gift from him.

Q: Oh. Well, you went with Ambassador Bruce to the peace talks. What were the peace talks?



OSTERMEIER: They were going to try to settle the war in Vietnam. I think we had one previous
— whatever his title was. It was quite an international announcement when Bruce was going to go
to the peace talks. I didn’t participate. I didn’t really know what was gong on. He would go. He
was more or less a figurehead, because the embassy had its speakers, the representatives.
Because of his prestige, he was a very important person.

Q: Were things going to his office that you were dealing with, concerning this?

OSTERMEIER: Very little, very little. He spent a lot of time on some personal things. These
were personal diaries he brought up to date, and what have you. But, he would go to the
meetings. What was his name? The Foreign Service office, who is now dead, was the principal
representative. They would go together. But Bruce was really the name. I’ll think of the man’s
name.

Q: Did you feel that Bruce was feeling a little left out, or beginning to get bored with the whole
diplomatic business, or not?

OSTERMEIER: I don’t know. He did something for UNESCO. What does UNESCO stand for?
Q: Social organization, United Nations Social and Economic Organization, I think.

OSTERMEIER: He had some dealings with that in Washington. Then, he had a great tragedy in
is life. His daughter was killed.

Q: Yes, terrible.

OSTERMEIER: I think he was probably glad to get back into a more active life, but he only
stayed a year. He knew he was only going to be there a year when he took the job.

VLADIMIR 1. TOUMANOFF
Counselor for Political Affairs
Ottawa (1969-1973)

Viadimir Toumanoff was born in Constantinople in 1923 to Russian parents. He
attended Harvard University and joined the Foreign Service in 1950. He served
in several posts including Germany, Iceland, Moscow, and Canada. He was
interviewed by William D. Morgan in 1999.

Q: That’s right. They 've proved it. All right, now you re going to take all that to Canada, to the
U.S. Embassy, your next, and as it turned out, last assignment?

TOUMANOFF: Yes, at the end of this wonderful brain-stretching exercise, I was posted to the
U.S. Embassy in Ottawa, Canada, in the Autumn of 1969 as the Embassy Counselor for Political
Affairs. It was a logical enough assignment as I had been immersed in Canada, so to speak, for



almost a year. But it was decidedly out of my Soviet area field of experience, knowledge and
interest.

Q: And you were there how long?
TOUMANOFF: I was there until 1973, April 30, to be precise.
Q: The normal two- to four-year tour.

TOUMANOFF: Actually, it was a slightly extended 3-year tour, but we can get to that at the end,
if you are interested.

One thinks of Canada as a stable, somewhat staid society. Such, emphatically, was not the case
during my tour. Three elements coincided to produce turmoil.

One was Pierre Elliot Trudeau, the “J. F. K. of Canada” newly Prime Minister, young, energetic,
glamorous, brilliant, charismatic, eloquent in both national languages, but with an attitude toward
the United States of an arrogant French intellectual aristocrat. In a word, scornful dislike. Be it
said we were not all that likeable — in the midst of the Vietnam war, with Nixon as President, and
almost absent-mindedly an overwhelming cultural, economic, political and demographic threat to
the sanctity of Canada — 20 million people spaced out like small beads on a long thread along the
border of 235 million Americans, a megastate by every measure.

Another was an alienated French Québec so resentful of real and imagined oppression and injury
at the hands of English-speaking Canada as to be on the verge of secession, with an impact
something like having the Mississippi watershed secede from the United States, with no common
language.

And finally, a burgeoning Canadian nationalism, anti-American and anti-Québec in the English
provinces, and assertively anti-Anglo and pro-independence in Québec. The alienation of the
French Québecois was so intense it had already spawning the terrorist FLQ the Force Liberation
Québecoise, loosely but accurately translated as the Québec Freedom Fighters, which had started
blowing up mailboxes with sticks of dynamite by the time I came to the Embassy. The pro-
independence political party, which disowned the FLQ, was the Parti Québecois. It had a near
majority vote in the Province and had provoked a constitutional crisis.

Trudeau’s imperative task was to combat Québec separatism and preserve the unity of Canada.
To that end he pursued a three-fold program: to stimulate Canadian patriotism/nationalism; to
portray the United States as an ugly, aggressive giant constantly threatening to overwhelm
Canada; and to assuage and accommodate Québec as a treasured and protected unique
component of Canada. His calculation was:-

1) To generate in English Canada a combination of ardent Canadian nationalism and fear of U.S.
takeover in the event of Québec secession. An independent Québec would have broken English
Canada into two small, very different clusters of provinces separated by a French nation; an
Atlantic maritime cluster, and a western remnant, each with starkly smaller populations and



economies, and each much less able to withstand absorption by the U.S., perhaps piecemeal,
province by province. Thus Trudeau would move English Canada to be more sensitive and
accommodating to Québec, and the Québecois to forgo secession in order to preserve their own
precious Canadian identity and escape the ugly American.

2) To persuade French Québec that independence would leave them isolated and surrounded by a
resentful and vengeful English Canada and a giant America, a tiny French island of barely 4
million in a gigantic sea of 250 million Anglos. What chance had they of preserving their French
culture from being overwhelmed and expunged. Better to stay in a caring and accommodating
Canada.

Q: Real nationalism.

TOUMANOFF: Yes, and it included, and required, an anti-American spasm. Remember, most
Canadians liked, respected and admired America. They had relatives, they shopped, traded,
vacationed, many spent entire winters in Florida and the South. A fair number actually thought
joining the U.S. might not be such a bad thing, probably bring greater prosperity. Get rid of those
pesky Québecers and join the U.S., some thought, especially in British Columbia, which had its
own small independence movement.

Trudeau had to alienate that affection and attraction to save the nation. He went at it with a will,
partly as he shared neither the affection nor attraction. In large part he succeeded. Let me
illustrate. First of all, he was the epitome of the vibrant, new, glamorous and exciting Canada,
the J.F.K. of the north, after we killed ours, as well as his killer (Canadian version). While the
U.S. was mired in Vietnam and domestic turmoil. Our cities were burning, our students
revolting, fighting with police and National Guard, even being shot. Our President distrusted,
neurotic, and vilified by the press. Trudeau did not disguise his disdain. His speeches, and those
of his Officials and ruling Party leaders were critical and eloquent in contrasting our warts with
beneficent Canada. The Canadian press occasionally reminded me of Pravda and Izvestia in its
caustic coverage of the U.S. The Trudeau Government pursued a demonstratively divergent
foreign policy. It became counter-productive for us to call on the Foreign Ministry (“External
Affairs” in Canada) to seek support for a U.S. position. If they did, the inevitable question in
Parliament would be “Has the U.S. made any representation to this Government to that end?”
And if the answer was “Yes” the Government lost votes across the nation. Canada continued to
accept and harbor American draft dodgers, even deserters. American faculty were gradually
being dismissed by Canadian colleges and universities. Entry and distribution of American news
magazines and other publications were obstructed. Protesters picketed the Embassy and
Consulates.

Finally, the anti-U.S. posture became so marked that the opposition Party, the Conservative,
introduced a resolution in Parliament condemning the Government for its anti-Americanism
which, had it passed would have been the same as a “no-confidence” vote, and the Trudeau
Government would have fallen. He countered, adeptly, by announcing a visit by President
Nixon, his first out of the U.S. The resolution got nowhere. The visit took place with the usual
U.S. hype, although official Canadian reception was proper but measured. My conviction was
that Mr. Nixon needed that visit to boost his standing at home, where Canada and Trudeau were



popular. But the truer measure was a scribble by Henry Kissinger found after a session of the two
leaders. It read “Trudeau S.O.B.” It leaked to the Canadian press but was suppressed. Trudeau
went to visit China before, as I recall, his return visit to the U.S.

At the same time he was strikingly accommodating to Québec and was forcing English Canada
in that direction. He visited his native Province often giving rousing speeches in fluent French.
He engineered constitutional changes, economic aid, and even went so far as to require present
civil servants to learn and demonstrate fluency in French as a qualification for promotion and
retention, as well as requiring French of new applicants for employment. In the end he
successfully defeated Québec separatism, but it was a near thing.

Q: Now there are two target areas here you pointed out. One is the actual terrorism, danger,
threat to American embassy people or Americans in general. And then there is the psychological
battle, if you will. How did you fight these two principal battles?

TOUMANOFF: Let me come to the terrorism later.

We didn’t fight the nationalism, although Washington did defend U.S. interests against some of
the discriminatory economic measures such as obstruction of U.S. publications. But those were
technical legal issues taken up in established trade treaty institutions, which, incidentally were
seemingly always engaged in one or another U.S.-Canadian trade question. We were each other’s
major trading partners. They drew little if any public attention. The publications obstruction was
unpopular among Canadians and eventually died quietly for the most part.

But the Embassy, every Consulate and all other American Government offices in Canada, and
the U.S. Government as a whole, consistently and successfully stayed out of the Québec
separatism fray. Whenever asked for an opinion, and there was much legitimate curiosity, as well
as intentional provocation, the standard and uniform answer was that this was a Canadian matter,
and we had no comment on it whatsoever. Public America is, of course, irrepressible. Every
talking head and writing pundit had a field day. The resulting chaos of comment provided
Canadians with whatever answer they might want to praise or blame, and, by contrast with our
habitual ignorance and inattention, lots of satisfyingly prominent coverage.

As for the anti-Americanism, we made believe it didn’t exist, and it was not a topic Canadians
felt comfortable to raise with us. Besides, there was the Nixon visit’s public face to hide behind.

Q: That was wise, they would have been in a fighting mood, and they couldn’t fight if there
wasn’t an enemy. That ‘No Comment’ about Québec hasn’t changed by so much as a comma
ever since.

TOUMANOFF: Now about terrorism and the Force Liberation Québecoise (FLQ). I’d call them
Québec Freedom Fighters, which is how they thought of themselves. That group and their
terrorist activities have been well documented since, but there are a few things that may have
been missed and may not be readily available in various archives. I’ll try to stick to those and
make it brief.



By the time I arrived to take up my duties at the Embassy in Ottawa, which was about September
of 1969, the FLQ was planting bombs, fuzed dynamite sticks as I recall, in public mailboxes in
Québec and blowing them up. Then came the worst.

A Volkswagen in Montreal ran a red light, was flagged down by the police, the driver jumped
out and ran, escaping. In the car the police found a stack of FLQ posters proclaiming that they
had kidnapped the American Consul General in Montreal and were holding him hostage. Their
demands were something along the lines of immunity from arrest, publication and broadcast of
their manifesto, and I think resignation of the Provincial government and a plebiscite on Québec
independence. They were a bit premature as they had not yet kidnapped the Consul General, and
counter-measures were immediately taken. The Embassy and all our 12 Consulates across
Canada were notified, heavy police guards provided, and the news of the FLQ plot widely
publicized. The FLQ, realizing they had lost their chance at an American, moved quickly and
promptly seized a British equivalent, I think the British Trade Commissioner in Montreal. Their
demands were rejected and an intense hunt began. However, not long after, the FLQ managed to
capture a prominent member of the Québec Government, a Provincial Minister if my memory
serves. Him they held in a Montreal house, tortured, and ultimately killed, evidently in his
attempt to escape. They fled the house, and vanished. Some weeks later, they were caught in an
outlying farmhouse. The Britisher was rescued unharmed, They were tried and jailed, probably
for life. Their life in prison, I imagine, was not pleasant, but they and the FLQ dropped out of
public sight. They had also greatly harmed their cause.

Q: And discredited it totally.
TOUMANOFF: Yes, it was too savage for the Canadian culture.
Q: Including the Québecois?

TOUMANOFF: Too savage, even for Québécois secessionists. This was simply beyond the pale.
I think there were very few, just a handful of these radical madmen prepared to act that way. You
were in Montreal later as Consul General for four years. I don’t think the FLQ functions any
longer, does it?

Q: Well, they do in telling old stories, but not these kinds of stories, because those terrorists were
immediately discredited.

TOUMANOFF: No activism now?
Q: No, none whatsoever, except perhaps a bit of “old times” talk.

TOUMANOFF: That episode in Montreal affected the Embassy and our Consulates General, so
let me turn to that now. There was, of course very close contact between the Embassy and the
Canadian police, that is the Mounties, the RCMP. But it went through a liaison group in the
Embassy for systematic contact with the Canadian Government on security matters. I got
involved only once. The Canadian Government had asked all Canadian print and broadcast
organizations to refrain from reporting any manifestoes or other statements from the FLQ. I



happened to know that a radio station in northern New Hampshire or Vermont broadcast
programs in French to the large French Canadian populations in those two states, and to the
Québcois across the border. So I alerted our liaison people to have the U.S. Government request
that station, and any others broadcasting in French, also to refrain from carrying FLQ statements
until the Canadian media did, and we told the Canadians we had done so.

After that FLQ kidnapping poster the Department had to try to address the whole question of
terrorism in Canada directed against the Embassy, the Consulates General, and Americans at
large. I’ll not get into that larger picture, that’s for archive study. Individually, we all knew we
were targeted. Measures, now familiar, but then quite novel, were instituted. Guards were posted
at the buildings and the residences of the Ambassador and Consuls General. For fear of a letter
bomb we were told not to open our mail at home unless we either recognized the handwriting or
we were otherwise absolutely confident that it was a legitimate piece of mail. If not, we were
told not to open it, to touch it as little as possible, and to call the police.

Q: Security-or Canadian.

TOUMANOFF: The Canadian federal police, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, the
“Mounties,” and we were given an emergency 24-hour telephone number which all family
members had to carry with them at all times.

Q: Who are responsible under diplomatic tradition for diplomatic and consular safety in
Canada.

TOUMANOFF: Right. In fact, we were given a whole lot of precautions and advice, well
intended but by and large pretty useless. We were to vary your route from home to and from the
Embassy, as well as shopping and any other habitual movements like dog walking. Call taxis,
vary our hours, not walk alone, look both ways every time we stepped out of your house, keep
the house doors always bolted and locked, always set our home alarm system if we had one, or
perhaps get one. Keep someone informed of our whereabouts and expected time of return. Travel
by daylight and in company as much as possible, etc.

Q: Did you? Did we get security alarms?

TOUMANOFF: No. That is, not at Government expense. I installed one after our house had been
burgled and set afire, fortunately quickly put out. It was a silent alarm direct to the police. It was
tripped late one night by a thunder storm. They came, forced the front door, stepped over our
soundly sleeping dog (he was a bit deaf), and we woke up with their flashlights in our eyes. But
that’s a different story. Had nothing to do with terrorism.

Q: Total security.

TOUMANOFF: Well, total of a sort. Anyway, the advice was really almost impossible to follow,
and even if followed, unavailing. Like so many others in the Foreign Service now at risk, the fact
is that anybody determined to capture you could easily find a pretty sure way of doing it. To fail

they would have to either make a mistake, or be unlucky. As a practical matter the safest place is



in jail, which I fear some of our Embassies are beginning to resemble.
Q: Or shoot you, if that’s their objective.

TOUMANOFF. Yes, or shoot you. If that’s their objective its even easier. We were very careful
with the mail, and reasonably so within practical limits in our movements. But we decided not to
tell our children unless orders came to evacuate unessential spouses and children. Such orders
never did, and no attempt against us or consular personnel took place that I ever heard of. I think
the RCMP would have informed us of any attempt they might have learned of.

But the Embassy received a couple of bomb scares in the next few months, notice by phone that
a bomb had been planted in the building. We would all scramble out and stand around while the
police searched the place. They never found anything and nothing ever exploded. But it did take
a long time and disrupt things some. It also reminded us not to get sloppy.

Q: Lovely targets, standing around.

TOUMANOFF: It also made you feel, as you said, Bill, quite vulnerable, because the entire staff
of the Embassy would move out some distance, and gather on the grounds of Parliament across
the street.

Q: Very nice open area.

TOUMANOFF: Well, yes. A great big open area with lots of access. But that was the center of
Government with the Parliament and Government Ministries on three sides, with police always
stationed and on patrol, in addition to the ones who responded to the bomb threat.

Q: You may be pleased to know that those are the same instructions we received in Beirut, and
we went outside and stood outside the embassy in Beirut. So at least we re consistent.

TOUMANOFF: Yes, well, yes. But the fact is that there isn’t any conceivable way I can think of
to have an embassy continue to function and be secure at the same time, unless you plant it
behind high walls in the middle of 20 acres of open land. Anyway, very quickly, when you’re
faced with it in practice, you discover that if somebody wants to kidnap you or shoot you, they’re
going to do it.

Q: Yes, and that’s really the message to get across. Just be careful. Do the following things that
might help. Don’t make it any easier.

TOUMANOFF: You can, presumably, protect an embassy from being bombed from the inside.
You can’t really protect an embassy from having some mortar rounds aimed at it or some
shoulder launched rocket grenades to be launched at it, or get shot up by a gun. Even in Moscow
some character stopped his car, unloaded an AK-47, shot up the embassy, and got away. No one
was injured.

Q: Any more stories about Canada that you want to tell?



TOUMANOFF: It is another one on Québec separatism, which is doubtless buried in detail in
archives, but may be worth mentioning as a reminder. It illustrates the sensitivity of that issue for
Trudeau, its international reach, something of the Québecois illusions, and the weight of Canada
on a global scale.

The central issue for the separatists was an historic and very present threat to the survival of their
French language and culture, from English Canada by both intention and disregard, and from the
U.S. by its colossal influence in every sphere. They consequently turned, eagerly, to France as
their mother country, for practical support and emotional sustenance. The French response was
modest, lukewarm, nothing like the passionate embrace they sought. The French were friendly
and recognized historic ties, but seemed somehow preoccupied with other matters, which, of
course, they were.

Québec sought a visit by de Gaulle, the President of France. After some delay, Trudeau evidently
decided it was better to invite de Gaulle on a state visit than to delay indefinitely and inflame the
issue to a separatist battle cry. De Gaulle accepted, landed in Montreal to a wild, hero’s
welcome, and stayed, instead of going on promptly to Ottawa, the Capital, as protocol would
require. Worse, his public statements increasingly celebrated the ties between Québec and
France, until in a public address from the Mayor of Montreal’s balcony to the cheering crowd
below he ended a real stem-winder with the cry “Vive La Québec Libre!” — Long Live Free
Québec — the separatist and FLQ rallying cry. The Trudeau Government promptly invited him to
leave Canada, which he did.

I read that several ways. In the first place it was a shocking provocation to all the rest of Canada.
Secondly, de Gaulle must have known the economic damage separatism was already causing
Québec as capital fled and investment faltered. He also must have known that his act would
accelerate that damage. Moreover, he had no intention or even capability to provide
compensatory support. It was a wanton act of destruction and as such a profound insult to
Canada as a measure of how little importance he ascribed to that nation. The episode was also
symptomatic of the illusion, more accurately the delusion prevalent in French Québec that
France would somehow be the savior of their culture and shield them from their anxieties.

Q: I find it particularly interesting, and I think it’s almost the root of the problem, is the way
Canada was founded by two father/mother countries — France and England — and all through its
history these two different cultures have been vying with each other in many ways, and one
losing.

TOUMANOFF: And fought a war about it.

Q: Yes, that too. And the arrogance of the victorious British colonials, and the opposite French
arrogance in complaining about the Anglo presence and activities. That to me is pretty much the
underpinning of the separatism. In a sense the Québecois won. In fairly short order they got
what they wanted, respect if not honor, dignity, and more elbow room to run their own affairs
within the confederation, including more equal terms to compete with the Anglos. Now, can you
give us your views from that perspective because I think that’s very important to the nationalism



of Canada and their survivability as a nation?

TOUMANOFF: Bill, I think all you say is true, but it would take a book to describe the gains
and losses of the separatist spasm. Their successes came at a price, one of which is that assertive
Frenchness still retards their material prosperity. It is a modest economic handicap. Probably
willingly paid.

But I had a somewhat different take, and it’s not limited to Québec, or Canada. But I’d put
Québec into the following context. It seemed to me even then that the speed of change in the
context of human life was increasingly disorienting people. Put another, narrower way, scientific
and technological development and application, for example, was out of societal control and
accelerating. Not just their subject matter, but especially their effects on peoples’ lives were
outstripping common comprehension, as well as the institutions societies had created for some
sort of orderly governance of our lives. In noble, and sometimes ignoble, efforts somehow to
manage we were creating civilizations too complex for anyone to understand. The forces
determining the daily fate of individuals, and of ever growing masses, seem gargantuan,
infinitely beyond our capacity to influence, or even anticipate. The result is not conducive to
global mental health. Much follows from that aspect of our reality, some of it is about Canada.

It is easy to generate anti-Americanism. We are the origin and engine, not to say main if
selective beneficiary and common victim, of most of those forces. How else could Trudeau
succeed when Canada’s evident prosperity in every realm (perhaps excepting weather) is a
product of the United States?

I judged, and still do, that the real forces loose in our world are of such potency, and
accelerating, that short of a raging civil war which seemed most unlikely, whether Québec
seceded or it didn’t secede was not going to govern the welfare of the Québécois, or the
Canadians, or the United States: That separatism might be interesting, but didn’t really matter
very much. Now that would have been the wrong thing to say out loud in Canada.

Q: You couldn’t say that. Only the opposite, and that too, would have been a mistake. Now I see
what you meant by “no comment.”

TOUMANOFF: Bill, I was very conscious of the obstacles which Canadian nationalism, and
anti-Americanism to the extent it existed, placed in the way of smooth resolution of lots of
relatively small problems, and a few relatively big ones involving more than just the U.S. and
Canada. But once again, the power of wealth, the power of economics, the power of the totally
permeable boundary-

Q: And peace between us.

TOUMANOFF: Yes, and peace between us, and the wisdom of the United States in, for
goodness’ sake, not taking sides on any of those internal French/Anglo issues, and Trudeau’s
French sense of scorn and superiority and the Québecois arrogance about Anglo-Saxon and
American culture being part of that whole picture — it still struck me that other forces, not
government control, were going to command the destiny of that nation, our own nation, and the



world at large. And it seems to me that that’s happening ever more.
Q. Vlad, that was your last assignment in the Foreign Service wasn'’t it?

TOUMANOFF: Yes. I took early retirement from Ottawa and headed home.

ARNOLD DENYS
Vice Consul
Halifax, Nova Scotia (1970)

Arnold Denys was born in Varsenare, Belgium. He emigrated to the United States
to study at Gonzaga University in Spokane, Washington. While at Gonzaga,
Denys developed an interest in the Foreign Service. He then transferred to
Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service. In 1955, he became a
naturalized U.S. Citizen. Upon graduation from Georgetown University, he was
drafted into service for the military. His Foreign Service career included
positions in Panama, Egypt, Greece, Mexico, Canada, and Belgium. This is an
excerpt from his memoirs entitled Son of Flanders.

DENYS: On January 16, 1970, twelve weeks later, we took off from Pittsburgh airport for
Halifax, Canada. Consul Arthur L. Price met us and helped us with Canadian Customs. During
the twenty-minute drive to downtown Halifax, Art briefed me on some of the responsibilities |
would be involved in. I learned that it was a formal post, with a wide range of social obligations.
Before we checked into the Citadel Inn Motel, Nancy Price invited us for dinner at her home.

The Consulate General was located in the Bank of Nova Scotia building. Consul General
Alexander Peaslee welcomed me to the office. I was impressed by his frank talk on the post’s
political and consular objectives, which were to stabilize US-Canadian relations. He said that
besides my visa and citizenship duties, I would be expected to participate in protocol functions.

I was impressed by Mr. Peaslee’s intellectual background. His specialty was Chinese history and
Asian affairs. He was also well-versed in US-Canadian relations. Both he and Mrs. Peaslee were
teaching at Mount Saint Vincent University (Catholic college in Halifax). Consul Price and his
wife also held impressive academic credentials. Every morning Consul General Peaslee would
have a small ten-minute staff meeting. It grew into an interesting roundup of political and
cultural topics.

Halifax is an attractive port city. I was often reminded that it was from here that the “Liberty
Ships” sailed to Europe at the beginning of World War II. Consul General Peaslee did not waste
time introducing me to a number of local officials and other foreign diplomats in the Province.
At a lunch at the Halifax Business Club he introduced me to Mr. T. W. Robinson, British Trade
Commissioner (equivalent of Consul), and paid a call on Superintendent R. J. Ross, chief of the
Royal Mounted Canadian Police of Nova Scotia.



Besides calling on Canadian officials we went apartment hunting. It did not take long to find a
nice apartment in a wooded pine tree area of Clayton Park. Our quick settling in helped me to
focus on my consular work.

On January 27 the Consul General introduced me to the honorable G.I. Smith, Premier of the
Province of Nova Scotia, at Province House, the historic legislative building. Premier Smith was
a Progressive Conservative and quite a popular official, with a great sense of humor. I also met
Mr. G. A. Reagan, a liberal and the leader of the opposition party in the Province of Nova Scotia.
Under the Federalist system of government in Canada, the federal government of Ottawa is
independent from the Provinces.

Besides the protocol visits, we issued immigrant and non immigrant visas for all the maritime
provinces of Canada (Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island). When reference
is made to the Atlantic Provinces it includes the above and Newfoundland.

On January 26, 1970, I received a Department of External Affairs note of the Canadian
government’s recognition of my consular commission. This official note was sent to the US
Embassy in Ottawa. It accorded definitive recognition of my status as Vice Consul. It later
appeared in the issue of the Canada Gazette.

Consul General Peaslee observed every detail of diplomatic protocol. He remarked: “Now that
the note has been received you can officially call on the Mayor of Halifax.” He accompanied me
to his Worship, Mayor Allan O’Brien, at the Halifax City Hall. It was a pleasant event. We
discussed economic issues of Nova Scotia and learned that Volvo, the Swedish car factory,
planned to expand their facilities in Halifax in order to export Volvos to the United States.

The Lieutenant Governor of Nova Scotia, Victor de B. Oland, received me the next month at
Government House, a protocol meeting to recognize my official accreditation as consular officer.
It went well, but a few hours later I developed a high fever. A Canadian doctor advised me to
cancel appointments, and I stayed in bed several days to recuperate from exhaustion.

I went on my first consular trip, February 3, through Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. For the
first time I drove on the Trans-Canada highway. The trip was hazardous because of unexpected
strong winds and rain storms. I stopped in Springhill, Nova Scotia, to visit the federal prison. It is
a minimum security institution with about 200 inmates. I talked to three incarcerated Americans.
A catholic priest who worked as a social worker showed me the modern compound, which
included living quarters and industrial-vocational areas where inmates learned different trades. I
talked with director warden Hamilton. He said, “Every prisoner of the maritime provinces is first
processed at the Federal Penitentiary in Dorchester, New Brunswick, and are then sent to various
prisons.” A convicted prisoner can apply for parole after having served one third of his sentence.
Such action is decided by the Canadian National Parole Board. When US citizens were eligible
for parole they were served with deportation papers. My next visit was in Moncton, a French
cultural stronghold. French speaking Canadians in the Maritime Provinces are called Acadians.
Many earn their living by farming.

I then stopped in Dorchester and saw three other American inmates. I had a good talk with each



one. They appeared satisfied with living conditions and took advantage of vocational reading.
Canadian prisons would put some of US and Mexican prisons to shame. Everything was clean
and well-organized. There appeared to be no discontent or violence.

I spent the night at St. John, New Brunswick (a former loyalist stronghold), and met Consul
General Jorgenssen and Vice consul Richard Howell. They were both preparing for the post’s
closure March 1.

On the drive back, we noticed how the scenery in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia had long,
well kept highways and stands of pine trees. Service stations included ESSO, Gulf Oil, Texaco,
and Irving Oil. American investment in Canada was high. I saw a CBC (Canadian Broadcasting
Company) TV documentary which showed Canadian concerns with the increase of US
investment. In 1970 we felt a strong Canadian nationalist sentiment related to US-Canadian trade
and economic issues, but not as much as compared to the nationalist feelings in Mexico. The
Canadian economy was very much connected to the North American economy. Both countries
were also determined to fight inflation.

In Halifax, I became involved in the adjudication of immigrant and nonimmigrant visas. Many
Canadians wanted to immigrate to the United States. Some professionals were qualified, but for
many others there was a long waiting list. The labor market in 1970 was not as bright as in the
1950s. The Department of Labor, in conjunction with Immigration and Naturalization Service,
approved the jobs which could not be filled by Americans. One of the crucial points for
adjudication was the papers offering employment in the United States. I often called potential
employers in the States to confirm such job offers.

We also issued a large number of nonimmigrant visas. Some of the tourist applications in Halifax
were difficult to adjudicate. There were many Oriental students at Dalhousie and St. Mary’s
Universities who studied medicine and nursing. Many of these graduates wanted to work in the
US, but not all doctors were qualified to practice medicine in the United States. For example,
some Indian and Pakistani doctors who worked in a Canadian hospital wanted to emigrate to the
United States. These Third World nationals needed to take tests in medicine and English to prove
that they were eligible and able to practice medicine in the United States. Canadian doctors who
applied for such visas usually did not encounter difficulties as they spoke English.

The tourist visa load was a mixed bag. I had nurses from Panama applying for tourist visas, a
family from Argentina applying for a visa to work in Boston, and a Belgian girl (brought up in
Zaire) teaching in Dartmouth and engaged to a American doctor whom she met at Louvain
University. There were fiancé visas for that. One day I had a Greek-Egyptian lady from
Alexandria, U.A.R., who applied for a passport for her US citizen son. I also had a large number
of Eastern Europeans (especially from Czechoslovakia) applying for tourist visas. I saw Jose
Garcia, the heavyweight champion of Venezuela, who came to apply for a visa so he could fight
in Madison Square Garden. This caused quite an excitement in the office.

Our stay in Halifax was a plus for our daughter, Rebecca. She entered Tot Dyke Nursery School,
and with the company of other children, quickly learned English. It was at that time that we
became friends with Dennis and Barbara Landers, of New Zealand, whose daughter also



attended Rebecca’ school.

Maité I attended the opening of the provincial Legislature of Nova Scotia on February 19. It was
the highlight of protocol for us. Lt. Governor Victor de B. Oland read his speech from the throne
and we joined other consuls, judges, and government officials in reserved gallery honor seats.
British Consul and Mrs. T. W. Robinson, and other consular representatives in Halifax, were
present. Just before the event we went to the Legislature Library where Premier and Mrs. Ian
Smith greeted us. Although the Lt. Governor is the representative of the Queen, his speech was
prepared by Mr. Smith’s government, the administration in power. The ceremony was full of
English traditions: a gun salute, honor guard, and representatives of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police. Afterwards, we went to Government House where a reception was held by
Governor and Mrs. Oland. There I talked with Mrs. McKinnon, wife of the Supreme Court
Justice; Mrs. Cooper of the Supreme Court; Mr. Crosby, Attorney with the Provincial
government; Commander and Mrs. John R. Ross, of the RCM Police; and Mr. Snowe, Minister
of Housing of Nova Scotia. Each province in Canada has a Lieutenant Governor, and in Ottawa
there is the Governor General, directly accountable to the Queen of England. (There are ten
provinces and two territories.)

The Provincial Legislature was in session for two months. There were many urgent economic
and social problems on the 1970 legislative agenda. One was the heavy water plant in Sydney
which had so far been a fiasco. There were also talks on the Federal and Provincial levels
regarding rent controls and inflation. I was able to judge from my visa interviews that Halifax
and Toronto were expensive cities to live in. Rents in Boston were fifteen percent cheaper than
in Halifax, and groceries were usually eight percent higher than in the US

On February 25 I was received by his Excellency, James Hayes, Catholic Archbishop of Halifax.
We talked for an hour in the drawing room of the Chancellery, a handsome residence on the
historic “arm,” a lake on Coburg Street. His secretary, Father Buckley, served sherry. We
discussed the situation of the Catholic church in Canada. The Prelate pointed out that forty-eight
percent of the people in Halifax were Catholic, compared with thirty-five percent in the Province
of Nova Scotia. This represented a substantial minority. He remarked, “Many Irish and
Highlanders from Scotland were the first Catholics to settle in Nova Scotia.” He added that the
Protestants owned much of the rural property, whereas Catholics had property in the urban areas.

We touched on the diplomatic relations between the Canadian government and the Vatican. He
said, “Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau, who is a catholic, insisted on having diplomatic relations
with the Vatican in spite of traditional Protestant opposition.”

The Archbishop impressed me as a man of vision and a down-to-earth church leader. He invited
me for lunch. We were joined by his secretary and two retired American priests who also lived at
the residence. During lunch I learned that priests and ministers in Nova Scotia were the only
ones permitted by law to perform marriages. Although the civilian type of marriage is allowed in
the Province, most persons in Nova Scotia are married by a priest or minister. The marriage
document is signed by a priest or minister and has legal validity in the courts. My host remarked
that the French Acadians had never experienced secularism, which had affected the Catholics in
France. He also referred to the Catholic Bishops’ meetings between the United States and



Canada. He said, “It helps to exchange ideas on how to manage Catholic church affairs in North
America.”

I met with Mr. Falker of the US Border Patrol in Bangor, Maine. The border patrol is the legal
enforcing arm of the Department of Justice. They look for illegal entries and the smuggling of
persons across the US-Canadian border.

The office workload was normal but the diplomatic social events gave us little time to wind
down. On an average, we had about four formal receptions to attend per week. Many NATO
ships visited the Port of Halifax so there were many social functions at the port and Canadian
military bases, which we attended.

We were invited for cocktails aboard a French escort ship, the Commandant Beauvais. This
vessel helped French fishing boats along the islands of St. Pierre and Miquelon (near
Newfoundland). Besides French Consul Michel Ribordy, many Halifax officials were present.
We also were hosts at home for drinks for Charles Baislee, Chief of Protocol of the Nova Scotian
government, and Rosalie Comeau (who was Consul General Peaslee’s secretary). Baislee was
like an elder statesman in Nova Scotia. He was very knowledgeable on the intricacies of Nova
Scotian politics. Charles also had a good sense of humor.

During my term in Halifax, Mr. Oldland, City Manager of Oklahoma City, was appointed as City
Manager in Halifax. Canadian mayors often hired US city managers.

Problems arose at Dalhousie University, in Halifax, when students began a “sit-in” in President
Hick’s office. They said they wanted more voice in the management of the university. On April
16 we received a confidential report from the Federal Canadian police that left-wing students,
headed by Dr. McKinnen from St. Mary’s University, would have a “sit-in” at the US Consulate
General and take Consul General Peaslee hostage. They planned a mock trial on the Vietnam
War, in the presence of Mr. Sullivan, a well-known TV representative in Halifax. Police and
private detectives occupied several floors of the Nova Scotia Bank building where our offices
were located. Fortunately there was no serious incident. The student group only presented a
written protest against US military action in Southeast Asia and the dispatch of troops to
Cambodia.

If things remained relatively calm in Halifax, the Cambodian crisis caused discontent and
criticism in other parts of Canada. In Toronto and Montreal there were demonstrations in front of
our consulates to protect against our involvement in Southeast Asia. The former Prime Minister
of Canada, John Diefenbaker, stated, “I know President Nixon well. I am prepared to wait until
the final outcome is known.”

Canada also claimed jurisdiction over extensive areas of arctic waters. Prime Minister Pierre
Trudeau introduced legislation in the Canadian Parliament which would give Canadian authority
over an area of 100 nautical miles. The United States recognized only a three-mile limit of
territorial waters, but, these frictions never caused great harm to US-Canada relations.

On April 20 we attended a reception at the US residence for Leopold Le Clerc, public affairs



officer of our embassy in Ottawa. We met some interesting people from the news media: Mr.
Kennedy, President of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation; Mr. Holbrooke, President of
Nova Scotia Technical College; and Mr. Doucet with an independent TV company. Halifax had
two channels (3 and 5). Channel 3 was sponsored by the government and Channel 5 by private
investors. [ also met the Pattersons, who had a radio station in Dartmouth, and Mr. Brailey with
the Canadian press.

April 24, we went on board the Lt. Marlene Mathis, of the US Navy. This vessel was attached to
Headquarters of the Canadian Shearwater Naval Base in Dartmouth. Shearwater Naval Base in
Dartmouth was the largest Canadian naval base. There were two American officers, assigned to
Dartmouth, who learned Canadian techniques of landing helicopters on submarines and aircraft
carriers. Canadian personnel were also routinely sent to the Strategic Allied Commander,
Atlantic (SACLANT) Headquarters, in Norfolk, Virginia.

In late April, US Ambassador to Canada, Adolph Schmidt, arrived in Halifax for an official visit.
We all went to the Halifax International airport to welcome him. Following tea with the
Governor and Mrs. Oland at Governor’s House, we attended a dinner for Ambassador and Mrs.
Schmidt at the residence of Consul General Peaslee. It was an intimate dinner which gave us the
opportunity to get acquainted with our Ambassador. It so happened that they were from
Pittsburgh, and Ambassador Schmidt had been Vice Governor of the Mellon interests. We had a
lot of things in common to talk about. Being a political appointee he supported the economic
policies of President Nixon. The Ambassador told me that President Nixon would keep inflation
under control and that it was a government priority to improve the balance of payments. He
stated that the Democrats had created large deficits while the Republicans under Eisenhower and
Nixon “had attempted to pay as they went along.”

Two major social events took place in honor of Ambassador Schmidt: a reception for Nova
Scotia officials, headed by Premier Smith and Mr. Reagan, leader of the liberal opposition party,
and a formal dinner at the Nova Scotia Hotel, by the Province of Nova Scotia. The Ambassador
then hosted a dinner at the Halifax Club to which we were also invited.

On May 5, the population of the Province of Quebec voted to stay within the Federation of
Canada. The Liberal Party, headed by Robert Bourassa, promised to solve its economic and
health issues. We all felt that it would have been disastrous for Canada if Quebec had seceded
from the Federation.

In early May I had to arrange a local funeral for a US citizen from South Bend, Indiana, who had
committed suicide on a Halifax Beach. His mother asked me to take care of the arrangements in
Halifax. Since he was a veteran we draped his coffin with the American flag. I accompanied the
priest to the Catholic cemetery in lower Sackville.

On May 9, I went on board the State of Maine, an old Panamanian cruiser which had been sent
by the Marine Academy of Castine, Maine. There were 400 cadets on board. It is customary
when an American ship comes into port that a Consular official goes on board to the Captain’s
quarters to welcome him. This was my first such experience. I was saluted by the officers and the
midshipmen. Lt. Bailey of the US Navy accompanied me to meet Captains Hill and Brennan in



their cabins. After chatting a while they went with me to pay a formal call on Consul General
Peaslee at the Consulate General in Halifax.

At an evening reception I learned that the US Merchant Marines’ purpose is to train cadets and
Reserve Officers for the US Navy, and also to promote US products overseas. There are four
Merchant Marine Academies in the United States. The one in Castine, Maine, is sponsored by
the federal and state governments. “One third of the expenditures are covered by the student
tuition,” the Commander stated. When we returned a formal call on the captains we could see
some popular products of Maine displayed in the ship’s main lounge, such as lobster and
potatoes.

At the end of May, Roland Wolfe, Treasury Attaché at our Embassy in Ottawa, came to Halifax
to assist US taxpayers with their income tax returns. Some post office strikes erupted in Windsor
and in other parts of Canada which lasted several weeks and spread throughout the country. It
was generally believed there was a need for wage increases in many industrial sectors of Canada.

The government of Canada also decided to let the Canadian dollar float freely on the
international market. Before that time, the Canadian dollar was “pegged” with an agreement
made with the International Monetary Fund (IMF). The Canadian government wanted to keep a
line on inflation. To us it represented a substantial loss in salary. Exports into Canada would be
cheaper. The reevaluation of the Canadian dollar affected tourism, and Canadian exports became
more expensive.

My work increased in the summer because many people wanted to go to the United States for
summer school and for pleasure.

In the middle of June, the Cuban Ambassador to Canada, Jose Fernandez de Cossio, was in
Halifax, and Nova Scotia officials invited us to attend a dinner in his honor. However, we could
not attend this Provincial event because we did not have diplomatic relations with Cuba.

The Cuban Ambassador met with Nova Scotia industry representatives and showed interest in
buying steel rails from Sydney Steel, which would be used for Cuba’s railways. He met with
Trudeau and Industry Minister Gerald Ritcey.

On June 18 we attended a dinner by the government of Nova Scotia for Israeli Ambassador to
Canada and Mrs. Ephraim Evron. It was a successful evening and several Jewish real estate
investors in Nova Scotia attended. One of the guests was Dr. Goldbloom, a researcher with the
Department of Defense. The Israeli Ambassador stated, “I hope you will be able to see Israel
someday and see what we have done with that small piece of land.”

In the middle of June, the Trudeau government issued a white paper on foreign policy. It seemed
to reflect that Canada’s policies in foreign affairs would move away from its traditional
international position, as advocated by former Foreign Minister Lester Pearson, to a more
nationalistic, pragmatic approach.

My friend, Frank Barrett, wanted us to meet his mother and aunt. We visited St. Paul’s Anglican



Church, the Nova Scotia Legislature, and the Citadel. We also motored to Peggy’s Cove.

On July 14 I drove to Moncton, New Brunswick, to attend the French National Day reception
given by French Consul to Moncton and Halifax and Mrs. Michel Ribordy.

My French came in handy during my tour in Canada. There were many official events such as
this one where it was useful to speak French with French Canadian officials and academic and
cultural leaders.

At the French Consul’s residence I met many Moncton and New Brunswick leaders: Leonard
Jones, Mayor of Moncton; Deputy Cyr, Federal Senator; Thomas Rector Savoie, of the French
University, in Moncton; and Judge Brian. I also spoke with the general manager of the French
newspaper Evangeline. Although Moncton was about sixty percent English speaking there was
intense French cultural activity at the University. But there existed no conflict between the two
linguistic groups as in the Province of Quebec.

I also met several new US prisoners incarcerated at both Springhill and Dorchester prisons. At
lunch with the assistant warden (director), at Dorchester, he told me that they had started a new
system of a traveling parole board which was authorized to make on-the-spot decisions and to
parole inmates without a formal review. This would improve our consular relations between
Canada and the United States.

On August 1, 1970, I visited Fredericton, the capital of New Brunswick, and the Lord
Beaverbrook Art Museum where Salvador Dali’s “Santiago El Grande” dominates.

The following week I learned of the August 7 murder of USAID official, Dan A. Mitrione, in
Montevideo, Uruguay. It was a shameful act on the part of irresponsible terrorists. It put a
damper on our Latin American policies.

In spite of the terrorist acts occurring in Latin America there were some positive signs on the
horizon - in the bilateral agreement between President Diaz Ordaz of Mexico and President
Nixon.

August 24, I met Ambassador of Japan to Canada, Shinichi Kondo, at a dinner in his honor by
the Government of Nova Scotia. The Japanese Ambassador came to visit the Toyota car
assembly plant in Sydney, Nova Scotia.

A similar dinner was given August 20, in honor of the Indonesian Ambassador to Canada,
Darmo Bandoro. I met Dr. Morgan, President of Kings College in Halifax. Attorney General
Donohue of Nova Scotia referred to the fact that Nova Scotia and Indonesia had many maritime
interests in common.

EMMERSON M. BROWN
Economic Counselor
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Washington, DC (1973-1975)

Emmerson Brown was born in Michigan in 1920. He graduated from Olivet
College in Michigan with a teacher's certificate, and worked at a number of jobs
before traveling to Algiers, Morocco, Addis Ababa and Egypt to work with
refugees. He entered the Foreign Service exam in 1950. His career included
positions in Bombay, Bonn, the Hague, Ottawa, and Washington, DC. Mr. Brown
was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy on February 2, 1990.

Q: This is one of the examples of what can be done with a political ambassador. Then in 1970
you moved to Ottawa as economic counselor. You were there from '70 - '73. How did this
assignment come about.

BROWN: How did it come about? It came about because Chuck Wootton, who had been the
economic counselor, was posted I believe, to Bonn. So that opened Ottawa. And as I understand,
what I am about to say I have had to piece together and I couldn't swear that this is what
happened. But it seems to me that this is what happened.

Len Weiss had been involved in GATT negotiations to get rid of so called non-tariff barriers, the
new term for quantitative import restrictions, but more comprehensive. He had been led to
believe that he was going to go to Geneva as an ambassador work on -- non-tariff barriers -- and
he was very sensitive to the possibility of being an ambassador. Oh dear, there's a little more to it
than this, because Weiss had been economic minister at Bonn and wanted to be DCM. The
ambassador was very happy with Russ Fessenden as his DCM and asked Washington to do
something about it; this resulted in Weiss being brought back to Washington and Wootton going
to Bonn. Anyway, there was Weiss without an assignment, under the impression that he had a
brief to go to Geneva as an ambassador. But for personnel purposes, they had transferred him to
Ottawa to take Wootton's job. That's how he was getting paid. Both the DCM and the
ambassador at Ottawa did the usual phoning around and finding out, and it was pretty clear that
Ottawa would be attractive to Weiss, only if he were DCM or was assured of becoming DCM.
That was not on. So then they had to find a place for him and this ambassadorship was held out
to him and so Ottawa opened suddenly. (Weiss was later done in, the job in Geneva didn't work
out and he ended up doing something else. I guess he went into INR, as I did later). Anyhow,
Ottawa came open on short notice. I was at the end of my third year of what was supposed to be
a four or five year tour at The Hague. I knew that this couldn't go on forever, even though it was
a wonderfully pleasant and interesting assignment. I had learned Dutch and it was great fun.
Suddenly I was asked if I would be interested. Our two older children were just getting ready for
college so Ottawa seemed too much to hope for. I thought that they would send us to Lower
Slobovia or God knows where. The idea of getting to Ottawa was just too good to be true and I
jumped at it.

Q: You went as economic counselor. The ambassador to begin with was Adolph Schmidt and
then William Porter. How did Adolph Schmidt work?



BROWN: Adolph Schmidt, the ambassador. You couldn't design a nicer person and he had, we
thought, a virtual Neanderthal political position, which was a joke around the embassy. This man
was a real conservative -- for example, one of the jokes was that his idea of current events was
the Punic Wars!

There might have been some grounds for this. He was asked to speak to the English-speaking
union on a subject of current interest and I think he did suggest the Punic Wars. Charming, a
really fine man who probably thought that Canada should be a state of the union but who
realized that that was not on and that the best thing to do was to have the best relations with
Canada that one could. Above all you shouldn't throw your weight around in Ottawa. You
couldn't if you wanted to, though some of our ambassadors tried, I guess. That's not personal
knowledge on my part. I do know that Butterworth had a plane that he flew around in and he
literally had a red carpet rolled out for him.

Anyway Schmidt was low profile, low key and relied on Rufus Smith for counsel. But Schmidt
was a wonderful man, a fine man. His wife was utterly charming and down to earth. She used to
drive an airplane!

Q. Economically it was a time of almost war with Canada.

BROWN: Oh it was. Trudeau had been in office for quite some time by then and the Liberals
were very nationalistic and economically nationalistic, with sort of a mad dog fringe. Some of
them were utterly charming. You'd go to a party and meet some absolutely charming person and
they would say, you know I was brought up to hate Americans. It was so funny.

The Automobile Agreement was the bone of contention when I went up there. We had negotiated
a North American Auto Agreement which in effect made a free trade area in automobiles and
parts between Canada and the United States. And at that time, because automobile plants come
into production in fairly large "lumps"... anyway the trade had gone very drastically in Canada's
favor during the first few years of the agreement. So nobody in Washington could remember
whose idea it had been, whereas in Ottawa everybody was prepared to take credit for it. That was
a nasty one. It naturally was highly politicized and that was my introduction to Canada.

I got there in early July and in September I took part in a meeting where Phil Trezise came up
from Washington and said look, we're just getting crucified in the House of Representatives and
what we need is a statement on the floor of Parliament. It seemed a pretty innocuous statement to
me. If I had been a Canadian, I would have said that it could not possibly do you any good, but
instead the Canadians said, no, we can't do it. You've no idea what pressure we're under. Then
you know what that one worthy said? He said, when are you Americans going to exercise some
leadership? That was Jake Warren, at that time he was deputy minister of Industry, Trade and
Commerce. He later ended up being an ambassador here!

You know, all they had to do was to make a fairly innocuous statement on the floor of
Parliament and it would have met our needs. Or at least we argued that it would have met our
needs. "No, we can't do it and when are you going to exercise leadership?"



Q. How did the automobile thing play out?

BROWN: Well, first of all, the trade began to fluctuate. The trade does fluctuate. There were
consultations, during the last year that I was up there, there was an NSC study memorandum on
Canada. There was going to be an inter agency study on how to bring those Canadians to their
knees. I took part in a meeting, actually as an observer, the embassy representative, where every
agency, the Department of Labor was against the Canadians, Agriculture was against the
Canadians, Treasury hated the Canadians. and poor old State was in its usual position of saying
well, but, well, but. But then, God love Helen Junz, who was at that time a staff economist at the
Federal Reserve Board. She started asking questions and, you know, a lot of wild assertions were
being made and she said, "Well you know the figures don't support that. As a matter of fact, it's
more like this..." She faced them all down. Anyway the study ran into the sand and never was
concluded.

The different agencies would get excited about some Canadian delinquency and would start
saying, it's time we put those Canadians in their place. Whereas actually, things were going very
well.

Q: Were the different agencies in the government in Canada also reacting this way?

BROWN: It's inevitable. If we say let's do the Canadians, the Canadians say let's do the
Americans. But that's just the nature of the relationship. It's big business. In economic terms,
Canada should be a few states of the union when you come right down to it. You know for
railroad inter company purposes, Canada is two or three districts? There's a very complicated
system for getting the rail cars back home, so they're assigned to districts and the North
American railroad system doesn't recognize the border at all.

Here's another one for you on Canada. Mac Johnson, when he was the Canadian country
director, commissioned a research paper by a professor local at American University. This guy
did a survey, he and his students, and found that there were over 5,000 individual
intergovernmental agreements between governmental entities in the United States and in Canada.
Not many of those were at the national level. It's the damnedest thing.

Take for example adoption. A Canadian couple moves to Texas and they adopted a child and the
adoption regulations in Canada require six month reports. Well they don't want to go back every
six months. So they checked in with the local social services. They got the local social services
to get in touch with the Canadian social services and they worked out an arrangement. That kind
of thing is all over the place.

Q: Pollution of the Great Lakes, wheat sales to the Soviet Union, access to Canadian oil, surtax
dumping, eggs, tires, beef. Which ones of these really caused some problems?

BROWN: Well, the auto agreement was the big issue. Agriculture was a standing issue, of
course, because those poor Canadians decided to have their country north of ours and you get all
kinds of problems. A typical problem would be the Canadians barring the import of strawberries



late in the season. Ours would be in full production, whereas theirs would be just coming in and
they didn't want the market swamped with American fruit. So they would put up a temporary ban
and we would come up and holler about it and demand compensation and call them dirty names.
I remember one of these sessions -- I think it was strawberries or raspberries. Whenever
Americans come up to Ottawa they're treated very well in a material sense. There's always a nice
luncheon at the Chateau Laurier. All of that thing is done very well, there'll even be cocktail
parties and so on. But when it comes to negotiations, they're hard as nails. In this particular case,
we'd been talking all morning and stopped for lunch. At the end of the lunch, I was just at the
point of telling the Canadian leader that I wanted to congratulate him, because this had been the
first time I'd ever been at one of these sessions where the Canadian side didn't come up with the
line, "if you really understood what we've been proposing you'd realize it's good for you."
Whereupon the Canadian said, "you know, if you really understood this proposal, you'd know it
was in your interest too."

Every bilateral issue is about ten times more important to the Canadians than it is to us.
Q: Because of the 10 to 1 population.

BROWN: So they prepare. On a little thing they'll have a big brief and they'll put their big guns
in. And we'll send up some guy who probably reads the briefing book on the plane.

Q. How about the difference between Schmidt and William J. Porter?

BROWN: I was the Canadian director for the time Porter was up there and I only met him two or
three times.

Q: Was there a difference?

BROWN: It was night and day, night and day. I heard that one of the stories that was told about
Porter had to do with the Quebec political movement.

When we went to Canada in 1970, a Brit was being held hostage. They killed a Quebec labor
minister. A building was bombed in Ottawa just a few days after we got there. Nobody was
killed. So it was tense. Out in Rockcliffe, which was where most of the diplomats lived, and the
cabinet ministers, they had Mounties on guard. We lived in a different part of town and we were
put out that we didn't get that kind of protection. We probably were safer simply because of
location.

So there were tense times on those days. Security measures were justified. I'm told that when
Porter got up there he started having drills. Officers were sent out to man the stairwells. The
damnedest thing.

Q: Porter was coming from the Vietnam experience, wasn't he?

BROWN: Well Porter, was booted out by Kissinger because Kissinger wanted Sisco as Under
Secretary. I guess they gave Porter his choice of what was open, and since he was a couple of



years from retirement he picked Ottawa. It was funny. Virtually everything I heard about him up
there was personal rather than business. One thing, however -- to point out the essential
ridiculousness we sometimes display -- the tradition is for the American ambassador to give his
first speech to an joint meeting of two clubs in Ottawa, I've forgotten their names. Well, Porter
did that and at the time we were having an awful time on oil. Porter held up a little bottle of shale
oil and said, "See, we don't depend on you for oil, we're going to develop all this shale. We've
got enough shale to last us two millennia!!" Well we've got it but its pretty expensive. Anybody
who really knew the situation must have thought, my god, what is this man trying to sell?

Porter was very peculiar in his Ottawa incarnation. He left Ottawa to go off to Saudi Arabia
where he was back in his element, after Kissinger fired Aikens.

Two things about Porter when he was being briefed. I used to have to pick him up at his office
and take him through the halls to wherever his appointment was. He either wouldn't go alone or
couldn't go alone. I found that a little strange.

The other thing about him I learned one time I was in Ottawa consulting. We had lunch at the
Rideau Club. Porter was a great ham radio operator and he said, "You know, these Canadians,
they say they go off ice-fishing, but I talk with them by radio and they don't any fishing at all.
All they do is go out and drink." He was right about that.

Q. Going back to the period when you were with Schmidt up in Canada, did you ever feel that
the US was trying to economically punish the Canadians for differing with us on the whole
Vietnam War issue? Trudeau, after all, was giving us a very hard time.

BROWN: There certainly was bad blood in the White House. You know that from the Nixon
transcripts. At that time oil was a problem. It happened that in 1971 the Canadians, for the first
time, were not adding to their petroleum reserves. That prompted them to take a completely new
look at oil exports to the United States, which incensed Washington. The Nixon people didn't
like Trudeau. Trudeau was righter than not on these issues. For example, the way he handled
things when the Nixon tapes came out. When Nixon called him an ass hole, Trudeau simply
remarked that that he had been called worse things by worse people. He just let it roll off.

Q: Then as economic counselor, you were not under any constraints to find ways of punishing
the Canadians economically.

BROWN: On almost any important economic issue, intergovernmental, the thing is so important
that it is handled by the departments directly concerned. They'd just have the embassy, the State
Department, along as observers. In the old days, the personal relations at the departmental level
were so good that these guys got on the phone and settled matters. They kept a lot of problems
from getting too far.

Q: So there wasn't any feeling that you got that the White House was trying to use economic
force to bring the Canadians around.

BROWN: Well, I think there probably was. That's latent, it's there all the time. Everybody who



has ever dealt with Canada thinks that the relationship is so large and important that obviously if
we managed it better, it could do great things for us.

But if you talk to a Canadian about it he would say, what are you hollering about, you own 80%
of our factories. You find that when you understand the facts that things are the way they are for
pretty good reasons. But as far as being upset, how do you think Phil Trezise felt when Jake
Warren told him, we can't do that, we can't do that.

Most people who dealt with the Canadians consider them very difficult to deal with because
they're always under the gun. It's the Harvard-Yale game every time, as far as they're concerned.

Well, little things. The New Year's reception at the Houses of Parliament. The protocol guy from
External Affairs, gets up and announces the order in which you will go in to shake hands with
the Governor General. And he says, "Yeah, we jiggered the alphabet so you would be at the
end."

Q: You mean "Les Etats Units"

BROWN: It was funny, really. But he got a certain amount of real satisfaction in doing it.

On specific issues, if they really are hard ones, they are hard to deal with. But things work out
pretty well. Take that issue out on George's Bank, with the fishermen, now.

By the way, you know the fisheries treaty with Canada, not with Canada but with Great Britain, I
think its our first treaty ever.

Q: And its been a problem ever since.
BROWN: As long as you have fish, you have a fisheries problem.
Q: Did you get much involved or was this pretty much resolved at a different level?

BROWN: Fisheries, well there was always a guy coming out from Interior and there again is a
good example of how things work out.

This was a nasty problem. It was Fraser River salmon, a difficult one to handle technically. They
talked and came to a kind of arrangement and then the delegation had a meeting in my office.
Interior had brought along Washington State representatives, I think Oregon, too. Anyhow the
Interior official talked with these guys. He said he thought there would be a problem policing the
agreement. And the guy from Washington said, "Well I know so and so on the Canadian side and
he's a skookum fellow and I think that we can probably work it out all right." This is the only
time I've ever heard skookum used.

Q: People are used to working out solutions.

BROWN: People know we need solutions, and we know we aren't going to go to war over it.



Although these damned New England fisherman are beginning to shoot. By the way, there have
been gun shots across the border up in North Dakota on water and trade issues.

Q. Coming back, did you spend most of your time on Canadian matters?
BROWN: I was the Canadian country director for two years.
Q: Then you went to INR?

BROWN: Yes.

WAYNE LEININGER
Consular Officer
Toronto (1971-1974)

Born in New York State, Mr. Leiniger was raised in New York and Florida. After
graduating from Florida State University he joined the Foreign Service. His
foreign assignments, primarily in the Consular field, include Moscow, Tel Aviv,
Hong Kong and New Delhi, where he was Regional Supervisory Consul General.
After attending the State Department’s Senior Seminar, Mr. Leiniger had several
assignments in Washington concerning Personnel Management.

LEININGER: Toronto was a very good “learning” post. We don’t issue any non-immigrant visas
(NIVs) to Canadians. In those days, we had a lot of third country applicants for U.S. visitor visas
who would tell you that they had decided “only yesterday” to visit the U.S. — that is, after having
crossed an ocean or two to get to Canada, they suddenly realized it bordered on the U.S. Yes,
right! In those days, we still processed immigrant visas (Ivs) in Toronto — this was before all the
immigrant visa processing for Eastern Canada was consolidated in Montreal. Most of those
applicants were third-country nationals, also, from all parts of the world. Adjustment of status to
permanent resident by a foreigner who had violated the terms of his visa while he or she was in
the U.S. was not possible under the law; someone who wanted to do that had to leave the U.S.
and apply in Canada or another foreign country. No one at all born in the Western hemisphere
could adjust their status — by law — and so they also had to come to Canada to be processed for
an immigrant visa. We pre-processed everybody — examined all aspects of the case even before
seeing the applicant — because the Canadians were unwilling to let people enter their country
unless there was some evidence that they would be re-admitted to the U.S. So we had to check
all of these people’s documents — immigrant visa petitions, police certificates, medical papers,
etc. — in advance. If they needed and qualified for waivers of any ineligibilities, we pre-processed
those as well. So in some cases, we would deny a visa, apply the waiver, and issue the visa, all at
the same interview!

Q: Who was our Consul-General in Toronto?

LEININGER: Joe Henderson, a former director of the Visa Office. He was a good man to have



in the front office for those of us who were issuing visas, since he understood visa law. My
immediate boss, who turned out to be my best consular boss ever, was Warren Swope. He was an
s.0.b., and proud of it. I bet the people in the Visa Office still have a Swope file. They showed it
to me before I left for Toronto; it was three and a half inches thick. The file was filled with
documentation of battles that Washington had with Swope. He had risen through the ranks from
a staff person, to head of the consular section in Toronto. He may have started as a
communicator or courier or something like that, and then moved into consular work. He and
every other consular or administrative officer at a post were staff officers. I was the only “exam”
consular officer at post.

Later, when I became an instructor in consular work at FSI 1976, I had a contact in the Bureau of
Personnel (PER) run off copies of personal audit reports of everybody in the consular cone. I
found out that, as of that time, still 55% of all consular officers were still non-exam officers. Two
thirds of all female consular officers were non-exam officers, and more than half of them had no
more than a high school diploma. They had become officers without ever having to pass the
Foreign Service entrance exam.

Q: It is important to talk about this issue a little because I think the general perception has been
that staff officers were narrow-gauged,” green eyeshade” types, very literal-minded who had no
appreciation for the larger picture, often without college degrees. They were people who had
begun their career as staff officers in many different areas, such as communications or
secretarial work, and had eventually been assigned to consular or administrative work. There
were exceptions, but in general that was the view and, in fact, the case.

LEININGER: True. And that was the charge against the consular officers for many, many years.
This view had an impact on the new young exam Foreign Service officers who were assigned to
consular work during their first or second tours. In fact, we “newbies” wondered, after being at
post for three or four weeks, why the people doing consular or administrative work did not
measure up to the quality people we had met in Washington. We wondered whether the Foreign
Service had damaged these people in some way or whether these people were just left over from
a by-gone era, and that in the future the caliber of people in consular or administrative work
would improve considerably. We hoped it was the latter!

Q: What was your view of U.S.-Canada relations while serving in Toronto? My recollection from
serving in Canada many years later than you did was that English-speaking Canadians often had
a very harsh view of Americans.

LEININGER: I found the same. That view was exacerbated by the Vietnam War. The Canadians
had always seen us as too barbaric, too prone to flex our muscles, and given to action without
enough thought. When I read the op-ed page of English Canadian newspapers, I noticed that
almost every day they were filled with anti-American sentiment; what ever we did, it was wrong.
This view was reinforced by the ever-increasing number of draft dodgers and deserters who were
filtering into Canada. The Canadians viewed these expatriates as perfectly moral people who
were doing the right thing. Some of these Americans became quasi-celebrities and small-scale
heroes. I met some of these people, but only occasionally. Most of them stayed clear of us; they
wanted nothing to do with the U.S. Government. Remember the song “American Woman” by the



rock band “Guess Who?” The “Woman” in the song was the whole U.S. It included a line about
“stay away from me.” That was intended to mean, “Keep your cotton-pickin’ hands off Canada
and our way of life!” That was the attitude of many Canadians at the time.

Q: Apart from what might be considered the “intellectual” class in Toronto, what was the view
of the “man on the street” about the U.S.?

LEININGER: I think only our downstairs neighbors knew that I worked at the consulate.
Everybody was quite hospitable. Canadians are very decent folks. Toronto was the most relaxed
and fear-free city we ever lived in. It has grown since our days, but whenever we visit, we find
the attitude has not changed. They are very accepting of strangers.

ELIZABETH J. HARPER
Consul General
Montreal (1972-1976)

Elizabeth J. Harper entered the Foreign Service in 1951. Her career included
positions in Indonesia, Japan, Canada, and Washington, DC. Ms. Harper was
interviewed by William D. Morgan on June 18, 1992

Q: Like Montreal.

HARPER: And, not least, I wanted some place with good medical facilities, because the Aunt
who lived with me was not in good health. My father had died in the meantime, and my own
medical clearance was limited to places that were low level altitude and good medical facilities.
So all of a sudden I was asked if I would mind being Deputy Administrator for a year, because
Toronto and Montreal were coming up a year later, and one of Barbara's deputies, Fred Smith,
wanted to go off for a year's senior training. They couldn't let Fred go to senior training without a
backup, so it would mesh if I went into Fred's job for a year, and then went up to Canada. That
struck me as splendid, and a year later [ went to Montreal.

Q: Barbara hadn't left by then?

HARPER: No, Barbara was still there. She stayed through the Nixon administration, and it
wasn't until Jerry Ford was president, and a Republican attorney with political ties wanted the
job, that Barbara's resignation, her formal resignation submitted with a change of administration,
was accepted, and so she left.

Q: Specifically, Len Walentynowicz who also appears in this series.

HARPER: Yeah, Len Walentynowicz came in. I went up to Montreal...

Q: After your year as Deputy?



HARPER: After the year as Deputy Administrator. We were still "administrators" in those days.
Then, while I was in Montreal, they changed the title to Assistant Secretary. Meanwhile, we
changed administrations. I was in Montreal through a fascinating five years. The day that I
arrived in Montreal was the day after a general election, provincial election, and the Liberal
Party had swept in with something like 103 seats out a 110, or numbers in that neighborhood.

Q: Mr. Bourassa?

HARPER: Yeah, Robert Bourassa. I was there for the Olympics in '76, I was there for the
elections in '76 at which the Québécois...

Q: What's a "Québécois?"

HARPER: The Parti Québécois was the political party seeking an independent Quebec. It swung
into just about the same size majority as the Liberals had three years earlier, and it was all a very
fascinating time to have been there.

Q: You had a lot of visa issues during the Olympics time?

HARPER: We had lots of visas, we had lots of visitors, we had lots of everything. I don't know if
you know, but Henry Kissinger's very fond of wrestling. The only thing for which the Secretary
wanted tickets was the Greco-Roman wrestling. But, we had lots of other VIPs; for instance
Secretary of Treasury Simon came up. He was interested in all sorts of sports, and oh, we had an
enormous influx.

Q: Part of the problem being semi-fraud, or security, or whatever you want to call it. But there
might be some people using the Olympics to enter the back door of the United States?

HARPER: Oh, yes.
Q: Did that turn out to be a reality?

HARPER: We had thought it would be, that lots of foreign visitors to the Olympics would
suddenly discover how close the U.S. was to Montreal and seek visas, but the volume wasn't as
great as we had feared. Anyway, that was a problem for Bill Maule, the new consular section
chief. I was spending my time trying to find out for the Department, from my good friend Roger
Rousseau, chairman of the Olympics Organization Committee, whether or not the Canadians
were going to admit the PRC (People's Republic of China) to the Games and unseat, so to speak
the Taiwanese.

Q: And did they?

HARPER: You know, the funny thing is...although I spent more hours than I want to recall on
that issue, I don't really remember. I think that may have been the year that both teams were
admitted -- to the satisfaction of neither.



Q: All of those things, even by you, have been forgotten, in part. But the memory of the Olympics
stays on, as you know, because the physical location, and all that went with it, is still there and is
still lovely.

HARPER: Oh, yes.

Q: And as a matter of fact, recently -- as recent as this morning -- there was an newspaper
article, I don't know if you saw it or not, condemning our present exhibit in Barcelona. And,
compared the "theme monument" to the one by Buckminster Fuller, a beautiful round ball, which
later burned down, but the frame work fortunately stayed up.

HARPER: It burnt, I watched it burn down. I watched it burn down from the window of my
office, as a matter of fact. But to get back to the chronology, I went up to Montreal, and had
these five wonderful years, at which point I asked for a further extension. I was within a year and
a half of mandatory retirement. So I asked if I couldn't stay until then, and the reaction of the
Department was two-fold. One, B. J., you have already stretched...

Q: Four years being the normal assignment.

HARPER: You have already stretched beyond reason an assignment to one of the best posts in
the Foreign Service, and there are other people who would like to go there. Moreover, even if we
wanted to be sympathetic, we can't be because Barbara Watson insists that you come back as her
deputy by September. Barbara, once Jimmy Carter took over from President Ford, was promptly
reappointed and was back as assistant secretary.

DOROTHY A EARDLEY
Secretary to the Ambassador
Ottawa (1973-1976)

Mprs. Eardley was born in Wisconsin and raised in Wisconsin and Illinois. She
attended Rubican Business School before entering the State Department, where in
1951 she was assigned as Clerk-Stenographer at Djakarta, Indonesia. She
subsequently was posted to Berlin, Chengmai, Paris, Libreville, Colombo,
Ankara, Ottawa, Jeddah and Kigali. She also had temporary duty assignments in
Djibouti, Reunion, and Johannesburg. She retired in 1980. Mrs. Eardley was
interviewed by T. Frank Crigler in 2008.

Q: I'm flattered. Let’s move on to Ottawa.

EARDLEY: I got to Ottawa after more than five years in Turkey. Not much to say about Ottawa.
It was cold nine months out of the year.

Q: Shortly after you arrived in Ottawa, Ambassador Schmidt was replaced by . . .



EARDLEY: William J. Porter and his wife Eleanor, whom I liked very much. We were there for
a short time — two years? At that time, Kissinger was secretary of state. He hated Porter. So, he
was shipping him off to Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. That was before Riyadh became the capital.

Q: Why did Kissinger hate Porter?

EARDLEY: I don’t know. I guess it was because Porter was very smart. Anyway, Kissinger
shipped him off to Jeddah. And Porter asked me if I’d go along. I danced at the chance.

Q: Why did you “dance at the chance”? Why did you want to go to Jeddah?

EARDLEY: Because I wanted out of Ottawa. These fancy posts were never my cup of tea. I
liked hardship posts. And it was nice being close to the United States. While I was there, I was
once sent to Washington to work on the selection boards, promotion boards I think they were
called. Also I had a chance to visit my family periodically, the ones in Detroit and the ones in
[llinois. So it was pleasurable. But Ottawa wasn’t my kind of embassy, and I was very happy to
go to Jeddah. Twenty-five percent post.

DONALD A. KRUSE
State Department: Canadian Affairs
Washington, DC (1973-1976)

Donald A. Kruse was born in Philadelphia in 1930. He later attended Wheaton
College and majored in history. Following his graduation in 1952, he received a
masters degree in political science at the University of Pennsylvania and then
Jjoined the army. Following his two year run in the army, Kruse joined the
Foreign Service and served in posts in Canada, Luxembourg, France, Belgium,
Jerusalem, Italy, and England. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in
March 1997.

Q: In 73, you left NATO for where?

KRUSE: I came back to Washington to work in Canadian Affairs.

Q: You were there from when to when?

KRUSE: From ‘73 to ‘76, for three years.

Q: I've often heard people I've interviewed say that dealing with the Canadians and perhaps
dealing with the French is certainly as difficult as dealing with the Soviets. Could you describe

the Canadian Desk, where it was and how work was divided? Then we’ll talk about the issues.

KRUSE: Of course, to start with, there is kind of an anomalous thing about Canadian Affairs.
That is that we were dealing with them under the rubric of European Affairs. That had a history



all its own. Suffice to say that there were those who felt that we ought to deal with Canadian
Affairs more separately from Europe because they really weren’t European. I guess the
Canadians were among those who pushed that idea, that they deserved special attention. When I
started, the desk was relatively small. We only had a director, a deputy, and two action officers.
It grew in the next years because environmental issues became very big and we had to have an
officer solely doing environmental issues. We continued to have someone devoted mostly to
economic issues. We also had one doing political/military affairs. Then we had a deputy. But a
lot of other issues came into play in the mid-‘70s. Boundary issues became a big deal. Fishery
issues became very big with the Canadians. So, there were a lot of issues which 99.44% of
Americans would never know about and never care about. But only about one percent of
Canadians didn’t know about them fully and were prepared to fight to the last Canadian to get an
advantage if they could. But that comes from the nature of the Alliance.

Q: You mentioned boundaries. I thought we had pretty well settle the boundaries.

KRUSE: You’re right. We have pretty well settled them, but every boundary issue with the
Canadians, whether there are any anomalies or anything that comes up, particularly when it
involved fishing rights, are just as tough as dealing with the Russians. They fight tooth and nail,
partly because they don’t want to appear to be soft on their great friends, the Americans. In
Canadian politics, the worst thing that can happen to you is to be considered a toady of the
United States. On the other hand, if you’re too tough and get in trouble, that also is dangerous for
your political health. I think Diefenbaker maybe was an example of being a little too strong.

Q: Who was the Prime Minister at the time?

KRUSE: Trudeau. He was a special force also. He was looking forward to I with the Russians.
You do have to realize that the other close neighbor to Canada is Russia, mostly over the pole.
But still, in a Cold War situation, the Canadians always thought that if missiles would be flying
from the Soviets to us, they’d go over Canada. They also just never were quite as hard line. I
shouldn’t say “never,” but certainly under Trudeau, they were not as hard line anti-communist.
They thought the Americans had kind of gone too far. So, it was an interesting time. There would
be from time to time some Trudeau ideas which we thought were not helpful. I wish I could
think of an example right now, but he was looking often to find ways of dialoguing with the
Russians, sometimes on his own, which made us a little nervous. We thought maybe that he
wasn’t paying enough attention to this NATO solidarity idea, although we have to remember
that, even to this day, Canadian forces are still based in Europe to be a part of NATO.

Q: What areas were you in?

KRUSE: I was mostly political/military because of my NATO background. When I became the
deputy director, I had to be involved in the other issues. But here again, these are pretty routine
issues for the U.S. In the great scope of American foreign policy interests, some of these issues
with Canada just don’t grab people’s attention.

Q: What we re doing here is, were trying to look in more detail. Obviously, Canadian-American
relations in all its glory and difficulties go on no matter where the public attention is paid. So,



we’ll look at this. When you got onto the Canadian Desk, what would you say was the accepted
psychological profile of Pierre Trudeau at that time? What was motivating him? What was his
relationship to the United States?

KRUSE: It’s a shame that my memory is failing me, but he had a slogan which implied that
Canada was independent of the United States. It was meant to prove to the rest of the world
that... He was pushing Europeanization of Canadian foreign relations. There were a lot of things
that he pushed. But all of it was against this almost immovable and unchangeable fact that it was
living cheek by jowl with the United States and that Canadian business and Canadian prosperity
really depended on a good relationship with the United States. If you have a big multinational
corporation based in the United States that has factories in Canada, if you’re one of the American
executive officers of one of these companies, and you dare think of closing a factory in Canada,
you’re going to have people in Canada screaming, “Why are you picking on us? What is this
business? We thought we were all in this together.” When the headquarters of companies were in
the United States or were clearly American, Canadians always get a little nervous that somehow
they’re going to get the short end of the stick. The same way with culture. “Time Magazine”
sells very widely in Canada. It’s not a Canadian magazine. American television is widely seen all
over Canada. Canadians have the desire to live close to the American border for practical
reasons. It’s a little warmer. So they all live about 70 miles from the border and all of these great
American cultural scene pours over. There are periodic attempts to stop it, somehow make sure
there is Canadian content. Even football teams, the Canadian Football League had to have a
certain percentage of Canadians higher than the Americans. You just aren’t aware unless you put
yourself in Canadian shoes the force of this great American society and how it affects Canadian
life in every way.

Q: Let’s talk about the military first. Were there any problems with the Canadian military during
this ‘73 to ‘76 time? Nuclear issues, deployment, radar, or anything?

KRUSE: There were always ongoing questions. We had military bases still up in Canada—mostly
for communications, early warning, things tied into our joint NORAD Command in Colorado
Springs. Canadians were fully allied with us on this, but were not as zealous about a lot of it,
let’s put it that way. They clearly didn’t have the resources. When World War II finished,
Canada had the fourth largest air force in the world. By the time of the ‘70s, it was very small. It
had some well-trained squadrons, but it was not big. That was, of course, the case in Canada in
every phase of military. We’re talking about a force that eventually got down to 70,000
personnel. It’s a very small military. For a serious military man who wants to do the right thing
for the security of his country of 25 million people it’s constantly frustrating to find that there
wasn’t much public support for spending a lot of money. So, they had those problems within
their own country. Then with us, of course, we tended to be always pushing, encouraging them to
do more. The nuclear issues were always the most sensitive. The question of the use of nuclear
weapons, that is, the basing of nuclear weapons, even planes on nuclear alert flying over Canada,
these things always made the Canadians very nervous and sensitive. They did not want to appear
to be a part of any U.S. nuclear initiatives which would embarrass them. Trudeau wanted the
least possible reliance on nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons were a particular problem for him
and for a lot of Canadians.



Q: Did you have the feeling that Trudeau for both political and personal reasons rather enjoyed
tweaking the nose of the Americans?

KRUSE: Yes. It always does a Canadian politician a little good in the country to appear to be
able to do that. If you can do it with a little good humor and not appear too uptight about it...
There is a certain amount that the U.S. knows it has to live with. Trudeau sometimes would do
that quite well, but always within limits. He was certainly a strong figure on the Canadian
political scene for a long time. So, his appeal was pretty strong in Canada for other reasons, such
as keeping Canada together. Here I will express a very strong opinion. I think it would not be to
our good to have a divided Canada. So, we were always glad when we had a Prime Minister who
appeared to both the French and the English. Trudeau in many ways bent over backwards
because he was a French Canadian who appeared to be putting the Anglos in a tight spot. But
that’s, of course, a constant concern of the Canadians.

Q: At this time (‘73 to ‘76), what was the feeling on the Canadian Desk about whither the future
of Canada? I'm speaking of the partition.

KRUSE: It was just beginning to be a big issue. | remember writing a paper on Quebec
separatism. It got to the Secretary and he actually wrote something on it with his initials. The
EUR Assistant Secretary Art Hartman sent it back to me. So, [ know that the paper was read by
him. So, there was that kind of level of interest in Quebec. It was beginning to show this
possibility of breaking away. But it was new. At that time, the question was whether separatism
would grow or was it going to wither away? I am not sure I ever made a prediction, but I have
been surprised that, in fact, it not only seems to have grown, but it came close to actually
happening.

Q: I'm not an authority, but in 1997 after the last plebiscite, my feeling is, I think it’s inevitable
that Quebec will split off, but maybe I’'m wrong.

KRUSE: Well, I’ll put myself on record as saying that I still resist the idea that it is inevitable. I
continue to hope that it doesn’t happen. I think it would not be in our interest nor really in the
interest of Canada and not even Quebec.

Q: What about fishing rights? Did you get involved in various fishing matters?

KRUSE: On the desk, we had to keep tabs on it. In fact, we had Roz Ridgway doing all of the
fishery negotiations in those days. So, we were not the prime office for that. That was another
interesting thing about the Canadian Desk. Most of the big economic issues with Canada were
still being carried by EB. Jules Katz particularly was the man who kind of knew all the economic
issues. Any day, something could come up somewhere in Canada which would be totally off our
screen. We would know nothing about it. It would happen often between private entities on both
sides. Then the governments would have to get involved. Often, the desk was the last to know
what was happening. So, there was this kind of history of many of the substantive issues with
Canada like economics, the environment, and fisheries. It was somewhat esoteric for the average
generalist Foreign Service person. It was being handled by the more functional bureaus.



Q: Was this a period of time, if [ recall, when icebreakers in the Northwest Passage were a big
issue?

KRUSE: The bigger issue was our submarines and their playing around up north. The Canadians
didn’t like the fact that the submarines would somehow and sometimes come up in what they
saw as Canadian waters. It was a problem. We did our best to kind of walk the narrow line
between freedom of the seas and Canadian sensitivities. Except for the odd blow-up and incident
now and then, we got away with it. There are a lot of little footnote stories, anecdotal stories
regarding this relationship. Once, a Canadian ship was doing target practice out in the Puget
Sound area, the Juan de Fuca Straits really. One of the shells went awry and actually hit an
American ship. Nobody was hurt, fortunately, but you can imagine the jokes that this was a
Freudian slip and that this was the Canadians’ aggression coming to the forefront. Given the fact
that we were one of the world’s super powers and the Canadians just wanted us not to throw that
around too much with them, I believe we managed the relationship pretty well.

Q: How about on the cultural side, cultural domination, too much American advertising and
magazines and broadcasts, what have you?

KRUSE: Even to this day, there is always the threat of legislation in Canada to cut back on the
American content, somehow keep American T.V. down. I have to say that [ have a sympathy for
the Canadians. I think Canadian society is a very admirable society. There are many features of it
that, I think, are superior to ours, particularly gun control and even their feelings of need to have
more of a commonality about health care and other social issues. I think, in fact, the whole idea
of community is still stronger in Canada than it is here in the United States, where individualism
is so important to us. Individualism is honored and respected and practiced in Canada, but there
is also the other side, the idea that we are a community. Maybe that comes because they’ve
always had to make a statement to be seen as different from us. So, they’re not as assured of
themselves maybe as we seem to be. We had an earlier assignment in Toronto. I remember it
fondly. I think there is a great deal for Canada to commend itself on. May they live forever.

JOHN C. LEARY
Economic Counselor
Ottawa (1973-1977)

John Charles Leary was born in Connecticut in 1924. He received a BA in 1947
and an MA in 1959 from Yale University. He served in the U.S. Army overseas as
a lieutenant from 1943 to 1945. His postings abroad have included Cherbourg,
Dusseldorf, Istanbul, Tokyo, Ottawa, Vienna, Sao Paulo and St. George’s. Mr.
Leary was interviewed by Raymond Ewing in 1998.

Q: Okay. And from there you went to Ottawa?

LEARY: Then we went to Ottawa as economic counselor. Very interesting assignment. Very
pleasant city for family living. Canadians are very pleasant people to deal with although they can



be very tough negotiators. We had numerous cross border issues with which we were continuing
dealing. Ranging from trading potatoes across the state of Washington and British Columbia
border to restrictions on advertising in American magazines and all sorts of things. One of the
most interesting aspects of this, which differs from other posts, is that Washington and Ottawa
are very close together. We had very good telephone communications between the two. We
speak a reasonably common language and we found that agencies of the Canadian government
were in constant communication directly with agencies of the U.S. government. One of the
embassy’s jobs was trying to keep track of who was saying what to whom.

Q: And probably on the one hand you welcomed that close communication and contact, because
it helped resolve problems before they became really major issues.

LEARY: It certainly facilitated business between our two countries.

Q: On the other hand, sometimes common people were talking directly about things that had
wider ramifications and aspects that they perhaps didn’t recognize themselves and the embassy
would have, if they had been in the loop and involved. How could you possibly catch up with all
these sort of moving targets?

LEARY: Well, partly keeping your ear to the ground and partly relying upon the Canadian desk
in Washington to keep its ear to the ground in Washington, and learning from our Canadian
colleagues that certain things were being discussed and trying to pick up and get back in the
loop. It was a continuing problem, but I would say not one that adversely affected our
relationship with Canada very much. Something of a frustration for the embassy from time to
time.

Q: You were the senior economic person in the embassy, the economic counselor. I would think
that the economic issues were probably the most important in terms of the relationship.
Obviously issues relating to our joint participation in NATO and events of North America and so
on. But the economic issues are the ones that really come home.

LEARY: I think that is correct. Yes, on the political side we did have NATO and multi-lateral
matters and UN issues and so on. We were also, of course, following things like the demands of
Quebec for greater independence and in some areas separatism and so on. But the issues on the
economic side were many and very important. One particular aspect of this was that much of
Canadian industry is owned by American firms. There was always a great concern on the part of
the Canadians that decisions were being made by their major business firms which were not in
Canadian interests. The foreign, meaning U.S., dominance was a big issue. There were continual
proposals in the Parliament to take restrictive actions at various times. Most of which didn’t get
very far because it was recognized that this was a mutual enterprise and that they would hurt
themselves to try and rubber stamp and interfere with the business decisions that were being
made.

During my time they did pass some legislation which resulted in the establishment of a foreign
investment review agency which was designed to review new investment proposals of a certain
size in Canada and determine whether they were in Canadian interest and then either grant or



withhold approval. I think that did not result in any particular restriction because in most cases if
a businessman is going to invest a few million dollars in a country, it’s considered almost by
definition to be advantageous. But there were always concerns about impacts on local situations.
Canadian labor also had an interest in this whole issue. We were developing the U.S.-Canada
Automotive Trade Agreement. We had a lot of cross-border trade in energy and when the various
energy crises hit, the one in *73 was one that there was a lot of concern about conserving energy
on both sides of the border and how much there were going to allow to flow across. For example,
large sections of New York State are depending upon hydro-power from Quebec and this
happens back and forth in both directions. We had rather substantial trade in oil products across
the border. Western Canada being a big producer. There were issues there as to what controls, if
any, should be applied in these cases. Also the greatest attempts to develop alternative energy
resources, in particular in northern Alberta. There is a resource referred to as the tar sands, which
amounts to basically, as it sounds, sandy deposits with tar mixed into then. A large oil company
had begin to exploit these resources and had developed a process for heating the tar sands and
separating the sand from the tar, which could then be turned into petroleum products. That was
not economic at the time and I suspect still is not. But it was an effort to find alternatives in the
event there should be further disruptions of imports from the Middle East and so on. All these
things involved us to a degree in discussions with the Canadian government ministries that were
dealing with then and with the industries who were back and forth across the border.

Q: You mentioned the U.S.-Canada automotive agreement which actually provided for free trade
in automobiles and parts. I think that was negotiated, ten years before you were there. Well, in
the mid-"60s. That in turn led to the U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement, the North America
Free Trade Area. Were those subsequent steps under discussion while you were there, or was it
more a question of whether we could even absorb what the auto agreement had led to?

LEARY: The auto agreement was the first step and it was still being absorbed. There was a
certain controversy surrounding it. A broader free trade agreement was being discussed, but in a
more academic fashion, I would say. We had really not gotten to the point where we were talking
seriously, government to government, about such things.

Q: One of the concerns about the automotive agreement, as I recall, was who was really
benefiting from it. Was it America or was in Canada or both? The industry clearly was a great
winner. The statistics were very difficult to understand because there was so much intra-
company trade that went on. Did you get quite involved with all those issues at all while you
were there?

LEARY: Yes, and there was concern about... This was where companies decisions came in. In
the event that the model was not selling well, there would have to be cut-backs. Where did the
cut-backs take place, in Michigan or in Ontario? As the thing developed we, the American and
Canadian auto companies, began producing whole lines of vehicles in Canada and in the States.
So if a certain amount were being produced in Oshua and demand fell short, workers were being
laid off in Oshua, but decisions were avoided in Detroit. This was causing some concerns. The
trade unions also were joined as well. The Canadian auto workers and the U.S. auto workers had,
I’m not sure what the work relationship was, they were essentially the same union, but they were
two different departments. So these things were continuing.



Interesting sideline about the Canadian concern for foreign investment. At one time there was a
poll taken asking people who had expressed concern about foreign investment to identify which
companies were foreign investors. They had, for example, General Motors. All Canadians
thought that was a Canadian company. When the company had to plant their own vicinity they
thought it was a good thing. It was the amorphous foreign company that no one really knew
about that was the problem.

Q: In this period, I think, there was a growing concern about some of the environmental issues
that spill over across the border. Acid rain and so on. Were you quite involved in that or was
that someone else?

LEARY: I wouldn’t say quite involved, we were obviously aware of it and from time to time
were involved in discussions, but we had a bi-lateral commission that deals with border water
problems; the Great Lakes and the North St. Lawrence Seaway and they were much involved in
that. And both countries have environmental agencies that were dealing with these things as well.
There was a good deal of cooperation in those areas, which resulted in, it’s my understanding, a
rather substantial clean-up of the Great Lakes.

We did have some issues in the shipping area, through the St. Lawrence Seaway and so on. And
some relating to labor matters. Where Canadian port strikes against certain ships sometimes
involved U.S. shipping and so on.

Q: Did you spend a lot of your time as economic counselor in dialogue with Canadians about
third countries, about international issues, about Europe, about things to do with the European
Union, the European community? Was that a substantial part of your portfolio?

LEARY: Yes, we dealt with Canadians on respective positions on trade issues and GATT and
UNCTAD and OECD and various new economic matters and so on. Explaining our position,
seeking their position and trying to come to agreement where we could. In many cases our
interests were similar.

Q: Another similarity between the two countries is the vast size in terms of area of Canada. Did
you travel a lot within the country? To the west and so on?

LEARY: Yes, I was fortunate enough to get from Newfoundland to British Columbia and north
to the tar sands that I mentioned in northern Alberta and also I took a trip up the James River in
northern Quebec, which was the site of a major hydro project which was still under construction
at that time. It’s a vast country and acres and acres of open land. The great majority of the
population lives within 100 or 75 miles of the U.S. border. There are vast open areas with not
much but deer and polar bears.

Another issue relating to that was the Alaska pipeline which was being built and passed through
Canada. That was a major issue between the two countries. Working out satisfactory
arrangements between the two countries on both the environmental aspects and economic aspects
of it.



Q. How about fisheries management issues?

LEARY: Fisheries are also a major issue. We share a lot of fishing grounds and there were
continual issues on the amount of fish to be taken and even about who was responsible of the
administration of certain jurisdictions. There are still certain areas where the coastal, the off-
shore demarcation line is in dispute. If you draw the line one way or another the U.S. has a clear
claim to some areas and Canada to others, but there’s still a relatively small, but potentially
important area that is in dispute. So in most cases we were able to work out arrangements for
jurisdiction and satisfactory accommodations for our respective fisherman. But it comes up year
after year.

Q: How about Canada’s economic trade relations in the period which you were there with other
countries in the western hemisphere, other than the United States? Was there a lot of interest in
Latin American and the Caribbean?

LEARY: Yes there was. Canada had always refrained from becoming a member of the
Organization of American States, although they had become more and more to participate as an
observer and they were developing their relationships with Latin America, particularly focusing
on trade relationships and investment relationships. A number of their mining companies had
operations in South America. And of course they took a different view on relations with Cuba
than we did and that also proved to be a bone of contention from time to time. Where we would
attempt to restrict American firms from dealing with Cuba and they would in turn try and get
their Canadian affiliates to comply with U.S. laws and Canada saying these are Canadian
companies and they should abide by our regulations rather than yours.

Q: I'm not sure when it happened, but I guess Canada has now joined the Organization of
American States.

LEARY: I believe that’s true in fairly recent times.

Q: And I believe the State Department is now treating Canada as part of the Bureau of Inner-
American Affairs.

LEARY: Yes, that also, I think, is a recent change.

Q: Which is a recent change as you say. At the time you were there it seemed natural, that
Canada, even though it is part of the western hemisphere in North America is treated as an ally
as part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and part of the European Bureau of the State
Department.

LEARY: For a variety of reasons, including its close ties with Britain, in fact it is a former
British colony, that we are allied in World War II, and we had a common defense arrangement
for North American, which tied in with our NATO arrangements and so on. We were the two
developed countries in the hemisphere, dealing with other developed countries, in the OECD for
example. So it was natural for them to be in the European Bureau, but I guess as the world



changes it makes sense now for this new arrangement. But clearly many of the issues still relate
to European ties.

Q: And the other developed countries in the economic area, including Japan and so on.

LEARY: An interesting sideline on the Cuban matter, the Winnipeg Ballet is one of Canada’s
great cultural traditions and they were invited to appear and perform in Havana and had accepted
the invitation when it turned out that they had a problem when it was realized that several of the
lead dancers were American citizens who were not permitted to travel to Cuba. Well, a great
negotiation ensued to make it possible for them to get special exceptions so that they could travel
with the ballet to Cuba.

Q: Okay. Well, unless there is something else that you would like to say about Ottawa, I would
like to finish with one sort of general topic on sports. I know that you and your family did a lot of
hockey during this assignment to Ottawa and one of the things from kind of things from an
embassy economic/political counselor dimensions, I suppose is that by the time you were there in
'73 to ’77, not only the National Hockey League, but Major League Baseball, included Canadian
teams as well as American teams. Did you get involved in sort of a political level in any issues
relating to that or was that just something that you were interested in personally?

LEARY: No, I don’t recall that we had any political issues there. I do recall attending a game in
Montreal at Jerry Park, which was a place where the Montreal Expos played before they moved
into the Olympic Stadium, which was built for the 1976 Olympics. By the way, we did have the
’76 Olympics. That was my second time in a country that was hosting the Olympics and we
managed to see one or two sessions of the Olympic games. On the hockey side, again, there were
no real political issues. One year I was there, it might have been 1976, the National Hockey
League and its European counterparts hosted a, it was called if I recall, a Canada Cup, a
tournament before the regular season began. They had the Russians and the Czechs and Germans
and various others who were there. And each of the embassies was given a few free tickets to
each of these games and our Ambassador was not much interested so I inherited these tickets. I
went to Montreal to see the Americans play a couple of times. It was a lot of fun. We enjoyed it
very much.

Ottawa is a city that is filled with recreational facilities which makes it ideal for families. There
were bicycle paths and parks and lots of skating rinks which are open twelve months a year, and
if one likes to ice skate, you can do that all year round. Skating on the Rideau Canal during the
winter months was one of my favorite forms of relaxation. I would “brown bag” my lunch and
skate during the lunch hour. The children were very involved in playing hockey and Ringette
(girl’s form of hockey) and I helped coach their teams. My family has often heard me say that
my most prized possession was my Canadian Hockey Coach’s certificate!

Q: Well, it is almost a tremendously important and fascinating relationship. Two countries that
are the biggest trading partners in the world, I think. The economies are so integrated and
becoming more so, there are frictions and problems arise, but I guess the amazing thing is how
well things work most of the time.



LEARY: Canada is a big country and attitudes vary from one part of Canada to another. I recall
being in Newfoundland where their ties with the United States are very strong. Especially New
England and their sympathies are very much with the United States on many issues. Similarly in
western provinces, their ties are more north and south than they are east and west. You find a lot
of resentment there about the Ontarians who through numbers largely control the Parliament and
SO on.

Q: Did you coordinate the economic efforts of the various American consulates in Canada? Or
were those consulates generally primarily involved with consular issues and citizens and didn’t
really do much economic reporting?

LEARY: They were principally consular posts. We’ve got a huge volume of visa and citizenship
issues, protection of American citizens who ran afoul of Canadian law and so on, that have to be
assisted. All of the posts reported from time to time and made contributions to our round-up
reports and so on. And occasionally became involved in specific issues, but most of the reporting
was done through the central embassy in Ottawa. And of course we had very good phone
communication with these people so we could pick up the phone and talk to them about issues
and get their report on those issues.

Q: Who was the Ambassador most of the time that you were there? This was the Ford
Administration.

LEARY: When I arrived the Ambassador was Adolf Schmidt. He was an appointee of the Nixon
Administration, as I recall. He had been there for some time, but left shortly after I arrived, so I
did not get to know him very well. Then he was succeeded by Tom Enders, a career officer who
did a very good job and took what, compared to the past, had been a very high profile in Canada.
Discussing policy issues in a public forum we had pended because of the Canadian sensitivities,
to take a rather low posture in the embassy, but Enders, with the approval and encouragement of
the Secretary of State, who at that time was Henry Kissinger, began to talk about issues and our
view of what Canada should be contributing to some these things and super-sensitive to some of
our concerns. In southeast Asia for example. In the economic investment area. In burden sharing
and NATO and various things. So it was kind of an interesting time. Tom toured the country and
about once a month would make a speech on a major issue which became grist for the editorial
writers for a few weeks. Toward the end of my tour we had Bill Porter. Another career officer.
Again, a very short time. It was Enders who was there most of the time that I was there.

Q: I can’t imagine Tom Enders taking anything other than a very high profile. It’s just his
personality.

LEARY: That also greatly improved our ability to follow what was happening outside of regular
channels because Tom did not hesitate to pick up the telephone and call the Secretary of
Treasury or the Secretary of Commerce and find out what they were thinking or doing about
certain things.

Q: He also, of course, at the time, had a very strong economic background.



LEARY: Absolutely.

Q: He had done economic work himself a lot. Was that a problem for you in a sense that he
wanted to do it all or...?

LEARY: No, not at all. No, no. He relied very much on the staff, except when it came to writing
speeches. There he asked for input but he was his own speech writer.

Q: Okay. Anything else about your assignment to Ottawa? Great job, I think.
LEARY: Yes, we enjoyed it thoroughly.

Q: You can talk more about potatoes or carrots or...

LEARY: My first direct experience with Canadian trade problems was actually before I was
assigned there. There was a problem relating to cross-border trading of potatoes on the west
coast. The problem which is similar to other problems which arise, related to the differing
seasons. One crop matures before another and trade goes across the border and for example,
Canadian crop was just coming in and the U.S. crop was plentiful and we were shipping loads of
potatoes into British Columbia and depressing the price. And they were doing the same thing
when our crop was not quite ready and it was coming back across the border. Anyway, due to
these sorts of things, I was invited to go, this is when I was still in the Department in GCP, up to
Ottawa with a Department of Agriculture representative and a man from the Washington State
Potato Commission to talk to our Canadian counterparts about this.

Q: I had a similar trip at one point. [ don’t remember if it was potatoes or turkeys or some
seasonal product. And as you say the trade currents ebb and flow and there are lots of these
issues.

LEARY: I remember the potato commission guy gave me a little card to carry in my wallet that
said “How to Eat Potatoes and Lose Weight” and it had a number of suggestions on it which |
never really followed very closely and as a result didn’t lose much weight.
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Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2006
Q: So in 1974 you came into the Foreign Service?
PERINA: Yes, November 1974.

Q: You want to talk a little about your initial impression of your class and how you felt about the
Foreign Service?

PERINA: Well, I was very happy to come into the Foreign Service because in the first instance I
was happy to have a job. My wife was pregnant, and the first thing we checked was if the
medical benefits covered pre-existing pregnancy. They did so we were relieved. I was also very
happy because writing my dissertation I had grown a little tired of academia. I grew tired of the
specialization and increasingly narrowing focus. Though I was determined to finish the
dissertation, and eventually I did, I was excited about being in something new and different like
the Foreign Service. It was viewed as prestigious by my friends and family, it was more
competitive to enter, it actually paid better than an entry-level job in academia, and I particularly
looked forward to the adventure of living overseas. I felt well qualified for the Service: I knew
other languages, had lived overseas and so on. So I was quite enthusiastic about it, and my wife
was also. She had lived as an exchange student in Berlin, spoke German, also enjoyed being
overseas, and of course was relieved that I had finally gotten a job. We came down from New
York, lived in Arlington Towers which is where the Foreign Service Institute was at the time,
and met our class which was about 35 people or so.

Then I started negotiating my first assignment. This was, of course, before open assignments
existed, so it was like a poker game because one had to try to figure out first what was available
and how often one could say no before the offers got worse rather than better. I learned very
quickly how one has to watch out and negotiate in the assignments process. During my first
assignment meeting, the counselor said, “We’re going to make you a principal officer.” I could
not believe that as a new officer I would be a principal officer. I said, “Where?”” And he said,
“Bukavu,” in the Congo, a consulate, a one man consulate and I would be principal officer. I
looked at him and said, “Do you know I have a pregnant wife?”” He said, “That’s why you’re
perfect. There’s no school problem.” So I learned very quickly to be careful of what assignment
counselors try to sell. I held out and in the end was offered a rotational assignment in Ottawa,
Canada. This wasn’t the most exotic place to go but I concluded that with a child on the way and
still trying to finish a dissertation, it made a lot of practical sense. Certainly more so than
Bukavu. The consequence was that in our first two years in the Foreign Service, the furthest we
got from Washington was on home leave to California. But we were in fact very fortunate.
Ottawa turned out to be a very interesting and pleasant place to live. And very significant in our
lives because both of our daughters, Kaja or Katherine and Alexandra, were born there about 17
months apart. I even finished my dissertation.

Q: Let’s go back to the class again. What was the composition in terms of ethnicity, gender and
so on?

PERINA: It was a mixed group but an impressive group. There were, as I recall, a fair number of



women in the class. It surely wasn’t 50-50 but I would say it was about a third women. Racially,
there were one or two African-Americans, one Hispanic, but as I recall no Asians. It was
certainly an impressive group and very collegial. In fact, the spouses of the group gave my wife a
shower in Arlington Towers, a baby shower, which was an introduction to the sense of
community in the Foreign Service which we came very much to value.

Q: Were you able to parlay your doctorate into anything?

PERINA: No, I quickly found out that Ph.D.’s were neither rare nor particularly valued.
Academic degrees were not really taken into account very much. I finished my dissertation
mainly out of principle and as an insurance policy if I left the Foreign Service, but it never
helped me much in the bureaucracy. Later I found out that education levels were actually hidden
from promotion boards. What I did get credit for were the languages I knew. I tested and
received step increases for Czech, German and French. That put me at the top of my pay grade so
I started out at about $13,000 a year, which we were very happy with. I had the highest salary in
my class.

Q: Ten years before I started out at about $3,500. That wasn’t bad. $10,000 was the top
government salary. So you were in Ottawa from 1975 to 1977?

PERINA: 1975 to late 1976. We arrived in Ottawa in February 1975 after I had taken the A-100
and the consular course. This was a rotational assignment so I did both consular work and
political/economic work, but primarily it was consular. Canadians, of course, do not need visas
but there were a lot of third-country applicants in Ottawa and also a lot of complex citizenship
cases, plus imprisoned Americans. [ worked on all of these. It was the only consular work I have
done in my career but it left memories of some very interesting experiences.

Q: Do you recall any of them?

PERINA: Well, I recall one in particular that was when I gave the first visa to the United States
to Alexander Solzhenitsyn who had just been expelled from the Soviet Union a few months
earlier. He was invited to Canada before he was invited to the United States. He came to Canada
and while there he got an invitation from the AFL/CIO to speak in Washington at some
convention they were holding. He decided to accept and we received word that he was going to
come to apply for a visa. Somebody from the AFL/CIO tipped us off that this was going to
happen. I was the junior officer and my boss was a more experienced consular officer so we sat
down and we thought about this for a minute. Right away we realized that he would need a
waiver for Communist Party membership, which applied to anyone who had ever been in the
Communist Party, as Solzhenitsyn had been in his youth. We thought, well, this is Solzhenitsyn,
a renowned writer and dissident and very much of a hero to the Western world. We phoned
Washington to ask if we could get around the waiver requirement in some way, and the answer
was no. We had to go through the whole process of him filling out all the applications, sending
these to Washington, and getting approval for the visa issuance.

I remember my boss was very worried about how Solzhenitsyn would take this. Solzhenitsyn had
a reputation of standing up to bureaucrats, and we could imagine him getting fed up with the



forms, walking out of the Embassy and denouncing American bureaucrats as no better than
Soviet ones. Well, Solzhenitsyn came in with his wife Marina, who was his second wife, and was
very polite and friendly. I did most of the talking with him even though I didn’t know Russian at
the time but I did know German. He spoke German quite well, and that is how we
communicated. I explained to him that he had to fill out these forms, and his reaction was the
opposite of what my boss had feared. Solzhenitsyn took the process more seriously than almost
any other applicant I had processed. He sat down with these forms and began filling them out
meticulously. There was one standard question asking for a list of all places where the applicant
had lived for more than six months since the age of 18. He started filling this out and then he
turned to me and said, “Do I have to fill in all the labor camps?”” And I said, “No, you don’t have
to. Just cover the period. You don’t have to fill in all the labor camps.” He was immensely
conscientious about the entire process. I thought about it afterwards and concluded that his
behavior actually made a lot of sense, given his experiences. If you spend your life fighting a
bureaucracy, your first thought is not to make a mistake in an official document that the
bureaucracy can use against you. So he took the matter very seriously. We obtained the waiver
from Washington overnight, and he came back the next day to pick up the visas. I know the exact
date, which was May 21, 1975, because he also autographed and dated a first edition, in Russian,
of the Gulag Archipelago for me. That was the date of his first visa to the United States, although
he subsequently came many times.

Q: He eventually settled in Vermont, I think.

PERINA: Yes. He eventually settled there but then returned to Moscow after the collapse of the
Soviet Union.

Q: In that period of the ‘70s and during our involvement in Vietnam there were a significant

number of young Americans males who entered Canada to avoid the draft. Did that affect you at
all?

PERINA: Not in general, but there was this amazing coincidence where I met a classmate from
the University of Chicago on the street in Ottawa. He was in Canada because he had gone
AWOL (absent without leave) from the army before deployment to Vietnam. He was not a draft
evader because he was beyond the draft. It was a very strange feeling at first because there we
met and he was in a sense running from the United States and I was representing the United
States. But after a while it really did not influence our personal relationship. We became good
friends and still are. He is an attorney in Ottawa but was amnestied many years ago and can visit
the U.S. without problem.

Q: How about the Canadians you met? I have been told by some people the one thing that binds
Canadians together is that they are not Americans and of course, sometimes being an American
diplomat there means bearing the brunt of hearing why they re Canadians.

PERINA: Right. Well, it is a dilemma because you have to be sensitive to their desire to have a
separate identity despite the fact that so much of the culture and the economy is dominated by
U.S. influence, as they are the first to recognize. It’s always tricky because when Canadians ask
you, “Well, how do you like it here?”” you don’t want to say, “Well, it’s just like home,” even



though in many respects it is. But in fact we found the Canadians very hospitable. We had two
daughters born in Ottawa, both delivered by the same doctor who delivered Margaret Trudeau’s
children, so for that and other reasons it will always be a special place for us. We made Canadian
friends with whom we stay in touch to the present day.

Q: Did you find any sort of hostility? I think of Québec and the English-French issue. Did you
get caught up in that in any way?

PERINA: Well, there was some resentment of the U.S., of course. Not so much as a result of the
French issue but rather because of our enormous influence and the Canadian wish to develop a
separate identity. Unfortunately, some Canadians felt that a Canadian identity could not develop
unless U.S. influence was restricted and closed off. I did a little bit of work in the political and
economic sections of the Embassy. In the economic section, the main problems were Canadian
efforts to restrict American TV broadcasts, to somehow limit American content in books and
magazines, and so on. We argued that it would not work, as for the most part it did not. Many
Canadians enjoyed American TV programs more than CBC programes. It is very hard to legislate
a cultural identity, as some people tried to do. At the same time, I think Canadians are genuinely
different from Americans in many respects and do have their own identity. One of my jobs in the
political section was to attend question period in the Canadian Parliament. The Prime Minister at
the time was Pierre Trudeau, and he was a master of debate. Watching him and Diefenbaker spar
in parliament was a pleasure. It was a very civilized political culture.

Q: Who was our ambassador at the time?

PERINA: I was there with two ambassadors. When I first arrived, the ambassador was William
Porter, with whom I overlapped only a bit, and he was then replaced by Thomas Enders.

Q: During the Vietnam War, there was quite a bit of tension between Trudeau and Lyndon
Johnson. Did you get any sense of that during your time there?

PERINA: By the time I got to Ottawa the Vietnam War was basically over. It was no longer as
controversial as in years past. So no, I did not get any sense of that. But of course Trudeau was a
strong leader, intelligent and unafraid to speak out when he felt like it, so I have no doubt he
made some in Washington nervous.

JOHN CLEMMONS
Security Officer
Ottawa (1974-1978)

John Clemmons was born in Greensboro, North Carolina. He graduated from
Gilbert College in 1953 and then served as a non-commissioned officer in
military intelligence during the Korean War. He joined the SY with the State
Department in 1956 and was a security officer for thirty years. He had several
assignments in the U.S. and also served in Ottawa, Canada. Mr. Clemmons was



interviewed by Henry Mattox in 1992.

Q: You were in Canada in the Embassy in Ottawa 1974 to '78. What were the differences in
duties or responsibilities or implementations, if any, between Ottawa and a field office?

CLEMMONS: Well, they were totally different type jobs as a real security officer. For one thing,
you operated pretty much on your own. In my case they had never had a security officer assigned
to Canada prior to 1974. So I even had to devise my own filing system and so forth. But as a
security officer in the Foreign Service, investigations take a back seat although you do have an
investigative program. My particular situation, RCMP did the background checks because I
wasn't allowed to do an investigation outside of the Chancery. You learned a lot about security.
Some of which I never thought about. Door locks, for example, alarm systems. While you are not
a police officer, but you still had to counsel, particularly junior officers and their associations and
remind them of the non-fraternization policy. Sometimes our own agencies would try to violate
that rule. It was up to the security officer to make sure that a junior officer did not get involved in
something that he or she could not extricate themselves from.

Q: A personal relationship?
CLEMMONS: Yes, personal relationship.

Procedural security at the time, we were hardening our offices all over the world because of
terrorism problem. A number of our Consulates in Canada had been in place for 35 years and
you try to do a security survey of an office with an attic access of a 12" height, what not. There
was no way you could do it. So as a result [ was instrumental in getting some of our Consulates
modernized and placed in better offices than what they had because of the security problem.
Travel was tremendous going at the time. We had seven Consulates General going from St.
Johns, Newfoundland, which was later closed, all the way from Vancouver. Plus all the U.S.
Information Agency offices (USIS), attaché offices, Ambassador's residence, DCM residence.
Tremendous amount of responsibility and you had to work closely with the host country police
as a result.

Q: You had direct charge with the marines at the Embassy?

CLEMMONS: That's correct and that's an experience within itself too, because while you felt
rather fatherly towards them and admired them, most of them were 18 and 19 years old. They
could think of more ways to get into trouble than you could imagine. There were times. A lot
depended on the gunny. If you had a strong NCOIC, that was helpful. Unfortunately, the first one
that I encountered in Canada wasn't that strong because I found drains were littered with their
girlfriends outside the marine house. He apparently lost control of the detachment so I had to
come on as a heavy and make some requirements. It was a totally new experience. I think
probably of the 30 years I spent with the Department, it was probably the most enlightening
experience. I look back on my career and I look at those four years in Canada because so much
went on up there and there was such a learning process on my part that it was and I regret not
taking another tour. I, for certain reasons I was told that I could have Bonn, for example, if I
wanted it. I turned it down. Again let's go off the record.



Q: Okay.

Q. Now John, you said that you would have, under certain circumstances, gone on to another
assignment in Bonn but you decided not to.

CLEMMONS: This was a career decision I made. Probably more emotional than it was rational.
Being, I think, biggest mistake was that [ was four years in Canada and worked under two
separate distinct Ambassadors. First of whom was the man I respected a great deal and he was
very helpful. The second was totally different.

Q. Excuse me one second. The first was Bill Porter, career Ambassador?
CLEMMONS: Yes.

Q: The second?

CLEMMONS: Should I name him?

Q: Yes.

CLEMMONS: Tom Enders.

Q: Also a careerist, but go ahead.

CLEMMONS: But totally different personality. Considerably younger than Porter, had teenage
children, wife who, I guess the best way to describe them, as total disregard for anyone but
themselves. For example, the resident staff were required sometimes to work 24 hours without a
break. As a result, we had several of the older, these were third country nationals, most of them,
have heart attacks, develop other illnesses as a result of the stress that was put upon them. They
would hire without any clearance from my office and then when they found that they did not like
this person, they would arbitrarily fire them. It was a constant battle up there. There was
difficulty with the Ambassador recognizing SYB and his security apparatus, has a tendency to
lean towards another Federal agency. And, you know, his wife would make unreasonable
demands. Call... When the administrative counselor was out of town, I would frequently end up
with the brunt of her anger or other resentments even though I had nothing to do with whatever
she was complaining about. But she would call all hours of the night and then hang up.

Q: So you had a personality conflict in those circumstances?

CLEMMONS: Exactly, it really turned me sour as far as the Foreign Service goes. Looking back
on it, it was the wrong reaction on my part. I should have taken another tour. I think it would
have been a much more rewarding career had I, you know, gone back out. When I say Bonn, I
was never actually offered Bonn. The rumor mill had it, so at that time it was our largest post. So
I think I would have benefited, not necessarily grade wise because when I came back to the
Department, [ was made a special assistant to the Director who was a Deputy Assistant Secretary



at the time. Then after a brief stint as chief of investigations, I was made Assistant Director for
Protection and ran the entire protection program for four years until such time that I retired.

Q: Well there is a special fascination for many people anyway in the Foreign Service in serving
abroad in staffing Embassies. It's different from working in Washington. You got a taste of it.
You liked it. Would you like it perhaps better in retrospect than at the time?

CLEMMONS: Yes, I let personalities interfere with my judgment. I was told, I should not let the
Ambassador, a certain Ambassador and his wife influence my decision but I did. I was burned
out. [ was frustrated. I felt particularly Mrs. Enders was cause for embarrassment to the
American people. Certainly the Embassy as a result of her activities. They had no regard for
anyone but themselves and this was shown through some of the activities of their children. They
seemed to think they were above it all. So but had I to do it over again, I would definitely, for
one thing, I would have tried to go into the Foreign Service sooner. When I came along there was
no intermingling between the G.S. and the Foreign Service. If you were hired as a Special Agent,
you stayed a Special Agent and you never crossed that line. Whereas now as soon as they
unified, you come on as a Foreign Service grade and you will serve time in the field office, you
will serve time overseas which, I think, makes for a much more professional organization. It's
much more effective. Of course, we've got probably five times the number of people that we had
when [ started out too. Unless a person has a health problem or a personal problem of some type,
a Security Officer or Special Agent, they will be assigned both State side and overseas.

Q: So you would then, I gather, recommend to a young person these days, coming along, you
would recommend a Foreign Service career as something that they should look into as a positive
possibility.

CLEMMONS: If the person was inclined to be interested in political science and foreign affairs,
I'm probably one of the biggest advocates of the Foreign Service as a career for a person who
wants to go into public service. I think, without question, it's probably the most professional
federal agency there is. Your serving at the dedication of the employees . And I, other than
visiting various posts when I was traveling with the Secretary, I really wasn't assigned to a
hardship post as such, but I understand that there is a distinct closeness that develops among the
employees at a hardship post. Just the friends that we made in our little over four year tour in
Canada, we still have any number of friends that we developed in the Foreign Service.
Proportionally much greater than the rest of my time in the State Department. Yes, I thoroughly
advocate the Foreign Service. I think it is a tremendous experience to be able to represent your
country and work overseas and now it is much more, I think. The language training that they
give everybody and area studies. You're much better prepared than you were say 25 years ago.

Q: You traveled with the Secretary whoever Secretary might have been at the time in your
capacity as Assistant Chief of Protection.

CLEMMONS: Yes, As the Assistant Director in Charge of Protection, one of my responsibilities
to supervise the Secretary's protective detail, which then comprised of about 35 Special Agents.

Q: SY agents?



CLEMMONS: Yes, SY agents and on about three occasions I traveled overseas just with the
detail to observe their activity, professionalism whether or not they were performing and
assisting where I could, you know, policy areas. But I was primarily, I think. I took two trips
with Secretary Shultz...I can't... I think it was always Shultz.

Q: I'll have a story for you when we go off the record here. I won't clutter up this tape. John,
your greatest accomplishment while with the Department of State?

CLEMMONS: That's hard to say... If I had to narrow it down, I just don't know. I enjoyed it. I
benefited. I think, the Department benefited. I can sit here all day and tell you little anecdotes
and incidences and what not that occurred. I can't think of anything that stands out that is
worthwhile to record as a special accomplishment other than the fact that I felt I had a successful
career and we can retire with a good attitude towards any Federal agency and the State
Department included, I think you've been fairly successful.

Q: Various professional disappointments?

CLEMMONS: T guess the last four years it was a constant battle with trying to get the resources
to staff these protective details and the lack of cooperation with certain other Assistant Directors
who had more or actual resources than I had, particularly those in charge of the field offices.
There was a constant battle, a constant justification of a request for agents to provide protection
of foreign dignitaries. For that matter when the Secretary was traveling overseas, they did not
seem to comprehend that understaffed detail was not only unfair to the protectee, but also it was
unfair to the agent. Somebody could very easily have gotten hurt. I guess that was one reason I
decided to retire. I just got tired of fighting the battle of limited resources, and I'm talking about
agent resources.

Q: Well, I probably should have reversed those questions so that we could end on a...
CLEMMONS: Positive note.

Q: But never mind, I enjoyed the talk and I think it will be useful.

RICHARD ST. F. POST
Political Counselor
Ottawa (1975-1976)

Richard Post was born in Spokane, Washington. He graduated from Harvard
University and entered the Foreign Service in 1952. His career included positions
in Somalia, Hong Kong, Swaziland, Lesotho, Angola, Canada, Portugal,
Pakistan, and Washington, DC. Mr. Post was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy in 1990.



Q: Then you went to Ottawa as political counselor. You were there for about a year or so. Who
was your ambassador at the time?

POST: First it was Bill Porter. Porter had been office Director for North African Affairs when I
went to Ethiopia. I was in Washington, looking for a job and I bumped into him. I told him I was
looking for a job and he said, well look, I need a good political counselor, why don't you come

up. So we did. He was there for I can't remember how long and then Tom Enders came in early
1976.

Q: Enders was a very controversial figure. How did he operate?

POST: Imperial. A grand imperial style. Of course he is very tall, 6'9". In contrast to Bill Porter,
who was a very low key administrator, but one who kept in touch with things in an interesting
way. In addition to the grand limousine that the government supplied, he had a beat up Chevy. |
don't think he had diplomatic plates on it. He'd drive, stop and talk to people. He got a lot of
insight that way.

That was not Enders' style. Enders traveled with the glitterati and the politicos. His wife was
very supportive of that role.

Q: What were the main issues that you were reporting on as political counselor?

POST: There was the political situation in Canada, reporting on that. Probably one of the most
important functions was that we had responsibility for the environment. So we had a lot of
discussions with the Canadians on environmental issues. Back in Teddy Roosevelt's day, we had
entered into an agreement with Canada under which each of us agreed not to pollute the other
side of the border. So there were a lot of issues that came up where that was precisely the issue.
An iron mine in British Columbia couldn't be allowed to proceed because it would be fouling the
waters that eventually ended up in Flathead lake.

There was another issue was whether under the treaty there could be a refinery built in Eastport
Maine, near Campobello Island, which belongs to Canada. It was a very impoverished area.
Pittston Company wanted to put this refinery there. That would have meant supertankers going
through this stretch of water that came between Campobello Island and the Maine coast, an area
that has the highest incidence of fog per year of any part of that coast. The channel is relatively
narrow, and it was clear that they were afraid that it would cause enormous damage to the
environment. [ agreed with them 100% but I had to argue the other case.

Q: This brings up a point. What did you think of our environmental policy? Was it business
driven?

POST: Well, certainly in the case of this Pittston thing. Our position was being driven by
business interests. There were legal rights that we had to do that. If it could have been done
without the tankers getting out of the channel or running aground or something like that, it would
have been perfectly legal and not harmful to the environment. But the danger was clearly there
and we finally admitted this and backed down. But there were other issues where business



interests certainly came in. For instance, a dam in North Dakota. Garrison Dam. We wanted to
put up a great big dam that would have diverted waters and changed the ecological patterns,
there would be exotic organisms in Canadian rivers that would flow up from North Dakota, plus
the Canadians would be getting a heavy dosage of the fertilizer runoff from American farmlands.
So that was a big issue between America and Canada. Again, our role was both to enunciate as
forcefully as we could what were the American positions and at the same time, to report back
what we thought about the whole thing in terms of the damage we could do in terms of our
relation to Canada.

There is a whole range of these issues. It is really amazing how many Americans are affected by
what goes on in Canada. Of course the reverse is even more true, when you have got a country of
some 25 million people, and 90% of them live within 200 miles of the American border. It is
mind boggling.

Q: I've always been told two things in these interviews regarding Canada, one is their extreme
sensitivity, but also that they are the toughest negotiators you will ever find.

POST: Yes, they are pretty tough negotiators.
Q: As far as the politics of Canada. What was our attitude?

POST: We just reported what was going on. They're perfectly free to have whatever kind of
government they like. In order to report and keep in touch with what was going on, we had good
relations with all of the political parties, including the more or less socialist party, NDP, Ed
Broadbent was the head of that. In fact he ended up buying my house when I left.

ELDEN B. ERICKSON
Economic-Commercial Counselor
Ottawa (1975-1978)

Elden Erickson was born in Kansas in 1919. He served in the U.S. Air Force and
in the U.S. Army during World War Il before joining the Foreign Service in 1946.
His career included positions in China, Algeria, France, Laos, Japan, Lebanon,
the Netherlands, Canada, and Germany. Mr. Erickson was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1992.

Q: Then you went off to the healthy, cold climate of Ottawa. You were there from 1975- 78. You
were what?

ERICKSON: The Economic/Commercial Counselor but doing commercial work. I did economic
work in Beirut but mostly commercial work in Tokyo and Ottawa.

Q: What were the major problems with Canada? The Canadians are always complaining that it
is like living with an elephant.



ERICKSON: We know nothing about them. Yes.

They were the greatest. Of all of my dealings in the Foreign Service, to deal with the Canadians
was the easiest and friendliest and the best and honest, face-to-face people you could imagine.

Q: What were your major concerns?

ERICKSON: We were participating in tariff negotiations, etc. But the negotiations were always
easy until we didn't agree.

Q: I am told the Canadians are some of the most difficult people to negotiate with.
ERICKSON: Again we were caught up in small things at that time. We had the fisheries
problems, which are always with us. And agriculture problems, of course. We didn't have an
automotive agreement at that time.

Q: Was oil pipeline a problem?

ERICKSON: No. Not at that time.

Q: Did the problems of cross-culturalism fall into your bailiwick?

ERICKSON: Oh, yes, communications of all kinds, television particularly. They were again
trying to prevent US culture from crossing the border, but with television it was fairly difficult.

Q: One of the problems I think was that Canadian firms were advertising on American television
because these were the major networks people were listening to.

ERICKSON: Well, most Canadians live within a 100 miles of the borders. Trudeau was Prime
Minister the whole time I was there.

Q: Sitting in on country team meetings with the Ambassador and all, how did you view Trudeau?

ERICKSON: Well, that is very difficult to answer. We didn't really like him very much because
he didn't always do what we would like to have him do.

Q: Did you feel that he was consistent?
ERICKSON: We thought he was consistent. It was this consistency that we didn't like.
Q: Did you feel he was anti-United States?

ERICKSON: He was totally a Canadian. He did like tweaking the US and I think we considered
him not strongly anti-American, but with basically an anti-American feeling.



Q: What about Congress? Did Congress weigh in at all?

ERICKSON: Yes, on the communications and publications and things like that we had
Congressional delegations from time to time.

Q: Did they make any headway either way?
ERICKSON: No, I don't think so. The Canadians usually manage to hold their own.
Q: This has been one of their great strengths hasn't it?

ERICKSON: The Ambassador during my period was Tom Enders. He didn't care too much
whose toes he stepped on. He was promoting US policy and he made speeches all over. They
weren't always that politic, but he was saying exactly what he thought should be done.

Q. What about Tom Enders? He has been a very controversial figure in the American Foreign
Service. A very strong, highly intellectual person as you say. How did you find working for him?

ERICKSON: I got along very well with him. Sometimes I didn't approve of his method of
operation, but again for preparation of all these speeches he wanted your input and everybody
worked long hours supplying it. If he didn't like somebody, however, he would get rid of him or
make it known how he felt. He was not an easy person to deal with. But I think he was not all
that interested in the commercial side, fortunately. He wanted everything to be taken care of but
he didn't want to have to get too involved in it. I was just lucky in that respect.

Q: Did you find yourself running across all those border agreements, practically at the village
level, in your efforts to promote trade?

ERICKSON: It wasn't really a problem for us. We had such excellent people in the local
employees in the Canadians. That makes a big difference too, when you have experienced
nationals.

Q: Were there any problems maintaining them?

ERICKSON: They were still the old timers when I was there and they were really career oriented
and really knew more than a lot of the Americans.

Q: This is often the case. How about Quebec and the Separation Movement?
ERICKSON: The Separation Movement was active the whole three years I was there with the
banning of English signs and trying to do away with everything Anglo. Levesque was in his

ascendancy at that time.

Q: Did this cause commercial problems in having to persuade our exporters to put French into
their business or not?



ERICKSON: Well, they had to do it because Quebec insisted that if it was to be sold it had to
have French labels. Our duty there was just to make it known to all Americans that they had to
meet all these new requirements. It was just a question of communication.

Q: Then you left Ottawa in 1978 and went for a relatively short tour to Frankfurt.

FRANCIS TERRY MCNAMARA
Consul General
Quebec (1975-1979)

Ambassador Francis T. McNamara was born in Troy, New York in 1927. He was
in the U.S. Navy during World War Il and was also stationed in Japan during the
Korean War. He received a bachelor's degree from Russell Sage College and a
master's degree from McGill University and from Syracuse University.
Ambassador McNamara he entered the Foreign Service in 1956. His career
included positions in Rhodesia, the Congo, Tanzania, Vietnam, Canada, Lebanon,
and ambassadorships to Gabon and Cape Verde. Ambassador McNamara was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1993.

MCNAMARA: I arrived in Quebec on November 2, 1975. I stayed until July 1979, almost four
years.

Q: What was the political situation in Quebec during that period?

MCNAMARA: It was tense. The Quebec separatist movement had been growing stronger over
the years.

In the early 1970s, there had been some violent incidents in Montreal -- bombs exploded, and
separatist extremists kidnapped the British trade commissioner and the labor minister of the
Quebec government. The labor minister was killed. Trudeau, the Canadian prime minister at the
time, declared a state of siege sending troops on door to door searches in Montreal. The British
trade commissioner was recovered unharmed. Nonetheless, the Québécois were shocked by the
violence. Thereafter, no separatist party had any chance of winning substantial support unless it
firmly disavowed violence.

For a time, the separatist movement in Quebec was cooled down. But, gradually, it took on new
life as Rene Levesque introduced more moderate concepts of a peaceful evolution towards
something he described as sovereignty-association. The extremists were in eclipse. Moderates,
led by Levesque, dominated the separatist movement. They wanted separation, but they didn't
want violence. They wanted to do it in an orderly, legal way.

Their chosen formula was Separation with Association (Séparation et Association). What they
were talking about was political separation from, but economic association with, the rest of
Canada. And this became relatively popular, certainly among the younger-generation Québécois.



It suggested that you could have your cake and eat it too.

The Québécois are a very cautious people. They've survived culturally not by being audacious,
but by being prudent. They fear the economic consequences of separation. In their hearts, most
of them wanted political sovereignty. But they were afraid of the consequences. And so they
were being characteristically prudent. The Parti Québécois had their hearts, but not for
immediate political separation.

Nonetheless, the movement was growing stronger as a younger generation in Quebec gained
increasing self-confidence.

In prior times, Québécois society had been a theocracy. It was a closed society centered on the
church. In late 1950 and early 1960's a "quiet revolution," took place in Québécois society. It
came to full flower during the prime ministership of Jean Lesage. Suddenly, the churches were
empty and a semi-feudal society turned to social democracy. The French-speaking majority in
Quebec were no longer willing to accept the second class status that was thrust upon them after
the defeat of the French on the Plains of Abraham.

Q: For example, they've got the lowest birthrate in the world, practically.

MCNAMARA: Well, now. The churches were empty. You'd go into a Catholic church in
Quebec, by the time I got there, and you'd see a few old ladies, thumbing their beads. There were
very few young people in the churches.

They flipped, in the space of ten or fifteen years, from a virtual theocracy to a modern lay
society.

Q: By the time you'd arrived there, this tranquil revolution had already happened?

MCNAMARA: Yes, it had. The social aspects had taken place. Economic and political change
were still evolving within the context of the Canadian confederation. The party that was in power
in Quebec Province was the Liberal Party, and they were committed to confederation with the
rest of Canada, but with some modifications. They wanted changes, while retaining the political
unity of Canada. The Parti Québécois was for political separation of Quebec from the rest of
Canada.

Q: When you went there, this was a sensitive time.
MCNAMARA: Nobody in Washington recognized it as a sensitive time.

Q: Were there any instructions to play it cool, which I would imagine would be the policy? Don't
butt in?

MCNAMARA: No. I was told, by the deputy assistant secretary in EUR who was in charge of
Canadian affairs, that separation wasn't serious. "Don't worry about it. It's not going anyplace.
The separatists are never going to be strong enough to really challenge Canadian unity. It's a



tempest in a teapot."”

About a month after I arrived in Quebec, I came to the contrary conclusion that, separatism was
quiet serious, and growing stronger. I began to consider that political unity of Canada could be
challenged in the next few years. Should we not begin quietly to consider the possible
implication for America? After all, the political cohesion is certainly a matter of considerable
interest to the United States. A profound change in our nearest neighbor must affect us in many
ways.

So I wrote a long letter to the man who had told me that it wasn't serious (Dick Vine, who was
ambassador to Switzerland afterwards, a very nice man), analyzing the situation as I saw it in
Quebec and in Canada. I suggested that the Parti Québécois could win the next election, which
we expected to come within the year. Should we not quietly prepare ourselves for such a
possibility by discreetly studying the implications of such a possibility? We should not allow
ourselves to be surprised by a crisis. Far better to think through the problem now when all is
calm rather than reacting to a perceived crisis. In any case, contingency planning could do no
harm. I suggested that I come to Washington to discuss the possibility of forming a discreet
study group. Vine reluctantly allowed me to come to Washington. We had some inconclusiv